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ABSTRACT

This study examines the role of Greek philosophy, specifically the ethical doctrines of the
Epicurean sect, in Horace’s satiric poetry. It endeavors to highlight the important influence of
one of Horace’s contemporaries and neighbor in Italy, the Epicurean philosopher and poet
Philodemus of Gadara. This is done through considerations of Horace’s self-portrayal as a
qualified moralist who meets Epicurean standards and employs their tools of investigation and
correction. A large portion of the study is dedicated to the manner in which he incorporates
Epicurean economic and social teachings as communicated and preserved by Philodemus, and to

explaining the significance of this for his literary persona in the Sermones.
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INTRODUCTION

Horace, in describing the unreservedness of his predecessor Lucilius, notes that he “entrusted his
secrets to his books as if they were faithful companions” (2.1.30-1: ille velut fidis arcana
sodalibus olim | credebat libris), with the result that “the old poet’s whole life is open to view, as
if painted on a votive tablet” (ibid. 32-3: quo fit, ut omnis | votiva pateat veluti descripta tabella
vita senis).! The self-revelatory expression of one’s inner thoughts and convictions, which is at
the heart of Roman satire,? continues in Horace’s Sermones but with one important shift
regarding intention: whereas the revelation of Lucilius’ character and disposition is a byproduct
(32: quo fit, ut . . .) of his frank criticism of contemporary society, Horatian satire is consciously
introspective and, as such, revolves almost entirely around the poet’s reflections—whether
explicit or made through implied contrast—concerning the development and presentation of his
own persona. This persona, which is informed by and responds to various literary traditions, is
anything but simple, and it would be nearly impossible (if not rather misguided) to attempt to
confine Horace to any one of these influences. At the same time, however, it is possible to

identify certain themes that, as will be shown in the following chapters, nearly pervade the

'All passages of Horace are from the 1970 edition of Friedrich Klingner, and all
translations are taken from H. R. Fairclough’s 1991 revised Loeb text with minor alterations.
Citations of the Sermones will henceforth be given by book, poem and line number(s), e.g.,
1.2.1-3.

2Philippson (1911) 77 points to this very parallel between Horace and Lucilius at the
outset of his study. Cf. Lejay (1915) xxxiii: “Le fond des Satires et des Epitres est identique.
Horace en est le principal sujet.” Both scholars, however, tend to interpret Horace’s self-
portrayal as genuine autobiography, whereas I view it as the expression of an artistic and literary
persona.

3The best examination of the confluence of various literary, stylistic and philosophical
aspects of the Sermones is still that of Freudenburg (1993).
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Sermones and therefore provide overall unity, such as the poet’s moral purity, his relationship
with Maecenas, his attitude regarding wealth, his place in society and the correct approach to
applying criticism. One will immediately recognize that all of these easily fall within the realm
of ethics, which is not surprising given that Horace is often distinguished from other satirists by
his significant concern with moral correction.* Insofar as the Sermones are largely introspective
and deal with ethical issues, therefore, one may be justified in speaking of the “psychology of
satire” with respect to Horace’s critical examinations, which are about his own mental health
(Yoxn; cf. 1.4.128-29: teneros animos . . . ego sanus) as considered through prolonged and
repeated conversations (Adyou; cf. 1.4.48: sermo merus). Although his informal, and, especially
in Book 2, dialectical style has been linked to that of Plato,®> most commentators recognize the
predominant role of Hellenistic ethics in Horatian satire.® By highlighting the role of Epicurean
ethics in the Sermones, this study aims to show how Horace shows consistency in developing a
persona that is not only concerned with “saving face,” as Ellen Oliensis argues (1998), but with
positively justifying his moral purity and defending his place in society, and that he
accomplishes this largely within the framework of Philodemus of Gadara’s economic and social
teachings, which would have been familiar to his closed-circuit audience of intimate friends and

acquaintances.’

“Philippson (1911) 77 makes a vivid observation regarding Horace’s portrayal of himself
(emphasis mine): “Und die Lebensanschauung, die er zur Darstellung bringt, ist getrdnkt mit
Gedanken, die er der griechischen Philosophie, vor allem der epikureischen entnommen hat.”

>Anderson (1982) 41-9.

8See, e.g., Kiessling-Heinze (1910) xv-xix, Lejay (1915) xxxiv-xxxv, Muecke (1993) 6-8
and Gowers (2012) 20-1.

" Although I recognize that my views regarding the poet’s moral concerns likely reflect
something about the historical Horace, I intend to apply them exclusively to one aspect of his

2
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One finds a complex blend of ethical doctrines in the Sermones, although, in addition to
expressing more general views such as Aristotle’s extremely influential concept of the virtuous
mean (cf. 1.1.106: est modus in rebus), Horace also engages with the more specific teachings of
other philosophical schools.® These include various ethical paradoxes of the Stoics attributed to
Chrysippus (expressed in 1.3, 2.3 and 2.7), the importance of decorum and consistency as
emphasized by Panaetius (1.3.9: nil aequale; ct. 2.3.307-13 and 2.7.22-42), and, perhaps most
prominent of all, Epicurus’ insistence on the withdrawal from public affairs (1.6.18: a volgo
longe longeque remotos), the importance of meager fare (2.2.1: vivere parvo) and his doctrine
concerning the pleasure calculus (1.2.77-9). As mentioned above, it is the purpose of the
following investigation to enhance this appreciation of Horace’s engagement with Hellenistic
philosophy by considering the influence of Philodemus’ ethical views, specifically as they
pertain to the administration of wealth, the problem of flattery and the therapeutic application of
frank criticism. There are various reasons for investigating such a connection, which, aside from
a recent article dealing very briefly with Philodemus’ observations concerning flattery in the

Sermones,’ has been completely overlooked in modern scholarship. One of the justifying

literary persona, namely, that of self-revealing and self-justifying moralist. In this sense, I agree
with Freudenburg (2010) 271, who, as part of a tradition beginning with Alvin Kernan (1959),
regards any autobiographical details “not as documentary evidence for who [Horace] was, but as
the first moves of a back-and-forth game played between reader and writer.” On the other hand,
while I think persona theory has undoubtedly contributed to a more sophisticated (or at least less
naive) understanding of the Sermones, I maintain that, in addition to playing various roles and
wearing different masks, Horace presents his audience with a persona that is consistently
engaged with Epicurean ethics throughout the entire collection. This consistency may
communicate something about the poet’s own convictions or idealisms, and I would align my
reading of Horace with that of Suzanne Sharland (2009b), who posits the predominant role of a
“second self,” which is the “overriding persona who is there in a sense throughout the Satires”
(63).

$Mayer (2005a) 141-44.
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reasons for this study is purely historical: not only was Philodemus a contemporary of Horace as
well as his Italian neighbor to the south of Rome, but he was also familiar and even on
demonstrably friendly terms with the poet’s intimate friends Plotius, Varius and Vergil (cf.
1.10.81: Plotius et Varius . . . Vergiliusque).'® It is highly likely, therefore, especially given
Horace’s playful fondness for Epicureanism (cf. Ep. 1.4.15-16: me . . . Epicuri de grege
porcum),'! that, in addition to being familiar with Philodemus’ poetry (cf. 1.2.121: Philodemus
ait), he would likewise have been familiar with, and, as I will argue, rather partial to his
philosophical insights. Closely related to this reason is another, perhaps more compelling one
involving Horace’s uniquely Philodemean engagement with certain ethical issues: his expression
of the mean regarding wealth is, of course, inevitably linked to Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea,
but Philodemus preserves the substance of Epicurean economic theory, which, in addition to

promoting a similar doctrine of the “measure of wealth” (mAovtov pétoov), also includes

’Kemp (2010b) 65-76. There is also this scholar’s 2006 unpublished dissertation on the
“philosophical background” of Horace, which deals with Epicureanism in the Sermones.

0K 6rte (1890) 172-77, in a well-known and frequently cited article, presents the
fragmentary evidence from two of Philodemus’ treatises dealing with flattery (PHerc. 1082) and
avarice (PHerc. 253), in which the names of Varius and Quintilian are legible (I quote here
Korte’s reconstruction of the second fragment): Opd]tie kat Ovapi[e kai OvepyiAie] kai
KoivtiAte. Parts of two other names also appear, one of which is likely that of Vergil (as
suggested by the visible Ov in PHerc. 1082 col. 11.3). Regarding the ending —tte in PHerc. 253,
Korte’s restoration connects it to the name of Horace, although, as Della Corte (1969) 85-8 has
argued, it probably refers to that of Plotius Tucca, who co-edited the Aeneid along with Varius
after Vergil’s death. In addition to the passage from 1.10 quoted above, the same list of friends
appears in Sermones 1.5.40 (Plotius et Varius . . . Vergiliusque), which closely resembles the
dedications of Philodemus and has led Gigante (1998) to conclude that the philosopher, “che non
cita mai espressamente Orazio, fu lettore delle sue satire” (48).

"HDespite the playful tone of this and other passages, a formal connection between Horace
and Epicureanism was made even by the ancients, as Porphyrio reveals in his commentary on
Carm. 1.34 (ad 1): hac ode significat, se paenitentiam agere, quod Epicuream sectam secutus
(“In this ode he indicates his remorse for having been a follower of the Epicurean sect”). Cf.
also pseudo-Acro (in Serm. 1.5.101), in which Horace’s “theology” is compared to that of
Vergil, whom the commentator explicitly identifies as an Epicurean.

4
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specific advice about patronage and poverty that plays an important role in the Sermones;
Horace’s concern with disassociating himself from flatterers and emphasis on his persona’s
trustworthiness is directly linked to his relationship with Maecenas, which also reflects the
concern of Epicurean clients such as Philodemus, who, much like the poet, met accusations of
flattery by attempting to distinguish the sage’s disposition from that of the self-serving adulator;
finally, Horace’s approach to frankness, which he frequently differentiates from the harsher
invective of the Stoics and Cynics, features many of the elements discussed by Philodemus in his
methodological treatment of therapeutic criticism. The nature of these treatments and the
specific contributions of Philodemus will be discussed below, but it may be helpful first to
acknowledge his presence in Italy, give an overview of the broader scope of his works and
consider their significance within the context of the present state of Horatian scholarship.

Little is known about Philodemus’ philosophical training and subsequent presence in
Italy, most of which is gleaned from references in his own treatises or the works of contemporary
Romans such as Cicero.'? Born in Syria around the beginning of the first-century BC, and, if not
himself of Greek origin, then heavily influenced by Hellenic literature and culture, Philodemus

studied in Athens under the Epicurean scholarch and his fellow easterner Zeno of Sidon. 3

12For sources detailing the life and works of Philodemus, see first and foremost the
important RE study of Philippson (1938) 2444-447. This may be supplemented by Tait (1941) 1-
23, who includes a useful overview that links Philodemus to the Augustan poets, and Gigante
(1990), who examines his presence in Italy and, more specifically, his work at the library in
Herculaneum. In addition to this, most modern editions of his treatises contain updated
biographical information: see, e.g., De Lacy and De Lacy (1978) 145-55, Sider (1997) 3-24,
Konstan ef al. (1998) 1-3 and Tsouna (2013) xi. There is also the ANRW article of Asmis (1990)
2369-406, which also contains a summary of his life and works.

BBCicero, who had heard Zeno’s lectures in 79/80 BC, describes him as “extremely sharp”
even for an “old man” (Tusc. 3.38: acutissimus senex). His research interests appear to have
ranged from physics and geometry to ethics, and he was involved in logical disputes with the

5
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Sometime after his formal training in philosophy, Philodemus came to the Italian peninsula,
although the date of his arrival has been the subject of some scholarly controversy.'* In any
event, he settled in southern Italy and established an Epicurean community in the vicinity of
Naples along with his fellow Epicurean Siro, whom Vergil fondly remembers for his “learned
sayings” (Cat. 5.9: magni . . . docta dicta Sironis) and modest living conditions.'> While living
in Italy, Philodemus appears to have formed a relationship with the aristocrat and politician
Lucius Calpurnius Piso Caesoninus (cos. 58 BC), whom Cicero, in a speech denigrating the
latter’s character and drawing from comic stereotypes in order to do so, portrays as the patron of
flattering Greeks and the recipient of lascivious poetry (Pis. 70-1), the latter of which is a playful
reference to the Epicurean philosopher’s collection of thirty epigrams.'® Despite this rather
negative portrayal of the subservient graeculus (which is nothing more than a means of
discrediting his political opponent), Cicero, in his much more serious work De finibus bonorum
et malorum (composed in 45 BC), is not shy about praising both Philodemus and Siro by name

(2.119): Sironem dicis et Philodemum, cum optimos viros, tum homines doctissimos (‘'You mean

Stoics. Aside from what Philodemus reveals in his treatises and recorded lectures, the extant
fragments of Zeno are preserved in the collection of Angeli and Colaizzo (1979) 47-133.

“Relying on a reference in Cicero to Philodemus’ possible patron L. Calpurnius Piso
Caesoninus as an adulescens when he met the Greek immigrant (Pis. 68), Philippson placed this
event in the 70s. Conrad Chicorius (1922) 296, however, had proposed a later date that was
based on another reference in Cicero to Piso as imperator in Macedonia (Pis. 70), which would
have occurred in the 50s.

SCt. Cat. 8.1-2: Villula, quae Sironis eras, et pauper agelle, | verum illi domino tu
quoque divitiae (“O small villa and poor field, you who belonged to Siro, although to your
master even you were rich indeed”).

16See Sider (1997) for an edition, translation and commentary of these poems. Piso,
based on the evidence of Cicero and a certain reference in epigram 27, is often identified as
Philodemus’ patron, although this connection has been challenged by Allen and De Lacy (1939)
59-65. For Cicero’s portrayal of Philodemus in the speech against Piso, see Gigante (1969) 35-
53.
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Siro and Philodemus, the best of men and most leaned human beings™). This laudatory
description, which for centuries had lacked any real justification, was eventually confirmed in
the eighteenth century BC by the discovery of and subsequent archaeological excavations in a
dilapidated villa which unearthed the remains of Philodemus’ works.!” The villa, which is
located in Herculaneum and probably belonged to the Pisones,'® houses a philosophical library,
the contents of which were immediately carbonized and thus preserved by the eruption of Mt.
Vesuvius in AD 79. Since its discovery, the development of new technology such as
multispectral imaging (MSI) has made it possible for scholars to read Philodemus’ treatises, and,
as a result, new interpretations of Horace—indeed, of Augustan poetry in general—have become
possible.

Philodemus’ literary output encompasses works on various topics including intellectual
history, rhetoric, literary theory, music, logic, theology and, of course, ethics. Major studies on
his treatises are ongoing and include efforts to detail their content, as far as this is possible, as
well as categorize them according to subject matter.'® Since their discovery, much progress has
been made in terms of systematically cataloguing the surviving rolls and fragments, which, in
accordance with an organizational method, are designated by the abbreviation PHerc. (papyrus

hercolanensis) and followed by a number.?® Most of the ethical treatises from which will be

17Sedley (1998) has a useful discussion of Philodemus in Italy (65-8) and the discovery of
the Herculaneum papyri, with particular emphasis on fragments of Epicurus’ De natura (94-8).

¥ As Mommsen (1880) 32-6 has indicated in his study of the epigrammatic remains at
Herculaneum, there is no evidence linking Piso to the villa. See also Allen and De Lacy (1939)
63.

YGigante (1990) 1-60 has copious references to works dealing both with the architectural
characteristics of the villa as well as the contents of its library.
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drawn evidence linking Philodemus’ thought to the content of Horace’s Sermones come from
two collections, one of which deals with manners and is entitled Sermonum de vita et moribus
compendiaria ratione excerptorum e Zenonis libris (¢trtoun meot 0@V Kat Biwv €K TV TOL
Znvwvog oxoAwv), the other of which bears the title De vitiis atque oppositis virtutibus
eorumque subiectis et obiectis (TLeQL KAKIQV KAL TV AVTIKEUEVOV AQETWV KAL TV €V 0IG L0t
kat mept &). From the first collection are the following: PHerc. 1471, entitled De libertate
dicendi, which was originally edited by Olivieri (1914) but has recently been republished by
Konstan et al. (1998),%! whose translations I have borrowed throughout; PHerc. 182, entitled De
ira, which was edited by Wilke (1914) but has been superceded by the edition, translation and
commentary of Indelli (1988);?> PHerc. 1414, entitled De gratitudine, which is edited by
Tepedino Guerra (1977); PHerc. 873, entitled De conversatione, which has an edition, translation
and commentary by Amoroso (1975). From the second collection are the following: PHerc.
1424, entitled De oeconomia, of which the best critical edition continues to be that of Jensen
(1907), although there is also the recent commentary and translation of Tsouna (2012); PHerc.
163, entitled De divitiis, which is edited with a translation and commentary by Tepedino Guerra
(1978) and has been expanded recently by the publication of a substantial number of new

fragments in Armstrong and Ponczoch (2011); the treatise De adulatione is dispersed among

20The catalogue, referred to as CatPErc, is in Gigante (1979) 65-400, to which must be
added the supplements of Capasso (1989) 193-264 and Del Mastro (2000) 57-241 with expanded
bibliography. This monumental work gives detailed profiles of the scrolls which have been
unrolled and examined, including inventory numbers, dates of unrolling, states of preservation,
references to editions etc.

2IThe problems regarding the organization and layout of this text are discussed by
Michael White (2004) 103-30, and Konstan is currently preparing a revised edition of the
treatise.

22A pew edition of this treatise by David Armstrong is forthcoming.

8
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various fragments, including PHerc. 222 (Gargiulo [1981]), PHerc. 223 (Gigante and Indelli
[1978]), PHerc. 1082 (Caini [1939]), PHerc. 1089 (Acosta Méndez [1983]), PHerc. 1457
(originally edited by Bassi [1914] but later revised by Kondo [1974]) and, finally, PHerc. 1675
(De Falco [1926]). In addition to the fragments dealing with ethical topics, among which must
be included PHerc. 1251 (named the “Comparetti Ethics” after the original editor but recently
superceded by the edition, translation and commentary of Indelli and Tsouna-McKirahan
[1995]), the following study will also draw from Philodemus’ methodological treatise PHerc.
1965, entitled De signis and edited by De Lacy and De Lacy (1978). It will also take into
consideration certain aspects of his literary theory as expounded in PHerc. 1425 and 1538, the
fifth book of a treatise entitled De poematis and edited by Christian Jensen (1923),% as well as
his historical indices PHerc. 1418 and 310, entitled De Epicuro and edited by Militello (1997),
PHerc. 1021 and 164, entitled Academicorum Historia and edited by Dorandi (1991) and PHerec.
1018, entitled Stoicorum Historia, also edited by Dorandi (1994).%*

The degree to which scholars have investigated the presence of Philodemus in Horace’s
works has fluctuated over the decades, although it was particularly high soon after the
Herculaneum papyri began to be published.?> As mentioned already, it was Alfred Kérte who
first considered the fragmentary evidence connecting Philodemus to Augustan authors, which

inspired Philippson, himself a scholar of and expert on Philodemus, to examine in more detail

BThere is also the newer edition of Mangoni (1993), which does not necessarily
supercede that of Jensen but does include a helpful introduction, translation and commentary.

24A few references will also be made to PHerc. 1507, entitled De bono rege secundum
Homerum and edited by Dorandi (1982). There is a newer edition forthcoming by Jeffrey Fish.

25 Armstrong (2004) 5-9 includes a similar review of literature but dealing more broadly
with the Augustan poets in general.
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Horace’s relationship to Epicureanism.?® Such a connection had already been intimated by
Richard Heinze in his revision of Kiessling’s commentary,?’ and Giorgio Pasquali went further
by connecting fragments of Philodemus to Horace’s views on sexual vice in Sermones 1.2.%% As
Teubner editions of Philodemus continued to be published and made his philosophical and poetic
works readily available, they inspired articles dealing specifically with the role of his poetry in
Horace. One of the earliest of these articles is that of Hendrickson, which, drawing from
Kaibel’s 1885 edition of Philodemus’ epigrams, investigates their possible connection to
Sermones 1.2.° Although determining that the original epigram of Philodemus to which Horace
refers is no longer extant, he expresses restrained yet enthusiastic support of Korte’s
identification of Horace as one of the dedicatees of the aforementioned Philodemean treatise,
even asserting that “we are justified in concluding that a personal relationship of friendship
existed between the two men.”** This important article was followed a few years later by F. A.
Wright’s short piece, which responds to Hendrickson’s thesis that the original source had been
lost by proposing that Horace was in fact alluding directly to one of Philodemus’ surviving
epigrams, thus strengthening the connection between the two.*! Around this time, the evidence

regarding Philodemus’ poetic theory in general was being studied by Rostagni, who considered

26Philippson (1911) 77-110 and (1929) 894-96, who wrote his dissertation on
Philodemus’ treatise De signis (1881) and also contributed the RE article cited above detailing
the philosopher’s life and works.

Y’Kiessling-Heinze (1910) xv, referring in the introduction to Horace’s “Bekanntschaft
mit Philodemos,” which, for Philippson (1911) 78 n. 1, was too brief an observation and inspired
his much longer study.

28Pasquali (1920) 235.

2Hendrickson (1918) 27-43.
30Hendrickson (1918) 37.

31Wright (1921) 168-69.
10
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its influence on and challenges for Horace and the other poets.3? As the scholarship tradition
clearly shows, in the early nineteenth century many Horatian scholars interpreted the evidence
from Herculaneum as proof that the Augustan poets associated with Philodemus, an
interpretation which is further confirmed by Clayton Hall in his short article supporting the view
that these men, including Horace, were involved in the Epicurean school at Herculaneum.** In
the same year, classicist and philosopher Norman DeWitt published two studies that deal
specifically with the influence of Philodemus on Horace. The first of these appeared in 1935
and, along with the work of Philippson, is one of the earliest attempts to show the influence of
Philodemean ethics, specifically the role of Epicurean magonoia, in the works of Horace.>*
DeWitt shows how the therapeutic application of frank criticism, which is not mentioned by
Epicurus but expounded upon in Philodemus’ treatise De libertate dicendi, is employed by
Horace in the Carmina and Epistulae. Four years later, DeWitt published another study in which
he lists parallels relating Horatian poetry to various Epicurean doctrines, many of which appear
in the writings of Philodemus but cannot be identified as distinctively his.*> Along with
DeWitt’s findings regarding magonoia in Horace, one may include the study of Agnes Michels,
which expounds on the former’s thesis and provides more supporting details.’® Perhaps one of
the most significant achievements in the area of Philodemus’ influence on the Augustan poets

during this time, however, is Jane Tait’s 1941 dissertation, which examines the importance of

32Rostagni (1923-1924) 401-34.
33Hall (1935) 113-15.

34DeWitt (1935) 312-19
35DeWitt (1939) 127-34.

36Michels (1944) 173-77.
11
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Philodemus’ literary theory on Horace’s Carmina. Related to this are the 1955 dissertation of
Nathan Greenberg, which provides a detailed and systematic consideration of Philodemus’ poetic
theory, and the article of Cataudella, in which Sermones 1.2 is read in the light of evidence from
Philodemus’ ethical treaties and epigrams.>’

The following years witnessed important advancements in the appreciation of both the
sophistication and artistic value of the Sermones as well as Horace’s engagement with the
Epicurean tradition. This was undoubtedly facilitated by the monumental studies of Eduard
Fraenkel, and, perhaps to a greater degree considering its more focused approach, that of Niall
Rudd.*® Both acknowledge the role of philosophy in Horace’s satiric criticisms and were
followed by more in-depth studies in this area, such as the article by Aroldo Barbieri, which
examines the role of Epicurean ethics in Sermones 2.6,%° and the monograph of C. O. Brink,
whose examination of literary debates in the Hellenistic period and their significance for Horace
draws heavily from Philodemus’ criticisms in De poematis.** Along with these studies should be
included those of Alberto Grilli on Sermones 1.3 and R. L. Hunter on the importance of
friendship and free speech.*! In the 1970s shortly before these essays appeared, however, major
breakthroughs in the organization and promotion of the Herculaneum papyri (and therefore of
Philodemus’ works) were made under the guidance of Marcello Gigante, who, in addition to

becoming the successful director of the Centro Internazionale dei Papiri Ercolanesi (CISPE) in

3’Greenberg (1955); Cataudella (1950) 18-31.
3Fraenkel (1957); Rudd (1966).

3Barbieri (1976) 479-507.
“0Brink (1963).

“1Grilli (1983) 267-92; Hunter (1985a) 480-90.

12
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Naples, also provided scholars with access to advanced technology and specialized venues for
their scholarship, such as the Cronache Ercolanesi and La Scuola di Epicuro, both of which are
series devoted to the publication of new scholarship and editions of Herculaneum fragments.
These newer and more accessible editions, many of which have already been mentioned above,
provide translations and insightful commentaries on difficult texts, thus inspiring scholars to
revisit the literary climate in which poets like Horace lived and wrote. The fruits of such
research are already visible in Gigante’s contribution, published at the outset of these
advancements, of various papers dealing with Philodemus and his connection to authors
including Cicero and Horace.** This work, which includes a chapter that explores Philodemus in
Sermones 1.2, was followed decades later by a full-length treatment of the same poem that
explores further the connections between Horace and Epicurean ethics.** In the same year,
scholars like Kirk Freudenburg began to emphasize the complexity of Horace’s Sermones by
underscoring the importance of persona theory and recognizing that “the speaker who delivers
his criticisms in the first person is not the poet himself but the poet in disguise.”** The main
contribution of this groundbreaking study lies in its emphasis on the importance of interpreting
the content of the Sermones, whether philosophical or otherwise, as relating to a largely fictional
and self-consciously elusive persona that is not always to be taken seriously.* Along similar
lines, Rolando Ferri, whose study focuses on connections between Lucretius’ didactic poem to

Memmius and Horace’s intimate and philosophical discourse in the Epistulae, recognizes

“Gigante (1969).
$Gigante (1993).
“Freudenburg (1993) 3.

4The impact of this theory, which was later expanded on in Freudenburg (2001), is easily
detected in subsequent studies of Horace’s persona, especially those of Braund (1996), Oliensis
(1998), Gowers (2003) 55-92 and Turpin (2009) 127-40.
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parodic treatments of Epicureanism in the Sermones.*® Around the same time Pierre Grimal
similarly attempted to highlight Horace’s philosophical eclecticism by pointing to the presence
of distinctively anti-Epicurean sentiments in his iambic poetry.*’

Some scholars, on the other hand, continued to demonstrate the presence of Philodemus’
literary theory in Horace’s works in light of newer fragments of his treatise De poematis. These
studies include David Armstrong’s long article on the dedicatees of the Ars Poetica and
Anastasia Tsakiropoulou-Summers’ 1995 dissertation on Philodemean poetic theory in the same
work.*® This research was subsequently consolidated and expanded in a volume edited by Dirk
Obbink, which features chapters examining the role of Philodemus’ theory concerning the
interconnectivity of poetic syntax with regard to Lucretius’ epic and Horace’s Sermones 1.4.%
To all of these advancements must be added the pioneering efforts of various Philodemean
scholars who contributed their findings to a 2004 volume entitled Vergil, Philodemus and the
Augustans. Among these individuals are Giovanni Indelli and Jeffrey Fish, who examine
Philodemus’ sophisticated understanding and treatment of anger and explain how it relates to
Vergil’s Aeneid, F. M. Schroeder, who considers the role of Epicurean pictorial imagery within
the context of frankness in the works of Vergil, and David Armstrong, who draws connections
between various Philodemean ethical treatises and Horace’s Epistulae.>® Returning to Horace’s

earliest work, an essay by William Turpin appeared five years later, who, perhaps misapplying or

*Ferri (1993) 33-40.

41Grimal (1993) 154-60.
8 Armstrong (1993) 185-230; Tsakiropoulou-Summers (1995).
“0Oberhelman and Armstrong (1995) 233-54.

0Indelli (2004) 103-10; Fish (2004) 111-38; Schroeder (2004) 139-58; Armstrong (2004)
267-99.
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rather overapplying persona theory, considers Horace’s self-portrayal as a buffoon and morally
bankrupt parasite in Sermones 1.3; this piece was met with a response in Jerome Kemp’s
balanced article, reminding scholars not to overemphasize humor and self-parody to the
complete exclusion of serious content.’! This was followed soon afterwards by a brief
examination of the same scholar, this time dealing specifically with the influence of Philodemus’
fragmentary treatises De adulatione and De libertate dicendi on Horace’s Epistulae and
Sermones 2.5 and 2.8.52 More recently, Jeffrey Fish and Kirk Sanders have edited a volume
entitled Epicurus and the Epicurean Tradition, which engages rigorously with Philodemus’
ethical works and their influence on authors such as Cicero and Seneca.>® Nevertheless,
Horatian scholarship continues to lack a study that systematically investigates Philodemus’
moral presence in the Sermones as a whole. The following considerations will attempt to fill this
gap, not by forcing parallels from an Epicurean point of view that pretend to unlock the historical
Horace, but rather by considering the relevance of his teachings for a Roman qua poet dealing
with difficult issues such as property loss, wealth administration, the corrupt patronage system
and the proper manner to discuss these tactfully and frankly with one’s friends. In order to
accomplish this, however, it will first be necessary to provide a brief overview of Philodemus’
interpretation of and contributions to the Epicurean tradition regarding economic theory, flattery

and frankness.

SITurpin (2009) 122-37, to which cf. the similar thesis of Labate (2005) 47-63; Kemp
(2009) 1-17, also (2010) 59.

2Kemp (2010b) 65-76.

53] should also mention here the recent commentary of Gowers (2012), who briefly

mentions the influence of Philodemus and the Epicurean community at Herculaneum in her
introduction (20).
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Philodemus preserves the substance of Epicurean economic theory in his treatises De
oeconomia and the fragments of De divitiis, the latter of which is completed by fifteen fragments
(or rather pezzi) that do not bear his name but are probably his.>* Both of these works involve a
critical analysis of rival economic theories, especially those expounded in Xenophon’s
Oeconomicus and pseudo-Theophrastus’ Oeconomica, in contrast to which Philodemus
reproduces, defends and carefully modifies the traditional doctrines of the founders Epicurus and
Metrodorus of Lampascus.>® The intended audience of his treatise is the Epicurean sage (De
oec. col. 12.16: prlooddhwr),”” who is urged to concern himself with the “acquisition” (De oec.
col. 12.8-9: xtnowc) and “preservation” (ibid. 9: pvAakn)) of wealth rather than with its
organization and use, which is more properly the domain of the professional manager (ibid. col.

7.2-3: texvitng) as shown by preceding economic treatises.’® Central to this view of economics

>4See Armstrong and Ponczoch (2011) 97-9 for the state of these columns and their
attribution to Philodemus. For Philodemus’ presentation of economic theory in general, see
Castaldi (1928) 287-308, Laurenti (1973), Tsouna (1993) 701-14, Natali (1995) 95-128, Asmis
(2004) 133-76, Balch (2004) 177-96, Tsouna (2007) 163-94 and especially Tsouna (2012) along
with the very helpful review of Armstrong (2013).

53See Laurenti (1973) 21-95 for a detailed treatment of these criticisms. Philodemus is
the only ancient source to ascribe the Aristotelian Oeconomica to Theophrastus, although this
identification is problematic. See Natali (1995) 102 and Renate Zoepftel’s commentary (2006)
206-9. Jensen’s introduction to his 1907 edition includes a general but useful outline of
Philodemus’ criticisms (18): coll. 1-7.37, de Xenophontis oeconomico; coll. 7.37-12.2, de
Theophrasti oeconomico; coll. 12.2-28.10, de propriis scholae praeceptis.

S*Philodemus also names the other two founders Hermarchus (De oec. col. 25.1) and
Polyaenus (De div. coll. 34.14 and 40.8).

3T Ancient treatises on economics appear to fall into two categories with regard to
audience: 1) those written for the expert manager (deomodtng), such as the works of Xenophon
and pseudo-Theophrastus and 2) those intended for the sage or philosopher (coddc), such as
Philodemus’ treatise. See Natali (1995) 101-2.

>¥Organization” (k6ounoic/diakdounoic) and “use” (xonots) are the two other elements
of traditional economics, with which Philodemus is not concerned. Tsouna (1993) 714 notes
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is the emphasis placed on the sage manager’s disposition, which must always be characterized by
the observation of a proper “measure of wealth” (ibid. col. 12.18-19: mAovTov uétgov).>
Drawing from a lost treatise of Metrodorus for the most part (ibid. col. 12.25-7:
M[nto]odwov),? in both of his economic treatises Philodemus draws an important distinction
between the Cynic practice of begging daily (De oec. col. 12.40-1: [t0 k]a®’ n[uéoav
rtJootlope[vov]; De div. col. 43.1: mrwxeiav), which is necessitated by their complete rejection
of all goods (De div. col. 45.16-17: otégonowv . .. mavtwv), and the Epicurean understanding of

poverty, which entails having and enjoying the few possessions required by nature (De div. col.

that, by making a clear distinction between the sage manager, who is concerned with happiness
and virtue but may successfully acquire and maintain wealth, and the professional and skilled
businessman, who cares primarily for financial profit as accomplished through systematic
organization and use, Philodemus anticipates the modern concept of economics.

S9Cf. Arist. Pol. 1257b17-1258al14 for the concept of limited or “natural wealth” (6
ntAovTtog kata pvow) within the context of economic theory. Philodemus implicitly contrasts
this doctrine with his rival’s promotion of the seemingly unlimited acquisition of wealth (cf.
Xen. Oec. 7.15): dAA& cwdEOVWV Tol €0TL Kl AVOQOS KAl YLVALKOS 0VTWS TOLELY, OTWS TX T
OvTa s PéATIOTA EEeL Kl AAAa OTL TAELOTA €K TOD KAAOD T€ Kal dikalov mEooyevioetal
(“But it is prudent, you see, for a husband and wife to act in such a way that their goods will be
disposed in the best manner and that as many other goods as possible will be added to them
properly and justly””). The suggested methods of acquiring wealth are not limited to Athenian
practices: Xenophon’s Socrates, for instance, considers the Persian king a good example of the

responsible manager (4.4-25) and pesudo-Theophrastus praises Persian and Spartan economic
strategies (1344b29-34).

0This mention of Metrodorus’ teachings (which also occurs in De div. col. 37.11-15), has
led to an ongoing discussion concerning the originality of Philodemus’ contribution and also the
origin of this section of De oeconomia. Siegfried Sudhaus (1906), for example, refers to coll.
12.45-21.35 as “ein . . . Abschnitt, der nach Sprache und Stil unmoéglich aus der Feder des
Philodem stammen kann” (45). Another scholar who views this section as a verbatim copy of
Metrodorus’ earlier treatise is Laurenti (1973) 108. Tsouna (1993), on the other hand, does not
consider details such as the presence of hiatus significant enough to rule out Philodemean
authorship or at least interpretation (n. 6). In any case, the columns following this section, which
will be the most important for the present study, most certainly contain Philodemus’ own
contemporary views regarding economics, for which see especially Asmis (2004) 149-61. For
the fragments of Metrodorus, see Alfred Korte’s 1890 Teubner edition.
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49.10-12).%! As Epicurus states elsewhere, the requirements of natural wealth are “easily met”
(Arr. 5.144.1-2 = ibid. 6.8: evntdolotoc), and Philodemus echoes the Master’s teaching when he
emphasizes that the sage is “not bad at finding what suffices for himself” (De oec. col. 17.6-8:
ovte k[a]kog evEEoOaL T mEOG altov kavar), with the result that he never fears poverty (ibid.
coll. 15.45-16.4; cf. De div. col. 36.11-12: o0 y[ao] &&ov popov). On the other hand, whereas
Epicurus’ concept of natural wealth imposes strict limits on the acquisition of goods,
Philodemus, either adopting the view of Metrodorus or possibly responding to the sensitivities of
his Roman and aristocratic dedicatees, carefully notes that the sage “inclines in his wishes
toward a more affluent way of life” (De oec. col. 16.4-6: 0émer d¢ TNt fovAnoel HAAAOV Emi TV
adBovwtépav) and “accepts more whenever it comes easily and without harm” (ibid. 44-6: to
[0¢ m]Aetov, afv a]pA[a]pac katl [ev]mopws yivntal, dekté[ov]). He recognizes, furthermore,
that wealth has the power to remove difficulties and that it can provide the leisure necessary for
philosophical study (ibid. col. 14.9-13), but, like an orthodox Epicurean, he notes that its
acquisition should not be born out of empty fear or desire, and that one should be generous and
share excess wealth with one’s friends (ibid. coll. 24.11-27.12).* Finally, Philodemus identifies

acceptable sources of wealth, among which the first and by far the best is “to receive gratitude

SICE. Arr. 6.25: H mevia petoovpévn 1 g Ppuoews tédet uéyag éoti mAovtog:
TAODTOG ¢ Ur) 00Llopevos peyaAn éoti mevia (“Poverty measured by the limits of nature is
great wealth, but wealth that is not limited is great poverty”).

02See Asmis (2004) 156-59.

18

www.manaraa.com



from a receptive person in exchange for philosophical conversation” (ibid. col. 23.23-36), which
is precisely what happened to both himself and Epicurus.®

One of the difficulties immigrant philosophers like Philodemus had to overcome or at
least address was the charge of flattery, which, in addition to being a vice the Romans generally
associated with Greek clients (cf. Cic. Pis. 70: ut Graeculum, ut adsentatorem), was also easily
attached to the Epicureans on account of their utilitarian view of friendship (Arr. 6.34 and 23).%*
Indeed, Philodemus addresses this issue at length in the fragments of his treatise De adulatione,
in which he notes that, despite certain similarities between the flatterer and the sage (PHerc. 222
col. 2.1-22), there are real differences in their dispositions as well as their behavior.%® Drawing
much inspiration from the comic tradition and Theophrastus’ character portraits of the flatterer
(Char. 2) and the obsequious man (ibid. 5), he describes the various tactics, motives, approaches
and reactions typical of individuals suffering from this vice. For Philodemus, one of the major
differences between the two is that the flatterer rarely speaks frankly (PHerc. 222 col. 3.27-8:

nagon[owalépevov]), since his main objective is to say whatever will please his victim (PHerc.

1457 col. 1.9: [0 Aéywv mo]c xdowv). This identification of frankness as the hallmark of a true

83Epicurus also identifies patronage as the best—in fact, the only—way for the sage to
acquire wealth (Arr. 121b.4-6): xonuartioeoOai te, AN amod povng codiag, amoprioavta. kat
povapyxov v kap Bepamtevoewv (“[He said that the sage] will be ready to make money, but
only when he is in straits and by means of his philosophy. He will pay court to a king as
occasion demands”).

%4Glad (1996) 25 and (1995) 111-13 discusses the nature of this “anti-Epicurean
polemic.” See also Konstan (1997) 108-13.

5For flattery in Philodemus, see Longo Aurucchio (1986) 79-91, Glad (1996) 23-9 and
Tsouna (2007) 126-42 in addition to the introductions of the various fragments cited above.
There is also the comprehensive study of Ribbeck (1884) on flattery in antiquity, as well as the
RE article of Kroll (1921) 1069-1070 and the modern commentary on Theophrastus’ Characters
by Diggle (2004) 181-82. The topic of the similarity between flatterers and true friends is of
course addressed at length by Plutarch in Mor. 4 (Quomodo adulator ab amico internoscatur).
Other relevant ancient sources will be dealt as appropriate with in the chapters to follow.
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friend developed toward the end of the Classical period, before which maponoia generally
referred to the public right of free speech within a democratic polis such as Athens.%®
Afterwards, the political limitations consequent upon the formation of monarchical rule resulted
in frankness becoming more of a private or moral virtue, and hence one that was of particular
concern to Hellenistic philosophers.®” For the Epicureans, the application of frank criticism was
largely pedagogical or rather psychogogical, and, exercised within the context of small
communities consisting of pupils and sages, its purpose was to foster virtue through the
therapeutic and purifying medicine of self-knowledge, which, in accordance with a long tradition
going back to Socrates, is viewed as a prerequisite for moral correction.®® In his treatise De
libertate dicendi (the only ancient tractate with that name), Philodemus explains the nature of
frank criticism as a pedagogical method as well as its aims, the different kinds of pupils and their
respective challenges and the proper disposition of the sage.®® As a method strictly speaking,
frankness is conjectural and based on the sage’s extended observations of another’s behavior (cf.

De lib. dic. fr. 1.9-8: otoxaldpevog ev[A]oyiaig), to which he responds in a timely fashion (ibid.

6See Scarpat (1964) 11-57, Momigliano (1973-74) 2.258 and Konstan (1996) 7-10.

7The earliest reference to this understanding of magonoia appears to come from the
correspondence of Isocrates, especially Nic. 3: 1] magonoia kat to Gavepas EEelvat Toig Te
odidowg erumAn&at kat toig €x0ois émbéoBat taic aAANAwY apagtiaw (. . . frankness, as
well as the privilege of friends to rebuke and of enemies to attack each other’s faults”). This, as
well as other noteworthy passages, are discussed by Glad (1996) 31-2. See also Scarpat (1964)
62-9 for Cynic magonoia.

8Philodemus employs medical imagery throughout his treatise De libertate dicendi, for
which see Gigante (1975) 53-61 and Konstan ef al. (1998) 20-3. The pedagogical nature of
Epicurean frankness, which Glad (1995) examines in terms of communal psychagogy (101-60),
is also treated by Gigante (1974) 37-42.

%For the structure and an overview of the treatise, see Konstan et al. (1993) 8-20. As
mentioned already, however, White (2004) 103-27 notes there are still significant problems and
confusion regarding the proper order of the fragments.
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fr. 25.1: kap6v) with a degree of harshness commensurate with the pupil’s needs.”® Although
this is indeed a communal affair, extreme harshness and public embarrassment are avoided at all
costs and, instead, constructive and well-intentioned—even cheerful—criticism is encouraged.”!
The different levels of frankness required and their possible effects depend ultimately on the
pupil’s disposition, which Philodemus categorizes in terms of sex (coll. 21b.12-22b.9), age (coll.
24a.7-24b.12), social status (coll. 22b.10-24a.7) and, above all, “strong” and “weak” tempers (ft.
7.1-5: tovg uaAAov TV arad@v ioxveovg).” With regard to the sage, he emphasizes the
importance of moral purity, perseverance, careful observation, patience and especially humility:
the reason why sages do not criticize harshly, for example, is that they see their own faults and
recognize their imperfections (fr. 46: ywwokw[v] avtov ovk dvia téAg[tJov). The following
chapters will show how this Epicurean, or, perhaps more accurately, Philodemean, concern with
distinguishing the flatterer from the sage, who accepts wealth cheerfully from a grateful patron in
exchange for moral advice given in a gentle but effective manner, plays a significant role in
Horace’s self-conception as a satirist and client-friend of Maecenas.

The first chapter of this study provides a somewhat preliminary consideration of the
Epicurean aspects of Horace’s upbringing and moral formation as described in Sermones 1.4.

More specifically, it will attempt to show how the poet justifies the moral credentials of his

"Gigante (1969) 55-113 provides an extended consideration of Epicurean magonoia as a
way of life and a conjectural method that depends on correct timing.

"ICt. De lib. dic. frs. 37 and 38, as well as 79, in all of which Philodemus condemns harsh
and bitter frankness. Philodemus also condemns the ridicule employed by the Cynics (ibid. fr.
73.12-13) and the Stoics (De ir. col. 1.7-27, naming both Bion of Borysthenes and Chrysippus as
part of a quotation of another Epicurean’s opinion). See Glad (1995) 117-20.

"2For the distinction between “strong” and “weak” pupils, as well as for the different
types of students, see Glad (1995) 137-52.
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persona by establishing connections to Epicurean ethical and methodological doctrines, which,
given the programmatic nature of this satire, will have implications for the rest of the Sermones.

Having established the moral purity of his literary persona in terms of the Epicurean
tradition, the next chapter examines how Horace attempts to portray his relationship with
Maecenas within the framework of Epicurean patronage. Beginning with the encounter scene
between the two in Sermones 1.6, it shows how he promotes himself as an Epicurean client-
friend and economist, whose ethical virtue is communicated through salubrious advice, which, in
the case of Horace, takes the form of satirical conversations directed toward Maecenas.

Chapter 3 continues to investigate Horace’s self-portrayal as a sage economist, who
observes the “measure of wealth” doctrine and recognizes the requirements of nature, and is thus
able to bear the loss of property with equanimity, just like his surrogate interlocutor Ofellus in
Sermones 2.2. At the same time, however, his willingness to be content will little does not
preclude his acceptance of greater wealth from a grateful patron, as he shows in Sermones 2.6.
In fact, his acceptance of the Sabine estate is perfectly in harmony with Philodemus’ economic
recommendations, since its bestowal makes possible the kind of philosophical withdrawal among
friends advocated in De oeconomia.

The topic of patronage and friendship between Horace and Maecenas naturally leads to a
consideration of the charges of flattery and subservience which were made by the poet’s rivals.
Chapter 4 considers how Horace attempts to distinguish himself from the typical flatterer
through character portraits such as the one in Sermones 1.9, which incorporates details also
found in Philodemus’ De adulatione. An integral part of this effort is his self-promotion as a

lover of frankness, which, having been taught to Horace by his father in Sermones 1.4, naturally
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recurs in the satiric portraits of Sermones 1.1-3 and thus helps to confirm his identity as a true
and honest friend.

The final chapter looks at the manner in which Horace exposes the flatterer’s arts in
Sermones 2.5, which testifies to his candor and willingness to invite comparison in the eyes of
Maecenas. At the same time, the poet cleverly recapitulates his moral purity and humility
through self-imposed, self-deprecatory examinations at the hands of social inferiors in Sermones
2.3 and 2.7, thus illustrating—at the expense of the Stoics—how not to conduct frank criticism

and further endorsing his own portrayal as a tactful critic and a man of integrity.
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CHAPTER 1
EPICUREAN ASPECTS OF

HORACE’S UPBRINGING

Horace’s famous description of his upbringing in Sermones 1.4.103-29 is an extremely important
scene, particularly because it serves to establish the poet’s ethical credentials and justify his role
as professional critic. It is also one of the most complex and multifaceted passages in the entire
collection, for in the process of constructing his ethical persona Horace synthesizes various
literary and philosophical influences in a sophisticated and yet often parodic manner. Scholars
have repeatedly shown the significant role of Roman comedy, especially Terence’s Adelphoe, in
Horace’s serio-comic portrayal of his father’s training. Perhaps one of the least explored facets
of Horace’s father’s pedagogical method, however, is the more serious role of Epicureanism,
which, in conjunction with other traditions, has much to offer a satiric poet who is concerned
with practical ethics and offers moral correction through the close observation of morally flawed
individuals’ defects. The following chapter will consider how, in addition to contributing to the
ethical content of the Sermones, Epicurean philosophy adds depth to the poet’s presentation and
analysis of the many foibles of contemporary Roman society; the reliance on sensation, for
example, grants the audience full access to the colorful (and often disturbing) details of Roman
life, but its importance for Epicurean epistemology suggests a more profound engagement with
contemporary doctrines. It will also explore the conventionality of the language Horace typically
employs in the Sermones, which is certainly fitting for satire but also compatible with the
semantic concerns of Epicurean language theory. Furthermore, it will examine Horace’s
practical advice concerning choices and avoidances as motivated by a calculation of pains and
foreseeable pleasures, which likewise reflects the Epicurean tradition. Finally, this chapter will
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consider the possibility that Horace’s evaluation of vicious behavior, though containing elements
derived from the comic and Cynic traditions, may also incorporate an Epicurean methodological
approach to ethical investigation which was a topic of popular debate in Rome in the first century

BC.

Horace frequently pays tribute to his father by identifying him not only as the source
(1.4.129: ex hoc) of his moral purity, but also as the cause (1.6.71: causa) of his successful
encounter with Maecenas. A proper understanding of his significance, therefore, is essential for
an appreciation of the poet’s own literary persona and an accurate interpretation of the role of
Epicurean ethics in the Sermones. His portrayal in Sermones 1.4 as the paternal source of
Horace’s poetry and generic origin of his subdued, morally conscious style at once distinguishes
the poet from his literary predecessor Lucilius and defines the principles informing Horatian
satire:

liberius si
dixero quid, si forte iocosius, hoc mihi iuris
cum venia dabis: insuevit pater optimus hoc me . .. (S. 1.4.103-5)
If in my words I am too free, perchance too light, this bit of liberty you will
indulgently grant me. It is a habit the best of fathers taught me . . .
This description is carefully designed to emphasize the benign tone of Horatian satire, which

criticizes “rather freely” and “jokingly,” while ostensibly severing the connection to Old

Comedy and hence the modus Lucilianus (cf. 1-5),! which criticizes publicly, caustically and by

!Schlegel (2000) 95: “The satire will demonstrate that ultimately Horace and Lucilius
have separate genealogies . . . Though Horace writes in Lucilius’ genre, they have no common
ancestors.” It was Hendrickson (1900) 124, however, who argued early on that in 1.4 Horace
completely severs the connection to traditional satire. Anderson (1982) 29 views Horace as a
Socratic figure who is exclusively concerned with ethics while Fiske (1971) 277-80 considers
Horace’s brand of humor as thoroughly influenced by Aristotle’s portrayal of the evtoameAog
(“gentleman”), for which see Eth. Nic. 1127b34-1128a33. For the various philosophical
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name.? The reconfiguration of his literary parentage, however, is by no means absolute:
Horace’s description of his own satire as directed toward those who are “worthy of being
blamed” (25: culpari dignos), as well as his frequent criticisms of individuals by name (which
has apparently caused a public reaction; cf. 70 and 78-9), plainly indicates that his works retain
something of the Lucilian spirit.> Nevertheless, the major differences between Horace and
Lucilius, especially with regard to their distinct approaches to style and ethics, are widely
recognized. These differences are primarily communicated by the poet’s shift from public
criticism to the more private concerns and stock characters reminiscent of New Comedy (cf. 25-
32 and 48-52), which suggests that Horatian satire will engage moral deficiency in a lighthearted
manner but at a more sophisticated and personal level. Horace’s portrayal of his father within
the context of this tradition, moreover, is particularly worthy of further consideration, since it has
significant implications for the origin and character of Horatian satire itself.

The tradition of Roman comedy plays an important role in Horace’s creation of his
father’s literary persona, but the complexity of this role and its programmatic significance have
not been wholly appreciated. Horace clearly recognized Terence’s well-deserved reputation in
antiquity for purity of diction and skill (Ep. 2.1.59: arte),* and his willingness to employ

specifically Terentian stock characters and scenes likely reflects his own concern for refinement

influences related to Horace’s partial rejection of Aristophanic invective and preference for a
more gentle tone, see Rudd (1966) 96-7. Freudenburg (1993) 55-108 argues for a “hybrid
theory” of satiric humor that embraces both Aristophanic and Peripatetic elements.

?See Fraenkel (1957) 126-27, Rudd (1966) 88-92, Brisk (1963) 157 and Courtney (2013)
88 for the role ovopaoti kwpwdetv in this satire.

3This is discussed by Rudd (1966) 91-2, Hunter (1985a) 486 and Freudenburg (1993)
100. Cf. also Leach (1971) 622: “Horace follows Lucilius in his verisimilitude, but rejects the
Aristophanic spirit, thus casting off the last vestige of old comedy.”

*The popularity of Terence’s language and style is discussed by Miiller (2013) 366-70.
Barsby (1999) 19-27 includes a useful introduction to its general characteristics.
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and stylistic rigor.® The exploration of intimate and familial affairs typical of Terentian drama,
moreover, is closely paralleled by the domestic origin of Horatian satire and its concern with
privacy.® But Horace’s allusions to his father’s Terentian qualities do more than communicate
the importance of stylistic refinement and poetic confidentiality; the comparison with Demea,’
who may be a comic embodiment of the traditional Roman paterfamilias,® suggests that

Horace’s father (and therefore Horatian satire itself) censures vice by promoting ancestral virtue

SFairclough (1913) 188-93. In addition to the “bumpkin father” of 1.4.109-26, Horace
incorporates other Terentian stock characters into the Sermones, such as the “self-tormentor”
(1.2.20-2) and the “raging father” (1.4.48-52).

Cf. 1.4.22-3, 1.10.74-91 and Ep. 1.19.35-49. Note that Horace’s proclaimed
confidentiality regarding poetic recitation in these passages contradicts his claim in 1.4 to have
offended a wider public. Courtney (2013) 92 n. 87 compares Horace’s reluctance to recite in
public to Epicurus’ statement that the wise man will read in public, but only under compulsion
(Arr. 1.121.7-8). Cf. Lucilius’ consideration of his intended audience (588-96 M) and Persius’
admission of a lack thereof (1.1-3).

"Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 72. Leach (1971) provides the first extended consideration of
the similarities between Horace’s father at Sermones 1.4.109-26 and Demea in the Adelphoe.
She is followed by Hunter (1985a) 490 and Freudenburg (1993) 33-9. The notion that Horace’s
portrayal of his father is a purely fictional creation and therefore devoid of any serious ethical
content, however, is challenged by Schrijvers (1993) 50-2 and Schlegel (2000). The relevant
passage from the Adelphoe follows:

fit sedulo,
nil praetermitto, consuefacio. denique
inspicere tamquam in speculum in vitas omnium
iubeo atque ex aliis sumere exemplum sibi.

hoc facito . . . hoc fugito. (4d. 414-18)

One does one’s best. I never turn a blind eye. I teach him good habits. Above all I tell
him to look into the lives of others as if into a mirror and to take from them an example
for himself. “Do this,” [ say. .. “Avoid that.”

8See Traill (2013) 318-39 for the introduction of Roman customs into the Adelphoe.
Barsby (2001) 245 considers the possibility that Demea represents the typical Roman
paterfamilias, whereas Hunter (1985b) is more cautious about associating the Adelphoe with “a
very specific social and historical context” (109).
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within a funny, harmlessly conservative context.” On the other hand, this comparison rests on
textual parallels that may overlook the broader context in which both Demea and Horace’s father
are portrayed: poets like Menander and his Roman successors, who stage plays that center on the
dynamics of the typical father-son relationship and its ethical implications and consequences, are
likely responding to Aristotle’s teaching concerning the important role of education in forming a
virtuous disposition.'® The portrayals of this relationship in Terence’s plays (especially the
Adelphoe), however, are notoriously problematic on account of their overwhelming negativity:
indeed, all of them revolve around a disobedient son’s amor turpis (to use the Horatian
description),!! while the fathers are typically described as unstable'? and overly emotional
authoritarian figures who give barking commands that ultimately provoke their children’s hatred
(cf. Ad. 870-71). Perhaps a better parallel for Horace’s father can be found in a touching scene
from Plautus’ Trinummus, in which the virtuous Lysiteles fondly attributes his moral purity to

his father’s training:

Freudenburg (1993) 33-9 reads Horace’s father as the doctor ineptus of Roman comedy,
whose portrayal in 1.4 serves the programmatic function of characterizing Horace’s persona in
Sermones 1.1-3 as comically inept.

9The connection between maudeia and a healthy disposition goes back to the sophist
Protagoras of Abdera (cf. DK B3), who employs the “example method” in Pl. Protag. 325¢6-d7.
Aristotle discusses the relationship between a virtuous disposition (¢£1c) and training from
childhood in more detail in Eth. Nic. 1103b20-25. For the Cynics’ incorporation of childhood
training into their educational theory, see Dudely (1974) 87-8. The education of children is
encompassed by Epicurus’ universal invitation to philosophy (Arr. 4.122.1-6), which Philodemus
echoes in De electionibus et fugis col. 21.12-13. Cf. Ep. 1.1.24-26: id [sc. philosophia] quod . . .
aeque neglectum pueris senibusque nocebit (‘“That task which . . . if neglected, will be harmful
alike to young and to old”).

"Hunter (1985b) 99-109 examines the four Terentian plays which include father-son
relationships (i.e., Samia, Andria, Hauton Timorumenos and Adelphoe).

2Traill (2013) 328-29 discusses the important presence of recognition scenes in
Terentian drama, and how Demea (as well as the other fathers in the playwright’s works) fits into
this by realizing his own ignorance as a father and failure as a moral guide.
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Semper ego usque ad hanc aetatem ab ineunte adulescentia
tuis servivi servitutem imperiis [et] praeceptis, pater.

pro ingenio ego me liberum esse ratus sum, pro imperio tuo
meum animum tibi servitutem servire aequom censui.

Istaec ego mi semper habui aetati integumentum meae;
ne penetrarem me usquam ubi esset damni conciliabulum
neu noctu irem obambulatum neu suom adimerem alteri
neu tibi aegritudinem, pater, parerem, parsi sedulo:
sarta tecta tua praecepta usque habui mea modestia.
(Trin. 301-4; 313-17)
I have always obeyed your commands and precepts, father, from my youth to the present
day. I consider myself free with regard to my nature, and I deemed it proper that my
mind should faithfully heed your precepts. These teachings of yours I have always
considered a protection in my youth, and I have taken careful precautions, father, lest I
should ever enter into any place where pernicious vice was intended, or go about strolling
at night, or steal from another, or cause you grief: I have always maintained your
precepts, which are a well-made protection, by means of my temperance.
In this scene, which is an extremely rare one in New Comedy, !* the mention of age (aetas),
intellect (animus), precepts (praecepta) and the abstinence from vicious behavior bears a
significant resemblance to Horace’s description of his own upbringing (cf. 1.4.119: aetas, 120:
animum, 121: dictis). It is even possible that Horace’s healthy relationship with his father is
intended as a success story that defies comic tradition and “corrects” the behavior of the typical
adulescens. Either way, Horace’s portrayal of his father within the context of the traditional
paterfamilias from Roman comedy (whether a pater durus like Demea or a pater lenis like
Philto) is deliberate, and its significance is partly expressed by Donatus in his commentary on

Demea’s pedagogical method (ad 418: non philosophice, sed civiliter monet . . . ergo ut idioticus

et comicus pater, non ut sapiens et praeceptor (“He does not advise as a philosopher but as a

13Duckworth (1952) 286.
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layman . . . therefore [he advises] as a comic and unskilled father, not as a sage and a teacher”).'4

The advantage of this portrayal is twofold: first, it creates the illusion that Horatian satire is the
pedestrian ranting of an ordinary, home-grown local rather than the educated expression of a
mind suspiciously imbued with foreign doctrines;' second, it advertises the Sermones as an
unabashedly Roman creation that is committed to preserving “ancient tradition” (1.4.117:
traditum ab antiquis morem).'® Regardless of whether or not Horace publicly recited his verses,
the creation of a persona such as this not only complements the thoroughly Roman nature of
satire,!” but it also provides ample opportunity for the contradictory distinctions so typical of
Horace’s style: like his poetry, the bumpkin father’s humble exterior may conceal a more

sophisticated core shaped by contemporary ethical doctrines. '®

“Freudenburg (1993) 36, like Hunter (1985a) 490, applies Donatus’ evaluation to
Horace’s father, whose modest deferral to the sage (sapiens) at 1.4.115-16 allegedly implies the
same distinction.

SFor Roman satirists’ ostensible rejection of foreign influences, especially philosophy,
see Mayer (2005b) 146-59 and Jocelyn (1977) 323-66. Cf. also Lucilius’ famous criticism of
Albucius (88-94 M) and Juvenal’s tirade against Greek philosophers (3.114-25). Cicero
denigrates the Greeks as liars and flatterers at Orat. 1.11.47 and especially Q. fr. 1.5.16, as well
as in his serio-comic speech In Pisonem (70), although the authenticity of this attack has been
called into question by Nisbet (1987) 186 and Powell (1995a) 25.

Leach (1971) 619 cites a similar passage from Terence’s Adelphoe (411-12) and notes
that “the fathers are similar, both in their moral and educational convictions and in their reliance
on ancestral virtue as a standard of perfection.” Cf. also Plaut. Trin. 295-296: meo modo et
moribu’ vivito antiquis, quae ego tibi praecipio, ea facito (“Live according to my example and
the ancient custom, and do whatever I enjoin upon you”).

7Freudenburg (2005) 1-7 offers a brief introduction to the history of Roman satire.
Horace clearly promotes the Sermones as emphatically Roman at 1.10.31-5, where Quirinus
appears in a dream vision and urges him to compose in pure, unadulterated Latin. See Gowers
(2012) 307 for the relevant literary parallels, including Callimachus’ Aefia (fr. 1.21-4 Pf.) and
Ennius (fr. 1.2-10 Sk.). Rudd (1986) 172-74 considers Horace’s Romanization of Greek words
an expression of literary “purism.”

8For the multiplicity of Horace’s persona, see Martindale (1993) 1 and Oliensis (1998) 2.
Zetzel (2009) 21 emphasizes the importance of considering the underlying significance of the
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In some ways, Horace’s potentially self-effacing description of his father’s training
resembles his disingenuousness regarding the literary pretensions of the Sermones. According to
his own admission (38-65), another generic similarity between satire and comedy is that neither
ranks as true poetry. Employing what Horace presents as a standard pater ardens scene at lines
48-52,1 the poet tells us that satire’s conversational tone likewise lacks the syntactical
complexity and indissolubility of poetry: it is nothing more than versified, “informal speech”
(48: sermo merus). In order to illustrate poetry’s unity, Horace introduces a passage from Ennius
and declares that, unlike the Sermones, any transposition of these epic verses would result in
dismemberment and utter destruction (62: disiecti membra poetae). Our poet, however, is not to
be trusted: the insincerity of his modest claims is betrayed by the fact that he has carefully
structured his satires in accordance with Philodemean compositional theory, and his description
of the impossibility of transposition actually illustrates the application of this theory to his own
work. Oberhelman and Armstrong explain:

To summarize what Horace is doing here. The text seems to state that Horace’s satire is

poetry only because of meter and word-order. But we must beware of this surface

reading in an author like Horace, where texts may at any one moment be undercut by
humorous undertones and ironic slippage. In fact, Horace’s subtext (if we so choose to
call it) may well assert that Ennius, at least in the lines quoted, lives up no better than

Lucilius to Horace’s poetic ideal. If we transpose Ennius’ text, what have we left?
Nothing more than the same pedestrian sentence with a different word-order . . . But the

“surface meaning” of Horatian satire. This is particularly true with regard to Horace’s origin,
which the poet himself playfully describes as anceps at 2.1.34. See also Gowers (2003) 55-7.
With regard to Horace’s father’s educational approach, Citroni Marchetti (2004) 17 examines the
possibility of “una tradizione pedagogica-filosofica che puo averlo influenzato,” which she traces
back to Plato.

Cf. Ars. 93-4: interdum tamen et vocem comoedia tollit | iratusque Chremes tumido
delitigat ore (“Yet at times even Comedy raises her voice, and an angry Chremes storms in
swelling tones™). Leach (1971) 621, on the other hand, suggests that Horace’s reference to the
pater ardens in this passage is consistent with his later allusion to Demea, and that both comic
figures describe his father. This view is challenged by Schlegel (2000) 105 n. 15, who suggests
that the pater ardens is a foil to the “real” father in the satire.
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delicious humor is that Horace’s metathesized lines . . . are poetic—Ennius’ lines are
not.?
This modesty regarding literary sophistication, therefore, which necessarily extends to Horace’s
deceptively simple description of his upbringing later on, is merely topical, whereas a more
profound examination reveals the confidence of a skilled vates. Given Horace’s subtle yet
stimulating disingenuousness regarding the literary merits of the Sermones, one wonders whether

t.2! Of course, such an inquiry will

he plays a similar game with respect to its moral conten
require a consideration of Horace’s ethical training that extends beyond the function of humor
(t0 yeAoiov) and into the realm of philosophical thought (6 omovdaiov).??

The simplicity of his father’s educational method, which emphasizes his portrayal as a
conservative Roman interested in practical ethics, forecasts Horace’s concern with offering
moral correction through useful advice elsewhere in the Sermones. This is communicated
primarily by examples from everyday life and the abundance of purpose clauses, which
underscore the importance of practicality:

cum me hortaretur, parce frugaliter atque
viverem uti contentus eo quod mi ipse parasset:

“nonne vides, Albi ut male vivat filius utque
Baius inops? magnum documentum, ne patriam rem 110

200berhelman and Armstrong (1995) 243-45. See also Freudenburg (1993) 139-45 and
Kemp (2010a) 68-74.

21Schlegel (2000) 104: “Horace’s suggestion that in writing satire, he was not writing
poetry, was not entirely serious . . . but the playful suggestion receives a lengthy treatment and
has, I think, a true meaning in preparing the reader for the redefinition of satire and what to
expect of the genre, which Horace accomplishes in the second half of the poem when he makes
his father’s ethical training the basis, the equivalent, of his own satirical poetic activity.” Kemp
(2010a) 61 and Cucchiarelli (2001) 109 similarly take Horace’s portrayal of his father in this
poem as containing serious undertones and therefore not entirely comic.

22Fiske (1971) 298: “[I]n lines 102-142 Horace lets us see 10 omovdaiov, the earnest
features of the satirist beneath the comic mask.”
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perdere quis velit.”” a turpi meretricis amore

cum deterreret: “Scetani dissimilis sis.”

ne sequerer moechas, concessa cum venere uti

possem: “deprensi non bella est fama Treboni”

aiebat. “sapiens, vitatu quidque petitu 115
sit melius, causas reddet tibi; mi satis est, si

traditum ab antiquis morem servare tuamque,

dum custodis eges, vitam famamque tueri

incolumem possum; simul ac duraverit aetas

membra animumgque tuum, nabis sine cortice.” 120
(S. 1.4.107-20)

Whenever he would encourage me to live thriftily, frugally, and content with what he had
saved for me, “Do you not see,” he would say, “how badly fares young Albius, and how
poor is Baius? A striking lesson not to waste one’s patrimony!” When he would deter
me from a vulgar amour, “Don’t be like Scetanus.” And to prevent me from courting
another’s wife, when I might enjoy a love not forbidden, “Not pretty,” he would say, “is
the repute of Trebonius, caught in the act. Your philosopher will give you theories for
shunning or seeking this or that: enough for me, if I can uphold the rule our fathers
handed down, and if, so long as you need a guardian, I can keep your health and name
from harm. When years have brought strength to body and mind, you will swim without
the cork.”
This method closely reflects Horace’s own approach, which likewise involves practical advice
intended either to produce or prevent a certain outcome: Denique sit finis quaerendi . . . ne facias
(1.1.92-4: “In short, set bounds to the quest of wealth . . . lest you fare like . . .”); quare, ne
paeniteat te, | desine matronas sectarier (1.2.77-8: “Wherefore, that you may have no reason to
repent, cease to court matrons”). The poet also tends to emphasize the practical reasons for his
observations of everyday life: ne te morer, audi, | quo rem deducam (1.1.14-15: “Lest I should
delay you any further: listen, here’s where I’'m going with this”); si quis nunc quaerat ‘quo res
haec pertinet?’ illuc (1.2.23: “If anyone should now ask ‘what’s this got to do with anything,’

here’s the answer . . .”); 1.3.137: ne longum faciam (“lest 1 should drag this on . . .”).?* Indeed,

one of the major characteristics of the Sermones is the concern with offering real-life criticisms

23Cf. also Horace’s practical advice to the miser at 1.1.73: nescis, quo valeat nummus,
quem praebeat usum? | panis ematur, holus, vini sextarius (“Don’t you know what money is for,
what is can provide? You may buy bread, veggies, a pint of wine”).
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for the sake of correction rather than engaging in theoretical speculation; this, however, was
instilled in young Horace by his father, who promotes his own ignorance by casually
depreciating the complicated theories behind his son’s ethical decisions (1.4.115-16): sapiens,
vitatu quidque petitu | sit melius, causas reddet tibi (“Your philosopher will give you theories for

shunning or seeking this or that”).?*

As mentioned above, however, one must avoid taking
Horace at face value and overlooking the possibility of underlying themes: this incorporation of
an exclusively practical method, for example, has been linked to the Cynics’ preference for
Aoyou xonoroti (“useful advice”) and their rejection of the theoretical pursuits associated with

formal education.?> Epicurus also rejected the alleged uselessness of theoretical speculation

(Arr. 38.1 and 82), which in his day included Platonic and Aristotelian elements,?® and instead

24Lejay (1915) 305 describes Horace’s father’s method as “éducation practique qui
néglige les belles spéculations des philosophes, mais qui maintient le forte tradition nationale.”
Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 72 offer a similar evaluation. It is possible that this approach is an
intentional reversal of the Stoic method, which emphatically prescribes theory before practice.
Cf. Arr. Diss. Epict. 1.26.3 and Musonius Rufus Diss. 5. The concept of choices and avoidances
was already a philosophical conventionality by the time of Seneca (cf. Ep. 95.13), although
Philippson (1911) 127-34 argues that “vitare und petere . . . sind Grundbegriffe dieser Schule.”
See also DeWitt (1939) 127-34 for the prevalence of this notion in Horace’s works. It should
also be noted that Epicurus wrote a lost treatise entitled De electionibus et fugis (Arr. 1.27.9),
and it is likely that a treatise of the same name recovered from the Herculaneum papyri belongs
to Philodemus (mentioned above, p. 5 n. 10), for which see the 1991 edition and translation of
Indelli and Tsouna-McKirahan.

