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Denis Keyer

INTERPRETING HORACE IN TH. ZIELINSKTI’S
AND M. ROSTOVTZEFF’S CRITIQUE OF
I. GREVS

The appearance of Ivan Grevs’! “Essays on the History of Roman Land-
Tenure” in 1899 (vol. 1: on Horace’s Sabine estate; on Atticus; on the
theory of J. K. Rodbertus and K. Biicher)? and 1905 (on the evidence of
Petronius)? gave rise to polemics* that have been thoroughly discussed by

I Rostovtzeff, from whose references Russian works by Grevs (I'pesc) are known
to most western scholars, renders his name as Greaves, which makes it difficult to
establish the Russian transcription for bibliographical inquiries. However, this
spelling is historically correct. Wjatscheslaw Chrustaljow pointed out to me that
Grevs’ ancestor had emigrated to Russia from Britain (allegedly as early as under
Peter the Great), and according to Olga Dobiash-Rozhdestvenskaya, a student of
Grevs, in English his name was spelled Greaves (see Dobiash-Rozhdestvenskaja 1993
[O. A. Jo6uam-PoxxnecrBenckas, “I'pesc, M. M.”], 327-328; cf. Chrustaljow 2021
[B. K. Xpycranes, “I'pesc, . M.”], 196-200, with literature).

2 Grevs 1899 [U. M. I'peBc, Ouepku u3 ucmopuu pumcKo2o 30aMae61a0eHUs]
(npeumyugecmeento 6o epemena umnepuu)], previously published in ZMNP 297
(1895 Jan.), 303 (1896 Feb.), 306 (1896 July), 307 (1896 Oct.), 313 (1897 Oct.).
It was defended as a masters thesis (opponents: F. Sokolov, Th. Zielinski). Vol. 2 was
planned as a doctoral thesis, but only single studies pertaining to it have seen print
(see n. 3 below).

3 Grevs 1905 [M. M. I'peBc, “Oyepku M3 HCTOPHH PHUMCKOTO 3EMIICBIIAJICHUS.
KpymHoe 10MOBOE XO3SICTBO B 9MOXY HAUOOJBIIET0 YKOHOMUIECKOTO PACIIBETA PHM-
ckoro mupa ([anusie [lerponus no arpapHoit ucropuu 1 Beka mmmepun)’]. It was
originally planned as a part of vol. 2, but Grevs gave up the subject after the publication
of Hirschfeld 1902. From 1936 he re-edited his “Essays...” (vol. 1 was augmented
by a number of articles, vol. 2 rewritten), but his death in 1941 left the work in
manuscript; only one article on Livia’s estate was published: Grevs 1941 [U. M. I'pegc,
“ONuU30/1 U3 UCTOPHUH PA3BUTHS 3EMEIbHOM COOCTBEHHOCTH PUMCKHX HMMIICPATOPOB
U ee COIMalIbHOW poyu: 3eMenbHOe cocTosiHue JIMBHH, BTOpOW JKeHbl ABrycra”,
in: Yuenwvie zanucku JII'Y. Cepusi ucmopuueckux nayk]. See in detail Kaganovich
1990 [b. C. Karanosuu, “Bokpyr ‘O4epkoB U3 UCTOPUU PUMCKOTO 3eMIICBIIAICHUS
U. M. Tpesca”, in: [orumuueckue cmpykmypovl 5noxu @eooarusma 6 3anaduoi
Eepone VI-XVII sexos], 211-212.

4 Reviews on Grevs 1899: [Anon.], 1900 [in: Pycckoe 6ocamcmeo]; Zielinski
1900a [®. . 3enunckuii, in: JKMHIT], 1900b; Rostovtzeft, 1900 [M. U. PocToBues,
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historians of Russian classical scholarship and which mark an important
episode in Russian historiography of ancient Rome.?

Critical responses to Grevs mostly concerned historical conceptions
of ancient economy,® but I would like to focus on one particular aspect
of this debate that concerns the role of philology in Rostovtzeft’s legacy
and methodology. By common consent, Rostovtzeff’s position was
underpinned by immense knowledge and extensive use of archaeological,
epigraphical and papyrological sources, as well as a keen interest in social
and economic theories of modern history. Therefore, I will confine the
present discussion to two extensive reviews on the first volume of Grevs’
“Essays” written by Zielinski and Rostovtzeff in 19007 and Rostovtzeff’s
references to Grevs in his “Social and Economic History of the Roman
Empire” in 1926.

