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Abstract

This dissertation handles the poetics of Philodemus of Gadara, a first century BCE
Epicurean philosopher and poet. His views are recoverable from several of his treatises, which
are primarily polemical and without positive exposition. However, his views are recoverable
from careful readings of the debates, rare direct evidence, and attention to his commitments,
which as a loyal member of the school, he could not contradict.

The first, introductory, chapter treats Philodemus' biography, the history of scholarship
on the topic, and introduces some technical matters (often editorial) and conventions.

The second chapter treats the history of the Garden's engagement with poetics. Epicurus
did not write an On Poems but Metrodorus did. Other early Epicureans, as well as Zeno of Sidon,
Demetrius Laco, and Siro and other Epicureans are examined as well.

In chapter three, “The Prolepsis of the Poem,” I discuss what counts as a poem for
Epicureans. Philodemus indicates that there were prolepseis of “poetry” and “poem;” the
Epicureans meant basically what we mean by the terms.

In chapter four, “Poetry as Techne and the Uses of Poetry,” I argue that poetry counts as
an art for the Epicureans, but not a useful one.

In my fifth chapter, “The Form, Content, Judgment, and Purpose of Poems,” I examine
Philodemus' views as what form and content are, and the ways in which they interact. They are

interdependent: the content depends on the words used to describe it, but there cannot be
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flanguage without a topic. He values form above content in judging poems. The poem has an
strange effect: it produces “additional thoughts” in the audience, by which they are entertained. It
seems clear that Philodemus expected good poets to arrange form and content suggestively, so
that the poems could exert a lasting pull on the minds of the audience.

My sixth chapter collects a miscellany of topics which Philodemus handles but which do
not fit neatly into another chapter. I discuss his views on genre, mimesis, “appropriateness,”
utility, and various technical terms.

The seventh chapter contains a concluding summary.



Chapter One

Introduction

§1 Orientation

It is perhaps a measure of how poetry-focused Classics, or at least the Hellenic half of it,
is that Philodemus' On Poems is the best studied work from Herculaneum, beating out even
Epicurus' On Nature, which one would reasonably have guessed would win the lion's share of
attention. There are a few causes; obvious among them are lack of specialist training in the
several fields required and, before air travel, difficulty of access to the material. Philodemus'
epigrams provide another motive, as does his interest for students of the poetics of Aristotle and
Horace.

This dissertation continues the trend of neglecting Epicurus in favor of his epigonos,
Philodemus of Gadara. The bulk of it is dedicated to explaining Philodemus' poetics and
situating them generally in the realm of Epicurean philosophy. This can finally be done with
some security, since the texts are well edited and unlikely to cause seismic disturbances under
the feet of future scholars. But just because they are well edited does not mean that they are
straightforward or easy to read. On the contrary, Philodemus' prose is not simple at the best of
times and he does not honor modern scholarly conventions of citation and clarity in
argumentation, which makes simply sorting out who claimed what a good deal of work for the

modern reader. It is here that I hope to make my main contribution: to put future students of



Philodemus' poetics on a reasonably solid footing by putting forward a complete, coherent
picture of his views. If along the way I can say something of interest to students of ancient
literary criticism, Epicurean philosophy, or ancient poetry, all the better.

The rest of this introduction will be taken up with more detailed discussions of several
topics: a thumb-nail biographical sketch of Philodemus (§2), a discussion of the modern
scholarship on the topic (§3), a general introduction to his aesthetic works (§4), the structure of
the On Poems (§5), the difficulty of reconstructing Philodemus' positions (§6), the sources used
(§7) and some more technical introductions about the editions used and conventions for printing

Greek (§§8-11).

§2 Biographical Sketch

Philodemus was born probably c. 110 BCE' in what is now Umm Qais, Jordan.> Across
the Yarmouk Valley, in the modern Hammat Geder, Israel (ancient Emmatha or Amatha, not to
be confused with Amathis, which is further south in Jordan), is a naturally occurring hot spring
with a building complex that dates back to the second century CE.

Gadara seems to be a semitic name, cf. Hebrew 73, (gadar) “to build a wall of stones”

or, as a noun (géder), “stone wall,” possibly referring either to terrace farming or fortification