2Fiske (1971) 298-99. For an overview of the characteristics of Cynic moudeia, for
which there is little evidence, see Dudely (1974) 87-9 and Desmond (2008) 128-29. Oltramare
(1926) 44-5 provides a collection of fragments detailing the Cynics’ rejection of formal
education, from dialectic to music. Gerhard’s 1909 edition and commentary of the Hellenistic
poet Phoenix of Colophon considers the role of Adyot xonotot in the Cynic and comic traditions,
and his evidence includes various relevant quotations from Menander’s Sententiae (124-26).

2DeWitt (1954) 44-9 and Rist (1972) 2 discuss Epicurus’ reaction to Platonism;
Nussbaum (1994) 121 describes the difference between Epicurus’ and Aristotle’s understanding
of practicality. See also Cic. Fin. 1.42 (an explanation of Epicurean practicality) and 1.72 (a
criticism of the Platonic curriculum and poetry as having nulla solida utilitas). A good treatment
of the Epicurean view of traditional mawdeia can be found in Chandler (2006) 1-5.
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laid particular stress on the importance of efficacy with regard to his own philosophical
teachings.?’ In addition to this, he especially appreciated the pedagogical role of xonotua
dxAoyiopuata (Arr. 3.85.1-4), and his willingness to provide followers with useful summaries

of his doctrines (cf. Arr. 2.35.1-7) likewise reveals his concern for practicality and the
preservation of moral virtue, which reflects Horace’s father’s understanding of philosophy as
ancillary to the preservation of ancient mores (1.4.115-19). And while it is true that both the
Cynics and the Epicureans employed pithy maxims for pedagogical purposes,?® it was the latter
who placed more emphasis on the importance of brevity for the sake of memorization and
usefulness, to which one may compare Horace’s advice regarding useful poetry in the Ars
Poetica:

aut prodesse volunt aut delectare poetae

aut simul et iucunda et idonea dicere vitae.

quiquid praecipies, esto brevis, ut cito dicta

percipiant animi dociles teneantque fideles. (Ars. 333-36)

Poets aim either to benefit, or to amuse, or to utter words at once both pleasing and

helpful to life. Whenever you instruct, be brief, so that what is quickly said the mind may
readily grasp and faithfully hold.?

27Us. 221: kevog éxeivou prtAoodpouv Adyogs, U’ 00 pndév ddog avOowmov
Bepamevetal (“Empty is the argument of that philosopher by which no passion of humans is
therapeutically treated”). As Chandler (2006) 4 and Erler (2011) 23-4 note, however, later
Epicureans like Philodemus were not as critical as Epicurus regarding the potential educational
value of outside sources.

28Hadot (1970) 347-54 discusses the importance of usefulness and memorization in
relation to Epicurean pedagogy. For the Cynics’ use of pithy maxims (xoeiat), see Dudley
(1974) 112.

29Cf. Ars. 343-44. Jensen (1923) 109, Tate (1928) 67-8, Brink (1963) 128-29 and
Tsakiropoulou-Summers (1995) 237-42 attribute Horace’s view that poetry should be both
delightful and useful to Neoptolemus of Parium, whom Porphyrio identifies as one of Horace’s
sources in his commentary on the Ars Poetica (ad 1-2). This is the same grammarian
Philodemus opposes in his treatise De poematis (coll. 10.32-13.28 in Jensen’s 1923 edition).
Armstrong (1993) 223-24, on the other hand, considers Horace’s poetic theory more in line with
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The language in this passage strongly suggests that Horace, like Epicurus, understands the
importance of practically communicating philosophical wisdom (334-35: idonea vitae,
praecepta) in order that it may be quickly memorized (336: animi teneant);*° and although
Epicurus himself rejected poetry as a suitable means of imparting moral truth or even
philosophical instruction in general,! his later followers seem to have been more receptive to the
possibilities of poetic expression: Philodemus, for example, admits to the dangers of poetry but
recognizes its potential usefulness for moral instruction,®? while Lucretius (not to mention other

Roman Epicureans, such as Titus Albucius and Lucius Varius Rufus) wholeheartedly embraces

that of Philodemus, who views good poetry as necessarily delightful and only potentially useful.
Cf. especially De poem. col. 29.17-19: xav wdeAn, ka[0o moluat’ ovk wdeAet (“And if they
[sc. poems] are beneficial, this is not by virtue of the fact that they are poems™). That Horace
was familiar with Philodemus’ poetry and therefore with his poetic theories is obvious from
1.2.121, in which he mentions the philosopher by name and cites one of his epigrams. See
Hendrickson (1918) 27-43 for this connection and Sider (1997) for an edition and translation of
Philodemus’ epigrams, including the one mentioned above (138-41). As Cicero reveals in Pis.
70 and Fin. 2.119 respectively, both Philodemus’ poetry and philosophical views were known
and well respected in the first century BC.

300f course, this is not to say that Horace actually envisioned his eclectic poetry as an
Epicurean epitome, but rather as containing useful advice (often with Epicurean undertones) that
could be easily interpreted and even entertaining. See Snyder (2000) 53-6 for Philodemus’
criticisms of many Epicurean “manuals” as shallow and based on a lack of learning.

3TArT. 1.121.b3: momjuatd te évegyeia otk &v mooar (“[And he said that the sage]
does not spend his life composing poetry”). Asmis (1995) 15-34, who provides substantial
consideration of this passage, notes that the popular view that Epicurus rejected poetry wholesale
may owe more to ancient polemical descriptions of his ignorance and boorishness than to
anything else. Cf. especially Cic. Fin. 1.25-6 and 71-2; Plut. Mor. 76.1092¢c-1094e (Non posse
suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum) and Mor. 4.58d (Quomodo adulator ad amico internoscatur).

32This is obvious from the fact that Philodemus imparts politico-ethical advice to his
friend Piso in his treatise De rege bono secundum Homerum, for which see Dorandi (1982) 15-
21 and Asmis (1991) 1-45. Cf. also Indelli’s 1988 edition of De ira (col. 8.31-2 and col. 19.20-
5, both quotations from Homer’s /liad illustrating Achilles’ destructive anger). Horace likewise
uses Homer’s poetry in order to impart ethical advise, for which see especially his letter to
Lollius Maximus (Ep. 1.2).
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the poetic medium in his philosophical epic.*® In addition to being practical, moreover,
Epicurean doctrine is especially accessible because it transfers the source of knowledge from
theoretical speculation to the familiar sense perceptions of everyday life.

Horace’s father’s concern for practicality is emphasized by his empirical method and
reliance on sense perception, which involves exposure to the nitty-gritty details of life on the
streets of Rome. This is communicated through the importance of observation (1.4.106:
notando), vision (109: vides), exposure (123: obiciebat) and hearsay (114: fama) in relation to
the various moral and social troubles of contemporary Roman life: abject poverty (110: inopia),
adulterous affairs (111: amor turpis) and the latest gossip (125: rumor malus). Indeed, the
reliance on perception as a springboard for moral correction is a common feature of Horace’s
approach. In Sermones 1.6, for example, he communicates the burdens and many disturbances
of political ambition by means of sense impressions: the glitter of Glory’s chariot (23), the color
and constricting feel of the trappings of senatorial office (27), the sounds of envious gossip (29),
the blaring of trumpets in the forum (43-4) and the sight of poor Tillius loaded down with more
paraphernalia and responsibilities that he can calmly manage (107-9).>* At the same time,
however, such descriptions are also one of the satirical characteristics of Old Comedy, and
Horace’s father’s finger-pointing and identification of specific individuals like Baius (1.4.110)

and Scetanus (112)3° owe much to the comic tradition ostensibly rejected by Horace at 1.4.1-5,

33See Asmis (1995) 34 and especially Sider (1995) 35-41.

340ther vivid examples of sensation related to vice abound in the Sermones, especially in
the introductory poems: sight (1.2.80: niveos viridesque lapillos); sound (1.1.66: sibilat, plaudo;
1.2.18: exclamat, 128-30: latret canis, strepitu resonet, clamet; 1.3.7-8: summa voce, resonat,
18: stertebat, 136 rumperis et latras; 1.5.15: cantabat; 1.8.46: displosa); smell (1.2.27-30: olet,
olenti); touch (1.1.38: aestus, 39: hiems, 80: frigore; 1.2.6: frigus).

33See the Enc. Or. 1.658-59 for the identity of Baius; virtually nothing is known of
Scetanus. The identification of individuals by means of the demonstrative hic . . . ille
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and which thrived on the public criticism of perceptible behavior through the branding of
individuals by name. As G. C. Fiske notes in his important study, moreover, this method also
resembles the Cynics’ “empirical morality,” which often involves denouncing perceptible
behavior in a public setting through the character portrait (yaoaktnowopoc).*® All of these
influences are certainly important, but little attention has been given to the tradition of formal
epistemology and its close connection to ethics: that is to say, the emphasis on the primacy of
empirical observation as necessary for Horace’s education (cf. 110: magnum documentum)
resembles the epistemological doctrines of Hellenistic philosophers, who likewise attached great
importance to sensation. Aristotle’s lengthy treatment of this topic in the De anima (413b2-
429a9), for example, influenced the Stoic and Epicurean identification of sensation as a criterion
of truth and starting point of knowledge.®’ It was Epicurus alone, however, who maintained that
all sense impressions are true and therefore absolutely foundational for the formation of

knowledge and ethical decisions.*® According to Diogenes’ account of Epicurean epistemology

combination, which is used by Horace’s father at 1.4.126 to introduce practical examples, occurs
numerous times in Sermones 1: 1.11,29;2.4,7, 4; 3.57-8; 6.41-2; 9.6-7, 13-16, 41-4. Cf. also
2.3.50.

3SFiske (1971) 299. Cf. [Cic.] Rhet. Her. 4.65, where he refers to the positive moral
function of notationes, which are descriptions of another’s inner “nature” (natura) by means of
“clear and perceptible signs” (certis signis).

37Cf. also Aristotle’s subsequent treatment of sensation in De sensu. It is important to
note that Aristotle regarded perceptions as false only “very seldom” (De an. 428b2: 6t
oAtywotov), whereas the Stoics only accepted the sense data from “cognitive impressions” (cf.
Diog. Laert. 7.54 = SVF 2.105: kataAnmtkn pavraoioa). For evidence for the role of sensation

in Stoic epistemology, see the text, translation and commentary of Long and Sedley (1987) 238-
59.

33The primacy of sensation is expressed in Epicurus’ Epistula ad Herodotum (Arr.
2.38.3-8), in Diogenes’ biography (Arr. 1.32.3-6) and in Ratae sententiae 22-4 (Arr. 5.146.5-
147.8), to which cf. Lucr. 4.469-521. See also Striker (177) 125-42 and Taylor (1980) 105-24.
For the relationship between the Aristotelian and Epicurean understanding of sensation, see
Bourgey (1969) 252-55 and De Lacy (1978) 171-73.
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(Arr. 1.31.3-4), “sensation” (aicOnoic) was one of the three “interpretive tools” (kottrjowa) for
engaging with and reacting to the visible world along with “anticipations” (mpoAneic) and
“affections” (r&On).* As the starting point of knowledge, sense perception would have
supplied young Horace with the information necessary to interpret his surroundings, as suggested
by the Lucretian phrase nonne vides which introduces his father’s empirical method.*
Furthermore, the pervasive use of the imperfect tense throughout this passage strongly implies
that such sensory experiences occurred habitually and over an extended period of time:
hortaretur (107); deterreret (112); aiebat (115); formabat (121); iubebat (121); vetabat (124).
This raises the question: in what manner did Horace’s exposure to everyday life inform his
understanding of the world around him and—perhaps more importantly—how did this effect the
way in which he communicated this knowledge?

Horace would not have forgotten easily the multiple and repeated sensory experiences of
moral corruption to which his father had exposed him at such an impressionable age; on the

contrary, they would have been stored away in his memory and categorized as universal

3For Epicurus’ own description, see the following: anticipations (Arr. 4.37.6-38.3);
sensation and affections (Arr. 4.38.3-8). Useful introductions to Epicurean epistemology include
Bailey (1964) 232-74, Long (1986) 21-30, Rist (1972) 114-40, Mitsis (1988) 19-45 (less
accessible but contains useful observations) and Asmis (1984), which is an extended study of
Epicurus’ “scientific method.”

“0Lucretius employs this phrase to emphasize the epistemological value of sensation, in
particular vision, and the verb videre occurs quite often in book one alone (e.g. 175, 197, 208,
210, 224, 255, 262, 319, 358, 407, 450 and 465). Schiesaro (1984) examines Lucretius’ use of
nonne vides as ‘“un preciso segnale che indica al lettore il passagio ad una illustrazione
esemplificativa” (145), which he connects to Horace’s father’s use of nonne vides as introducing
a didactic digression into examples of moral vice (149). Cf. Verg. G. 1.56: nonne vides (used to
introduces examples of the natural products peculiar to certain regions) as well as 3.103 and
3.250. Horace also quotes from Lucretius within the context of his Epicurean education at
1.5.101: namque deos didici securum agere aevum (“I have learned that the gods lead a care-free
life”), to which cf. Lucr. 5.82.
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concepts,*!' eventually forming a kind of database for future reference and investigation. The
Epicureans identify these categorized memories as “anticipations” (ooAreic), which, in
addition to being a reference point for scientific investigation, are also a prerequisite for
successful communication.*> Diogenes offers the following definition:
Tnv 8¢ mEoAnPv Aéyovotv olovel katdAnv 1) d0Eav 601V 1) Evvolav 1) kaBoA kv
VONOLV EVATIOKELUEVTV, TOUTEDTL VTNV TOV TTIOAAAKIS EEwDeV dpavévTog.
(Arr. 1.33.1-4)
And they say that prolépsis is either an apprehension, or a correct opinion, or thought, or
stored, general idea; that is to say, a memory of that which has often appeared from
outside.
Horace’s empirical training, for example, would have provided him with an acute cognitive
awareness of the vices, challenges and temptations associated with living in contemporary Rome,
of which his compatriots certainly would have been aware: political corruption (1.6.51-2: prava |
ambitione), sexual promiscuity (ibid. 68: mala lustra) and insatiable greed (ibid.: avaritiam) in
addition to the economic and sexual vices mentioned in Sermones 1.4. According to Horace’s

description, however, it was his father’s verbal cues that allowed him to identify and ultimately

communicate these realities by associating them with the corresponding Latin words early on

“IFor the meaning of “universal” (xaOoAwn) within the context of Epicurean
epistemology as distinct from the Aristotelian tradition, see Asmis (1984) 63.

“2The most useful modern treatments of tpdAN ¢ are the following: Kleve (1963); Long
(1971) 119-22; Manuwald (1972); Asmis (1984) 61-80; Glidden (1985) 175-217. For a
discussion of the scholarly debate regarding whether mooAn e are acquired through multiple
sensory experiences or inborn, the origin of which is an apparent discrepancy between the
accounts of Diogenes (Arr. 1.33.1-4) and Cicero (N.D. 1.44 and Fin. 1.31), see Manuwald (1972)
3-39 and Asmis (1984) 66-72. More recent interpretations are the conflicting views of Sedley
(2011) 28-52 and Konstan (2011) 53-71. Cf. also Lucretius 478-79 (= Arr. 1.32.9): Invenies
primis ab sensibus esse creatam | notitiem veri neque sensus posse refelli (“You will find that it
is from the senses in the first instance that the concept [i.e., mpoANYic] of truth has come, and
that the senses cannot be refuted”). See Bailey (1947) 1239 for the identification of notities with

TIOOANYILC.
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(1.4.120-21): sic me | formabat puerum dictis (“Thus he would form me with his words™). His
father, therefore, is the origin not only of his moral integrity, but also of the moral vocabulary he
so often employs elsewhere in his satiric portraits: furpis (1.2.85, 102; 1.3.39, 100 1.6.63, 84;
1.9.75; 2.1.65; 2.7.55, 59, 91); honestus (1.2.42); inhonestus (1.6.36); inutilis (2.8.12); rectus
(1.1.107; 1.2.37, 74, 82, 90; 2.1.21; 2.2.100; 2.3.88, 162, 201; 2.6.75; 2.7.25).** This is the
language of traditional Roman ethics, but its presence in the Sermones is partly a conscious
imitation of the conversational diction and plain style advocated by the Stoic philosopher
Panaetius and put into practice by Lucilius, as well as the Roman comic playwrights and later
satirists like Persius (cf. 5.14: verba togae).** What makes this language traditional, however, is
precisely the fact that it is the conventional, universally accepted means of communicating the
moral and cultural values shared by all Romans. In some ways, this connection between
concepts and words reflects Epicurus’ assertion that the use of everyday language, the utterance
of which evokes the shared concept in a given society, is essential for proper communication,

since one can only express common features of reality in conjunction with linguistic convention:

“Schrijvers (1993) 58-9 describes this language as corresponding to the conventionally
accepted “éthique populaire” of ancient Rome, which reflects Horace’s father’s persona as a
traditional paterfamilias concerned for his son’s moral purity. Cf. Lucilius’ definition of virtue
(1329-330 M): virtus, scire, homini rectum, utile quid sit, honestum, quae bona, quae mala item,
quid inutile, turpe, inhonestum (“Virtue is for a man to know what is right, what is useful and
honorable, what is good, bad, useless, base, dishonorable™).

#Cf. Cic. Off. 1.134-37 for a discussion of the characteristics of sermo as “easy and not at
all dogmatic” (lenis minimeque pertinax). This definition is important, since it relates to
Cicero’s distinction in Fin. 3.3 regarding Torquatus’ conversational style (sermone), which has
allowed for a clear discussion (dilucida oratio), and the Stoics’ more complex and dialectical
approach to philosophy, which is a “very subtle or rather thorny style of argument” (subtile vel
spinosum potius disserendi genus). This may be compared to Cic. Ac. 1.5 (a criticism of the
Epicureans’ conversational style): Vides autem . . . non posse nos Amafini aut Rabiri similes
esse, qui nulla arte adhibita de rebus ante oculos positis vulgari sermone disputant (“You see,
moreover, that we cannot be similar to Amafinius or Rabirius, who discuss things that lie open to
the view in ordinary language”).
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ITowtov pev ovv tax vrotetarypéva toic POGyyols, w Hooddote, det eiAndévat,
OTws av T doEaldpeva 1) (NTOVHEVA T) ATTOQOVHEVA EXWLLEV LG TAVTA AVAYXYOVTESG
ETUKQLVELY, KA YT AKQLTO TTAVTA 1)ULV 1) EIG ATIELQOV ATIODELKVVOVOLY T) KEVOUG
$OOGYYoULS ExwHEV: AVAYKT YO TO TIEWTOV Evvonua kad” ékaotov ¢pOoyyov
PAémeoBat kat unOev dmodeifews mEoodelobat, eimep é€opev TO CNTOVHEVOV T)
ATOQOVHEVOV Kal dofalopevov €’ 0 avalopev. (Arr. 2.37.6-38.3)

First of all, Herodotus, we must grasp the ideas attached to words, in order that we may
be able to refer them and so to judge the inferences of opinion or problems of
investigation or reflection, so that we may not either leave everything uncertain and go on
explaining to infinity or use words devoid of meaning. For this purpose it is essential that
the first mental image associated with each word should be regarded, and that there
should be no need of explanation, if we are really to have a standard to which to refer a
problem of investigation or reflection or mental inference.*’

Diogenes notes that in his writings Epicurus was concerned above all with clarity of expression
(Arr. 1.13.10-14.1: cadnveiav), so much so that the grammarian Aristophanes criticized his
“conventional diction” (A¢£1c ki) as being “too pedestrian” (idwwtdtn).*¢ With the obvious

exception of philosophical vocabulary, which would have been out of place in a traditionally

Cf. Arr. 2.75.1-76.7 and Lucr. 5.1028-90 for the Epicurean doctrine of the evolution of
language. Other discussions of language theory in general are in Long (1971) 114-33 and
Atherton (2008) 198-203. Not all scholars agree, however, on the precise relationship of
anticipations to the words that signify them. See, for example, the conflicting views of
Manuwald (1972) 111-14 and Glidden (1983) 221-24. Horace includes a parodic imitation of
Lucretius’ account of the evolution of language at 1.3.103-4, for which see Ferri (1993) 38 and
Freudenburg (1993) 26. Harrison (2007) 85, on the other hand, considers such imitation “no so
much parody as a shift of generic framework.”

4Cic. Fin. 2.15 acknowledges Epicurus’ concern for communicating clearly: Epicurus
autem . . . plane et aperte . . . de re . . . iam in vulgus pervagata loquitur (“But Epicurus . . .
speaks plainly and clearly . . . about things that are generally familiar already’). This is also one
of the hallmarks of Lucretius’ style (cf. 1.136-45), as Bailey (1947) 623 notes: “[ W hereas
Cicero invented Latin words to correspond to the Greek . . . Lucr. preferred to express the ideas
in words for the most part already in circulation . . . Lucr. no doubt had in mind here Epicurus’
precepts as regards the use of words in their obvious meaning.” Cicero apologizes for inventing
new words in order to express philosophical ideas in the introduction to his exposition of Stoic
ethics (Fin. 3.1-5), which includes the following statement: verba parienda sunt imponendaque
nova rebus novis nomina (““Words must be created and new terms invented for new concepts”).
On Cicero as a pioneer in the philosophical vocabulary of Latin, see Powell (1995b) 288-97.
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Roman genre, this hermeneutical approach could also be applied to Horatian satire, which, on
account of having been informed by the teachings of a pater idioticus, is presented as nothing
more than “pure conversation” (1.4.48: sermo merus) that employs unadorned, everyday speech
in order to communicate moral truth.*’ Furthermore, the ostensibly prosaic, down-to-earth
nature of the Sermones is perfectly consistent with Horace’s concern in the Ars Poetica for
avoiding obscurity of expression (cf. 26: obscurus) and preserving syntactical clarity (256:
lucidus ordo).** The fact, moreover, that the obscurity traditionally associated with poetry is one
of Philodemus’ major objections to viewing it as an ideal medium for communicating
philosophical truth may be significant: perhaps in response to Epicurus’ views on language and
Philodemus’ poetic theory, Horace designed his Sermones to be friendly chats, which are “closer

to conversations” (1.4.42: sermoni propriora) than to poetry and therefore suitably communicate

“TOne thinks of Horace’s rejection of hybrid and unusual words (1.10.23-30) and
Quirinus’ injunction to compose in pure Latin (see n. 17 above). Cf. also Horace’s description of
Satyr plays at Ars. 231-35, which implies that trivial poetry (231: levis versus), 1.e., satire (cf.
1.4.53: leviora), employs the “usual and conventional words” (inornata et dominantia nomina).
Fairclough (1991) 470 and Rudd (1989) 189 equate dominantia with xvoia, which recalls
Epicurus’ writing style as described above. Horace’s concern for the use of conventional
language is explicitly stated in the Ars Poetica:

multa renascentur quae iam cecidere, cadentque
quae nunc sunt in honore vocabula, si volet usus,
quem penes arbitrium est et ius et norma loquendi. (4P 70-72)

Many terms that have fallen out of use shall be born again, and those shall fall that are
now in repute, if Usage so will it, in whose hands lies the judgment, the right and the rule
of speech.

*Lucretius attempts to justify his decision to communicate Epicurean doctrine through
poetry by appealing to his clarity of expression (cf. 1.993-94: lucida | carmina) and charm (cf.
1.28: leporem), for which see Asmis (1995) 33. Cf. also Cic. Orat. 1.94: quod eum statuebam
disertum, qui posset satis acute, atque dilucide, apud mediocres homines ex communi quadam
opinione dicere (“For I held up as a model of eloquence, the orator who can speak among
average men about matters of common opinion with enough skill and clarity™).
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moral wisdom through conventional language expressed in an ostensibly prosaic manner.* In
light of this, the simplicity and directness so characteristic of Horace’s expression in the
Sermones, which originates with his father’s training, may owe at least something to Epicurus’
and Philodemus’ concerns regarding clarity and the use of the obvious meanings of words for the
sake of practicality.

The primacy of sensation and ability to express accurately the concepts which develop
from sense experiences are prerequisites for knowledge and communication; as Aristotle points
out in the Ethica Nicomachea, however, the ultimate purpose of moral virtue is correct action

(1103b30: s mpaxtéov). Plato was perhaps to first philosopher to examine seriously the
philosophical significance of pleasure (1dov}) with regard to action,’® and both Aristotle and
Epicurus recognize the role of pleasure and pain in motivating ethical decisions (cf. Arr. 1.34.7-
9).>! Epicurus’ position, however, was controversial because it identified all pleasure as
“inherently good and natural” (Arr. 4.129.1: &yaBov mo@tov kai cuyyevikdv),>? although he

makes an important distinction regarding choices and avoidances:

# Philodemus mentions the superiority of prose for communicating philosophical truth at
De poem. col. 28.26-32. See also Asmis (1995) 28.

%The most extensive source of information comes from Socrates’ expression of
hedonistic doctrines in Protag. 351b4-358d5. For a detailed examination of Plato’s
understanding of pleasure and the evidence from other dialogues, see Gosling and Taylor (1982)
45-192.

SICE. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1104b4-1105a17. Mitsis (1988) 11-58 offers a detailed examination
of Epicurus’ doctrine of pleasure and its connection to happiness and desire. See also Rist
(1974) 167-79 and Gosling and Taylor (1982) for the ancient tradition regarding Aristotle (285-
344) and Epicurus (345-414).

52The notion that pleasure is naturally ingrained in all humans, which is known as the
“cradle argument,” was also expressed by Aristotle at Eth. Nic. 1105a2-4 and corresponds to the
Stoic doctrine of self-preservation or oikeiwots. It was, in other words, quite popular among
philosophers in antiquity (see Cic. Fin. 5.55). Epicurus does not refer to it explicitly, but the
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Kai énet mpwtov aya®ov touto kat ovuduToV, did TOLTO KAl 00 TAoAV NOOVIV
atgovueda, AAA” Eotiv Ote MOAAXG 1)dovag DepPaivouey, dtav TMAEOV ULV TO
dLOoXEQES €K TOUTWV EMnTal kal TOAAXS AAYyNdOVAS 1)dovwV KEEelTTovG Vouilouey,
Emedav pelCwv Uty 1dovn maakoAovdn MoALY xeovov DTIopEVAOL TG AAYNdOVAC.

(Arr. 4.129.4-9)

But although [pleasure] is the first good and natural, we do not on account of this choose
every pleasure; rather, there are times when we pass over many pleasures if more misery
will follow as a consequence. And we reckon that there are many pains better than
pleasures, whenever a greater pleasure will come to us after some time as a result of
enduring those pains.
Ethical decisions, therefore, are sound if they ultimately result in more pleasure than pain, which
will only be possible if such decisions are made in accordance with desires that observe the

requirements of nature (cf. Arr. 4.127 and 5.149.1-8).% Otherwise, the result will be
overwhelmingly detrimental, as Philodemus explains in De elect. col. 5.7-14: évexa yao t@[V]
EEVOTATWV WG AVAYKALOTATWV T XaAeTttat avadéx[o]vtat kaka (“Men suffer the worst
evils because of the most alien desires which they regard as most necessary).” The reason for
this suffering is that their pleasures will be outweighed by the pains that follow, whereas those
who have grown accustomed (1.4.105: insuevit) to calculate pleasures responsibly and whose
dispositions are morally sound (129: sanus) will likely escape this predicament. Horace, for
example, will choose to avoid making unnecessary expenditures and indulging in illicit sexual

affairs on account of the terrible consequences that often accompany such behavior; this reaction,

testimony of Torquatus in Fin. 1.30 proves that later Epicureans employed it. See Brunschwig
(1986) 113-44 for both the Epicurean and Stoic versions. Cicero often grossly misrepresents
Epicurus’ doctrine of pleasure as the moral standard (cf. especially Tusc. 3.36-51).

53This is an expression of Epicurus’ threefold division of desires as follows: natural and
necessary (e.g., food), natural but unnecessary (e.g., sex) and unnatural and unnecessary (e.g.,
fame). See Annas (1989) 147-52 for an explanation of the necessity of such a division. Cf. also
Pl. Rep. 558d-559c and Arist. Eth. Nic. 1148b15-1149a24 for discussions of
necessary/unnecessary and natural/unnatural pleasures.
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moreover, is described as the practical result (129: ex hoc) of his father’s training, which deterred
him from social and economic failure:
avidos vicinum funus ut aegros
exanimat mortisque metu sibi parcere cogit,
sic teneros animos aliena opprobria saepe
absterrent vitiis. (S. 1.4.126-28)
As a neighbor’s funeral scares gluttons when sick, and makes them, through fear of
death, careful of themselves, so the tender mind is oft deterred from vice by another’s
shame.
As Horace implies, it is the dreaded prospect of suffering similar fates as individuals like Baius
and Scetanus which motivates his decision to flee (128: absterrent). More likely than not, this
abstinence from the transitory pleasures offered by material possessions and sexual gratification
was a source of pain for young Horace, as the verbs “wish” (111: velif) and “enjoy” (113: uti)
suggest.>* Nevertheless, the choice to avoid them is proportionately beneficial: it will ultimately

contribute to the preservation of his patrimony and reputation (118: vitam famamque), which is a

far greater pleasure indeed.>> This method of calculating the potential outcomes of ethical

>4Epicurus distinguishes between “kinetic” pleasure, which is caused by the active motion
of agreeable atoms in the sense organs (e.g., sexual gratification), and “katastematic” pleasure,
which refers to the state of physical and mental freedom from all atomic disturbances (e.g., not
being plagued by poverty and scandal). See Arr. 1.136.1-3. For detailed examinations of this
division, see Rist (1972) 102-11, Gosling and Taylor (1982) 365-96, Giannantoni (1984) 25-44,
Long (1986) 64-6 and Mistis (1988) 45-51. It should be noted that Horace’s father does not
deter his son from sexual pleasure itself, which is inherently good, but from the pursuit of illicit
pleasure, which will result in greater pain through the destruction of his reputation.

>The preservation of one’s reputation was repudiated by the Cynics, as Fiske (1971) 317,
who gives Teles’ record of Bion’s opinion concerning reputations, shows: moog d0&av kat
adoliav loweg éxovta (“[He said that] he was equally disposed towards a good reputation or a
bad one”). On the other hand, it was obviously of great importance to the Romans as well as to
Philodemus, who was writing for a Roman audience and addresses this issue in his treatise De
adulatione (PHerc. 222 col. 4.4-8): [1] d0&a Tolvuv xdowv aodaleiag £dudxON kata Gpvow, v
£fegtv Exety kat DTN KAl PLtAocodwt , kakia[g O ov] maong (“A good reputation, which
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decisions in terms of foreseeable pleasure is an expression of the so-called hedonic calculus,>®
which Horace clearly incorporates into his moral deliberations:
neque enim, lectulus aut me
porticus excepit, desum mihi: ‘rectius hoc est;
hoc faciens vivam melius; sic dulcis amicis
occurram; hoc quidam non belle. numquid ego illi
imprudens olim faciam simile?’ (S. 1.4.133-36)
For when my couch welcomes me or I stroll in the colonnade, I do not fail myself: “This
is the better course: if I do that, I shall fare more happily; thus I shall delight the friends I
meet: that was ugly conduct of so and so. Is it possible that I may ever thoughtlessly do
something like that?”
The inclusion of the comparative adverbs rectius and melius effectively implies moral
deliberation in terms of comparison or calculation, while the tense establishes futurity. Epicurus
gives similar advice:
IToog maoag tag Embvpiag MEOCAKTEOV TO ETEQWTNHA TOUTO" TL HOL YEVIOETAL AV
teAecOn 10 kata EmBupiav érulnrovuevov; kat Tt éov ur) teAecOn;  (Arr. 6.71)
Let the following question be posed regarding all desires: what will happen to me if this
desire is fulfilled? What will happen if it is not fulfilled?

Once again, the programmatic element of this passage alludes not only to the language Horace

will employ throughout the Sermones, but also to way in which he will evaluate his

both the philosopher and the layman can have, is pursued for the sake of security in accordance
with nature, but not by means of every vice”). Gargiulo (1981) 103-27 provides an edition and
translation of this text.

*0See Arr. 129.9-130.3 for the importance of “calculating” (cuppetoroet), through
careful “consideration” (1) A€er), the “advantages” (cvudepdvtwv) and “disadvantages”
(aovpdoéowv) of ethical judgments. Cf. also Cic. Fin. 1.32-33 for Torquatus’ description of the
hedonic calculus. Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 30 recognize the “elementaren Sétzen epikureicher
Ethik” in this passage; Gowers (2012) 180, on the other hand, refers to Horace’s deliberations as
“hypercritical calculation,” which overlooks the philosophical undertones presently under
discussion.
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contemporaries’ ethical decisions with respect to the pleasure calculus. At Sermones 1.1.56-8,
for example, Horace illustrates the detrimental effects of unnecessary desires (57: plenior . . .
iusto) by employing a weather metaphor involving drowning, which recalls his father’s
expression “you will swim without the cork™ (1.4.120: nabis sine cortice) and may allude to the
Epicureans’ predilection for such metaphors.>” The Epicurean calculus is also clearly invoked at
1.2.38-9, where “pleasure is marred by much pain” (multo corrupta dolore voluptas), and a
similar example occurs later on at 78-9: desine matronas sectarier, unde laboris | plus haurire
mali quam ex re decerpere fructus (“‘cease to court matrons, for thence one may derive pain and

misery, rather than reap enjoyment in the reality”).>®

Horace again contextualizes decisions by
the calculation of pleasures and pains in Sermones 1.6, in which he states that he would “avoid”
(99: nollem) carrying the distressful burden of political office (99: onus molestum) because it
would result in comparatively more financial (100: maior res) and social (101: salutandi plures)
responsibilities; rather, he intends to “live more pleasurably” (130: victurum suavius) by being
content with his meager fare and life of leisure (111-31).%° It is important to note, moreover, that

in the same poem Horace identifies the “cause” of his ability to make such decisions as his

father’s moral training (71: causa fuit pater his), suggesting that the underlying foundation of

7 Horace describes the Aufidus River in Sermones 1.1.56-60 as bringing turbatam
aquam, to which cf. Lucr. 2.1: mari magno turbantibus aequora ventis (‘“on the great sea the
winds trouble the waters™). Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 73 describe Horace in Sermones 1.4.120 as
a “gelernter riistiger Schwimmer im Strome des Lebens,” obviously indicating a weather
metaphor. This kind of language was a common feature of Epicurean ethics; cf. especially
Epicurus’ use of xeiualwv (Arr. 1.137.4) and xeiucov (Arr. 4.128.5-6). For similar expressions
in Philodemus’ works, see Vooys (1934). Even the Epicurean identification of atapa&ia as the
summum bonum originates in an expression associated with weather, since it literally means
“freedom from being stirred up.”

38See Curran (1970) 223 for a similar interpretation involving the pleasure calculus.

>Note the use of comparatives (maior, plures, suavius), as in 1.4: rectius (134); melius
(125).
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this evaluative method was laid by none other than the bumpkin father who had earlier
disavowed any knowledge of such philosophical “causes” (1.4.116: causas).

According to Horace’s description, this pedagogical method effectively provided him
with a virtuous disposition, which the poet describes in terms of contentment (108: contentus)
and health (129: sanus).®® The former is communicated through his exposure to examples of
economic failure, which was intended to emphasize the benefits of living frugally and content
with one’s possessions (107-8): parce frugaliter atque | viverem uti contentus eo, quod mi ipse
parasset (“he would encourage me to live thriftily, frugally, and content with what he had saved

for me”).%!

Horace’s decision to use contentus is noteworthy, since its literal meaning suggests
that his desires will rarely exceed the limits of nature, as Cicero’s Epicurean spokesman
Torquatus explains (Fin. 1.44): ut sapiens solum, amputata circumcisaque inanitate omni et
errore, naturae finibus contentus sine aegritudine possit et sine metu vivere (“Hence, only the
wise man, who prunes away all the rank growth of vanity and error, can possibly live untroubled

91)'62

by sorrow and by fear, content within the bounds that nature has set He will not, for

0This positive outcome should be contrasted with Demea’s utter failure to educate
Ctesipho in Adelphoe, for which see especially Demea’s lamentation speech (855-81). Courtney
(2013) 94 ignores this obvious contrast and instead focuses on the “minor flaws” shared by both
Horace and Ctesipho.

8ICf. De oec. col. 16.1-12 for Philodemus’ discussion the importance of being content
and satisfied with little (ta mpog avtOV tkarvd) within the context of property management. This
treatise has recently been translated by Tsouna (2012), who, as mentioned in the Introduction,
also provides a useful commentary.

2Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1106a14-1107a27 for the doctrine of the mean and Pol. 1257b10-34
for a discussion of the limits of “natural wealth” (6 mAovtog kata pvowv). The “limits of
nature” doctrine was also of particular importance for the Cynics’ understanding of avté&okeia.
See Oltramare (1926) 49-54 for the evidence as well as Desmond (2008) 150-61. For Epicurus’
qualification of avtaokewx as the willingness to subsist with few possession rather than the
actual intention to do so (i.e., the Cynic practice), see Arr. 4.130.5-7. This will be discussed in
more detail in Chapter 2.
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example, mistake the most unnecessary things (i.e., luxury goods) for the most necessary (i.e., a
secure livelihood), as Philodemus warns in De electionibus et fugis:

peta d[e t]avt[a kat] Tag twv émbuvp[ww]v ntfeot] te ta[g] Ndova[c] kat

ta o nt]uca duxpooag avaroyio[téJov- emfedn)] kal oo TV

[adaAny[ia]v [oU] avtwv peydAa yiveTtal dtjamtopata kata g

atpéolec] kat puyde. (De elect. col. 5.4-11)

Having looked into these matters, one should also consider the differences among desires,

both with regard to the pleasures and with regard to their causes. For it is on account of

the failure to distinguish between them that important errors occur through them with
respect to choices and avoidances.

The importance of being content with the requirements of nature and the understanding that these
are “easily satisfied” (Arr. 4.130.9, 133.1-5; 5.144.1-2: evmopoiotov), which Horace owes to his
father’s training, forms the backdrop to many of his evaluations of vicious behavior in the
Sermones.®® Aside from growing accustomed to live frugally, Horace also indicates that the
ultimate result of calculating pleasure in accordance with correct desires is “health” (1.4.129:
sanus ab illis).** This allusion to the familiar medical analogy, which was enormously popular

in ancient Greek philosophy,® may also reflect Epicurus’ description of frugality and

3The important concept of being “content” occurs often in the Sermones: 1.1.3, 118;
1.3.16; 1.6.96; 1.10.60, 74; 2.2.110; 2.7.20, 97. For passages involving the “limits of nature,”
see the following: 1.1.74-5 (to which, cf. Arr. 6.34), 1.2.111-13 and 1.6.127-28 (to which, cf.
Arr. 4.130.9-131.1).

84Cf. Horace’s parodic definition of the Stoic sage at Ep. 1.1.107-8: [sapiens est] liber,
honoratus, pulcher, rex denique regum, | praecipue sanus (“[The wise man is] free, honored,
beautiful, nay a king of kings; above all, sound”). For medical analogies among the Stoics, see
Cic. Tusc. 3.1-21.

851t was popular at almost every stage of Greek philosophy, beginning with the sophists
(if not earlier) and extending into the Hellenistic period and beyond. Useful treatments of this
rich subject include Wehrli (1951) 177-84, Jaeger (1957) 54-61 and Nussbaum (1994). Cf. Lucr.
4.510-11: Et quoniam mentem sanari, corpus ut aegrum, | cernimus et flecti medicina posse
videmus (“And since we see that the mind, like a sick body, can be healed and changed by
medicine). Epicurean doctrine was commonly described in terms of medicine (cf. the
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contentment as prerequisites of health and the bulwarks of a virtuous disposition (Arr. 4.131.2-
7). Additionally, it may express the twofold Epicurean summum bonum, which is described in
terms of health (Arr. 4.128.2: Uyielar) and includes the “katastematic” pleasures of freedom from
physical toil (Arr. 7.2: anovia) as well as from mental disturbances (Arr. 4.12.82-3, 7.2:
atapatin).® It is perhaps not a coincidence, therefore, that Horace’s description of his virtuous
upbringing and overall health is centered on the avoidance of prodigality and lust, both of which
are clearly described as resulting in physical (1.4.110: inopia) and mental (114: fama)
disturbances respectively. According to Epicurus’ explanation, moreover, the attainment of
pleasures such as tranquility of body and mind originates in the ability to exercise “prudence”
(podvnotc), which indicates a connection to practical intent as opposed to theoretical wisdom:®’
Tovtwv d¢ MavTwV A1) Kal TO Héylotov dyabov Gpeovnoic. Ao kat prrocodiag
TIHLWOTEQOV DTTAQXEL POOVNOLS, €& 1S al Aotmal maoat mepvkaoLy dpetal, d&oKoLT

WS 0VK €0ty 1)0€ws LNV &veL ToL PEOVIHWES KAl KAAWS kal dkalwe.
(Arr. 4.132.7-12)

description of the first four Ratae sententiae as the tetoadaopaxog or “fourfold drug”). Juv.
10.356 includes a conscious imitation of Epicurean ethics: mens sana in corpore sano (“a
healthy mind in a healthy body”). For medical imagery among the Epicureans, see Gigante
(1975) 53-61, Kilpatrick (1996) 69-100 and Konstan et al. (1998) 20-3. Philodemus describes
the sage as “pure” from vice in De lib. dic. col. 1b (7: kaOapdc) and in De grat. col. 11 (18:
KaOaQovg).

6Cf. also Arr. 247. Gowers (2012) 179 translates sanus ab as “free from,” which
resembles Epicurus’ description of the greatest goods in terms of the privation or lack of evil as
defined by Horace at Ep. 1.1.41: virtus est vitium fugere (“To flee vice is the beginning of
virtue”).

%7See Bailey (1926) 338-39, who translates ¢poévnois as “prudence” in contrast to the
loftier and more detached codia. See also the LSJ s.v. doovnoig, which offers “purpose,
intention” (1) and “practical wisdom” (2) as meanings. Stob. 2.59.4 (= SVF 3.262) gives the
Stoic understanding of this term: poovnow &’ elvat EmoTiuNV WV MO TEOV KAl O TTONTEOV
(“[They say that] prudence is the knowledge of what ought to be done and what ought not to be
done™).
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Of all this the beginning and the greatest good is prudence. Wherefore prudence is a
more precious thing even than philosophy: for from prudence are sprung all the other
virtues, and it teaches us that it is not possible to live pleasantly without living prudently
and honorably and justly.

Horace suggests that such considerations motivate his ethical deliberations when he depicts them
as concerned with prudent forethought (1.4.136-37): numquid ego illi | imprudens olim faciam
simile? (“Is it possible that someday I may thoughtlessly do anything like that?”).®® If these self-
conscious deliberations are read closely, the implication appears to be that for Horace, as for
Epicurus, the life that is sweet (135: dulcis), beautiful (136: belle) and just (134: rectius) requires
a practical sense of moral uprightness (prudentia).

Horace’s training, which combines sensation, communication and feelings for the
purpose of moral guidance, also involves exposure to and observation of the patterns of
perceptible behavior which reveal his contemporaries’ vicious dispositions. The approach to
investigating invisible realities through sensory evidence is addressed by Epicurus, who states
the following:

Eita kata tac aloOnoelg del mavta eV Kat AMAQS TG magovoag ETBOAXS

elte davolag el Gtov dmoTe TV KELTNELWYV, OpOlWS d¢ Kal T VTIdPXOVTA TAON,

OIS AV KAL TO TTROTHEVOV Kol TO ADNAOV EXWHEV OIG ONUELWOOpEDaL.

(Arr. 2.38.3-8)

Whence it is necessary to observe everything in accordance with sensation and attendant

contacts, whether of concepts or of the senses, and in accordance with the present

affections, in order that we may be able to infer from signs what is currently invisible and
what is invisible per se.

%8The connection between podvnoic and practical intent is suggested by Gowers (2012)
180, who translates imprudens as “unintentionally.”
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According to this passage, Epicurus advocates close observation of perceptible signs through
sensation, anticipations and affections, by means of which invisible realities may be inferred.®’
As Philodemus explains in his methodological treatise De signis,’® however, in order to infer the
presence of an imperceptible with consistent accuracy one must first gain experience by
frequently “attending to the manifold variety of visible signs that accompany it” (col. 33.9-15: to
TAVTOdATIOV TOIKIA A TV datvopévov katomtevoag). After the careful observation of such
signs, one appraises or “calculates the phenomena” (ibid. col. 27.22-23: 6 t@v dpawvo[pévwv]
¢n[thloyopdlc’™), and, noting that these signs or phenomena have similarly coincided on many

occasions, uses this as a basis for making the actual inference. Philodemus gives a useful

%9Cf. Diogenes’ summary (Arr. 1.32.7-8): kai meol TV AORAWV ATO TV GAVOUEVWY
xo1) onueovoBat (“We must infer from perceptible signs what is imperceptible”). There are
two classes of imperceptibles: that which is expected to become visible (e.g., an object blurred
by distance) and that which is invisible per se (e.g., atoms and the void). Knowledge of both can
be inferred through close empirical observation of the perceptible (tax mpddnAa), and I follow
Asmis (1984) 84-6 in translating Epicurus’ tnoetv as “observe,” thus distinguishing it from mere
perception and linking it to this inferential method.

OAs Sedley (1982) 239-72 argues, this treatise is largely devoted to addressing criticisms
from Stoic adversaries, against which Philodemus defends the inductive method of drawing
conclusions based on similarity. For a more detailed analysis of the importance of the similarity
method, see Allen (2001) 208-41.

71 Although references to this term in Epicurus’ extant remains are few and ambiguous,
Philodemus describes émiloyiopog and émiAoyiCeoBau as the rational process by which an
observer makes calculations, based on similarities or differences, in order to infer something
regarding what is imperceptible. For the exact meaning of émiAoyioudg, see the contrasting
views of Arrighetti (1952), De Lacy (1958, 1978), Sedley (1973), Asmis (1984) 205 n. 23,
Schofield (1996) 221-38 and Tsouna (2007) 55. The reconstruction of this term in the passage
quoted above is that of Philippson and is justified by the same, better preserved expression in De
sign. col. 22.37-9 (quoted again immediately below): dix To0 TV pavopépwv EmAoyopov.
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example of this method in De signis which involves the inferential proof, based on observed
similarity, that all men are mortal:
[o]UTe prv TovVavTiov Tt TEOKELUEVOL TIROAT|POUAL, KATAVTIOW O& dLx TOL TV
davopévwy EmAOYIoHOL [mt] TO Kal kat avTo delv TNV OHOLOTNTA VTIAQXELY. €Ttel
YO TOIG T NULY AVOQWTOLS TOUTO MAQETIETAL TO OVUTMTWUA, TAVIWS AELWOW
Ao &avOEWTOLS TOUTO TtaAKOAOLOELY, ETIAOYIOUWL CLUBLBALWY OTL Kal KaTa
TOUTO DL TNV OoOTNT elva. (De sign. coll. 22.35-23.6)
Nor shall I assume in advance the opposite of this statement [i.e., that all men are mortal];
but by empirical inference from appearances I shall arrive at the view that similarity must
exist in this respect also. For since this property follows on the man among us, I shall
assuredly judge that it follows on all men, confirming by empirical inference that the
similarity must exist in this respect also.
This process of identifying external, perceptible signs as manifestations of invisible realities
bears striking resemblance to the empirical methodology of ancient Greek medicine; indeed, this
tradition significantly influenced the ethical approach of Epicurus’ followers, who considered the

perceptible signs of vice analogous to the visible symptoms of a hidden disease, namely, the

underlying disposition (d1&6eoic).”® This method is of particular importance for Philodemus,

2Cf. De sign. coll. 8.32-9.2 (a similar proof of the existence of void): T& yoov
ntagakoAovBovvt[a mA]vTa Tolg TR’ ULV KIVOUIEV[OLS, W]V XwEIS 00dEV OQWHEV
k[wvovp]e[vov,] énfidoyoapevor, [Tovt]wt M&[vO” doa ki]veltat kata mt[a]v Eog [TV
opot]otnt d&ovpe[v kiv]etobat, [kal] Tt tedmwL TovTWL TO p[1)] dvvaTov elvatl kivnow &vev
Kkevov Yiv[ea]Oat onue[ovueOa (“Thus we first determine empirically [ént[iloyioapevod] all
the conditions attendant on moving objects in our experience, apart from which we see nothing
moved; then by this method we judge that all moving objects in every case are moved similarly
[1to0g [trjv opolo T’ a&ovpe[v]]; and this is the method by which we infer [onue[tJovpeba]
that it is not possible for motion to occur without void”).

3De Lacy (1978) 165-82 mentions the important influences of Aristotle and the
Empirical School of medicine. Asmis (1984) 180-90 discusses other Hellenistic theories of
signs, including that of the Stoics, Skeptics and Rationalist physicians. See especially the recent
study of Allen (2001) 89-97 for the medical background of sign-inference. For a definition of
Epicurean diaO¢eo1g as the arrangement of soul atoms and hence an imperceptible reality, see
Konstan (1973) 62-3. For the relationship between the Epicurean and Aristotelian tradition
regarding this concept, see Furley (1967) 228, Grilli (1983) 93-109 and Konstan (1973) 62-3.
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whose ethical treatises often begin with a clinical description of the symptoms and signs that
accompany certain vicious dispositions.”* He observes, for instance, that the presence of an
individual vice such as anger can be inferred through the observation of signs that have regularly
and similarly coincided with certain other phenomena:’®
[VIuvel ®” égovpev T TG 00YNGS [ovumtw]pat[a e]iva[i mwg O]uo[wdtata], kav
TeQUTTOTEQOV TIVEG] Katadoov[oVpevol mwg] émi maotv [0Qyilwvtatl], kal Ta
ovp[mTwpata Tov TdBovg] etvat [Ttdot kotva oUte] véolg ov[te yéQovoty oLV
ev[Aapewwv.] (Deir. coll. 7.26-8.8)
But now we say that the symptoms of anger are very similar, even if some, being
exceedingly scornful, get angry with everyone, and that the symptoms of this passion are
common to all, there being safeguards for neither the young nor the old.”®
In the following section he describes, in a strikingly colorful manner reminiscent of Cynic
character portraits, the symptoms of an irascible disposition in much detail (ibid. col. 8.21-38):
flaring up (éxmuowoewc), swelling (down[o]ewc), heaving of the lungs (didotaotv [t]ov

niAevpovog), redness (dtepeOopov), the desire for revenge (émiBuvpiag tov peteABeiv) and

rapid breathing (uetewodtegov doOua) among others.”” This method of “marking”

74See Tsouna (2007), who discusses this method with regard to several treatises,
including De adulatione (127-32), De superbia (145-51) and De ira (210-17).

">This method is described in Epidemics 6.3.12, and Galen, for which see Deichgriber
(1930) 48-49, notes that it was further developed by the Empiricist physicians, who made
diagnoses by relying on the careful and frequent observation (¢umeioia) of visible symptoms
(ovpmtawpata) that often appear simultaneously in a syndrome (cuvdgour)).

"*The damaged state of this passage, which Philippson (1916) 444 inserted after column
7, has been restored by the conjectures of Wilke (1914), which are consistent with Philodemus’
language and methodology in other ethical treatises.

"7See Tsouna (2011) 191. For the influence of Cynic techniques on later Epicureans like
Philodemus, see Indelli (1988) 25 and especially Gigante (1992) 107-8: “Cosi Bione, cinico
impuro . . . lascia un’orma manifesta o segreta nell’opera di Filodemo: forse Bionei sermones
possono essere considerati alcuni libri filodemei a maggior diritto che alcune satire oraziane.”
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imperceptible vices by means of drawing inferences based on similarity, which Philodemus
consistently employs in his ethical treatments, was apparently a topic of heated debate in the first
century BC, as the polemical tone of De signis and certain passages from Cicero reveal.”® It is
not unreasonable to suggest, therefore, that such controversies might have contributed something
to Horace’s portrayal of his father’s pedagogical method as well as his own approach to moral
investigation in the Sermones.

In addition to reflecting an educational strategy traditionally employed by both Greeks
and Romans, Horace’s father’s training may also engage with contemporary methods of sign-
inference as elucidated by Philodemus in his ethical and methodological treatises. The use of
visible examples for the purpose of moral instruction, which is described in passing by the
sophist Protagoras and became commonplace among the Cynics,”® was also widely popular
among Greek comic playwrights as well as their Roman counterparts, as the passage from
Terence’s Adelphoe quoted above (p. 4 n. 7) clearly shows. In his treatise De liberis educandis,
moreover, Plutarch identifies the use of “examples” (mapadetypata) as one of the most basic
and effective methods of childrearing,®® which closely resembles Philodemus’ use of the verb

29 ¢¢

ntapadeikvout in reference to the “manifestations,” “proofs” or “showings” of perceptible

8Cf. Cic. N.D. 1.87-8 for criticisms of the Epicureans’ preference for empirical
inference. Philodemus’ Stoic adversaries are addressed by Sedley (1982) 239-72; De Lacy
(1978) 206-30 discusses the “logical controversies” of the Epicureans, Stoics and Sceptics.

PL. Protag. 325d2-5: d1d&okovTeg kal EVOelkVURLEVOL OTL “TO eV dIKALOV, TO O
AdKoV,” Kal “tode eV KAAOV, TOdE aloxdv,” Katl “tode pev dolov, T0de d¢ dvootov,” kat “ta
pév motet, ta d¢ pr) motet” (“By teaching and instructing them, saying that ‘this is just, that is
unjust,” and ‘this is admirable, that is shameless,” and ‘this is pious, that is impious,” and ‘do this,
avoid that™”).

80Ct. Plut. Mor. 1.16¢, which bears many resemblances to Horace’s father’s method; his
mention of “threats” (&dmeidovvtag), “prayers” (deopévouc) and the “fear of punishment”
(dopoc Tuweiac), however, strikes an admittedly discordant note.
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phenomena (De sign. col. 27.16-17: t[&] da[]vo[ueva mlapédelEe]; cf. col. 28.33-34: avta ta
dawvopeva mapédetEev). With regard to Horace’s training, a similar introduction of paradigms
of manifest behavior may serve as the proof or basis for an inference by similarity: that is to say,
his father conducts ethical investigations by inferring (notando) each of the vicious dispositions
(quaeque vitiorum) by means of manifest patterns of observable behavior (exemplis). The verb
noto, in addition to establishing a connection to the Greco-Roman tradition of branding, may also
mean “to infer by a sign;”®! thus, one may infer the time of year by observing the stars (Sen. Ben.
7.31.4: notant), just as Caesar inferred the Ides of March by means of the constellation Scorpio
(Plin. Nat. 18.237: notavit), and the sun is wreathed in heat which cannot be inferred through
visible signs (Lucr. 5.612: notatus).** Returning to Horace’s training, inferences about hidden
dispositions are made based on certain “manifestations of visible phenomena,” which, as
Philodemus and Plutarch demonstrate, are expressed by the Greek mapadetypata and closely
correspond to the Latin exempla. These phenomenal paradigms are “proofs” or “showings” of
the observable symptoms and consequences which accompany particular vices, and which
Philodemus identifies as being “very similar” and “common” in all victims (De ir. coll. 7.26-8.8:
[0]po[wtata] . . . [kowd]).® The paradigms to which Horace’s father refers, therefore,

correspond to the visible symptoms of individuals like Baius and Scetanus, who are “copies” or

81Cf. the OLD s.v. noto (8), which lists the following: “to indicate by a sign; to be a sign
or token of, mark.”

82Horace clearly associates marks (nota) with signs (signa) in reference to conventionally
accepted language at Ars. 58-9: licuit semperque licebit | signatum praesente nota producere
nomen (“It has ever been, and ever will be, permitted to issue words stamped with the mint-mark
of the day”). Cf. also [Cic.] Rhet. Her. 4.65, where he refers to the positive moral function of
notationes, which are descriptions of another’s inner nature (natura) by means of clear and
perceptible signs (certis signis).

$For the reconstruction and relocation of this passage by Philippson, see n. 76 above.
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“patterns” (i.e,. mapadelypata, exempla) in the sense that their actions show them to be typical
representatives of their class: based on similarity, Horace learns to expect (or, more accurately,
to infer) that other individuals, who, like them, suffer from lust or prodigality, will invariably
display the same symptoms. As Philodemus explains, moreover, such an inference is based on
the careful observation of phenomena, which, unless contradicted by other observable
evidence,®* is a true and reliable conclusion:

ATO TOUTWV TeEKUNELOLODAL TTeQL TWV adavav, Ut an[lo]telv Toig O avTwV  Katd

TIV OHOLOTNTA TAQADEKVUHUEVOLS, AAA” 0UTw TOTEVELY WG Kol TOlG &P’ wv N

o[nueiwot]s. (De sign. fr. 2.1-6)

[One ought not to stop with evident things] but from them make inferences about the

non-apparent, and one should not mistrust the things exhibited through them by analogy

but trust them just as one trusts the things from which the inference was made.
In other words, a careful inference based on similarity is as trustworthy as the initial sensory
data, which is presented (in the case of ethical investigations) to the keen observer by manifest
behavior and consequences. Based on his frequent exposure to his father’s empirical method, for
instance, Horace can successfully “diagnose” avarice whenever he encounters a particular
combination of “symptoms,” among which are included excessive toil (1.1.93: /abor), universal
abandonment (1.1.85: odium), squalor (2.2.53-69: sordes), envy (1.1.40: invidia), speechlessness
(1.4.28: stupor) and greed (1.1.61: cupido).®® In a similar fashion, individuals who suffer from a
sexual addiction commonly place themselves in dangerous situations (1.2.40: pericla), commit

suicide (1.2.41: se praecipitem tecto dedit), suffer death (1.2.41-42: flagellis | ad mortem

$4Epicurus refers to a theory about phenomena as true whenever it is “not counter
witnessed” (Arr. 2.50.10: ur) avtipaptuonOnioecdat) by other phenomena, and false whenever
it is “counter witnessed” (avtipagtuovpévov). See also Asmis (1984) 145 and 178-79.

8These “symptoms” and their consequences will be discussed in Chapter 2.
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caesus), buy their own safety (1.2.43: dedit hic pro corpore nummos), ruin their reputations
(1.2.61: famam) and undergo tremendous toil (1.2.78: laboris).?® The irascible disposition is
characterized by the inability to meet slight offenses with a calculated response (1.3.78:
ponderibus modulisque), which results in egregious acts of violence such as beatings (1.3.119:
horribili . . . flagello) and executions (1.3.82: cruce); in addition to this, the irascible individual
may be detected by means of physiological changes in voice and appearance (1.3.136: rumperis
et latras). Finally, the flatterer shows signs of a vicious disposition through his social
interactions with wealthy or influential figures, which include accosting them in the street (1.9.3:
accurrit), imitating or mimicking their usual behavior (1.9.23-5), constant and obsequious prattle
(1.9.13: garriret) and a relentless desire to eliminate any competition for their victim’s favor
(1.9.48: summosses omnis).}” By having recourse to the similarity method of sign inference as
described above, Horace may safely conclude that such vicious behaviors will consistently
accompany the presence of their corresponding dispositions in every instance and at all times.
Of course, it is highly unlikely that Horace had more than a rudimentary understanding of
such logical controversies (or was even interested in the relevant details), but this reliance on
empirical signs and observation would have appealed easily to a satirical poet with Epicurean
tendencies: in addition to allowing Horace many opportunities for humorous depictions of moral
deficiency, such a method would simultaneously facilitate his investigations by improving the
accuracy of his conclusions. And while one can hardly suggest that the philosophical undertones
of Horace’s training reflect anything about the poet outside of the fictitious world he constructs,

within a literary construct, in which he endeavors to engage with contemporary society in the

$This disposition and that of the irascible individual will be discussed in Chapter 4.

87The characteristics relating to the flatterer’s disposition will be examined in more detail
in Chapters 4 and 5.
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capacity of a trained moralist, it contributes to the justification of his ethical superiority and the
creation of a quasi-philosophical persona. The preceding examination has considered in detail
the Epicurean aspects of Horace’ father’s pedagogical method, which, as part of a programmatic
poem, has implications for the poet’s methodology elsewhere in the Sermones. In addition to
enriching the traditional interpretation of Horatian satire, moreover, these considerations have
also attempted to explore (at least in part) the debates and issues relevant to Epicureanism in the
first century BC, of which Horace was certainly aware. The next chapter will continue the
investigation of Epicureanism in Horace’s Sermones by considering the significance of this
quasi-philosophical persona for the poet’s social interactions and contributions to his relationship
with his patron Maecenas. This will involve the introduction of parallels between Epicurean
economic theory, as preserved by Philodemus’ treatises De divitiis and De oeconomia, and
Horace’s portrayal of his patron-client relationship, his management of the financial benefits that

resulted from it and his criticisms of wealth administration in the Sermones.
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CHAPTER 2

EPICUREAN ECONOMIC

THEORY IN SERMONES 1

According to Philodemus’ description in De oeconomia, the most appropriate source of income
for the Epicurean sage is the generosity of a patron, who expresses his “gratitude” (col. 23.27:
evxaoloto[v]) for useful advice in the form of financial benefits. The following chapter will
consider the ways in which Horace attempts to replicate the dynamics of this ideal relationship
by presenting himself as the recipient of Maecenas’ generous gifts, which he earns by sharing
moral advice through his poetry. A preliminary consideration of the patterns associated with
patronage among Epicureans, including the primacy of philosophical discussion, the essential
role of intimate friendship and the selection of a benefactor suitably receptive to Epicurean
doctrine, will establish the context necessary for appreciating a similar relationship between
Horace and Maecenas, particularly as portrayed in Sermones 1.6. More specifically, this will
include examinations of how their respective roles as patron and client reflect the ideal Epicurean
community as explained by Philodemus: as the morally pure client, for example, Horace
dedicates to his patron satiric verses that are the equivalent of useful “advice” (1.4.133:
consilium; 1.6.130: consolor); as the thankful patron, Maecenas expresses gratitude in the form
of impressively generous remunerations. In the process of considering these roles it will also be
important to demonstrate, on the one hand, the potential of poetry for moral instruction (which
conflicts with Philodemus’ literary views) and, on the other hand, the lavishness of these gifts
and Horace’s willingness to accept them (which are consistent with Philodemus’ economic

views). The examination will conclude by investigating the actual content of Horace’s consilia
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as expressed in Sermones 1.1, in which the poet invites Maecenas to consider the vulgar masses’
financial choices and (imitating his father’s method) presents him with examples of behavior

typically associated with economic vice.

Horace’s portrayal of his relationship with Maecenas may owe something to the
Epicurean identification of patronage as based on the exchange of philosophical advice for
economic benefits, which occurs within the context of intimate friendship. According to
Epicurus, patronage is the only acceptable means of acquiring wealth in order to provide for the
necessities of life (Arr. 1.121b.4-6): xonuatioceoOai te, AAA” amo povng codlag, amogroava.
Kat povaxov év kapg Oepamevoey (“[He said that the sage] will be ready to make money,
but only when he is in straits and by means of his philosophy. He will pay court to a king as
occasion demands”). This statement reflects a system of patronage that developed in the
Hellenistic period and involved the exchange of benefits for political advice or moral instruction
(i.e., Adyou, consilia), usually offered to a monarch or wealthy potentate.! Antigonus Gonatas,
for example, famously surrounded himself with philosophers like Bion of Borysthenes, who
offered him ethical advice in exchange for financial benefits.> With regard to Epicurus,

fragmentary evidence from Philodemus reveals that he received substantial support from a

'For the origins of this system in the mobile consilium of companions that followed
Alexander the Great and advised his royal Successors, see Plaumann’s RE article s.v. Etaigot,
1374-380. Other important sources are conveniently listed by Allen and DeLacy (1989) 59 n. 1.
For a more recent study, see Gold (1987) 35-7.

2Cf. especially Kindstrand (1976) F16A: kai o uév e0moQog yevopuevos didwg
éAevBeplwg, éyw 0¢ AapuPavw eDOAEOWS TARX 0OV OVX VTOTUMTWV 0VDE AyeVVILwWV 0VdE
pepypopwv (“You give freely out of your wealth, and I cheerfully accept without suspicion,
boorishness or complaints about my lot”). Bion’s acceptance of money in exchange for
wisdom, which would have been unacceptable to so-called “hard” Cynics like Diogenes, is due
to his eclecticism (cf. Diog. Laert. 4.47: codprotnc mowkidoc), for which see Desmond (2008) 33-
6. For a discussion of Cynics as court-philosophers, see Dudely (1974) 69.

62

www.manaraa.com



wealthy landowner and financial officer of Lysimachus named Mithres,® with whom the
philosopher had corresponded often and shared sage advice through an ethical treatise entitled
Sententiae de vitiis (Arr. 1.28.9-10). Epicurus’ contempt for the vulgar masses (Arr. 6.29: t@wv
noAAwv), avoidance of public speaking (Arr. 1.121b7-8), encouragement of semi-private
communal meals and gatherings* and high regard for the value of friendship,®> moreover,
suggests that his frequent exchanges with Mithres contributed to the formation of a close bond.
In addition to this, Diogenes remarks on the philosopher’s practice of addressing friends and
patrons with affectionate titles like “dearest” and “my lord” (Arr. 1.4.10-6.5),° while Plutarch
preserves anecdotes relating how Epicurus went so far as to ransom Mithres from the hands of

Crates, a Macedonian general related to Antigonus Gonatas.” All of this suggests that Epicurean

3Diogenes mentions Mithres briefly at Arr. 1.4.10-5.1. See also Beloch (1926) 331-35.
Castaldi (1928) 293-99 early on presented the evidence from the treatise De Epicuro (PHerc.
1418), in which Philodemus records Epicurus’ correspondence, mostly involving requests for
financial support, with members and associates of the Garden, especially Mithres. For the
evidence, see the edition of Militello (1997), in which the name of Mithres appears more
frequently than that of even Epicurus.