Zielinski’s review of Grevs is profound and intelligent. He went
beyond incisive judgments and astute critical remarks on Grevs’ work to
make eloquent and passionate statements on the methodology of classical
scholarship. Zielinski’s fervour was obviously elevated by Grevs’ attack
on “classical philologists”, who had allegedly appropriated Roman
antiquity and were obstructing studies that would place it in the context of
universal history.®

In fact, Zielinski puts forward a kind of manifesto in defense of
the unity of “historical-philological method” and then goes on to act as
a philologist and a historian in turn. First, he offers philological objections
to Grevs’ “Essays” on Horace’s estate and Atticus; subsequently he

in: Mup Boowcuii]; Kareev, 1900 [H. U. Kapees, in: Pycckoe 6ocamcmeo]. It is
noteworthy that Zielinski 1990b [®. ®. 3enunckuid, in: Becmuux Egponwi] contains
also a benevolent review of Rostovtzeff 1899 (M. U. Pocrosues, Hcmopus 2ocy-
dapcmeennozo omxyna ¢ Pumckou umnepuu [Om Aszycma 0o [Juoxknemuana]) that
was defended as masters thesis in 1899 and published in German in 1902.

5 See Kaganovich 1990 [b. C. Karanosuu, “Boxkpyr ‘OuepkoB U3 UCTOPHUH PUM-
ckoro 3emuennanenus’ M. M. T'peBca, in: Ilonumuueckue cmpykmypul snoxu ¢eoda-
ausma 6 3anaonoii Eepone (VI-XVII 66.)]; 2007 [Pycckue meduegucmol nepsoi
nonosunvl XX eexa)], 20-28; 71-73 n. 42-82; Alipov 2009 [II. A. Anunos, “Cyan0a
teopun Ponbepryca—broxepa B Poccun: xputuka aucceprauuu 1. M. I'pesca cospe-
MeHHUKaMu”, in: HUcmopuueckutl excecoonux 2009]; Frolov 22006 [3. 1. ®posos,
Pycckas nayka 06 anmuunocmu: Mcmopuozpaguueckue ouepku], 337-349; Cinnella
2005, 195-205.

¢ See Zhmud 2021, 115-133 (in the present fascicle).

7 Zielinski 1900a, Rostovtzeff 1900.

8 Grevs 1899, 41-43. Most likely, Grevs echoed this attitude from representatives
of ancient history who had by that time separated from the common stem of classical
scholarship; cf. ibid. 455 with reference to Pohlmann 1895, 34-55 and Zielinski’s
answer to it quoted below on p. 172.
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supports Ed. Meyer’s critique of J. K. Rodbertus’ and K. Biicher’s theory
that oikos-like household management prevailed in ancient economy.
Zielinski’s remark on the methodology of classical scholarship is worth
quoting here in full:®

“Everything that concerns Roman antiquity, — says the author, — has long
been considered to be the private property of classical philologists”. As
a “classical philologist” I find it my pleasant duty to declare that up to
now I do indeed consider everything that pertains to Roman antiquity to
be my property, the present review clearly demonstrating this. And it is
by no means “due to this fact” that “the history of ancient Rome had not
been able for a long time to grow into a perfectly self-standing discipline,
that would be engaged in lively communication with homogeneous
neighbouring disciplines”, but in consequence of natural
conditions, owing to which history cannot be perceived
otherwise than through monuments, and the monuments
of Roman history form one solidary group, as homo-
gencous in itself as different from the monuments of the
neighbouring disciplines. Philologists are not to blame for it
whatsoever.

As for the book itself, Zielinski sometimes approves of Grevs’ argu-
ment and agrees with him.!® Of special interest are his terse objections to
Grevs that focus on interpreting Horace’s passages about the part of the
estate that was run by the poet himself.!! Thus, according to Grevs, the
poet’s estate included cornfields, olive plantations, fruit orchards, mea-
dows and vineyards.!? This conclusion is drawn from Epist. 1. 16. 1-4:

ne perconteris, fundus meus, optime Quincti,
arvo pascat erum an bacis opulentet olivae,
pomisne an pratis an amicta vitibus ulmo,
scribetur tibi forma loquaciter et situs agri.

9 Zielinski 1900a, 158. Here and below I give Russian quotations in my
translation; spacing is also mine.

10 E.g., with Grevs’ general estimation of the estate as comprising not less than 350
jugers. The part of it that was leased to five farmers (Epist. 1. 14. 2-3; McGann 1969,
73 oddly speaks of four tenants, Horace being one of the five patres going to Varia)
Grevs 1899, 127 estimates as not less than 150 jugers (with reference to Mommsen
81888 I. 93; 184185 that 20 jugers was a minimum to feed a family in more ancient
times). The part run by Horace with the help of eight slaves and a vilicus is estimated as
ca. 200 jugers (from Colum. R. r. 2. 12. 7). Yet even here Zielinski stresses that a part of
Horace’s income might be not in lands, but in money lent out at interest.