Our dates for Philodemus' lifetime depend on references in Cicero's /n Pisonem and in his own works, especially
the De Signis. Cicero presents him as somewhat older than Piso, who was consul in 58, ergo 42 or 43 in that
year, so born in 100 or 101. If Philodemus were much older than Piso, Cicero probably would have used that fact
in his polemic. At De Signis 2.15-18, Philodemus mentions pygmies which Antony brought from Hyria (¢§
Ypiac). Antony was in Hyria in 40. If the sequence of letters is interpreted to mean ék Cupiac, the event took
place in either 54 or 40. In any event, it was in the quite recent past when Philodemus wrote, since he says viv ...
éxopicaTo. 40 BCE (trusting the orthography of the papyrus) is a reasonable terminus post quem; Philodemus
would have been about 70. He probably did not pass 80, since that is the age at which [Lucian] in the Makrobioi
considers someone old enough to be worth recording. Sider (1997: 3-12) has a full discussion.
The site was excavated under the auspices of the Deutsches Archédologische Institiit. The Arabic name is
variously transliterated: Um(m) Qais, Qays, and Qes are most common. The Hebrew name sometimes lacks one
m. An excellent summary with bibliography can be found in Fitzgerald (2004), on whom my account relies, and
see also Hoffmann and Biihrig (2013). The first volume of the site report is Weber (2002).
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walls. Aramaic has the same words, but additionally 71773 (gadirah) meaning “harvest” (possibly
specifically of dates). The name Geder is used in the Talmud to refer to this city and its
associated hot springs, the latter still known today as7x7 nnn (Hammat Geder, “Hot Springs of
Geder”). A “High Place” for Semitic-style sacrifice has been found just north of the city, but
there are, as of yet, no certainly pre-Hellenistic finds that indicate settlement. The cult place may
have been used by nomads.” Stephanus of Byzantium and George Syncellus are probably
mistaken to record that it was a Macedonian settlement, unless they mean that it was founded by
descendants of Macedonians. It seems to be a Ptolemaic (re)foundation.” Stephanus also records
that it was called Antiochia, which may date to the period of Seleucid domination.’

Finds from the late third century BCE indicate a fairly wealthy, but small, town;
according to Polybius (V.71.3), it was well fortified and close to the Ptolemaic Skythopolis (Beit
Shean, Israel), and could have been garrisoned from there.® This is probably to be connected with
the Fourth Syrian War or its aftermath.

After a period of passing back and forth between Seleucid and Ptolemaic control, Gadara
passed definitively to the Seleucids in 195 as a result of the Fifth Syrian War; this may mark the
beginning of intensive Hellenization of the populace, which seems to increase through the
second century, as a matter of Seleucid policy.” A peristyle court which may (or may not) have

served as a palaestra has been found at the site, to the west of the city, and a theater which is

’  Hoffmann (8-9).
* See Fitzgerald (2004 : 350-1 n. 31)
Hoffman (17) records an inscription which he takes to support this opinion; see Fitzgerald in the previous note
for a more cautious view.
¢ Hoffman (9).
Fitzgerald (2004) is a clear summary of what is and is not known about Gadara.
3



probably of early imperial date (a second theater is much later, probably 2™ or 3 century CE).®
A late inscription mentioning a EucTtapxnc exists, indicating the existence of a gymnasium, but
the building itself has not been found, and there is no trace of an ephebeion.” Additionally, there
are two theaters (though only one would have been standing in Philodemus' day), a hippodrome,
and several Greek-style temples.'® The impression is that the city was thoroughly hellenized and
probably had good educational facilities. Further excavations may reveal more hellenistic
buildings, however.

The city, as Josephus and Stephanus relate, was conquered by Alexander Jannaeus
(Yannai), possibly as early as 100 but perhaps as late as 82."' Josephus seems to overstate the
damage done to the city, as a Greek temple, probably dedicated to Zeus, survived the Jewish
fundamentalist's reign apparently undamaged. The city walls were damaged in two phases,
which may indicate that Alexander Jannaeus had to retake the city from rebels at some point.
Hasmonean policy was to make life as uncomfortable as possible for pagans by land
confiscations and other means, thereby encouraging them to flee. Pompey's conquest of the city
in 64/3 ended Hasmonean rule and, in his honor, the dating system was reformed and new
coinage issued.

The city already had several famous sons by the time of Philodemus' birth; most famous
to us are Menippus, founder of the brand of satire which bears his name, and the epigrammatist

and anthologist Meleager, an older contemporary of Philodemus, who shows off his facility in

Palaestra: Weber (2002: 146-8, possibly associated with a bath complex, discussed on 144-5); theater: Weber
(2002: 134).
Weber (2002: 138 with n. 1068, 141-2). The inscription is from the “mittlere oder spéte Kaiserzeit,” but the
institution may have been older.
1% Weber (2002: 133-139, 110-124).
There is debate over which of two Gadaras is meant by Josephus: this one, of the Decapolis, or one further south
near Pella and Amathus. I agree with Fitzgerald (2004: 360-363) that ours is meant. Fitzgerald follows the earlier
date; Hoffman (17) the later one.
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three languages (Greek, Phoenician and “Syrian”'?) in an epigram (4P vii.419). Meleager and
Philodemus' family may have fled, along with many other Greek inhabitants, as a result of
Alexander Jannaeus' conquest of the city. If so, he (and his family?) may have gone to Athens,
where Philodemus certainly received training in the Garden under Zeno of Sidon. It is possible
that Philodemus was raised Epicurean; the philosophical sect was popular in Syria and its
founder's name survives in the form 01MpP°9X (epikoros) as a Hebrew word for heretic.
Maimonides, in the 12" century, was to define it more specifically as one who denies the
existence of prophecy, divine revelation, or divine knowledge of human affairs.'* This bears
obvious similarities to some of the more notorious doctrines of the Epicureans.

Athens may also have been where Philodemus met a young Gaius Calpurnius Piso
Caesoninus, whose house-philosopher he eventually became. They are intimately linked by
Cicero in his speech In Pisonem, and Philodemus dedicated at least one treatise to Piso, as well
as an elegant epigram inviting him to an Epicurean dinner. Philodemus may have accompanied
him to the provinces in the early 50s BCE. Association with Piso at the highest ranks of Roman
government guaranteed him his living, which Cicero (In Pisonem §§68-72) travesties, though it
was surely luxurious.