4Cf. Sen. Ep. 6.6: Metrodorum et Hermarchum et Polyaenum magnos viros non schola
Epicuri sed contubernium fecit (“It was conviviality and not the school of Epicurus that made
Metrodorus, Hermarchus and Polyaenus great men”). For modern discussions of the intimacy
and organization of Epicurean communities, see DeWitt (1936) 55-63 and Clay (1983) 255-79.

SArr. 5.148.9-10 (to which, cf. Cic. Fin. 1.20): Qv 1) codpia magaokevdletal i TV ToL
OA0V PBlov pakadTTa, TOAD péYIoToV Eotwv 1) TS dhiag ktnotg (“Of all the things which
wisdom acquires to produce the blessedness of the complete life, by far the greatest is the
possession of friendship”).

®Castaldi (1928) 299-300 rejects Diogenes’ record of Epicurus as a flatterer of Mithres
(Arr. 1.4.11: aioxows koAakevewv) as “molto esagerata” and maintains that Epicurus considered
his patron a “vero amico.” For the Epicurean practice of employing terms of endearment with
members and associates of the school, see Philodemus De [ib. dic. fr. 14.5-10. The issue of
flattery will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.

'Cf. Plut. Mor. 77.1126e (Adversus Colotem) and 76.1097b (Non posse suaviter vivi
secundum Epicurum) for the accounts. It is also possible that Philodemus himself refers to this
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patronage was informed early on by the important role of philosophical friendship, which is
corroborated by later evidence showing that Roman Epicureans in the first century BC regarded
genuine friendship as possible within the highly formalized system of amicitia.

In De oeconomia, Philodemus advances views concerning patronage that define it as a
most acceptable source of income that is strengthened and enriched by the bonds of friendship;
in fact, friends are so important that they define economic decisions (col. 15.3-6) and are
regarded as the “most secure treasures” (ibid. col. 25.4: aoparéotartor Onoaveoi).® His
acceptance of other sources of revenue such as agriculture and entrepreneurship (ibid. col. 23.11-
22) probably reflects the sensitivities of wealthy Romans (ibid. col. 25.38: #vi[o]t Pwpaiwv)’

while faithfully adhering to Epicurus’ emphatic identification of patronage based on the

exchange of philosophical discussions as the ideal economic state: '°

TEWTOV O¢ Kal KAAALOTOV ATIO AOYWV PLAO[TO]PwV AVOQATLY dEKTIKOLS
petadwouéviwv] avripetadapPavery evxaploto[v aula peto ogpacpov
ntavt[oc], we éyévet’ Entuco[Vowt, Ao[tmo]v d& aAnOvav kat adro[v]e[tlkwv katl
[o]v[AJANBON[V eimtely [dT]apdxwV, WS TO Ye dlx COP[LoT KWV Kal AywvioTuc]wv
o[VOé]v €0t BEATIOV TOD dix dn[pok]oTtikwV Kal oukodpavTik[wv].

(De oec. col. 23.22-36)

It is superior and better by far to receive gratitude and respect in return for wise
discussions shared with receptive men, which is what happened to Epicurus. Moreover,
these discussions should be truthful, free from strife, and, in a word, peaceful, since

event in De Epic. coll. 28-9, for which see Militello (1997) 37-9. Beloch (1926) 331-35
considers the evidence in more detail.

8For Roman patronage in general, see Saller (1989) 49-62 and Wallace-Hadrill (1989)
63-88; for literary patronage in the Early Empire, see White (1978) 74-92, Gold (1987) 111-72
and especially Bowditch (2010) 53-74.

’See also Asmis (1990) 2389 and Tsouna (2007) 182 (especially n. 36).

10Cf. Stob. Ecl. 2 (= SVF 3.686) and Plut. Mor. 75. 1043e (De communibus notitiis = SVF
3.693) for the Stoic description of the three acceptable ways of life as “royal” (BaciAkov),
“political” (moAttucov) and “intellectual” (¢ miotnpovicov).
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holding discourse through sophistical and contentious speeches is no better
than doing this through demagogical and slandering ones.

The primacy of philosophical discussion reflects Epicurus’ aforementioned injunction to earn a
living “from wisdom alone” (Arr. 1.121.4: o pévng oodiag),!! but it may also reflect the
nature of Philodemus’ correspondence with the aristocrat and politician L. Calpurnius Piso
Caesoninus, 2 to whom he had dedicated a politico-ethical treatise entitled De bono rege
secundum Homerum."® In addition to this, Piso was also the dedicatee of an epigrammatic poem,
in which Philodemus addresses him as “dearest” (27.1: dpiAtarte), refers to himself as a
companion (ibid. 2: étagog) and personally invites him (ibid. 7: ITetowv) to partake of the ritual
festivities associated with “the Twentieth,” a semi-private celebration held monthly in honor of
Epicurus.'* As David Sider explains, the dynamics of their friendship is communicated partly by

the vocabulary Philodemus employs:

"See Laurenti (1973) 164-66. According to Diogenes’ account, Chrysippus also
recommended making money from wisdom (7.188 = SVF 3.685: amno codiag), although
Plutarch further defines this source as “sophistry” (Mor. 73.1043e = SVF 3.693: amo
codroteilac), which suggests the more formal and contentious speeches criticized by Philodemus
above. See Natali (1995) 122-23.

12Tait (1941) 1-13 and Sider (1997) 5-14 (especially 14 n. 7) discuss the evidence in
favor of the identification of Piso as Philodemus’ patron. As mentioned in the Introduction (pp.
6-7), Allen and DeLacy (1989) 59-65 question the view that Philodemus had successfully
become Piso’s client and note that there is no evidence linking the latter to the Villa dei Papyri or
even Herculaneum. This lack of archaeological evidence was pointed out early on by Mommsen

(1880) 32-6.

13See Dorandi (1982) for an edition, translation and commentary. Asmis (1991) 4-13
discusses the treatise’s usefulness within the context of Philodemean poetic theory, which will be
discussed below.

1Sider (1997) 157 gives the text along with a translation and commentary. Allen and
DeLacy (1989) 64 describe the language of this epigram as “an attempt to establish firmly the
relation of amicitia.” For Epicurean festival meals, see Clay (1983) 274-79. The use of
superlative terms of endearment in the vocative within a philosophical context is
characteristically Platonic; cf., e.g., Crat. 434e4 and Sym. 173el (& pidtate).
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Piso, the addressee of this poem, can be expected to understand the Epicurean
connotation of friendship, but as a Roman statesman, he would know that the friendship
alluded to in this poem could also evoke the patron-client relationship. For Philodemus
quite clearly, if not shamelessly, is angling for reciprocal benefits from Piso in the future.
In return . . . Piso will receive the combined pleasures of poetry and Epicurean friendship.
Piso, that is, will provide patronage, while Philodemus will provide both Epicurean
ambience and poetic delights: Piso and Philodemus will be both amici—i.e. patron and
poet—and diAoy, i.e. two members of an Epicurean friendship. '

The intimate nature of this relationship, which Cicero easily manipulates for his own purposes in
the political invective In Pisonem,'® corresponds to Philodemus’ above emphasis on camaraderie
and the importance of informal conversation that takes place in a relaxed and friendly setting. !’
Like Epicurus, moreover, Philodemus is accused of flattery (cf. Cic. Pis. 70: adsentatorem) and
his friendship with Piso is deliberately misconstrued as founded on sensuality and other simple
pleasures.'® Despite Cicero’s intended misrepresentation of Epicurean pleasure as /ibido (ibid.

69) and omnia stupra (ibid. 70), however, the importance of pleasure for patronage is also

communicated by Lucretius, who famously identifies his motivation in composing a

15Sider (1995) 47-8. For the differences between dpidot and amici, see Gold (1987) 36.

Nisbet (1987) 186 and Powell (1995) 25 have questioned the authenticity of this speech.
Cicero mentions their intimacy numerous times, especially at 68: dedit se in consuetudinem sic
ut prorsus una viveret nec fere ab isto umquam discederet (“He [i.e., Piso] made it his custom to
live with him thenceforth and never to depart from him”).

YICt. De lib. dic. fr. 28.3-10 for the importance of self-expression and intimate
conversation within the Epicurean community. Philodemus also discusses the importance of
intimate conversation (opAia, AaAwi) that promotes friendship and virtue in his treatise De
conversatione (PHerc. 873), which will be discussed further in Chapter 4.

8Cic. Pis. 69: sic suos sensus voluptarios onmis incitavit, sic ad illius hanc orationem
adhinnivit, ut non magistrum virtutis sed auctorvem libidinis a se illum inventum arbitraretur
(““So much did he [i.e., Philodemus] insight all of his sensual appetites, so much did he enrapture
him with this kind of rhetoric, that he fancied he had found for himself not a teacher of virtue but
a source of sensuality”’). Diogenes records similar accusations concerning Epicurus’
correspondence with his intimate friends (Arr. 1.5-7).
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philosophical epic for Memmius as “the expected delight of your pleasant friendship” (1.140-41:
sperata voluptas suavis amicitiae).'” Here again the usual patterns of Epicurean patronage
emerge: the primacy of philosophical discussion, the engagement—or, in Lucretius’ case, the
expected engagement—with receptive men, the role of pleasurable friendship and the concern
with establishing intimacy.?® As will soon become evident, many of the characteristics of
Horace’s persona’s relationship with Maecenas closely correspond to this pattern, thereby
suggesting the influence of Epicurean patronage.

Horace’s correspondence with Maecenas highlights the intimacy of their relationship,
which is most explicitly conveyed through introductory addresses and terms of endearment.
Like Epicurus and Philodemus, many of Horace’s literary dedications to his patron are
introduced by affectionate titles that communicate their friendship in Epicurean terms.?! In
Carm. 1.1, for example, he invokes Maecenas as his “bulwark and sweet glory” (2: praesidium et
dulce decus meum; cf. Verg. G. 2.40: o decus), recalling Epicurus’ description of friendship as
the strongest safeguard against evil (Cic. Fin. 1.69: praesidium) and perhaps implying

Philodemus’ declaration that one cannot live sweetly without friends (cf. De elect. col. 14.1:

YSee Bailey (1947) 597-98 for the evidence concerning Memmius. Allen (1938) 167-81
argues that Lucretius, like Catullus before him (cf. Carm. 28), failed to gain Memmius’
patronage, and that his use of amicitia more closely relates to Roman patronage than to
Epicurean friendship (especially 176). For the possible relationship between Catullus and
Epicureans like Memmius, Piso and Philodemus, see Fordyce (1961) 210-11. Landolfi (1982)
137-43 detects the influence of Philodemean literary theory in Catullus’ poetry.

20Cf. Lucr. 1.50-1: Quod superset, vacuas auris animumque sagacem | semotum a curis
adhibe veram ad rationem (“For the rest, ears unpreoccupied and keen intelligence detached

from cares you should apply to true philosophy™).

2'Konstan (1997) 143: “Horace was disposed to prefer private friendships to public life,
and his poetry is rich in tender expressions of affection.”
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19éwc).?> He addresses Maecenas as “my dear” in Carm. 1.20 (5: care),?® which is an invitation
poem that undoubtedly imitates Philodemus’ epigrammatic invocation to Piso (cf. pidtarte, as
discussed above).?* The sweetness of friendship is invoked once again in the Epistulae (1.7.12:
dulcis amice), which recalls Philodemus’ advice concerning the role of terms of endearment
among members of the Epicurean community mentioned above but worth quoting here (De lib.
dic. fr. 14.8-10): ovk émiAnjoetal To0 PAtatov Aéyw<v> kal yAvkv[t]a[tov] kal twv opoiwv
(“He [sc. the sage] will not, as he speaks, forget ‘dearest’ and ‘sweetest’ and such similar
things”). The poet’s desire to celebrate festivities with his patron is similarly expressed in the
Epodi, in which he invokes him as “blessed” (9.4: beate; cf. Arr. 82: paraoie) and again in the
Carmina, in which he affectionately expresses joy at the thought of celebrating the birthday of
“my Maecenas” (4.11.21: Maecenas meus).>> According to Suetonius, moreover, Maecenas

himself expressed his profound fondness for Horace by dedicating an epigram to him (Vit. Hor.

13-15):

Ni te visceribus meis, Horati,
plus iam diligo, tu tuum sodalem
tnimio videas strigosiorem.

22Nisbet and Hubbard (1970) 4 point out that praesidium is used of patrons whereas dulce
is “naturally used of family and friends.” Cf. 1.4.135: dulcis amicis.

2This is the consensus of all the ancient MSS. (i.e., Z¥Q), which seems more
appropriate than the “correction” offered by the codices recentiores and Bentley (i.e., clare). Cf.
also Horace’s self-description as carus amicis at 1.6.70.

24This is noted by Sider (1997) 153 and Nisbet and Hubbard (1970) 243-45, who add that
here the “poet writes with affection to a more important friend.” Cf. also Carm. 3.8, in which
Horace again invites his patron, this time addressed by name alone (13: Maecenas), to his Sabine
estate in order to celebrate the anniversary of his escape from death.

2Cf. Suet. Vit. Hor. 6, according to which Augustus requests from Maecenas the
presence of “our Horace” (Horatium nostrum).
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If I do not love you now more than my own innermost self, Horace, may you see
your friend quite emaciated indeed [following here the MSS. reading].

Regardless of the poor quality of this specimen, which Fraenkel rightly calls “an exceedingly
lame parody of one of the most beautiful poems of Catullus,”? the fact that Maecenas dedicated
and obviously shared poetry with Horace may indicate that their relationship eventually evolved
beyond the level of utility and mutual exchange: indeed, what could possibly have motivated
Maecenas to compose such verses aside from sheer friendship??’ In the Sermones, Horace’s
addresses to his patron are characterized not only by a sense of privacy and exclusivity, but also
by an informal tone that reflects their status as friendly conversations (they are, after all, sermo
merus). Sermones 1.1, for instance, opens with an intentionally blunt and personal address (1:
Qui fit, Maecenas), thereby emphasizing the patron’s prominence as financial supporter but also
the client’s attachment to a friend who is receptive to moral lessons (and who can be addressed
in such a direct fashion with impunity).?® Furthermore, Horace apparently valued his patron’s
literary opinion and probably shared ideas with him, as revealed in his list of intimate friends in
Sermones 1.10.81-90.%° Despite this attachment, however, Horace does not overlook or attempt

to obscure the social disparity between himself and his patron: the extended address to Maecenas

26 Fraenkel (1957) 17.

27As Brown (2002) 78 and O’Keefe (2001) 288 note, Cicero’s testimony at Fin. 1.69
reveals that later Epicureans accepted the possibility that friendship, although born out of utility,
can eventually “blossom” (efflorescere) and exist “for its own sake” (propter se), even if “no
practical advantage accrues” (etiamsi nulla sit utilitas ex amicitia). This will be discussed in

more detail in Chapter 4.
28See Freudenburg (2001) 21 and Gold (1992) 164 for both views.

2DuQuesnay (2009) 52, who notes this connection, describes the relationship between
Horace and Maecenas by citing Cicero’s quasi-Aristotelian definition of true friendship (Amic.

15) as the “complete consensus of wants, enthusiasms and of thoughts” (voluntatum studiorum
Sententiarum summa consensio).

69

www.manaraa.com



in Sermones 1.6.1-4 is clearly intended to highlight his royal Etruscan ancestry,® which also
features prominently in Carm. 1.1 (1: Maecenas atavis edite regibus) and 3.29 (1: Tyrrhena
regum progenies).>! The overall effect of this correspondence underscores his patron’s noble
pedigree while conveying a sense of intimacy that, though consistent with Epicurean patterns of

patronage, surpasses and may even challenge contemporary Roman social norms.>?

In addition to acknowledging Maecenas’ social superiority, in Sermones 1.6 Horace also
emphasizes his own social and economic “disadvantages,” which ultimately motivated his
decision to seek literary patronage. To the extended four-line description of Maecenas’ greatness
(1.6.1-4), for example, Horace juxtaposes a measly four-word reference to his own humble status

as “son of an ex-slave” (1.6.6: me libertino patre natum),* thus widening further the already

30For Maecenas’ Lydian origins, see Scullard (1967) 34-57. As Gowers (2012) 200
observes, Horace more than once uses Lyde as a slave-name, and by invoking Maecenas’ Lydian
origin in 1.6, which is a poem about social status, he may be leveling the playing field by
playfully branding his patron with “potentially servile descent.” MacKay (1942) 79-81 has
suggested that Maecenas’ father’s was nothing more than a scriba (like Horace), and it should be
remembered that both Horace and Maecenas belonged to the rank of eques.

3ICf. Arr. 1.5.1, where Epicurus refers to Mithres as “my king” (&vaxta). Like Epicurus
and Philodemus, Horace was also accused of flattery. See Suet. Vit. Hor. 9-10: ac primo
Maecenati, mox Augusto insinuatus non mediocrem in amborum amicitia locum tenuit (“And
having insinuated himself first with Maecenas and soon afterwards with Augustus, he held an
exceptional place in the friendship of both men”). Cf. also Nisbet and Rudd (2004) 348
(“flattery”) and Gowers (2012) 218 (“flattering publicity”). Of the opposite opinion, at least with
regard to Suetonius’ account, is Fraenkel (1957) 16. This will be discussed in Chapter 5.

32The traditional view of amicitia as a euphemism for clientela or patrocinium, which are
terms the social elite avoided (cf. Cic. De off. 2.69), is given by the references in Allen (1938)
167, to which cf. Syme (1939) 157. This also reflects Seneca’s view, according to which clients
were only nominally friends (Ben. 6.34). Konstan (1997), 122-24 on the other hand, following
Brunt (1988) 360, examines the role of “true affection” within the context of Roman patronage.
Cf. Philodemus’ description above (n. 15).

33This claim, which Horace emphasizes repeatedly in 1.6, is strategically designed to
highlight his personal merit and inherent worthiness (cf. 1.6.51: dignos). 1t is, therefore, a poetic
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recognizable social rift between patron and client. The obvious disparity is confirmed by
Horace’s pathetic description of his “poor father’s starveling little farm” (1.6.71: macro pauper
agello), which, in conjunction with his self-proclaimed low status, reemphasizes the poet’s
childhood poverty.** In this short passage, the poet gives more information regarding the
paternal inheritance mentioned in Sermones 1.4 (110: patriam rem), which his father had striven
so eagerly to preserve. According to Horace’s later account in the Epistulae, however, these
efforts were made in vain: the political chaos following the Battle of Philippi, at which Horace
had fought on the losing side, undoubtedly resulted in the confiscation of his father’s tiny estate.
The poet’s encounter with economic disaster is dramatically (and perhaps rather humorously)

related in his later correspondence with Julius Florus:

unde simul primum me dimisere Philippi,

decisis humilem pinnis inopemque paterni

et laris et fundi paupertas inpulit audax

ut versus facerem: sed quod non desit habentem . . . (Ep. 2.2.49-52)

Soon as Philippi gave me discharge therefrom, brought low with wings clipped and
beggared of paternal home and estate, barefaced poverty drove me to writing verses. But
now that [ have sufficient store . . .

According to this description, Horace’s decision to seek employment as a professional poet was

essentially forced upon him by the barefaced poverty and destitution his father had earlier sought

construct shaped by the author’s own agenda and has absolutely no basis in historical fact. See
Williams (1995) 296-313.

3*Lyne (1995) 1-8 observes that this pathetic description is rendered suspect by the fact
that Horace’s father managed to afford his son’s high-quality education in Rome among social
superiors (described at 1.6.76-80). See also Armstrong (1986) 275, who notes that his ability to
abandon the small farm and accompany his son to Rome “implied, on Horace’s father’s part, all
the leisure in the world, and therefore a made fortune.” Horace’s description, however, may be
intended to establish a connection to the Epicurean concept of poverty (Arr. 6.25: mevia) as the
possession of few things that satisfy the requirements of nature. Cf. Verg. Cat. 8.1 (a description
of the Epicurean Siro’s house): Villula, quae Sironis eras, et pauper agelle.
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to prevent.*> The circumstances surrounding his motives for seeking financial assistance,
therefore, while communicated in a rather playful and ironic manner, also perfectly satisfy
Epicurus’ requirement concerning “dire straits” (Arr. 1.121.5: anmoprjoavta); the identification
of patronage as his only source of income, moreover, reflects Philodemus’ description of the
ideal economic state, according to which financial security results from the patronage of a
grateful friend. It is interesting to note, however, that Horace does not mention financial
difficulty in Sermones 1.6 as his motive for seeking literary patronage, although he certainly
emphasizes his poverty and low status. This omission is likely intended to deflect the charge of
ambition, which may also explain why he overlooks his acquisition of the lucrative post of
scriba: besides, the many obligations associated with this supposedly sinecure position® conflict
with his self-portrayal as a detached observer of the vulgar masses (1.6.18: a volgo longe
longeque remotos). Indeed, according to Horace’s description, his acceptance into Maecenas’

literary circle was the direct result of his moral purity—a claim that is rendered all the more

35But cf. Carm. 1.12.43-4, in which Camillus’ “cruel poverty” (saeva paupertas) is
equated with his “ancestral estate and suitable home” (avitus | apto cum lare fundus). See also
Enc. Or. 1.658. Horace’s autobiographical account skips a chapter of his life by omitting to
mention his acquisition of the post of scriba quaestorius, for which see Suet. Vit. Hor. 7-8:
victisque partibus venia inpetrata scriptum quaestorium conparavit (‘“After his faction had been
defeated and he had obtained pardon, he purchased the post of treasury official”’). For a
description of the duties associated with this post, see Fraenkel (1957) 14-15, Armstrong (1986)
263-64 and especially Purcell (1983) 154-61. Armstrong (1986) 263 dates this event to “as soon
as possible after Philippi, probably in 41.” The office was quite popular among individuals with
literary aspirations, since it combined the possibility of otium with an impressive salary. See
DuQuesnay (2009) 50 and Mommsen (1887) 335, the latter of whom is the main source for the
different salaries of the apparitores, among which the office of scriba is listed as the most
lucrative (n. 1). Horace’s new income allowed him not only to match the property qualifications
for the rank of eques (valued at 400,000 sesterces), but also to able to afford a house in Rome.

36Cf. 2.6.32-9 for Horace’s description of the manifold annoyances (negotia centum) that
come with civic duty, in particular with the post of scriba. According to Gowers (2009) 305, in
Sermones 1.6 Horace “lives out an escapist fantasy, a dream of independence and unassailable
integrity, which, though (or because) remote from notions of bureaucratic routine, can equally be
regarded as ‘apparitorial’ in aspiration.”
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impressive by the fact that it transcends the obvious social and economic barriers separating him
from his patron.’’

It is clear that Horace attributes this successful encounter with Maecenas to his freedom
from “base ambition” (1.6.51-2: prava ambitione) and his moral purity (cf. 1.6.69: purus et
insons). He certainly does not portray himself as actively seeking patronage; on the contrary, his
poet-friends vouched for his personal merit and secured an interview on his behalf (cf. 1.6.55).
In all likelihood, Horace’s passing mention of Vergil and Varius implies his poetic capabilities,
but nowhere does he explicitly identify this as the reason for his initial meeting with Maecenas.>®
Instead, he declares his personal worth and subordinates this relationship entirely to his virtuous
disposition (55: quid essem; 60: quod eram).>® As many scholars have pointed out, this passage
involves a conscious imitation of Bion’s audience with Antigonus Gonatas,*’ by means of which
Horace firmly situates his literary persona within the context of philosophical patronage.
Immediately following the encounter scene, the poet discusses his ethical credentials and
identifies his father’s training as the direct cause of this virtuous nature, the description of which

is fittingly introduced by philosophical terminology:

37Cf. 1.6.7-8: cum referre negas quale sit quisque parente | natus, dum ingenuus (“When
you say it matters not who a man’s parent is, if he be himself free-born”). As Oliensis (1998) 30
observes, this view is cleverly placed in the mouth of Maecenas, thereby allowing the poet to
avoid “making the self-promoting argument himself.” For the ambiguity of ingenuus, which
may mean “freeborn” or “gentlemanly,” see Gowers (2012) 222-23.

3Rudd (1966) 41; Oliensis (1998) 32; Bowditch (2010) 59.
39Schlegel (2000) 111.

40See Kindstrand (1976) F1A-C and F2 for the biographical account of Bion’s meeting
with Antigonus, in which the Cynic declares to the monarch owomer dé pe €€ éuavton
(“Consider me for what [ am”). This connection was noted early on by Rudd (1966) 49, Fisk
(1971) 316 and Freudenburg (1993) 14-16. Moles (2007) 166 conveniently presents the many
parallels and similarities between Horace and Bion in this passage.

73

www.manaraa.com



Atque si vitiis mediocribus ac mea paucis
mendosa est natura, alioqui recta velut si
egregio inspersos reprendas corpore naevos,

si neque avaritiam neque sordes nec mala lustra
obiciet vere quisquam mihi, purus et insons,

ut me collaudem, si et vivo carus amicis,

causa fuit pater his . . . (S. 1.6.65-71)

And yet, if the flaws of my otherwise sound nature are but trifling and few in number,
even as you might find fault with moles spotted over a comely person—if no one will
justly lay to my charge avarice or meanness or lewdness; if, to venture on self-praise, my
life is free from stain and guilt and I am loved by my friends—I owe this to my father . . .

The word natura expresses the result of his father’s pedagogical influence, which made him
predisposed toward the virtuous mean and consequently able to resist the temptations associated
with political power and success. As common usage of the verb nascor reveals,*' moreover,
Horace’s disposition is the gradual product of a continuous and repeated formation (cf. 1.4.120:
formabat), which eventually encouraged the development of good habits (105: insuevit). His
moderate imperfections (130-131: mediocribus vitiis) reflect this temperate disposition, which is
straight (134: rectius) and neither overlooks nor transgresses the requirements of nature. By
living frugally, sparingly and content with his father’s modest wealth (cf. 107), he has become
content with his own status (1.6.96; cf. 1.4.108: contentus) and unaccustomed to bearing
distressful burdens (1.6.99: onus molestum).** For these reasons, Horace is not plagued by

unnatural and unnecessary desires for limitless wealth (avaritia), meanness (sordes) or lewdness

“'Konstan (2011) 67-8 gives many examples derived from comedy.

“DuQuesnay (2009) 50: “It should be stressed that Horace’s underlying assumption is
that cura rei publici is an onus which requires considerable expenditure and is not simply an
honos.” Gowers (2012) 241 connects this passage to the image of Tillius weighed down by his
paraphernalia (107-11).

74

www.manaraa.com



(mala lustra),* and he once again identifies his distaste for such disturbances as physical and
mental “health” (1.6.98; cf. 1.4.129: sanus).** With regard to Maecenas, therefore, Horace’s
nature rather than his poetry is the foundation of their relationship and the source of his wisdom,

which he shares in the form of moral advice communicated through the Sermones.

It is significant that Horace viewed conversational poetry as a suitable medium for
educating and transmitting moral advice, the ultimate source of which is philosophical wisdom.*
This is particularly evident in Horace’s epistolary correspondence with Augustus, in which he
identifies the ideal poet as one who is “useful to the city” (Ep. 2.1.124: utilis urbi) and “nurtures
the mind by friendly precepts” (ibid. 128: pectus praeceptis format amicis).*® The power and
authority of Horatian verse to communicate public consilia, moreover, is prominently featured in

the so-called “Roman Odes,” where the poet, invoking the philosophical patronage of his

BCE. De oec. col. 23.42-6: ov[d]év vao &icxelv [k]aft alvatoémery el[Oot]an
Aapumootatalc kat A Jovolfwtdtag oikiac w]c moAvtéA]al te] dalt]ng kalt] Aayve[iat kat]
nife]oPAéPe[ic] ktA. (“For nothing is wont to drain and upset the most illustrious and wealthiest
estates more than prodigality, salaciousness, envy” etc.). Cf. also Lucr. 4.1123-124 (a vivid
description of the economic effects of lust): labitur interea res et Babylonica fiunt, | languent
officia atque aegrotat fama vacillans (“Meanwhile, wealth vanishes, and turns into Babylonian
perfumes; duties are neglected, good name totters and sickens”).

#Cf. Lucr. 4.1073-76, where only “healthy” individuals (sanis) enjoy “pure pleasure”
(pura voluptas). As Konstan (1973) 32 notes, the adjective here means “unmixed with pain,”
and it is likely that Horace intends a similar meaning by referring to himself as purus at lines 64
and 69. In his treatise De gratitudine, Philodemus mentions the appreciation of those who
receive moral advice from sages, who are “pure” (col. 11.18: kaBapovg) and “free from toil”
(ibid. 7-8: eAevBepav avamonv). See Tepedino Guerra (1977) 96-113 for the fragments.

BCE. Ars. 309: Scribendi recte sapere est et principium et fons (“Of good writing the
source and font is wisdom™). For the moral sense of this passage, see Rudd (1989) 202. As Tate
(1928) 68 notes, the identification of the ideal poet as sage owes more to the Stoics than to any
other Hellenistic tradition.

“For the influence of the Augustan program on Horace, see the important studies of
Newman (1967), especially the section on Horace (270-364), and White (1993) 123-33. Lowrie
(2007) 80-85 provides a much shorter consideration.
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Hellenistic predecessors, refers to his lyrics as “soothing advice” (Carm. 3.4.41: lene consilium)
while emphasizing their indispensability and tempering effect (ibid. 65-6: vis consili expers . . .
vim temperatam).*’ In contrast to this, in the Sermones Horace dispenses private consilia
(1.4.133: consilium proprium; 1.6.130: me consolor) directly to his patron through informal
conversations that take place in an intimate setting (cf. 1.6.18: remotos).*® Perhaps in response
to Philodemus’ preference in De poematis for the linguistic and syntactical clarity of prose (col.
28.27: cadmvelav),” these friendly chats are designed aptly to communicate moral wisdom
through conventional language expressed in an ostensibly prosaic manner (cf. 1.4.42: sermoni
propriora).”® Horace’s satiric exchanges with Maecenas, therefore, may replicate Philodemus’

“philosophical discussions” (De oec. col. 23.24-5: Aéywv Ppro[od]dwv),”! which ideally take

place with friends in isolation (ibid. 15-16: peta pidwv avaxwonowv); and while the poet’s

47See Nisbet and Rudd (2004) 69 for the political significance of these lines.

“But DuQuesnay (2009) 19-58 illustrates the many allusions to contemporary politics in
these supposedly apolitical poems.

“Like Lucretius, who attempted to challenge the Epicurean view of poetry as obscure
and unsuitable for communicating wisdom, Horace is concerned above all with clarity. Cf. Ars.
25-6: brevis esse laboro, | obscurus fio (“Striving to be brief, I become obscure”) as well as 40-
41: cui lecta potenter erit res, | nec facundia deseret hunc nec lucidus ordo (“Whoever shall
choose a theme within his range, neither speech will fail him, nor clearness of order”).
Tsakiropolou-Summers (1995) 254-56 discusses the importance of luciditas within the context of
Roman aesthetics.

S%Horace’s claim that writing verse does not necessarily make one a poet (1.4.56-63)
resembles that of Aristotle in Poet. 1447b16-20: 00dév d¢ kowvov éotv Ourow kat EpmedokAet
TIAT)V TO HETQOV, OLO TOV HEV TIOMTHV OlKALOV KAAELY, TOV D& GLOLOAGYOV LAAAOV 1) TTO TNV
(“Homer and Empedocles have nothing in common except their metre; so one should call the
former poet, the other a natural scientist™).

SICS. especially 2.6.71, in which Horace, perhaps with an additional nod to the otium and
ambience of a Ciceronian villa, identifies the philosophical conversation which takes place at the
Sabine estate as sermo.
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concern with brevity (cf. Ep. 2.2.335: esto brevis) undoubtedly reflects the influence of
Callimachean standards,> his bluntness conforms to Philodemus’ description in De oeconomia
of the best moral advice as pithy and, above all, particularly useful (col. 27.35-9): &[AA]ax o1y kat
[rt]OavaTegog av [et]var d0E[et]ev 6 mavteAw[c O]Alya Pprjo[wv] uag mepl mEd[y]uatog
u[e]llovwe wdeAn[olovtog (“Whereas the more trustworthy sage would seem to be the one who
will give us advice about what is of greater benefit in few words™).>* The poet’s self-portrayal
as a pithy advisor who shares moral advice with his friend, however, is admittedly one-sided: it
remains to consider in what manner Maecenas is portrayed as the ideal Epicurean patron.
Horace’s depiction of his patron as withdrawn from society, unaffected by political
ambition and involved in intimate friendships is in many ways consistent with Epicurean
tradition.>* The ethical considerations Horace addresses to Maecenas in Sermones 1.6 suggests
that, like the poet, the millionaire patron was likewise free from political ambition, which is
apparently corroborated by the ancient testimony regarding his contentment with equestrian

status.> In the same poem, Horace describes both himself and Maecenas as “withdrawn from

52As Gowers (2012) 84 notes, philosophy is traditionally portrayed as long-winded. Cf.
Plaut. Ps. 687: iam satis est philosophatum (‘“That’s enough philosophizing!”). For the influence
of Callimachus on Horace in general, see Cody (1976), especially 103-19. Thomas (2007) 50-62
and Freudenburg (1993) 185-235 have discussions of “Callimachean aesthetics” in the Sermones.

>3Philodemus emphasizes the “limits of speech” in De conv. col. 5 (2: 6pdiag Téoag).

>4See Enc. Or. 1.792-803 for the evidence concerning Maecenas vis-a-vis Horace. I do
not intend to argue here that Maecenas was actually an Epicurean, only that Horace creates a
persona for him that is in many ways consistent with Philodemus’ economic theory. The former
view has been advanced by various scholars, including Avallone (1962) 111, André (1967) 15-
61 and Mazzoli (1968) 300-326. But cf. Boyancé (1959) 334: “Mécene n’était pas homme a
adherer a une €cole, surtout a une école exigeante comme 1’¢tait 1’épicurienne.”

S3Cf. Vell. 2.88: C. Maecenas . . . non minus Agrippa Caesari carus, sed minus
honoratus—quippe vixit angusti clavi plene contentus—nec minora consequi potuit, sed non tam

concupivit (“Gaius Maecenas . . . was not less loved by Caesar and Agrippa, though he had fewer
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the vulgar masses” (1.6.18: nos . . . a volgo longe longeque remotos), and elsewhere he mentions
how Maecenas provides friends with a secluded venue within the city (1.9.49: domus) and a
salubrious paradise (1.8.14: Esquiliis . . . salubribus) in which social gatherings and friendly
discussions take place.’® In De oeconomia, Philodemus also describes the ideal patron as a

wealthy landowner who offers his dwelling to friends as a tranquil getaway:

NKLOTA YAXQ ETUTAOKAG €XEL TEOS AVOQWTOUG, €€ v dndiat moAAat magakoAovOovot,
Kal peta Gpidwv dvaxwenotv edoxoAov Kal apa tolg [cwdeoot]v edoxnUOoVECTATNV
npooodov.  (De oec. col. 23.11-18)
For this [i.e., being a gentleman landowner] least of all brings involvements with men
from whom many difficulties follow, since it offers a leisurely withdrawal with friends
and the most fitting profit for those who are prudent.

The ideal host, therefore, offers a suitable retreat from the turmoil of politics and a safe haven for

philosophical discourse among friends.>’ One thinks especially of Horace’s identification in the

Sermones of the private community of poets, who abandon political ambition (cf. 1.10.84:

honors heaped upon him, since he lived thoroughly content with the narrow strip of the
equestrian order. He might have achieved a position not less high than Agrippa, but he had not
the same ambition for it”). Lyne (1995) 135, however, convincingly argues that Maecenas’
decision to remain a knight was motivated by the desire to exercise “real power, interesting
power, inside power” without the bureaucratic obstacles associated with senatorial office.

%This is a reference to the horti Maecenatis, which were located on the Esquiline. Cf.
Plin. Nat. 19.50: iam quidem hortorum nomine in ipsa urbe delicias agros villasque possident.
Primus hoc instituit Athenis Epicurus otii magister (“Now in fact they possess delightful land
and villas within the city, which they call ‘gardens.” Epicurus, the teacher of leisure, was the
first to establish this tradition in Athens”). Griffin (1984) 192-93, who is followed by Lyne
(1995) 133-35, notes that Maecenas’ wealth was most likely the result of profits from
proscriptions and evictions following the civil war (and which Horace identifies as the cause of
his own poverty!). For the evidence suggesting that Maecenas probably took an active role in
the battles of Philippi and Actium, see Evenpole (1990) 104-5.

3"For the importance of withdrawal and the notion of a safe haven from the turmoil of
politics, see Wurster (2012) 86-9. As Roskam (2007) and Fish (2011) 72-104 explain, however,
this negative view does not entail the complete rejection of political life, which, depending on
the circumstances, could actually be the best option in terms of the pleasure calculus.
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ambitione relegata) and gather with Maecenas in a venue that is pure and virtuous (cf. 1.9.49-50:
domus pura). Further on in his economic treatise, Philodemus emphasizes the dangers of
friendlessness and misanthropy regarding relationships based on economic exchanges (De oec.
col. 24.19-33: adAia . . . adpdavO[pw]mticr); he also notes that in times of financial hardship
property managers should be harder on themselves than on their friends (ibid. col. 26.1-9), and
even recommends that they make provisions for them “as for children” (ibid. col. 27.5-9: oix
t[¢é]kva). In comparing patronage to fatherhood Philodemus probably had in mind the Roman
designation patronus, which is etymologically related to pater and effectively communicates the
similarities between the patron-client and father-son relationships.>® Horace likewise expresses
this in Sermones 1.6, in which he underscores his dependency on Maecenas by virtually adopting
him as a new father and source of financial stability.>® This is communicated by references to
the poet’s “speechless modesty” (57: pudor infans) as well as the patron’s nine-month gestation
period (61: nono post mense).*® Philodemus also notes that, like a good father, the ideal patron
ensures that his friends are “economically provided for after his death” (De oec. col. 27.7-8: v’
Exwov kat teAevtoavtog €[gp]o[dov]). According to Suetonius, Maecenas made such

provisions for Horace (Vit. Hor.): Maecenas quantopere eum [sc. Horatium] dilexerit . . . testatur

.. . multo magis extremiis iudiciis tali ad Augustum elogio: “Horati Flacci ut mei esto memor”

38Schlegel (2000) 112. Cf. Ep. 1.7.37: rexque paterque (“O my king and my father”).

SYWithout, of course, rejecting or trivializing the important role of his biological father, of
whom Horace was obviously quite proud. See Harrison (1965) 111-14.

0See Schlegel (2000) 110, Henderson (1999) 184 and Kerferd (1959) 207. For pudor as
an expression of virtue, cf. 1.6.82-3: pudicum, | qui primus virtutis honos (“He kept me chase—
and that is virtue’s first grace”). Lucilius also expresses this sentiment (296-97 M): quod pectore
puro, | quod puero similes (“with a pure heart, like a child”). Gowers (2012) 234 discusses the
social undertones of pudor, which indicates an “unservile nature.”
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(““And the degree to which Maecenas loved Horace is witnessed even more by the following plea
made to Augustus in his last will: ‘Remember Horatius Flaccus as you have remembered me’”).
Of course, the most fundamental provision an ideal patron can make in response to a friend’s
useful advice is the bestowal of various benefits during his lifetime, particularly financial
rewards.®! Philodemus euphemistically refers to these benefits as “gratitude and honor” (De oec.

),02 and, if it can be assumed that the

col. 23.27-9: evxaowoto[v Gpla peta oeacod mavt[og]
quantity and quality of such goods indicates something about a client’s worth, then one can

safely conclude that Horace was especially “honored” by Maecenas.

The management strategy Philodemus recommends in his economic treatises appears in
Horace’s charming account of his so-called “Epicurean day” in Sermones 1.6.110-28, which
consequently reveals something about the philosophical convictions underlying his persona’s
economic choices.®* The poet’s description of Maecenas and himself as far removed from the
masses (18) is complemented by his quasi-psychological retreat into a safe haven within the

heart of Rome.® Similar to the “pure house” of Maecenas on the Esquiline (1.9.49: domus

8ICf. De gratitudine, in which Philodemus states that the mark of “genuine friendship”
(col. 5.9-10: dAiag . . . vouiung) is the eagerness of a patron “to anticipate his friends’ needs”
(col. 10.10-11: meot pidwv mEovoetv).

2Cf. Saller (1982) 28: “the traditional rewards for poets were pecunia and honores.”

8Ct. Ep. 1.7.15: tu me fecisti locupletem (“you have made me rich”). For Horace’s
mention of his patron’s “generosity” (benignitas tua) and his own “wealth” (me ditavit), which is
probably a reference to the Sabine estate given to him around 33 BC, see Epod. 1.24. This will

be discussed in relation to Sermones 2.6 in Chapter 3.
%4Gowers (2012) calls this account an expression of “Epicurean contentment” (219)
involving “perfect Epicurean otium™ (245), but does not offer further details. Armstrong (1986)

277-80 refers to this passage as “pure convention,” but adds further observations concerning
Horace’s “luxury” which will be discussed below.
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pura), Horace’s own “townhouse” (1.6.114: domum) is a place of mental health and refreshment,
which, though situated in the midst of urban chaos, offers freedom (cf. De oec. col. 23.15-16:
avayxwonow) from the distressful “interactions” (ibid. 11: émmAokac) and “many pains” (ibid.
13: andiat moAAad) associated with political ambition and avarice. And while ownership of a
moderately sized townhouse in the middle of Rome indicates substantial wealth,® this did not
result (at least according to Horace’s account) from the ambitious effort to build a fortune, which
would involve painful toil and anxiety (cf. De oec. col. 15.37-43). In order to emphasize his own
freedom from ambition and the consequences of “success,” moreover, Horace introduces Tillius
as the perfect contrast:%” the phrase “I go about alone” (1.6.112: incedo solus), for example,
answers to “[one must] drag about all sorts of companions” (101-102: ducendus et unus | et
comes alter); the declaration “I don’t worry about having to wake up early tomorrow” (119-20:

non sollicitus mihi quod cras | surgendum sit mane) counters “[one must] greet many clients

%This is most likely an expression of Epicurean maxim “live unknown” (A&0¢ Blooag),
for which see Roskam (2007) 33-44, who also considers the application of this saying to
Horace’s Epistulae (166-79). Cf. Lucr. 1.50-1, which is a plea for Memmius to have a “mind
removed from cares” (animum . . . semotum a curis) and 2.646-48, where the divine nature is
said to be “separated and far removed from the affairs of humans” (semota ab nostris rebus
seiunctaque longe).

% Armstrong (2010) 17: “owning one’s house in Rome was as unusual as in modern New
York city.”

7See Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 108. There is much disagreement among scholars
regarding the identity of this Tillius. The scholiasts identify him as L. Tillius Cimber, one of
Caesar’s assassins; Enc. Or. 1.917-18 conjectures that he was his brother; Armstrong (1986)
272-73 and DuQuesnay (2009) 47 interpret lines 38-41 as referring to Tillius, and therefore
conclude that he was the overly ambitious son of a freeman father (a tempting theory, since it
would provide the perfect contrast with Horace). Toher (2005) 183-89, who provides a more
detailed summary of the debate, agrees that he was L. Tillius Cimber. According to Toher, the
phrase sumere depositum clavum at line 25 refers to Tillius’ decision to withdraw from politics at
some point, only to return later on account of his overwhelming ambition. Cf. Lucr. 3.60-1 for
political ambition and greed as causing men to “transcend the limits of justice” (transcendere
fines | iuris) and engage in “crimes” (scelera).
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with the morning salutatio” (101: salutandi plures), which recalls Philodemus’ description of
waking early in order to attend to household business as “wretched and unseemly for the sage”
(De oec. col. 7.30: taAainweov d¢ kat avoi[ke]ov ptAocddov). Furthermore, the fact that
Horace’s restful withdrawal is largely the result of freedom from physical labor, which is
performed exclusively by servants (1.6.116: pueris tribus), may similarly reflect Philodemus’
recommendation that managers transfer such mundane chores to their servants.®® In general, the
language Horace uses to characterize his pleasurable existence at home is informed by
Philodemus’ description of the ideal avaxwoenois evboxoAoc: he lives “more pleasantly” than
Tillius (110: commodius), his own “pleasure” dictates his destination (111: guacumque libido
est), he “lies abed until late morning” (122: ad quartam iaceo) and wanders about (122: vagor),
he is “not troubled” by business (119: non sollicitus®®) and, taking into account the positive
results of his calculated choices and avoidances, he lives “more sweetly” (130: victurum
suavius'®) than the general population. According to Horace, moreover, his pleasurable
existence is largely the result of choices made in accordance with the requirements of nature,
some of which are economic in the modern sense: his food purchases, which consist of “greens
and wheat” (112: holus ac far) as well as “leeks and chickpeas™ (115: porri et ciceris), reflect

actual physical needs rather than the overindulgent choices of a glutton (cf. 1.6.127: pransus non

88Cf. De oec. col. 23.7-11. As Armstrong (1986) 278-79 rightly notes, this modest
description certainly does not imply that Horace only had three servants, but that he required
three at suppertime: “[TThe ‘Epicurean day’ in Horace is more of a luxury item than it looks. We
need hardly believe . . . that Horace could afford no more than three slaves to serve his table at
his Roman house. The fopos of Epicurean ‘simplicity,’ rather, is plainly one for the luxurious
and gentlemanly, who can afford better but consider this much tasteful.”

Gowers (2012) 247: “another defensive denial, Romanizing Epicurean ataraxia.”

"For suavis as an allusion to Epicurean 1)dovn, cf. Lucr. 2.1 (suave) and Gowers (2012)
249.
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avide).”! In many ways, therefore, Horace’s description of his secluded and otiose life, which is
made possible by income that made him more affluent (as his ownership of an urban domus and
a least three servants show) but not insensitive to the requirements of nature, applies the

principles that characterize Philodemean economic theory.

Many characteristics of Philodemus’ economic teachings reappear, alongside various
other philosophical and literary themes, in Sermones 1.1. His introductory address to
Maecenas’? establishes the literary setting for this poem as an informal conversation between
friends, who withdraw from society in order to examine the philosophical cause of the general

population’s discontentment:

Qui fit, Maecenas, ut nemo, quam sibi sortem
seu ratio dederit seu fors obiecerit, illa
contentus vivat, laudet diversa sequentis?  (S. 1.1.1-3)

How comes it, Maecenas, that no man living is content with the lot which either his
choice has given him, or chance has thrown in his way, but each has praise for those who
follow other paths?

The intentional directness and low register of Horace’s language reflects the informal style of

discourse traditionally associated with the Cynic diatribe;”® contrary to the Cynics’ reputation for

ICf. Carm. 1.31.15-16: me pascunt olivae, | me cichorea levesque malvae (“My fare is
the olive, the endive, and the wholesome mallow”). Oltramare (1962) 141 interprets Horace’s
meager fare as “végétarianisme cynique.”

2Gold (1992) 162-75 discusses the question of audience in this poem and observes the
following: “Maecenas is presented here not as a patron, but as a friend who is interested in
philosophical disquisitions on contentment and greed and is the suitable recipient of a diatribe on
these subjects” (164). See also Armstrong (1964) 86-96, who discusses the structural similarities
of Sermones 1.1-3, particularly with regard to their “detached” prologues.

3For Horace’s prosaic opening, see Lejay (1915) 280 and Gowers (2012) 62. Axelson
(1945) 76 includes nemo in his register of typically “unpoetische Worter.” See also Freudenburg

(1993) 11, who considers this language consistent with “the popular moralist of Greek diatribe.”
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public invective and street preaching, however, the poet frames this philosophical discussion
within the context of a peaceful but private withdrawal among friends, which recalls
Philodemus’ descriptions of the ideal Epicurean community in De oeconomia (col. 23.11-18; 22-
36).”* From the point of view of two detached observers (cf. 1.6.18: nos . . . remotos), therefore,
Horace leads Maecenas through a philosophical investigation of the causes motivating the vulgar
masses’ choices and avoidances, which is a skill his father had attributed to the instruction of an
unnamed sage in Sermones 1.4 (115: sapiens). The poet’s scientific method, however, is a
reflection of his virtuous upbringing as programmatically described in the same poem,”” and

which involves close observation of the manifest behavior of generic examples of moral

For studies on Horace’s so-called “diatribe satires,” see Herter (1970) 320-64, Wimmel (1962)
and Freudenburg (1993) 8-27. As Moles indicates in his OCD article (s.v. “diatribe”), and as
other scholars have argued (see Sharland [2009b] for the debate), the notion of diatribe was
described as a genre by Usener but does not appear to have been employed in antiquity to refer to
a specific kind of literature. See also Oltramare (1926) 9-66, Kindstrand (1976) 97-9 and Indelli
and Tsouna-McKirahan (1995) 53-61.

74Cf. Gold (1992) 168, who states that the inclusion of nemo forms “a privileged group of
two, who are not quite included with the rest of mankind.” Gowers (2012) 59 describes Horace’s
opening as a “splendid isolation from the rest of humanity.” Cf. a similar opening in Lucretius:

sed nihil dulcius est, bene quam munita tenere

edita doctrina sapientum templa serena,

despicere unde queas alios passimque videre

errare atque viam palantis quaerere vitae,

certare ingenio, contendere nobilitate,

noctes atque dies niti praestante labore

ad summas emergere opes rerumque potiri. (2.7-13)

But nothing is more delightful than to possess lofty sanctuaries serene, well fortified by
the teachings of the wise, whence you may look down upon others and behold them all
astray, wandering abroad and seeking the path of life:—the strife of wits, the fight for
precedence, all laboring night and day with surpassing toil to mount upon the pinnacle of
riches and to lay hold on power.

>Schrijvers (1992) 59; Oliensis (1998) 25; Gowers (2003) 70-71.
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deficiency (1.4.106: exemplis vitiorum; cf. 1.1.13: cetera de genere hoc).”® In the case of
Sermones 1.1, Horace’s preliminary observation of the perceptible behavior and consequences of
vice resembles the methodological approach of Philodemus in treatises like De ira, De
adulatione and De superbia; both authors, moreover, consciously imitate the Cynics’ flamboyant
technique for the sake of its shocking effectiveness, which later Epicureans generally considered
useful for communicating ethical truths.”’ In the case of Horace, this becomes apparent
immediately following the introductory address, as he launches into a popular theme of moral
philosophy identified as pepiporoia or “the blaming of one’s fortune,” which, according to the

evidence,’® was extremely popular among Cynics like Bion:

‘o fortunati mercatores’ gravis annis

miles ait, multo iam fractus membra labore;
contra mercator navim iactantibus Austris:
‘militia est potior. quid enim? concurritur: horae
momento cita mors venit aut victoria laeta.’
agricolam laudat iuris legumque peritus,

sub galli cantum consultor ubi ostia pulsat;

ille, datis vadibus qui rure extractus in urbem est,
solos felicis viventis clamat in urbe. (S. 1.1.1-12)

"%Gowers (2012) 66, commenting on the significance of genere hoc: “draws attention not
just to the type of examples used and rejected here but also to the unnamed genre that contains
them.” Cf. also Rudd (1966) 15: “[T]his poetry . . . is concerned entirely with the behavior of the
individual in society.”

""See, e.g., Gigante and Indelli (1978) 124-31, Indelli (1988) 25, Schmid (1978) 135 and
Gigante (1992) 107-8.

"8No particularly outstanding specimen of pepiporoia has survived from the Cynics,
aside from the fragmentary evidence from Teles, for which see Kindstrand (1976) F16A and
Hense (1969) 9-10. More significant examples are given by later sources such as Cic. Off. 120,
the seventeenth pseudo-Hippocratic letter (which Fraenkel [1957] 93 says is “certainly later than
Horace”), and a passage from the third century AD sophist Maximus of Tyre, for which see
Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 5. Scholarship concerning the role of puepipowia in Sermones 1.1 is
extensive: see, e.g., Heinze (1889) 15-17, Fraenkel (1957) 90-97, Rudd (1966) 13-21, Herter
(1970) 330-33, Fiske (1971) 219-28, Freudenburg (1993) 11-16 and Beck (2007) in general.
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“O happy traders!” cries the soldier, as he feels the weight of the years, his frame now
shattered with hard service. On the other hand, when southern gales toss the ship, the
trader cries: “A soldier’s life is better. Do you ask why? There is the battle clash, and in
a moment of time comes speedy death or joyous victory.” One learned in law and
statutes has praise for the farmer, when towards cockcrow a client comes knocking at his
door. The man yonder, who has given surety and is dragged into town from the country
cries that they only are happy who live in town.

The erratic behavior of these individuals, whose dissatisfaction breeds envy and results in the
constant transgression of both natural and social boundaries,”® provides a stark contrast with the
contentment and otium of the poet’s “Epicurean day” as described in Sermones 1.6.111-31.
Furthermore, while the comparison of antithetical professions is probably Cynic,*® Horace’s
clear emphasis on the mental and physical disturbances that result from their restlessness, which
bears noteworthy resemblance to a similar passage in Lucretius (3.1053-1067), is suggestively
Epicurean: the immense toil that the soldier and farmer undergo preclude the enjoyment of
bodily repose (Arr. 7.2: amovia), while the constant anxiety that plagues the merchant and
politician render impossible the attainment of tranquility (ibid. atapa&ia). As Horace indicates
a few lines later, however, the irrational willingness of these individuals to undergo such

excessive labor is ultimately motivated by their underlying desire to accumulate great wealth.

In closely uniting discontentment and avarice as joint causes of the toil associated with

certain sources of income, Horace is following a philosophical tradition of which Philodemus is

Cf. Carm. 1.1.7-18. Radermacher (1921) 148-51, who noted the similarities between
these two passages early on, conjectured that the Carmina passage had actually been composed
first, and that Horace modified and appended it to Sermones 1.1 later in life. This thesis,
however, is rejected by Wimmel (1962) 11-17.

$9Heinze (1889) 17 considers Bion as the most likely candidate. Fiske (1971) 220-21
agrees with a Cynic source, and adds to the list the fragmentary evidence from Phoinix of
Colophon, for which see Gerhard (1909) 4-7. Wimmel (1962) 12 is more cautious, agreeing that
Horace’s pairing of lives draws from an older source but that “es fiir dies Motiv keine
Quellenvermutungen gibe.”
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an important part.®! This tradition includes Theophrastus’ sketch of the typical peppiporgog in
his collection of moral essays, which implicitly identifies greed as the underlying cause of
grumbling: the discovery of a coin, for instance, does not satisfy the desire for treasure (Char.
17: Onoavedv). The role of greed with regard to discontentment is also suggested by Bion, who
warns against “desiring” the lot of others.®? In a fragment attributed to Philodemus’ lost treatise
De invidia (PHerc. 1678), in which envy is described as the cause of intense suffering (fr. 12.1:
uaAota méOewv) and self-inflicted pain (ibid. 4-5: Avrovuevor),® avarice is explicitly
connected to irrational vice (ibid. fr. 16.1: dAagyvoiag . . . dAoyov kaxév).’* One may
compare this to Horace’s description of certain individuals’ irrational willingness to undergo

extreme labor, even to the point of risking their lives, for the sake of acquiring wealth:

ille gravem duro terram qui vertit aratro,
perfidus hic caupo, miles nautaeque, per omne

$1Beginning with Heinze (1889), scholars have thought that the rough transition from
discontentment to avarice was evidence that Horace had spliced these themes from two separate
sources (15: diversa componi). Cf. Rudd (1966) 13, who refers to the “informal aspect” of
Sermones 1.1 and Fiske (1971) 219, who mentions Horace’s “partially successful attempt” to
fuse the two themes. The debate continues to the present day, with a number of scholars
recognizing that Horace was most likely drawing from a single philosophical tradition according
to which these themes were closely related. See Fraenkel (1957) 92-5, Wimmel (1962) 11-16,
Armstrong (1964) 88, Herter (1970) 340-42, Brown (1993) 89, Dufallo (2000) 579-90 and
especially Beck (2007), whose extended introduction provides a detailed and useful summary of
the debate (with bibliography). Hubbard (1981) 305-21 argues for unity based on the poem’s
“rhetorical mode.”

82Kindstrand (1976) F16A: u1) obv BovAov deuteQoAdyog @v T TEWTOAGYOU
npoownov (“Do not, therefore, desire to be the star when you are but a supporting actor”).

83See the edition, translation and commentary by Tepedino Guerra (1985) 113-25.
Tsouna (2007) 124-25 gives a brief analysis of the fragments. For the connection between envy
and self-inflicted pain, cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1108b5 (Avmettan) and Eth. Eud. 1233b20 (to
AvmeioBal). For Bion’s treatment of envy, Kindstrand (1972) F47A-48.

$4Cf. Hippoc. [Ep.] 17.8: xai tovtwv mdvtwv aitin ddagyvein (“Of all this [suffering],
greed is the cause™).

87

www.manaraa.com



audaces mare qui currunt, hac mente laborem
sese ferre, senes ut in otia tuta recedant,
aiunt, cum sibi sint congesta cibaria . . . (S. 1.1.28-32)

That farmer, who with tough plough turns up the heavy soil, our rascally host here, the
soldier, the sailors who boldly scour every sea, all say that they bear toil with this in
view, that when old they may retire into secure ease, once they have piled up their
provisions . . .

The busyness conveyed by this action-packed description, which is summed up by the phrase
laborem ferre, may reflect the restless toil and pursuit of riches designated by the Greeks as
noAvmoaypootvn,® but it may also engage with the economic advice of Philodemus, who

sanctions the accumulation of wealth provided that it is not accompanied by toil and anxiety:

[T]at yoo un Av[re]ioBat t[wt] magamoAAvpéviwl] pnde dux v dkpatov of tov]orv
1teQlL T0 MA£ov kat To[DAatt]ov VP’ av[t]ov Cntot[oi Tiol]v €[yk]eloBat, TovTW[L Y]
0[0]0ag otko[vo]ueioOat vouilw tov mAov[T]ov: 6 [y]ao kata [V ktn]o[]v m[ov]og
[kA&v] T mEo[¢ Blav EAkerv Eav[tov] yivet[a] kav T@L Ttepl TV EAaTT[wHAT]wWV
ayowviav ws eVOE[we et]g dAyndov[a k]a[tlaotnodvtwv 1) magovoav 1
TIQOTOOKWHEVNV. (De oec. col. 14.23-30)

For this is what I consider the proper administration of wealth to be: not to be grieved at
the loss of revenue nor to be involved in “slave treadmills” with oneself because of the
unconquerable zeal regarding profit and loss. For the toil involved in acquiring wealth
involves dragging oneself by force and agonizing over losses that will quickly result in
pains, either present or expected.

According to Philodemus, therefore, it is not wealth acquisition itself but the potential “toil”

(tévog) it involves that is to be avoided. Unlike the individuals in Horace’s itemized

85Cf. Teles’ report of Bion as quoted by Fiske (1971) 221-22: ) m&Atv oUX 60&g didtt oi
pév mAovoot Aeiw mEatTovTEeS KwAvovtat Tod oxoAalewv; (“Or don’t you see that the rich,
on account of being overactive, are prevented from enjoying leisure?”’). It should be noted,
however, that Bion’s praise of adaptable merchants who boldly undergo storms at sea is certainly
not echoed by Horace in the above passage (pace Fiske [1971] 222), in which audaces refers
more closely to their rashness in foolishly risking their lives as confirmed at lines 6-8. Cf. also
Arit. Pol. 1258al-15 for a description of the continuous toil (dtatoipr)) associated with
accumulating limitless wealth.
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descriptions, whose broken limbs, calloused hands and constant fear of death are the direct result

of an active pursuit of wealth (cf. 38: quaesitis, 92: quaerendi), the ideal economist is not

obsessed with increasing profits at the expense of physical and mental health (cf. De oec. col.

15.39: aAvmov and 42: ¢poovtida Pageiav); rather, he passively “accepts” more (dexté[ov])

whenever it comes easily and without harm (cf. ibid. coll. 16.44-17.2).% In other words,

Philodemus recommends that the pleasure calculus be applied to every economic decision:
TOUTO Y 0¢[1] kal moetv TNV xoelav AALTIOV KAl TO X TAVTNG TEQTIOV AKEQALOV TO
U] TIQOOELVAL TTL TAOVTOL KTHOEL TOLG 00POoIS (poovtida Papetav mwg duvrjoetat

owCeoOat, un[d’] 6tav ot opaAepw|[t]atot k[awg]ot kabeotrkwat[v]:
(De oec. col. 15.37-45)

This is also necessary: to enjoy revenue without pain and make sure that the pleasure
derived from this revenue is pure and that its acquisition does not render to the sage
profound anxiety regarding how he will preserve it or when difficult times will arrive.

In light of this advice, Horace’s characters’ frenzied pursuit of leisure (cf. 1.1.31: otia) by means
of intense pain and prolonged suffering seems all the more irrational.®” It is even possible that
the poet, in a spirit of irony, has deliberately constructed these introductory scenes as a comic
inversion of the Epicurean calculus with regard to wealth administration. This may be further
confirmed by Horace’s surprisingly negative description of agricultural work, which, judging by
Cicero’s evaluation (Off. 1.151) and Livy’s famous portrait of Cincinnatus (3.26.8-11), was

traditionally accepted by Romans as perhaps the noblest source of income. For the poet,

86See Asmis (2004) 159: “Philodemus emphasizes that the rich person must not grab; he
accepts.”

87Gowers (2012) 64: “This looks more like a satire on human irrationality and the ironies
of plus ¢a change than deliberately incompetent logic on Horace’s part.” Cf. also Hippoc. [Ep.]
17.5: tic 1] kevn) omovdn kat AAGYLoTog UNdév paving dadépovon; (“What is this empty and
irrational passion, no different from madness?”’) and Plut. Mor. 7.21.2 (De cupiditate divitiarum)
for a description of the desire for wealth as “manic” (pavia) and “crazed” (évOovolaop).
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however, it is inherently toilsome: the farmer’s turning the weighty earth (1.1.28: gravem
terram) with a hard mattock (28: duro aratro) is overbearing labor, as the carefully chosen
vocabulary and ponderous succession of three spondees communicates. Horace’s criticism,
however, may have been influenced by a similar evaluation of Philodemus, who, in addition to
emphatically condemning the active pursuit of wealth through military service (De oec. col.
22.17-28: moplopov . . . dogiktnrov; cf. 29: miles) and political office (ibid. coll. 22.28-23.1:
toug To[A]itikovg; cf. 9: legum peritus), likewise rejects agricultural labor (ibid. col. 23.8:
veweyo[vv]t” avtdv; cf. 9: agricolam) as wretched on account of the many pains it involves
(ibid. col. 23.7), which preclude the attainment of leisurely retirement (ibid. col. 23.15-16:

avaxwonow evoxolov; cf. 31: otia recedant).®®

Horace subsequently compares the vulgar masses’ obsession with accumulating wealth to
the industrious ant, which, in addition to addressing issues related to Epicurean economic theory,
also serves as an entertaining transition to the important topic of wealth limitation. According to

Epicurus, the proper administration of wealth is characterized by forethought, which implies that

88See Laurenti (1973) 154-64, Tsouna (2007) 188-91 and Asmis (2004) 168-70 for these
passages. According to Teles (Hense [1969] 42), Diogenes described how people wish to grow
up, but, as soon as they are grown, complain about having to engage in military service and
politics (but no mention of agriculture), which prevent them from enjoying the leisure
(oxoAaoar) they had taken for granted as youths. It is possible that, like Philodemus, Zeno of
Citium rejected agriculture as an acceptable source of income, although positive evidence for this
is restricted to an ambiguous line from Stobaeus (= SVF 1.312). Chrysippus omits agriculture
from his list of ways of acquiring money in De vitis, for which see Natali (1995) 122-23. Cf.
also Hippoc. [Ep.] 17.5, which includes a short description of farming as inherently toilsome:
AAAOL dE TV TeQL YewQY NV aoxoAn0évtwv (“some [laugh] at those who practice [lit. have
been deprived of leisure with regard to] farming”). This last source betrays the influence of
Epicureanism in various passages (e.g., the mention of atapa&ia at 12 and 17.7, the atomic
swerve at 17.7 and the implication that perception alone is sufficient for knowledge at 17.7).
Like Philodemus, moreover, the author of this letter rejects mining from slave labor and horse
breeding as acceptable sources of income (17.5; cf. De oec. col. 23.1-7).
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the sage will not beg daily like a Cynic (Arr. 1.119.6-7: 00d¢ kuvietv . . . 00dE MTwxeLoewv) but
rather plan ahead (ibid. 1.120al-2: mgovojoacBat kai to0 péAAovtog).® The same issue is
dealt with by Philodemus, who in both of his economic treatises draws heavily from Metrodorus
in order to condemn the Cynics’ rejection of all possessions and their practice of begging daily as
involving much anxiety and torment (De oec. col. 13.32-3: kai doovtd[als kat [ay]wviag),
both of which ultimately result in more pain than pleasure.”® Instead, the sage economist

recognizes the importance of planning ahead, as Philodemus explains:
Ael d¢ Tov péAAovTa kat ovva&ely TL kal To ovvax0ev GuAaEerv “pr) TO TAEOV €V

niotelv’, kat’ 'EntiXaopov, ov povov damavng aAAd kat Tov TeodavEVTog KEQOOUG
QAQTIACTIKOV YIVOUEVOV, TQOVOELV d¢ kal ToL péAAovtog: (De oec. col. 25.4-12)

And it is necessary to gather something as provision and to preserve what has been
gathered (“lest one should live well for the moment,” as Epicharmus says), and, making
acquisitions not only with a mind towards actual expenses but also foreseeable profits, to
be mindful of the future.

The importance of forethought and the recognition that wealth acquisition, even if accompanied
by some toil, is preferable to mendicancy is communicated by Horace’s fabulous simile,”! which

emphasizes the ant’s industry and providence:

$9See Asmis (2004) 148, Gigante (1992) 29-36 and Castaldi (1928) 291.

%°Philodemus discusses this issue at length in De oec. coll. 12.5-17.2, for which see
Tsouna (2007) 177-80, Balch (2004) 184-86, Asmis (2004) 149-61 and Laurenti (1973) 97-149.
For Cynic beggary (ntwxeia) as the rejection of all possessions and thus distinct from Epicurean
poverty (rtevia), which is the possession of few things, see De div. coll. 42.31-5 and 45.15-18 as
well as Balch (2004) 195-89, Gigante (1992) 39-42 and Castaldi (1928) 305.

ICf. the Aesopic version (Perry 373). Marchesi (2005) 310 (n. 11) notes, however, that
the ant’s laboriousness was so common in antiquity that it is difficult to connect Horace’s
passage specifically to Aesop. For fables as rhetorical and moral exempla, see Holzberg (2002)
1-38, who does not include the above passage in his list of Horace’s references to fables (32).
For their role in Roman education, see Bonner (1977) 254-56, who mentions their popularity
among children. This may be suggested by Horace’s earlier simile (25-26): ut pueris olim dant
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sicut
parvola—nam exemplo est—magni formica laboris
ore trahit quodcumque potest atque addit acervo
quem struit, haud ignara ac non incauta futuri. (§. 1.32-5)

Even as the tiny, hard-working ant (for she is their model) drags all she can with her
mouth, and adds it to the heap she is building, because she is not unaware and not
heedless of the morrow.