11 Zielinski 1900a, 160-161.

12 Grevs 1899, 105 with n. 4; cf. n. 17 below.
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Lest you, my good Quinctius, should have to ask me about my farm,
whether it supports its master with plough-land, or makes him rich with
olives, whether with apples or with meadows or vine-clad elms, I will
describe for you in rambling style the nature and lie of the land.!3

Grevs rightly admits that these words introduce only a hypothetical
interrogation of a friend (“It is clear by context that it is no more than
a literary figure of speech”), yet he goes on: “... and that all the details
serve to describe what actually was in the estate itself””). We can imagine
Grevs’ “aha!” moment, counting on his fingers: “There were then
(1) cornfields; (2) olive plantations; (3) fruit orchards etc.” But when
Horace’s commitment is to respond “in rambling style...”, why should
these hypothetical questions imply positive answer? It is not a recognised
“literary figure of speech” that they should do so. Zielinski reasonably
objects that the implication (“I possess all these things”) is here far from
self-evident. The items mentioned are not to be thought of as necessarily
present in the estate: they are simply ones about which a friend might ask.
The structure of the epistle and its train of thought can be seen to
strengthen this objection. The imaginary questions of a friend focus on
potential sources of wealth, i.e., how the owner earns his income. Though
Horace’s profuse and detailed description of the estate in v. 5-16 is
formally introduced as baiting the friend’s curiosity, it surprisingly avoids
the subject of material wealth altogether. Instead the poet stresses that the
estate’s climate and landscape are pleasant, healthy and an invitation to
relaxation (for the sake of convenience, I quote the translation only):

There are hills, quite unbroken, were they not cleft by one shady valley,!4
yet such that the rising sun looks on its right side, and when departing in his
flying car warms the left. The climate would win your praise. What if you
knew that the bushes bear a rich crop of ruddy cornels and plums, that oak
and ilex gladden the cattle with plenteous fruitage, and their lord with
plenteous shade? You would say that Tarentum with its verdure was brought
nearer home. A spring, too, fit to give its name to a river, so that not cooler
nor purer is Hebrus winding through Thrace, flows with healing for sickly
heads and sickly stomachs. This retreat, so sweet — yes, believe me, so
bewitching — keeps me, my friend, in sound health in September’s heat.

13 Here and below the Epistles transl. by Fairclough 21929, with slight corrections.

14 Tn v. 5 both codd. and editors vacillate between ni and si (in case of the latter
laudes is the apodosis; cf. McGann 1960, 205 with n. 2: “...the sense is something
like ‘if you were to find yourself in a place where the mountains, which crowd close
to one another, are parted ... you would praise its temperate climate. <Such, you must
know, is the setting of my farm>")".
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Thus, while the imaginary questions of a friend remind us of a cata-
logue of the main items of agricultural income, the answer to them
scarcely mentions any of these items at all (only bush fruits and pigs
that are introduced, indirectly, as consuming acorns from shady trees —
in fact, both might as likely be items of home consumption as sources of
income).

The train of thought seems therefore to be as follows: “If you just
learn in detail how pleasant and healthy the climate and landscape are
here, you will not bother me, trying to find out which products bring me
wealth”. That is to say, the implied answer to the anticipated interrogation
would be not “All the items on the list”, but “It does not matter”. The
estate’s charm surpasses by far its commodities. !>

The rest of the epistle (v. 17-79) supports this interpretation. Its point
is that Quinctius, whom everyone calls beatus (‘rich’ or ‘blessed’, v. 18),
must not depend upon the opinion of the crowd; instead he must remember
that truly beatus is he who is virtuous and wise (bonus et sapiens, v. 20).10
In particular, he must not be afraid to lose his possessions (v. 75-76). The
preamble (v. 1-16) can only provide a logical link to this sermon if it is
understood as stressing the insignificance of material values.!”

Zielinski’s second objection to Grevs concerns the epistle to the bailiff,
who longed for the countryside while in Rome and now, conversely, longs
for Rome (1. 14. 21-26):!8

15 Cf. McGann 1960, 207: “All that he does is implicitly to correct the suggestion
that the farm is a valuable property (cf. opulentet, 2) by choosing to speak, and at no
great length (8—10), only of produce which is of little material value <..> It is as if
Horace wished by writing a description of this kind to show that the value of the farm
lay for him, not in its produce, which is all that Quinctius is interested in, but in other,
less material, advantages”.