He seems to have worked in the area of Naples on three grounds: (i) a very fragmentary

Herculaneum papyrus (PHerc. 312") seems to mention Siro, who is located in Naples by the

Probably either Aramaic or one of the dialects that make up the Canaanite group of Northwest Semitic (Hebrew
is the most famous, Phoenician/Punic is another).
On Epicureans in Syria, see generally Cronert (1907). The Talmud Yerushalmi (Sanhendrin 10:1, 27d) and,
following it, Jastrow (s.v.) connect the Hebrew usage to the Aramaic word p» (p'kar) "to break out,” or in the
passive “to be abandoned,” but this etymology is not generally accepted.
** Yad, Teshuvah 3.8.
The only edition of this papyrus is Cronert (1906: 125-7).
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testimonia related to Vergil,'® (ii) his books were found nearby, in Herculaneum, and (iii) there
are some mentions of Parthenope in the Oxyrhynchus incipit list (POxy. LIV 3724) and Naples
was thought to be founded on the place where the Siren of that name drowned herself in grief
over Odysseus. Philodemus is more securely associated with Vergil, to whom (along with Plotius
Tucca, Varius Rufus, and Quintilius Varus) he dedicated the work contained in PHerc. Paris 2
(probably On Flattery, TTepi kohakeiac).!” Incidentally, Philodemus can be associated with Siro
through Vergil.

It is commonly assumed that Philodemus lived in Herculaneum, more precisely in the
Villa dei papiri, because this is where so many papyri of his authorship were found. But there are
reasons for caution: Fourth Style frescos are found in the peristyle of the villa, putting its date
after Philodemus' probable death, i.e. after c. 40 BCE (though of course this could be
remodeling). We should note that nothing other than the papyri connects the villa to the Piso
family. Additionally, the collection of papyri contains mostly Philodemus' own works. Rare
indeed is the scholar whose library is made up mostly of books she herself wrote. At the same
time, works that appear in draft and clean copy indicate that the library really does descend, at
least in part, from Philodemus' own books. Other explanations are possible; for example, a
collector wanted Philodemus' own books and got an odd miscellany in addition, or the Villa
collection is descended from Philodemus' own books but Caesoninus' descendants only
systematically kept Philodemus' books while getting rid of the others. We must remember also
the nearly 120 years between Philodemus' death and the eruption of Vesuvius.

Philodemus seems to have been reasonably well known outside Epicurean circles. Cicero

' Crucial are Catalepton 5 and 8, in which Siro is mentioned; additionally, Servius mentions him twice, in his
comments to Ecl. 6.13 and 4en. 6.264.
"7 See Gigante (2004) for fuller discussion of the reading and the topic.
6



mentions him as a familiaris in his De Finibus (11.119) and tells us that his epigrams circulated in
Rome and were well regarded there; they were anthologized by Philip some time later, and an
Oxyrhychus papyrus (POxy. LIV 3724) has a list with many certain Philodemean incipits. A
papyrus from Soknopaiou Nesos mentioned both Philodemus and Seneca, but unfortunately it
was destroyed before it could be edited and published.'® Diogenes Laertius cites him as an

authority on the history of philosophy.'’

§3 Modern Scholarship

Scholarly engagement with ancient philosophers', especially Hellenistic philosophers',
views on poetry, rhetoric, and music has been limited both by the paucity of ancient evidence
and by modern interest in different topics. Nonetheless, good, interesting work has been done on
Stoic rhetoric (Atherton®’), Epicurean and Stoic musicology (Delattre?'), and especially
Epicurean rhetoric (Blank®* and Longo Auricchio®). Pride of place has long belonged to
Epicurean poetics, however, in large part because so much of Philodemus' treatise On Poems
survives in the Herculaneum papyri. The problems presented by the papyri are well known by
now,24 but for the On Poems, at least, an end in within sight: Richard Janko has published
editions of three of the five books (1, 3, and 4); a fourth is nearing completion (2), and the fifth

book, already available in a reliable edition, is being reedited with the aid of infrared

Capasso (1996). Most of the papyri found there are dated to the 1** CE; none are later than Hadrian, according to
the dig diary of Zucker (who was assisted by Schubart), cited by Capasso in his article..

Diogenes Laertius 10.3 cites the tenth book of his Syntaxis of Philosophers.

20 Atherton (1988).

I Delattre (2007) discusses both.

> Blank (2003) and (2007); we await his editions of several books of Philodemus' On Rhetoric.

Longo Auricchio (1977) is an edition of the the first two books of the treatise; among her many other
contributions, see especially (1985), (1990) and (2009).

See the introduction to almost any edition of a Herculaneum text for details; Janko (2003) is particularly detailed
and widely available.

24
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photography and new techniques for arranging fragments. The newly achieved textual security
allows certain opinions to be firmly rejected and others to take their place in the debate.