Translating the standardized Greek epithet moAvpox0oc (cf. ps.-Phocyl. 170), Horace connects
the ant to his previous characters by means of her “great labor,” which she undergoes for the
sake of financial stability.> In contrast to their restlessness and obsession with gain, however,
the ant’s toil is favorably described in terms of reserved caution (35: non incauta) and passive
awareness (35: haud ignara), which motivate her to plan for the future.”® Unlike the shameless
dog, therefore, whom the Cynics considered a pristine example of how to live according to

nature,’* the ant lives by calculated forethought and enjoys the worthwhile benefits of her toil,

crustula blandi | doctores, elementa velint ut discere prima (“‘even as teachers sometimes give
cookies to children to coax them into learning their ABCs”). His delightful story of the laborious
ant, therefore, is a metaphorical “cookie” (crustulum) intended to sweeten an elementary lesson
(elementa prima). Cf. Lucr. 1.936-38. The Cynics were widely recognized in antiquity for
promoting their extreme asceticism by means of “sweeteners.” Diogenes, for example,
compared his comic style to medicinal honey (for which, see Oltramare [1926] 15), while Bion
reputedly stated that the only way to please the vulgar masses is to “transform oneself into a
honeyed cake” (Kindstrand [1976] F18: mAakovvta yevopevov).

%For the ant as negatively characterized for its “love of gain” (ptAokegdr)c OnoLddNG),
see Gerhard (1909) 27 and Laurenti (1973) 103.

3CE. Ep. 2.2.190-91: utar et ex modico, quantum res poscet, acervo, | tollam (“I shall use
and from my modest heap take what need requires”). See Wimmel (1962) 15-16 and Rudd
(1966) 29. A very different emphasis occurs at Verg. G. 1.185-86, according to which the pesky
ant is motivated by fear: populatque ingentem farris acervum | curculio atque inopi metuens
formica senectae (“Or the weevil ravages a huge heap of grain, or the ant, anxious for a destitute
old age”). Horace describes the wise man’s economic prudence by using the expression metuens
futuri at 2.2.110, although this is not the same kind of destructive fear the miser experiences, as
will be shown below.

%4See Gerhard (1909) 23-4, Oltramare (1962) 49 and 145 and Fiske (1971) 223.
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just as the sage economist is “not unaware of the toil involved in such possessions, nor of the
enjoyment that comes from it” (De oec. coll. 18.45-19.1: ovte yao 6 movog 6 ka®’ dmotxvovv
ktnow [&]onAog avt@[t] dNAov wg ovd’ 1) téoic 1) dwx t[1)v ktnot]v). In addition to rejecting
Cynic mendicancy, in their economic treatises Philodemus and Metrodorus also apply to the sage
a “measure of wealth” (ibid. col. 12.18-19: mAovUtov uétpov), which, in accordance with a
similar doctrine expressed by Aristotle in the Politica (1257b30-1258a14) and influenced by his
description of the mean (Eth. Nic. 1107b5-10), places a certain limit to wealth acquisition within
the context of household economics.”> Philodemus follows Epicurus in valuing wealth as a
useful means of satisfying necessary desires (cf. Arr. 1.121b4: anoprjoavta), but places
additional value on its ability to increase the general quality of life by removing difficulties,
provided that this is not accompanied by more pain than pleasure (cf. De oec. col. 14.9-23).
Under no circumstances, however, will the sage become a professional moneymaker or view

wealth acquisition as an end in itself:*°

%See Tsouna (2007) 177-80, Asmis (2004) 165, Natali (1995) 111-12 and Laurenti
(1973) 99 for the mAovtov pétpov doctrine in Philodemus. As Rudd (1996) 23 notes, the notion
of equating virtue with the avoidance of extremes (especially UBoic), which was crystallized in
doctrinal form by Aristotle, is certainly much older and even part of the fabric of ancient Greek
culture.

%For Philodemus’ identification of the sage as a good yonuatioudg but not a
drAoxonuatog, see Tsouna (2007) 192-94 and Natali (1995) 112-14. This should be contrasted
with the definition of economic prudence (cwdooovivn) given by Xenophon’s spokesman
Ischomachus at Oec. 7.15: aAA& cwdEOV@V TOl €07TL Kol &AvOQOS KAl YLVakog 0UTWS TOLELY,
OGS T& T OVTa WG PEATIOTA EE€L kKl AAAa OTL TAELOTA €K TOD KAAOD Te Kol dukaiov
nipooyevioetat (“[D]iscretion . . . means acting in such a manner that their possessions shall be
in the best condition possible, and that as much as possible shall be added to them by fair and
honorable means™). Cic. Off- 1.25 gives a similar description: Nec vero rei familiaris
amplificatio nemini nocens vituperanda est, sed fugienda semper iniuria est (“Still, I do not
mean to find fault with the accumulation of property, provided it hurts nobody, but unjust
acquisition of it is always to be avoided”).
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Texvitng pev odv &ua kat €0ydtnc [K]troews MOAANG Kal TaxX£ws CLVAYOUEVTC OVK
lowg gntéog 6 0odOg: E0TLYOQ dVUVAULS KAl TEQL XONUATIOHOV, TS OV KOLWVWVT|OEL
onovdaiog a[vlne.  (De oec. col. 17.2-9)

Let not the sage be called an expert or a practitioner at generating much wealth and
collecting it efficiently, for there is indeed a certain expertise and ability concerning
moneymaking in which the prudent man will not take part.

Philodemus’ point is that the sage may freely acquire even great wealth, but that this must not be
motivated by fear of poverty or a perverted understanding of the practical value of money; above
all, the sage’s economic practices must not violate the pleasure calculus. This doctrine appears

to be instantiated by Horace’s ant, whose wisdom allows her to gather substantial stores with the

ultimate goal of actually enjoying their benefits and providing for her needs:

quae, simul inversum contristat Aquarius annum,
non usquam prorepit et illis utitur ante
quaesitis sapiens®’ . . . (S. 1.1.36-8)

Yet she, soon as Aquarius saddens the upturned year, stirs out no more but uses the store
she gathered beforehand, wise creature that she is . . .

By means of the transitional quae,’® Horace effectively shifts the argument’s focus from the toil
involved in acquisition to the topic of wealth limitation, of which the ant suddenly becomes a
primary exemplar. The tiny creature’s “wisdom” is conveyed by the prudence and logic of her

economic practices,”” which are clearly limited (non usquam prorepit) and adhere to the

9TThe reading sapiens, which is given by ¥ and Blandin(ian)us, seems more appropriate
than patiens, which appears in Z. As Wimmel (1962) 16 n. 16 observes, however, the latter
reading would still be consistent with Horace’s portrayal of the ant’s ability to “endure” a
measure of wealth (cf. 1.1.106: modus).

%Rudd (1966) 29: “So the innocent quae in v. 36 has actually the force of at ea. It
represents the very thin end of the wedge which Horace is about to drive between the ant and the
greedy man.”

9Schlegel (2005) 23 calls the ant “The only sapiens in the poem.” Cf. Hes. Op. 778,
where she is referred to as “the knowing one” (idg1g).
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requirements of the pleasure calculus: the previous toil involved in gathering stores (illis ante
quaesitis) is outweighed by her present enjoyment (utitur).'® As will soon become clear,
Horace’s entertaining description of the ant is carefully opposed to his portrayal of the miser, and

as such provides the key to understanding his economic message.

Horace’s extended description of the miser’s irrational behavior and bizarre
administration of wealth, which depend heavily on the Cynic and comic traditions, may also be
interpreted as projections of his underlying false desires and fears. One may compare this to
Philodemus’ description of the safeguards necessary for financial security and prosperity, which
includes above all the responsible management of one’s desires and fears:

Qv O’ érumndevtéov eic m[E]OC0OdOV KAl THENOLV TAVTNG TE KAl TWV MEoUTaQxOVv[t]wv

TO Hév ovvé[xJov fyntéov év TNt TV émbupiov evotaAeiatl kat v [Plopwv:
(De oec. col. 23.36-43)

Of the things that one must pursue for the sake of revenue and the protection of both this
and the possessions one had before, one must keep in mind that the principle one consists
in managing one’s desires and fears.

In the lines following this passage he specifically identifies the desire for “admiration” (ibid.

coll. 23.46-24.1: n[e]oPAéPe[ic]), which also suggests the competition inspired by envy (or, as

commonly designated in Greek, mAeove&ia) as one of the primary causes of the mismanagement

100Fiske (1971) 232 compares this portion of the ant simile to the following fragment
from Lucilius, which may have expressed to same view through a similar example (561 M): sic
tu illos fructus quaeras, adversa hieme olim | quis uti possis ac delectare domi te (“Thus should
you also acquire such fruits as you may enjoy and delight in at home when adverse weather
arrives”). Cf. also De oec. col. 18.40-44: MetorjoeL pév 0OV (0wG TO CLUGDEQOV KAl KTHOEL Kol
dvAaxnt ToAL BEATIOO” 00T0g, ote ur mAeiw [Tt]ovelv dux ta xonuat’ nrep evnadetv (“[The
sage]| will better calculate what is beneficial for both the acquisition and preservation of things,
s0 as not to engage in more labor for the sake of money than pleasure”).
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of wealth.!®! One may compare this to the Horatian miser’s year-round pursuit of wealth and

insatiable desire to become the Uncle Scrooge of ancient Rome:

cum te neque fervidus aestus
demoveat lucro neque hiems, ignis mare ferrum,
nil obstet tibi, dum ne sit te ditior alter. (S. 1.1.38-40)

While as for you, neither burning heat, nor winter, fire, sea, sword, can turn you aside
from gain—nothing stops you, until no second man be richer than yourself. '%?

Our first impression of the miser, therefore, occurs within the context of his need to outstrip all
others in financial prosperity and win universal admiration, although this is not explicitly
revealed as a false desire until later: at the very heart of the poem, Horace introduces the partial
answer to his introductory question Qui fit by the following verses (61-2): at bona pars hominum
decepta cupidine falso | ‘nil satis est,” inquit, ‘quia tanti quantum habeas sis’ (“But a good many
people, misled by false desire, say “You can never have enough: for you are worth as much as

299

you have’”). The expression “worth as much as you have” appears to have been a commonplace

in ancient literature, which influenced the Cynics as well as Lucilius and Plutarch; % as Pseudo-

YICf. Lucr. 2.11-12, in which the vulgar masses are described as contending “night and
day with ever-present toil in order to achieve the greatest wealth and possess property” (noctes
atque dies niti praestante labore | ad summas emergere opes rerumque potiri)

192Gold (1992) 168-69 interprets the second person pronoun singular fu, which occurs
frequently in lines 38-91, as addressed to the “internal audience” as represented by the vicious
miser. Lyne (1995) 139-43, on the other hand, notes the grammatical ambiguity of fu throughout
the poem and considers the possibility that it occasionally refers to Maecenas (especially at lines
38,40 and 41).

1031t is expressed already in Pind. Isthm. 2.11, and more explicitly by Bion (Fiske [1971]
237) to which cf. Plut. Mor. 50 (De cupiditate divitiarum): képdave kai $pedov, kat TOooVTOV
vople oeavtov a&lov elvat 6oov av éxne (“Make acquisitions and take care of them, and
consider your worth as determined by your possessions”). A similar passage occurs in Lucilius
(1119 M): aurum atque ambitio specimen virtutis est: | tantum habeas, tantum ipse sies tantique
habearis (“Gold and public approval are virtue’s ideal: you will be regarded and valued in
accordance with how much you possess”).
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Acro noted long ago, however, Horace specifically roots this desire in a false or empty opinion
(ad 61: Falsa opinione, aut inepta et inani cupiditate), which scholars have rightly connected to
Epicurus’ description of the exaggerated desire to fulfill a natural need as originating in idle
imaginings (Arr. 1.5.149.9-12: kevodoéiav).!% In the case of the miser, he incorrectly imagines
that more wealth will result in more happiness (72: gaudere) and tranquility (31: otia), which
consequently urges him to amass limitless heaps of unused cash (70-73) in the boundless search
for money and self-worth (92: sit finis quaerendi; 106: est modus).'®> Unlike the ant, therefore,
who observes the proper modus by making calculated “expenditures” in accordance with her
means (cf. De oec. col. 25.23-4: kata tag UTap&els avaAioke[l]v) and rations wealth in order to
satisfy both natural and necessary desires, the miser views wealth acquisition as an end in itself
and refuses to enjoy its benefits (73): nescis quo valeat nummus, quem praebeat usum? (“Don’t
you know what money is for, what end it serves?”).!% As Epicurus states, however, the objects
of limitless desires, such as wealth and admiration, cannot of themselves procure freedom from
disturbances or result in true happiness and joy:

OV Aver v )¢ PuxXNe Taaxn v oVdE TNV AELOAOYOV ATIOYEVVA XAXQAV OUTE TTAOVTOG

VTAEXWV O HéyLoTog oVO’ 1) tapa TOlG TOAAOLG Tt Kal eQiBAeis 00T dAAO TLT@WV
TIAQA TAG ADLORIOTOVS AlTiag. (Arr. 6.81)

104Fiske (1971) 236, Rudd (1966) 24 and Schlegel (2005) 22. Horace perhaps
underscores the irrationality of the miser’s false opinion concerning hoarded wealth by placing
into his mouth the Lucretian phrase suave est (51), which originally refers to the tranquility of
those who have withdrawn from the race for wealth (cf. Lucr. 2.1-2).

105Cf. Cic. Fin. 1.45: inanium autem cupiditatum nec modus ullus nec finis inveniri potest
(“No measure or limit, moreover, can be found for empty desires”). According to Teles (Hense
[1969] 43), Bion similarly taught that limitless desires for wealth push one into service like a
slave.

106Gowers (2012) 76, commenting on usum: “‘enjoyment,” in the Epicurean or financial

sense.”
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The disturbance of the soul cannot be ended nor true joy created either by the possession
of the greatest wealth or by honor and respect in the eyes of the mob or by anything else
that is associated with unlimited causes.

The notion that substantial wealth cannot eliminate disturbances or contribute to happiness is
associated with Epicurus’ teaching that pleasure cannot be increased beyond the satisfaction of
basic and necessary desires (Arr. 144.8-12). This is echoed by Philodemus, who states that,
since the requirements of nature are easily satisfied, the loss of wealth is “indifferent” (De div.

col. 53.3-5: [adwx]dopo[v]) and that one may derive “equal pleasures” from wealth and poverty
(ibid. col. 56.4-8: iofac] dovac).'%” For this reason the sage economist is not disturbed or

frightened by financial loss, which is certainly more than can be said of the miser.

Horace completes his identification of the underlying reasons for economic vice by
incorporating the negative consequences of fear into his description of false desire. According to
the poet, it is the “fear of poverty” (1.1.93: pauperiem metuas minus; cf. 76: metu), the “terror of
evil theft” (77: formidare malos fures) and the “dread of being oppressed by scarcity of food”
(98-9: ne se penuria victus | opprimeret, metuebat) that drives the miser to take drastic measures
in order to guard his ever-growing wealth.!® This exaggerated concern for his livelihood, for
instance, scares him into thinking that any expenditure will result in the complete liquidation of

his resources:

quid iuvat inmensum te argenti pondus et auri
furtim defossa timidum deponere terra?
“quod, si conminuas, vilem redigatur ad assem.”  (S. 1.41-3)

107See Asmis (2004) 152.

18Cf. Lucr. 1076-1094, where the empty fear of death is the underlying cause of the
vulgar masses’ “great desire for life” (vitai tanta cupido), which is projected by their
discontentment and constant labor.
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What good to you is a vast weight of silver and gold, if in terror you stealthily bury it in a
hole in the ground? “But if one splits it up, it would dwindle to a paltry penny.”

Horace’s description of the miser secretly burying his gold, which echoes a similar passage in
Plautus (4ul. 6-8),'% also serves to distinguish him from the wise ant’s careful use of her
store.!'® The inclusion of timidum, moreover, reveals his economic habits as influenced by the
fearful equation of expenditures with poverty, which Philodemus associates with the wretched

toil and anxiety avoided by the sage economist:

KraoOat pévrtor y'ov duvvroetal mAelota kat taxlota kat dtx@ewoetv, 60ev av
HAALOTA TO TTAELOV AVEOLTO, UNOEV ATIOUETQWV TIQOG TO TEAOG, AAANX TIQOG TO TAEOV
Kal ToLAQTTOV, Kal Toe TEOUTAOXoVT del PUAATTELY EVTOVWS: TTOAVS Yop O TtdVog 1on
TeQL TOUTO KAl HeTA POOVTIOOC OKATOAG YLyvouevos kal mav tifelong év meviat to
duoyxeoéc. (De oec. col. 19.4-16)

[The sage] will not acquire as much as possible very quickly or examine closely whence
his surplus may be increased most of all, measuring off nothing with regard to the
ultimate purpose but with regard to the more and the less, and always striving to
safeguard his possessions. For the toil associated with this is great and brings bitter
anxiety, which equates every difficulty with poverty.

As Philodemus explains, the fear of poverty is completely unfounded, primarily because the
requirements of nature are easily satisfied (ibid. col. 19.16-19): évagydac g dpvoewg
dekvLoLONG, &V TIG AVTAL TTEOTEXNL, DLOTL KAt TOIG OALYOLS eUKOAwS xonoeod” (“although
nature makes it clear that if anyone pays attention to her, since she is easily satisfied and requires

few things”); for this reason, worry about an economic fall is “not worthy of fear” (De div. col.

19Cf. also Theoph. Ch. 10.14: kai t0 6AoV d& TOV HIKQOAGYWV Kol TAG &QYVEOO KA
€0ty eV eLRWTLOAC Kal Tag kKAels tovpévag (In fine you may see the money-chests of the
penurious covered in mold and their keys in rust”).

%Heinze (1889) 18 and Fraenkel (1957) 93-4 note that the portrayal of animals as free
from such practices was a standard Cynic theme. Cf. Hippoc. [Ep.] 17.8: tic Yoo Aéwv ég ynv
katékoue xovoov; (“What lion every hid gold in the ground?”).
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12.14: o0 yao a&ov popov). One may, for example, quite easily fulfill necessary desires for
food by purchasing basic foodstuffs, as Horace reminds the miser (1.1.74-5): panis ematur,
holus, vini sextarius, adde | quis humana sibi doleat natura negatis (“You may buy bread,
greens, a measure of wine, and such other things as would mean pain to our human nature, if
withheld”).!!! Although Horace’s advice concerning such meager fare may appear to have an
ascetically Cynic flavor, a few distinctions should be made: first, the Cynics were famous in
antiquity for their rejection of all social conventions, which especially included money, as
Diogenes’ divinely-inspired injunction to “deface the coin” reveals (Diog. Laert. 6.20-21);!!?
furthermore, even relatively less austere Cynics like Bion equated “independence” (avtaokewx)
with extreme “poverty” (tevia), which for them entailed the complete rejection of such basic
conventions as beds, eating utensils and wine.!'* As mentioned already, Epicureans like
Philodemus condemn the Cynics’ view of poverty as entailing mendicancy (De div. col. 45.15-
17: mrwyelalv] . . . otég[now ov] moAA@V, dAA& av[twv]), which is an evil (ibid. 43.4-5:

ka[kov ¢ m]twyxeln), and instead emphatically define evia as “the possession of few things”

porphyrio likewise links this passage to “necessary desires” (ad 75: quae sunt
necessariae). Cf. 1.2.111-12 for similar advice: natura . . . quid latura sibi, quid sit dolitura,
negatum (“Nature . . . what satisfaction she will give herself, what privation will cause her
pain”). Cf. also 1.6.115: porri et ciceris (“leeks and chickpeas™). For Epicurus’ teaching on
necessary desires, see Arr. 5.149.1-8.

12Gee Desmond (2008) 98-103 for the Cynics’ renunciation of money.

30]tramare (19) 51-2 and Kinstrand (1976) 217-18. The evidence from Teles is
preserved by Hense (1969) 7-8, which involves a speech given by Poverty personified and is
worth quoting here: kai 1) ITevia av eimot. .. “@AA& u1) tov dvaykaiwv évOeng el 1) oL peotal
HEV at 6dol Aaxdvwy, MANEELS d¢ al kenvat DOATOG; OVK EVVAG 00L TOOCAVTAG TIAREXW OTIOOT)
v1; Kat otowpvag puAAg; . . . 1) mewva tic mAakovvta 1) dupa Xiov;” (“And Poverty would say:
“indeed, do you lack any of the necessities of life? Do not roads pass through the midst of wild
greens, and are not the natural springs full of water? Do I not supply you with the earth as your
bed and the leaves as your blanket? . . . Does one’s hunger demand honeyed cakes or one’s thirst
Chian wine?”).
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(ibid. col. 49.11 = 45.4-5: bmap[Ewv] TV OALywV), which is a good (ibid. col. 49.11-12: 6 ¢otwv
ayaB[oév]). This is the context in which Philodemus asserts that the sage, though unwilling to
engage in toilsome beggary, will be content with few possessions and not fear poverty (De oec.
coll. 15.45-16.4): [oV]te [y]ao doxalat owdowv v kat eog to HéAA[ov e0]0[a]oornc Tt
TATEWVIL KAL TTEVLXQAL DX (TN, TO PLOKOV €dWE Kal OO Tavtng dowkovpevov (“[The sage] is
confident with regard to the future and the possibility of a poor and meager life, for he knows
that the requirements of nature are satisfied even by this”). Being poor, therefore, means
possessing “what suffices” (cf. col. 16.7-8: ta . . . ikava) without being distressed by the
unquenchable desire for more (cf. De div. col. 58.8-9: 1 [¢]miOvpiac g t[p]og mAovTOV).
The same advice is offered by Horace when he states the importance of “requiring only what one

),!1* and it also explains his careful distinction

needs” (1.1.59: at qui tantuli eget quantus est opus
between being “poor” (79: pauperrimus; cf. Carm. 1.1.18: pauperiem pati) and living without

any means whatsoever (103-4): non ego avarum | cum veto te, fieri vappam iubeo ac nebulonem

(“When I call on you not to be a miser, I am not bidding you become a worthless prodigal”).

Y4CE. Ep. 1.2.46: quod satis est cui contingit nihil amplius optet (“Whoever lives
according to what is sufficient does not long for anything more”). I disagree with Fiske (1971)
224-25, who equates Horace’s understanding of satis with the Cynic teaching that the sage will
live doxovuevog toic mapovaot (see Hense [1969] 38). The expression toig mapovot seems to
me to entail “that which is at one’s immediate disposal” (i.e., the earth, natural springs, wild
barley etc.); Horace’s point, however, is not that the miser should get rid of his money and live
like a beggar, but that he should learn to administer it properly and enjoy its benefits responsibly.
Cf. Horace’s explicit rejection of Cynic beggary at Ep. 1.17 (the pleasure-seeking Cyrenaic
Aristippus addresses a Cynic straw man):

equus ut me portet, alet rex,
officium facio; tu poscis vilia, verum
dante minor, quamvis fers te nullius egentem. (Ep. 1.17.20-21)
“[My conduct is better by far]: I do service that [ may have a horse to ride and be fed by a

prince; you beg for paltry doles, but you become inferior to the giver, though you pose as
needing no man.”
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Above all, he reminds the miser that there is “moderation in property management” (106: est
modus in rebus),'" and that, rather than living like a Cynic beggar or fearfully hoarding treasure,

he should imitate the wise ant by acquiring and enjoying wealth responsibly.

Towards the end of his ethical investigation Horace considers the detrimental
consequences of overvaluing wealth, which, aside from the immense toil and anxiety already
mentioned, includes universal abandonment. In his description of the many benefits associated
with cultivating friendships, Philodemus mentions that, far from being a financial burden, close
friends are “a more profitable acquisition . . . than tilled land and a most secure treasure against
the turns of fortune” (De oec. col. 24.47-25.4: xtoel[c AJuotteAéotegat . . . EQ AyQWV Katl
TQOG TNV TUXNV dodaAéotatol Onoavgoi).'® Indeed, the cultivation of friendship is described
as sowing seeds in the earth, from which it becomes possible to “reap the fruit many times over”
(ibid. col. 25.18-21: moAAam[Adol]a kapmiCeoBal yivetar). Part of this process involves

philanthropy (cf. col. 18.34 1o dptAavOown[ov]),'”

and, according to Philodemus, the sage is
always concerned with sharing surplus wealth with his friends, whose companionship ultimately

contributes to the preservation of suitably acquired wealth (ibid. col. 24.19-35). The greedy and

15This meaning of res, which is often equated with land (cf. 1.1.50: iugera centum), is
confirmed by the obvious parallel in 1.4.31-2: nequid | summa deperdat metuens aut ampliet ut
rem (“[the miser] fearful lest he lose aught of his total, or fail to add to his wealth”); cf. also
1.4.110: patriam rem. Gowers (2012) 81 notes the following: “Technically modus is a measured
amount, sometimes of land . . . here, connected with fixed boundaries (certi fines), it recalls
physical images of plots of land.” Cf. also Lucil. (1331 M): virtus quaerendae finem re scire
modumque (“Virtue is knowing when to limit and control the search for wealth”).

"8For the importance of dpuAia in this treatise, see Laurenti (1973) 168-72, Asmis (2004)
173-76 and Tsouna (2007) 182-83. The importance of friendship in times of financial crisis will
be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

WICE. Arist. Eth. Nic. 8.1155a115-20 for the identification of philanthropy as an
expression of the natural bond that exists between members of the same species.
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acquisitive economist, on the other hand, hoards wealth, isolates himself from society, incurs the

hatred of others and consequently jeopardizes his revenue:

Kat pnv adpria doket pev dvarwudtwyv kovdile[tv], dovvegyntouvg d¢ motel kal OO
TIAVTOG KATAPEOVOLHEVOLGS Kal [U]TT evvolag amoAvwenjtovug, €€ wv oUte TEOT0d0g
a&loAoyog ovte to[n]oic aodair|g, wote av GAlav meptmot[n]tat, ka®” éxdte[pov]
evtoxnfolet. Kai aprdavO[ow]mia d¢ [K]at avnuepotng Cnpuot moA[A]o kat
apon[0]nrov[c] motet, moA[A]akic & aEd[n]v av[ap]rtalecOal [t]rv ovolav.

(De oec. col. 24.19-33)

Indeed, traditional managers think that friendlessness procures relief from costs, but it
isolates them and makes them despised by everyone and not highly esteemed with regard
to people’s favor, which does not lead to suitable revenue or secure preservation;
consequently, if he should cultivate friendships then he would be fortunate in each of
these areas. But misanthropy and rudeness cause much suffering, make one helpless and
often cause one’s property to be plundered entirely.

Perhaps a perfect example of this is afforded by our miser, whose overwhelming preference for
money (cf. 1.1.86: cum tu argento post omnia ponas) is analyzed within the context of a
hypothetical situation: in the case of a medical emergency, he would be completely abandoned

and left alone helplessly to face the “turns of fortune,” as Horace explains:

at si condoluit temptatum frigore corpus

aut alius casus lecto te affixit, habes qui

assideat, fomenta paret, medicum roget, ut te

suscitet ac reddat gnatis carisque propinquis?

non uxor salvuum te volt, non filius; omnes

vicini oderunt, noti, pueri atque puellae. (S. 1.1.80-85)

But if your body is seized with a chill and racked with pain, or some other mishap has
pinned you to your bed, have you someone to sit by you, to get lotions ready, to call in
the doctor so as to raise you up and restore you to your children and dear kinsmen? No,
your wife does not want you well, nor does your son: everyone hates you, neighbors and
acquaintances, boys and girls.

Contrary to the sage economist, therefore, the miser continues to lose friends and suffer more

intensely on account of his perverted administration and understanding of wealth. In addition to
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this, moreover, Philodemus notes that such reckless mismanagement and misanthropy runs the
risk of incurring the envy of others, whose desire to plunder wealth (cf. De oec. col. 24.32:

av[ap]maleaOatl [t]nv ovoiav) often results in unspeakable deeds of violence (cf. De inv. fr. 6:

HoxOnoa modtrtewy).''® The relationship between wealth and envy, which was somewhat of a

commonplace of moral philosophy, '

affects even close friends and family members, as
Horace’s story about the fate of Ummidius at the murderous hands of his /iberta clearly shows
(1.1.99-100): at nunc liberta securi | divisit medium, fortissima Tyndaridarum (“Yet a
freedwoman cleft him in twain with the axe, bravest of the Tyndarid breed”).'?° With this grave
warning, Horace proceeds to conclude his analysis of the empty desires and fears underlying the
vulgar masses’ discontentment (cf. 108-9: nemo | se probet), which, as has been shown, is
closely related to avarice and manifests itself in the endless contest over wealth (cf. 113:

locupletior) and willingness to undergo perpetual toil (cf. 112: hunc atque hunc superare

laboret).

Horace’s ethical approach in Sermones 1.1 has often been examined within the context of
popular philosophy as expressed by the Cynic diatribe, and for obvious reasons; as the preceding
section has shown, his moral advice also engages with contemporary Epicurean views
concerning wealth administration as evidenced by Philodemus’ economic treatises. This advice,

moreover, which takes the form of a relaxed dialogue between sage client and receptive patron,

H8CF. also Arist. Eth. Eud. 1234a30: 6 pév odv $pO6vog eig adikioy ovpBaAdetal, moog
Yoo dAdov ai mpdéeis at an’ avtov (“Therefore envy contributes to injustice, for the actions
that spring from it affect another person”).

119See Gerhard (1909) 92-4 for the evidence. In De libertate dicendi Philodemus notes
that the sage is “free of all envy” (col. 1b.6-7: $pO6voL KaOaoG).

120Gowers (2012) 80: “[TThe miser who occupies two poles of existence is split down the
middle in a parody of the golden mean by an axe-wielding freedwoman.”
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may occur within the larger context of the ideal Epicurean community as described by
Philodemus in De oeconomia. The intimacy of the relationship between Horace and Maecenas,
the role of poetry as useful advice and the nature of this advice with regard to wealth and
property management have been the central focus of this chapter. In the following chapter, the
role of Epicurean economic theory in Sermones 2 will be examined, which will require careful
consideration of how the relationship between Horace and Maecenas changed over the decade,
especially in light of the poet’s continued withdrawal from society and newfound status as a
landowner in his own right. Of special importance will be the details associated with Horace’s
management of his Sabine estate, which he received from his grateful patron in 33 BC, and how

this reflects or even challenges Philodemus’ economic advice.
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CHAPTER 3
EPICUREAN ECONOMIC

THEORY IN SERMONES 2

The second book of the Sermones presents Horace’s audience with a very different approach to
ethical investigation, which largely reflects the heightened tension of political events leading up
to and following the Battle of Actium in 31 BC. As the civil war between Antony and Octavian
steadily escalates and perceived threats from prominent figures like Cicero are met with
gruesome violence, Horatian satire’s already subdued /ibertas becomes further restrained, in
accordance with Trebatius’ legal advice in Sermones 2.1, by complete silence (cf. 5: quiescas)
and the withdrawal into what has been described as a “walled garden.”! This personal
withdrawal is most obviously expressed by Horace’s delegation of the satiric role to other
speakers, who are generally portrayed as dispossessed or bankrupt sages, loquacious diatribists
and, to use Anderson’s description, doctores inepti.> Rather than completely preclude moral
sincerity, however, the presence of such parodic elements has a tempering or balancing effect
reminiscent of the poet’s method in Book 1 (cf. 1.1.24: ridentem dicere verum). With this in
mind, the following chapter will consider first the advice given by one of these speakers in
Sermones 2.2 identified as Ofellus, a dispossessed farmer whose views concerning wealth
administration communicate many of the teachings expounded in Philodemus’ economic

treatises. It will also examine Horace’s self-deprecating portrayal of the Stoic “sage”

'Rudd (1966) 131. See also Freudenburg (2001) 71-5.

2Anderson (1982) 42, although I intend to show that the precepts of these speakers often
contain accurate and coherently expressed philosophical teachings (especially in the case of
Ofellus). Oliensis (1998) 54 discusses the connection between Horace and these speakers. For a
useful introduction to Sermones 2 in general, see Muecke (2007) 109-20.
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Damasippus in Sermones 2.3, who incorporates similar economic advice into his analysis of
Horace’s moral and financial inconsistency. His criticisms are particularly relevant, especially
given the poet’s acquisition of the Sabine estate in 33 BC and newfound economic status as
landowner in his own right. This will be explored lastly as the central topic of Sermones 2.6, in
which Horace’s wishful retirement to his country getaway and desire to engage in philosophical
discussion with close friends reflects the ideal Epicurean community as described by
Philodemus.

In Sermones 2.2 Horace indirectly expounds upon the virtues of economic restraint by
casting philosophical precepts into the mouth of a rustic sage, whose portrayal as a conservative
Roman peasant resembles that of the poet’s father in Sermones 1.4 and may similarly conceal
“suspicious” Greek doctrines. The sage is identified as Ofellus, an Apulian local who had
recently been dispossessed of his “little farm” (114: metato agello), which is a financial loss he
has borne with equanimity and transformed into the opportunity for a diatribe on simple living:

Quae virtus et quanta, boni, sit vivere parvo,

—nec meus hic sermo est, sed quae praecepit Ofellus

rusticus, abnormis sapiens crassaque Minerva—,

discite non inter lances mensasque nitentis . . . (S.2.2.1-4)

What and how great, my friends, is the virtue of frugal living—now this is no talk of

mine, but is the teaching of Ofellus, a peasant, a philosopher unschooled and of rough

mother-wit—Ilearn, I say, not amid the tables’ shining dishes . . .

The character of Ofellus bears close resemblance to Horace’s father, who was also a bumpkin
sage raised on a “starveling farm” (1.6.71: macro pauper agello) and whose virtuous ability to

live frugally and content with few possessions is transmitted to others as precepts.® In addition

to this, Ofellus also resembles the poet himself, who, as discussed in the previous chapter,

Barbieri (1977) 486 acknowledges some of these parallels.
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similarly lost his paternal inheritance as a result of the resettlement program (Ep. 2.2.49-52).4
And while it is possible that Ofellus was an historical figure known to Horace in his youth (cf.
112-13: puer . . . Ofellum . . . novi),’ the aforementioned parallels between this rustic sage and
the poet suggest that the former functions as the latter’s mouthpiece for communicating
philosophical and economic advice to contemporary Romans.® Of course, Horace attempts to
disassociate his surrogate from the Greek philosophical tradition by emphasizing his rusticity and
homespun wisdom (3: abnormis sapiens crassaque Minerva),” both of which contrast with the
exotic luxury and overindulgence which for centuries traditional Romans had associated with the
effeminate East, as Horace implies (10-11): si Romana fatigat | militia adsuetum graecari (“If
Roman military training is too rigorous for one accustomed to Greek culture . . .”).® On the other
hand, the abundance of philosophical terms (virtus = aoetr); boni = ayaOol; sapiens = codpog),
the reference to Socratic frugality (1: vivere parco), which, according to Cicero, was the ideal of

Greek philosophers like Epicurus (7Tusc. 5.89), and the learned imitation of the Platonic opening

“This connection is also made by Coffey (1976) 83, Oliensis (1998) 54 and Freudenburg
(2001) 99.

SFor the rare historical and epigraphic evidence for this name, which appears to be Oscan,
see Schultze (1904) 291.

8Cf. Fiske (1971) 379: “In this satire Ofellus is a Romanized counterpart of the popular
Cynic preacher, who is used as the mouthpiece for Horace’s own philosophical ideas, just as
Horace’s father was in satire 1.4.”

"The qualification of Ofellus as an unschooled sage and the use of Athena’s Roman name
both emphasize his portrayal as a traditional local. See also Lejay (1915) 374, Kiessling-Heinze
(1910) 168 and Courtney (2013) 131. Muecke (1993) 117 notes that, although Ofellus is a
home-schooled rustic, he nevertheless transmits his values “in the terms of Hellenistic ethics.”
Bond (1980) 114-23 argues for “conscious inconsistency” in Horace’s depiction of Ofellus,
whom he views as an Italian rustic with a knack for (in Bond’s view) mostly Stoic doctrines.

8See Rudd (1966) 161-65, who also notes that austerum (12) discus (13) and aera (13)
are Greek importations. Also Muecke (1993) 118.
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“this is not my story” (Sym. 177a: o0 ya ¢uog 6 uodoc),” collaboratively undercut the poet’s
clever smokescreen and suggest that what follows is perhaps a reflection of his own
philosophical—but useful—convictions concerning wealth. Regarding the delivery of Ofellus’
advice, it has been noted that his portrayal as a lowly but fervent preacher borrows many
elements from the Cynic tradition;'° his identification as a quasi-Epicurean sage, however, may
actually be a better fit: the rustic sage’s rejection of the sordidus victus (53-69) typically
associated with Cynic “shamelessness” or avaidewa is not only a possible reflection of Horace’s
own opinion, but also a clear expression of that of conservative Romans like Cicero (Off. 130).!!
Unlike the Stoics, moreover, whose philosophical ideal was extreme and unattainable enough to
elicit playful sarcasm from Horace (cf. Ep. 1.1.106-8), Epicurus’ universal invitation to
philosophy (Arr. 4.122.1-11) effectively attracted Romans from all walks of life, including, as
Cicero notes, respectable but uneducated rustics like Ofellus.!? As a matter of fact, Epicurus
even states that, like Ofellus, the sage will be “fond of the countryside” (Arr. 1.120a.2:

dAayonoewv) and will closely associate the practice of philosophy with economic matters (Arr.

’Some of these philosophical parallels are also given by Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 168,
Rudd (1966) 170, Muecke (1993) 116, Freudenburg (2001) 110-11 and Courtney (2013) 131.

0Fiske (1971) 379.

"For the evidence, see Griffin (1996) 190-96.

12Cf. Cic. Off: 2.12: Itaque ut maiores nostri ab aratro adduxerunt Cincinnatum illum ut
dictator esset, sic vos de plagis omnibus colligitis bonos illos quidem viros, sed certe non
pereruditos (“Our ancestors brought old Cincinnatus from the plough to be dictator. You
ransack the country villages for your assemblage of doubtless respectable but certainly not very
learned adherents”). Note the connection between Cicero’s bonos and Ofellus’ identification of
his audience as boni (1). Bond (1980) 114-16, in discussing the term boni in this satire and its
Greek equivalent aya0olt, briefly traces its development from the Classical period, in which it
refers strictly to the landed aristocracy (cf. the Roman usage), to Aristotle, in whose writings it
takes on the moral and philosophical meaning of “virtuous.”
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6.41): TeAav dua det kat prAocodetv kai oikovopetv (“One must laugh and philosophize and
manage one’s economic affairs”). One wonders, therefore, whether this connection influenced
Horace’s choice to portray his sage as a country-dwelling local whose advice is economic in
nature, or even whether the name Ofellus translates Philodemus’ description of the ideal
economist as a “useful advisor” (De oec. col. 27.39: wdpeAn[o]ovtog), who, like Horace, is
trustworthy and speaks with few words. !?

Immediately following the introduction of Ofellus as Horace’s authoritative replacement
is an extended consideration of the requirements of nature as easily satisfied and affording the
“highest pleasure” (2.2.20-21: summa voluptas). This is briefly prefaced by the description of
luxurious delicacies as originating in “false desires” (6: adclinis falsis) and resulting in poor
physical health (5: insanis), both of which corrupt the mind’s ability to engage in discussions
concerning the truth (7-9).!* Along similar lines, Epicurus identifies “physical health” (Arr.

4.128.2: v 100 odpatog Vytewav) as essential for living happily but readily acquired through a

BRudd (1966) 144 suggests that the name may also communicate the frugality associated
with small bits of food (ofella). With regard to the role of speaker, Palmer (1893) 255 says that
Horace quotes Ofellus verbatim throughout the poem, although Rudd (1966) 171 and Courtney
(2013) 131 show that the rustic’s knowledge of Plato and other authors makes this highly
unlikely. As Muecke (1993) 114 notes, moreover, very little of what is said in this dialogue
belongs unequivocally to Ofellus, who, rather than displaying the “excessive zeal” Anderson
(1982) 44 attributes to both him and Damasippus, is a model of restraint and virtue. For the
concept of wdeAla among the Cynics, which, given their rejection of convention, would not
extend to the kind of economic advice given by Horace’s spokesman in Sermones 2.2, see
Gerhard (1909) 32-3.

14Cf. Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 169, who interpret insanis in terms of the unlimited (“iiber
das Mal3 des Gewdohnlichen hinausgehend”) and read adclinis “in {ibertragener Bedeutung . . .
inclinat ad falsa.” Muecke (1993) 117 considers the possibility that this metaphor communicates
the “prone to” (euemptotos) of Stoic ethics. Pseudo-Acro interprets the passage as meaning
“rather prone to what is false” (pronior ad falsa).
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simple diet, which gives “health to the full” (ibid. 4.131.4: Oyields éott cuumANQWTIKGV)."> In
contrast to this, he portrays a luxurious diet as a distraction and juxtaposes it to the sober

reasoning and truth seeking associated with frugality:

OV vy moToL KAl KWHOL CLVEIQOVTEG OVY ATIOARVTELS AWV KAl YUVALKWOV 0V
(XOVwV Kal TV AAAwV 6oa Bépet TToAvTEATC TRATteCH, TOV NOLV Yevva Blov, AAAX
VIIPwV AOYLOHOS KAl TS alTiag E£eQeVVV TAONGS AlEN)OewS Kat Gpuyng kal tag doEag
éEedavvary, €€ wv mAelotog Tag Yuxac kataAapPavet 0ogupoc. (Arr. 4.132.1-6)

For it is not continuous drinkings and revellings, nor the satisfactions of boys and
women, nor the enjoyment of fish and other luxuries of the wealthy table, which produce
a pleasant life, but sober reasoning, searching out the motives for all choices and
avoidances, and banishing mere opinions, to which are due the greatest disturbances of
the spirit.
A blessed life, therefore, is attained not through overindulgence but through the careful
observation of the limits and requirements of nature, which not only satisfy one’s basic needs
and produce physical health (cf. Arr. 5.149.1-8), but also eliminate distractions and are thus more
conducive towards the contemplative life and the search for truth (cf. 2.2.7: verum . . . mecum
disquirite). On this basis, Ofellus states that one should avoid the useless toil and cost involved
in acquiring Athenian honey, Falernian wine and fish (15-17), for nature only requires simple
fare and, besides, the pleasant life is to be found in sober reasoning and self-control:
cum sale panis
latrantem stomachum bene leniet. unde putas aut
qui partum? non in caro nidore voluptas

summa, sed in te ipso est.'® tu pulmentaria quaere
sudando: pinguem vitiis albumque neque ostrea

5For the role of Epicurus’ advice to Menoeceus in this poem, see Fiske (1971) and
Courtney (2013) 131. Vischer (1965) 71-4 examines Epicurus’ doctrine of “simple living.”

16Cf. Persius’ similarly introspective advice at 1.7: nec te quaesiveris extra (“and do not
search outside yourself”).
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nec scarus aut poterit peregrina iuvare lagois. (S.2.2.17-22)

Bread and salt will suffice to appease your growling belly. Whence or how do you think

this comes about? The chiefest pleasure lies, not in the costly savour, but in yourself. So

earn your sauce with hard exercise. The man who is bloated and pale from excess will

find no comfort in oysters or trout or foreign grouse.
As Pliny the Elder mentions, the reference to bread and salt as proverbial representatives of a
meager fare had been made already by Varro (Nat. 31.89), and Lucilius similarly refers to the
stomach’s need for “poultice such as milled barley” (813 M: molito hordeo uti cataplasma).'’
Horace’s point, however, is not that one should avoid luxuries on principle, but that such
refinements should not be regarded as necessary, especially since nature only requires the bare
minimum (cf. Arr. 4.130.5-131.7).'® This is expressed by means of the barking-belly metaphor,
which originates with Homer (Od. 7.216 and 20.13) and Ennius (4nn. 584) but here more likely
reflects a similar passage from Lucretius (2.17-18): nihil aliud sibi naturam latrare, nisi ut qui |
corpore seiunctus dolor absit (“[not to see that] all nature barks for is this, that pain be removed

away out of the body”).!” For this purpose simple foods easily suffice, as Epicurus’ well-known

identification of “bread and water” (Arr. 4.131.1: pala kot Vdwp) as able to afford the greatest

17See Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 170 and Courtney (2013) 131. Fiske (1971) 381-82
examines the evidence from Lucilius in more detail. Hudson (1989) 75 says that Horace’s “salt”
translates Epicurus’ pala.

8This is echoed by Philodemus in De oec. coll. 16.3-4 and 19.16-19. 1do not think,
however, that Horace’s discussion of simple food is to be equated with the Cynics’ wholesale
rejection of luxury and complete dependence on nature, as Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 170 and
Fiske (1971) 379 suggest. Instead, Horace seems to be criticizing the view that luxury goods are
of prime importance and necessary for happiness. Cf. Rudd (1966) 167: “All this does not mean,
of course, that Horace had no palate. He enjoyed good food as much as anyone and he respected
the character of an old Falernian. He did sincerely feel, however, that the gluttony which
flourished around him was wasteful and foolish and that a great deal of his contemporaries’
connoisseurship was no more than snobbish affectation.”

0n this passage, see Bailey (1947) 799.
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pleasure shows. Closely related to this teaching is the assertion that pleasure cannot be increased
once necessary needs have been met (Arr. 5.144.8-9), which explains why delicacies such as
oysters, trout and foreign grouse will bring “no pleasure” (2.2.22: nec . . . iuvare) to one who has
engorged himself and thus exceeded the natural appetite for food.°
In addition to ignoring the requirements of nature and promoting useless overindulgence,
which does not contribute to an increase in pleasure, such luxurious feasting is actually
detrimental to good health and therefore violates the pleasure calculus. As Lucretius notes in his
explanation of the sense of taste, the ultimate purpose of self-nourishment is to promote the
stomach’s constant health, especially since the pleasure of flavor does not extent to the belly:
Deinde voluptas est e suco fine palati;
cum vero deorsum per fauces praecipitavit,
nulla voluptas est, dum diditur omnis in artus.
nec refert quicquam quo victu corpus alatur,
dummodo quod capias concoctum didere possis
artubus et stomachi validum servare tenorem. (Lucr. 4.628-32)
Again, the pleasure that comes from flavour does not go beyond the palate; but when it
has dropped down through the throat, there is no pleasure while it is all being distributed
abroad through the frame. Nor does it matter at all with what food the body is nourished,
so long as you can digest what you take, and distribute it abroad through the limbs, and
keep the stomach in a constantly healthy condition.

All the culinary ostentation that goes with serving exotic peacocks (2.2.23: posito pavone) and

oversized fish (33-4: trilibrem mullum), therefore, contribute absolutely nothing to the actual

2CE. Arr. 6.59: AtAnotov o0 Yaotg, omeg ol ToAAol paotv, GAA 1} d6Ea bevdn)g
UTIEQ TOL YAOTEOGS AopioTtov mAneduatog (“It is not the belly that is insatiable, as many say,
but rather the false opinion concerning the belly’s limitless greed”).

113

www.manaraa.com



nourishing process,! a view which Ofellus expresses in the form of a rhetorical question (27-8):

)'22

num vesceris ista, | quam laudas, pluma? (“Do you eat the feathers you so admire?”
Furthermore, the vain appearance of the bird (25: vanis rerum) is a reflection of the glutton’s
false opinion concerning the purpose of food and preference for a “big fish on a big dish” (39:
porrectum magno magnum spectare catino | vellem), which closely resembles the miser’s
irrational desire in Sermones 1.1 to “drink from a broad river rather than a tiny brook™ (55-6:
magno de flumine mallem | quam ex hoc fonticulo tantundem sumere).>> As Philodemus states,
moreover, the natural pleasure of self-nourishment, which is easily satisfied, is “necessary . . . for
the health of the body” (De elect. col. 6.1-4: avayxkaiat. . . d[¢ moc] To ay[et]v [év Uyi]elat tO
ow[ua]), whereas unnecessary overindulgence and “sumptuous fare” (ibid. col. 5.17: t[ov]pav

towovtwv) result in physical harm.?* This view is similarly expressed by Ofellus, who gives a

vivid description of the detrimental effects of such fare on the body:

I The indifference regarding the peacock’s tail feathers with regard to flavor is similarly
expressed by Lucilius (716 M): cocus non curat caudam insignem esse illam, dum pinguis siet
(“The cook cares not whether those tail feathers are pretty, provided that the peacock is plump”).

220f course, Horace repeats Ofellus’ criticisms of the obsession with sumptuous feasting
in poems 2.4 and 2.8, as Mueke (1993) 227 notes.

ZKiessling-Heinze (1910) 173 compare the glutton’s words to that of the miser at
Sermones 1.1.51: at suave est de magno tollere acervo (“But it is sweet to draw from a large
heap”). Cf. also Arr. 6.69: To tg Yuxnc axaototov Aixvov émoimoe to {QoV eig ATIELQOV TV
év dwaitn mowApdtwv (“The ungrateful greed of the soul makes the creature everlastingly
desire varieties of dainty food”).

2Ct. De bono reg. col. 19.26-31: 00 v p[é]vov v[dd]viwy aidev “kAéa avdav,”
AAAX Kat TivovTw[v], ovde maga HOVOLS TOIG AVOTNEOTEQOLS, AAAX KAl QA TOLG
tovdegofioc Paiat (“Not only of those who soberly sing of the glorious deeds of men, but
also of those who drink among both the rather austere and the overly sumptuous Phaeacians”).
The Phaeaceans were famous in antiquity for their luxurious feasting and carefree indulgence,
for which see Ath. 1.9a (tovdpepwtatovg éotiwv Patakac) and 1.16¢ (tnv twv Patdkwy

TQUONV).
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quamquam
putet aper rhombusque recens, mala copia quando
aegrum sollicitat stomachum, cum rapula plenus

atque acidas mavolt inulas. (S. 2.2.41-4)

And yet they are already rank, yon boar and fresh turbot, since cloying plenty worries the
jaded stomach, which, sated as it is, prefers radishes and tart pickles the while.

As this passage clearly indicates, the overabundance of fancy foods is transformed into an evil
concoction that disturbs the poor stomach, whose bloated sickness could have been avoided by
the consumption of the simple fare it prefers.?® As a result of such irrational feasting, the goal of
which was identified earlier as the “highest pleasure” (19-20: voluptas | summa), the body
actually experiences severe pain. Horace quickly notes, moreover, that the satisfaction of
necessary desires can be fully accomplished by a meager diet of eggs and black olives (45-6),
which he equates with “poverty” (pauperies).?® As discussed in the previous chapter, Horatian
poverty needs to be contrasted with the desire for more, which is reprehensible (cf. Carm.
3.29.55-6: probamque | pauperiem sine dote quaero), and identified with the willingness to live
content with few possessions (ibid. 1.1.18: pauperiem pati) and to avoid the economic vices of
sumptuousness and meanness, the latter of which is the central focus of Ofellus’ subsequent
consideration.

Ofellus’ continuing discourse on plain living expresses the importance of avoiding
meanness (53: sordidus victus), which leads to the maltreatment of servants and makes for a
careless and niggardly host, both of which Philodemus addresses in his economic treatises. His

description of the characteristics associated with this vice is introduced by Avidienus, a

23The theme of indigestion in connection with moral advice reappears in Persius (3.98-
106) and Juvenal (1.142-3, 4.107 and 6.428-32), for which see Rimell (2005) 81-9. Hudson
(1989) 69-88 and especially Gowers (1993) 109-219 discuss the role of food and food metaphors
in Roman satire.

5See Vicher (1965) 149-50.
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shameless miser whose unwillingness to spend money has led to his deplorable appearance and,
as a consequence, to the “appropriate nickname of Dog” (56: cui Canis ex vero dictum). Rather
than suggest, however, as some commentators do,?’ that this individual was actually a Cynic,
(which would be inconsistent with his obsession for eliminating expenditures and amassing
wealth like a miser), the label may simply reflect conservative Romans’ association of sordidness
in general with Cynic beggary.?® Indeed, Avidienus’ willingness to serve sour wine to his guests
and anoint himself with rancid oil (58-9) closely resembles Theophrastus’ portrait of the “mean
man” or aloxokedng, who similarly feeds his guests poor fare (Char. 30.2-3) and is overly
concerned with the preservation of his oil (ibid. 8-9).2° Such extreme parsimony is condemned,
along with its opposite vice, by Epicurus, who states that the wise man will prudently impose
limits on frugality (Arr. 6.63): "Eoti kai &v Artdtnu peBdotog,* g 6 dvemiddytotog

TAEATAN OOV Tt taoxel T dU aoptotiav ékmimrovtt (“There is likewise a certain limit to
frugality, which, if ignored, results in pain similar to the one who has succumbed to sumptuous
living”). This is precisely the reason why, as Horace states in the following lines, the sage will

avoid both extremes (65-6): [sapiens| mundus erit, qua non offendat sordibus atque | in neutram

Y’Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 175 mention Avidienus’ “kynishen Askese” and Muecke
(1993) calls him a symbol of radical Cynic poverty.

280n this point, see n. 9 above. Courtney (2013) 132 notes that the nickname “Dog”
likely “implies a filthy life” and cites line 65 (mundus) in addition to Ep. 1.2.26 (immundus
canis). For Cynicism in Horace’s Epistulae, see also Moles (1985) 33-60. In addition to being
associated with Cynic poverty, sordidness was also a byproduct of meanness, as Horace shows at
1.6.107: obiciet nemo sordis mihi, quas tibi, Tilli (“No one, Tillius, will accuse me of your
meanness) and especially at 2.3.111-28, which bears a striking resemblance to the Avidienus
passage as will be discussed below. For the expression hac urget lupus, hac canis and its moral
significance, see Houghton (2004) 300-304.

2Cf. Pseudo-Acro’s interpretation of canis as “ruined by greed” (perditus avaritia).

391 follow here Usener’s reading rather than that of the MSS. (V: Aemtétntt kKat04Q1og) or
Muehll (AettotnT kKaOaprotnc), the latter of which is accepted by Arrighetti.
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partem cultus miser (“[The sage] will be neat, so far as not to shock us by meanness, and in his
mode of living will be unhappy in neither direction”).3! The importance of observing the
Aristotelian golden mean or, perhaps more fittingly given the context, the Epicurean “measure of
wealth” (De oec. col. 12.18-19: mAovtov pétpov), is underscored by two relevant examples of
economic vice: Albucius is “cruel to his servants™ (2.2.64-8: servis . . . saevus) while Naevius
“serves his guests greasy water” (68-9: unctam | convivis praebebit aqguam). The first example
resembles Philodemus’ description of the vicious economist (De oec. col. 11.3: prAoxonuatov),
whose decisions are motivated by greed and who mistreats his servants and subordinates by
denying them certain foods (ibid. col. 9.26-32),3? breeding them like animals (ibid. col. 10.15-
21), and forcing them into cruel and dangerous work conditions (ibid. col. 23.3-5). The
acquisitive manager, moreover, is also stingy and views guests as a burden, since he equates
convivial gatherings with financial loss and consequently imagines that “friendlessness procures
relief from costs” (ibid. col. 24.19-21: Kai punv apidia doket pev avarwpdtwv kovdiCe[wv]).
The ideal economist, on the other hand, whom Ofellus subsequently identifies as the “sage”
(2.2.63: sapiens), will not only be content with few possessions but will also know how to
administer wealth responsibly and in a spirit of kindness and generosity.

Ofellus’ previous descriptions provide a sharp contrast with his treatment of the prudent
manager’s administration of wealth, which includes physical health, forethought and generosity.

The importance of moderation is communicated by his emphasis on the sage’s good health (71:

3ICE. Ter. Hau. 440-41: vehemens in utramque partem, Menedeme, es nimis | aut
largitate nimia aut parsimonia (‘“'You are too excessive in either direction, Menedemus, being
either too generous or too stingy”).

32This connection is also made by Pseudo-Acro’s interpretation of saevus erit as
Neglegens ad conparanda obsonia (“Neglectful at providing food”).
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valeas bene), whereas the overindulgent glutton’s distended and onerous belly prevents his mind
from soaring to the lofty heights of philosophical contemplation (78-79): [corpus onustum]|
animum quoque praegravat una | atque adfigit humo divinae particulam aurae (“[the heavy
body] drags down the mind as well and fastens to earth a fragment of the divine spirit”). Like
the belly stuffed full with a variety of delicacies (cf. 77: dubia cena), Horace has crammed into
this passage, in an undoubtedly playful and parodic manner, multiple references to and different
expressions of Platonic and Stoic doctrines.** His passionate identification of the corporeal as an
impediment to wisdom and the soul as connected to the divine ether, however, both of which
threaten to transport the audience into the realm of theoretical speculation, is tempered by the
following verses, in which Ofellus mentions the ancient tradition of enjoying culinary pleasures
moderately and sharing surplus wealth with one’s friends (89-93). The importance of friendship
within the context of sharing and convivial gatherings is underscored once again in a later, more
expansive passage worth quoting here:

ac mihi seu longum post tempus venerat hospes,

sive operum vacuo gratus conviva per imbrem

vicinus, bene erat non piscibus urbe petitis,

sed pullo atque haedo; tum pensilis uva secundas

et nux ornabat mensas cum duplice ficu.

post hoc ludus erat culpa potare magistra

ac venerata Cere, ita culmo surgeret alto,
explicuit vino contractae seria frontis. (8. 2.2.118-25)

3Courtney (2013) 133: “[T]his is a sarcastic Epicurean joke at this belief, a joke that
belongs to Horace, not Ofellus.” Cf. Pl. Phd. 83d for the idea that physical pleasure “affixes”
(poomAot) the soul to the body, a passage Cicero likely had in mind at Tusc. 5.100 when he
says “What about the fact that we cannot make proper use of the mind when stuffed with food
and drink?” (Quid quod ne mente quidem recte uti possumus multo cibo et potione completi?).
Horace also alludes to Stoic physics in calling the mind a “particle,” which translates the Stoic
amoorniacua (cf. SVF 1.128 and 2.633), and associating it with the “divine breath” or mveoua.
See Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 178 and Muecke (1993) 125.
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“And if after long absence a friend came to see me, or if in rainy weather, when I could
not work, a neighbour paid me a visit—a welcome guest—we fared well, not with fish
sent from town, but with a pullet and a kid; by and by raisins and nuts and split figs set
off our dessert.>* Then we had a game of drinking, with a forfeit to rule the feast, and
Ceres, to whom we made our prayer—"“so might she rise on lofty stalk!”—smoothed out
with wine the worries of a wrinkled brow.”

The purpose of Ofellus’ emphasis on occasional indulgences with guests is to communicate
advice that is not only practical, but also conducive towards physical health and the cultivation of
friendships. A similar view is expressed by Philodemus, who places significant value on the

economic benefits of sharing wealth with friends and setting aside time for communal gatherings

and visitations:

Xon 0¢, kaBamep mMAeldvwV mEoomecdvTwy xapiCeobat taic dPAaBéot twv 0pélewv
avTolG Kal PLAoLg, oDTw CLUPAOTC ADEAS KOLAOTNTOG AVAHAXE0OAL TALG LT
aveAev0£QoLg OLOTOANILS, KAl HAAAOV YE TALS €lg aLTOUG 1) TalS €lg PiAovg, Kal RO
eruokéPels kal maedelag éviolg kal CLAAOYLOHWV oLVOEoels katatiBeoOatl Tvag
X0OVOUG. (De oec. col. 27.1-12)

And just as one ought to indulge oneself and one’s friends in those desires that are
harmless when a larger quantity of goods has happened to come to hand, so one ought to
compensate for the losses with retrenchments that are not illiberal and that are applied
more to oneself rather than to one’s friends when there is a serious shortage of cash; and
one ought to set aside time for visitations, communal gatherings and comparisons of
ideas.
According to this description, friendship is a major priority for the good manager, who, rather
than indulge himself in private, would rather save the “wild boar” (2.2.89: aprum) for a special
occasion and in the meantime subsist on plain fare, as Ofellus does (116-17): non ego . . . temere
edi luce profesta | quicquam praeter holus fumosae cum pede pernae (“‘1 was not the man to eat

on a working day, without good reason, anything more than greens and the shank of a smoked

ham”). According to Philodemus, moreover, such consideration and generosity on the part of the

34Cf Verg. G. 2.136-225 on the extended praise of Italy’s fertility.
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sage economist only attracts friends, who, in the case of an economic crisis, can lend assistance
by providing financial or, perhaps more importantly, emotional support (De oec. coll. 24.46-
25.4): elotv d¢ ktoel[c AJuotteAéoTeQat . . . ITTEQ AYQWV Kal TTEOGS TV TUXNV AoPaAéotatol
Onoaveot (“[friends] are considered to be more profitable . . . than tilled land and they are a
treasure that is most secure against the turns of fortune™).>> One may contrast this with the
ostentatious manager, whose uncontrollable spending and lavishness have won him not only the
hatred of others (2.2.96-7), but also have resulted in financial loss (cf. 96: damno) and
“pennilessness” (98-9: egenti | as).>® Philodemus similarly states that financial vice engenders
the hatred of others (De oec. col. 24.19-33) and he identifies prodigality as a primary destroyer
of wealth (ibid. col. 23.42-6): ov[d]év yap €xxelv [k]alt alvatémerv ei[Oot]at Aapmotatalg

kat mAJovowtdtag oikiag w]g moAvtéAat te] difait]ng (“For nothing is wont to drain and

33The sharing of surplus wealth with one’s friends is the hallmark not only of Epicurean
philanthropy as described by Philodemus above, but also an expression of the Greek notion of
“liberality” (¢AevOepiotng), for which see Arist. Eth. Nic. 1120a5-35. Kiessling-Heinze (1910)
181 cite Cic. Tusc. 4.20.46: misericordiam (utilem) ad opem ferendam et hominum indignorum
calamitates sublevandas (“pity is useful for affording assistance and alleviating the woes of
unfortunate men”). For this translation of indignus, see Palmer (1959) 269. Cf. also 1.2.5: inopi
dare nolit amico (“he refuses to give to a friend who is destitute”). The Cynics also highly
valued generosity (xonotdtg), for which see Kindstrand (1976) F38A-C with commentary
(247). On the other hand, the Cynic understanding of philanthropy involves “stripping oneself of
wealth” (cf. Kindstrand [1976] F38A: xonototng d¢ adalpetar [sc. mAovtov]) in order to live a
completely independent life, as the collected maxims in Oltramare (1926) 51-52 show. This
view contradicts Aristotle’s teaching concerning proportionate generosity (Eth. Nic. 1120b5-
1121a10), which is echoed by Philodemus’ observations on giving to friends in accordance with
one’s means (De oec. col. 25.24-31). It should also be noted that Ofellus urges his wealthy
interlocutor to give out of his “surplus” (102: quod superat), not to do away with all his
possessions.

35See Courtney (2013) 133 for damnum and dedecus as an alliterative pair that also
appears in Plaut. 4s. 371 and Bacch. 67. As Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 181 note, the spendthrift’s
extreme poverty is underscored by his inability to afford even the “purchase of a noose” (99:
laquei pretium), which is a reference to the Greek comic tradition and also appears at Plaut.
Pseud. 88 (Calidorus explains his reason for borrowing a drachma): restim volo mihi emere . . .
qui me faciam pensilem (‘I want to buy a rope . . . to hang myself with”).
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upset the most illustrious and wealthiest estates like prodigality”’). Even if one’s financial
resources are substantial enough to avoid serious depletion, as Ofellus’ imaginary interlocutor
smugly retorts (2.2.99-101), the implication in this passage is that changes of fortune (cf. 108:
casus dubios) may nevertheless lead to economic crises, which the friendless and myopic
manager will find extremely difficult to endure.

Horace concludes this economic sermon by shifting the focus from detached examples to
concrete proof of how one should endure the changes of adverse fortune,®” which is afforded by
the life of Ofellus himself. This is introduced by a passage which resembles the ant simile in
Sermones 1.1 and likewise communicates the principal attributes of an ideal economist:

uterne
ad casus dubios fidet sibi certius? hic qui
pluribus adsuerit mentem corpusque superbum,
an qui contentus parvo metuensque futuri
in pace, ut sapiens, aptarit idonea bello? (S.2.2.107-11)
Which of the two, in the face of changes and chances, will have more self-confidence—
he who has accustomed a pampered mind and body to superfluities, or he who, content
with little and fearful of the future, has in peace, like a wise man, provided for the needs
of war?
Imitating the wisdom of the Horatian ant (cf. 1.1.38: sapiens), the sage economist rations his
stores carefully and is mindful of the future (cf. 1.1.35: non incauta futuri), knowing that nature

will easily fulfill the needs of one who is content with little (cf. Arr. 4.130.5-131.2).%% This

involves careful preparation (111: aptarit . . . bello), as Horace indicates employing a military

37Rudd (1966) 169.

3Cf. also De oec. col. 19.16-19: EVAQYWS NG PUOEWS DELKVLOVOTG, AV TIC AVTIL
TEOCEXNL, DLOTL KAl TOIG OALYOLS eUKOAwS xorjoeo®’ (“although nature makes it clear that if
anyone pays attention to her, since she is easily satisfied and requires few things”).
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metaphor, which, as Frances Muecke notes, is paralleled in Latin only by a fragment of Publilius
Syrus (465): Prospicere in pace oportet, quod bellum iuvet (“One ought to foresee in time of
peace that which helps war”).** The emphasis on bravery or rather atdokeia in the face of

adverse fortune, which is expressed at the end of the poem (135-36), may likewise recall the
teachings of Epicurus (Arr. 3.131.6-7) as well as the Cynics,*’ although their underlying reasons
for such courage are quite different. For the Cynics, it originates in the complete rejection of all
conventions, so that the loss of wealth becomes literally impossible, as William Desmond

explains:

[TThe Cynic boasts that he lives in utmost simplicity, without house, furniture, cups,
weapons, clothes, jewelry or money: in short, without the products of human craft and
technology. Unhoused, unwashed, unshaven, unshod and almost unclothed, eating figs,
lupin-beans, lentils and whatever else he finds growing in the fields or hills nearby, the
Cynic is an “all natural” philosopher who would . . . simplify everything. Eat when
hungry, drink when thirsty. Seek shelter from the elements when you have to. Relieve
sexual needs when they arrive. Use only what is immediately available. Live here,
now.*!

FMuecke (1993) 127. Pseudo-Acro compares this passage to Juv. 1.168-70: [voluta]
haec animo ante tubas: galeatum sero duelli | paenitet (“Ponder over these things before the
trumpets sound: once you’ve got a helmet on it’ll be too late to have second thoughts about the
battle”). Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 182 cite Pl. Leg. 8.829a: ovxk év moAéuw tov méAepov
EKAOTOLS YUHVAOTEOV, AAA” €V T NG elprjvng Plw (“Let each man train for battle in peacetime,
not wartime”). Cf. also Philodemus’ quotation of Epicurus in De div. col. 40.11-14: kaBameQ
eimev 'Emtikovpog, 6tav mapnt mote meowV . . . 0 000G eig meviav, povov ov toémetat (“Just
as Epicurus said: “Whenever the sage yields, having fallen into poverty, he alone is not
defeated’). Perhaps Ofellus’ words contain a veiled reference to the Battle of Philippi, at which
Horace himself was stripped of his landed inheritance (cf. Ep. 2.2.49-52), and I agree with
Freudenburg (2001) 117, who suggests that Horace’s satiric themes in Book 2 may reflect the
frustration of an author who was “not so ready to adapt” to the many changes of the new age.

40See Oltramare (1926) 57.