16 For the thought cf. Carm. 2.3. 17 ff., 4. 9. 45 ff.

17 Likewise, McGann 1960, 207. Grevs 1899, 105-106 n. 4 comes close to this
understanding. He does note that the interrogation on the sources of income in v. 1-4
is left unanswered: in his opinion, Horace turns to praising of natural beauties due to
a momentary sentiment of enjoying nature and despising material values. Yet Grevs
insists (on no firm grounds, see n. 12 above) that all the questions in v. 1-4 imply
positive answer, regarding them as a vague “literary figure”.

The tone of Epist. 1. 16, that agricultural profit was insignificant as compared
with the estate’s non-material advantages, might indirectly suggest that it was
insignificant. On the other hand, Horace may simply have chosen to play down
his material wealth for this rhetorical purpose. After all, he did have cornfields and
meadows (see n. 26 below).

18 Cf. Serm. 2. 7. 28-29: Romae rus optas, absentem rusticus urbem / tollis ad
astra levis.
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...fornix tibi et uncta popina
incutiunt urbis desiderium, video, et quod
angulus iste feret piper et tus ocius uva
nec vicina subest vinum praebere taberna
quae possit tibi, nec meretrix tibicina, cuius 25
ad strepitum salias terrae gravis...

"Tis the brothel, I see, and greasy cookshop that stir in you a longing for
the city, and the fact that that poky spot will grow pepper and frankincense
[which only grew in the East — DK] as soon as grapes, and that there is no
tavern hard by that can supply you with wine and no flute-playing
courtesan, to whose strains you can dance and thump the ground.

Grevs takes this as evidence for cultivating vineyards in the Sabinum.
In his opinion, the grapes do not grow there only from the bailiff’s point
of view. The remark on the soil that “will rather grow eastern spices than
grapes” would then be merely an exaggerated reference to the difficulty
of his work.!® Zielinski objects that it would be incompatible with the
future tense of feret in the quod-clause. If the clause represented the
bailiff’s thoughts, a subjunctive would be required. A linguistic detail is
here crucial for the interpretation of the passage from which historical
conclusions are drawn — truly, a boon for anyone upholding the unity of
classical philology and ancient history.

It seems that Zielinski’s argument here, however grammatically
correct, does not completely refute the possibility of vines growing in the
estate. The indicative does show that the statement is meant to convey
objective truth — yet, it still might be an exaggeration and imply that
Horace here rehearses the way his bailiff thinks and speaks on the subject
(“vine is indeed damn hard to grow there”). So the question is whether one
can take this statement other than literally, thus admitting actual existence
of vines, no matter how painfully cultivated.

The context clearly lays stress on the absence of urban entertainment
rather than weariness of vine growing: the bailiff cannot get any wine

19 Grevs 1899, 107-108 with n. 1. Against the commentaries that usually take it
as indication that the Sabinum produced no vine (thus, e.g., Orelli-Baiter—Kirschfeld
1884, 343; Schuetz 1883, 107; Kiessling 1884, 74 ad Carm. 1. 20; Mueller 1893, 112;
Mueller 1900, 87; Wilkins 21892, 178 later followed by Kiessling—Heinze 31968,
96; Préaux 1968, 148; Nisbet—-Hubbard 1970, 246247 a.o.) he puts forward the
following reconstruction of events: when Horace got possession of the estate, the
vines were either absent or neglected, so he ordered the lazy bailiff to grow them,
despite his grumbling (v. 22-23); the cultivation of soil in v. 26-28 in his opinion also
refers to the planting of the vineyard.
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from the estate, nor is there a tavern nearby. If by this passage is meant
not the absence of a vineyard, but the toil it costs him, that would be out
of place aligned with fornix, popina, taberna and tibicina.?° The subject
of exhausting labour comes up only in the following v. 26-28: et tamen
urgues iampridem non tacta ligonibus arva bovemque / disiunctum curas...

The most natural explanation for the fact that the estate cannot procure
home-grown wine for the bailiff would be that there is none; the possibility
that it is yet to reach production or produces only in small amounts appears
far less plausible, though perhaps not completely ruled out.

The other passages that Grevs regards as evidence of viniculture in
the estate are refuted by Zielinski on good grounds.?! Thus, in Epist. 1. 8
the poet says that he suffers not from material troubles (v. 3—6), but from
inner conflict (v. 7-12):

si quaeret quid agam, dic multa et pulcra minantem

vivere nec recte nec suaviter, haud quia grando

contuderit vitis oleamve?? momorderit aestus,

nec quia longinquis armentum aegrotet in agris, 5
sed quia mente minus validus quam corpore toto

nil audire velim, nil discere, quod levet aegrum...