The usual sources for the debate over Epicurean poetics, until recently, were a passage of
Cicero's De Finibus, which I discuss again in the next chapter, Diogenes Laertius' comments in
book ten of his work, and Lucretius' practice in writing his poem. Philodemus' texts were
unavailable or poorly edited, and there were worries about his orthodoxy until 1928 (and
sporadically thereafter),” and so he only played a supporting role in the debate. It seems as if the
evidence from Diogenes Laertius, who was understood to deny the possibility of Epicureans
writing poetry, and that from Lucretius, who wrote it, were felt to balance each other out and it
was left to Cicero to decide between them. Consequently, much of the debate on the continent
was over the interpretation of Cicero and took place in the context of debates over Lucretius.
Following Jensen's epoch-making edition of On Poems V in 1923, some new life was injected
into the debate, but trends in Lucretian scholarship moved away from Epicureanism, and
Philodemus' On Poems was often studied more for the fragmentary remains of earlier critics than
for Philodemus' own views,” so work on the problem was never particularly intense. Scholars
have identified a variety of positions and attitudes as belonging to Epicurus and his followers.

Cronert (1906: 8) thought that early Epicureans tried to turn their students away from

study of the poets; later Epicureans permitted it under the influence of Stoics.”” At least as far as

¥ (astaldi (1928) argues strongly in favor of Philodemus' loyalty. Sedley (1997), e.g., argues for a faithfulness

which did not exclude doctrinal innovations.
Jensen led the way here; none of his appendices treat Philodemus' own views, only those of his opponents, and
he dismisses Philodemus' contributions: “Nichts ist so erbdrmlich und téricht wie die Wortklauberei diese
Graeculus, der die Anschauungen anderer aus zweiter Quelle iibernimmt und sie verhéhnt und lacherlich zu
machen sucht, weil sie nicht in sein enges Schulsystem hineinpassen” (1923: 121).
Cronert (1906: 8): “Dal} aber weder er (i.e. Kolotes) noch Metrodoros in den Schriften des Demetrios und
Philodemos TTepi TomnudaTeov erscheinen, erklért sich daraus, dal der spétere Epikureismus unter dem Einflufl
der Stoa seine ablehnende Stellung in vielen Punkten aufgab.”

8
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our sources inform us, there is indeed a change in focus from the earlier Epicureans (Epicurus,
Metrodorus, Colotes) and the later ones (Zeno, Demetrius, and Philodemus). Too little is known,
however, both about later Epicureans' approaches to education and about earlier Epicureans'
actual views about poetry to reveal how much this is real or just a mirage, and there is no
evidence that it is due to Stoic influence specifically.

Tescari (1935 and 1939) concluded that Epicurus had completely banned poetry but later
followers relaxed the rule and allowed light, pleasant poetry, and that the original condemnation
was on the basis that every poem treats mythology, which leads to mental disturbance and
confusion.”® Schmid (1944: 12-15) in his review of Tescari (1939) suggested that any poetry
which served ndovr} or atapaia was acceptable.29 Giuffrida in turn modified Tescari's views;
in his view, Epicurus issued only a limited ban and allowed light poetry with the goal of
pleasure.*

Tescari (1939) and later Giancotti (1959: 52) were of the view that Epicurus' remark (ft.
20, cf. fr. 593), that the sage can watch Dionysiac spectacles was to test their own impassivity
rather than because they really did enjoy them and derive pleasure from them, which is what the
fragment actually says. Similarly, Giancotti held the strange view that only entertaining poetry
was banned, but that which was useful was permitted. Ronconi, in his criticism of Giancotti,
developed the view that Epicurus condemned poetry fout court and admits that later Epicureans
were inconsistent with this view under the compulsion of History (quasi-personified) as a force:
“[c]hi doveva sentire piu vivo il disagio di una posizione teorica fuori della storia, doveva essere,

abbiamo gia detto, un Romano. Questo romano fu Lucrezio...” He says much the same about

% Tescari (1935: 69-82), which is reprinted with modifications and omissions in Tescari (1939: 47-64).

¥ Schmid (1940: 14).
% Giuffrida (1940: i 20-21).



Philodemus as well (1963: 17).

Boyancé (1963: 57-68), attributes a great deal, like Giancotti, to Lucretius' historical
setting and thinks that poetry is, for Lucretius, light and charm (lumiere et charme), i.e. fully
capable of argumentative clarity (even better than prose!) and of providing real hedone which
attracts our non-rational parts. Waszink thought that simple poetry by early men, of the sort
described by Lucretius at V.1379-1411, was acceptable, but not ambitious poetry (e.g. of
Lucretius), because the pleasure from it is “too complicated to be the truly Epicurean ridovn)”
(1954: 2, and n.b. Lucretius V.1412-1435). Despite this bizarre view, he did make some
perceptive comments about Lucretius, which will be discussed below.

Philip and Estelle De Lacy (1941: 140) take Colotes to be following Epicurus' position,
which they take to be a total ban on poetry, because poetic language is unclear and confusing,
and therefore ill-suited to expressing philosophical argumentation. Later (1978: 190), they
changed their minds and claim that Colotes objects to the use of the phrase “good poet” at Lysis
206b8 because it is an opinion and not evident (kata dofalduevov, and not kaTa TO évapyéc).