“'Desmond (2008) 151. Much of the evidence for this passage is collected by Oltramare
(1926) 51-2. Cf. also Kindstrand (1976) F17.
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As the passage clearly indicates, the Cynics were unafraid of losing wealth precisely because
they had none;** the Epicurean manager, on the other hand, is able to endure financial loss with
equanimity because he is, as Philodemus states, “confident with regard to the future and the
possibility of a poor and meager life” (De oec. col.16.1-3: [oU]te [y]ao aoxaAat cdddowv avne
Kat oG to HEAA[ov eV]0[a]oonc Tt tameviL kat Ttevixeat dwxitnu); the reason for the sage
economist’s confidence, moreover, is that “he knows that the requirements of nature are satisfied
even by this” (ibid. 3-4: 10 pvowov edwg kat V1O TavTNg dowkovpevov). Unlike the
overindulgent spendthrift, therefore, who has become accustomed to an abundance of fancy
delicacies (cf. 2.2.109: pluribus adsuerit) and will undoubtedly be crushed by their absence when
his wealth is gone, Ofellus draws “unwavering confidence” (108: fidet sibi certius; cf. De oec.
col. 16.1-2: mpog 1o HéAA[ov e0]0[a]oonc) from the fact that he is “content with little” (110:
contentus parvo) and that “cheap eggs and black olives™ (45-6: vilibus ovis | nigrisque . . . oleis),
which provide the body with health and are conducive to the good life, will always be readily
available. One may compare this logic to a similar argument made by Philodemus regarding the
financial loss of an individual who “is good at procuring what suffices for himself” (De oec. col.

16.6-8 ovte kakog e0EEoHAL TX TTEOS AVTOV IKAVA):

Tivog v odv éveka TAmaDT ExwVv EPodla TEOGS TO LNV KAAWS €V TOAATL QALoTWVNL,
KAV TAOVTOV &ATIOBAANL, TtéQat TOL peTEiov kKakomadnoel cwtnolag évexa XoNUATwY;

For what reason, therefore, would one who can acquire such means [i.e., ta hikana] for
the good life with such easiness undergo extreme suffering on account of financial loss,
even if he should lose his wealth?  (De oec. col. 16.12-18)

“2See Rich (1956) 23-4.
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The realization that a victus tenuis is easily supported explains why Ofellus is indifferent to the
loss of wealth, to which one may compare De div. col. 53.2-5: adiadogov pev eivat v €k
ntAovTou petantwory eig meviav (“[ They say that] the fall from wealth into poverty is

something indifferent”); indeed, Horace tells us that, even after the confiscation of his property
and reduction of wealth, he continues to enjoy the same degree of satisfaction as before (2.2.113-
14): [Ofellum] integris opibus novi non latius usum quam nunc accisis (“This Ofellus, as I well
know, used his full means on no larger scale than he does now, when they are cut down”).** In
addition to this, the rustic sage has “prepared for war” by cultivating friendships and being
generous to his friends (118-25), who, as Philodemus puts it, are a secure treasure that fortune
cannot deplete or destroy (De oec. col. 25.3-4). This may provide the context for Ofellus’
defiant assertion that, no matter how wildly Fortune rages, she will never diminish the bond of
camaraderie (2.2.126-27): saeviat atque novos moveat Fortuna tumultus: | quantum hinc
inminuet? (“Let Fortune storm and stir fresh turmoils; how much will she take off from this?”’).**
Horace concludes the discourse on plain living by reminding his audience of the fickleness of
fortune, which, as the Cynics would point out, has not “given her goods to the rich, but only lent

2945

them,”* and of the transience of wealth, which, as Philodemus states, is “easily destroyed and

$Muecke (1993) 127: “Because he lived frugally before he lost his farm, he has not had
to change the way of life in which he is happy.” See also Freudenburg (2001) 99.

“For the language in this line as a possible imitation of “epic grandeur,” see Muecke
(1993) 129, who cites relevant parallels. I take hinc as a reference to the bulwark of conviviality
expressed in the immediately preceding passage (118-25), with the phrase quantum aut at 126
introducing the second defense against fortune, i.e., the ability to subsist on meager fare.

#Kindstrand (1976) F30A-D: t& xorjpuata toig mAovoiolg 1} Tuxn ov dedaontal, dAAX
dedavewkev. Cf. also Eur. Phoen. 555 and Men. Dysk. 797-812. Fiske (1971) 385-86 cites a
handful of Lucilian parallels of which the following is especially noteworthy (701 M): cum
sciam nihil esse in vita proprium mortali datum (“Since I know that nothing in life has been
given to mortals as their own possession”). The same thought is expressed by Lucretius (3.971):

124

www.manaraa.com



perfectly subject to being taken away” (De div. col. 54.8-10: e0pOaptdc éotL Kt TeAéwg
evadaipetog 6 mAovtog). According to both Ofellus and Philodemus, therefore, the best way to

maintain a “stout heart” (2.2.136: fortiaque . . . pectora) in the face of such economic uncertainty
is to be content with little, which nature easily procures, and to draw strength from one’s friends,
who are a most stable treasure “against adverse fortune” (De oec. col. 25.3: mpog v toxnv; cf.
108: ad casus dubios).

Immediately following Ofellus’ advice on simple living Horace introduces the character
of Damasippus, a recent convert to Stoicism whose tirade against moral deficiency, which is
much longer and harsher than that of Ofellus, focuses largely on economic vice. As with the
previous satires, the initial verses of Sermones 2.3 give the context in which this diatribe occurs:

‘Sic raro scribis ut toto non quater anno
membranam poscas, scriptorium quaeque retexens,
iratus tibi quod vini somnique benignus

nil dignum sermone canas. quid fiet? at ipsis
Saturnalibus huc fugisti. (S. 2.3.1-5)

So seldom do you write, that not four times in all the year do you call for the parchment,

while you unweave the web of all you have written, and are angry with yourself because,

while so generous of wine and of sleep, you turn out no poetry worth talking about.

What will be the end? Why, you say, even in the Saturnalia you fled here for refuge.

The preceding lines indicate that Damasippus has taken upon himself the task of chiding Horace

for his excessive leisure in the country,*® which is preventing him from filling notebooks with

vitaque mancipio nulli datur, omnibus usu (“Life has been loaned to everyone and freely granted
to no none”). Cf. Horace’s prayer to Mercury for the lifelong preservation of his Sabine estate
(2.6.4-6).

4Rudd (1966) 173 imagines the setting as the Sabine estate, which Maecenas had given
Horace in 33 BC. He is followed by Muecke (1993) 133 and Courtney (2013) 135.
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the kind of satiric invective he had “promised” (6: promissis).*’ The impetuousness of this city-
dwelling street preacher differs significantly from the appreciation of the value of convivial
otium accorded to Ofellus, whom Horace portrays as the “ideal of the frugal life in the

countryside;”*3

perhaps more importantly, the Stoic’s failure to appreciate the philosophical
and—for Horace— literary advantages of a “leisurely withdrawal with friends” (De eoc. col.
23.15-16: peta didwv avayxdonowv eboxoAov) reflects his misunderstanding of the poet’s high
standards, which call for refinement and brevity rather than the sheer productivity of a Lucilian
“flow” (1.10.50: fluere).* Instead of appreciating Horace’s love of the countryside, Damasippus
blames him for his laziness and overindulgence (2.3.3: vini somnique benignus; cf. 14-15: Siren |
desidia)® and wishes to transport him back to Rome where the “pedestrian Muse” (2.6.17:
musaque pedestri) will be more productive. In fact, Damasippus is so thirsty for hardcore
invective that he virtually hijacks the narrative for his own purposes, as Freudenburg explains:
Damasippus sees no trace of “virtue” [13: virtute] in Horace, no satiric vigour, so he

has to assume it was “left behind” [ibid.: relicta] like some forgotten pair of socks that
did not make it into the bag. He cannot see it because he equates it with something

4T0n the other hand, at this time Horace was also composing the Epodi, and it is probable
that Damasippus’ mention of Archilochus (12) refers to these iambic poems, as Kiessling-Heinze
(1910) 186, Muecke (1993) 133, Cucchiarelli (2001) 120-25 and Courtney (2013) 135 suggest.

“Muecke (1993) 114. Cf. Ep. 1.10.1-2, dedicated to Aristius Fuscus, in which the poet
draws a distinction between Epicurean “lovers of the country” (ruris amatores) and Stoic “lovers
of the city” (urbis amatorem). For the contrast, see Barbieri (1977) 502.

“See Freudenburg (2001) 113: “[W]hat Damasippus sees as a playboy’s failure to buckle
down and produce vast amounts can be taken as an allusion to the poet’s Callimachean aesthetic
sense; that is, his determination to produce small amounts, finely crafted.” Horace
communicates the literary advantages of otium and the withdrawal from society at 1.1.138-39
and 1.6.122-23. Cf. also Ep. 2.2.77: scriptorum chorus omnis amat nemus et fugit urbem (“The
whole chorus of writers loves the grove and flees the city”).

S%For wine and sleep as promoters of poetic excellence and providing inspiration, see Ep.
1.19.1-11 and 2.2.78 respectively.
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Horace has failed “miserably” [14: miser] to produce: endless reams of lectures against
vice; hard-hitting Stoic diatribe. And because Horace cannot produce it, Damasippus
undertakes to produce it for him, and so we have the rest of the poem, ad nauseam, the
second longest lecture Horace (n)ever wrote. !
It has been noted that the harshness (to say nothing of the extraordinary length) which
characterizes Damasippus’ bitter attack is at odds with Horatian satire’s usually helpful
criticisms.>? Anderson, for example, refers to the neophyte’s ravings as “impractical moral
fanaticism,” presumably since they rigidly apply philosophical doctrines without the slightest
concern for moral correction,> and Philodemus similarly condemns the harsh and impractical
approach to vice associated with Stoic and Cynic treatments of harmful emotions.>* In this one
of his longest poems of all, moreover, Horace clearly parodies the prolixity and endless vitriol of
such treatments; on the other hand, his humorous depiction is not void of moral truth, which,

despite the poem’s nominally Stoic content, is eclectic in nature and therefore incorporates many

of the commonplaces of Hellenistic ethics.>

S1Freudenburg (2001) 115. For the various mannerisms and topoi of the traditional Stoic
diatribe which Horace imitates in this poem, see Lejay (1915) 384, Cebe (1966) 262 and Fiske
(1971) 388.

2Muecke (1993) 131: “Horace . . . disassociates himself from the Stoics’ rigid
dogmatism, which swamps the listener without encouraging him to reach the balanced
perspective and sense of reality which Horace himself offers elsewhere.” Cf. Ceébe (1966) 262-
63, who says that “ce sont leurs procédés et leur langage qu’il dénigre, non la subsance de leur
enseignement.”

53 Anderson (1982) 45.

**De ir. col. 1.7-20 (a description of the criticisms of an unnamed adversary): ei pév odv
émetipa tolg Péyovot p[o]vov, dAAo de unde &v motovowy 1) Bat[d]v, wg Biwv év Tt ITepl g
0pYN¢ kat Xpvownmog év T[]t ITe[p]i mabav Oepamevtik@y, kKav petoiwg otato (“If,
moreover, he had stopped at criticizing those who merely blame others and achieve nothing else
or very little, such as Bion in his treatise On anger or Chrysippus in his On treatments for anger,
then it would have been appropriate™).
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The extreme zeal of Damasippus is the result of a conversion to Stoic philosophy
following a financial crisis and the realization that “all fools are mad” (32: insanis et tu stultique
prope omnes).>® According to Horace’s description, Damasippus had suffered the complete loss
of his wealth (18-19), which, unlike Ofellus, was a misfortune he was obviously unable to bear
with equanimity (37-8): nam male re gesta cum vellem mittere operto | me capite in flumen (“For
when, after my financial failure, I’d covered my head and was intending to hurl myself into the
river . . .”).°" The entire scene, however, is conveyed in a strongly parodic manner: covering the
head was customary near death, but it also recalls Plato’s dramatic telling of Socrates’ last
moments (Phd. 118a6-7); Damasippus’ savior, whom he identifies as a Stoic sage named

Stertinius,>® suddenly and auspiciously “appears on his right side” (38: dexter stetit)*® and

553ee Rudd (1966) 183 and Fiske (1971) 389.

3%For the Stoic doctrine that “all fools are mad” (mag ddowv paiveta), see Cic. Tusc.
3.7-11. Horace’s interlocutor, however, does not observe the distinction Cicero draws between
moral unsoundness (insania) and mental illness (furor), for which see Rudd (1966) 181-87.
Pigeaud (1990) 9-43 examines at length the Stoic tradition of madness as a sickness in this poem.
With regard to the speaker, Cicero mentions a man named Damasippus who was involved in the
purchase of antiquities and real estate (Fam. 7.23.2-3; cf. 2.3.20-26). Bailey (1976) 29-30
identifies him as the son of Licinius Crassus Junianus (Brutus) Damasippus. Juvenal mentions a
certain Damasippus who had suffered the “destruction of his riches” (8.185: consumptis opibus).

S"Muecke (1993) 130. This extreme reaction to his bankruptcy is probably intended to
expose Damasippus as a hypocrite, especially given his earlier advice to Horace concerning
fulfilling promises “with equanimity” (aequo animo). Cucchiarelli (2001) 160 notes “varie
esperienze in commune” between Damasippus and the Cynic Menippius of Gadara, including the
loss of wealth and desire to commit suicide (cf. Diog. Laert. 6.99-100).

8Horace mentions him again at Ep. 1.12.20, regarding which Pseudo-Acro states the
following: Stertinius philosophus, qui CCXX libros Stoicorum Latine descripsit (“‘Stertinius was
a philosopher who wrote two-hundred twenty books on Stoicism in Latin”). Very little is known
about this individual, for which see Rawson (1985) 53 and Desideri (1996) 906 in Enc. Or. His
name, which appears to be connected to the verb stertere, may conceal a pun in identifying the
longwinded sage as “Mr. Snore.” See Sharland (2009a) 113-31.
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employs the archaic subjunctive “doeth” (38: faxis), which Horace uses elsewhere in a solemn
prayer to Mercury (2.6.5); the Stoic sage’s teachings, which, according to Damasippus, were
“rattled off” (33: crepat), are rehashed in the form of vmopvnuata (34: descripsi . . . praecepta)
that create bathos when compared to Xenophon’s record of Socrates’ teachings and, later on,
Arrian’s preservation of those of Epictetus.®® To make matters worse, Damasippus is identified
as a “fool” not only by his own teacher (40: insanus) but also by Horace (326: insane), which is a
label this late learner (cf. 1.10.21: o seri studiorum) confirms by his misapplication of Stertinius’
doctrines.®! Indeed, according to Cicero, the Stoic sage should use philosophy primarily to self-
medicate:

Est profecto animi medicina philosophia. Cuius auxilium non ut in corporis morbis

petendum est foris, omnibusque opibus et viribus ut nosmet ipsi nobis mederi possimus

elaborandum est. (Tusc. 3.6)

The medicine of the soul is certainly philosophy, whose aid must be sought not, as in

bodily diseases, outside ourselves, and we must use our utmost endeavor, employing all

our resources and strength, that we may have the power to be ourselves our own
physicians.%?

SCourtney 2013) 136 says that Stertinius appeared to Damasippus “like a deus ex
machina.”

0Fiske (1971) 387. It should also be noted that Philodemus likewise recorded the
lectures of Zeno, of which the treatise De libertate dicendi is an excerpt.

8Rudd (1966) 175. Cf. Cébe (1966) 263: “Ses paroles respirent 1’intolérance des
neophytes.”

82A very similar view is expressed by Persius (1.1.7): nec te quaesiveris extra (“Do not
seek outside yourself”). Cf. also Arr. Diss. Epict. 1.15.2: wg yap téktovog VAN tax EVAa,
AVOQLAVTOTIOLOD O XaAkOS, oUTwG TG Teptl Blov téxvng VAN o Biog avtov ékaotov (“For just
as wood is the material of the carpenter and bronze that of the statuary, so each individual’s own
life is the material of the art of living”). See also Courtney (2013) 135.
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Nevertheless, instead of evaluating his own life in the light of his recent conversion and
education, Damasippus immediately takes the opportunity to attack mercilessly everyone else’s
faults, including those of Horace (307-25). In order to do so, he relates the doctrines of
Stertinius, who, like a comic actor in a Plautine prologue,® now takes center stage and requests
the audience’s attention while carefully outlining the content of his “play” (78-80): wicked
ambition (ambitio mala), avarice (argenti amor), self-indulgence (/uxuria) and superstition
(tristis superstitio). As is immediately clear from this list, vices associated with avarice and the
mismanagement of wealth in general promise to be the main focus of his diatribe, which is
indeed the case. The overemphasis on economic vice, moreover, is intriguing given the content
of the previous satire, and although there are certain thematic similarities between these two as
well as Horace’s treatment of avarice in Sermones 1.1, there are also significant differences.
Stertinius’ attack on avarice focuses largely on examples of meanness (82-157), which
establish numerous connections to the immediately preceding treatment of Ofellus as well as to
that of the poet himself in Sermones 1.1. The first representative of avarice is the miser
Staberius,® whose obsession with displaying the sum total of his amassed wealth on a tombstone
is explained as originating in his great fear of poverty:
quoad vixit credidit ingens

pauperiem vitium et cavit nihil acrius, ut, si

forte minus locuples uno quadrante perisset,

ipse videretur sibi nequior.  (S. 2.3.91-4)

As long as he lived, he believed poverty a huge fault and there was nothing he took

keener precaution against, so that, if by chance he had died less rich by one farthing, he
would think himself so much the more worthless.

831 owe this observation to Muecke (1993) 141.

84 As Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 199 and Muecke (1993) 142 point out, this individual is
otherwise unknown.
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Like the unnamed miser in Sermones 1.1, who fears poverty (1.1.93: pauperiem metuas; cf.
2.3.110: metuens) and equates any reduction of wealth with a corresponding reduction of selt-
worth (1.1.62), Staberius hoards his money and mistakenly identifies it as the summum bonum.%
Of course, these convictions are the expression of a false opinion (cf. 1.1.61: cupidine falso): in
the case of the Horatian miser, limitless wealth is associated with pleasure (1.1.51: suave est; 78:
hoc iuvat?), while for Staberius it is better than virtue and produces all of the defining
characteristics traditionally applied to the Stoic sage:
omnis enim res,
virtus, fama, decus, divina humanaque pulchris
divitiis parent; quas qui construxerit ille
clarus erit, fortis, tustus . . . etrex.  (S. 2.3.94-97)
“Everything, you see, merit, renown, beauty, everything divine and human yields to
beauteous® riches; the man who has amassed riches will be illustrious, brave, just and
wise . . . and a king.”
This is a complete perversion of Stoic doctrine, which states that virtue alone is inherently good
while external factors such as riches and health are considered to be “preferred indifferents,”
indicating that they should be chosen for their benefits although they contribute nothing to

happiness or virtue.®” As has been discussed above, Epicurus similarly states that great wealth

cannot make one truly happy or provide the benefits associated with the summum bonum (Arr.

850fellus identifies a similar mistake in 2.2.19-20: non in caro nidore voluptas | summa
(“The greatest pleasure does not lie in a costly aroma”).

% Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 201 note that the identification of wealth as “beautiful”
(pulcher) has religious connotations, implying that Staberius views wealth as “der wahre Gott.”
Cf. Cic. Fam. 9.14.4 for the orthodox position: Nihil est . . . virtute formosius, nihil pulchrius,
nihil amabilius (“Nothing is more handsome, beautiful or worthy of love than virtue”).

%7For ancient evidence regarding the Stoic doctrine of “preferred indifferents” (&diddooa
rponypéva), see Long and Sedley (1987) 349-55.
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6.81); Philodemus, moreover, who recognizes the usefulness of wealth, warns against making
financial acquisition an end in itself (De oec. col. 17.2-9) and associating the loss of revenue
with poverty, which results in intense pain and anxiety (ibid. col. 19.4-16).%® Indeed, the refusal
to make expenditures because of the risk of poverty or a reduction of self-worth ultimately leads
to wretched squalor, as the sorry life of Staberius shows: he feels compelled to keep constant
vigil over his enormous heap (112: vigilet; cf 1.1.76: vigilare metu), from which, unlike the wise
ant in Sermones 1.1, he refuses to subtract despite his intense hunger (2.3.113: esuriens); instead,
he chooses to subsist on bitter herbs and sour wine (114-17; cf. 2.2.55-62) and his tattered, moth-
bitten rags are a poor excuse for clothes (117-19).%° As Stertinius indicates, moreover,
Staberius’ twisted views regarding wealth actually prevent him from using it properly (108-9):
qui discrepat istis | qui nummos aurumque recondit, nescius uti (“In what way is he different

from such men, the one who hides his coins and gold, being ignorant of its purpose?”’).”’ The

S8This is also expressed in De div. col. 27.6-10: mowovuevor m)[v du]Aaki)v kai ovv
peotpvaug e[mlwdvvols: kal mept TG ATMOROANG 0UTWS dywViwvTes ws avuT[apéiac]
(“Endeavoring to preserve wealth with painful anxieties and agonizing over the loss of revenue
as if it were penury”). It should also be remembered that Philodemus states that “the fall from
wealth to poverty is indifferent” (ibid. col. 53.3-5). Regarding wealth itself, Philodemus does
not identify it as a “preferred indifferent” but considers it beneficial or detrimental in relation to
the disposition of the one using it. Cf. De oec. col. 14.5-9: O dpatvetar d’ 6 mAovTog EmipégeLy
aAvotteAeig duoyepelag maQ” alTov AAA& maa t[v] TV xowuévwy kakiav (“Wealth does
not seem to bring profitless troubles of its own accord, but rather as a result of the wickedness of
those who misuse it””). Diogenes Laertius preserves a similar Stoic version of this teaching
(7.101-3).

%These descriptions depend heavily on traditional depictions of “meanness”
(&veAevBepiar) and the “desire of base gain” (aioxookepdiar), for which see Arist. Eth. Nic.
1121b10-15 and Theophr. Char. 30 respectively. For keeping vigil day and night as a symptom
of meanness, which appears at 1.1.76, cf. Plaut. Aul. 72-3.

70Cf. 1.1.41-2 for hiding gold in the earth, which, as discussed in the previous chapter,
was a traditional motif in serio-comic literature: cf. Hippoc. [Ep.] 17.8 and Plaut. Aul. 6-8.
Horace similarly chides the miser for being “ignorant of money’s potential, of the enjoyment it
can bring” (1.1.73: nescis quo valeat nummus, quem praebeat usum?).
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problem of being ignorant about money and its value is a common theme of moral philosophy
but of particular importance to Epicurus, who identifies philosophical avtaokeix with the ability
to be satisfied with and enjoy one’s possessions (Arr. 4.130.5-7).”" This is also expressed by
Philodemus in his economic treatises, which emphasize the sage economist’s ability to acquire
and use wealth beneficially (De oec. col. 19.45-20.1): émewdr) kata o ovudpép[ov] paAot[a]
Kal ktatat kat xontot kat émpé[Aetal mAovto]u (. . . although the sage in particular acquires,
uses and cares for wealth to his own advantage”).”? In contrast to this, Staberius’ hoarding of
wealth results not only in sordidness and physical discomfort, but also in much anxiety as he
fearfully keeps imagined despoilers away and worries about “not having enough” (123: ne tibi
desit).

The other examples of economic vice Stertinius presents are associated with greed as
well as self-indulgence, both of which Damasippus eventually attributes to Horace himself.
Regarding the consequences of being unable to enjoy wealth, perhaps the best or at least most
extreme example is afforded by the miser Opimius, whose greedy refusal to make expenditures
ultimately results in his own death (147-57). Stertinius refers to him as “poor Opimius” (142:
pauper Opimius), which, given the obvious connection to opimus, is certainly intended as a
clever oxymoron® but also alludes to Epicurus’ famous paradox describing the desire for great

wealth as spiritual poverty (Arr. 6.25): 'H mevia petgovpévn 1@ g Gpvoews téAel Héyag ot

"1See Rudd (1966) 183. Gowers (2012) 76 also identifies Horace’s mention of the
“enjoyment” (1.1.73: usum) associated with wealth as motivated by Epicureanism.

2Cf. De div. col. 23.30-31: mAovtov wdeA[elv . .] €0 x[owpévouc] (“[They say that]
wealth can be beneficial for those who use it properly”).

3See Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 205-6, who cite Carm. 3.16.28: magnas inter opes inops
(“poor in the midst of great riches”). Rudd (1966) 141 and Muecke (1993) 147 discuss the
possible identity of this individual.
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MAODUTOG: MAODTOG D¢ pn) 0ptlopévog peyadn éoti mevia (“Poverty measured by the limits of
nature is great wealth, but unlimited wealth is great poverty”).”* Unlike the hospitable Ofellus,
moreover, who, in accordance with Philodemus’ economic advice, knows how to enjoy good
things with friends and visitors on occasion (2.2.118-25), the rich miser’s inclination to “drink
bad wine on holidays” (2.3.143: Veientanum festis potare diebus)’ and “vinegar on working
days” (2.3.144: vappamque profestis) closely resembles the meanness of Avidienus (2.2.59-62)
as well as the stinginess of the inhospitable Naevius (2.2.68-9). A life of squalor and bad wine,
however, is by no means the only consequence of meanness: on his deathbed Opimius is not
surrounded by friends and family members (similar to the Horatian miser), but by his joyfully
expectant heir:
quondam lethargo grandi est opressus, ut heres
iam circum loculos et clavis laetus ovansque
curreret. (S. 2.3.145-47)
One day he was overcome by a tremendous lethargy, so that his heir was already running
around among the cash-boxes and keys, happy and jubilant.
Philodemus describes “friendlessness” (adiAia) as one of the major consequences of love of
money (De oec. col. 24.19-33), although, as Stertinius clearly indicates, Opimius has not been
totally abandoned: the final scene of this example involves a brief dialogue between the gravely

ill Opimius and his “very quick-witted and faithful doctor” (147: medicus multum celer atque

"4A similar view was expressed by the Cynics, for which cf. Kindstrand (1971) F36:
[Tpog mMAOVOOV HiKQOAGYOV, “ovy 00Ttog,” €, “tnv ovolav kéktnTal, dAA’ 1) ovoia Ttovtov.”
(“Regarding a wealthy miser, he [Bion] said ‘he does not own his possessions; rather, his
possessions own him”).

">For the low quality of Veientine wine, which Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 206 call “ein
abscheulicher roter Kritzer,” see Pers. 5.147.
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fidelis), which recalls a similar passage describing the Horatian miser’s hypothetical illness
(1.1.80-86). In both cases, meanness is associated with death: for the miser, it results in
universal abandonment and a complete lack of medical assistance; for Opimius, it prevents him
from accepting the nourishing “rice pudding” (155: tisanarium oryzae)’® which will save his life
by restoring blood and raising his collapsed stomach (153-54). The reason for his rejection is
that, like Staberius, he mistakenly views poverty as a “sickness” (157: morbo) and the most
horrendous “wickedness” (92: vitium), which prevents him from enjoying the many benefits
wealth can provide.”’ In his remaining treatment of economic vice, Stertinius considers the
madness of those who suffer from the opposite extreme, namely, self-indulgence (224-46). It is
generally acknowledged that the general focus on vitia contraria, which is a commonplace of
Horatian satire (cf. 1.2.24), largely reflects Aristotle’s doctrine of the mean; when applied
specifically to economic vice, however, it may also express the Epicurean “measure of wealth”
doctrine expounded by Philodemus in De oeconomia (col. 12.18-19: mAovtov pétoov).
According to this teaching, it is the management of one’s desires and fears which results in the
proper administration of wealth (ibid. col. 23.36-42); in other words, one must eliminate the fear
of poverty, which inevitably leads to meanness, as well as the unnecessary desires for exotic
foods and pleasures, which originate in a self-indulgent disposition and often result in the

destruction of wealth (ibid. coll. 23.42-24.2). In Stertinius’ diatribe, the self-indulgent type is

76André (1981) 54 discusses the medicinal uses associated with rice, which, as Pliny
notes (Nat. 18.71), had to be imported from India and therefore cost more than local barley. See
also Muecke (1003) 148.

"'Cf. De divitiis, where Philodemus describes poverty as a “good” (col. 49.12: ayaO[6v])
that is “not worthy of fear” (col. 36.11-12: oV [ya]o &&iov PoPov), and De oeconomia, where he
discusses the benefits of wealth (col. 14.9-23).
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exemplified by individuals like Nomentanus (224-38; cf. 1.1.102)"® and the sons of Quintus
Arrius (243-46), whose desire for extravagant commodities and dainties such as nightingales
eventually strips them of their resources. It is Damasippus, however, who, in response to
Horace’s question “With what folly do you think I am mad?” (301-2: qua me stultitia . . . |
insanire putas?), criticizes the poet for being avaricious and overly indulgent: this is directly
connected to his “mad passion” for love (325: furores) and perhaps to his otiose life in the
countryside (3: vini somnique benignus), but also includes his desire to imitate Maecenas by
“building a fortune” (308: aedificas), which is generally understood as a reference to the Sabine
estate.”” Horace’s self-deprecating response to these accusations involves the comic portrayal of
himself as irascible and frustrated with his mad interlocutor (326: insane), with no serious
attempt to raise an objection or provide a defense of his administration of wealth. This topic,
however, is revisited in Sermones 2.6, in which Horace finally addresses his relationship with
Maecenas and provides a detailed description of life on his newly acquired country villa.

The idyllic portrayal of life in the country in Sermones 2.6 is deceptively simple, since, in
addition to addressing the important theme of leisure as a prerequisite for poetic activity, it also
involves an expression of gratitude that reconnects Horace’s audience to the complicated issue of
patronage. This poem, which has been closely associated with Sermones 2.2 on account of its

praise of rural simplicity, may also engage further with the tension between city and country

8See Rudd (1966) 142.

"Muecke (1993) 165 Horace was probably building or extending the villa on the Sabine
farm, where the conversation is imagined as taking place.” See also Courtney (2013) 139. This
will be discusses again in Chapter 5.
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implicitly communicated at the beginning of Sermones 2.3.%° Indeed, it may offer a response to
the criticisms of Damasippus concerning the inadequacy of country life for literary productivity,
which, in accordance with the characteristics of Horatian satire, requires otium and often draws
inspiration from the poet’s own life experiences (whether accurately portrayed or exaggerated to
promote a literary persona). Horace’s acquisition of the Sabine estate, which probably occurred
in 33 BC,3! was undoubtedly one of these experiences, the significance of which is clearly
revealed at the outset by an elaborate prayer of thanksgiving:
Hoc erat in votis: modus agri non ita magnus,
hortus ubi et tecto vicinus iugis aquae fons
et paulum silvae super his foret. auctius atque
di melius fecere. bene est. nil amplius oro,
Maia nate, nisi ut propria haec mihi munera faxis. (S. 2.6.1-5)
This is what I prayed for!—a piece of land not so very large, where there would be a
garden, and near the house a spring of ever-flowing water, and up above these® a bit of

woodland. More and better than this have the gods done for me. I am content. Nothing
more do I ask, O son of Maia, save that thou make these blessings last my life long.

89Boll (1913) 143 was the first to arrange the poems in Book 2 as intentionally paralleled
to one another, a thesis which Fraenkel (1957) 137 doubts but Rudd (1966) 160-61 is much more
willing to accept. For the role of tension or opposition in this poem, especially that of civic
duty/leisure and Stoicism/Epicureanism, see Muecke (1993) 194.

$1Reckford (1959) 200. But cf. Bradshaw (1989) 160-86, who points out that there is no
explicit evidence in the corpus to identify Maecenas as the source of the Sabine estate. Aside
from ignoring the abundant evidence in favor of this connection, his skepticism also overlooks
various social factors and matters of décor to be discussed below. Also puzzling is Bradshaw’s
identification of Octavian as the possible source of the Sabine estate (163-66), which, although
not impossible, is a claim that does not satisfy his own rather unreasonable demand for explicit
evidence.

82This is the translation offered by Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 257 and Muecke (1993) 197,
both of whom support it by citing Var. R. 1.21.1 (a passage encouraging proprietors to establish
their villas below a wild wood). Cf. also Carm. 3.1.17: destrictus ensis cui super impia | cervice
pendet (“for whom a drawn sword hangs upon impious head”). Of course, the alternative is to
take super his as “moreover” or “in addition to this,” as does Fraenkel (1957) 138 n. 2.
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It is curious that the poet should choose to express his gratitude to Maecenas in the form of a
solemn invocation to Mercury, complete with formulaic lines used in traditional prayers.®?
There are, however, various possible reasons for this: in addition to containing the mob’s
jealousy (48: invidiae), which was a bitter-sweet reality that plagued Horace constantly (cf.
1.6.45-7), this prayer may reflect the Romans’ general distaste for explicit references to the
exchange of services between patrons and clients, which would have been especially
inappropriate within the context of a sophisticated poem.®* Ellen Oliensis gives an explanation
of Horace’s indirect expression of gratitude:
“[T]he displacement is sufficient to stave off the self-incriminating “thank you”
(portraying Horace as a poet for hire) that we might have expected Horace to produce.
Moreover, had Horace thanked Maecenas directly, the poem might be read as an enforced
or ungraciously punctual pay-off of Maecenas’ generous gift. As in Satires 1.6, the
obliquity of Horace’s “thank you” keeps the satire’s value from being exhausted in the
act of exchange.
Perhaps on a more personal level, the omission of an explicit acknowledgement of Maecenas as
Horace’s benefactor may additionally suggest a certain level of autonomy on the part of the poet,
who, in an earlier dedication to his patron, had boldly reserved gratitude for his biological father
(1.6.65-71).% As a poet, moreover, Horace was entirely justified in associating Maecenas, to

whom he refers elsewhere as a source of wealth (Epod. 1.31-2; Ep. 1.7.15), with the god of

financial prosperity, thereby transforming an otherwise perfunctory expression of gratitude into a

83See Fraenkel (1957) 138 n. 1.

84Rudd (1966) 253: “As Maecenas heard that magnificent opening, in which a human
name would have been quite out of place . . .”

850liensis (1998) 48.

$86Cf. Ep. 1.7, in which Horace famously and unabashedly asserts his independence from
Maecenas and his gifts, particularly the Sabine estate.
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lofty and traditional invocation.®” This association is further confirmed by Horace’s deliberate
use of the matronymic Maia nate, which, in addition to reflecting the traditional Greek formula
(cf. Hom. Hymn Merc. 1),% also appears conveniently to echo his patron’s name.®® The
allegorical identification of a Roman benefactor as Mercury likewise appears in Carm. 1.2 (43:
filius Maiae), although Horace’s model was perhaps Vergil’s Eclogae 1, in which Tityrus extols
the source of his rural property in the following manner (6-7): O Meliboee, deus nobis otia fecit.
| Namque erit ille mihi simper deus (“O Meliboeus, it is a god who wrought for us this peace—
for a god he shall ever be to me”).”® In Horace’s version, however, the connection to patronage
is strongly implied by means of the carefully chosen vocabulary: he is “pleased with the favor”
(13: gratum iuvat; cf. Epod. 1.24: tuae spem gratiae) of Maia’s son, who has granted him “gifts”
(5: munera; cf. Ep. 1.7.18: dono)®' and who offers him protection as a “guardian” (15: custos; cf.

Carm. 1.1.1: praesidium); indeed, Mercury could be regarded as Horace’s protector just as easily

87Cf. Fraenkel (1957) 141: “Horace was poet enough to adopt and transform the hopes,
the fears and even the prayers of bygone generations.” According to Fraenkel (1957) 140 and
Rudd (1966) 248, the religious tone of this introductory prayer and the gravity of words such as
carmen (22) is uncharacteristic of the Sermones and looks forward to his lyric odes. Courtney
(2013) 151, however, is more cautious.

$8Muecke (1993) 197. Cf. also Alcaeus’ fragmentary hymn to Mercury, which contains
the phrase Maia yévvarto (Campbell, 308b.3). Horace’s imitation of this poem in Carm. 1.10
begins with the vocative Mercuri, which, of course, would have been metrically impossible in
hexameters.

$90liensis (1998) 48.

%See Bowditch (2010) 60.

1Ct. Plaut. Cist. 93: in amicitiam insinuavit . . . blanditiis, muneribus, donis (“He
insinuated himself into friendship through flattery, favors and gifts”). The word munus is often
associated with divine gifts (cf. Verg. 4. 12.393 and Cic. Arch. 18) as well as buildings or

property.
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as Maecenas, since both offer assistance with regard to poetic activity: the former through
inspiration and the latter through his gift of a suitable venue for leisurely withdrawal.”?

Horace’s acceptance of the Sabine estate when he was already prosperous may seem to
contradict Epicurus’ economic restrictions and views of natural wealth, which impose strict
limits on financial success; the details related to the acquisition of his newfound estate, however,
closely reflect Philodemus’ economic advice. As mentioned in the previous chapter, Epicurus
sanctioned moneymaking only out of dire necessity (Arr. 121b4); in other words, wealth should
be acquired for the purpose of satisfying the necessary desires associated with survival, such as
food and drink. This is consistent with his view of natural wealth as the equivalent of having
few possessions (Arr. 6.25), since such desires are easily satisfied and therefore cannot justify
the acquisition of substantial resources (Arr. 5.144.1-2). As mentioned above, Philodemus
echoes this advice in his economic treatises, stating that poverty is a “good thing” (De div. 49.12:

ayaB[ov]), that the loss of resources is indifferent to happiness (ibid. col. 53.3-5) and that the

sage will be content with the thought of living a poor and meager life, since nature is easily
satisfied (De eoc. col. 19.16-19). In addition to this, however, he cautiously suggests that
responsibly acquired wealth, although contributing nothing of itself to happiness and pleasure,
affords relief from difficulties and is conducive towards leisure and the contemplative life; it is,
therefore, much preferable to a life of little means:
‘H yop érpéAeta kai tonots, 6omn mEETEL TWL KATA TEOTIOV AUTOL TTROEOTWTL,
TIAQEXEL LEV TV €wloT OXANOLY, OV eV TAElW YE TOV KATA TOV €PNILEQOV TTOQLOHOV,
av 0¢ kat mAelw, TV AA[A]wv @V ataAddtel dvoxepwv [0]V mAeloV’, av u[1)] del&n)
TIS, WG OUK ATtod[dw]owv 6 puokog mAovTog [O]AAD[L] peilovg Tag émkaQmiag 1

TOLG TOVOULG ¢ AT [O]Atywv Cwng, O TOAAOD denjoe[t mag|iotdve[wy.]
(De oec. col. 14. 9-23)

92For the identification Maecenas = Mercury as parodic, see Bond (1985) 74-5.
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The care and preservation of wealth that suits someone who takes care of it properly does
not afford greater trouble than the provision of daily needs, and even if it affords more
trouble, this is not more than the difficulties from which it releases us, unless someone
shows that natural wealth does not provide a much greater balance of rewards over toil
than does the life of little means, which he will be very far from showing.
The significance of Philodemus’ point lies in the subtle but meaningful opposition between
natural wealth and the “life of few possessions,” which is different from Epicurus’ equation of
natural wealth with the possession of few things.”®> This is not to say that Philodemus places the
highest value on wealth; rather, he borrows language from the Stoics and describes the change
from wealth to poverty as “indifferent” (De div. col. 53.3-5: [adia]pogo[v]) with regard to
happiness or virtue, and he rejects the notion that there is a great “difference” (ibid. col. 41.35-7:
dapopat) between the two economic states, since both are able to produce “equal pleasures”
(ibid. col. 56.4-8: io[ag] 1)dovéc).”* In the passage following the block quotation above,
however, he carefully states that the Epicurean sage, though content with little and unwilling to

suffer for the sake of wealth, merely “inclines in his wishes towards a more bountiful way of

life” (De oec. col. 16.4-6: oémel d¢ L BovArioet paAAov i v ddBovwtégav).”

% Asmis (2004) 159: “Everything Philodemus says is compatible with Epicurus’ own
teachings. But there is a change of emphasis. Whereas Philodemus offers a defense of wealth,
Epicurus’ economic advice appears, on the whole, a consolation for poverty.”

%Cf. De oec. col. 16.1-4. The Stoic doctrine of “indifferents” or adicpooa has been
discussed above. Of particular relevance is the evidence from Stobaeus (2.83.10-84.2 = SVF
3.124), according to which Antipater regarded wealth as having “selective value” (éxAextikn
a&la), which means that, all things being equal, it should always be preferred to poverty. Cf.
Plutarch Mor. 75.1047¢ (De communibus notitiis = SVF 3.138), who mentions how Chrysippus
considered it madness not to pursue wealth, and Cicero (Off- 1.25), who places no limit on
wealth acquisition so long as “no one is harmed in the process” (amplificatio nemini nocens). In
contrast to this, Philodemus never claims that wealth must be pursued or that it can be amassed
without limits so long as no one is harmed. Instead, he suggests that the sage accept wealth but

simultaneously expresses the value of poverty (mevia), which the sage is never obligated to
avoid. Cf. De oec. coll. 15.45-16.4 and De div. coll. 41.9-15 and 47.9-11.
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Philodemus makes it clear that the sage freely accepts more wealth but only when it comes easily
and without harm; in other words, he receives it from grateful patrons (e.g., Piso and Maecenas)
rather than actively seeking it out (ibid. coll. 16.44-17.2): 10 [d¢ mt]Aciov, &[v a]PA[a]Paws kail
[ev]moowe YivnTay, dekTé[ov, 0] d¢ kakomaO[e]v [kat” a]vto tovto un (“One should accept
more wealth if it comes without harm and easily, but one should not suffer on account of this”).
In this sense the Epicurean manager, who is content with little, prefers but does not desire to live
affluently, and he only accepts more wealth when it comes easily and, in the ideal situation, in
the form of “gratitude” (gratia, evx&ootov) from patrons and friends.

The preceding summary of Philodemus’ defense of wealth, which differs from the more
restrictive attitude of Epicurus, may help to explain Horace’s acquisition of the Sabine estate,
which, far from being a “little farm” (Ep. 1.14.1: agelli; cf. 1.6.71 and 2.2.114), was likely a
spacious property with significant agricultural potential. Horace hints at the superiority of this
property in Sermones 2.6 by mentioning its size and quality, both of which have exceeded his
moderate hopes (1-4): Hoc erat in votis: modus agri non ita magnus . . . auctius atque | di melius
fecere (“This is what I prayed for!—a piece of land not so very large . . . More and better than

91)'96

this have the gods done for me His use of modus is noteworthy, for this word elsewhere

denotes the proper measure which corresponds to moderation and correct behavior (cf. 1.1.106:

%In other words, the sage should coolly accept but not endeavor to accumulate wealth,
which is “easily taken away” (De div. col. 54. 9: evadaipetoc) and “easily destroyed” (ibid. 8:
[e0]dpOaptoc). This is consistent with Epicurus’ teaching concerning the “independence” (Arr.
6.44: avtapkewa) of living with few possessions. In this sense, Philodemus’ expression “inclines
in his wishes” certainly does not imply a “desire for wealth” (De div. col. 58.8-9: [¢]miOvpiag
nt[o]og mAovtov), which is reprehensible.

%See Lyne (1995) 20. Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 257 translate auctius atque melius as
“reichlicher und besser.”

142

www.manaraa.com



est modus in rebus);’’ the Sabine estate, however, clearly exceeds this measure, which is a
strange admission paralleled only by the poet’s recognition of Maecenas’ generosity in Epodi 1
(30-31): satis superque me benignitas tua | ditavit (“enough has your generosity enriched me and
more than enough”).”® As scholars have noted, the mention of divitiae is undoubtedly a
reference to the Sabine estate, the overall quality of which, shockingly enough, appears to violate
Horace’s usual demand for moderation and contentment.”® Indeed, the actual magnitude of what
most modern commentators (undoubtedly misled by Horace) inaccurately describe as a “farm” is
carefully and discretely revealed by the poet himself.!?’ In his epistolary correspondence with
Quinctius, for example, the poet addresses the issue of the Sabine estate’s agricultural
productivity (Ep. 1.16.1-16), which consequently indicates something about its economic
potential, as Leach notes:

The hypothetical questions he attributes to Quinctius locate his description within the

discourse of agricultural self-sufficiency. All the products he has listed—crops, olives,
orchards, pasturage, and vines—imply a major agricultural establishment, suggesting that

97As Muecke (1993) 196 and Gowers (2012) 81 note, in addition to its ethical
connotation modus is also the technical term indicating a measure of land. Cf. Plaut. Aul. 13:
agri reliquit ei non magnum modum (“He left him not a large measure of land”).

%Leach (1993) 272, reporting the observations of a young philologist regarding the
remains of Horace’s villa in Italy, states: “[H]is confrontation with the architectural actualities
disturbed his literary preconceptions in one particular. The unanticipated spaciousness of the
villa and its properties seemed out of keeping with Horace’s own protestations of a modest
lifestyle.”

%Furthermore, if Suetonius’ testimony is taken into account, it seems that Horace was the
recipient of not one, but possibly three properties (Suet. Vit. Hor. 18-19): vixit plurimum in
secessu ruris sui Sabini aut Tiburtini, domusque ostenditur circa Tiburni luculum (“He lived for
the most part either in his Sabine or his Tiburtine country retreat, and a house of his is shown
near the grove of Tiburnus”). Lyne (1995) 9-11 also accounts for Horace’s extended description
of a retreat at Tarentum at Odes 2.6 and the townhouse he had acquired soon after his purchase
of the post of scriba—a possible total of five properties!

1003ee Oliensis (1998) 42, Leach (1993) 275-76 and Lyne (1995) 6.
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the question being answered is really, “How large and how productive is the farm?” If
we were to answer this question on the basis of Horace’s offerings in Ode 1.17 to
Tyndaris, of copia . . . ruris honorum opulenta, we would have to say “very productive,”
but in the immediate situation Horace plays down productivity. %!
All of this, of course, begs the question: how are we to reconcile Horace’s status as an opulent
proprietor with Epicurean frugality and the importance of vivere parvo (2.2.1)? As suggested
above, the answer lies in the views expressed by Philodemus in his economic treatises, which
sanction and even promote the acquisition of wealth under specific conditions. The first
important observation is that, in accordance with Philodemus’ teaching, Horace neither pursues

);1%2 on the

wealth nor does he constantly desire more like the “foolish” manager (8: stultus
contrary, he is able to “endure poverty” (Carm. 1.1.18: pauperiem pati), whom he “courts and
whose virtue is its own dowry” (ibid. 3.29.55-6: probamque | pauperiem sine dote quaero) since
she is easily satisfied and always provides “what is enough” (Ep. 1.2.46: quod satis est).'® In
spite of this profound respect for poverty and his overall contentment, however, Horace clearly
indicates that he is not poor: as a result of his patron’s generosity, not only does he “lack
troublesome poverty” (Carm. 3.16.37: importuna tamen pauperies abest; cf. Ep. 2.2.199:

pauperies . . . absit) but he enjoys substantial wealth, as he plainly states in a later

correspondence (Ep. 1.7.15): tu me fecisti locupletem (“You have made me rich™).!%* The point

11T each (1993) 281. Cf. Barbieri (1977) 501, who notes that Horace “non mostra
interesse per la rendita e per le carateristiche economiche del fondo.” On this poem in general,
see Kilpatrick (1986) 96-9. For a study of the differences between the poetic and historical
Sabine property, see Frischer (1995) 31-45.

102 Rudd (1966) 243-44

103See Vischer (1965) 147-52, whose analysis does not consider the fact that, despite
Horace’s respect for poverty, he was willing to accept wealth.

104For the meaning of this adjective, which is rarely applied to people, as denoting
“abundant in land” (i.e., locus + plenus), see Cic. Rep. 2.9.16: quod tum erat res in pecore et
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is that Horace, like the Epicurean manager, “does not grab, he accepts,”'% and that this
prosperity is the result of a generous patron’s favor, which he freely receives and responsibly
enjoys without toil or anxiety. As he makes perfectly clear in Epistulae 1.7, moreover, the poet
is certainly not afraid to lose his wealth or return to a state of poverty, but he presently requests
that, if possible, his newfound fortune should last a lifetime (2.6.4-5): oro | . . . ut propria haec
mihi munera faxis (“My only prayer is that you should make these gifts mine for ever”).!% Far
from attempting to avoid poverty and desiring limitless wealth, therefore, Horace simply
“inclines in his wishes” towards affluence; and as he consciously demonstrates in the rest of
Sermones 2.6, his decision to accept such prosperity reflects Philodemus’ concern for applying
the pleasure calculus to every economic decision and ensuring that increased wealth does not
result in increased pain.

Rather than functioning as a superficial foil to the later description of country life,'??
Horace’s account of the cares associated with Rome at 2.6.23-57 are necessary for justifying his

acceptance of the Sabine estate and his leisurely withdrawal there with friends. Following the

poet’s second prayer to a deity, which, despite the grandiloquent tone, is merely a “counterpoint

locorum possessionibus. ex quo pecuniosi et locupletes vocabantur (“Because in the past wealth
was understood in terms of livestock and the possession of land: whence people were called
pecuniosi or locupletes’). Philodemus mentions the troubles and difficulties associated with
poverty and wealth’s ability to remove them at De oec. col. 14.9-23, as quoted above (p. 141).

105 Asmis (2004) 159.

1%Unlike his paternal inheritance, which was lost in the confiscations. On the formulaic
nature is this prayer, see Muecke (1993) 197. Cf. also Philodemus De oec. col. 13.34-39: tiva
O¢ dex[Téov], WV kal TOv mAovToV, T[0] Bdog éxovia pe[tjov Otav mapnt, HaAAov rt[p]og
O6Aov [Bilov aAAa un mede t[tjva ko[ v] (“‘Certain things ought to be accepted, among which
is wealth, since it is less of a burden when present, especially if it lasts a lifetime rather than for a
moment”).

97Fraenkel (1957) 142.
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to his own rueful groans,”!%® he introduces a long list of duties and responsibilities, all of which
violently thrust him (24: urge) into the bustling, crowded streets of Rome (28: in turba). The
setting is aptly conveyed by the turbulent weather which accompanies him and projects his
interior, psychological disturbances (26: interiore gyro) all the way to the “black Equiline” (32-
3:atras | . . . Esquilias), which used to be salubrious (cf. 1.8.14) but is now the source of infinite
anxieties (33: negotia centum).'® Through his vivid description of the innumerable cares and
problems of urban life, Horace intentionally obscures the real source of his wealth, which is not
the pastoral god Mercury but the city-dweller Maecenas!'!® Of course, the dizzying flurry of
requests and demands which buffets the audience for almost thirty lines (29-56) provides the
perfect setup for Horace’s contrasting description of the serenity and tranquility of country
living, which, instead of reminders and early business meetings (37: meminisses; 34: ante
secundam)''! offer sleep and forgetfulness (61: somno; 62: iucunda oblivia). Above all, it offers
Horace as landowner and host the opportunity to provide his friends with the kind of leisurely

withdrawal into a rural stronghold (16: in arcem) which is conducive to philosophical

108 Rudd (1966) 249. See also Courtney (2013) 151.

199For weather metaphors as a common feature of Hellenistic philosophy and particularly
favored by the Epicureans, see Chapter 1, p. 48 n. 57.

190]iensis (1998) 50: “Horace’s country retreat is not just an alternative to but a gift
from the city, a crumb, as it were, from the master’s table. Unlike the country mouse, that is,
Horace has chosen the path not of virtuous poverty but of (to give it its best construction)
virtuous wealth—his relation with Maecenas involves usus as well as rectum.” 1 agree that
Horace is partly attempting to establish his independence and “defend himself from charges of
manly subservience” (51); I would point out, however, that, according to Horace’s own words,
he has not chosen wealth but freely accepted it (benignitas tua me ditavit; tu me fecisti
locupletem). Braund (1989) 42 describes Horace’s negative account of life in the city as
intended to “condemn the jealousy and curiosity” of others.

HICS. 1.6.122: ad quartam iaceo (“I lie abed until ten o’clock in the morning”).
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discussions.!!'? After a convivial meal and a few rounds of relaxed and free drinking, which
recalls the hospitality of Ofellus (2.2.118-25),
sermo oritur, non de villis domibusve alienis,
nec male necne Lepos saltet; sed quod magis ad nos
pertinet et nescire malum est!'!? agitamus: utrumne
divitiis homines an sint virtute beati;
quidve ad amicitias, usus rectumne, trahat nos;
et quae sit natura boni summumque quid eius. (S. 2.6.71-6)
[Clonversation arises, not about other people’s villas or town-houses, not whether Lepos
dances badly or not, but we discuss what has more relevance to us and not to know is an
evil: whether it is wealth or virtue that makes men happy; or what leads us to friendships,
self-interest or rectitude; and what is the nature of goodness and what its highest form.
This scene, which identifies the contemplative life and the search for wisdom among friends as
the perfect expression of tranquility, reflects Cicero’s idealized portrait of Cato (Sen. 46) but also
recalls Philodemus’ description of landownership as an acceptable source of income (De oec.
col. 23.11-16): fjxiota yaQ €mmAokag éxel mEog avOpwmovg, ¢€ v andiat moAAatl
TEAKoAOVOOVOL, Kal daywyr) ETuteQnn Kat petax Gpidwv avaywonowv eboxoAov (“For it

brings the least involvement with men from whom many difficulties follow, since it offers a

pleasant life and a leisurely withdrawal among friends”). These “men from whom many

12See Braund (1989) 40. Cf. also Verg. G. 2.458-74 for the pleasures of country life,
which includes plenty of otium and secura quies.

13Ct. Ep. 1.1.24-6 (note especially the opposition of pauperes, i.e., people like Ofellus
and Horace’s father, to locupletes, i.e., Horace himself):

id quod
aeque pauperibus prodest, locupletibus aeque,
aeque neglectum pueris senibusque nocebit.
[Philosophy], which shall benefit the poor and the rich alike, and which will be
damaging to both children and old people if neglected.
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difficulties follow” correspond to individuals such as Horace’s colleagues from the quaestorship
(2.6.36-7) as well as the other nameless individuals whose requests “dance around my head and
on all sides” (34: per caput et circa salient latus); in contrast to these trivial concerns, his
country villa provides the setting for philosophical conversation, the informal and friendly nature
of which is effectively communicated by the conviviality of the gathering as well as their
identification as “chats” (118: sermo; cf. 1.1.42: sermoni propriora).'** Furthermore, this kind
of leisure is made possible by the complete absence of labor, which Horace associates
exclusively with the city (21: operum . . . labores); indeed, whether at home or on the estate,
Horace portrays himself as preoccupied with philosophy and poetry, while his meals are served
by personal waiters (cf. 1.6.116: pueris tribus) or household slaves (2.6.66: vernas procaces),'"
and elsewhere he implies that agricultural work in the Sabine fields is performed by a team of at
least eight laborers (2.7.118: opera agro nona Sabino).''® Horace’s mention of laborers within
the context of his repeated emphasis on rural otium echoes the advice of Philodemus, who also
emphasizes the importance of delegating manual labor to servants in order to make oneself

available to one’s friends and to the pursuit of wisdom (De oec. col. 23.7-11): taAainwoov d¢

Kal “yewoyo[bv]T avtov 00Ttws ote avTOLEYELV : TO O AAAWYV, EXOVTA YNV KATA OTIOLOALOV

H4CE. De oec. col. 23.30-36: Ao[tro]v d¢ aANOW@V kai adiAo[v]e[{Jkwv Kkai
[o]v[A]AYBON[V] elmtetv [aT]apdxwV, WS TO Ye dx cod[loT WV Kal dywvioTik]wv o[DdE]v
€0t BéATIOV TOU dx dn[pok]omkwv kat ovkodpavtik[wv] (“These discussions, moreover,
should be truthful, free from strife, and, in a word, peaceful, since holding discourse though
sophistical and contentious speeches is no better than doing this through demagogical and
slandering ones”). For Philodemus’ implied contrast between leisurely discussions and the
formal debates characteristic of forensic oratory, see Tsouna (2012) 97.

155ee Armstrong (1986) 278-79 for the luxury involved in Horace’s gentlemanly way of
life and his ownership of servants.

""6Horace also employed the services of a bailiff (Ep. 1.14.1: vilice) when he was away
from the country.
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(““Cultivating the land oneself in a manner involving work with one’s own hands’ is also
wretched, while ‘using other workers if one is a landowner’ is appropriate for the good man”). !’
This freedom from manual labor allows one time for more important things such as the topics of
discussion Horace mentions, which, in addition to reflecting current debates among
contemporary philosophical sects, also highlights wealth (74: divitiis), friendship (75: amicitias)
and tranquility (76: summum bonum) as the primary concerns of Epicurean economic theory.
This chapter has attempted to show that, although Horace often delegates the role of
satirist to other speakers, he still manages to communicate an economic message that
consistently engages with Epicurean doctrine and is relevant to contemporary Romans. Through
the mouth of Ofellus in Sermones 2.2, for example, the poet not only elucidates the many virtues
of frugality but also suggests, in accordance with Philodemus’ economic advice, that
dispossessed proprietors ought to endure the loss of wealth indifferently and with equanimity.
Similar advice is given in Sermones 2.3 by Damasippus through the recorded lectures of
Stertinius, although his love of the city, longwinded diatribe and overly critical analysis of
humanity as a whole significantly contrast with Horace’s portrait of the rustic Ofellus, who in
many ways resembles the poet himself. Of course, one important difference between these two
is that, whereas Ofellus demonstrates how to lose wealth, Horace’s self-portrayal in Sermones
2.6 appears to be a Philodemean commentary on how to acquire and enjoy substantial wealth
properly. In the next chapter, the role of flattery and frankness in the Sermones will be
examined, particularly with regard to Horace’s lucrative relationship with his patron, which was

constantly the subject of envy and has been described as the product of flattery. Of special

117 See Tsouna (2012) 97, commenting on Philodemus’ discussion of sources of income:
“[H]e appears to assume that the person who wishes to live the philosophical life owns a
substantial estate, complete with slaves, and also is probably using the services of a professional
property manager as well.”
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concern will be the manner in which he addresses or forestalls this accusation through the

practice of frank speech and the colorful depictions of shameless flatterers.
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CHAPTER 4
FLATTERY AND FRANKNESS

IN SERMONES 1

As discussed in the previous chapter, Horace’s self-portrayal in the Sermones as an ethical expert
who dispenses moral consilia to a grateful and receptive patron shows signs of engagement with
or at least knowledge of Philodemus’ economic advice. Closely interconnected with the issue of
patronage, moreover, is the potential role of self-serving flattery, which, given the Epicureans’
reputation for forming social bonds out of utility, was often identified as the underlying
motivation for their relationships with patrons and friends. By drawing evidence from
Philodemus’ fragmentary treatise De adulatione, this chapter will investigate Horace’s
relationships with his friends, especially Maecenas, with the antithesis between friendship and
flattery in mind. In Sermones 1.6, for instance, the poet attempts to distance himself from wordy
and self-seeking adulators not only by emphasizing his lack of ambition, but also by highlighting
his reticence in the presence of Maecenas, who receives from Horace only straightforward
frankness concerning his humble identity. In addition to promoting his pure motives, moreover,
this exchange also alludes to the frankness and concern with moral correction which Horace
learned from his father in Sermones 1.4, and which characterize his own methodological
approach to vice in the introductory satires as distinct from the longwinded bitterness of Lucilius
and the merciless invective of Old Comedy. Furthermore, the nature of Horatian satire, which
does not glorify libertas in itself but rather employs it for the purpose of moral correction, will be
shown to reflect the nature of Epicurean frankness, which Philodemus describes as a therapeutic
tool for moral correction and intimate communication among friends in his treatise De libertate

dicendi. Finally, this chapter will consider how Horace emphatically contrasts himself with
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selfish adulators by examining Sermones 1.9, which includes a character portrait that
incorporates many characteristics of the typical flatterer as discussed by Philodemus in De

adulatione.

Patronage in antiquity was often associated with flattery, especially in the case of
Epicurus and his followers in Rome, which might have prompted Philodemus to redefine the
sage’s role in terms of philosophical friendship. Perhaps the earliest portrayal of this traditional
association appears in the fragments of Eupolis’ comic play Adulatores, which contains
references to the sophist Protagoras as a parasite in the house of his wealthy Athenian patron
Callias (PCG 5.157-58).! This portrait undoubtedly influenced Plato’s comic depiction of the
same sophist in his Protagoras, in which the eponymous sage enjoys suitable lodging and
philosophical leisure at Callias’ expense (314d9-315b8).2 The charge of flattery, however,
which in the case of the sophists had been largely marginal, became a more prevalent and serious

problem as a result of societal changes in the Hellenistic period, as David Konstan explains:

In the altered ideological environment of the Hellenistic period, in which
friendship between the powerful and their dependents was the focus of attention, the chief
worry concerning the perversion of friendship was the possibility that a person motivated
by narrow self-interest would insinuate himself into the coterie of a superior and, by a

'See Ribbeck (1884) 9-12 for a discussion of this fragment and for lists of the Greek and
Roman comic plays which involve flatterers or parasites (30-31). A much more recent study on
the fragments of Eupolis’ Adulatores is Storey (2003) 179-97.

2Cf. Theat. 164e7-165: o0 Yoo €y, @ Lakoates, aAAd paAdov KaAAiag o
Inmovikov twv ékelvou énitpomog (“It is not I Socrates, who is drawn to Protagoras’ teachings,
but Callias the son of Hipponicus™). In the Gorgias Plato twice makes a connection between
rhetoric, which is a distinctively sophistic skill, and flattery (517a6-7; 522d9). See Longo
Auricchio (1986) 81-2 for more examples from Plato; Millett (1989) 25-37 has a useful
discussion of patronage and its avoidance in democratic Athens.
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pretense of friendship, achieve his own gain at the expense of his master.>

Within this new social context, those closest to monarchs and wealthy individuals (and therefore
most susceptible to the charge of flattery) were typically advisors or literary figures, who in
many circumstances also happened to be philosophers.* The importance of distinguishing
flatterers from friends was actually a significant concern in contemporary philosophical
literature, as evidenced by Aristotle’s treatments in both the Ethica Nicomachea (1126b11-
1127a12) and the Ethica Eudemia (1233b40-1234a3), not to mention Theophrastus’ influential
character portrait of the flatterer (Char. 2).° In the case of Epicurus, whose extant fragments do
not mention flattery, the situation is rather different: he sanctioned patronage as the only
reputable source of income for the sage, which on occasion entails “service to a king” (Arr.
1.121b5.1-2: kat poévagxov €v kaq Begamevoewv); because the Epicureans understood
friendship as primarily utilitarian (cf. Arr. 6.34 and 39), however, prominent figures of the sect
were easily accused of shameless flattery, which, as mentioned in Chapter 2, is exactly what

happened to Epicurus regarding his various benefactors.® Indeed, the distinction between

3Konstan (1996) 10; also helpful is Konstan (1997) 93-108. Gold (1987) 15-38 provides
a survey of patronage in Archaic, Classical and Hellenistic Greece.

“Ribbeck (1884) categorizes and lists the known flatterers of Alexander the Great (84-6),
Demetrius Poliorketes (86-8) and other Hellenistic rulers (88-92).

SFor this portrait, see especially the new edition of Diggle (2003) 181-98, which includes
a helpful introductory note on the flatterer. Trapp (1997) 125 mentions lost treatises on flattery
attributed to Simias, Speusippus, Xenocrates, Theophrastus, Theopompus, Clearchus, Cleanthes
and Chrysippus.

5T give here the full quotation from Diogenes’ account (Arr. 1.4.10-5.3): MiOonv te
aloXews KoAakeVey TOV AVOLUAXOL dlotknTNV, &V Taic émiotoAails Iawva kat dvakta
KaAovvta. aAAa kal Toopevéa kat ‘Hpddotov kat TipokAatnv tovg €kmuota avtov T
KQUdLA TomjoavTag Eykwutaletv kat koAakevery avto tovto (“[He is also said to have]
flattered shamelessly Mithres, the steward of Lysmachus, calling him in his letters both ‘Savior’
and ‘My lord.” Idomeneus too and Herodotus and Timocrates, who divulged his secrets, he is
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“friend” (pidog) and “flatterer” (k6Aa&) was notoriously blurry in antiquity in general,’ but it
was perhaps even more difficult to ascertain in Horace’s or Plutarch’s Rome, where the
stratifications of amicitia were many and the number of Greek sages vying for their patrons’
favor unsurprisingly elicited charges of flattery.® Cicero in particular considered the Greeks
“truly deceptive in general as well as fickle and knowledgeable in their constant dedication to
excessive flattery” (Q. fr. 1.5.19-20: vero fallaces sunt permulti et leves et diuturna servitute ad
nimiam adsentationem eruditi).” He was also a staunch opponent of the Epicurean view of
friendship (4dmic. 45 and 51; cf. also Fin. 2.78-9), which, among other things, motivated his
critical portrayal of Philodemus’ relationship with Piso as the product of flattery (Pis. 70:
adsentatorem). Despite the fact that Cicero’s attack involves the application of general
stereotypes and stock qualities, which suggest that it is more comic than serious, '° his negative
portrayal of Epicurean relationships probably inspired Philodemus to address formally the

differences between sages and flatterers.!! It is possible, therefore, that certain aspects of his

said to have praised and flattered all the same”). For more details, especially concerning
Mithres, see Beloch (1926) 331-35 and Castaldi (1928) 293-99. Lucian notes in his satire De
parasito that Epicurus shamelessly made the parasitic art his philosophical “goal” (11: téAog).
For the close relationship between parasites and flatterers, see McC. Brown (1992) 98-106 and
Arnott (2010) 322-24. This will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

"Hunter (1985a) 483: “In the Greek world ¢pilog was used as a court title, and so a man
who was diAog (or étaigog) Tob PaciAéwg was, from another point of view, a flatterer and a
slave.” This issue is treated at length by Plutarch in Mor. 4 (Quomodo adulator ab amico
internoscatur).

8Allen and DeLacy (1939) 61-3.
Cf. Orat. 1.22.102 for similar derogatory remarks concerning the Greeks.

19See Gigante (1983) 44-7 and Corbeill (1996) 169-73. Maslowski (1974) 69-71 and,
more recently, Griffin (2001) 95-7 note that Cicero actually portrays Epicureanism favorably by
stating that Piso had seriously misunderstood their doctrines (Pis. 69).

11Glad (1996) 24-5.
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treatment in De adulatione are intended to counteract this portrayal or at least apologize for any
misconceptions. In PHerc. 222, for example, he acknowledges that between sages and flatterers
“there will be similarities” (col. 2.1-2: éoovtal tiveg opototnteg) such as the reception of gifts
and honor, which others mistakenly identify as the fruits of obsequiousness (ibid. 18-21): kat
TV [V]agxOVTIwV MOAA’ amoAalv]ota dddaotv avtwL kali oJu[y]lyevels évinv kal
ovvniBe[ic] mlolotipd[pu]levov 0pwvTes [amodd]daoty avtov we koAa[ka] (“Even the relatives
and associates of some [sages] will consider him a flatterer when they see him being honored
more than others”).!? Both figures, moreover, are often drawn to wealthy or powerful patrons
(ibid. col. 5.2-3: avBowm[oic] peyaromAovtolc), in whose presence they praise philosophical
wisdom (ibid. col. 2.9-10: [t]av [aya]Owv éna[wv]etwco[c codiac]). The difference between
these two, however, lies in their respective intentions or dispositions: the flatterer, whose
rhetorical charm and malicious intent surpass that of even the “mythical Sirens” (ibid. col. 2.6-7:
aft pov]Owkat Xewonvec), speaks only to please his victim (PHerc. 1457, col. 4.7: moog xa&[e]w
Aéywv) while slandering his competitors (PHerc. 222, col. 2.13-16), and his attraction to wealthy
individuals is motivated by avarice alone (PHerc. 1457, col. 12.22: dptdagyovgovaot).!® The

sage, on the other hand, engages in conversations that are “truthful and devoid of spite” (De oec.