If he ask you how I fare, tell him that despite many fine promises I live
a life neither wise nor pleasant; not because hail has beaten down my
vines and heat blighted my olives, nor because my herds are sickening on
distant pastures; but because, less sound in mind than in all my body,
I will listen to nothing, will learn nothing, to relieve my sickness...

Zielinski rightly points out that v. 3—6 cannot be regarded as direct
evidence concerning Horace’s estate, since these are merely common

20 In the same vein as Grevs Epist. 1. 14. 22-23 is taken by McGann 1969, 73-74
(who also believes that the items mentioned in Epist. 1. 16. 1-4 were in fact produced
in the estate, though passed by in Horace’s answer) and Egorova 2020 [C. K. Eroposa,
“Topauuit u Bunogenue”], 1045. For home-grown wine, apart from Carm. 1. 20,
Egorova 1041-1042 cites Carm. 1. 9. 7-8 Sabina diota, suggesting that this hapax,
like Graeca testa in Carm. 1. 20 (see n. 23 below) hints at preserving of home-grown
wine (still, in this case Sabina would require an explanation; besides, the scene in
this case is not the Sabinum), and Carm. 3. 8. 10 corticem adstrictum pice dimovebit.
However, she cautiously admits (p. 1043) that in all these cases grapes could be bought
outside the estate.

21 In addition to the following examples he rightly dismisses Carm. 1. 38. 7-8
me sub arta vite bibentem (cited by Grevs 109 with n. 4) as referring to a vine pergola
and not to vineyards.

22 V. 1. oleamque.
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examples of material troubles, mentioned as hypothetical obstacles for
recte et suaviter vivere. Indeed, if someone were to say “I feel sad not
because my car crashed or my villa burned down, but because I cannot
find peace with myself”, it would not be clear if they in fact own a car
or a villa.

A more complicated case is Carm. 1. 20. 1-4, where Horace mentions
a bottle of Sabine wine that he himself sealed on the day of Maecenas’
first appearance in public after recovering from a serious illness:

vile potabis modicis Sabinum
cantharis Graeca quod ego ipse testa
conditum levi, datus in theatro

cum tibi plausus...

You will drink from modest cups a cheap Sabine wine that I stored away
in a Greek jar?® and sealed with my own hand on the day when you ...
were given such applause in the theatre..., transl. Rudd 2004)

Here Zielinski succinctly defends the interpretation that is also pre-
ferred in a number of commentaries: “Horace speaks here of a self-bottled
wine, not a self-produced one”. Indeed, a cheap sort of wine and second-
rate cups are here contrasted with the poet’s efforts to add sentimental
value to the bottle: he stored and sealed it himself on the joyous day.?* It
is not stated (though some assume it as self-evident) that the wine comes
from Horace’s estate, and in view of Epist. 1. 14. 23 discussed above, this
possibility, if not ruled out completely, remains dubious.?’

23 Nisbet-Hubbard 1970, 247-248 plausibly explain the reference to Graeca
testa as the one “impregnated with salt which would act as a preservative” and dismiss
the idea of flavouring purposes, because “Greek wines, like Italian, might be good,
bad, or indifferent”.

24 Nisbet 1959, 73—74 (cf. Nisbet-Hubbard 1970, 245-246) ingeniously explained
that in Epist. 1. 5. 4-5 (vina ... diffusa palustres /| inter Minturnas Sinuessanumque
Petrinum) Horace “is deliberately offering his friend wine from his ancestor’s
battlefield” (cf. Liv. 8. 11. 11), that is, something also of sentimental value.

25 Romano 1991, 564 remarks that even if the wine did not come from the estate,
the epithet Sabinum (“our local Sabine wine”) was enough to hint at the gift of the
estate. Heinze (Kiessling—Heinze 131968, 96) adds that since only bottling and sealing
are mentioned as done by Horace himself (ipse), his personal imput (by contrast with
that of, e.g., the wine merchant) must be reduced to these two operations. Indeed, if
the wine came from Horace’s estate, ipse would lose in significance — it goes without
saying that everyone seals his home-grown wine himself. On the other hand, in this
case ipse might imply that Horace was not content to have it done by a slave (Fraenkel
1957, 215 n. 2). Thus, whether or not Horace’s estate grew vines ultimately boils down
to the interpretation of Epist. 1. 14. 23.
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Therefore Zielinski insists on crossing out vineyards as actually
contradicting Horace’s references, and olive plantations as not properly
attested by them, while assenting to the rest. 26

In Rostovtzeff’s view, Grevs’ study on Horace as a source for agri-
cultural history is diligent and thorough:2”

Everything that one could retrieve from Horace and partly also from
other poets contemporary to him has been retrieved by the author in full
and the evidence he has collected gives a lively and relief image, despite
its hypothetical character.