Robert Philippson (RE s.v. Philodemos 2479) points out that Epicurus' line momuata &’
gvepyeial oUuk &v Tolfical is not a total ban, and thinks that Epicurus thought that the sage
simply had more important things to do. Classen (1968: 110-1) summarized the debate and
pointed out the difference between study of poetry as part of the ¢yxixAioc maideia and its
enjoyment as part of the pleasant life, and its use to publicize or publish Epicurean doctrine.

Now we turn specifically to Philodemus, rather than Epicurean views generally. Augusto
Rostagni’' deserves credit for being one of the first to be interested in Philodemus' own views

and for making a variety of perceptive comments. Unfortunately, and despite perceptive editions

31 The relevant papers are collected in Rostagni (1955, esp. chapters 6 and 8).
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and commentaries on Aristotle's Poetics, Horace's Ars Poetica, Suetonius' De poetis, and the On
the Sublime, his project was vitiated by his dedication to finding a Crocean aesthetics of intuition
in Philodemus.” He did correctly understand Philodemus' position about the utility of poetry,
and was right to emphasize that what makes poetry is not the contents, but the form.

Nathan Greenberg's dissertation (Harvard 1955, under Werner Jaeger) should have been a
milestone, but unfortunately it ended as a goal, nearly out of reach, that, with one exception, was
not attained again until the 1990's. He first turned the study of Philodemus' On Poems to
Philodemus' own views, and prosecuted the task without bringing in evidence from other ancient
literary theorists or philosophers. He systematically analyzed the texts, beginning with those
most firmly ascribable to Philodemus and in the best condition, and working from there
outwards. His judgment was sober, and he was aware that his texts can only be pressed so far,
and he translated all the texts he used, which amounts, infer alia, to nearly a complete translation
of book V and would have rendered the material more accessible. Unfortunately, his dissertation
languished unpublished until 1990, nearly unread outside specialist circles (G. M. E. Grube is the
exception), and it was not able to exert the influence it ought to have.*?

Greenberg proceeds by investigating the papyri in Cronert's hands alpha, beta, and

" Croce's views on art are complicated and heavily dependent on his broader commitments. The most important
part for our purposes is as follows: in short, an intuition (i.e. a mental representation, but one without any added
judgments) is complete in itself and is provoked by a perception. Intuitions are handled by the aesthetic (here
“perceptual”) part of the mind. Every intuition has some of the qualities of a work of art, since for him, intuition
is expression; the difference between a “normal” intuition and an “artistic” one is of degree, not kind. The
physical instantiation of the work of art (e.g. the painting or written copy of a poem) comes after, and is
dependent on, the intuition of the artist. When the audience perceives the (so-called) “work of art,” they recreate
it in their minds, according to their own perceptions of it. The work of art only really exists in the minds of the
artist and the audience. Accordingly, there is no content apart from the form of a piece of art. The last statement
is deeply reminiscent of a view of Philodemus', which provoked Rostagni's attempt to find an antecedent for
Croce in Philodemus..
There were two spin-off articles (Greenberg [1958], on metathesis in Greek literary criticism, and [1961], on
Neoptolemus' use of the terms poema and poesis) and the dissertation was summarized in the unsigned
“Summaries of Dissertations for the Degree of Ph. D. 1954 and 1955” published in HSCP in 1957.
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gamma;** hand alpha contains the best preserved sections (book V) which are also the most
securely attested. Hand gamma contains what we now know to be much of book II and is in the
correct order. Hand beta contains disorganized fragments and was treated last. He used the
clearer and better studied material to illuminate the more fragmentary and less well studied texts.

In their general outlines, his conclusions about the contents all stand.’® He found that
Philodemus' approach to poetry was intellectual, i.e. that he assigned the judgment of poetry and
its parts and aspects to the mind rather than the senses, that form and content are closely
interrelated and exert mutual influence (and he correctly, in my view, based this opinion in
Epicurean positions about language), and the Kritikoi's views, that language and/or sound alone
matter, are misguided. Poetic form is the job of the poet, but intelligent thought of some sort is
also required. Poetry is judged with reference to a preconception (which Greenberg calls an
ennoia but which is the prolepsis by a different name).’® Poetry need not be useful, and the rigid
division of poetry into genres is discarded in favor of a more holistic judgment.

Grube (1965:192-206 on Philodemus generally, 195-199 on poetics specifically) worked
primarily as a summarizer of Greenberg. Beyond the points mentioned above, however, he
correctly recognized that utility was only secondary to poetry, and accordingly detailed
knowledge of the realia of the subject matter is not required of the poet, who has free choice of
his topics. The discounting of utility and detailed knowledge show that Philodemus was not
interested in doctrinal poetry like that of Lucretius. He recognized the close relationship of form

and content, a position which Grube attributed to the poet in Philodemus, rather than the

** " The labels are now out of date, but were used by Croenert to differentiate between hands that seemed to have

written parts of the On Poems. See individual editions for discussion of the paleography and Cavallo (1983) for
an overview of all the hands in the library.
His hypotheses about the organization of the work have been vindicated in a few particulars.
For discussion of these terms, see the beginning of chapter three.
12
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philosopher. This position, Grube thinks, Philodemus maintained against the Stoic and
Peripatetic traditions, as well as the euphonists and the Kritikoi.’’ Philodemus also ridiculed
views that good poetry was an imitation of earlier poets. Grube's over-all judgment is notably
positive:

All this, and much else, is doubtful, but we have enough definite evidence of the critical

theories discussed above to show that Philodemus was a critic of considerable originality

and of highly unorthodox views ... [t]his criticism is found nowhere else in extant
sources; practically no notice was taken of it; his contemporaries, Cicero, Dionysius, and

Horace, contradict him at every turn and expound the orthodox views without mentioning

him. This is no way diminishes his importance.