12The critical editions of these fragments are the following (see also the Introduction, p.
8): PHerc. 222, Gargiulo (1981); PHerc. 223, Gigante and Indelli (1978); PHerc. 1089, Acosta
Méndez (1983); PHerc. 1675, De Falco (1926); PHerc. 1457, Bassi (1914) and Kondo (1974);
PHerc 1082, Caini (1939). Also helpful are the treatments of Longo Auricchio (1986) 79-91 and
Tsouna (2007) 126-42. For differing views regarding the proper organization of these fragments,
see the back-to-back arguments of Capasso (2001) 179-94 and Monet (2001) 195-202.

BCt. P1. Soph. 222e1-223al and Arist. Eth. Nic. 1127a8-10. Theophr. Char. 2 describes
flattery as “the kind of converse which is dishonorable but profitable to the one flattering”
(opAiav aloxoav etvat ovpdégovoav d¢ t@ koAakevovtt). Philodemus briefly discusses the
“dispositions” (diaBeoeig) of flatterers and sages in PHerc. 1089, coll. 1-2.
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col. 23.30-31: aAnOwav kai adpiro[v]e[ilkwv), nor does he imitate the flatterer’s garrulity and
rhetorical charm. Instead, he is particularly trustworthy because his conversation is not only
“frank” (PHerc. 222, col. 3.27-8: magon[owxlo]pevov) but also pithy and beneficial to the
recipient (cf. De oec. col. 27.37-9), whose response to the sage’s companionship, which is
pleasing without being obsequious,'* is described as profound and genuine gratitude (ibid. col.

23.27-8: evxaoioto[v]).

Philodemus’ concern with defending his reputation as a moral expert and close associate
of the wealthy Piso in light of Cicero’s criticisms might have influenced Horace’s depiction of
his own relationship with Maecenas. The poet’s charming recollection in Sermones 1.6.54-64 of
the initial meeting with his future patron is obviously intended to portray the former as an honest
and virtuous candidate, but it is also designed to combat the traditional identification of the sage-
client as a subservient flatterer.!> Horace begins by immediately disassociating himself from the

overly ambitious and headstrong toady, who characteristically propels himself towards his

For the distinction between “being obsequious” (&oéokelv), which is a sign of flattery,
and “being pleasing” (avdavewv; cf. 1.6.63: placui tibi), which is an acceptable characteristic of
Epicurean relationships, see Kondo (1974) 54-6 and Glad (1996) 28. This comparison with
avdavewv is based on PHerc. 1457, col. 10.8-9, which is partially damaged and reads as follows
in Bassi’s 1914 edition: év toig TTE . KA . A . AANEIN. Kondo, following the obviously
plausible reconstruction of previous scholars, reads év toig méAag avdavewv (“in being pleasing
to one’s neighbors™) and compares Arr. 6.67: eig v o0 AN Olov eUvolav dapetonoat (“to
win the good favor of one’s neighbor™).

5In what follows I present an interpretation of Horace as attempting to distinguish
himself (although not without humor) from flatterers, which contrasts in general with Turpin
(2009) 129-37, whose view of Horace as a parasite and a completely inept moralist is far too
extreme and ignores the poet’s claim to write about seria (1.1.27) and verum (ibid. 24). I am
happy to cite Kemp (2009) 5, who likewise defends Horatian satire against the charge of moral
incompetence.
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unsuspecting prey like a hunter.!® He prefaces this carefully constructed scene by declaring that
Maecenas rejects shameless ambition (51-2: prava | ambitione), which, according to Philodemus,

motivates flatterers to seek glory through relationships with millionaires:

[1] 96&a Totvuv xa&owv dodpadelag £duwyOn kata Gpvowy, v E€eotiv Exev Kat WL
Kkal prAoocodpwt, kKakilal[g & ov] maong, v aig 1) koAaxeia [mo]wtaly]wvioT]et kat
uei[Cov]a [y'] adoflt]lav ai[k]n nt[e]ortiO[nowv dtav e]vdoLiav dmoteAletv
nipooJookatat. [Xagwv meplov]olag 1) 06ENG 1) kal Tivog &[] xng aoéoavteg
avOowm[oic] peyadomAovtolg katl dvv[a]oTevTikolg 1) Kot dnuoko[ o).

(PHerc. 222, coll. 4.4-5.4)

A good reputation, which both the philosopher and the layman can have,!” is pursued for
the sake of security in accordance with nature, but not by means of vice, in which flattery
is quite involved since it brings greater infamy and shame when it is expected to produce
fame. [Flatterers] aim to please millionaires, potentates and demagogues for the sake of

16Cf. Eupolis’ portrayal of the flatterer as tracking down his prey in the agora (PCG
5.172, see also Storey [2003] 190), which ultimately inspired the poets of New Comedy, as
Terence’s characterization of Gnatho in the Eunuchus suggests (to which, cf. the especially
portrayal of Artotrogus at Plaut. Mil. 31-45):

hoc novomst aucipium; ego adeo primus inveni viam.

est genus hominum qui esse primos se omnium rerum volunt

nec sunt. hos consector; hisce ego non paro me ut rideant,

sed eis ultro arrideo et eorum ingenia admiror simul.

quiquid dicunt laudo; id rursum si negant, laudo id quoque.

negat quis, nego; ait, aio. postremo imperavi egomet mihi

omnia assentari. is quaestus nunc est multo uberrimus. (Ter. Eu. 248-
52)

Now there’s a new way to catch our prey, and I’m the original inventor. There is a type
of men who want to be the first in everything but aren’t. I track these down. I don’t set
out to make them laugh at me; I laugh at them instead while at the same time expressing
admiration for their wit. Whatever they say, I praise it; if they then say the opposite, I
praise that too. They deny, I deny; they affirm, I affirm. In a word, I’ve commanded
myself to agree to everything. That’s the most profitable way to make a living these
days.

Cft. Fiske (1971) 317, who gives Teles’ record of Bion’s opinion concerning
reputations: 1og dd6Eav kat adoliav lows éxovta (“[He said that he was] equally disposed
towards a good reputation or a bad one”). This is obviously not Horace’s father’s view when he
expresses concern for “preserving your livelihood and reputation” (1.4.118-19: vitam famamque .
.. incolumem).
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possessions or glory or out of some other motive.

Philodemus’ description of the dangers of flattery as producing more infamy than fame reflects
the principles of the hedonic calculus, but it also recalls Horace’s warning concerning placing
oneself in “Glory’s chariot” (1.6.23: Gloria curru), which ultimately results in slavery to
political responsibilities and possible infamy, as Tillius quickly discovered (107): obiciet nemo
sordis mihi, quas tibi, Tilli (“No one will taunt me with [lit. throw at me] meanness as he does
you, praetor Tillius”).!® Furthermore, Horace underscores his passive immunity to ambition by
employing the similar verb obferre (but with a very different meaning) to explain his encounter
with Maecenas (54): nulla etenim mihi te fors obtulit (“For it was no case of luck throwing you
in my way”’). This expression is noteworthy, since it communicates that it was not Horace who
“thrust himself” into the millionaire’s path; rather, their initial meeting was owed to the
intervention of the poet’s close friends, who thrust Maecenas into the poet’s path.!® His mention

of high-quality friends like Vergil and Varius, who freely vouch for his ethical credentials (55:

18Cf. PHerc. 1675, in which Philodemus, quoting Hermarchus, discusses the similarities
between politicians and flatterers, both of whom must please their subjects in order to achieve
notoriety: movovotv ov<v o> moAt[t]evopevor mpooemihEQe[L] Toryagovv: ‘magatto[d]vtalt]
OLX eV TO TteRL TOAAOLG DLOARETTELV OTLYOLVTES AVTOVG, dLX D¢ TO TteQl TTAElOTOL
niote[TJoBalt] tag map’ avtwv dd[oeig] kal [TIiHac, mTaAw av[Timot[ov]puevot dovAgveLv:
[toovTo]v Tt [y]ivetat, dnot, kai [t]eot Tovg koA[alkac (“Thus do politicians toil, and he adds
accordingly ‘They ask for favors because they suffer annoyances on account of many and they
hate them, because they put great value in gifts and honors from them, and in return exert
themselves by serving.” And this sort of thing happens, he says, to flatterers as well”’). Rudd
(1966) 51 notes that maintaining gloria involved “attending all kinds of tiresome functions and

‘cultivating’ people who in themselves were boring and disagreeable.” See also Glad (1996) 32-
3.

PGowers (2012) 233 notes that the verb obferre “suggests thrusting something in
someone’s path” (cf. 1.4.123, where Horace’s father “thrusts” examples into his son’s line of
vision). Lucilius’ description of his encounter with Scipio probably influenced Horace (1009
M): producunt me ad te, tibi me haec ostendere cogunt (‘“They brought me to you and forced me
to show you these verses”).
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quid essem), is also significant: it would seem that from its very inception Horace’s relationship
with Maecenas is attributed to, as well as contextualized and defined by, honesty and genuine
friendship, which, as Philodemus notes, is “the adversary of flattery” (PHerc. 1082, col. 2.1-3:

P . . . ¢ avt[(]maAog éoTiv 1) KO/\(XK&[OL).ZO

By choosing to overlook completely his literary
talents, moreover, Horace attempts to emphasize further his personal worth and thereby deflect
any charges of flattery (1.6.46-8).2! Indeed, one wonders whether Cicero’s critical portrayal of
Philodemus as a flattering poet in any way deterred Horace from making such a connection
explicit in Sermones 1.6.%> Regardless of the poet’s reason, his overwhelmingly positive self-

portrait assures Maecenas that he has nothing to fear from this potential client, who, in

accordance with Philodemus’ description of the sage in De gratitudine (PHerc. 1414), is “pure”

2Kemp (2010b) 67. Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1126b20-21, in which “friendship” (dptAic) is
regarded as the most suitable mean between “flattery/obsequiousness” (koAaxeio/ageokeia) and
“surliness/quarrelsomeness” (dvoegiotia/duokoAin).

2IRudd (1966) 41 interprets rodunt at line 46 as resentment, while Gowers (2012) 232
comments that this verb is “part of the traditional vocabulary of satirical invidia.” 1 follow Kemp
(2010b) 65 in adding to these the charge of flattery. Regarding the omission itself, another
possibility is that it reflects the nature of Horatian satire as “unpowerful,” as Schlegel (2005) 54
suggests.

22Cic. Pis. 70: Est autem hic de quo loquor non philosophia solum sed etiam ceteris
studiis quae fere Epicureos neglegere dicunt perpolitus; poema porro facit ita festivum, ita
concinnum, ita elegans, ut nihil fieri posit argutius. In quo reprehendat eum licet, si qui volet,
modo leviter, non ut improbum, non ut audacem, non ut impurum, sed ut Graeculum, ut
adsentatorem, ut poetam (“Moreover, this man about whom I am speaking is quite polished not
only in philosophy but also in those other pursuits which they say the Epicureans neglect;
furthermore, he writes poems that are so festive, apt and elegant that nothing could be more
clever. If anyone wished to censure him for this even slightly, it would not be because he is
shameless, overly bold or impure, but because he is a Greekling, a flatterer and a poet™).
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(col. 11.18: kaBapovc; cf. 1.6.64: pectore puro and 69: purus) and does not snatch away his

friends’ wealth (ibid. col. 9.2-6).%

Another aspect of Horace’s self-portrayal in Sermones 1.6 that further highlights his
distance from self-seeking ambition is the combined role of frankness and pithiness, both of
which are antithetical to the flatterer but characteristic of the sage. In contrast to the expressed
criticisms of nameless aristocrats (29 and 38-9), the blare of trumpets in the forum (43-4) and the
jeers of envious poetasters (45-8), Horace’s encounter with Maecenas occurs within the context

of remarkable silence and tranquility:

ut veni coram, singulatim pauca locutus—
infans namque pudor prohibebat plura profari—
non ego me clarum patre, non ego circum

me Satureiano vectari rura caballo,

sed quod eram narro. (S. 1.6.56-60)

On coming into your presence I said a few faltering words, for speechless shame stopped
me from more. My tale was not that [ was a famous father’s son, not that I rode about my
estate on a Saturian steed: I told you what I was.

The language Horace employs in this passage, which contains an astonishing array of
monosyllabic and disyllabic words surrounding the jarring presence of the five-syllable

Satureiano (which represents the boaster’s inflated arrogance), has rightly been identified as an

).24

expression of Callimachean brevity (cf. Aet. 1.23-24 Without any reference to the nature of

2The evidence for this treatise is collected by Tepedino Guerra (1975) 96-9. Cf. Eupolis’
description of flatterers as rapacious thieves (PCM 5.162): dogovorv, apnalovotv €k TN oikiag
| T0 xovoiov, tapyvowx ogBeital (“They carry off and snatch away the gold from one’s house,
and the silver is hauled away”). This passage is discussed by Storey (2003) 183, who attributes
it to Callias or a slave. In his satire Reviviscentes sive piscator, Lucian portrays inauthentic
philosophers as concerned solely with making money (42-5).

24Freudenburg (1993) 206 and Oliensis (1998) 32 discuss the programmatic nature of this
Callimachean passage. For the significance of Satureiano, which may contain a pun with satur,

160

www.manaraa.com



his poetry, therefore, Horace subtly communicates that the hallmark of his satire will be a terse
frankness directed toward a discerning patron, who is more of a paternal figure than a king.?
Nevertheless, the entire scene is an expression of a traditional topos involving the truthful sage’s
exchange with a powerful king, which might have originated with Herodotus’ account of Solon
before Croesus (Hdt. 1.30-33) and was apparently of great interest to Philodemus. In his
doxographical treatise Stoicorum Historia, he examines the philosophical nature of frankness as
employed by Zeno of Citium before Antigonas Gonatas (coll. 8-9),%° and he offers a similar
consideration of Plato before Dionysius I of Syracuse in the counterpart treatise Academicorum
Historia.*” Of course, the most popular precedent cited among scholars and commentators for
Horace is that of Bion before Antigonus (Kindstrand [1976] F1A), although one immediately

observes that the poet’s account is much pithier than Bion’s eleven lines of autobiographical

see Gowers (2012) 234. For the anaphoric repetition of negatives in the denial of wealth, cf.
Lucil. (132 M): ostrea nulla fuit, non purpura, nulla peloris (‘I had no crimson clothes, no
purple trappings and no large mussels™).

23Schelgel (2005) 53-4 discusses the poet’s self-representation as a stuttering child before
an imposing paternal figure, whose nine-month deliberation resembles a gestation period.

26See Dorandi (1994) for an edition and translation of this treatise. Clay (2004) 62-4
offers a concise but enlightening summary of its contents. The passage cited above contains a
friendly insult of Antigonus directed toward Zeno, whose response has not survived (col. 8.1-
13). In the following column, however, Philodemus reports that Zeno was Antigonus’ “equal”
(9.2: toov te kat 6potov) and that he enjoyed “sweet competitions” (ibid. 3: drAovikiav 1detav)
with the Macedonian king, who “marveled at the man and honored him” (ibid. 5-6: Bavpalewv
kat tpf[alv). Cf. Diogenes’ account of Zeno’s correspondence with Antigonus (7.6-9).

2"Dorandi (1991). The reference to Plato’s frankness occurs at col. 2X.11-15: kai
t[o]Utov okatdteg[ov] avToL TV TaEENCia[v] évéyka[vT]og, 0Tt égwTnOels Tl avtwt
[Do]k[el] da[vIqvar evdapovéoteog, ov[k] eimev avt[ov] (“and this one [Dionysius] showed
himself to be ill at ease with his [Plato’s] frankness, because when he [Plato] was asked who he
thought was more blessed than others, he [Plato] did not say him [Dionysius]”). According to
Olivieri (1914) 54 and, more recently, Clay (2004) 69, a similar reference to Plato’s frankness
can be found at De /ib. dic. col. 15b5-6, which contains a quotation of Plato’s “second sailing”
(devtegov mAoLV) as it appears in Phd. 99d1-2 (cf. also Plut. Mor. 4.52d and 67c-e).
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details complete with allusions to Homer.?® His simplicity and straightforwardness in this scene,
however, are carefully balanced by the silence which characterizes Horace’s demeanor before
the wealthy Maecenas, and which may reflect the principles of Philodemean homiletics as
expressed in his treatise De conversatione. According to Philodemus’ fragmentary explanation,

virtuous “conversation” (opAia) between true friends employs frankness whenever necessary
but also observes the “power of silence” (col. 6.2: owwnng dUvauis), which is an expression of
the sage’s tranquility and underscores his disdain for dishonest or “evil talk” (col. 7.17: kaxng
ouAiag).” That is to say, unlike the flatterer or ambitious politician who will say anything to
their listeners, a true friend’s conversations are motivated by goodwill and therefore
communicate only what is relevant or helpful, as emphasized in De libertate dicend;:

nag [Tig] mote evvowv kal ovvet[wc] kali ovv]exws PrroocodPwv kat péyag év E€et katl

APLAOdOEOG Kat [oN]paywyos fkota kat pOOvoL kaBapog kal T TEOTOVTA HOVOV

Aéywv kal pr) ovvekPeQouevog, wote Aowoety §| mopme[V]e[wv] §j [k]ataBaAAe[wv 7]

PAamt[ewv], und’ aole]Aye[tlaig kali koA]akevt[kals xow[pevog Téxvaic].
(col. 1b.2-14)

... everyone who bears goodwill and practices philosophy intelligently and continually
and 1s great in character and indifferent to fame and least of all a politician and clean of
envy and says only what is relevant and is not carried away so as to insult or strut or
show contempt or do harm, and does not make use of insolence and flattering arts.

In a similar fashion, Horace does not portray himself as an obsequious flatterer whose rhetoric

tickles the ear with “honeyed words” (cf. PHerc. 222, col. 7.9-10: petfAittet] d¢ tov

ZMoles (2007) 166-67 discusses the parallels between Bion’s frank but rather prolix
explanation and Horace’s much more condensed version. See also Rudd (1966) 49 and
Freudenburg (1993) 205-6.

2See Amoroso (1975) 63-76 for the fragments of this treatise. Tsouna (2007) 122-23
briefly discusses its contents. Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1126b11-21 for a discussion of the different

kinds of opuAia.
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koAa[ke]udpev[ov])®® and whose physical appearance is similarly designed to please the eyes, as
Philodemus explains (PHerc. 1457, col. 6.27-31 [fr. 7]): kai mAeioto[v d¢ amokelpa]oBat kat
ToU¢ [0dOVTAG Aev]koug éxetv k[al ta ndTia d¢ xonlota petaBafAAecOal kal xolojuatt
aAeide[oBat] (“For the most part the obsequious man keeps his hair nicely trimmed, his teeth
are whitened, he wears fashionable clothes and stays well-oiled with chrism™).*! In contrast to
this, the poet shows and tells Maecenas exactly “what he was” (1.6.60: quod eram), without the
cosmetic trappings of rhetoric or fashion.*? Furthermore, his few words are identified as
originating in a “pure heart” (64: pectore puro), which, as quoted above, implies freedom from
envy and ambition; indeed, unlike the flatterer, whose greatest enemies are his competitors (cf.
PHerc. 222, col. 2.13-14: padAwota . . . [touvg] koAakac €[k]dwwket), Horace does not envy Varius
or Vergil, whom he considers “the best of friends” (1.6.54: optimus) rather than rivals for

Maecenas’ favor.>* Overall, Horace’s self-description in this scene effectively foreshadows the

3Cf. Bion’s statement that those who love flattery are “like amphorae, being easily lead
about by their ears” (Kindstrand [1976] F51): audogevotv amo tov dtwv gadiwg
HETAPEQOUEVOLG.

3n this passage Philodemus quotes from Theophrastus’ character portrait of the “petty-
proud man” or pkgodirdtipoc (Char. 21), which he applies to his description of the obsequious
man (&QeoKOG).

32Horace gives a similar, frank self-description in Ep. 1.194-97 (cf. the probable intertext
in Ovid’s description of the appearance of the flattering amator in Ars. 1.513-22):

si curatus inaequali tonsore capillos

occurri, rides; si forte subucula pexae

trita subest tunicae, vel si toga dissidet impar,
rides.

If, when some uneven barber has cropped my hair, I come our way, you laugh; if haply I
have a tattered shirt beneath a new tunic, or if my gown sits badly and askew, you laugh.

3Cf. 1.9.49-52:
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tone of his Sermones: they will be neither obsequious nor slanderous and overly critical, but

rather truthful and terse for the sake of his audience’s moral benefit.

Despite Horace’s programmatic reticence before his patron, as a satirist his poetry
endeavors to provide a critical but honest appraisal of contemporary society with regard to
morality, the justification for which (as with many other things) he owes to his virtuous
upbringing as described in Sermones 1.4. One of the major aspects of Horace’s moral training
which reflects Epicurean tradition is his father’s pedagogical use of frankness, which applies
many of the methods described by Philodemus in De libertate dicendi. As mentioned in Chapter
1, Horace’s brand of satire resembles that of Lucilius, although it has been suggested that he
tempers his predecessor’s harsh libertas by employing Aristotle’s doctrine of the gentlemanly
and liberal jest (Eth. Nic. 1127b33-1128a33). This virtue is opposed to “buffoonery”
(PwpoAoxia) as defined by the excessive desire to ridicule others (ibid. 1128a33-1128b2), which
is a vice Horace similarly rejects in his correspondence with Lollius Maximus:

est huic diversum vitio vitium prope maius,
asperitas agrestis et inconcinna gravisque,
quae se commendat tonsa cute, dentibus atris,
dum volt libertas dici mera veraque virtus. (Ep. 1.18.5-8)
There is a vice opposite of this [sc. flattery]—perhaps a greater one—a clownish

rudeness, awkward and offensive, which commends itself by scraped skin and black
teeth, while fain to pass for simple candor and pure virtue.

domus hac nec purior ulla est
nec magis his aliena malis; nil me officit, inquam,
ditior hic aut est quia doctior.

“No house is cleaner or more free from such intrigues than that. It never hurts me, I say,
that one is richer or more learned than 1.”
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The mention of “importune harshness” (asperitas inconcinna) when blurting offensive remarks
in this poem establishes a link to the bitter frankness of “biting Cynics” in Epistulae 1.17 (18:
mordacem Cynicum), whom Horace similarly criticizes as “importunate” and “inept” (ibid. 29:
inconcinnus; 32: ineptus).** Philodemus similarly responds to the Cynic tradition of moral
invective in De libertate dicendi (col. 3b.4-5: xuvdn; cf. fr. 73.12-13: kuvi[kw]téoav),
particularly by frequently condemning harsh criticism for its own sake and emphasizing the
importance of frankness as a therapeutic tool intended either to prevent or correct moral

deficiency.* One may compare this to Sermones 1.4, in which Horace attributes his “rather free

34For a detailed discussion of the significance of magonoia for the Cynics, see Scarpat
(1964) 62-9 and Kindstrand (1976) 263. A more recent study is that of Konstan (1996) 7-19.
Cicero gives a similar definition of the terms Horace uses at Orat. 2.17, which is followed by a
description that fits the Cynics in general (18): Omnium autem ineptiarum, quae sunt
innumerabiles, haud sciam an nulla sit maior quam, ut illi solent, quocumque in loco,
quoscumque inter homines visum est, de rebus aut difficillimis aut non necessariis argutissime
disputare (“Of all the social improprieties, moreover, which are beyond number, I doubt that any
is greater than what those Greeks are accustomed to do: I mean engaging in strenuous arguments
over the most inappropriate or trivial matters in all places and among anyone who seems
suitable”).

33Cf. De lib. dic. fr. 79 (the end of the passage has been heavily reconstructed, but the
general sense is clearly that of a contrast between harsh and well-intentioned frankness): unoe
OLVEXWS AVTO TIOLELY, HNOE KATA TAVTWY, UNOE TV XHAQTNHA KAl TO TUXOV, UNd” v oL XOT)
TIAEOVTWYV, HUNOE HETA DX VOews, AAAX ovvrtaBw([c] T[ag apap]tiag vmo[Aaupavery kat un]
kaOvu[Boilerv unde Aowopei]v (“Nor to do it [sc. criticize frankly] continually, nor against
everyone, nor every chance error, nor errors of those whom one should not criticize when they
are present, not with merriment, but rather to take up the errors sympathetically and not to scorn
or insult”). Similar advice occurs at frs. 37.4-8, 38.1-6 and 60.3-10. Philodemus also explicitly
supports condemnation of the harshness of Bion and Chrysippus in his treatise De ira (col. 1.11-
20), for which see Cronert (1906) 32, Gigante and Indelli (1978) 125 and the critical edition of
Indelli (1988). Horace apparently held a similar opinion with regard to the Stoics’ overly harsh
diatribes, as his portrayal of the longwinded and arrogant Damasippus in Sermones 2.3 reveals.
For general studies of Epicurean frankness, which is not mentioned in the fragments of Epicurus
and appears to have been developed by Philodemus’ teacher Zeno of Sidon, see Olivieri (1914)
vii-viii, Gigante (1983), 55-113, Glad (1996) 30-59 and the introduction in Konstan et al. (1998)
1-24. For discussions of this tradition in Horace, largely with respect to the Carmina and
Epistulae, see Dewitt (1935) 312-19, Michels (1944) 173-77, Hunter (1985a) 480-90 and Kemp
(2010b) 65-76.
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speech” (103-4: liberius si | dixero quid), which is intended to provide moral correction and to
which he contrasts the backbiting and dishonest speech of false friends (81-5), to his father’s
training (105: insuevit pater).>® Furthermore, the passage which follows quickly reveals that his
father’s frankness is the opposite of the typical Cynic asperitas or ineptia, since it is borne out of
goodwill and chiefly exercised as a preventative measure intended for the future preservation of
his son’s physical and moral well-being (118: vitam famamque). This concern may reflect the
Epicurean tradition of frankness as essentially pedagogical, as witnessed by Philodemus’
corresponding inclusion of children among the largest group of recipients of frankness (cf. De
lib. dic. frs. 18.1: ma, 31.2: véwv and 36.5: vewtéporc),’” which, in addition to being employed
for corrective purposes, may also be exercised to forestall or prevent vicious behavior.*® In fact,
his description of frankness as an ongoing treatment that regularly involves the communication
of advice within a private and intimate setting suggests that, rather than a mere tool for

correction, Epicurean frankness is an 1j0og or way of living that thrives within relationships in

38Cf. Cic. Amic. 88-9: Nam et monendi amici saepe sunt et obiurgandi, et haec
accipienda amice, cum benevole fiunt (“For friends frequently must be not only advised, but also
rebuked, and both advice and rebuke should be kindly received when given in a spirit of
goodwill”).

3"For the theme of “care for the young” (¢mpuéAeia t@v véwv) with regard to
Philodemus’ De libertate dicendi, see Glad (1996) 34 n. 56.

3¥DeWitt (1935) 313: “Freedom of speech, as a paideutic method, is there assumed to be
divided into two parts . . . second, admonition (vovBétnoic) for future behavior.” A similar view
is expressed by Michels (1944) 174. In his diatribe satires Horace combines these approaches:
his direct audience (i.e., the nameless interlocutors) receives rebuke and correction, while the
broader circle of intimate friends, including Maecenas, may view these conversations as
admonitory reflections.
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small communities,*” a detail which may be reflected by Horace’s portrayal of his father’s
private training as well as his own limited correspondence within a closely-knit circle of friends.
The privacy which Horace and his father share and as a result of which frankness is
exercised for the sake of moral improvement may reflect certain developments in contemporary
Epicureanism regarding the nature of friendship. The first observation regarding philosophical
relationships among Epicureans is that they thrive within communities that, although not
officially exclusive,*” are generally described in terms of privacy and intimacy. In his treatises,
for example, Philodemus repeatedly mentions “intimate fellows” (ot cuvrjBeic) and “the
members of the household” (ot oikelot), who engage in fruitful conversations and forge bonds
which are not experienced by “the outsiders” (oi é£w0ev).*! As mentioned above, in the
Sermones a similar intimacy is foreshadowed by Horace’s exclusive encounter with Maecenas
but more directly communicated by his father’s private education, which is founded upon an
impressionable youth’s trustful surrender to a loving parent’s frank admonition concerning the

outside world.** His father’s good counsel eventually enables Horace to engage in private and

3The identification of frankness as a way of life among friends is communicated by the
title of the collection to which this treatise belongs, which includes mention of “characters”
[NB@v] and “ways of living” [Bicwv]. Philippson (1938) 2470, contrasting mapenoia with
koAakeia, the latter of which is treated by Philodemus in a collection entitled De vitiis et
virtutibus oppositis, concluded that the former was to be identified as a “virtue” (&petr]). As
Gigante (1983) 60-61 and Gargiulo (1981)103-4 have convincingly argued, however, the
opposing virtue to flattery is most likely “friendship” (dAia), while frankness itself is not a
virtue but a “way of life” (160c).

40Clay (1983) 255-79 explores the details concerning community life among the
Epicureans. For the Epicurean concept of “fellowship” (cuvdiaywyn, convictus), see DeWitt
(1936) 55-63.

“1See Glad (1996) 28.

“Marchietti (2004) 17: “Quando da bambini camminiamo al lato di un adulto che ci
indica aspetti del mondo, ci affidiamo a lui; ma anch’egli, ’adulto, si affida a noi: accetta di
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reflective deliberations with himself (1.4.133: consilium proprium), which are similarly frank
and motivate correct behavior. Of course, Horace is willing to share these consilia with others,
but he makes it clear that they are intended for a restricted and familiar audience (73: amicis),
which he describes in terms of intimate friendship (1.5.42: devinctior; ct. Carm. 1.3.9: animae
dimidium meae) and, when necessary, constructive criticism reciprocally directed toward himself
(1.10.78-91; cf. Carm. 1.24.7: nudaque Veritas).** These passages reveal Horace’s
understanding of frank criticism as occurring within the context of private conversations among

close friends, which is an understanding Philodemus obviously shares:

Kav mt[e]owetkviwpev €MAOYIOTIKQWGS, OTL TOAAWV Kol KaAwV €k PLALag
TEEQLYLVOUEVWY 0VOEV E0TL TNALKOVTOV (G TO EXEIV>, WL TA[Y]kAd[t& Tig éoel kaxl
Aléy]ovtog dxovoetal. odod[p]a yap 1) puotg 0péyetat mo[d]c Tivag ekkaAvTTEY &

[V]oel. (De lib. dic. fr. 28.3-10)
Even if we demonstrate logically that, although many fine things result from friendship,
there is nothing so grand as having one to whom one will say what is in one’s heart and
who will listen when one speaks.

This description of the friendship between members of an Epicurean community as originating in

a desire to share one’s innermost thoughts is potentially significant, since, as David Armstrong

has noted, it suggests that “for Philodemus, friendship in its ideal form transcends its beginnings

entrare nel nucleo intimo, originario, dei nostri affetti, pensieri € memorie, che poi rivestiremo
delle nostre esperienze.”

“DeWitt (1935) 312-19 considers the significance of these passages, in particular Carm.
1.24, with respect to Philodemus’ De libertate dicendi. See also Michels (1944) 173: “One point
which Horace emphasizes in Serm. 1.4 and elsewhere is that he is not writing for the general
public, which he either despises or affects to despise, but for his own limited circle of friends.”
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as a response to our human needs and frailties.”** The exercise of frankness within the context
of friendly conversation, therefore, is motivated not by self-interest but by the desire for
expressing one’s innermost convictions and for moral improvement, as is obvious in the case of
Horace’s father. The significance of Philodemus’ statement is that it appears to modify or at
least expand Epicurus’ original conception of friendship as utilitarian and lying solely in
potential benefits.* This is not to say that Philodemus did not recognize friendship as beneficial
or useful, especially within the context of patronage as an initial means to financial security (in
accordance with Epicurus’ teaching at Arr. 1.121b4-5),% but he appears to indicate that, over

time and through frequent fellowship within a private community, friendship can potentially

“Armstrong (2011) 126-27, who also notes that Philodemus draws parallels between the
friendship of gods, who have no need of any benefits whatsoever, and those of the Epicurean
sage (cf. De dis 3, frs. 83, 84 and 87).

BArT. 6.23: TTaoa Gphia dU Eavth)v aiget)- doxnv d¢ eiAndev g wdeAeiag (“All
friendship is chosen for its own sake, but its origin is the need for help”). Usener’s above
emendation of &petr}, which appears in the MSS. and would give Epicurus’ maxim an
Aristotelian quality (cf. Eth. Nic. 1155a4), has been accepted by most editors and translators.
O’Keefe (2001) 269-305 and Brown (2002) 68-80, however, have recently argued extensively
against it. Armstrong (2011) 126-28 defends Usener’s emendation. See also Konstan (1997)
110 for this maxim and for the distinction between ¢idot, who are concrete and useful
individuals, and ¢piAila, which is the more abstract concept of reciprocity as essential for survival
and thus considered to be useful in itself.

4Cf, De elect. col. 22.15-22: xai TIOAVWQEL Te TV AVORWTIWV Bo0LG duvATAL
ntAelotoug [k]atl prAodpovnoapévols evxalo]lotel kal O EATdAG TV[®]v avtolg
petaAnpecOat kat maAwv VO avTV €V TL TT[elJoeoOat, kalmeg [0V] Tav[T|Nt HAA[to]Ta TTEO. .
..Je[-— —It[-—-] (““And he treats with consideration as many other human beings as he possibly
can, and is thankful to those who show friendly feelings to him, and has hopes of sharing things
with them and receiving good things from them in his turn, although it isn’t for that most of all . .
.’ [sc. for any practical return] [that he makes these friendships]). The translation is that of
Armstrong (2011) 125, whose conjectural interpretation of the missing lines seems plausible and
would further suggest that Philodemus endorses the view that friendship is valued in itself, apart
from any advantages.
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become a selfless—even an altruistic—expression of goodwill toward another.*’” According to
Cicero, certain Epicureans in his day endorsed such a view,* which Horace appears to express in
his genuine concern for Vergil’s safety in Carm. 1.3 as well as in his impassioned declaration
“There is nothing I would compare to a delightful friend so long as I am sound!” (1.5.44: nihil
ego contulerim iucundo sanus amico).** The high value he places on friendship is likewise
reflected by his concern for sharing moral advice with others through frankness, which, as his
father demonstrates in Sermones 1.4, is an expression of goodwill that cannot exist outside the

context of intimate friendship.>°

47T Asmis (1990) 2395 n. 60 says that Philodemus, in his understanding of the ideal
communication quoted above, possibly “values the intimacy of friendship more than the security
that results from it.”

BCic. Fin. 1.69: Sunt autem quidam Epicurei timidiores . . . qui verentur ne, si amicitiam
propter nostram voluptatem expetendam putemus, tota amicitia quasi claudicare videatur.
Itaque primos congressus copulationesque et consuetudinum instituendarum voluntates fieri
propter voluptatem, cum autem usus progrediens familiaritatem effecerit, tum amorem
efflorescere tantum ut, etiamsi nulla sit utilitas ex amicitia, tamen ipsi amici propter se ipsos
amentur (“Other less courageous Epicureans . . . fear that if we hold friendship to be desirable
only for the pleasure that it affords to ourselves, it will be thought that it is crippled altogether.
They therefore say that the first advances and overtures, and the original inclination to form an
attachment, are prompted by the desire for pleasure, but that when the progress of intercourse has
led to intimacy, the relationship blossoms into an affection strong enough to make us love our
friends for their own sake, even if no practical advantage accrues”). Tsouna (2007) 28-30
identifies the Epicurei timidiores as “Philodemus and his disciples.” This passage is also
discussed by O’Keefe (2001) 287-89, Brown (2002) 78-9 and O’Connor (1989) 165-86.

“Gowers (2012) 198 draws textual parallels between Horace’s declaration and
Torquatus’ translation of Epicurus’ famous definition of friendship (Fin. 1.65 = Arr. 5.148.9-10).
See also Gowers (2009b) 39-60 for the thematic connections between Sermones 1.5 and Cicero’s
De finibus.

S%Unlike the Cynics, who valued frankness above all things and associated it with the
complete freedom enjoyed by the sage, who does not need friends. See especially Rich (1956)
23: “The Cynic, then, had no desire for wealth, knowledge, pleasure or friendship.” Scarpat
(1964) 62 quotes Diogenes of Sinope’s identification of frankness as “the most beautiful thing”
(Diog. Laert. 6.69: kdAAwotov), which is to be preferred to everything else (ibid. 6.71).
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In addition to being one of the hallmarks of true friendship and a private expression of
moral concern within a small community, the Epicurean practice of frankness is also a stochastic
or conjectural method that relies on appropriate timing and sign inference.>! According to
Philodemus, frankness is less effective when applied to elderly pupils (De lib. dic. col. 24a.8: ot
nipeoPutepot), whereas children, on account of their lack of experience and impressionable
nature, are more receptive to admonition or correction (ibid. fr. 18.1: mat). In particular, the
successful practice of frank criticism depends on “appropriate timing” (katpdg), which fosters
the pupil’s affection and therefore leads to a heightened sense of goodwill and gratitude:

oVY’ €l KaQOV EvxoviCewy émiln[t]ovpev o0dE KAT AAAOV TEOTOV, KAl TOV TG dLX

TIEENOLAG EMITEVOVLLEV TV TIOG AUTOVG eVvoLaY TwV kat[aoke]valop[€]vwv TaQ’

avTto 10 memagonotkoBat.  (De lib. dic. fr. 25.1-8)

... nor do we seek to delay at the critical time, nor in some other way, and of how,

through frankness, we shall heighten the goodwill towards ourselves of those who are

being instructed by the very fact of speaking frankly.
The careful application of frankness at the correct time, which is a conjectural rather than a
scientific method, may similarly be attributed to Horace’s pater rusticus, who, as a parent
concerned for his son’s disposition and willing to expose him to examples of sin at a young age,
is anything but an inept curmudgeon; on the contrary, his well-intentioned admonitions are based

on observations of perceptible behavior and his advice is delivered at the critical moment,

namely, while Horace’s mind is still “tender” (1.4.128: teneros animos) and able to be “formed”

SICE. De lib. dic. fr. 1.8: kaB6Aov T’ ¢mumagonoidletat 0ohog kai ptAdoodog avig, 6Tt
pev otoxalopevog ev[A]Joyiaug €de[t€]e (“And in general the wise man and philosopher speaks
frankly because, conjecturing by reasonable arguments, he has shown . . .”). For Epicurean
frankness as a conjectural method that depends on the observance of visible signs (onueia) at the
opportune moment (katpdq), see especially Gigante (1983) 62-72 and Tsouna (2007) 92-3. For
the philosophical background of “conjectural methods” (téxvat otoxaotkai) as treated by
Aristotle in the Ethica Nicomachea, see Isnardi (1966) 167-77.

171

www.manaraa.com



(121: formabat).>* As a conjectural method, moreover, frank criticism may be understood as the
appropriate response to particular moral defects as inferred through the careful “observation of
signs” (De lib. dic. fr. 57.4-5: onuewwoapevov), the ultimate purpose of which is to prevent or
therapeutically treat vice. In the case of Horace’s father, he uses sign inference (1.4.106: notabat
.. . exemplis) not in order to provide corrective treatment for the victims, but in order to
admonish his son by providing him with vivid examples of the consequences of each vice (ibid.:
quaeque vitiorum).>> As discussed in Chapter 1, the use of examples of moral deficiency for
pedagogical reasons has a long tradition in antiquity, and the deictic formula “do this, avoid that”
appears already in Plato’s description of the sophist Protagoras’ educational strategy (Protag.
325d2-5), which became popular among the Cynics and later influenced Terence’s similar
portrayal of Demea’s approach (4d. 417)°* as well as Plutarch’s examination of pedagogical
methods. With regard to Horace’s father, however, one notes that his use of examples is not
merely epideictic but psychological, since it invites Horace to reflect more deeply on the
consequences of vice and, presumably, on the terrifying prospect that he himself is not immune
from such disaster. This use of frank criticism for the purpose of both identifying and preventing

vice resembles Philodemus’ statement that the sage, on account of his frankness, will “point out

how many people came to ruin badly, bereft of everything” (De lib. dic. fr. 72: 4-7: xat
nagadetfet mOoOL kakwe a[m]wAovto mavtog otegdpevol). In a similar manner, Horace’s

father goes beyond the perfunctory dispensation of prohibitions and mandates: he encourages his

2Michels (1944) 175.

33For the “similarity method” of sign inference as practiced and defended by Philodemus
in De signis and as employed by Horace and his father, see Chapter 1 pp. 27-33.

>4Citroni Marchetti (2004) 25-35, who contrasts Horace’s father with the more emotional
and less effective Demea in the Adelphoe (see Traill [2013] 332-39), considers the role of the
poet’s empirical training in the light of Plato’s Protagoras, Respublica and Leges.
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son to process visually and psychologically the horrible consequences of sin, with the ultimate
intention of deterring him from such ruin (112: deterreret; 129: absterrent) and allowing him to
avoid it more easily (106: ut fugerem). In his ethical treatises Philodemus often recommends that
teachers admonish their pupils by “placing before the eyes” (De lib. dic. frs. 26.4-5,42.1, 77.3:
tBévar mEo oppatwv) examples of vice or the consequences thereof, which, when
accomplished effectively and at the right time, inspires a sense of terror and motivates correct
action (De ir. col. 3.13-18): kat t0¢ig év et peyaA[nv] évmotel poiknv, [o]te Tov ma’
avToV elvat mpoovmopvnodévtog anodpuyelv pa<>diws (““And having placed it before the
eyes it creates great horror in him, with the result that it becomes easier to flee from what he has
been prominently reminded exits in himself”).>> The ultimate purpose of such pictorial imagery,
which in the previously quoted passage is corrective, must be considered preventative in the case
of young Horace, especially given that the autobiographical scene in Sermones 1.4 is intended to
explain his virtuous disposition and justify his role as moralizing satirist. As will be seen below,
Horace’s father’s method of presenting either the real or implied consequences of vice through
examples intended for moral correction occurs elsewhere in the Sermones and informs the poet’s
own approach to therapeutic frankness.

Horace’s conversation with the nameless miser in Sermones 1.1 includes frank
exhortations (i.e., éminAn&eic) that are directed toward a stubborn “pupil,” whose repeated

resistance to the poet’s efforts eventually elicits a harsher form of treatment. As has been

5>The concept of pictorial imagery as a special technique, which was certainly not
invented by Philodemus or the Epicureans, occurs in Plato (Gorg. 471a8-d2 and 473c1-d2) and,
more clearly, in Aristotle (Rhet. 3.10.6: o oppatwv motetv), for which see Tsouna (2003)
243-47. 1Its application specifically within the context of therapeutic frankness, on the other
hand, may have been further developed by Zeno and Philodemus. For the technique as it appears
in De ira, see Tsouna (2007) 204-9. Schroeder (2004) 139-56 discusses the technique of
“placing before the eyes” (which he calls avocatio) in Lucretius and Vergil.
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discussed by other scholars, Horace’s incorporation in the introductory poems of nameless
interlocutors who allow the speaker opportunities for ethical platitudes is largely a Cynic
technique.’® On the other hand, a technique that involves lively interrogation for the purpose of
moral correction would have been the perfect template for a literary representation of Epicurean

frankness, which, according to Philodemus, often requires multiple applications of criticism:

Kat undev mlepavalg maAL xor[oletat meog [t]lov afv]tov. Eid fjuagtikwe ovk
UTKOVOE TNG TAQENOLAS, TTAAL TTAQQNOLATETAL KAL YAQ laXTOG ET[1] THS TN VOoOUL
Ot kAvo[t)]oog oVdEV Tepdvac, TMAA[L ke]vol. kal dux TovTto TAA[L Tt]aponoldoetal,
OLOTL TEATEQOV OLOEV T)VLOE, KAl AL TONOTEL TOVTO KAl TTAALY, TV el U vOv dAAx

VOV [teAeodpoonont.] (De lib. dic. fr. 64.1-13)

.. . and [having accomplished] nothing he will again employ frankness toward the same
man. If, although he has erred, the student did not heed the frank criticism, the teacher
will criticize frankly again. For although a doctor in the case of the same disease had
accomplished nothing through a clyster, he would again purge [the patient]. And for this
reason he will again criticize frankly, because before he accomplished nothing, and he
will do this again and again, so that if not this time then another time . . .

The reason for such persistence is explained in relation to certain dispositions, which, in the case
of stubborn or recalcitrant patients such as the Horatian miser, are described as being “strong and

accepting change with difficulty” (ibid. fr. 7.6-8: ToUg ioxvOUC Kl HOALS . . .

SQOltramare (1926) 11, discussing dialogue within the context of Cynic literature, calls
the inclusion of a fictitious interlocutor “le plus évident de tous les caracteres formel de la
diatribe.” See also Fraenkel (1957) 92, Coftey (1976) 92 and Freudenburg (1993) 8-16.
Schlegel (2005) 19-20, however, notes that the connection to popular philosophy does not define
the function of Horatian satire in Book 1, which is related to “limitation in an ethical or
experiential sense.” For Philodemus’ appreciation for the effectiveness of Bion’s literary style
and his willingness to imitate it in his treaties, see Gigante (1992) 106-8 as well as Gigante and
Indelli (1978) 124-31 and Indelli (1988) 24-5. Lucretius similarly exploits Bion and the Cynics,
for which see Schmid (1978) 135-36.
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uetaOnoopévoug).’’ The first frank exchange in Sermones 1.1 involves Horace’s attempt to
reveal to the miser the extreme wretchedness caused by his physical efforts to acquire wealth,
which, in addition to preventing the enjoyment of Epicurean “physical repose” (amovia), also
forces him to endure inclement weather (38-9: hiems) as well as serious threats to his life (39:
ferrum). In response to the poet’s criticism, which is centered on appealing to the miser’s
consideration for his physical health, the speaker effectively states that he prefers to ruin his
body rather than risk his savings (43).°® Instead of abandoning his “pupil,” however, Horace,
like a good physician, meets this resistance by listening to his interlocutor’s excuses and
subsequently altering his focus in order to provide more effective criticism (46): non tuus hoc
capiet venter plus ac meus (“You stomach will not hold more [grain] than mine”).>® In his
second application of frankness, Horace attempts to explain that the miser’s desire to amass
unlimited stores is unnecessary and overlooks the requirements of nature (50: naturae finis), thus
appealing to the Epicurean doctrine of natural and necessary desires as easy to fulfill (Arr.
4.127.7-10, ibid. 130.9 and 5.149.1-8).%° But once again, the poet’s efforts are dashed by the

miser’s unwillingness to accept correction, which is expressed by his overpowering and

70On the distinction between “strong” and “weak” students, see Glad (1995) 137-52 and
Gigante (1973) 41.

8Codofier (1975) 46 regards the speaker’s comments here and elsewhere (e.g., 61) as
serving a transitional purpose: “Su funcion es operar un cambio, pasar del planteamiento concreto
al general, y se encuentra en el adversario de transicion.”

S9Cf. De lib. dic. fr. 51.1-4: d[ov]oet paAdov, [&]ua kai Oeweav Nuas kafi] éavt@v
ywopévoug katnyogovg (“the teacher will rather listen while observing us becoming
accusers even of ourselves, whenever we err”).

80Gowers (2012) 73 includes the belly, which is a popular organ in Roman satire, among
the “host of vessels and containers used to measure capacity in the poem (heaps, money-bags,
jugs, bushels, plots of land).” See also Gowers (1993) 129: “This Epicurean tirade [sc. Sermones
1.1] is also a literary polemic on the excessive consumption of words.”
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misguided desire for “a huge heap” (51: magno . . . acervo). Nevertheless, in accordance with
Philodemus’ statement that the sage will employ criticism even on a “third occasion,”®! Horace
warns that such reckless excess will inevitably cause psychological turbulence (60: turbatam . . .
aquam), which precludes “tranquility” (atapaéia) and complements his initial appeal to the
preference for physical repose.®? Unsurprisingly, the miser’s continued obstinacy and deluded
convictions finally drive him to declare “nothing is ever enough!” (62: nil satis est), which
prompts an obviously frustrated Horace to underscore his stubbornness by asking “What can you
do with someone like this?” (63: quid facias illi?). The solution, however, involves an
application of harsher frankness through the series of vivid representations which immediately
follows: the prospect of ending up like Tantalus (68-9) and the pathetic portrait of the miser
sprawled among sacks of money, mouth gaping wide with admiration and religious awe (70-
72).9 Perhaps the clearest example of pictorial imagery involves Horace’s subsequent
presentation of the hypothetical risks or consequences involved in preferring money to
friendship:

at si condoluit temptatum frigore corpus
aut alius casus lecto te adfixit, habes qui

1 De [ib. dic. fr. 65.1-8: [ei d¢ magonoilat xooetat m[dAw], dave[itat] utwg
EpucéoOal. MOAAAKL D’ &vTIoTEOPWG, moTe O¢ Kat onoag, 1) €ENg mEodTepov 1 devtég[al,
taxa O 1) toltn teAeodoonioet (“. . . [if] he will employ [frankness again], he will be seen to
succeed thus. And often conversely, at timed even when he has done it, either the second one in
turn or perhaps the third application of frankness will succeed”).

82For the significance of weather metaphors in Epicurean ethics, see Chapter 1 pp. 24-5
(especially n. 56)

83 As Herter (1970) 330 observes, Horace’s allegory involving Tantalus was probably
inspired by Bion (for which, see Hense [1969] 34). Freudenburg (1993) 190-91 analyzes this
passage (as well as 1.4.80-85) within the context of literary theory and Callimachean aesthetics.
For inhians as a typical behavior for misers, cf. Plaut. Aul. 194: inhiat aurum ut devoret (“He
gapes at the gold as if to devour it”).
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adsideat, fomenta paret, medicum roget, ut te
suscitet ac reddat gnatis carisque propinquis?
non uxor salvum te volt, non filius; omnes
vicini oderunt, noti, pueri atque puellae. (S. 1.4.80-85)
But if your body is seized with a chill and racked with pain, or some other mishap has
pinned you to your bed, have you someone to sit by you, to get lotions ready, to call in
the doctor so as to raise you up and restore you to your children and dear kinsmen? No,
your wife does not want you well, nor does your son: everyone hates you, neighbors and
acquaintances, boys and girls.
The vividness of this example, which creates space between the miser and his obsession, is
designed to cause the patient “great fear” (De ir. col. 3.14-15: peya&A[nv] ... doiknv; cf. 1.4.127:
metu) as he comes face to face with his disease and reflects on it objectively. Of course, part of
the irony of this scene is that there is no conditionality: the miser is in fact gravely ill and in need
of medical attention, but his is a moral disease that can only be cured by the philosopher acting
as physician. The language Horace uses is wholly consistent with Philodemus’ employment of
medical analogies to describe the process of frank criticism: the obstinate patient needs a caring
physician (iatedg = medicum) who will sit by his side (Bon0éw = adsideat)®* and apply the

necessary treatments (Oepdamevolg = fomenta) in order to restore (avanAdttw = suscitet) him

back to health.®> The implication in the passage quoted above, moreover, is that Horace himself,

4Cf. Sen. Ep. 9.8: dicebat Epicurus in hac ipsa epistula, ‘ut habeat qui sibi aegro
adsideat’ (“As Epicurus said in this very letter, ‘so that he may have someone who will sit by his
side when he is sick’”).

85For medical terminology and imagery in Philodemus’ De libertate dicendi, as well as
citations of relevant passages, see Konstan et al. (1998) 20-23 and Gigante (1975) 53-61. Cf.
Plut. Mor. 4.55¢-d: det yao wdeAovvta Avmetv Tov iAoy, ov det d¢ Avmovvta TV PAiav
avaugetv, AAA” wg pagudrw T ddkovtt xonobatl, owlovTtt Kol PLARTTOVTL TO
Bepamevopevov (“For it is not necessary to harm a friend, only to help him; and one should not
by hurting him harm the friendship, but use the stinging word as a medicine that restores and
preserves health in that to which it is applied”). Freudenburg (1993) 191-92 reads frigus as
“designating bombast, the vice of the grand style,” which is cured through “criticism” (adsideat)
and “warmers” (fomenta).
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who has been trying to heal the miser all along and may properly be called an amicus sanus, is
the physician who will attempt (even if unsuccessfully) to cure vice through the frank criticism
of his satiric verses.

In transitioning to Sermones 1.2, traditionally regarded as Horace’s earliest satire, the
audience encounters the formidable consequences associated with sexual extremes, which, like
the dangers of poor wealth administration, was a popular topic of moral philosophy. Perhaps one
of the most salient features of this treatment is the complex variatio Horace employs, which
involves engagement with Roman comedy, elegiac poetry, Hellenistic epigram and the Cynic
diatribe to name just a few genres.®® The impressive and intentionally dizzying array of such
influences, however, which successfully communicates the disorder and chaos of sexual
imprudence, is not itself delivered in a “hackneyed” or “confusing” manner, as some scholars
have asserted.®” Rather, the poet, by means of textual and thematic parallels, coherently
establishes various links between the importance of maintaining a careful balance regarding
sexual and financial choices, thus connecting this satiric conversation to the preceding one.®

Furthermore, the main theme holding all of these components together is not just an abstract

6See Fraenkel (1957) 83. Freudenburg (1993) provides the most extensive examination
of the many allusions to and parallels with Roman comedy. Fiske (1971) considers the role of
Cynic diatribe, and Hendrickson (1918) 27-32, Schmid (1948) 181-83, Cataudella (1950) 18-31,
Cody (1976) 108-19, Gigante (1983) 235-43, Freudenburg (1993) 193-98 and Gigante (1993)
86-8 all look at the presence and function of the Hellenistic epigrammatists Callimachus and
Philodemus.

87Fraenkel (1957) 79 discusses the “hackneyed theme” of this satire; Rudd (1966) 11
notes that Horace’s alternation between the Aristotelian mean and the advantages of various
types of ladies is “confusing.”

%8See Armstrong (1964) 88-91 and Bushala (1971) 312-15. Of particular significance are
the observations of Dessen (1968) 200-208, who considers the overall importance in Sermones
1.2 of maintaining a sexual mean through ambiguous terms such as pretium, nummus and
fructus, which also have obvious financial applications.
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notion of balance or the vague application of Aristotle’s mean, but a clear expression of the
Epicurean calculus, which dictates that in all ethical decisions the pleasure derived must
outweigh the pain involved in satisfying one’s desires (Arr. 4.129.4-130.4).%° This identification
is not only consistent with Horace’s treatment of the dangers and anxiety associated with certain
relationships, but it also clears up the confusion expressed by scholars regarding the poet’s moral
stance. Some, for example, have correctly noted that nowhere in Sermones 1.2 does Horace
condemn adultery per se or any particular social status, but have incorrectly interpreted this as
proof that the poem is “entirely satirical” and “innocent of any moral message.”’® A more

accurate interpretation would involve the realization that Horace condemns sexual affairs only

89Cf. 1.2.78-9: desine matronas sectarier, unde laboris | plus haurire mali est quam ex re
decerpere fructus (“cease to court matrons, for thence one may derive pain and misery, rather
than reap enjoyment in the reality”’). Courtney (2013) 75 compares Ep. 1.2.55: nocet empta
dolore voluptas (“Pleasure procure with pain is harmful”). Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 26, Fraenkel
(1957) 78 and Rudd (1966) 31 both call these verses the “main theme” of the poem, and Curran
(1970) 230 identifies them as expressing the Epicurean calculus. Of particular importance are
the observations of Cataudella (1950) 18-20, who not only considers Epicurean ethics the
foundational principle of this poem, but also questions, based on lack of detailed evidence and
proof of a similar treatment, the influence of Bion. The prominence of Epicurean ethics in this
poem is discussed further by Fiske (1971) 248-51 and Gigante (1993) 23-4, who states the
following: “La varieta degli episodi o delle scene ¢ in funzione della tesi unitaria, il cui
fondamento epicureo ¢ la purezza del piacere, il conseguimento della voluptas intatta, priva di
dolore, che ¢ basato anch’esso su un doppio, sulla dottrina della scelta e della fuga, del
discrimine fra retto desiderio e calcolata ripulsa.”

"9Baldwin (1970) 465, who is corrected by Gigante (1993) 19-20. Schlegel (2005) 28-9
is more careful, stating that this poem has no “overt moral content,” while Turpin (2009) 122
declares that Horace is a poet whom “we do not have to take seriously at all.” Although clearly
influenced by the Aristotelian mean, Horace’s condemnation of “vice” (1.2.24: vitia) does not
involve an identification of matronae and meretrices as vicious in themselves, nor of libertinae
as essentially virtuous, as Lefevre (1975) 320-22 and Freudenburg (2001) 16 think. Rudd (1966)
11, along similar lines, mistakenly concludes that Horace’s critical portrayal of unnecessary
sexual desire is a condemnation of brothels and prostitutes. In general the commentators and
most scholars, such as Freudenburg (1993) 26, Mayer (2005) 142 and Gibson (2007) 21 to name
a few, identify Horace’s moral stance as exclusively Aristotelian, which is problematic because it
does not account for the poet’s unwillingness to identify particular social statuses as vicious or
virtuous; indeed, rather than a golden mean between opposing vices one should think of a
balanced calculus of pleasures and pains.
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when they violate the requirements of nature and result in disastrous consequences, such as
public scandal or the loss of one’s property (1.2.61-2 ~ 1.4.118-19): bonam deperdere famam, |
rem patris oblimare malum est ubicumque (“To throw away a good name, to squander a father’s
estate, is at all times evil”).”! In order to communicate this lesson to his audience, Horace
employs rather shocking and obscene language that is charged with both sexual and moral
meaning, which recalls to a certain degree the Cynics’ provocative style.”? On the other hand,
such overt frankness is not gratuitously offensive but ultimately intended to influence correct
behavior and promote vigorously the importance of satisfying desires in accordance with
nature.” This involves an application of practical and frank advice through concrete examples
as well as graphic visualizations of the dire consequences of vice, all of which Horace learned

from his father.”*

"ICourtney (2013) 76, following Dessen (1968) 202, rightly notes that the mean is to be
identified with correct behavior rather than with freedwomen themselves. This important
distinction had already been made by Cataudella (1950) 25.

"2Fiske (1971) 251 makes the following overly simplistic and exaggerated observation:
“In the first place the whole satire is characterized by a frankness, not to say a crudeness of
speech, which recalls in every tone the somewhat brutal maponoia or freedom of speech affected
by the Cynics.” Horace’s use of obscene words like futuo (127), cunnus (36) and mutto (68) also
recalls the poetry of Catullus, for which see Gigante (1993) 19. For the implications of such
language for Horace’s apparently sexist view of women, see Henderson (1999) 184-91, Oliensis
(1998) 24 and Courtney (2013) 72.

3See Curran (1970) 230, whose thesis involves showing that such language is intended
“to make the strongest possible case for nature.” Turolla (1931) 67 is wrong in stating that
Horace “¢ uno che ride malamente,” which completely overlooks the generally protreptic nature
of this poem and his repeated emphasis on observing the Epicurean calculus for the sake of
moral correction. For other descriptions of the strong language of Sermones 1.2, see Lefévre
(1975) 311-12.

"4Gigante (1993) 15: “L’oscenita di termini e il disgusto di uno stilema godibili di per sé
hanno la funzione di suscitare una ripulsa nel comportamento, nella practica della vita che ¢ il
terreno di prova di validita di un sistema filosofico. E un aspetto—il linguaggio osceno—della
malittia degli altri, non del poeta; ¢ una manifestazione della concretezza di cui I’aveva formato
il padre, ma anche 1’indizio della persuasione dell’inefficacia di ogni astrazione,
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The poet contextualizes his treatment of sexual vice by stating, in mock-epic fashion, the
importance of observing the hedonic calculus before introducing a series of frank visualizations
and examples. Manipulating an Ennian passage and thus suggesting the epic nature of the
“struggle” (38: laborent) between natural and unnatural desires,”® Horace announces the
formidable “dangers” (40: pericla) of seeking “pleasure marred by much pain” (39: multo
corrupta dolore voluptas). The idea that one’s pleasure should be unmixed with excessive pain
is of course expressed by Epicurus (Arr. 6.51) and Lucretius, the latter of whom similarly warns
against sexual delights that result in “care and certain pain” (4.1067: curam certumque

)'76

dolorem).” More specifically, Horace condemns the many dangers and foolish risks associated

with adultery (1.2.38: moechis), but he does so through pictorial imagery and vividly “placing
before the eyes” the frightening consequences of such affairs:

hic se praecipitem tecto dedit, ille flagellis

ad mortem caesus, fugiens hic decidit arcem

praedonum in turbam, dedit hic pro corpore nummos,
hunc perminxerunt calones . . . (S. 1.2.41-4)

dell’insufficienza degli schemi.” Freudenburg (2001) 16 views Horace’s sensational treatment
of sexual vice as “mock-Epicurean,” despite the fact that his message is completely consistent
with Epicurean ethics.

>Cf. Enn. Ann. 494-5 Sk.: audire est operae pretium, procedere recte qui rem Romanam
Latiumque augescere voltis (“It is worth the while to hear, you who wish to advance the Roman
state and increase Latium”). See Fraenkel (1957) 81-2, Gigante (1993) 63-4 Smith (2005) 122
and Gowers (2012) 100 for other views concerning the bathetic juxtaposition of Ennius’ solemn
expression to Horace’s moechis.

7T owe this observation to Cataudella (1950) 18-20 and Gigante (1993) 17. Baldwin
(1970) 461, who asserts that Horace parodies Lucretius’ didacticism, contrasts the poets’ views
on prostitutes by quoting DRN 4.1277, which condemns the various postures adopted by scorta
so that their lovemaking may be more “fitting” (concinnior). Actually, Lucretius’ point is not to
condemn prostitution per se but rather to give advice on how to avoid sterility, according to
which such postures are “unnecessary for wives” (nil nostris opus esse videtur) since they
prevent pregnancy. See Bailey (1947) 1316-319.
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One man has thrown himself headlong from the roof; another has been flogged to death;

a third, in his flight, has fallen into a savage gang of robbers; another has paid a price to

save his life; another has been abused by stable-boys . . .
Like his father (cf. 1.4.126), Horace aggressively employs the demonstrative combination Aic . . .
ille in order to emphasize proximity and call attention to the ubiquitous consequences of sexual
vice.”” He relies on examples that are not only practical and immediately relevant, but also
shocking and therefore intended to deter his audience from a similar fate, which resembles the
frank use of pictorial imagery in De ira (col. 3.13-18) as described above. In the same work,
Philodemus recommends that his followers assess the pure corruption associated with
unnecessary sexual desires by observing their manifold consequences, which are regarded as
symptomatic of this particular disposition.”® Indeed, the application of frankness for the purpose
of curing sexual vice is contingent upon careful observation and inference from signs (De [ib.
dic. fr. 57.1-5): [xav pn] kateAndnt éo[wv]tag 1) katao[x]étovg kakiag Totv, AAAX
onuewoapevov (“Even if it is the case that he [the sage] has not caught them in love or
possessed by some vices, but has inferred it from signs™). According to Philodemus as quoted
previously, these signs may be physical symptoms or the extreme and wretched consequences of

vice; according to the testimony of the Christian apologist Origen, moreover, the followers of

"Gigante (1993) 25: “In realta, Orazio svela un’arte intrisa di realta, saporosa di
situazioni e di personaggi, affrancata e rovente, che raffigura lo spettro del pathos d’amore, gli
amori cittadineschi. Non astrazioni, ma concretezza di parole e di gesti . ..”

BDe ir. col. 7.16-26: ottw del TV eidikpivelav érAoyioaoBat Tob kakoD, kabdmeQ
kal emtt ™G €o[wt]k[fi]c elwOapev motety emBvpiag. tote [0n] ma[v 10 Avtovy av]tovg
eEapB[po]opev [kat] ta magakoAovBovvta [duo]xeoéotalta kolJvi (“Thus it is necessary to
assess the potency of vice, just as we customarily do with erotic passion. Then we enumerate
their pain as well as the extreme and wretched consequences, which they share in common™).
For the meaning and significance of the term éruAoyiCeoBat, see Chapter 1, p. 52 n. 70.
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Epicurus avoided adultery solely because of the painful consequences, which usually involve
death, exile or the fear of being caught by a returning husband:
ot ¢ &mo Emikovov ov dlx TOUTO 0V HOLXEVOLOLY, OTE ATIEXOVTAL TOV HOLYEVELY,
AAAG DL TO VeVOULKEVAL TEAOG TNV NOOVT)V, TOAAX O ATAVTAV KWALTIKA TG 11OOVTS
T ELEAVTL PLX TT) TOV potXevewy 1)0ovT) kat €00’ Ote PpuAakac 1) puyag 1) Oavatovg,
TIOAAAKIC 0& TIEO TOVTWV KAl KIVOUVOUG KATA TO ETLTNQELV TIV TOL AvOQOG £E0dOV
amo g oikilag ktA.  (Origen, C. Cels. 7.63 = Us. 535)
But it is not because of this [nature and the law] that the followers of Epicurus avoid
adultery when they do so, but because of their conviction that pleasure is the final end,
and many hindrances to pleasure attend upon one who only pursues the pleasure of
adultery, such as prison, exile or death; even before these, often there are the risks
involved in observing the husband depart from the house etc.
There are numerous similarities between the moral stance of “the followers of Epicurus” and
Horace: neither condemns adultery per se but rather the risks involved, which corrupt the
enjoyment of pure pleasure (1.2.39: corrupta voluptas); both identify these risks as involving
flight or exile (42: fugiens) and even death (43: ad mortem caesus).”” A further consequence
Horace mentions is the loss of both money and reputation (61: famam; 62: rem patris; 43:

nummos),®® which may allude to Lucretius’ association of sexual vice with financial ruin

(4.1123-240) as well as Philodemus’ description of salaciousness as a primary destroyer of

Pasquali (1920) 325, who refers to this poem as “una diatriba epicurea,” observed these
connections early on, as did Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 26. See also Cataudella (1950) 22-5.
Sbordone (1965) 310-12 presents a fragment of Philodemus’ lost treatise on love (PHerc. 1384),
in which the victims of sexual passion are described as being “manifestly in danger” (8-9: év
ol kvdLvols érupavéc), which may allude to the observable symptoms of this particular vice.
In a related fragment (PHerc. 1167), he seems to note the “perceptible clarity” (5: [¢][vaoyég) of
the consequences of “painful desire” (1-2: Avmnv [tnv ém]Ovpiav).

80Cf. 1.2.133: ne nummi pereant aut puga aut denique fama (“dreading disaster in purse

or person or at least repute”). Lucretius likewise considers the loss of one’s reputation as a
consequence of sexual obsession (cf. 4.1124: aegrotat fama).
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wealth in De oeconomia (coll. 23.42-24.2).3! In a later passage, Horace adds to this “mock-epic
list” of the shocking consequences of adultery by vividly listing other “hindrances” (97: multae .
.. officient res; cf. TOAAX kwAvTKA in the above passage)®? to true pleasure before completing
his unabashedly straightforward and frank criticism of sexual vice with an even more shocking
tableau.

A preliminary consideration of the ideal lover as described by Philodemus provides
contrast for the concluding scene, which, paralleling the end of Sermones 1.1, involves the
application of frankness through pictorial imagery. In response to the quasi-elegiac miser
amator who expresses his preference for elusive “prey” by quoting an epigram of Callimachus

(105-8),%* Horace quotes an epigram of Philodemus, in which the pleasurable convenience of an

$1Cataudella (1950) 20 n. 7 makes a similar connection.