Rostovtzeft’s objections remain in the field of history and historical
concepts: he complains of insufficient attention to other sources, of
underestimating the development of economic forms in the Hellenistic
epoch, and (as does Zielinski) of the implausibility of J. K. Rodbertus’ and
K. Biicher’s theory. Thus, while Zielinski pointedly examines Grevs from
both a historian’s and a philologist’s point of view, Rostovtzeff settles for
the role of a historian.

A quarter of a century later, in his famous monograph “Social and Eco-
nomic History of the Roman Empire”,?® Rostovtzeff makes complimentary

26 Horace’s estate did contain cornfields (Epist. 1. 14. 27-28) and meadows (ibid.
29-30). Large cattle is sacrificed in Epist. 1. 3. 36 (votiva iuvenca), Carm. 1. 36. 2
(vitulus) and 4. 2. 54 (tener vitulus). Goats were certainly bred there (Carm. 1. 17. 1-9;
3.13; 3. 18.5). Pigs are attested in Epist. 1. 16. 9—10. Sheep are not mentioned explicitly,
though they might be implied by pecus (Serm. 2. 6. 14) and parvis alumnis (Carm. 3.
18. 3—4) along with goats (pace Schmidt 1997, 19 n. 37, Carm. 3. 18. 9—16 is usually
taken to describe the feast of Faunalia in general, not necessarily in the Sabinum). The
cultivation of fruit trees, according to Schmidt 1997, 19 with n. 40, is only confirmed by
the cursed tree in Carm. 2. 13, since it was planted and grown in his land (produxit... agro...
statuit meo) — yet, it was not necessarily a fruit tree. There was a hortus (Serm. 2. 6. 2,
Epist. 1. 14. 42), but whatever was there might as well be grown for home consumption.

Thus, if Epist. 1. 8. 4-6 and 1. 16. 1-4 discussed above are not taken into account,
the variety of products firmly attested for the Sabinum is reduced. Some of the other
passages cited as evidence (e.g., Epod. 1.27 and Carm. 3. 16. 35-36 by Schmidt 1997,
ibid.; cf. also n. 32 below) are not relevant (cf., on the other hand, n. 31 below).

27 Rostovtzeff 1900, 96.

28 11926; Germ. transl. 1928, 21957. Cf. the enthusiastic laudation in Jones 1952,
358: “He seems to have studied and mastered every possible primary source in his
field, and to have read, criticized, and remembered every modern publication in all
the languages of Europe. How he achieved this result I do not know, but it must have
been the fruit of unremitting labour and a vast capacity for organization, aided by
a prodigious memory. The results are plain to see in the notes to his great works,
which are the wonder and despair of scholars. In them he corrects and supplements
the articles and monographs which he cites, and where, as often, the evidence had not
been previously collected by himself or others, cites it in detail, often with reasoned
emendations of the published texts of inscriptions and papyri”.
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reference to Grevs’ essays on Horace and Petronius — of course, along with
abundant references to new scholarly literature; the remains of Horace’s
Sabine villa were excavated by that time, and by general consent it turned
out to be somewhat less modest than one might infer from Horace’s verses.
Rostovtzeft sums up the evidence on Horace’s estate as follows:2?

The careful investigation of Horace’s scattered remarks on his estate by
L. Grevs has shown that it was a plot of land large enough to provide its
owner with a decent income. The poet paid much attention to his property
and transformed part of it into a model farm run on scientific lines (...)
On the model farm one part of the land was cultivated as
a vineyard, another as a fruit and vegetable garden, the
largest part as cornfields. The meadows and woods which
were owned by Horace were used for feeding a large
number of oxen, sheep, goats, and pigs.

This description follows Grevs and, as Zielinski plausibly showed,
with regard to vineyards and olive plantations Grevs’ conclusions
were in turn drawn from controversial interpretations of Epist. 1. 16,
1. 14 and 1. 8. These details, though not fatal,’® are partly relevant for
Rostovtzeft’s arguments. Without vineyards and olives the varied produce
of the Sabinum, displayed as a typical medium-sized estate, appears
less impressive. The Paradebeispiel is partly unreliable and possibly
exaggerated.