Nicola Pace made the most recent major contribution to our understanding of
Philodemus' poetics with his 1995 dissertation, published as a lengthy article in Cronache
Ercolanesi. He worked in the wake of Greenberg, and so treated mostly topics that Greenberg
had not covered. However, the editorial situation of of the texts had not greatly improved—
Mangoni had published her edition of book V (1993) which was an improvement over Jensen
(1923), and some work of more limited scope on the other books of the On Poetry and other
works had been done. Heidmann (1971) on (what we now know is) book II and Janko's first
attempt at book IV (1991) are the major editorial achievements other than Mangoni..

Pace's dissertation is divided into eleven sections, some of which do not focus on
Philodemus directly. His focus is on larger issues, relationships between positions rather than
single topics, and shows admirable methodological caution. Accordingly, he often limits himself

to noting points of difficulty that other scholars had overlooked or ruling out proposed solutions.

Unfortunately, many of his discussions are vitiated by a misunderstanding of the terms poema

7 A consensus now seems to have emerged that the Kritikoi and the euphonist critics are the same group, but this
was not clear when Grube wrote. They held a constellation of views that privileged, to varying degrees, the
sound of poetry over its meaning or content. Janko (2003: 120-189, with corrections in [forthcoming]) gives a
detailed overview of individuals and their particular doctrines.
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and poesis, and poorly edited texts cause other problems as well.*®

Pace correctly found that the ethical content of poetry is irrelevant to its quality as poetry.
According to Pace, Philodemus thought that meter was a source of pleasure in poetry, and that it
only pleased the hearing, but that the primary source of pleasure was the thoughts and plot and
their connection with the language. He found that working out the plot was prior to the language,
but that these are not easy to separate: language is the instrument by which the plot is related, so
the plot cannot be understood without the language.

He also expands on Greenberg's recognition that form and content are deeply intertwined
with each other, and correctly notes that the content is valued less than the form. The idiov,
“particularity,” “defining feature,” of the poet lies in synthesis, i.e. literary form.*” However, the
thought is not to be discounted, though it is to be of middling quality. The ‘“conceptual
component (i.e. thoughts and their organization) are fundamental for both the poetic expression
and the effect of poetry (i.e. psychagogia), but it is only in fusion with the language that the
conceptual component can have this effect.

Despite a great deal of initial involvement and interest in the Herculaneum papyri on the
part of a few British scholars, British and American scholars did not really engage with the
papyri and questions of Epicurean poetics until about the 1970's. Philip and Estelle De Lacy, Eric
Turner, and David Sedley deserve credit for turning Anglo-American eyes back to the papyri.
Greenberg (1955) and in his wake Grube (1965) deserve credit for anticipating the trend.

Epicurean distaste for poetry had, by 1995, become an almost unquestioned doctrine

¥ The difficulties of these terms, which Neoptolemus of Parium (not Philodemus) used, and Philodemus',

discussion of them have still not been completely sorted out; Neoptolemus may mean something like “the formal
aspect of a poem” for poema and the “contents-related aspect” for poesis, but this is not clear. Philodemus does
not use them as strictly defined technical terms. See chapter five, §6 for discussion. Pace also misunderstands
Philodemus' demand for originality, however—another mistake due to poorly edited texts.
However, due to the bad state of his texts, he misattributes many views of the Kritikoi to Philodemus.
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among English language scholars.*” Lucretius was a marvel: how could an Epicurean write
poetry? Philodemus was generally ignored (epigram was considered a trivial genre and not worth
consideration, and his prose output is still not well-known), but his poetic output was a cause for
confusion as well.*' The answer is that the doctrine that Epicureans had nothing to do with
poetry actually had no basis in genuine, Epicurean sources; we had absorbed not only the actual
anti-Epicurean polemics written by Cicero and Plutarch, but internalized them to the point of
misreading authentic Epicurean sources. The qualification évepyeiai in Epicurus' dictum was
forgotten and the fragment understood to say “the sage will not write poetry (at all).” So the
matter stood for two millennia.

In 1995, the volume Philodemus & Poetry marked a thaw, especially Elizabeth Asmis'
contribution. It came at a critical moment: work on Philodemus' On Poems had advanced far
enough that the evidence of serious Epicurean engagement in the field of literary criticism had
become unavoidable, at least to those who cared to track down Jensen's 1923 edition or
Mangoni's 1993 edition of book V.* In 1997, David Sider published a commentary on
Philodemus' epigrams notable not only for its philological rigor and literary taste, but also for its
concerted attempt to link Philodemus' poetry to his philosophy. The attempt is not always

successful: Sider was working before most of the editing of the On Poems and of other relevant