82In addition to being a parody of epic, the asyndeton and rapid-fire description of
Horace’s catalogue of the wealthy matron’s attendants has, as Gowers (2012) 111 notes, a comic
feel. Cf. Plaut. Aul. 501-2.

$For a discussion of the language of literary theory in the following passages, see
Freudenburg (1993) 195-98. Dessen (1968) 207 also offers interesting observations. According
to Cody (1976) 108-19, Horace not only imitates but transforms his original model in order to
achieve a “moralistic reinterpretation of Callimachus’ amoral epigram.” Courtney (2013) 79
observes that Horace corrects Callimachus by subsequently quoting an Epicurean source, and
Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 36 note “Dal} H. hier eines seiner Epigramme dem oben zitierten
Epigramm des Kallimachus gegeniiberstellt, ist eine Artigkeit gegen ihn [Philodemus].” Cf.
Freudenburg (1993) 196, however, who reads Philodemus as “the perfect foil for Callimachus.”
The original source is Callim. Epigr. 33:

Qypevtng, Entikvdeg, év ovpeot mavta Aaywov
dupa kat tdong {xwior doeKkaAdOg

otelPn kat vipete KeXenUévog, N d¢ TIg elmm)
“11, T0de BEPANTaL Onolov,” ovk EAafev.

XOUHOG £0wG TOLOOdE T YAQ PeVYOVTX dLWKELY
0lde, T O’ €V HEOOW KEIPEVA TTAQTIETETAL.

The hunter on the hills, O Epicydes, searches out every hare and the tracks of every roe,
beset by frost and snow. But if one say, “Lo! here is a beast shot” he takes it not. Even
such is my love: it can pursue what flees from it, but what lies ready it passes by.
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easy love is contrasted with the “grave cares’ (110: curasque gravis) of a riskier and more

demanding amour:

29 ¢¢ 29 <6

illam “post paulo” “sed pluris” “si exierit vir”
Gallis, hanc Philodemus ait sibi, quae neque magno
stet pretio neque cunctetur cum est iussa venire. (5. 1.2.120-23)
“By and by,” “Nay more,” “If my husband goes out”—a woman who speaks thus is for
the Galli, says Philodemus; for himself he asks for one who is neither high-priced nor
slow to come when bidden.®*
Both poets refer to the financial and personal advantages of an “easy love” (119: venerem
facilem), whose natural beauty, like Horace’s pithy satires and Philodemus’ lean epigrams, is
truthful, unconditionally pleasurable and not exaggerated by artificial and unnecessary

embellishments.?> The following lines, in which Horace emphasizes the importance of avoiding

financial strain and recognizing physical pleasure as independent of social class (125-26), have

8%Horace’s presentation of this poem of Philodemus has no exact parallel in the surviving
epigrams, although poem 38 contrasts matronae with scorta and even mentions a Gallus (Sider
[1997] 199-202). Cf. his earlier, direct quotation of a Philodemean epigram (92: o crus, o
bracchia!) as discussed by Fiske (1971) 255 and especially Sider (1997) 103-10. Wright (1921)
168-69 and, much more recently, Courtney (2013) 80 plausibly argue that at lines 120-22 Horace
is paraphrasing Philodemus’ epigram 22, which Sider (1997) 138 prints as follows (note
especially the use of obscene language like Buvéw = futuo, which Gigante [1993] 82 describes as
“realismo brutale”):

Tiévte dDWOLV €VOC TN delva O detva TAAavTa
Kkal Brvel Poloowv kal, po Tov, ovdE KaANv:
TévTe O’ £y DQAXHAG TV dwdeka Avolavaoon),
KAl PLve mEOGS T Kpelooova Kat paveQwe.
TIAVTWS 11Ol £Yw PEEVAGS OVK EXw 1} TO Ye AoLmov
TOUG KEVOU TTEAEKEL DEL DOVEOVG APEAELV.

Mr. X gives Mrs Y five talents for one favor, and he screws, shivering with fear, one who
is, what’s more, God knows, no beauty. I give five—drachmas—to Lysianassa for the
twelve favors, and what’s more I screw a finer woman, and openly. Assuredly, either I'm
crazy or, after all this, he should have his balls cut off with a knife.

$5Freudenburg (1993) 196-97. For the philosophical correctness of Philodemus’ poetry,
see Sider (1995) 42-57.
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often been interpreted as referring to a similar passage from the poet Cercidas of Megalopolis,
who also mentions the benefits of a cheap love free from worry.®® As various scholars have
indicated, however, this sentiment was a popular literary topos in Hellenistic poetry, and, given
the fact that it squares perfectly with Epicurean ethics and that Horace quotes from Philodemus
at least three times in this satire alone, it may be more reasonable to view it as an imitation of
one of the latter’s epigrams.®’ In any case, the emphasis on emotional and financial stability
regarding love affairs sets up the perfect contrast with the final scene, in which Horace forces his
audience to visualize the horrible risks involved in adultery:
nec vereor, ne, dum futuo, vir rure recurrat,
ianua frangatur, latret canis, undique magno
pulsa domus strepitu resonet, vepallida lecto
desiliat mulier, miseram se conscia clamet,
cruribus haec metuat, doti deprensa, egomet mi. (S. 1.2.127-31)
No fears have I in her company, that a husband may rush back from the country, the door
burst open, the dog bark, the house ring through and through with the din and clatter of

his knocking; that the woman, white as a sheet, will leap away, the maid in league with
her cry out in terror, she fearing for her limbs, her guilty mistress for her dowry, and I for

8Lomiento (1993) 9-26 provides a detailed introduction to this Cynic poet’s life and
works, as well as copious bibliographical references and testimonia. I give the text as it appears
in her critical edition (fr. 2):

a O &€ ayooag Adoodita,
Kal to un[de]vog péAewy, omfalvika Ang, 6xa xonlne,
oL $OPog oL Tagaxad. ta[v]tav OPAQ KatakAtvag
Tluv]dapéoto doxet yapBo[og to]T’ fuev.

But Venus that paces the market—in preparation of desire demanding no thought or
attention—here is no fear and no care: one obol will win you a mistress, son-in-law fancy
yourself to Tyndarus favored among suitors.

$7Lomiento (1993) 229 notes that this sentiment is “un fopos commune alla filisofia
popolare, epicurea . . . e cinica.” The same theme occurs in comedy, for which see Rudd (1966)
25. Cataudella (1950) 28-31 argues for the possibility, which Gigante (1983) 242 seconds, that
Horace had been exposed to Cercidas through Philodemus’ poetry.
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myself.

Through this unambiguously comic yet startlingly frank exemplum,®® in which Horace playfully
dissociates himself from the typical elegiac amator, the audience reflects, this time in a more
direct and forceful manner, on the terrible fears and anxieties which accompany illegitimate and
therefore dangerous love affairs. The introduction of a hypothetical situation intended for
admonition and moral guidance, which is the ultimate goal of pictorial imagery as employed by
Philodemus, also recalls the end of Sermones 1.1 (80-87) and Horace’s fable of the town and
country mice in Sermones 2.6 (111-15), both of which incorporate colorful language and literary
devices for the sake of vividness. By vividly “placing before the eyes” of his audience the
formidable consequences of sexual excess, moreover, the poet draws a fitting conclusion to his
riotously candid (although simultaneously therapeutic) criticism of Roman intemperance.

In Sermones 1.3 Horace delivers his final, blatantly moral treatment of vice, which, aside
from being a playful lesson in tolerance and mutual forbearance at the Stoics’ expense, is also an
example of more subdued and therefore more effective frankness. In relation to their conviction
that the sage is perfect in every way, traditional Stoics maintain an impossibly high standard of

excellence and consequently deny any intermediate stage between virtue and vice: as Cicero puts

8See Gowers (2012) 116 for allusions to mime plots and parallels with Roman comedy,
including Plautus and Terence. One may compare Horace’s use of comedy within the context of
administering frankness to De [ib. dic. fr. 29.1-5: katapxpeba onj[pe]oov mov kat a[v]tag
t[ilOwpu]ev eig éxe[(Jvov v [aloO]nowv- 6 kali] TV kw[pww]oyo[ddwv] épuun[o]avto tiveg
(“Let us begin today perhaps and let us place them before his awareness. Which some of the
comic playwrights also portrayed when they etc.”). Unless the patient is obstinate, Philodemus
generally recommends that the sage apply frankness in a lighthearted and cheerful manner, as
Olivieri (1914) observes in his introduction (p. vii), to which cf. De lib. dic. fr. 85.5-10.
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it, for them all sins were equally reprehensible (Fin. 4.19.55: omnia peccata paria esse).*® Such
an extreme conviction, according to Horace, naturally results in arrogance and the ill-treatment
of “inferiors,” who, by means of a hilariously satirical inversion, become the innocent victims of
the perfect Stoic’s irrational anger (1.3.76-95).°° For his own part, Horace sides with the more
moderate Epicurean view of friendship, which, in the spirit of therapeutic frankness, recognizes
but attempts to correct the faults of others.”! Such tolerance, according to Philodemus, is
primarily the result of the Epicurean sage’s recognition of his own imperfections, which

occasionally lead him astray and require gentle correction:

$9Cf. 1.2.96: quis paria esse fere placuit peccata (“those whose creed is that sins are
much on a par”). For a reference to the original formulation of this thesis, see Diog. Laert.
7.127: doéokel d’ avTOIG UNdEV peTalL elvat aetng katl kakiag, twv IMegumatntucwv petald
AEETNG Kal kaklag elval AeyOvTwV TNV TTROKOTV: WG YA detv paoty 1) 6000V etvat EVAoV §
0teePAOV, 0Utwe §i dikaov fj &dikov, evte d¢ dikatdtegov ovte aduewtegov (“For them, there
is no mean between virtue and vice, whereas the Peripatetics say that in between virtue and vice
there is progress. Thus the Stoics say that just as a stick is either straight or bent, so also
something is either just or unjust and not ‘rather just’ or ‘rather unjust’”). Although Panaetius
famously attempted to soften this view among Romans by emphasizing the importance of
“making progress” or pokont (cf. Sen. Ep. 116.5), Horace here attacks the traditional assertion,
as clearly stated by Chrisyppus (Plut. Communibus notitiis. 1063a = SVF 3.539): ddomep O
TINXLV ATEXWV €V OaAatt) ¢ Emipaveiag ovdEV N)TTOV TVIYETAL TOL KATAdedLKOTOG
0QY VLG TTEVTAKOOIAG, 0OVTWS 0VdE Ol TEAALOVTEG AQETT) TWV HAKQAV OVIWV NTTOV €0V €V
Kakiq . .. o0TwG Ol TEOKOTITOVTES AXOL OV TNV AQETNV AvaAdPwoty, avontot kal poxOneot
drapévovov (“Just as in the sea the man a cubit from the surface is drowning no less than the
one who has sunk 500 fathoms, so neither are they any less in vice who are a long way from it . .
. so those who are making progress continue to be stupid and depraved until they have attained
virtue”).

%°One thinks of the recent convert Damasippus’ overly zealous attack on all and sundry in
Sermones 2.3, as discussed in Chapter 3. For the irony involved in Horace’s attack on such
inconsistency, which is a notion particularly upheld by the Stoic Panaetius (Cic. Off. 1.90 and
111), see Fraenkel (1957) 86, Grilli (1983) 269 and especially Kemp (2009) 2-4.

9TKemp (2009) 4-10 offers an excellent consideration of Horace’s adoption of Epicurean
views in order to criticize Stoic extremism, although his focus on the role of tolerance in
friendship does not encompass the Epicurean practice of frank criticism.
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[el tx VtJomttevpéva [ e]ot To[L olodov, kat kowvaws t[o]v k[a]Onyovpévou,
kaOdpoews dettat. Tlwg yop pioetv Tov Apagtdvovta pr) anoyvolo]iua néAAel,
Yvwokw[v] adtov ovk Ovta téAg[Jov kal ppviokwy, 6Tt TaVTeS AUAQTAVELY
elwbaow;]  (Delib. dic. fr. 46.1-11)

.. . if the things that are suspected concerning the wise man, and the teacher generally,
need purification. For how is he going to hate the one who errs, though not desperately,
when he knows that he himself is not perfect and re[minds himself that everyone is
accustomed to err?]%?

Unlike the Stoic sage, therefore, the Epicurean wise man understands his limitations and
therefore “sympathizes” with patients’ rather than ridiculing them (ibid. fr. 79.9-11: cuvniat@[g]
t[ag apagtilag vtoAaupaverv).”? Furthermore, the sage is willing to communicate his own
errors and imperfections to close friends (ibid. fr. 81.1-4), “even presenting,” as Philodemus
notes, “for frank criticism what concerns themselves in the presence of the students” (ibid. 55.1-
4: ka[i dd]ovat magenoiat T mept adTovg €mi TV Kataokevalopévwy). This view of
frankness is an expression of what Clarence Glad calls an “ideal of non-concealment” and
“participatory psychagogy,” both of which are necessary for a successful diagnosis.”* This
realistic attitude toward moral imperfection, which obviously contrasts with the idealistic view of
the Stoics, may shed light on Horace’s own admission of guilt and rejection of shameless and,
one might add, unjustified self-love:

nunc aliquis dicat mihi ‘quid tu?
nullane habes vitia?” immo alia et fortasse minora.

920n this passage and the importance of k&d0agotc, see Gigante (1975) 57.
93See Michels (1944) 174 and Glad (1996) 38-9.

%‘Glad (1996) 48. For the Epicurean notion of “openness” or “self-revelation” (ujvuoig)
as a prerequisite for therapeutic frankness, cf. De [ib. dic. fr. 39.2-4 and see Gigante (1975) 57
and Nussbaum (1986) 49.
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Maenius absentem Novium cum carperet, ‘heus tu’
quidam ait ‘ignoras te an ut ignotum dare nobis
verba putas?’ ‘egomet mi ignosco’ Maenius inquit.
stultus et inprobus hic amor est dignusque notari.  (S. 1.3.19-24)
Now someone may say to me: “What about yourself? Have you no faults?” Why yes,
but not the same, and perhaps lesser ones. When Maenius once was carping at Novius
behind his back, “Look out, sir,” said someone, “do you not know yourself? Or do you
think you impose on us, as one we do not know?” “I take no note of myself,” said
Maenius. Such self-love is foolish and shameless, and deserves to be censured.
This important recognition of his own faults is, as Emily Gowers observes, a “defining moment
in Satires 1,” since it is the first (although by no means the last!) unambiguous example of
Horace’s fondness for disarming self-deprecation.”> Perhaps of further significance is the fact
that it occurs within the context of a poem that, in embracing the Epicurean view of friendship
and forbearance, simultaneously refutes Stoic ethics as conducive toward overly harsh
criticism.”® In fact, Horace’s awareness of his own failings and relative gentleness in applying
therapeutic frankness not only provides a corrective model for the Stoics, but it also introduces
the perfect contrast for his satirical portrayal of the latter as irascible—and therefore utterly
ineffective—moralizers.
In his subsequent criticism of the Stoics’ lack of tolerance for “fools” (77: stultis) and

description of their disproportionate response to perceived offenses, Horace incorporates ethical

concepts that likewise appear in Philodemus’ frank treatment of anger. In laying down his

SGowers (2012) 125. Cf. 1.4.130-31 and 1.6.65-6 for Horace’s mention of his
“moderate faults” (vitiis mediocribus), which receives much more attention in Sermones 2.7 (to
be discussed in the next chapter).

% According to Porphyrio (ad 21), this Maenius was “quite infamous in Rome for his
scurrility and extravagance” (et scurrilitate et nepotatu notissimum Romae fuit), for which reason
he was probably ridiculed by Luclilius, as Fraenkel (1957) 89 notes (cf. 1203 M). See Schlegel
(2005) 31-2 for the difference between Lucilius’ comic branding of others by name and Horace’s
more constructive branding of Maenius (cf. 24: dignusque notari).
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principle rule concerning the proper way to punish offenses, for example, he invokes Lucretian
rhetoric and uses philosophical language to communicate the importance of calculations made in
accordance with reason:
denique, quatenus excidi penitus vitium irae,
cetera item nequeunt stultis haerentia, cur non
ponderibus modulisque eis ratio utitur ac res
ut quaeque est, ita suppliciis delicta coercet? (S. 1.3.76-9)
In fine, since the fault of anger, and all the other faults that cleave to fools cannot be
wholly cut away, why does not Reason use her own weights and measures, and visit
offenses with punishment suited to each?
Aside from the Lucretian denique to introduce a new argument and emphasis on ratio,’’
Horace’s use of medical terminology in this passage in referring to the “excision” (excidi) of vice
recalls similar references to scalpels and operations in Philodemus (De lib. dic. col. 17a.4-8).%®

Furthermore, in maintaining that anger cannot be completely removed but must be controlled by

reason, Horace counters the Stoic doctrine of emotions as unqualifiedly vicious® and possibly

7Obviously one of the standard uses of denigue, but the Epicurean tone of this poem and
the specifically Lucretian explanation of evolution (99-124) leave little doubt as to the allusion,
as the commentators as well as Fraenkel (1957) 87 and Gowers (2012) 134 note. See Kemp
(2009) 5 for a similar observation and for the mention of ratio as “another ironic jibe against the
Stoics” (4).

BCf. Lucr. 3.310: nec radicitus evelli mala posse putandumst (“one should one think that
evils can be torn out by the roots”). The intertext is discussed by Grilli (1983) 270.

PFor the Stoic doctrine of apathy, see the accounts of Stobaeus (2.88.8-90.6 = SVF
3.378, 389) and Cicero (Tusc. 4.77-9). In his treatise De ira, Seneca calls anger “the most
hideous and frenzied of all the emotions™ (1.1.1: maxime ex omnibus taetrum ac rabidum) and
asserts that it should be completely eradicated, not controlled (1.8.4). See Tsouna (2011) 196-
209 for a more detailed discussion. Seneca’s main opponents are the Peripatetics, who taught
that anger, when controlled by reason, could be useful, especially in the context of war (ibid.
1.8.9, cf. Cic. Tusc. 4.39-46). Although Panaetius adopted this doctrine of “moderated emotion”
or petoontaBng (cf. Diog. Laert. 5.31 for the term), given Horace’s convenient oversight of the
Stoics’ more moderate views elsewhere in Sermones 1.3, it seems unlikely that he is alluding to
this in the above passage, as Gowers (2012) 134 suggests.
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alludes to Philodemus’ similar statement in De ira concerning the role of correct opinion in
reacting to offenses with due measure:
ovviotatatl yag &mo to[v] BAETey, e 1) PLOIS EXeL TV TEAYUATWY, Kol HNOEV
Pevdodoletv év taig o[v]pupeTENoeot TV EAA[TT]WHATWY Kal TalS KOAATEOL TV
pAamtoviwv (col. 37.32-9)
It results from a consideration of the nature of things and not having false opinions
regarding the comparison of losses and the punishment of offenders. '
With regard to Horace’s treatment of the Stoics, the false opinion that “all vices are equal”
clearly results in the corresponding failure to respond properly to slight offenses, which the poet
criticizes by vividly describing to his interlocutor the horrible consequences of such folly:
crucifixion (82: in cruce), hatred (86: odisti), flagellation (119: flagello) and beating with a rod
(120: ferula caedas).'®" This nameless straw man, however, who proves to be every bit as
obstinate as Horace’s previous patients, arrogantly responds that, as a Stoic sage, he is

unequivocally superior to everyone because of his complete independence and perfect virtue

190Grilli (1983) 271 interprets Horace” mention of weights and measures within the
context of Epicurus’ kavdv. Philodemus immediately afterwards characterizes this inability to
exercise moderation (De ir. col. 38.1-5): trv k[evnv 00]yNV Kakdv, 0Tt Ao dabBéoews yivetat
nia[ ] Tovn oL kal pugia dvoxeEr ovverionatal, d[el] Aéyewv [oV] kak[ov t]v puowkr|[V]
(“[just as we say that] vain anger as a vice originates in a thoroughly wicked disposition and
leads to a myriad of miseries, so it is necessary to say that natural anger is not a vice”). This is
not the place to discuss Philodemus’ complex views on anger and their origins, for which see
Philippson (1916) 425-60, Indelli (1988) 17-31, Annas (1989) 145-64, Indelli (2004) 103-110,
Fish (2004) 111-138 and especially Tsouna (2007) 195-238, Asmis (2011) 152-82 and Tsouna
(2011) 184-96. Horace’s description of anger as unable to be cut out suggests that it is deeply
ingrained in our nature, which is a view primarily identified with the Peripatetics and, as shown
above, contemporary Epicureans (cf. Cic. Tusc. 4.79).

ICf. Philodemus’ description of the equally grave actions of irascible individuals in De
ira, including beheadings (fr. 12.21: tag kedparag adaipet), beatings (fr. 13.26: tomrewy kat
AaxtiCewv) as well as self-alienation (col. 42.2: mpooaAAotoiovtan) and hatred (col. 42.2-3:
HLOEL).
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(126-33).192 Such a refusal to listen to ratio, namely, Epicurean arguments concerning evolution

),103 is met by a shift from

and the role of convention in establishing the limits of justice (99-124
theory to reality as Horace once again introduces a final tableau that forces the interlocutor to
visualize his irrational conduct:
vellunt tibi barbam
lascivi pueri; quos tu nisi fuste coerces,
urgeris turba circum te stante miserque
rumperis et latras, magnorum maxime regum. (S. 1.3.133-36)
Mischievous boys pluck at your beard, and unless you keep them off with your staff, you
are jostled by the crowd that surrounds you, while you, poor wretch, snarl and burst with
rage, O mightiest of mighty kings!
This frank depiction of the irascible temperament, with its colorful and entertaining—almost
theatrical—qualities and vividness, probably owes a great deal to the florid style of Bion, which

later Epicureans like Demetrius of Laconia (c. 100 BC) employed in their philosophical

treatises.!®* Such borrowing also occurs in the works of Philodemus, who employs Bionian

192According to the Stoics, the possession of a single virtue implies the possession of all
the virtues (cf. Stob. 2.63 = SVF 3.280: tov yao pilav éxovia maoag éxewv). Logically,
therefore, the Stoic sage is prefect and does all things well (cf. Stob. 2.66.14 = SVF 3.560:
Aéyovot d¢ kal TAvT’ €D TOELV TOV COPOV).

103 For the satirical or parodic elements of Horace’s imitation of Lucretius in this passage,
see Grilli (1983) 273-74, Ferri (1993) 37-8, Freudenburg (1993) 26-7 and Turpin (2009) 133-37.

104See Cronert (1906) 31-3. According to Diogenes Laertius (4.52), Eratosthenes said
that Bion was “the first person who had clothed philosophy in a flowery robe” (mo@toc Biwv
v PrAocodiav avOva évédvoev). A similar identification occurs in one of the Herculaneum
papyri (PHerc. 1055), which Cronert assigns to the Demetrius mentioned above (col. 15.2-10).
The mention of Bion’s style is significant, especially since he is quoted later on in order to
communicate more gracefully an Epicurean philosophical point (ibid. col. 19.1-6): tovtov
EXOVTWV TOV TEOTIOV €Tt ToL AdYOL TOL Brwvrjov tovto pev Onow, dott “yévog ékaotov
Cawwv dlav éxet poodnv év tat idiwt yéver” (“Things being as they are, I shall set it down in
the manner of a Bionian phrase, since ‘each kind of living thing has its own form in accordance
with its own kind’”’). Cf. Horace’s similar adjectival use of Bion’s name, which is in fact a
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language for the sake of shocking frankness in describing the symptoms of anger (De ir. col.
8.34-7): olov Aéyw v VTO TS K[Q]avyng dkotaoty [T]ov TAEOHOVOS CLV AVTALS TAAVEAIS
(“For example, the swelling of the chest along with the lungs on account of screaming”).!* For
Horace and Philodemus, however, this connection is a stylistic rather than an ethical one, !*
since both enhance their therapeutic visualizations for the ultimate purpose of effecting the
avoidance of or release from vicious habits. %’

Perhaps the most colorful depiction of vicious or otherwise reprehensible behavior occurs

in Sermones 1.9, in which Horace introduces the enormously popular character sketch of a

garrulous and self-seeking Toady, which, alongside various other models, may also have drawn

hapax legomena in Latin, at Ep. 2.2.60: Bioneis sermonibus. See also Gigante and Indelli (1978)
124-25. In the fragments of De adulatione, Philodemus even states that “we prefer to speak in
the manner of Bion” (PHerc. 223, fr. 7: ta to0 Blwvog [aigoVpev]ot Aéyewv).

195Indelli (1988) 158 includes commentary on the influence of Bion’s treatise De
apatheia in this passage, evidence for which may be found in Hense (1969) 55-62. As Tsouna
(2003) 243 n. 3 comments, the idea that Philodemus parodies the Stoic doctrine of amaBeia in
his vivid descriptions of the consequences of anger is suggested by David Armstrong in his
forthcoming translation and commentary. If he is correct, this may serve to establish a stronger
link with Horace’s obviously parodic treatment in Sermones 1.3 of the Stoic paradox that all sins
are equal. For a similar description of the symptoms of anger (which is heavily influenced by
that of Philodemus), see Sen. De ira 1.1.3-4 and Tsouna (2011) 198-99.

1%Gigante (1992) 112-13: “Filodemo adatta motivi maturati in ambienti cinici. . . €
tempera 1’ortodossia della dottrina sviluppando pensieri popolari, se non universali, mostrando
concretezza e realismo e mediano alla societa romana temi e motivi che rendevano ancora piu
accessibile e gradevole I’argomentazione filosofica.”

YICE. De ir. col. 6.13-23: ta [& év tij Yoyt aOn dux t[v u]etégay hevdodol[ia]v
niagakoAovBovva . . . [t0] ovv[é]xov [€]xet g am[o0é]oews &v [T]wt Oewonolat t]o péyebog
Kat 10 mA[(0]og v éxet kat ovvemifom]atat kakwv (“The emotions in the soul that follow
because of our false opinions . . . the crucial thing in releasing ourselves from them is observing
the magnitude and number of evils they contain and bring along with them™). Annas (1989) 156
provides a useful explanation of this passage within the larger context of Epicurean emotions.
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inspiration from Philodemus’ treatment of flattery.'® The setting of this poem in the Roman
forum (1: ibam forte via sacra) and its abrupt, almost annoying conversational form, originate in
Catullus (10.2: foro),'® whereas the sketch itself appears to have closer parallels in Theophrastus
(Char. 3 and 7) and Lucilius.''® Certain aspects of this sketch, however, may be linked to the
previously mentioned comic and philosophical treatments of the flatterer, particularly with
regard to Toady’s grand entrance (1.9.3-4): accurrit quidam notus mihi nomine tantum |
arreptaque manu ‘quid agis, dulcissime rerum?’ (“when up there runs a man [ knew only by
name and seizes my hand: ‘How are you, sweetest of all things?’””). The manner in which Toady

accosts the poet in the forum, catching his victim completely unawares, recalls Eupolis’

description of the flatterer’s technique (PCG 5.172.7-8): €ic ayopdav. €keld’ €medAv KATdw

1%0riginally referred to in English as the “coxcomb” and the “bore,” Rudd (1966) 74
proposed to rename him “the pest,” which Courtney (1994) 1-8 and Gowers (2012) 280-83 have
adopted. For reasons that will soon become obvious, however, I shall call him “Toady.” Cf.
Diggle (2003) 181.

19Fraenkel (1957) 114-16 discusses these two poems in more detail. See Freudenburg
(1993) 209-11 for the literary significance of Horace’s imitation of Catullan “compositional
variation.” For Courtney (1994) 2, the poem’s brief clauses reflect “spasmodic actions seeking
escape.” There are also similarities between Horace’s satire and Vergil Ecl. 9, which involves a
conversation between Moeris and the aspiring and inquisitive poet Lycidas en route to the city
(1: in urbem). See Van Rooy (1973) 69-88.

119Both Fraenkel (1957) 112 and Rudd (1966) 76-7 cite a fragment of Lucilius (1142 M ~
534 M): ibam forte domum (“1 was on my way home by chance”). Fiske (1971) 330-36 gives
more parallels, although the precise nature and extent of Lucilius’ influence is unclear. See, for
example, the conflicting views of Rudd (1966) 284 n. 38 and Anderson (1982) 84-5. Rudd
(1961) 90-96 doubts the existence of a Lucilian prototype. Worthy of mention, on the other
hand, is Ferriss-Hill (2011) 429-55, who argues that the nameless interlocutor should be
identified with Lucilius himself. It should also be noted that there are important connections
between Horace’s portrayal of Toady and the character dramaticus, as Musurillo (1964) 65-8,
taking his cue from Porphyrio (ad 1), has demonstrated. On the influence of drama in general,
see Rudd (1966) 75-6 and Cairns (2005) 49-55. Plutarch calls the flatterer a “tragic actor” (Mor
4.50e: toayucog éotv). Anderson (1982) 84-102 reads the tension between Horace and Toady
within the context of an epic battle, as suggested by the poet’s use of battle terms (16: persequar;
29: confice) and citation of a line from the /liad (1.9.78: sic me servavit Apollo = Il. 20.443: tov

0’ ¢&nornaéev AMOAAWV).
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T’ avdoa | nALBov, mAovtovvta d°, evOUG Ttept TovTOV eipt (“[I run] into the marketplace, and
there, when I catch sight of some fool—but a rich one!—I am immediately at his side”).!!" His
ambition and desire for fame is suggested by the proactive “snatching” of Horace’s hand and
overly charming address “O sweetest thing on earth,” which recalls Philodemus’ observation that
the flatterer “speaks honeyed words to his victim” (PHerc. 222, col. 7.9-10: pe[Alttet] d¢ Tov
woAa[ike]vouev[ov]).!'? This abrupt entrance and perverted hijacking of one of Horace’s
favorite terms of endearment (cf. Ep. 1.7.12: dulcis) emphasize Toady’s status as a charlatan and
an actor, which is only further confirmed by his tactless self-appropriation of the title “learned
poet” (1.9.7: docti sumus; cf. Ep. 1.19.1: docte Maecenas).''> In his attempt to win Horace’s
favor, therefore, the speaker mimics his victim’s language and peremptorily insinuates himself
into Maecenas’ circle by claiming poetic excellence, which apparently includes the ability to

compose quickly and dance effeminately (23-5).!'* Of course, the delicious irony of Toady’s

"1The introduction of a nameless interlocutor, which is already familiar from the diatribe
satires, establishes connections not only to comedy and the Cynics, but also to the character
sketches of moral philosophers like Theophrastus (see Gowers [2012] 284) and, as I argue here,
to Philodemus.

2yvith regard to the speaker, Gowers (2012) 284 observes that arripio “signifies his
opportunistic attitude to life.” See also Rudd (1966) 7 for the parallel between the opening
seizure (arrepta manu) and the closing seizure (77: rapit in ius).

"3For the word doctus as referring to Roman poets who were part of the Hellenistic
literary tradition, see Palmer (1893) 221, Van Rooy (1972) 40 and especially Kenney (1970).

H4Cf. Philodemus’ description of the flatterer’s behavior in PHerc. 222 as resembling that
of a “little dog or a small monkey” (col. 9.14-15: xvvidwov . . . 1} []iO1)[Kk]ov), which he
condemns by saying “it is one thing to mimic someone, and another to emulate him” (col. 10.8-
10: [&]A[Ao pév yag] To pupetoOat t[wv’, €tegov d¢] o CnAovv). Cf. Plut. Mor. 4.51c: 6 kKOAaE
abToV womeQ VANV tva uOpilet kKal oxnuatiCel, meplappooal kat eptmAdoat Cntwv oig av
émyeton) owx ppnoews (“The flatterer bends and shapes himself like matter, as it were, seeking
to adapt and mold himself to his victims through imitation”). Plutarch also mentions the “ape”
(mibnkoc), the “cuddlefish” (roAvTodoc) and the “chameleon” (xaparéovtoc) in his
description of the flatterer as imitator (52b-54b), as discussed by Longo Auricchio (1986) 88.
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clumsy assimilation of the poet’s talents is that he is, as Herbert Musurillo puts it, “Horace by
inversion, embodying as he does all the qualities that Horace most feared and disliked in a
man.”!'"> Closely related to the false association of poetic virtue with shoddy overproduction,
which is emphatically condemned in Sermones 1.4 (9-13), is the important antithesis between
garrulity and silence (11-12): aiebam tacitus, cum quidlibet ille | garriret, vicos, urbem lauderet
(““. . . I kept saying to myself quietly while the fellow rattled on about everything, praising the
streets and the city”).!!¢ This is often read within the context of similar Theophrastean portraits;
Horace’s qualification of the speaker’s loquacity as an act specifically aimed at praising
everything and therefore distinct from wholesome conversation, however, is one that Philodemus
also makes in De adulatione (PHerc. 222, col. 12.8: opdiav avti tov [A]la[A]e[iv]; cf. PHerc.
1457, col. 2.6-8: mav[t]wv [thv émuéAealv m[oloomoleio]Oat . . . kai AaAeiv).!!” This
distinction, which may engage with Philodemus’ views on homiletics as expressed in his treatise
De conversatione (see above, p. 11), has potential significance for the Sermones, since it pertains

to Horace’s self-portrayal as a humble taciturn not only in this poem but also in his previous

For mollitia and dancing as an effeminate activity to be avoided by men, see Edwards (1993) 63-
97 (especially 68-70) and cf. Lucr. 4.980: cernere saltantes et mollia membra moventes (‘“‘see
them dancing and softly moving their limbs”). Macrob. Sat. 3.14.6-7 in particular disapproves of
boys dancing, the mere mention of which he calls nefas.

"SMusurillo (1964) 68. See also Rudd (1966) 83: “Part of the fun in this satire comes
from the pest’s failure to recognize his own absurdity.”

H6Ferris-Hill (2011) 431-33, on the other hand, views the interlocutor’s garrulity and
productiveness as an indication that he is none other than Lucilius, who receives the following
description at 1.4.12: garrulus atque piger scribendi ferre laborem, | scribendi recte (“[he was]
garrulous and too lazy to bear the task of writing properly”).

""Theophrastus does not appear to make this connection in his treatments, which focus
either on flattery (Char. 2) or garrulity and loquacity (ibid. 3 and 7). Cf. Philodemus’ description
of the flatterer as one who “speaks in order to please” (PHerc. 1457, col. 1.9: [6 Aéywv mQo]g

XAQLV).
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encounter with Maecenas (1.6.56-62).''® In contrast to the benefits of truthful conversation,
which, like Horatian satire, is characterized above all by frankness, Philodemus describes the
flatterer as engaging in shameful conversation (PHerc. 222, col. 12.2: atoxoav OpuAiay),
including begging and lying (PHerc. 1089, col. 7.5-6: koAakucws OpAnoe[L kat mrw]xevoet kot
Pevoetan) and as an actor (PHerc. 1675, col. 13.35-6: Umokoitag) who praises one moment and
slanders his rivals the next (PHerc. 1457, col. 12.21-2: ¢Bovovot kai daPdArovor).'!? As
Horace’s persona soon discovers, his pesky companion’s prattling is ultimately motivated by
envy of potential rivals and personal ambition, both of which are intended to secure his prospects

for self-gain.

In the course of this carefully designed portrait, Horace exposes the interlocutor’s true
disposition by juxtaposing his flattering conversation to his brazen competitiveness and
desperate desire to win Maecenas’ favor. Early on in the dialogue Toady betrays his selfish
ambition by predicting that, rather than accept him as a friend among equals, Horace will be so

impressed by the flatterer’s skill that he will prefer his company to that of Varius and Viscus (22-

3): si bene me novi, non Viscum pluris amicum, | non Varium facies (“If I do not deceive myself,

80]iensis (1998) 37 describes Horace’s response to the interlocutor in Sermones 1.9 as
“unresponsive silence,” which reflects his inability “to be anything but civil.” Cf. Schlegel
(2005) 108, who argues that the poet’s irritating portrait “invites the reader to practice the very
invective against the interlocutor that Horace’s own character in the poem refuses to practice.”
Gowers (2012) views the poet as “taking the part of a satirist to suite the times, inoffensive,
reticent and passive aggressive.”

"YGowers (2012) 286, who, like many others, reads Horace’s portrait primarily in terms
of Theophrastus’ descriptions of the garrulous and loquacious man, is only partly right to
conclude that “The pest is . . . not a subtle flatterer who rations his words to avoid offense” (cf.
2.5.89-90).
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you will not think more of Viscus or Varius as a friend than of me”).'?° Of course, the irony here
is that the flatterer’s vicious disposition and false beliefs about self-worth cloud his reason, thus
precluding any possibility for self-awareness.!?! As Philodemus states, flatterers are motivated
by ambition and “the love of glory” (PHerc. 1089, col. 4.13: [diAo]do&[ia]v), and “out of the
compelling desire to insinuate themselves men falsely think that they will be valued more that
many” (PHerc. 1675, col. 13.15-20: kai ®* émiBvupiav nvayx[aJopévnv Dmotoéxety dokovot
kal T[]0 ToAAGV maatoyileaOat . . . [Wevdg]).'?? This overwhelming desire for success is
what drives Toady to compare himself to Varius, the chief significance of which lies in the
latter’s important connection with Maecenas as mentioned in Sermones 1.6.54-5. The

implication is that if the flatterer replaces Varius as amicus optimus or “best friend,” Horace will

120For the expression, cf. Ep. 1.18.1-2: si bene te novi, metues, liberrime Lolli,
scurrantis speciem praebere, professus amicum (“If I know you well, my Lollius, most
outspoken of men, you will shrink from appearing in the guise of a parasite when you have
professed the friend”). Horace mentions Varius again at 1.5.40-44 and 1.10.81, to which cf.
Verg. Ecl. 9.32-6:

et me fecere poetam
Pierides, sunt et mihi carmina, me quoque dicunt
vatem pastores; sed non ego credulus illis.
nam neque adhuc Vario videor nec dicere Cinna
digna.

The Muses have also made me a poet: I have songs as well, and shepherds call me
vates—but I don’t believe them, for I do not think my poems are yet worthy of a Varius
or a Cinna.

21CE. Plut. Mor. 4.49b: avtitdtretal yao [6 kKOAAE] mEoOg T YVwbL oauTtdv, ATV
EKAOTQ TIEOGC EAVTOV EUTIOLV KL AyVOLAV EXVTOD Kol TV Ttel adTOV Ayabv kal Kakwv
(“For the flatterer sets himself up against the maxim ‘know thyself,” creating in each person
deception concerning himself and also ignorance of both himself and the good and evil that
concerns him”).

122Tsouna (2007) 34 describes Philodemus’ general view of vice as irrational: “The
failures of understanding of vicious persons involve, importantly, understanding of themselves.
They do not recognize the falsehood of their beliefs, the inappropriateness of their attitudes, and
the wrongness of their actions.” See also Nussbaum (1994) 37-40 for the concept of irrationality
in Hellenistic philosophy.
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not only become better acquainted with Maecenas, but he will eliminate the competition and—by

implication—emerge as sole beneficiary of the millionaire’s gifts:

haberes
magnum adiutorem, posset qui ferre secundas,
hunc hominem velles si tradere: dispeream, ni
summosses omnis.  (S. 1.9.45-8)

“You might have a strong backer, who could be your understudy, if you would introduce
your humble servant. Hang me, if you wouldn’t find that you had cleared the field!”

In this passage, the appeal to Horace’ desire for recognition further underscores Toady’s
complete misunderstanding of the poet, but the notion that success within Maecenas’ circle is
achieved by internal strife and competition marks the apex of his ineptitude.'?* Indeed, for
Horace the suggestion is intolerable and provokes him finally to address the nature of his

dealings with Maecenas:

‘non isto vivimus illic,
quo tu rere, modo; domus hac ne purior ulla est
nec magis his aliena malis; nil mi officit, inquam,
ditior hic aut est quia doctior; est locus uni
cuique suus’ (S. 1.9.48-52)

“We don’t live there on such terms as you think. No house is cleaner or more free from
such intrigues than that. It never hurts me,” I say, “that one is richer or more learned than
I. Each has his own place.”

123 Anderson (1982) 97 notes the military implication of summosses as “treacherously
seizes power from within.” Cf. PHerc. 222, col. 12.13-14, in which Philodemus quotes Homer
(/1. 18.535) in order to characterize the nature and effects of flattering conversation: év &’ "Egig,
év 0¢ Kvdorpog opideov, év 0’ oAon Ko (“There were present together Strife and Confusion
and destructive Death”). But cf. Ferris-Hill (2011) 443-44, who argues that these lines as well as
the interlocutor’s (i.e., Lucilius’) apparent interest in Maecenas in general are to be understood
ironically: “Lucilius professes to desire an introduction to Maecenas, offering himself as a useful
sidekick to Horace, but he can easily be understood to mean quite the opposite: as the inventor of
Roman Satire, Lucilius is confident that it is Horace who would play second fiddle to him, were
Maecenas presented with both at once.”
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Horace’s impassioned and spontaneous response is intended as a frank defense of Maecenas’
circle on the part of a loyal and trustworthy friend.!>* It is also the first time in this poem that he
has taken an assertive stance and voiced his opinion directly, thereby breaking the awkward
silence as well as the passive-aggressive tone of earlier reactions.'?> Philodemus also hints at
this contrast between the flatterer, whose “wicked conversation” is “full of strife” (De conv. col.
7.17: xaxng opAiag; cf. De oec. col. 23.31: adpiro[v]e[{]kwv), and the Epicurean sage, who
observes certain “limits in speaking” (De conv. col. 5.2: [t1]c opAiag . . . 10 é[pag]) but is not
afraid to voice the truth when necessary (ibid. col. 8.3-5: magumopvricopev 6Tt paALoTa
peA[nleti[olet kaAwg AaAetv, moté AaAntav, ovk aeli oliwnav). Horace likewise refuses to
engage in shameful conversation with Toady, observing silence until it becomes necessary to
express the true nature of his dealings with Maecenas by means of a straightforward
description.'?® With regard to winning the favor of his patron, Horace’s final advice to the
flatterer implies that this will inevitably be impossible: Maecenas is impressed by virtue and

purity (1.9.49: purior, 54: virtus; cf. 1.6.64: puro), while the flatterer’s strategy involves

124See Fraenkel (1957) 116 and especially Oliensis (1998) 38, who notes: . . . Horace
immediately rushes to the defense of his friends and thereby also of himself. The spontaneity of
this defense, which is represented as an outbursts forced out of an otherwise reticent poet by his
companion’s intolerably offensive insinuations, is underwritten by the dislocated word order
characteristic of authentic excitements.” The fact that Horace puts even grammatical distance
between himself and Toady, using the second person plural to exclude him throughout (e.g., 48:
vivimus; 68: consistimus), is observed by Rudd (1961) 83.

125] disagree with Zetzel (2009) 38, who states that in this poem “[Horace] is smug, elitist
and rude, with no sympathy for the man who is in the position in which he himself once was.”
This evaluation overlooks that fact that Horace’s portrayal of the flatterer, who is obnoxious,
chatty, ambitious, greedy and relentlessly self-interested, is infended to be annoying, as Schlegel
(2005) 108-126 observes. In other words, this is Horace’ game and we are being forced to play
it, since his manipulation of a popular character portrait for his own purposes has made sympathy
an impossible (or at least an unwarranted and inappropriate) reaction.

1260liensis (1998) 39: [Horace is] “a man who knows both how to keep his mouth shut
and when to open it.”
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corrupting his servants (1.9.57: corrumpam); Maecenas holds audience with those who are
worthy (56: difficilis aditus; cf. 1.6.54: obtulit),'*” while the flatterer, in his usual way, intends to
force a meeting by accosting him abruptly in the streets (1.9.59: occurram, 3: accurrit).'*®
Overall, Horace’s entertaining portrayal of the flatterer provides his audience with social
commentary on corrupt relationships between patrons and clients in contemporary Rome, but it
also drives a wedge between himself and his interlocutor by implicitly emphasizing the purity of

his own friendship with Maecenas and the other members of his literary circle.'?’

This chapter has endeavored to examine the nature of Horace’s relationship with
Maecenas within the context of Epicurean concerns about flattery and frankness. In
consolidating his persona as a faithful and true member of Maecenas’ circle of friends, Horace
underscores the passiveness of his role in the initial encounter with his patron in Sermones 1.6,
which was due to his virtuous upbringing and pure friendship with Varius and Vergil. The

silence and reservation which characterize his conversation with Maecenas further emphasize his

127Lejay (1915) 352: “Aditus, les abords de la place, mot de la langue militaire comme les
autres expressions. Horace I’entend surtout de I’attitude volontairement réservée de Mécene (cf.
6, 61); le facheux ne I’entend que des consignes données aux gens de service et montre son
défaut de tact et de finesse.”

128Horace’s description of Maecenas both here and in Sermones 1.6 implies that he is not
one of the many “lovers of flattery” mentioned by Philodemus in PHerc. 1457 (fr. 15.6:
drokoAakeg). The flatterer’s use of occurrere, which is usually positive (cf. 1.4.135-36,
1.5.40-41 and 1.9.61), may be yet another example of his self-deception and misunderstanding of
true friendship.

129Freudenburg (2001) 93-5, however, draws attention to the parallel between Toady’s
resolution (non mihi deero) and Horace’s own determination to win Octavian’s favor in 2.1.17
(haud mihi deero). As mentioned above, Philodemus explains the difference between self-
seeking flatterers who are obsequious (apéokewv) and honest friends who are pleasurable
(avdavewv) in PHerc. 1457. Nevertheless, in Sermones 2 Horace appears to be fully conscious
of the potential similarities between the two, which he playfully exploits for the purpose of his
satiric portraits.
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lack of ambition, although this is carefully balanced by the frankness he learned from his father
in Sermones 1.4. Indeed, through the diatribe satires Horace proves to his patron that, although
he knows when to be silent, he is also perfectly capable of administering frank criticism with
regard to contemporary vices when necessary. Furthermore, his use of pictorial imagery in order
therapeutically to shock his nameless interlocutors and thereby facilitate moral correction reflects
the practice of Epicureans like Philodemus, who viewed this as a healing technique. Horace
concludes his self-portrayal as a true friend by means of the character portrait of Toady, which,
in addition to providing entertainment value, simultaneously highlights his own virtue and
distinguishes him from self-seeking flatterers. In the next and final chapter, the attention will
focus on Horace’s detailed description of flattery as an art form, particularly with regard to the
traditional role of the parasite. It will also consider the poet’s self-application of frankness
through various, unflattering exposés of his own embarrassing vices through the criticisms of
third-rate philosophers and slaves, which perhaps confirms his trustworthiness as an honest

friend and client more effectively than his criticisms of others.
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CHAPTER 5
FLATTERY AND FRANKNESS

IN SERMONES 2

In the poems of Sermones 2, which generally include criticisms that are less public than those in
the previous book, Horace furnishes his audience with inside information concerning the vices of
social interaction from both ends of the spectrum, namely, self-interested flattery and overly
harsh frankness. His original character portrait of Toady in Sermones 1.9, for instance, invites
readers to observe and consider the characteristics of such a disposition from outside; in the
detailed conversation between Odysseus and Tiresias in Sermones 2.5, however, which is
essentially private advice for the self-seeking flatterer as legacy hunter (cf. 2.5.23: captes), the
poet grants his audience special access to top-secret “tricks of the trade.” Although Horace’s
negative portrayal of Odysseus is frequently read within the context of a philosophical debate
between Cynics and Stoics, this chapter will consider how Horace’s description of the flatterer’s
devious tactics, which resemble Philodemus’ similar descriptions in De adulatione, serve a more
relevant purpose: by exposing to Maecenas the hidden strategies and intentions of legacy
hunters, he implicitly disassociates himself from their kind and underscores his status as a
trustworthy friend. In addition to acknowledging the problem of flattery, in this book Horace
also vigorously explores the Epicurean practice of self-examination through frankness, which, in
the case of the arrogant and overly critical Damasippus in Sermones 2.3, is also a lesson in the
misapplication of this method. Finally, this chapter will examine how, through the self-
deprecating revelations of his own embarrassing faults and inconsistencies via the slave Davus in
Sermones 2.7, Horace not only indicates his persona’s playfully inept and comic side, but also
acknowledges his imperfections in accordance with Epicurean frankness, thus reconfirming, at
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one and the same time, his own self-awareness as well as his identity as an unambiguously

parresiastic friend and client of the wealthy Maecenas.

Horace’s portrayal of Odysseus and Tiresias in Sermones 2.5, which has often been
viewed as his most biting satire on account of its apparently gratuitous invective on society and
lack of relevance to himself,! addresses certain issues that are actually of major concern to the
poet and inform his self-portrayal as a trustworthy friend of Maecenas. His decision to
communicate these issues within the context of Odysseus’ conversation with the blind sage in the
underworld obviously owes a great deal to Homer (cf. Od. 11.100-137), but it is also influenced
by subsequent comic treatments of katafaoig adventures, such as that of Dionysus in
Aristophanes’ Ranae. Another probable source for Horace is the tradition of dramatic and often
burlesque criticisms motivated by philosophical debates in the Hellenistic period, especially the
Silli of Timon of Phlius, which included two books of dialogues with dead sages.? Within this
category also falls Menippus of Gadara’s lampoon entitled Nekyia (Diog. Laert. 6.101), which,
judging by Lucian of Samosata’s later imitation in Menippus sive Nekyomanteia, portrayed the
philosopher as interrogating Tiresias concerning “the best life” (6: 6 &ototog Biog).> For G. C.

Fiske, his own interpretation of this latter source’s apparent polemical underpinnings, namely,

'Lejay (1915) 416 calls the portrayal “trés piquant.” Rudd (1966) 239, picking up on and
responding to Seller (1924) 70, notes that it is “generally recognized as the sharpest of all the
satires,” although he does not see any real trace of Juvenalian detachment from overt moral
considerations. Cf. Courtney (2013) 145: “[the poem has] absolutely no relevance to himself;
this is why it has often been seen as a forerunner of Juvenal and most subsequent satire.”

’Diog. Laert. 9.111: 10 d¢ devteov kai ToiTov &v dladdyov oxAuatt. daivetal yoov
avakgivwv Eevodavny tov Kododwviov mept éxdotwv (“the second and third [books] are in
the form of dialogues; for he represents himself as questioning Xenophanes of Colophon about
each philosopher in turn”). This source is also discussed by Rudd (1966) 237-38 and Coffey
(1976) 8e6.

3See Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 241-42, Oltramare (1926) 139 and Rudd (1966) 237-38.
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Cynic criticism of the Stoics’ idealization of Odysseus as the perfect sage,* provides a suitable
background for reading Sermones 2.5 as a “sarcastic attack[s] on the teaching of Chrysippus and
the earlier Stoa that the sage is a xonuatiotukds.” This view, however, is problematic on two
counts: first, it overlooks the fact that Menippus’ original version—if one can trust Lucian’s
account—is a condemnation of the inconsistency and hypocrisy of philosophical sects in general

13

rather than (as in the case of Horace) a satire on wealth or flattery;® second, Fiske’s “external
analogies” between the two works, such as the fact that Menippus mentions Odysseus in passing
(8) and in one instance portrays Tiresias as laughing (21), are not significant enough to establish
any meaningful connection. Instead of reading Horace’s satire within the context of
philosophical debates between Cynics and Stoics, therefore, one should regard it as involving
clever manipulation of a traditional scene, transported from Greece to Rome and used as a
vehicle for social commentary on contemporary problems. This use of mythological tradition,

and in particular of a popular figure’s character traits for ethical reasons, more closely resembles

Philodemus’ utilization of Homeric rulers for a similar purpose;’ in fact, in one of his fragments

“On the popularity of Odysseus among philosophers in antiquity, especially the Stoics,
see Stanford (1954) 118-27. On the other hand, it appears as though Antisthenes, traditionally
regarded as the founder of Cynicism (although see Dudley [1974] 1-15), also had a devotion to
Odysseus, on whom he wrote at least three treatises (Diog. Laert. 6.15-18). This is likewise
discussed by Stanford (1954) 99-100. A similar attraction to the hero might have been felt by
Bion, as Desmond (2008) 33 points out. Horace eulogizes Odysseus at Ep. 1.2.17-31.

SFiske (1971) 401.

®Rudd (1966) 238 makes the same observation and concludes that, based on these
different motives, none of Fiske’s other connections are valid. On the other hand, it is certainly
not impossible that Horace intended to criticize the Cynics and Stoics in Sermones 2.5; if so,
however, is not nearly as clearly expressed as in other poems. Cf., for example, the clear
identification of his Stoic “adversaries” in 1.3 (127: Chrysippus) and 2.3 (44: Chrysippi
porticus), as well as his condemnation of Cynic beggary in Ep. 1.17 (18: Cynicum).

"This approach, which becomes the vehicle for political commentary in De bono rege
secundum Homerum, is consistent with Philodemus’ views regarding literary theory and the

206

www.manaraa.com



of De adulatione Odysseus is described as a parasite among the tables of wealthy old men as
well as a banqueter among the dead in the Underworld (admittedly a much more likely

philosophical and satirical model for Horace):

— — —1a] pév émi g tloa]mélng, Tad’ émi kKAtvng Tov AldAov, Fral Tovg EpovcT
niapeoitel o’ AAKIVO[wL O’ apl]otwt TV yaoté’ eunAn[oag, T]nv trjeav nélov
peotnv [AaBetv-] eic Awov d¢ kataPag [toamél]ac katéAafe ve[ik]owv [aipatn]oovg,
Kat tovtov[c] ava[Ewoag jagaocitnoat.  (PHerc. 223 fr. 3.1-9)

.. . things at the table and the couch of Aeolus . . . he was acting like a parasite. And
having filled his belly at the house of noble Alcinous he thought it fit to take the full
wallet. Then, having descended into Hades, he occupied the bloody tables of the dead,
thinking it fit that these too should act as parasites.®

It is unclear just how popular this view of Odysseus was before the Hellenistic period,’ but it
became increasingly common among Alexandrian and later authors.!® As mentioned above, in

Horace it becomes a useful medium for addressing the Roman issue of legacy hunting or

usefulness of poetry as discussed in Chapter 1, pp. 12-13 (especially n. 28). In this treatise,
Philodemus examines the nature of good kingship through the examples and characteristics of
Homeric rulers: Odysseus is partly criticized for being a harsh ruler (coll. 3-5) and partly extolled
for his ability to provide council and prevent civil strife (coll. 15.32-7 and 29.22-4).

8 As Kondo (1974) 49-50 discusses, for Philodemus parasitism is not distinct from flattery
but rather related to it as the species of a genre. Other species of this vicious disposition include
the obsequious man (&peokoc) and the sycophant (moootgoxaotrc), for which see Kondo
(1974) 50-6 and Tsouna (2007) 130-32.

°For ancient criticism of Odysseus regarding food, see Stanford (1954) 66-71. The most
recent evidence for the popularity of Odysseus, mostly in the fragments of Middle Comedy, is
Casolari (2002) 197-225. Heracles is the usual butt of jokes involving gluttony and parasitism,
for which see, e.g., Ar. Ran. 503-18.

19Cft., for example, Lucian’s De parasito, in which the spokesman Simon identifies the
hero as a full-fledged parasite on account of his infamously high regard for “tables laden with
bread and meat” (10 = Od. 9.8-9). After quoting this passage, Simon declares (10): dAAx prv
Kal €v T twv Entucovpeiowv Biw yevopevog avOig tapa ) KaAuvot . . . ovde tote eime TovTo
O TéAOG XAQLEOTEQOV, AAAX TOV TV Mapacitwv PBlov (“Moreover, after he had entered into
the Epicurean life once more in Calypso’s isle . . . even then he did not call that end more
delightful, but the life of a parasite”). Plutarch also associates “wily Odysseus” with the
changeable flatterer in Mor. 4.52c.

207

www.manaraa.com



captatio.'' Cicero had already described the prevalence of this scam, which was aimed at
wealthy but childless seniors (orbi) and employed flattery as a primary tactic (Parad. 5.2.39):
hereditatis spes quid iniquitatis in serviendo non suscipit? quem nutum locupletis orbi senis non
observat? (“What iniquity does the hope for inheritance not undertake, what call of a rich but
childless old man does it fail to heed?”).!? Needless to say, it would have been important for
someone like Horace to disassociate himself from flatterers, and his portrayal of Odysseus as a
social climber endeavoring to recover his wealth, which reflects the financial and social
circumstances of his own encounter with Maecenas, may be read as a powerful witness to the
poet’s honesty and genuineness: indeed, rather than provide simple criticism of obsequious
individuals, in this poem Horace essentially furnishes his wealthy benefactor with a detailed
manual outlining the flatterer’s dirty secrets, thus presenting himself as a champion of candor

and proving that he has absolutely nothing to hide.!?

HLejay (1915) 416: “Sur ce discours, Horace greffe I’entretien rapport dans cette satire,
sans se tenir trés exactement aux données homériques et en lui pretant un caractére complétment
romain et contemporain.” For background on Roman captation, including the social, financial
and legal contexts leading up to the prevalence of this practice, see Frank (1933) 295-99, Rudd
(1966) 224-27, Crook (1967) 119-21, Saller (1982) 124-25, Mansbach (1982) and Hopkins
(1983) 99-103 and 238-41. Sallmann (1970) 182 n. 2 points out that this technical use of
captator and captare is not attested before Sermones 2.5 and may be a “satirische Wortpragung
des Horaz” (Mansbach [1982] 15 and Roberts [1984] 428 make the same observation). As
Muecke (1993) 177 notes, however, Romans were certainly aware of the phenomenon itself, as
Cic. Off- 3.74 and the passage quoted above reveal. For a list of Roman authors who address the
problem of captatio, see Champlin (1991) 201-2 as well as the testimonies collected by
Mansbach (1982) 118-34.

12Gee Palmer (1893) 328 and Muecke (1993) 177-78.

30ne may compare Tiresias’ advice to that of Horace in Epistulae 1.17 and 18, both of
which are addressed to prospective clients and address the issue of gaining a patron’s favor. As
Hunter (1985) 484-86 observes, the poet’s advice to Lollius, although based for the most part on
sound philosophical doctrines, playfully draws “a very thin line” between the flatterer and the
successful client. See also Allen (1938) 172-73. For the unserious tone of this letter, see
Fairclough (1991) 367 and Mayer (1994) 241.
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When Horace’s exploitation of character traits in which Odysseus traditionally abounds,
such as eloquence, craftiness and, within the context of his desire for reacquiring lost property,
greed, are interpreted in the light of Philodemus’ treatment of flattery, intriguing connections
emerge. The poet immediately highlights these aforementioned traits through Odysseus’ initial

exchange with the underworld prophet:

‘Hoc quoque, Tiresia, praeter narrata petenti
responde, quibus amissas reparare queam res
artibus atque modis. quid rides?’ ‘iamne doloso
non satis est Ithacam revehi patriosque penatis
adspicere?”  (S. 2.5.1-5)

O: One more question pray answer me, Tiresias, besides what you have told me. By
what way and means can I recover my lost fortune? Why laugh?

T: What! not enough for the man of wiles to sail back to Ithaca and gaze upon his
household gods?

From his very first words, Odysseus is already portrayed as ambitious, restlessly curious and
acquisitive (1: hoc quoque . . . petenti),'* which are merely symptoms of an avaricious
disposition as revealed by his impatient demand (2: responde) that Tiresias show him how to
recover his lost property (2: amissas . . . res).'> In his response the prophet, borrowing a
typically Horatian expression loaded with moral undertones, identifies the underlying reason for
the hero’s greed as discontentment (4: non satis est), which recalls the poet’s earlier diatribe on
avarice in Sermones 1.1 (62: nil satis est) and repeated emphasis on the importance of being
content with one’s lot (cf. 1.6.96: contentus). Discontentment and avarice, which provide the

moral foundation for Horace’s character portrait of Odysseus, are also identified by Philodemus

1Cf. Verg. Ecl. 1.44, which is spoken by Tityrus, the disinherited shepherd who had
recently reacquired property as a gift from Caesar: hic mihi responsum primus dedit ille petenti
(“He was the first to give a response to me in my search”).

5For the importance of preserving one’s property in the Sermones in particular, cf. 1.2.62
and 1.4.110-11.
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as the main passions afflicting flatterers and motivating their behavior. They suffer, for example,
from “desire for wealth” (PHerc. 1457 col. 12.22: diAagyovpovot; cf. ibid. fr. 12.5: mAov[t]ov)
as well as “love of fame” (PHerc. 1089 col. 4.13: [diAo]do&[ia]v),'® both of which feed their
“habitual discontentment” (PHerc. 1675 col. 11.25-6: [10] dvokoAo[v] 10 €v toic 1Oeowv) and
drive them to praise for the sake of gain. Returning to Horace’s depiction of Odysseus, an
additional reason for resorting to adulation as a source of income is the fear of poverty (2.5.9:
pauperiem . . . horres) and refusal to endure a life of little means (6: nudus inopsque), which
provides a sharp contrast with Ofellus’ philosophical equanimity and Epicurean understanding of
the requirements of nature as easily fulfilled in Sermones 2.2 (cf. Arr. 5.149.1-8).!7 Like
Odysseus and Ofellus, moreover, Horace himself had lost his paternal inheritance (Ep. 2.2.50:
inopemque paterni | et laris et fundi) to forceful confiscations during a war and had become poor
(ibid. 51: paupertas), although, unlike Odysseus—and this is a crucial point of comparison—he
regained wealth by means of a virtuous disposition and frankness (1.6.83: virtutis; 60: quod eram

narro), by which he had managed to gain the favor of Maecenas (ibid. 63: placui tibi).'®

*Horace plays with the Homeric warrior’s typical ignorance of self-modesty at 2.5.19-
18, to which cf. Od. 9.19-20: Eip’ Odvoevg Aaeptiadng, 0¢ maot doAotow | avOowmolot téAw,
Kat pev kAéog ovpavov ticet (“I am Odysseus, son of Laertes, who am known among men for all
sorts of wiles, and my fame reaches to heaven”).

17As discussed in Chapter 3, Philodemus teaches that the fall from wealth into poverty is
indifferent (De div. col. 53.2-5) and that poverty is not to be feared (ibid. col. 12.14), particularly
because the requirements of nature are easily fulfilled (De oec. col. 16.12-18). See also Muecke
(1993) 181 for the “fear of poverty” theme in Horace.

180liensis (1998) 57: “The irony is blatant, but the alternative perspective of true
friendship goes unexpressed. Is Horace an honest Ofellus, content with his lot, whose farm has
been miraculously restored, or a Ulysses who has worked hard and deviously to accomplish such
a restoration? While Horace might like to fancy himself an Ofellus, he knows that others may
accuse him of being a Ulysses. By making the implicit comparison first himself, Horace
precludes their attack an shows himself to be nobody’s fool.” See also Freudenburg (2001) 99
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Odysseus, on the other hand, casually subordinates his noble pedigree and virtue to money as he
declares most colloquially “birth and virtue without riches aren’t worth a damn!” (2.5.8: et genus
et virtus, nisi cum re, vilior alga est).'® His empty fears and desires, therefore, are what drive
him to seek advice concerning what to do and, in a manner perfectly consistent with the “man of
many turns” (Od. 1.1: moAvtoomog; cf. Carm. 1.6.7: duplicis . . . Ulixei), to inquire about the
necessary “skills and methods” (2.5.3: artibus atque modis). This somewhat proleptic
identification of legacy hunting as a learnable skill and source of income also appears in
Philodemus, who identifies the need to satisfy false desires as the underlying cause of flattering
behavior, which manifests itself through the conscious manipulation of rich people by various
tactics of deception collectively identified as “the flatterer’s art” (De [lib. dic. col. 1b.13-14:
[KoA]akevt[i]kaic . . . [téxvaic]).?’ It should be noted, moreover, that although descriptions of
flattery as a skill had appeared already in Plato’s discussion of rhetoric (Soph. 222e7-223al:

KoAaxtknv . . . téxvnv) and in Terence’s humorous parody of its teachability (Eu. 260-64),%!

for similar considerations. For Philodemus’ distinction between aopéoxewv ( = adsentare?) and
avdavew ( = placere?), see Chapter 4 p. 6 (n. 13).

PMuecke (1993) 178: “Throughout the poem there is an ironic counterplay between the
heroic status of the characters and the perversion of values implied in captatio, mirrored in shifts
between epic style and the informal style of conversation.” This antithetical juxtaposition
between the high and low styles is also discussed by Sallmann (1970) 180. Klein (2012) 97-119
reads this poem as a dramatization of the typical client’s “social performance” in contemporary
Rome. For the proverbial worthlessness of seaweed, cf. Verg. Ecl. 7.42: (vilior alga) and Carm.
3.17 (alga inutili).

20Cf. also Sen. Ben. 6.38: qui captandorum testamentorum artem professi sunt (*“those
who are professionals in the art of legacy hunting”).

2For other references to flattery as a skill, see Ribbeck (1884) 63-4. The passage from
Terence, which is discussed by Starks (2013) 138-39 and Christenson (2013) 277-78, is worth
quoting here (for parasites in Terence and Plautus, see Barsby [1999] 126-27 with references):

Ille ubi miser famelicus videt mi esse tantum honorem et
tam facile victum quaerere, ibi homo coepit me obsecrare
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before Plutarch’s Quomodo adsentator ab amico internoscatur and Lucian’s De parasito it is
Philodemus alone who provides the only surviving and extended treatment of flatterers, which
includes a detailed examination of their deceptive strategies, concerns and motives.??> Many of
these details emerge in Tiresias’ exposition of the flatterer’s techniques with regard to legacy
hunting, which, although an utterly shameless way to grow rich,? has its own procedure and

therefore requires a certain expertise (cf. 2.5.10: accipe qua ratione).**

The first important lesson, according to Tiresias, is to select a victim with specific
qualifications and thereby ensure that one’s flattering is properly received and quickly rewarded.

His opening instructions include a clear description of the preferred festator and his potential

ut sibi liceret discere id de me. sectari iussi,
si potis est, tanquam philosophorum habent disciplinae ex ipsis
vocabula, parasiti ita ut Gnathonici vocentur. (Eu. 260-64)

When the starving wretch saw me held in such respect and earning my living so easily, he
began to implore me to let him learn the technique from me. I told him to enroll as my
pupil, in the hope that, just as the philosophical schools take their name from their
founders, so parasites may be called Gnathonists.

22For lost treatises on flattery and their authors, see Trapp (1997) 125, who translates
Maximus of Tyre’s philosophical orations, in which Odysseus is held as a model of virtue rather
than as a flatterer.

BCf Ep. 1.1.65: isne tibi melius suadet, qui “rem facias, rem, | si possis, recte, si non,
quocumgque modo rem” (“That man better convinces you who says ‘make money honestly, if you
can, otherwise make it any way you can—but make money!’”). Cf. Lucil. 717 M: sic amici
quaerunt animum, rem parasiti ac ditias (“Thus also do friends seek the mind, but parasites
wealth and riches”). See also Saller (1982) 125: “Paradoxically, to hunt legacies was base, yet to
receive legacies was an honor, an expression of esteem from friends and kin.” Champlain (1989)
212 refers to captatio as a negative counterpart of amicitia (legacies were, after all, one of the
beneficia attached to patronage). As Tracy (1980) 400 shows, however, a significant number of
legacy hunters, such as lawyers and praetors, were from “the highest orders of society”
(splendidissimi, quoting from Tacit. Dial. 6).