Rostovtzeff could hardly have been unfamiliar with his teacher’s
review of Grevs. Either he had studied Zielinski’s arguments, considered
them to be wrong and sided with Grevs, or else he had rejected them
as implausible a limine. Either way, to him Grevs’ study was a carefully
examined body of evidence that confirmed his own views, so that he
incorporated it into his impressive panorama without realizing the
significance of Zielinski’s objections.>!

29 Rostovtzeff 1926, 61.

30 Substantial archaeological evidence for Campanian villas suffices to support
Rostovtzeft’s arguments.

31 Admittedly Rostovtzeff’s judgement, however philologically unfounded, finds
some support in a recent archaeobotanical research of the villa’s garden (Ramsay
2006, 305-306): “at Horace’s Villa the crop species present were barley, wheats,
olives, grapes and legumes, as seen from the carbonized material that remains.
Moreover, most of the material recovered appears to indicate waste products that
had been cleaned out of a hearth or oven and deposited on the villa’s garden to act
as a fertilizer”. I do not venture to say whether this proves that all these items were
cultivated in Horace’s estate.
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A historian’s viewpoint is naturally predisposed to take all agricultural
references in Horace as referring to the Sabine estate. Grevs and Rostov-
tzeff were not the only ones to fall into this methodological trap.32

It was much more important for Rostovtzeff to master a huge array
of historical, archaeological, epigraphic and papyrological evidence
than to plod through interpretation of single details, which, if conducted
systematically, would no doubt ruin his project. The scope of his study
was too large for scrutinizing philological nuances. If interpretation of
a text did not influence historical conclusions directly (as was the case,
e.g., with restoring texts on papyri), Rostovtzeff understood the study of
texts as collecting evidence and taking them into account rather than their
hermeneutical examination.

Though sometimes purely philological research allows one to draw
reliable conclusions that have historical relevance, this happens relatively
rarely. For the most part, the use of a hermeneutical approach is restrictive:
it can bring to light interpretations unobvious at first sight and thus spare
historians from drawing premature conclusions from texts.

32 E.g., for one of the recent researchers of the Sabinum vineyards are proven
by Epist. 1. 14. 22 f. and Carm. 1. 20 because they “make good sense against the
background of a personal vineyard in the estate given by Maecenas” (Schmidt 1997,
19 with n. 38; cf., however, n. 25 above). Neither interpretation nor translation of
Epist. 1. 14. 22-23 is given (presumably taken in the same way as Grevs, cf. n. 19—
20 above), and the alternative view that the cheap Sabine wine in Carm. 1. 20 was
purchased elsewhere and only bottled in the estate is not mentioned. Instead Schmidt
cites Epist. 1. 8. 4-5 (which, as shown above, does not necessarily refer to Horace’s
own estate) and Carm. 1. 9. 7 (also far from compelling, see n. 20 above). Cf. Wili
1980, 161 with n. 6 (a complimentary reference to Lugli 1926, 458): “Zwar sterben
die eiligen Leser nicht aus, die meinen, es sei nie eine Weinrebe auf Horazens Gut
gewachsen. Sie vergessen den eben zitierten Vers [Epist. 1. 16. 11 dicas adductum
propius frondere Tarentum — D. K.] wie das vile potabis Sabinum (c. 1 20), sie spiiren
nicht die siidliche Atmosphére der Sabiner Episteln des ersten Buches und haben
wohl die Gegend nie gesehen”.

In favour of olive plantations Schmidt 1997 with n. 39 also cites Epist. 1. 8.
4 f. and 1. 16. 1-3. Conceding that the catalogue of questions is left unanswered,
for him this seems to suggest that Horace’s implied answer was “My farm is no
monoculture”: “Der unbeantwortete Fragenkatalog in epist. 1, 16, 1-3, der <...> auch
Oliven aufzdhlt, kann kaum bedeuten, dass Horaz dies alles nicht habe, sondern —
das ist der Tenor von epist. 1, 16, 1 ff., — nicht im Sinn jeweiliger ausschlielicher
kapitalistischer Monokultur”. However, the subject of monocultural or diversified
strategy in farming is not likely to be the scope of vv. 5—-16 (why dwell on the subject
loquaciter and yet not mention any relevant details?), and it cannot be logically
linked with the rest of the epistle.