*0" The attitude lived on even after Asmis: e.g. Sedley 1998 notes “[t]here has been much debate about Lucretius'

orthodoxy or heterodoxy as an Epicurean choosing to write poetry” (66), Rengakos in his review of Arrighetti
2006 “As is well known, Epicurus himself urged the wise man to eschew poetic composition”
(http://bmer.brynmawr.edu/2007/2007-12-20.html), Arrighetti had written, inter alia, that Epicurus had “una
particolare avversione” (315), and for a popular audience, Woolerton in The Guardian comments that “Epicurus
didn't like poetry” (http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/belief/2013/mar/18/lucretius-part-9-calculating-
poet).
Wilkinson's attitude is indicative: “Philodemus, though an ardent Epicurean, was not insensible to the charms of
the Muses” (1933: 144, cf. Phld. Ep. 27, where he describes himself as poucogiAnc).
It must be said that the On Poems has received the lion's share of editorial and interpretive work. The Rhetoric
and On Music have received some, but not nearly as much. Even so, students of Philodemus' aesthetic theories
are at a comparative advantage over students of his ethics, since most of the ethical works have not received
more than a single edition from 1800 on (the On Death is a notable exception).
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texts had been done, and not all of his ideas are borne out in the texts as they now stand.

New, better founded, editions have brought Philodemus to a wider audience, and interest
has grown. The best editions draw on generations of scholarly work, and each generation of
scholars has new techniques and equipment to help them: Jensen was the first editor of Book 5 to
examine the papyri in Naples; Mangoni's edition has the advantage of microscopes over Jensen's
edition. The forthcoming edition of Philodemus' On Poems V of Fish, Armstrong, and Porter
uses infrared photographs and benefits from our understanding of the complicated stratigraphy of
the papyri. There was earlier work, most of which was based on the unreliable lithographs
published in the Neapolitan Collectiones® or occasionally from the 18" and 19" century
sketches (disegni) preserved at Oxford and in Naples. The growth in understanding, as well as
textual reliability, is clear to see.

Now Philodemus, as a literary theorist, has finally made it to the banks of the mainstream
(as a poet, he was always well-esteemed, for an epigrammatist). Fantuzzi and Hunter,** Miiller,*
Halliwell,*® and Bartsch®’ for instance all discuss him in general works dedicated to literary
interpretation. In some cases they synthesize others' work; in others, they present their own
interpretations, but no recent work has yet gone thoroughly through Philodemus' texts to
establish his own positions on such questions as “is poetry a techne?,” “how is poetry to be
judged?,” and “how does poetry affect the audience?”” These questions have occasionally been
treated incidentally or piecemeal but the whole is greater than its parts and, by considering them

together, we can recover an understudied branch of Epicurean and literary-critical thought and

# The collectio prior included copperplates of the Neapolitan disegni, faced by an edited text, Latin translation,

and commentary. The collectio altera contained solely copperplates.
*2004: 449-461.
45 Passim, see his index s.v. Philodemos.
0 2002: 249-59 and 280-6; 2012: 304-327.
" Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, s.v. Classical Poetics.
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gain a firm landmark in the gulf between Aristotle and Horace in the history of literary criticism.

§4 General Introduction to Philodemus and his Aesthetic Works*®

Philodemus' surviving philosophical works are primarily ethical, of two sorts. The first is
theoretical or protreptic, on how to make correct decisions generally, e.g. “[On Choices and
Avoidances]” (PHerc. 1251);* the second practical, focused on removing vices and replacing
them with virtues. Here the ten book series “On Vices and their Corresponding Virtues” is the
major work. Voula Tsouna has explored Philodemus' ethics at length in her 2007 book “The
Ethics of Philodemus.” He wrote several books on epistemology (the On Signs in multiple
books™ and the [On Sensations]), the history of the Epicurean school (On Epicurus in at least
two books and the “Pragmateiai” or “Memorie epicuree”) and a general history of philosophy
(the Syntaxis mentioned by Diogenes Laertius at X.15, of which several books survive).
Additionally, he wrote extensively on aesthetic topics: On Poems, On Music, On Rhetoric. Of
these, the On Poems will be the primary focus, but many other works will be mentioned and
discussed in the course of the investigation.

The aesthetic works are about beliefs and attitudes towards their topics rather than
technical manuals. For example, among the topics under discussion in the On Music are the

definition of music, which is separated from the lyrics of a song, the role of hearing in the

* See Asmis (2000) for a broader view.

*" The square brackets indicate that the title is a restoration; it does not survive on the papyrus, but seems likely.
We know that Philodemus wrote a book by this title and it describes the contents accurately. It was edited most
recently by Tsouna and Indelli, and is often called the Comparetti Ethics (or L'etica Comparetti), since
Domenico Comparetti was the first to edit it.

% PHerc. 1065, the work edited by De Lacy and De Lacy (1978%) under the title “Philodemus: On Methods of
Inference” turns out to be book III; Delattre successfully read the subscription and so we now know the title was
“On Signs and Sign-Inferences” and that this was book three. Fragments probably belonging to book IV have
now also been published.
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experience of music, whether music is educational, and whether it adds to the experience of
divine worship. Nowhere are instructions for writing music given, and it is not Philodemus'
intent to give them (nor, as Delattre [2007: 11] points out, was it the purpose of Diogenes of
Babylon, Philodemus' Stoic opponent, either).”' Similarly, the On Poems contains discussions of
thythm and meter, but no listing of meters nor any discussion of how to write metrically.
Examples are used from time to time to illustrate points.