2*Muecke (1993) 181 and Courtney (2013) 145 note that accipe has a didactic tone. See
also Sallmenn (1970) 181: “Die satirische Leistung der Lehrgedichtsform liegt vielmehr darin,
dal} Horaz damit zu unterstellen scheint, die Erbschleicherei sei eine erlernbare Kunst, und dazu
eine ernsthafte und wiirdige, ndmlich lehrgedichtsfahige.”
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weaknesses, such as advanced age and financial prosperity, which additionally hint at his

susceptibility to exaggerated praise:

turdus
sive aliud privum dabitur tibi, devolet illuc,
res ubi magna nitet domino sene; dulcia poma
et quoscumque feret cultus tibi fundus honores
ante Larem gustet venerabilior Lare dives. (S. 2.5.10-14)

Suppose a thrush or other dainty be given you for your own, let it wing its way to where
grandeur reigns and the owner is old. Your choice apples or whatever glories your trim
farm bears you, let the rich man taste before your Lar; more to be reverenced than the Lar
is he.

Horace humorously communicates the seer’s instructions in mock-epic fashion through a parodic
reference to augury and the prophetic power of birds, which, in the case of this delicious
thrush,? will metaphorically lead Odysseus (11: devolet illuc) to the proverbial “golden
bough.”?¢ His emphasis on the proprietor’s ownership of great quantities of shining wealth (12:
res ubi magna nitet) obviously indicates a suitable source of money, but it may also suggests an
acquisitive disposition that will likely be receptive to all manner of gifts, whether physical
objects or exaggerated praise. In addition to this, the ideal victim is advanced in age (12: domino

sene), not only because this expedites the transfer of the inheritance, but because such

2Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 244: “turdus, als beliebte Delikatesse.” Cf. Ep. 1.15.40: cum
sit obeso | nil melius turdo (‘“since there is nothing better than a fat thrush). For references to
food as one of the primary baits used by captatores, cf. Ep. 1.1.78-9: frustis et pomis viduas

venentur avaras | excipiantque senes (‘“They hunt greedy widows and catch old men with tidbits
and fruits™).

26Cf. Verg. 4. 6.190-204, where Venus’ doves lead Aeneas to the golden bough.
According to Servius (ad 190), the use of doves in augury was closely associated with royalty:
nam ad reges pertinent columbarum augurium (“for augury by doves pertains to kings”). With
regard to Odysseus, who was a king in his own right, perhaps Horace’s inclusion of a game bird
within this context provides additional, although subtle, parody. Juvenal, on the other hand, has
legacy hunters offering large turtledoves (cf. 6.39: turture magno).
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individuals feel self-entitled and worthy to receive high honors (13-14: honores . . . venerabilior
Lare) while they reject honest criticism, as Philodemus explains:
Tt ovveTwTéQOLS olovT[aL dux TOV XEOVO[V] éavtovs . . . kat O[av]ual[o]uevol katl
TIHWUEVOL T TOLS TTA[e]loot mapd dOEav 1yovvTaL TO TEOS TvwV et Tip]n[Onvad],

kat kata&[1ov]pevov T[ijvwv to yneag O[e]Jwoovvte[c] evAaBovvtal pr) tovtwv
amootepwvtat pavévtes avaliol.  (De lib. dic. coll. 24a9-11-24b.1-9)

. . . they think that they are more intelligent because of the time they have lived . . . and
since they are revered and honored among most people they consider it untoward to have
been reproached by some people, and because they deem that old age is worthy of certain
things, they are careful not to be deprived of these things by having been shown to be
unworthy of them.

In other words, a rich old man is the legacy hunter’s perfect target for practical as well as ethical
reasons, since his acquisitiveness and inflated sense of self-worth make him predisposed to
become what Philodemus calls a “lover of flattery” (PHerc. 1457 fr. 15.6: dprAdokoAakeg). In
some cases these are people who, “although they realize they do not possess the qualities which
they are said to possess and that they have imperfections, rejoice at the ones praising them” (ibid.
fr. 14.5-9: tiveg kal meg €idoTeg O[T 0Uk Exovowv & Aéyov[tlal Tiva 8’ Eot[tlv apaTipata
xaigovoty émi toic éykwuialopévorg).?” Such individuals are likely to take advantage of or
even maltreat flatterers (PHerc. 222 col. 7.12-17), since, despite the fact that they are blindly
conceited and enjoy praise,?® they also realize that their followers’ words are insincere. Tiresias

makes similar observations, warning his pupil (2.5.88: cautus adito) about shrewd and

27See Kondo (1974) 48 and Tsouna (2007) 133-34 for a discussion of this passage and
“lovers of flattery” in general.

2CE. Plut. Mor. 4.49a: 5 fijv [drAavtiav] adtog avtod KOAAE EKAOTOG MV TIEWTOG KAl
HEYLOTOG OV XaAemws mpootetat Tov éEwbev wv oletat kal BovAetat p&QTuv G’ avTE Katl
BeBawwtnv mpooyryvauevov (“It is because of this self-love that everybody is himself his own
foremost and greatest flatterer, and hence finds no difficulty in admitting the outsider to witness
with him and to confirm his own conceits and desires”).
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manipulative captandi through the examples of Coranus (64-9) and the old Theban woman (84-
8), both of whom understood their respective flatterers’ intentions and, after having taken
advantage of their services, ultimately cheated them of their inheritance.?® These warnings,
however, coupled with the fact that Odysseus’ target suffers from avarice and self-love (as
mentioned above), indicate that Tiresias’ advice relates more closely to “lovers of flattery” who
cannot understand their imperfections and therefore truly believe that they have virtues (cf. 33:
virtus tua) and actually deserve praise.*® The victim’s complete lack of self-knowledge and
consequent debasement, furthermore, are emphasized by the various dehumanizing metaphors
which Tiresias employs: he is transformed into an inflated bladder (98: crescentem . . . utrem), a
set of soft ears (32-3: molles auriculae), a head (94: caput), skin (38: pelliculam), and, perhaps

most aptly given the hunting metaphor suggested by captare, a greasy hide (83: corio . . .

2For the theme of “hunted as hunter,” see Tracy (1980) 399-402, Hopkins (1983) 240-41
and Champlin (1989) 212. Sallmann (1970) 200 discusses the symbiotic relationship between
the two individuals, which he refers to as “die unlauteren Wechselbeziehungen zwischen
Captator und Testator.” A prime example of this is Plautus’ characterization of the old man
Periplectomenus, who shrewdly benefits from his legacy hunters’ generosity:

sacruficant: dant inde partem mihi maiorem quam sibi,
abducunt ad exta; me ad se ad prandium, ad cena vocant;
ille miserrumum se retur minimum qui misit mihi.

illi inter se certant donis, egomet mecum mussito:

bona mea inhiant, me certatim nutricant et munerant.
(Mil. 711-15)

They make sacrifices in giving me a larger portion than they have. They lead me to the
sacrifices, they invite me to lunch and dinner with them. And the one who has given me
the least amount considers himself the most wretched of the lot. They compete with gifts
among themselves while I keep silent; they drool over my property and fight over taking
care of me and giving me presents.

30See Tsouna (2007) 133 for this category of “lovers of flattery.” Roberts (1984) 428
describes the ideal senex in terms of “self-deception” and “blind self-esteem.”
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uncto).>! Given the victim’s vulnerable disposition and consequent attraction to the hunter’s
bait, which make him the ideal quarry for a clever speaker like Odysseus, Tiresias next expounds

upon the manner in which he may successfully apply the skill of flattery.

It is perhaps unsurprising that the bulk of Tiresias’ advice on successful legacy hunting
involves adulatory speech; the specifically Roman legal context in which it is given, however,
interestingly emphasizes the flatterer’s competitive spirit and perversion of the role of
“advocate” (30: defensor). Odysseus’ skill as a persuasive speaker, which in Homer is either
frank and aimed at preventing stasis within the Achaean ranks (/1. 2.182-206) or gentle like
falling snow (ibid. 3.216-24), was easily portrayed by later authors in terms of guile and
deception.?? In Horace’s satire it forms the backdrop for his characterization as a flatterer, who,
to borrow expressions from Philodemus, “charms the mind in a way that not even the Sirens
could” (PHerc. 222 col. 2.5-7: kn[Aet dpoé]vag oOtwes 6v Tedmov ovd’ afi pv]Oucal Lelpnveg),
“speaks with honeyed words” (ibid., col. 7.9: peifAittel]) and is “crafty” (PHerc. 1457 col. 4.27:

ol atpaAiow) in showing “favor and charm in every way with regard to the commonest things”

ibid. fr. 5.31-33: xdow . . . d¢ kai yonrtela mavteAdg émi kowdteon).>® Thus, Tiresias instructs
Q Yon Q

31T owe these observations to Roberts (1984) 428-31, who considers the Juvenalian tone
of Horace’s dehumanization of the legacy hunter’s victim. He notes, however, that the
indignatio characteristic of Juvenal cannot be applied to Horace; rather, similar to his portrayal
of Toady in Sermones 1.9, “it is an indignatio that is not directed by the persona of the satirist,
but must emerge from our own reaction to the message presented. The indignation is implicit in
the content of the satire. It presupposes a like-minded audience, not one that needs to be
persuaded.”

32See Stanford (1954) 90-117 for the references, which point to Odysseus’ popularity
among the sophists and tragedians, especially Euripides.

3Cf. Theophr. Char. 2.12: xai v oikiotv Pprioat e HOXLTEKTOVHOOAL, KAl TOV AYQOV €V
rieputevoDat, Kat v eikova opoiav eivad (“He [the flatterer] will remark how tasteful is the
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the hero to address his victim intimately by employing the first name, since this is pleasing and

).>* Another way to curry favor

more likely to win his favor (2.5.32: gaudent praenomine
apparently involves the use of affectionate language that coddles the “gentle ears” (31-3: molles
auriculae), as when Odysseus is encouraged to send his victim home so that he can “pamper his
precious little hide” (38: pelliculam curare).*® Indeed, the flatterer is in many ways a skilled
actor (91: Davus sis; cf. PHerc. 1675 col. 13.35-6: vnokoutag eivat) who feigns concern for
everything (36-8: mea curaest . . . curare; cf. PHerc. 1457 col. 2.6-8: mav[t]wv [t]nv
erupéAealv fploomol[eto]Bat), from ensuring his target’s health (94: velet carum caput) to
extolling his bad poetry (74: mala carmina).*® In Horace’s blatantly Romanized depiction of

flattery, moreover, this feigned concern extends into the realm of moral and legal support, which

may reflect Philodemus’ observation that flatterers, specifically parasites like Odysseus, “very

style of his patron’s house; how excellent the planting of his farm; how like him the portrait he
has had made”).

34Cf. 2.6.36-7, where the guild of scribae, to which Horace belonged and with which he
was obviously on familiar terms, calls on his services: de re communi scribae magna atque nova
te orabant hodie meminisses, Quinte, reverti (“The clerks beg you, Quintus, to be sure to return
today on some fresh and important business of common interest”). See Kiessling-Heinze (1910)
246: “Quinte: den bloBen Vornamen in der Anrede zu gebrauchen, ist Zeichen grofter
Vertraulichkeit zwichen familiares.”

3Muecke (1993) 184 notes that while the diminutive here does not express contempt, the
use of pellis instead of cutis has a sarcastic tone. It may also underscore the victim’s
dehumanization and foreshadow the metaphor of the greasy hide (83: corio . . . uncto), for which
see Roberts (1984) 429-31. Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 246 associate this expression with the
“zwanglose Ton” of the poem in general.

3For the flatterer’s characteristic concern for his victim’s health see Theophr. Char. 2.10:
Kal €pwTnoatL un oryot, kKal el EmPaAdecOat PovAetatl, kat el Tt pr) megoteidn avtov (“[He is
the man who will] ask him whether he is not cold? and will he not have his coat on? and shall he
not draw his skirts a little closer about him?”’). Contrary to Courtney (2013) 148, who strangely
suggests that Horace mentions praising bad poetry because “out of tactfulness he sometimes had
to do the same,” this detail is meant to contrast with the frank criticism that Horace describes as
characteristic of his circle of friends (cf. 1.10.36-91 and Carm. 1.24.5-8, not to mention the Ars
Poetica as a whole).
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quickly pretend to pity their victims when they encounter bad fortune and at the same time
provide assistance” (PHerc. 1457 fr. 2.36-9: av taxUta[ta] éAeetv tpoomo[t]etoBat €0
art[v]xoovtag kai Po[mB]eiv &u[al).’” Of course, in this poem such assistance occurs within the

context of legal disputes involving the quarry, whose shady past and immorality (cf. 2.5.15-17)

would be conducive to such public encounters:

magna minorve foro si res certabitur olim,
vivet uter locuples sine gnatis, inprobus, ultro
qui meliorem audax vocet in ius, illius esto

defensor ... (S.2.5.27-30)

If someday a case, great or small, be contested in the Forum, whichever of the parties is
rich and childless, villain though he be, the kind of man who would with wanton
impudence call the better man into court, do you become his advocate . . .

The flatterer’s unconditional support of his “client,” which is a perversion of justice (34: ius
anceps) as well as of friendship (33: amicum), quickly becomes an overprotective obsession
fueled by insatiable avarice (cf. 4: non satis est). In addition to being instructed to spurn all
others (31: sperne), for instance, Odysseus is encouraged to insinuate himself into a favorable
position by maintaining a constant presence and becoming the old man’s personal bodyguard
(35-6), health consultant (37-8) and attorney (38).>® The closeness and exclusivity of this kind of

personal attachment leaves little room for potential rivals, who, according to Philodemus’

37This passage reflects the reconstruction of Kondo (1974) 50. See Kiessling-Heinze
(1910) 246 and Muecke (1993) 183 for Horace’s extended development of the topic of legal
services.

38For insinuation as a flattering tactic, cf. Cic. Amic. 99: callidus ille et occultus ne se
insinuet studiose cavendum est (“One must beware lest that clever and subtle fellow carefully
insinuate himself”). Kemp (2010) 71 compares this passage to 2.5.47-8: lenitre in spem | adrepe
officiosus (“by your attentions worm your way to the hope that . . .”’). A similar expression
occurs in PHerc. 1457 fr. 5.36 (eicdVwvtat), which is a verb LSJ s.v. translates as “to worm
oneself into” and cites Dem. 11.4: eig d¢ v apdptvoviav elodedvkwg (“having wormed
himself [Philip] into the amphictiony™).
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description (PHerc. 222 col. 2.13-16), are generally on the receiving end of a suspicious
flatterer’s persecutions.®® With regard to the victim’s family members and relatives, the flatterer
is even more aggressively disposed and hostile (ibid. col. 7.1-4): [poet & 6 KOAaE] mavtag
ATA@S oL [émiTn]delovg TV koAakev[opévwy,] HAdALloTa O¢ Yovels k[al ToUG] AAAOLG
ovyyeveic (“And the flatterer generally hates those who are intimates of his victims, especially
their children and other relatives”). This hostility is understandable in the case of captatio, since
family members as favorable heirs would most likely present the biggest threat to legacy hunters
(cf. 2.5.45-6: filius . . . sublatus), who would be in competition with them and constantly anxious

about their status in the will (54-5): solus multisne coheres,

veloci percurre oculo (“swiftly run

your eye across to see whether you are sole heir or share with others™).*°

As Tiresias explains
next, however, at times legacy hunters willingly cooperate with other scoundrels (70-71), but
only in order to gain their favor and ensure that they themselves are praised when absent (71-2):
illis | accedas socius: laudes, lauderis ut absens (*“. . . make common cause with them. Praise

them, that they may praise you behind your back™).*! The flatterer’s apparent congeniality

toward his rivals, therefore, is merely a tactic of self-promotion ultimately designed to win the

3Tsouna (2007) 128: “The flatterer makes deliberate efforts to isolate his victims,
chasing away everyone who loves them and also every other flatterer who competes for their
favors.”

40See Kemp (2010) 70.

“ITiresias presents this option as a necessary evil, since is it far better to work alone and
be the sole victor (73-4): sed vincit longe prius ipsum | expugnare caput (“but far better is it to
storm the citadel itself”). Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 251 likewise read this passage as implying
strong rivalry among the victim’s servants. Cf. Philodemus’ description of how flattering
servants manipulate others in order to gain their master’s trust (PHerc. 1675 col. 12.37-41): kat
oTevdOVTES a[U]TOLS VTTOTTATELY AVTOVG, (VA KAl OTEYWOL KAl CLVEQYWOL KAl TOTLV
éumowwot[v] o0 [€]EwBOev (“. . . taking care to subordinate them [sc. other servants] to
themselves, so that they may protect them, collaborate with them and gain the outsider’s trust”).
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victim’s trust. Knowing how to select an ideal victim and successfully apply various methods of
flattery, however, is not enough: Tiresias’ final lesson emphasizes the care which Odysseus must

exercise in order to conceal his true intentions and avoid being suspected of betraying this trust.

An important purpose of Tiresias’ advice is to warn his pupil regarding the prospective
victim’s rather inconsistent temperament, which, upon recognition of the flatterer’s true
intentions, may be drawn to irascible outbursts or vengeful plots. Odysseus must prevent this by
means of artfulness (23: astutus) and opportunistic propriety (43: aptus), which partly involves

ensuring that his obsequious prattle is carefully regulated:

cautus adito
neu desis operae neve immoderatus abundes.
difficilem et morosum offendet garrulus: ultra
non etiam sileas;*>  (S. 2.5.88-91)

Be cautious in your approach; neither fail in zeal, nor show zeal beyond measure. A
chatterbox will offend the peevish and morose; yet you must not also be silent beyond
bounds.

This is clearly a perversion of truthful and beneficial conversation, which, according to

Philodemus, is candid rather than obsequious (De conv. col. 9.15-16: tovc dnA[ov]v[t]ag kat
[Tovg o]ukodavtovvtag) and exercises frankness even when this may cause offense (ibid. col.
10.10-12): m[o]AAa kat kata mAgioTov ovk érmutevEeoOat vop[iClovteg, ol pedvioL AaAovo(t]

(““.. . even when they suppose that much of it will generally not be received favorably, prudent

“2Samuelsson (1900) 1-10, citing Cic. Ac. Pr. 2.104 as a parallel, had suggested the
following punctuation: ultra ‘non’ ‘etiam’ sileas (“Beyond ‘yes’ and ‘no’ be silent). Although
Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 253 and Muecke (1993) 191, not to mention Klingner and Bailey in
their editions, follow him, yet I prefer the punctuation and translation of Fairclough (1926) 206:
ultra non etiam sileas (“Yet you must not also be silent beyond bounds™). This interpretation
seems to be more consistent with Tiresias’ general advice, which is elsewhere far less restrictive
and encourages more verbal deception and manipulation than Samuelsson’s reading would allow
(ct. 93: obsequio grassare).
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men speak™).* The flatterer, of course, does the exact opposite: his speech (2.5.98: sermonibus)
and silence (91: sileas) are neither therapeutic nor intended to be beneficial, but rather
manipulative and inspired by a desire for self-gain.** Tiresias explains, moreover, that such care
is necessary to avoid suspicion, which, given the victim’s demented self-love (74: vecors) and
peevish nature (90: difficilem et morosus),* would likely result in Odysseus’ expulsion from his
company and utterly ruin any prospects of inheritance. Philodemus also emphasizes the
flatterer’s great concern with avoiding such consequences by maintaining a semblance of
friendship and thereby remaining undiscovered:

[£]TLd” 0V dux PALK]wTéQov TTEAYHATOG AAAX dx KoAakelag éEayloTov Tt[aQ’]

arnfav]twv mdoag ékmopilletal ta[c] év Tt Biwt xoelag, wv dtevktrioet HaAAov

[V]movonOei[c] povov eivar kO[A]a&, ovy 0Tt kal katayvwoO[eic] . . . [Bé]Batov pe[v

PtA]ov 6v metBo[vtat] d avtng ev[v]oeloBatl pw[pdoalvteg &’ e€olpi]Covot kal
nfucows] PAaBais pe[yladaic a[mwolapevol (PHerc. 222 col. 3.3-17)

No longer then does he acquire from all every advantage of life by means of agreeable
endeavors, but by means of abominable flattery, which he would not be able to
accomplish if he were suspected of being a flatterer; no, because, having been recognized
... For when they discover that a “friend” whom they believe to be reliable is plotting

“3This is the kind of uncompromising frankness famously exercised by Solon, Plato and
other sages before wealthy and powerful individuals. See Chapter 4, pp. 11-12.

“For Philodemean homiletics as the “momento paideutico del sapiente,” see Amoroso
(1975) 63. The role of silence is discussed by Tsouna (2007) 122-23 as well as in Chapter 4, pp.
11-12.

45 As Muecke (1993) 191 notes, this is a standard view of old men (Kiessling-Heinze
[1910] 253 call it an “allgemeine Wahrheit”) especially prominent in comedy. Cf. Cic. Sen. 65:
At sunt morosi et anxii et iracundi et difficiles senes . . . idque cum in vita, tum in scaena intellegi
potest ex eis fratribus, qui in Adelphis sunt. (““Yet old men are peevish, touchy, irascible and
difficult . . . and just as this can be seen in real life, so also on the stage from those two brothers
in the Adelphoe™).
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through flattery, they banish him and bitterly thrust him out with great blows.*

Tiresias’ warnings regarding the dangers of being too obvious presuppose a similar kind of
violent reaction from the disillusioned victim, although they may also address another possible
danger as mentioned above, namely, vengeance through disinheritance. In this sense, the
prophet’s earlier advice to avoid “open devotion” (2.5.46-7: manifestum . . . obsequium) and read
the victim’s will stealthily (53-5: ut limis rapias . . . veloci percurre oculo) fittingly precede his
example of Nasica, the captator whose plan to ensnare his victim through marriage backfired
when he was struck from the will (69: nil sibi legatum).*’ Similarly, his advice to avoid being
garrulous is followed by the story of the Theban crone, who posthumously ridiculed an heir for
his “overbearing manner” (88: quod nimium institerat viventi) by making him her pallbearer and
thus reversing the roles. In light of these two examples, Tiresias ironically recommends that his
pupil observe the “golden mean” (89: neu desis . . . neve immoderatus abundes),*® which will
allow him to remain undiscovered and more easily achieve his purpose. Horace’s exposé¢ of the
flatterer’s methods of hunting for rewards, therefore, contrasts starkly with his own frank advice
elsewhere as well as with his passive reception of wealth from a grateful patron. As will be seen
presently, he goes even further than this elsewhere in Sermones 2 by means of relentless yet
entertaining self-applications of frankness, thereby preemptively accusing himself of certain

vices and further confirming his reliability as a truthful friend.

A similar observation occurs as PHerc. 1675 col. 13.4-6: kai popovpevol ur
MaEwoOwot katl d6&av EkkomTovtes we aAndwacs prrlovowy (“And fearing that they should be
kicked out as well and, putting an end to the illusion that they truly love their masters . . .”).

47See Mansbach (1982) 18-19 for the difference between hereditates, which enjoined
upon the heirs certain legal responsibilities and duties, and legata, which appear to have been
gifts freely bestowed upon legatees and without any demands. Odysseus is mentioned twice as a
potential heir (54: coheres; 101: heres).

“Muecke (1993) 191.
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Although the frank criticism employed by the recent convert Damasippus in Sermones
2.3 contains some ethical truths,* its overly harsh application and ambitious handling of an
extremely broad range of vices is ultimately confusing and unhelpful. Horace immediately
makes it clear that the Stoic preacher takes issue with satire that is “kind” (3: benignus) and that
his predilection is for “threats” (9: minantis), whether those hurled publicly by the poets of Old
Comedy or the more private invective of iambographers (12: Eupolin, Archilochum).>® This
temperament contrasts especially with the diatribe style of Horace, who, perhaps in accordance
with Philodemus’ observations concerning frankness, is “cheerful, friendly and gentle” (De /ib.
dic. fr. 85.8-10: e[Un]uéowt kai drAodilwi [kat f]micr), with the result that he is careful “not
to be frank in a haughty and contentious way, nor to say any insolent and contemptuous or
disparaging things . . .” (ibid. fr. 37.5-8: [u]nd¢ cop[aow]s kat [date[Tapévwg
ntapenoileloOat, [Und” LPoLoTIKA] KAt KataBA[NTKA TIva un]dE drovETLKA [/\éyézw]).52 As

discussed previously, the poet’s humility and moderate approach originate in a sober realization

4See Chapter 3, pp. 19-30.

S00f course, in Sermones 1 Horace connects these authors to Lucilius, from which he
attempts to distinguish his own satire (cf. 1.4.1-6). See also Muecke (1993) 133.

S!Michels (1944) 174 describes Horace’s frankness in terms of Philodemus’ cheerful
approach as defined by Olivieri (1914) vii: qui contra non iracunde nec magna vocis contentione
sed leniter et benigne, hilariter et clementer discipulos castigent, magnae eisdem esse utilitati
(“[He affirms], on the contrary, that those who chastise their pupils not with anger nor by raising

their voices, but in a manner that is light, kind and cheerful, are of greater use to them”). Glad
(1996) 36-8 discusses this in more detail.

S2Cf. De lib. dic. fr. 6.8: [¢]mtiuai petoiwg (“[Epicurus] reproaches in moderation”).
Although these rebukes are not always easy to hear, they should always be beneficial, as Plutarch
observes (Mor. 4.59d): cwtrolov éxovoa kait kKNdEUOVIKOV TO AVTTOVV, (OTEQ TO HEAL T
NAkopéva darxvovoa kai kabaigovoa (“the pain which it [frankness] causes is salutary and
benignant, and like honey, it causes the sore places to smart and cleanses them too”).
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of his own imperfections (cf. 1.4.130-31: mediocribus . . . vitiis),>> which corresponds to
Philodemus’ description of the sage’s gentle criticism and avoidance of hypocrisy as grounded in
self-knowledge:
TGS YAQ HULOELV TOV AUAQTAVOVTA UT) ATOYVO[O]pa LEAAEL Yivaokw[V] adTOV ovk
ovta téAg[Jov kal ppviokwv, 0Tt TavTeg apapTavely elwbaotv;]

(De lib. dic. fr. 46.1-11).

For how is he going to hate the one who errs, though not desperately, when he knows that
he himself is not perfect and reminds himself that everyone is accustomed to err?

Damasippus, on the other hand, is haughty on account of his recent conversion to Stoicism
(2.3.33-45), which has inflamed his mind with such philosophic zeal that he feels compelled to
condemn the entire world (32: omnes). One of the obvious symptoms of this newfound
“wisdom” is his extremely dogmatic and longwinded presentation of Stoic doctrine, which, as
Frances Muecke observes, “is characteristic of an academic approach, not of Horatian satire’s
conversational mode.”>* Indeed, the main purpose of Damasippus’ lecture is to give a rather
emotional yet systematic condemnation, in light of the Stoic paradox “all fools are mad,” that
encompasses every vice but does not offer any real solution.> His lecture, moreover, is neither
pithy nor useful, both of which are necessary attributes of the ideal advisor according to
Philodemus’ description in De oeconomia (col. 27.37-9: [0]Atya driofwV] . . . wdpeAnj[olovtog),

nor does its one-sidedness invite the kind of conversational exchange and observation that, in

33For similar admissions, cf. 1.3.20 (vitia . . . minora) and 1.6.65 (vitiis mediocribus).

S*Muecke (1993) 130. Although it is true that most of the poems in Sermones 2 do not
display a strong conversational element, the extraordinary length and doctrinaire tone of this
satire are enough to characterize it as abnormal.

>>Damasippus’ regurgitation of his master’s lecture involves attacks on avarice (82-157),
ambition (158-223), self-indulgence (225-80) and superstition (281-95). Note that Horace’s
diatribe on avarice is only 120 lines long (approximately 60 lines shorter than that Stertinius).
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addition to being typical attributes of Horace’s introductory satires, are also necessary for
successful treatment (cf. De lib. dic. fr. 51.1-5: ax[ov]oet. .. Oewodv Nuag). In contrast to this,
Damasippus is brimming with invective and does little or no listening; if anything, his approach
drowns the listener in a relentless barrage of rhetorical questions designed to demoralize without
perceivable benefit: “do you guard . . . ?” (2.3.123: custodis . . . ?); “lest you should be in want?”
(ibid.: ne tibi desit?); “how small . . . 7 (124: quantulum . . . ?); “wherefore . . . ?” (126: quare . .
. 7). Another consequence of his diffuse and badgering criticism of vice that contributes to its
overall uselessness is the apparent lack of an audience or targeted victim: whereas Horace’s
attacks on vice are focused and intended to rebuke an interlocutor—if only a fictional one—and
provide admonitory advice for his friends and patron,>® his Stoic counterpart addresses the
general folly of mankind and thereby precludes the opportunity for intimate conversation and
correction. Damasippus’ exaggeratedly long and comically inept attack on vice, however, does
not prevent Horace from cleverly transforming his haughtiness into indirect self-examination,

which, from the point of view of the poet, does indeed serve a useful purpose.

It is characteristic of Horatian satire to communicate a subtle, more directly personal,
message in an indirect and often paradoxical manner; thus, Damasippus’ arrogant condemnation
of the majority of society, which reveals his ignorance, provides Horace with a suitable vehicle
for self-criticism and an opportunity to underscore his own humble self-awareness. The Stoic
zealot directs his final criticisms toward the poet, who, having cleverly opened the way by means
of the seemingly innocuous question “from what vice of the mind am 7 presently suffering?”’

(306-7: quo me | aegrotare putes animi vitio), receives a threefold explanation effectively

*For Horace’s audience in the introductory satires, see especially Gold (1992) 161-75
and Lyne (1995) 139-43.
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accusing Horatius ethicus of being a complete hypocrite. More specifically, according to
Damasippus the vices from which the poet suffers are the same ones he had attacked in Sermones
1: economic ambition (308): aedificas (“you are building”);’” lust (325): mille puellarum,
puerorum mille furores (“your thousand passions for lads and lasses”); anger (323): horrendam
rabiem (“your awful temper”).>® The first accusation is bolstered by Damasippus’ version of
pictorial imagery (cf. 320: imago), which, rather than encouraging Horace to observe clinically
the likely consequences of his vicious habits in order to motivate reform, employs a traditional
fable that is more a playful taunt (cf. 320: abludit) than a stern warning (314-20).% The point, at
any rate, is that Horace’s ambition and desire to imitate Maecenas not only contradict his earlier
criticisms and therefore expose him for the hypocrite he really is, but they also reveal his

inconsistency and lack of a proper sense of decorum:

accipe: primum
aedificas, hoc est longos imitaris, ab imo
ad summum totus moduli bipedalis, et idem
corpore maiorem rides Turbonis in armis
spiritum et incessum: qui ridiculus minus illo?
an, quodcumque facit Maecenas, te quoque verum est,
tanto dissimilem et tanto certare minorem? (S. 2.3.307-13)

S"Kiessling-Heinze (1910) 227 and Muecke (1993) 165 interpret this as a reference to the
Sabine estate, which Horace was apparently in the process of developing. Courtney (2013) 139
says that “Damasippus equates this with the lavish construction boom of the time, much deplored
by moralists, including Horace himself” (citing Ep. 1.1.100: aedificat).

S8Cf. Horace’s self-definition at Ep. 1.20.25: irasci celerem, tamen ut placabilis essem
(“quick in temper, yet so as to be easily appeased”). Mayer (1994) 273, who interprets Horace’s
combination of the adjective and complementary infinitive as equivalent to the Greek o&vxoAov,
also cites Carm. 3.9.23: iracundior Hadria (“stormier than the Adriatic”).

9This is a modified translation of Babrius’ original Greek version (28 = Perry 376). For
Horace’s more economic expression of the fable as well as the more vulgar version of Phaedrus
(1.24 = Perry 376a), see Rudd (1966) 176-78. As Muecke (1993) 165 observes, the verb abludo
is found nowhere else in Latin poetry and may be the negative of adludo (“to make playful
allusion to”).
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Listen. First, you are building, which means, you try to ape big men, though from top to
toe your full height is but two feet; and yet you laugh at the strut and spirit of Turbo in his
armor, as though they were too much for his body. How are you less foolish than he? Is
it right that whatever Maecenas does, you also should do, so unlike him as you are and
such a poor match for him?

This self-deprecating portrait of Horace’s relationship with Maecenas, which is appropriately
viewed through the recent convert’s Stoic lens, highlights the poet’s social ineptitude or, more

).%% As one

precisely, his violation of the Panaetian notion of “appropriateness” (aequabilitas
may recall, this same issue provides the impetus for Sermones 1.6, in which the poet addresses
his limitations and sense of propriety by disarmingly repeating the attacks of his envious
detractors (cf. 46: quem rodunt omnes).®! By the time he had written the poem presently under
consideration, moreover, Maecenas had already rewarded him with the Sabine estate, which
undoubtedly would have provoked—at least according to Horace’s implication in Sermones
2.3—a resurgence or perhaps intensification of similar attacks; in all likelihood, therefore, his
vivid portrayal of Damasippus is intended to anticipate these attacks by putting a face to
potential detractors. At the same time, the public nature of the overzealous interlocutor’s
criticism and exposure of Horace’s faults in some ways reads like a self-serving parody of

Epicurean frankness. It is characteristic of the sage, for example, to promote self-knowledge by

means of communicating his own faults to other wise men and receiving correction, as

0See Muecke (1993) 164-5 and Kemp (2009) 2-17. Cf. also Cic. Off: 1.111: Omnino si
quicquam est decorum, nihil est profecto magis quam aequabilitas cum universae vitae, tum
singularum actionum, quam conservare non possis, si aliorum naturam imitans omittas tuam (“If
there is any such thing as propriety at all, it can be nothing more than uniform consistency in the
course of our life as a whole and all its individual actions, which one would not be able to
maintain by copying the personal traits of others and eliminating one’s own”). Horace actually
advises against this within the context of patronage at Ep. 1.18.21-36, which Mayer (1994) 245-
46 connects to Damasippus’ criticism of Horace as discussed above.

®IFor the importance of this issue in Sermones 1.3, see Kemp (2009) 1-17 and Chapter 4,
pp. 36-43.
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Philodemus states (De /ib dic. col. 8b.11-14): dj[Eov]Ttau dnypo[v] éavtods TOV NTOTATOV Kal
xaouw ednoovfot g wdeAiag] ([wise men] “will sting each other with the gentlest of stings and
will acknowledge gratitude for the benefit”).®? In Sermones 2.3, on the other hand, this ideal of
frank communication among Epicurean sages completely fails: the sage Damasippus, who
employs ad hominem attacks (cf. 308-9), does anything but apply gentle and caring
admonishment (cf. De [ib. dic. fr. 26.6-7: kndepovukr) vovBétnoig), while Horace is certainly
not grateful for his overly harsh criticisms.®® Instead, he underscores the relentlessness of the
mad sage (cf. 2.3.326: insane) and his furious onslaught by posing as an exhausted victim,
desperately crying out “stop!” (323: desine), “hold it!” (324: teneas) and “spare me!” (326:
parcas). Despite this humorous portrayal of frank criticism gone awry, however, in the end the
poet still manages to “show his errors forthrightly and speak of his failings publicly” (De. /ib.
dic. fr. 40.2-5: [deucvOval avu]mootéAws tag dapag[tilag kat kowag einfet]v [E]Aattdoels),

which, in addition to demonstrating his self-awareness and consequent freedom from such moral

82 Although the end of this statement reflects the conjecture of Olivieri (1914) 49, the
importance of “benefits” in connection with frank criticism recurs in other, well-preserved
passages of the treatise (e.g., frs. 20.4, 49.5 and col. 17b.10-11).

83Cf. Plut. Mor. 4.72f: dropuvnokdpevos YaQ &veu vnotkakiog 6Tt Tovg Gpilovg kat
avTOG elwOEeL U] TTEQLOPAV AUAXQTAVOVTAS AAA” EEeAéyxely Kal DDATKELY, HAAAOV EVOWOEL
Kkal mapadéEetal TV Emavopbwoty, ws ovoav eVVOLaS KAl XAQLTOS OV HEUpews
avtamodoowv ovd’ 0pyng (“For if he be gently reminded, without any show of resentment, that
he himself has not been wont to overlook the errors of his friends, but to take his friends to task
and enlighten them, he will be much more inclined to yield and accept the correction, as being a
way to requite a kindly and gracious feeling, and not fault-finding or anger”). For the concept of
“cheerful admonishment™ as Philodemus’ preferred mode of correction, see Glad (1995) 120.
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diseases, also disassociates him from the superficial righteousness of arrogant and ignorant

zealots like Damasippus.®

In Sermones 2.7 Horace presents his audience with a complementary self-examination of
his own ethical credentials through the mouth of Davus, whose critical scrutiny of his master’s
faults is more focused and direct than that of Damasippus. Indeed, Davus’ ascription to Horace
of vices the poet had systematically examined and condemned previously is foreshadowed by the
final verses of Sermones 2.3, which mention ambition, lust and anger only in passing (323-25).
Both poems, moreover, are concerned with the seemingly all-inclusive condemnation of moral
failings through extended diatribes, which Horace, in a spirit of parodic playfulness, attributes to
their philosophical proclivities as Stoic sympathizers (although in the case of Davus this is not
revealed until later). In a manner similar to that of Damasippus, the criticisms of Davus
reproduce for his master the teachings of a Stoic authority (45: Crispini; cf. 2.3.33: Stertinius),
although twice removed (2.7.45: quae . . . docuit me ianitor) and from an individual Horace had
criticized earlier for being unreliable and loquacious.®> On the other hand, whereas Damasippus
had rather haphazardly directed his venomous invective toward society at large, Davus’ frank

criticism is aimed exclusively at Horace and so encompasses in its entirety the topics of previous

%Evans (1978) 307: “The joke, of course, is on the Mad Satirist who in his dogmatic
fervor lacks the wisdom, good sense and understanding which already characterize Horace’s role
in the satires.”

85Cf. pseudo-Acro ad 45: De Crispino et in primo iocatur (“He also makes fun of
Crispinus in the first book™). Horace criticizes him in the following passages (only the first is
mentioned by pseudo-Acro): 1.120: Crispini scrinia lippi (“the roles of bleary-eyed Crispinus™);
1.3.138-39: ineptum . . . Crispinum (“crazy Crispinus”); 1.4.13-16: Crispinus minimo me
provocat (“Crispinus challenges me at long odds™). For Horace’s personal rivalry with
Crispinus, who was also a poet and a moralizer, see Oltramare (1926) 129-37 and Stahl (1974)
44. The theme of vropvpata (“philosophical memoirs”) in this poem is discussed by Fiske
(1971) 405. Muecke (1993) 215 says that Davus’ report “comes somewhat garbled through the
mouth of his fellow slave.”
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satires.®® These topics, which are accompanied by vivid illustrations and examples pertaining to
the poet himself, may be organized in the following manner: the inability to maintain constancy
with regard to one’s behavior (6-20), which corresponds to Horace’s discussion of aequabilitas
in 1.3; this first topic easily segues into the blaming of one’s fortune and restlessness in general
(22-9), which is introduced by the pepiporoior theme in 1.1.1-22; the topic of obsequiousness
and subservience to Maecenas follows (29-42), which may be compared to Horace’s emphasis
on his passiveness and independence in 1.6 (cf. Ep. 1.7) as well as to his portraits of Toady in 1.9
and Odysseus in 2.5; sexual promiscuity and adultery are next (46-84), which easily contrast
with the poet’s condemnation of such vices in 1.2; finally, Davus criticizes his master for his
refined palate and taste for luxurious foods (103-15), which contradicts his praise of meager fare
in 2.2 and, less directly, in 2.8.%7 In addition to providing, as Harry Evans notes, “a sort of
summary statement of Horatian satire . . . not at all unsuitable as one of the final poems,”%® this
critical review also provides Horace with another opportunity for self-revelation through the kind
of public confession recommended by Philodemus (cf. De [ib. dic. fr. 49.2-7).%° As in Sermones

2.3, moreover, Horace’s comic portrayal of a sermonizing “late learner” once again exploits the

%Rudd (1966) 194-95. See also Evans (1978) 307: “Because Davus concentrates on
Horace alone, his speech to his master is more carefully focused and is reduced in length to
approximately a third of Damasippus’ rambling discourse.”

87Rudd (1966) 194 has a similar organization, although, aside from some additional
observations, I more closely follow that of Evans (1978) 309-8.

8Bvans (1978) 312.

%For the Epicurean practice of confession as a means of communal psychogogy, see
especially Glad (1995) 124-32. Also noteworthy is the observation of Stahl (1974) 51-2: “Wenn
man Horaz als vor-goetheschem und vor-augustinischem Schriftsteller den Konfessions- oder
Bekenntnis-Charakter seiner Dichtung nicht hat anerkennen wollen, so kann man hier doch von
einem Gestdndnis-Charakter sprechen. Auch seine Dichtung hat . . . Tagebuch-, Brief- oder kurz
Privatcharakter, wie er selbst in der letzen und malBgeblichen Beschreibung seines Vorbildes
Lucilius andeutet (sat. II I, 30ff.).”
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Epicurean stereotype regarding Stoic harshness,° cleverly transforming it into the means by
which he emphasizes his willingness to disclose what is secret to his audience of close friends
(cf. 1.10.73: nec recito . . . nisi amicis).”" As will be seen, the fact that Davus is one of Horace’s
“household members” (familiares) means that his criticisms are the result of frequent
observations within a private setting, which, to a certain degree, provides the material for another

parodic yet ultimately self-serving display of Epicurean frankness.

Horace’s portrayal of himself as the master who receives criticism from his slave during
the Saturnalia provides a suitable and distinctively Roman context for a comic engagement with
the principles of frankness as explained by Philodemus. The circumstances of this strange
reversal of roles and Davus’ identity as keen observer of another’s faults are introduced without

delay:

“lamdudum ausculto et cupiens tibi dicere servus

pauca reformido.” Davusne? “ita, Davus, amicum
mancipium domino et frugi quod sit satis, hoc est,

ut vitale putes.” Age, libertate Decembri,

quando ita maiores voluerunt, utere; narra. (S. 2.7.1-5)

D: I’ve been listening some time, and wishing to say a word to you, but as a slave I dare
not.

H: Is that Davus?

D: Yes, Davus, a slave loyal to his master, and fairly honest—that is, so that you need
not think him too good to live.

H: Come, use the license December allows, since our fathers willed it so. Have your
say.

"OThis is discussed in Chapter 4, pp. 14-15.

"ICf. De lib. dic. 42.6-11: xai t@v ovviOwv d¢ [JoAAol punvovoovoty é0edovTal mwe,
oY’ dvapivovTog Tov kaBnyovuévolv d]wx v kndep[ovia]v (“And many of the intimate
associates will spontaneously disclose what is secret, without the teacher examining them, on
account of their concern . . .”).
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To anyone familiar with Roman comedy, the vocabulary and colloquial tone in this opening
passage make it perfectly clear that Horace intends to couch the following conversation within
this same tradition. Not only is the opening verb ausculto mostly relegated to comic
playwrights,”” but the inclusion of distinctively comic and slave-related words like mancipium
and fiugi, as well as the conversational use of age, makes the same connection.” Indeed, the
name “Davus” itself, which is probably taken from Terence’s play Andria,’* appears to imply
that Horace is being addressed by the servus fallax typical of comic plots; on the other hand, this
version of Davus clearly indicates that, although restrained by the fear that normally motivates
comic servants to deceive their masters (2: reformido), he wishes temporarily to abandon his
apprehensions in order to address Horace as a social equal and candidly denounce him face to
face.” In other words, he wishes to employ the same “freedom of speech” (4: libertate) that is
understood to be the satirist’s prerogative, as Horace indicates elsewhere (1.4.103-4): liberius si |
dixero quid (“if in my words I am too free”).”® In placing himself in the role of moral expert

Davus closely imitates his master, adopting not only his expressions (6: pars hominum; cf.

2Courtney (2013) 155 makes the same observation. This verb is extremely common in
Plautus and appears eighteen times in Terence.

Muecke (1993) 214. Cf. also the later use of “scape-gallows” (22: furcifer), which is a
abusive term commonly directed toward slaves by their masters in Plautus (it appears only twice
in Terence, at An. 618 and Eu. 129).

4For the characterization of Davus in this play, see Karakasis (2013) 213-14.

7>Stahl (1974) 43: “Die reichste unter den eben beschriebenen Satiren [25-42] ist II 7,
weil sie eine zusitzliche Perspektive besitzt, die allen andern fehlt: ich meine die Anderung der
gewohnten Rollen zwischen Sprecher und Horer, wie sie die hier fingierte Situation der
rOmischen Saturnalien gestattet, wo zwishcen Sklaven und Herren Gleichheit herrscht, oder gar
die Herren ihre Sklaven bedienen.”

76Stahl (1974) 45. Evans (1978) 309 and Sharland (2005) 104-5 discuss in more detail
the significance of the reversal of the roles of satirist and listener in this poem.
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1.1.61: pars hominum)’” but also his concern with privately communicating advice to intimate
associates and friends (2: amicum; cf. 1.4.73: amicis). As an individual who has shared living
space with his master for an extended period of time, moreover, Davus has a proper
understanding of Horace’s habits and behavioral faults, which, despite the latter’s apparent
ignorance, have not gone unnoticed.”® On the contrary, the attentive slave reveals that he has
been quite observant in listening at the door (1: iamdudum ausculto), presumably while Horace
recites his satires and condemns the same vices from which he himself is suffering,” which
recalls Philodemus’ words concerning the important role of attentiveness in administering frank
criticism (De lib. dic. fr. 51.1-5): ax[oV]oet paAdov, [&]ua kat Oewodv Nuag kafi] éavtv
YWOpEVOUG Katrydpoug, otav [t]tdapalo]tavwuev (. . . he [the sage] will rather listen, at the
same time as he observes us becoming accusers even of ourselves, whenever we err.”). By
treating the Sermones as an inadvertent confession of moral hypocrisy, Davus differs

significantly from Damasippus, who effectively criticizes the poet for his lack of productivity

"Other examples are given by Evans (1978) 310, Muecke (1993) 215 and Courtney
(2013) 155.

8For the importance of privacy and community life in the application of Epicurean
frankness, see Chapter 4, p. 17. Philodemus notes that, even if a master does not disclose his
vices, his slaves are conscious of them (De lib. dic. Col. 12a.7-8): éxv d¢ undev pev
ETUDEQWVTAL TV TOLOVTWYV, cuvodaoy &AAo[L] te kat [ot] otkétar (“But if they bring up no
such thing, the others and even the slaves know . . .”)

"Horace is intentionally obscure regarding what exactly Davus was listening to, which
has prompted a variety of opinions from commentators: Palmer (1883) 356-57 offers five
answers given by older scholars such as Richard Bentley, but ultimately agrees with the view of
the ancient scholiasts, namely, that Davus was listening to Horace scold some other slaves.
Evans (1978) 309-10, probably inspired by the reversal of roles theme emphasized by Stahl
(1974) 43, suggests that Davus was listening to Horace recite his satires. Courtney (2013) offers
the same explanation.
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and for not being satirical enough (2.3.1-16). Like Juvenal,*® however, Davus cannot remain
silent for much longer while Horace continues to hold a double standard, and, in keeping with his
character as a Stoic admirer, takes full advantage of the “license of December” offered by the
Saturnalia in order to express his disgust without reserve. This ancient festival, which involved
the loosening of traditional social restraints between masters and slaves,’! likewise offers Davus
the perfect moment in which to address Horace’s intolerable hypocrisy and exercise frank
criticism. As mentioned in Chapter 4 (pp. 20-1), Philodemus discusses the importance of
applying frank criticism in a cheerful manner and ““at the opportune moment” (De [ib. dic. col.
17b.3: kata kawgdv),®? which is ideally not hampered by social restraints and leads to mutual
goodwill, but for Davus becomes the chance to unleash nonstop rebuke under the pretence of
friendly intentions and altruism (2.7.2-3: amicum | mancipium domino et frugi).%* It is quite
possible, moreover, that in addition to allowing Horace to place himself under the scrutiny of a
lowly slave, the extraordinary circumstances occasioned by this festive setting also entail a

complete inversion (and hence destruction) of the poet’s satiric persona.

80Cf. the famous opening of Juvenal’s satires (1.1.1): semper ego auditor tantum,
numquamne reponam? (“Am I always to be a mere listener? Will I never have the chance to
respond?”’). On the likelihood that Horace’s opening in Sermones 2.7 inspired that of Juvenal,
see Evans (1978) 310 n. 15, Muecke (1993) 214 and Sharland (2005) 107.

$81The Saturnalia likewise provides Damsippus with the opportunity to address the poet
with impunity (cf. 2.3.4-5: ipsis | Saturnalibus). For the festival in general and the tradition of
slaves playing “king for a day,” see Sharland (2005) 103-120 and Scullard (1981) 205-7.

82Cf. De lib. dic. fr. 25.1-3: 00’ eig kauQodv évxgovilewy éruln[t]odpey ovde kat’ dAAov
toomov (“Nor do we seek to dawdle up to the critical moment, nor in some other way . . .”). See
also Gigante (1983) 68-9.

8Davus’ onslaught is perhaps foreshadowed by the restrained tone of “for a long time
now” (1: iamdudum) as well as the rather emotional force of “desiring” (ibid.: cupiens) and, in
light of the long diatribe to follow, the obviously ironic inclusion of “a few things” (2: pauca).
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There are a number of striking differences between Horace’s self-justifying description of
his upbringing in Sermones 1.4, which establishes his ethical credentials and role as moralist at
the outset of his satiric project, and his self-deprecating portrayal at Sermones 2.7, which
compromises this credibility through the exposure of his numerous vices. In the first instance,
for example, the poet is a youth whose impressionable mind (1.4.128: teneros animos) is ready to
be formed by his loving father’s moral teachings (ibid. 120-21: sic me | formabat puerum dictis),
whereas by the time Davus approaches him with moral advice he is much older and stubbornly
set in his ways; indeed, his patience for such moralizing wears very thin as he demands to know

the practical aim of his interlocutor’s drivel (2.7.21-2): non dices hodie, quorsum haec tam

putida tendant, | furcifer? (‘“Are you to take all day, you scape-gallows, in telling me the point of
such rot?””).3* In his youth, furthermore, his father’s instruction resulted in the development of a
good conscience (1.4.133: consilium proprium), while, according to Davus, in his later years
Horace’s only proper attributes are his vicious traits (2.7.89: proprium quid), which easily
overcome his supposed moral and intellectual purity (ibid. 103: virtus atque animus). Of course,
Horace’s father had been concerned with preserving his son’s reputation and financial stability
(1.4.116-19), which, in a manner consistent with Epicurean frankness, he attempted to achieve
by taking advantage of the critical moment and admonishing him through vivid examples of
others’ misery.® Like Horace’s father, Davus likewise takes advantage of the opportune

moment, namely, the Saturnalia, in order to address the poet; instead of admonishment, however,

which Philodemus describes as useful for preventing bad habits and associated with friendly and

$4This kind of expression recurs in the diatribe satires (cf. 1.1.14-15, 1.2.23 and 1.3.19-
20). As Muecke (1993) 217 observes, the colloquial nature of these expressions adds to the
overall conversational and comic element of this poem.

8 As discussed in Chapter 4, pp. 21-3.
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cheerful correction through examples (cf. De [ib. dic. frs. 72-3),% he deals out unadulterated
rebuke as if Horace were a stubborn and blindly vicious pupil. In other words, whereas Horace’s
father uses frankness in order to prevent his son from becoming vicious, Davus uses it to rebuke
him on the grounds that he has in fact succumbed to the vices his father had so firmly
condemned and is therefore thoroughly corrupt. Accordingly, his first application of frankness
addresses Horace’s fickle inconsistency and lack of integrity, which originate in his general

discontentment with life:

laudas
fortunam et mores antiquae plebis, et idem,
si quis ad illa deus subito te agat, usque recuses,
aut quia non sentis quod clamas rectius esse,
aut quia non firmus rectum defendis, et haeres
nequiquam caeno cupiens evellere plantam. (S. 2.7.22-7)

You praise the fortune and the manners of the men of old; and yet, if on a sudden some
god were for taking you back to those days, you would refuse every time; either because
you don’t really think that what you are ranting is sounder or, because you are wobbly in
defending the right, and, though vainly longing to pull your foot from the filth, yet stick
fast to it.

Davus’ initial evaluation of his master’s disposition describes the overall failure to adhere to his
father’s core teaching, which was firmly centered on “living contentedly” (cf. 1.4.108: viverem
uti contentus) and placed the highest value on the “ancestral traditions” (ibid. 117: traditum ab
antiquis morem). As a consequence of having failed to live up to these moral standards, which
provide the justification for Horace’s criticisms in the introductory satires of Book 1, the poet’s

credentials are essentially revoked and he is given a taste of his own medicine: like the

8For the identification of Epicurean frankness as a téxvn vov@etntuy that adopts a
gentle and philotropeic method of rebuke, see Gigante (1983) 78-82 and Glad (1995) 120. The
distinction between admonition that is preventative and straightforward rebuke is mentioned by
Michels (1944) 174 and Dewitt (1935) 313 (see also Chapter 4, p. 16 n. 38).
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discontented masses in Sermones 1.1 to whom a god offers an opportunity for change (15: si quis
deus; cf. 2.7.24: si quis . . . deus), he too would refuse on account of his lack of independent
resolve.’” Indeed, unlike the miser who is ignorant of “the right” (1.1.107: rectum), Horace fully
appreciates the concept of rectitude but lacks the determination and moral strength to adhere to it
steadfastly (2.7.26: non firmus rectum defendis). For this reason, Davus logically connects his
master’s discontentment and moral weakness to his false praise of meager fare (29-32), accusing
him of employing semantics for the purpose of obscuring his own vices (41-2): insectere velut
melior verbisque decoris | obvolvas vitium? (“Would you presume to assail me, as though you
were a better man, and would you throw over your own vices a cloak of seemly words?”).%¢ It
would appear, therefore, that Horace is nothing more than an actor who, like the parasite, openly
praises (22: laudas; 29: tollis ad astra; 30: laudas; 31: amasque) virtue before the wealthy
Maecenas but only in the hopes of getting a free meal (32-5).%° Finally, Davus criticizes Horace
for his insatiable lust by applying the Stoic paradox “only the wise man is free and the foolish are

slaves” (2.7.83: quisnam igitur liber? sapiens; cf. Cic. Parad. 5: omnis sapientis liberos esse et

8"Muecke (1993) 217 makes the same connection; she rightly observes, however, along
with Rudd (1966) 189, that Horace is guilty of more than peppooiar. His main fault,
according to Davus, is that he lacks independence (avtaokeix), which he masks by means of
clever poetry and the criticism of other people’s vices.

88 According to Muecke (1993) 218, this expression means that “Horace is accused of
being a glutton and Maecenas’ parasite, while claiming to be his friend,” for which see especially
Ep. 1.18.1-2. Davus again criticizes Horace’s taste for dainty foods at 2.7.102-10.

% According to Philodemus, flatterers praise the wisdom of sages in order to gain their
victim’s favor (PHerc. 222. col. 2.9-10). Cf. also Ep. 1.17.43-62, in which Horace gives the
otherwise unknown Scaeva (see Mayer [2003] 231 and cf. 2.1.53 for the name) ironic advice on
how to acquire favors such as “food” (48: victum) from a grateful patron.
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stultos omnis servos),”® which, coming from the mouth of a household slave, clearly serves to
underscore further the reversal of roles conceded by the Saturnalian privilege. As one may
recall, Horace’s father had attempted to prevent such a disposition by emphasizing the ruined
reputation caused by chasing harlots as well as matrons (1.4.111-15); Davus, however, explicitly
accuses his master of being “captivated by another man’s wife” (2.7.46: te coniunx aliena capit),
which, even if not equivalent to an adulterous affair (cf. 2.7.72: non sum moechus), highlights
Horace’s uncontrollable desire for illicit love.”! By means of this retrospective criticism,
therefore, the poet shares with his audience a self-reflective summary of his literary persona,
balancing, as it were, his positive self-portrayal in the programmatic satires by means of Davus’

negative appraisal made in hindsight toward the end of the collection.

Despite his apparent familiarity with Horace’s vices and sustained criticism aimed at
exposing his master’s hypocrisy, in the end Davus, in addition to being a doctor ineptus, is also a
rather obnoxious interlocutor whose invective only confirms the moral competence of the poet’s
persona. Like Damasippus, whom Horace portrays as a clueless Stoic since he applies salubrious
doctrines to everyone but himself, Davus is not even close to being the ideal sage: not only is he
introduced by means of language better suited to the comic stage than to the observations of a
Stoic philosopher, but he admits to being in the midst of an emotional quandary (1-2: cupiens . . .

reformido), which is certainly a humorous touch on the part of Horace.”” Even worse, Davus

9"The paradox, which is attributed to Zeno, is preserved by Diogenes Laertius (7.121 =
SVF 3.355): povov v’ éAevBepov, tovg d& PpavAovg dovAovg (“[He said that the sage] alone is
free, whereas the wicked are slaves”). See also Rudd (1966) 190 n. 45 and Muecke (1993) 219.

ICourtney (2013) 157: “Davus explains that as a strict Stoic he is equating desire and
accomplishment; remove fear of punishment and Horace will be as adulterous as the best of
them.” Evans (1978) 310 n. 19 makes a similar observation.

2For the similarly comic portrayal of Damasippus, see Chapter 3, p. 24.
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misunderstands the paradoxical antithesis concerning wise men and slaves, which, contrary to his
preference for the comparative in issuing moral statements (e.g., 96: peccas minus atque ego), is
absolute and thus does not admit of degrees of difference.”® In addition to his comic nature and
philosophical incompetence, Davus also resembles Damasippus in the harshness and
relentlessness of his frank criticism, which does not, as Harry Evans explains, correspond to

actual moral failings of the poet:

Davus’ experiment in satire is not completely successful; we regard it as a rather as a
misguided attempt which merits the angry reaction of his master. To be effective satire
should serve a purpose, and most of Davus’ does not. Indeed after having read a similar
and more longwinded diatribe within the same book in S. 2.3, we are pleased when
Horace shouts down his slave after some hundred lines.”*

And shout him down he certainly does, with hilarious threats of violence that express both comic
and tragic tones (116-17): unde mihi lapidem ? . . . unde sagittas? (“Where can I get a stone? . . .
where can I find arrows?”).”> Similar to the ending of Sermones 2.3, where Horace plays the
overwhelmed victim of a moralizing Stoic’s hard-hitting frankness, the poet once again reacts
negatively to his interlocutor’s observations. In the case of Davus, however, he seemingly places
himself in the role of the recalcitrant pupil, who, rather than accept correction in a docile fashion,
as Philodemus explains, “vehemently resists frankness . . . and responds with bitterness” (De lib.

dic. frs. 5.6-6.4): 10[v 0pod]ows avtéxo[v]ta magonoiat . . . Tt d¢ kai [rukldtnTag

93Cf. Horace’s correct representation of this doctrine at 1.3.96: quis paria esse fere
placuit peccata (“Those whose creed is that sins are much on a par”). I owe the observation
concerning Davus to Courtney (2013) 156.

%Evans (1978) 310.

Muecke (1993) 226 cites Plaut. Mostell. 266 (lapidem) and Carm. 1.12.24 (sagitta).
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amodidovt.”® Nevertheless, according to the Epicurean philosopher it is important for the one
applying frankness to be persistent, for, even if the pupil initially despises the treatment, he will
eventually, through multiple applications of this method, come to recognize his faults and

become purified:

[Kat medTepov ameldnoag, ws aAlo]tolav vTteg[opwv émt]Ppopdv, botep[o]v &
[amtaryo]oevoag, melOapxnoet [t voJuBeteiar kat [t]ote ovv[e]xdpevog Toig
ékxavvo[v]ot mabeotv 1) KOW@S dvTikgovovoLy, eita kovdploBeic, Darkovoetatl. Kat
TOTE TUXWV TV JXOTEEPOVTWVY, VOV 0L tevEetat]- kal meoTegov av|t]wore[V]wy,
ka[i] To[v]to mAavw[d]wg ov memdnkev, VoteEo[v] Pwpabelc ka[l evPpoovwv monoeL.]

(De lib. dic. fr. 66.1-16).°

... and although he disobeyed earlier, disdaining the reproach as foreign to himself, later
he will give up and obey the admonition. Then, he was afflicted with passions that puff
one up or generally hinder one, but afterwards, when he has been relieved, he will pay
heed. Then, he encountered passions that distort one, but now he will not encounter
them. Earlier, he was opposing his opinion to another’s, and in wandering about he has
not done this [sc. reformed]; later, when he has been detected, he will indeed do it
cheerfully.

Philodemus observes that, through persistence, a stubborn pupil will learn to trust (metOapxnoet)
the one criticizing frankly, eventually heeding (Omaxovoetar) and even happily accepting the
admonishment (evdpoovav).” It is abundantly clear from the final exchange between Horace

and Davus, however, which closely resembles the burlesque ending of Sermones 2.3, that
purification and final acceptance are by no means the end products of his household

interlocutor’s critical approach. For this reason, Davus’ attempt to motivate correction through

%See Gigante (1974) 41 and Glad (1995) 137-52 for “strong” students.

97Glad (1995) 147-48 discusses this passage in more detail. As Konstan et al. (1998) 73
note, the verb avtidokéw, which they render “to be on the look-out,” is unattested elsewhere.

The translation adopted above is based on the suggestion of Gigante (1983) 79-80, which is also
followed by Glad (1995) 147.

%8The process of relief or kovdLo1g is also described in terms of “purification” (De /ib.
dic. fr. 46.4-5: xaBagoewc), for which see Glad (1995) 155.
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frankness completely fails, and, despite his overly negative description of Horace’s bad habits
being based on personal experience, one is left doubting both his motives and his overall
trustworthiness as a moralist.” If anything, he seems more concerned with using the festive
license in order to unload his bottled-up hatred than with bringing about any serious moral
reform (a fine friend, indeed). The intended result of his failure, furthermore, is the same as in
Sermones 2.3: in the process of venting his disgust for vice through a Stoic diatribe, he becomes
the means by which Horace applies disarming criticism to himself and thus displays his good

cheer and sense of moral honesty.

Despite the fact that the poems of Sermones 2 are often read within the context of a
withdrawn satirist whose observations are somewhat impersonal and remote from contemporary
affairs, they actually contain much revealing information about Horace’s conception of his own
literary persona, as the preceding examination has attempted to show. Indeed, the idea that in
Book 2 Horace recedes into the background or leaves the stage altogether is nothing more than a
clever illusion, and one that has distracted or even misled scholarship for some time. It is the
popular view following Anderson, for example, that the satiric messages of this book are spoken
by doctores inepti such as Tiresias, Damasippus and Davus, all of whom either give bad advice
or attempt to express ethical doctrines in a hopelessly unappealing and misguided manner; for his
own part Horace, in the manner of Plato’s dialogues, leaves it up to the audience to extract the
correct moral lesson in light of these conversations.!® There may certainly be some truth to this

interpretation, although I would point out that one major distinction must be made: whereas

%Evans (1978) 311: “Since Horace has already treated these failings within his two
books, one is left wondering whether is worth listening to Davus at all.”

190 Anderson (1982) 41-3.
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Plato’s works look beyond to the search for absolute truth, Horatian satire employs ethical
doctrines and truths self-reflexively and, more often than not, for the purpose of self-justification
in response to real-life literary or social challenges. No matter how foolish the dunces of
Sermones 2 appear to be, one must remember that every word they speak comes directly from
Horace himself and, as such, has some bearing on the poet’s self-representation and reflects in
some way his moral convictions. The perverted advice of Tiresias, for example, certainly does
not reflect the poet’s ethical views as expressed in Sermones 1; nevertheless, it is anything but
detached and irrelevant, since it is essentially social commentary on capitation, which was a
serious problem in contemporary Rome and quite relevant to Horace’s portrayal of his
relationship with Maecenas. Through his negative portrayal of Odysseus’ willingness to flatter,
moreover, Horace stirs up the audience’s indignation and implicitly invites a profound contrast
with himself, which is ultimately self-serving. In the case of the ridiculous “sages” Damasippus
and Davus, their incompetent application of frank criticism, in addition to providing Horace with
the opportunity to disarm his critics and present himself as a self-conscious moralist with
integrity, also demonstrates the challenges associated with effective satire, which should be

beneficial without being overly harsh.
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CONCLUSION

The fact that Horace, like most educated Romans, was deeply influenced by Greek philosophy
and literature has always been recognized by scholars ancient and modern. It has been the main
focus of the preceding study to examine further the role of philosophical thought in the Sermones
by taking into consideration the specific contributions to Epicurean doctrine of Philodemus, who,
in addition to being the poet’s contemporary, was similarly attempted to provide solutions to the
economic and social issues of the day. It is important to bear in mind that, despite the obviously
playful and comic nature of Horatian satire, the poet was profoundly concerned with the moral
dilemmas brought on by the disruptive civil strife and political upheavals of the 40s and 30s,
dilemmas which Philodemus may have anticipated in his treatises or perhaps even experienced
during his lifetime.! These issues include the loss and reacquisition of property, the importance
of leisurely withdrawal in response to increased opportunities for advancement in social status
and the dangers of public life, the intrigue and self-serving deception closely associated with
patronage and, perhaps most complex of all, the proper manner in which to address these issues
frankly without incurring political repercussions. For Horace, satiric conversations among close
friends become the vehicle for expression and criticism, but, as has been shown, he self-

consciously (and perhaps very prudently) discusses contemporary problems within the context of

'The precise dates for Philodemus” literary activity are uncertain, although Last (1922)
177-180 posits that his treatise De signis, in which Marc Antony is named (col. 2.17), was
possibly composed no earlier than 40 BC. Gigante (1996) 48 thinks that the treatises Philodemus
dedicates to Vergil and his companions was composed after the publication of the first book of
Sermones (35 BC) and before the death of Quintilius Varus (24 BC).
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the personal struggles and relationships of his own literary persona. The result is that, unlike
Lucilius, who “rubbed down the city with much wit” (1.10.3-4: quod sale multo | urbem
defricuit), Horace achieves his goal as satirist through introspective criticisms and wit, self-
consciously employing himself as the canvas on which to display, largely through implied

contrast, the moral deficiency of his contemporaries.

Like his complex engagement with literary standards and traditions, the substance of
Horace’s moral criticisms are likewise sophisticated. In this sense, they deserve much more than
a cursory overview linking them to boilerplate Epicureanism or a simple nod to Aristotle’s
seemingly omnipresent doctrine of the mean. Of course, it has not been the object of this study
to argue that Horace was a philosopher in his own right or even that he officially allied himself to
the Epicurean sect; rather, it attempts to demonstrate that much of the thought underlying the
development of his persona and his treatment of moral issues is found specifically in the ethical
treatises of Philodemus, who wrote many of his works with the needs and sensitivities of
Romans in mind. The fact that Horace never mentions Philodemus in the capacity of moral
expert, moreover, is no surprise at all given the proudly Roman nature of satire and its
consequent resistance to foreign influence. Instead, Horace communicates the moral wisdom of
Philodemus and the Greeks through the mouthpiece of traditional and conservative Romans such
as his father and Ofellus, whereas self-proclaimed philosophers (i.e., Damasippus and Davus) are
usually portrayed in an obviously negative light. None of this is to deny, of course, the comic
and parodic element of the Sermones, which is by no means a foil but rather an essential
component of the genre that informs and defines how it communicates more serious content.
This serious content cannot and should not be denied, for this would be completely to rob satire

of its purpose, which is to expose and respond in a meaningful way to contemporary problems.
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And despite the anachronistic references of later satirists like Juvenal to bygone eras and their
“safe” criticisms of deceased or insignificant people, the message of Roman satire is ultimately
intended for a contemporary audience, which more than justifies Horace’s employment of and

engagement with the moral doctrines of Philodemus of Gadara in the Sermones.
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