In the same vein H. Philip 1968, 1591 oddly cites Carm. 1. 31. 15-16 me pascunt
olivae, // me cichorea levesque malvae; clearly, this praise of a simple vegetarian diet
by contrast with luxury has nothing to do with the Sabine estate.
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After all, this was probably why history could not develop hand in
hand with philology anymore. Due to multiplying fields of knowledge
and progressive specialization, they were bound to separate despite their
common basis, so clearly and eloquently outlined by Zielinski:?33

I cannot think of a more inept controversy (than that concerning the
relative importance of history and philology — DK). To my mind, it is the
same as if two chess players were to debate where a given square, say,
G7, is to be referred: to the vertical line G or to the horizontal line 7. (...)

There is no possibility whatsoever of substantively de-
marcating the respective spheres of history and philology.
This possibility existed as long as philology was understood as critique
and interpretation of texts, and history as so-called political history; since,
however, they both, extending their horizons, developed into disciplines,
they inevitably mingled. In terms of science there is no history
and no philology, but one historical-philological science.
The difference lies only in the aspect. This or that phenomenon of the
historical-philological science will have a philological aspect, if
it is studied as depending on the sources from which we
retrieve it; but the same phenomenon will have a historical
aspect if it is studied in connection with other phenomena
with which it forms a joint evolutionary chain. Which of the
two aspects is “better” — let children argue over it; to a mature mind they
are both equally necessary.

Rostovtzeft’s grandeur and success in studying social and economic
history was in the first place enabled by going beyond the limits of
purely literary sources and producing a cyclopic masonry of various
fields of knowledge. Perhaps, occasional neglect of what Zielinski calls
“philological aspects” was a sine qua non of this grandeur. Since, however,
the use of any literary evidence involves some philological interpretation,
historical studies cannot ignore philology’s relevant achievements. To be
an expert in all the problems that philological interpretation might have to
tackle is, of course, impossible. But the case in question proves that merely
taking renowned commentaries into account may help to avoid erroneous
assumptions and soften the break between philology and history.

Denis Keyer
Saint Petersburg Institute for History, RAS;
Saint Petersburg State University

keyer@mail.ru
d.keyer@spbu.ru

33 Zielinski 1900a, 169.
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I. Grevs’ study of Horace’s Sabine estate (Grevs 1899) was reviewed by Zielinski
1900a, who made astute critical objections along with eloquent remarks on the
unity of historical-philological method. In particular, he showed that Grevs’
conclusions on the existence of vineyards and olive plantations in the estate was
drawn from controversial interpretations of Epist. 1. 16, 1. 14 and 1. 8. M. Ros-
tovtzeft’s famous monograph (Rostovtzeff 1926) displays Horace’s Sabinum as
a typical medium-sized estate with reference to Grevs 1899; he follows Grevs in
treating the part of the estate run by Horace himself as a diversified farm that
cultivated vines along with fruit and vegetable gardens, thus ignoring Zielinski’s
objections and possibly exaggerating the diversified commercial production of
the Sabinum.

Penemsuss @. @. 3emmuckoro Ha Tpyx M. M. I'peBca o caOWHCKOM IMTOMECThE
Toparust (Grevs 1899) comepKHUT TOHKAE KPUTHYCSCKHE 3aMEUaHUsI BKYIIC C SIPKHU-
MU BBICKa3bIBAaHMSIMHU B 3aIUTYy CIMHCTBA MCTOPHKO-(HIOIOTHIECKOTO METOAA
(Zielinski 1900a). B wactHOCTH, OH TIOKa3aJ1, 4TO 3aKitoueHus [peBca o HanMM4uu
B IIOMECTHE BUHOTPAITHIKOB M OJIMBKOBBIX IUIAHTAIMH OCHOBAHBI HA CIOPHOM TOJI-
xoBauuu Epist. I, 16; 1, 14 u 1, 8. B 3namenuroit monorpaduu M. U. PocToBiiera
(Rostovtzeff 1926) cabumrckoe momecthe lopammsi m300pakaeTcsi THUITHYHBIM
MOMECThEM CpefHel pyku; npu 3ToM PocroBues, cebutasich Ha I'peBca, Beaen 3a
HUM CYMTAeT 4YacTh MOMECThS, HE CJaBaBIIYIOCS BHAEM, MHOTONPO(QHIbHBIM
XO3SHCTBOM, COJCP)KABIIUM B T.4. BHHOTPAJHHUKH M IIOZ0BO-OBOIIHOHN CaJl; TeM
CaMBbIM OH HE YYHUTHIBAET BO3PAKEHHSI 3ETMHCKOTO M, BO3MOYKHO, IIPEYBEININBACT
MHOTOITPOPUIBHOCTE X03s1iicTBa [oparms 1 00beM ee MPOIYKIIHIH.
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