Philodemus' On Poems almost certainly consisted of five books, of which much survives
(three books quite substantially and some remains of the other two).”> The work is a polemical
refutation of other theoreticians of poetry and poetics. Philodemus proceeds by summarizing his
opponents' positions, then systematically refuting their arguments in a variety of ways. The
larger organization of the work is not clear; it is not chronological (see below for more details).”
Opponents include the Kritikoi, or euphonic theorists (Megaclides of Athens, Andromenides,
Heracleodorus, and Pausimachus, as well as Crates of Mallos to a certain extent), who thought
that good sound was the sole criterion of good poetry, and come under attack in books one and
two. Books three and four are poorly preserved, but Aristotle's lost dialogue On Poets is
apparently the object of part of the surviving section of book IV and Crates reappears in book III.
Book V evidently contains a miscellany; opponents included Heraclides of Pontos, Crates again,
an anonymous Stoic (his name does not survive; formerly he was thought to be Ariston),
Neoptolemus of Parium (possible source for Horace's Ars Poetica) and brief doxographies
collected by an unknown Philomelus and a Zeno, perhaps Zeno of Sidon, Philodemus' teacher

and head of the Garden in Athens.

51
52

See Delattre (2007: 1-20) for a summary of Diogenes' views.

The initial reconstruction was laid out in Janko 1991 (see also Janko [1995]); it has been continuously updated.
See the introductions to the various editions for details.

>3 A theory is mooted below.
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Evidently similar was Philodemus' On Music, of which only book IV survives. It is a
rebuttal of the opinions of Diogenes of Babylon, an early Stoic who theorized about the
importance and benefits of music. Originally, the term mousike included both music and poetry.
Philodemus draws a distinction between the instrumental music and the “lyrics” of a song, in the
modern sense of that term. He also denies, in accordance with Epicurean physics and
epistemology, the ability of the irrational hearing to judge what it hears. Both physics and
epistemology are fundamental for his theory of poetry, since they contribute to his definition if
poetry and his discussion of how best poetry is to be judged.

The On Rhetoric, of which a great deal survives,’* started from a discussion of the
technicity of rhetoric, that is, the questions “What is rhetoric?” and “Is rhetoric a techne?”
Philodemus' discussion of the question is very interesting from a methodological point of view,
especially since he links poetics and rhetoric quite closely; hence this work will be discussed as
well. Additionally, his attitudes towards rhetoric provide a useful and interesting set of
comparanda for his views on poetry, since, for him, technical rhetoric is limited to sophistike,
that is, the art of writing well and giving speeches successfully, and does not include persuasion
(which is the duty of philosophical argument).

Many other works come under consideration as well. The On Household Management is
valuable generally as a treatment of Epicurean economics and a discussion of the role of money
in the life of the sage, but specifically for its discussion of techne, which supplements and
expands, for our purposes, on that in the On Rhetoric. The poem of Lucretius and the inscription

of Diogenes of Oenoanda are also cited at times; for discussion of them, see below.

% The ensemble has been variously reconstructed and we do not know the total number of books I-IV and VIII are

firmly attested (books II-IV in multiple copies) and several additional books survive.
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Philodemus' argumentative strategy is now reasonably well understood.” It is clear
enough from the reconstructed works that he first summarized the views of an opponent or
opponents, then refuted them; there may have been a transitional passage, perhaps a resume,
between them. It is safe to assume that the opponent and his treatise were clearly identified at the
beginning of the summary; no such indication survives, however.” In his refutations, he accuses
opponents of making errors of fact or logic, as well as misunderstanding or misrepresenting real
phenomena. Furthermore, he makes some objections based on Epicurean standards. Once he has
refuted one part of an opponent's argument, further aspects which depend on that first part may
also come in for mockery. Further, for Philodemus, because of the Epicurean doctrine of
prolepsis, the statement “this is not what people mean when they say X,” if true, is a valid
refutation of any argument or assertion, since it reveals that the opponent is discussing something
imaginary or off-topic.

Generally, there is a very brief concluding section at the end of each book; these are
usually less than a single column in length. It may be absent when the discussion continues
across the book boundary. In some cases, it clearly signals a transition to the next topic (e.g. On
Signs and Sign-Inferences 111, which signals the transition to a discussion of the Empirical school

of physicians, presumably the topic in book IV); in other, the conclusion of the whole ensemble

> The briefest introduction to Philodemus' argumentative strategy is Neubecker 1983, who focuses on arguments

in the On Music; more expansive is Delattre 1996 on the On Music as well as the On Signs and Sign-Inference.
He discusses the organization of the whole book with special attention to matters of punctuation and sign-posting
in the text. Discussions of the structures of individual works can generally be found in the introductions to their
editions.
The beginnings of works, because they were at the outside of the rolls, are far more damaged and fragmentary
than later parts of the same books; additionally, because editorial work has focused on the midolli at the centers
of rolls, outer portions of texts (i.e. the parts towards the beginning) have been recognized only rarely. For
example, only nine words survive complete from the first 10 columns of On Poems I. Therefore, anything
discussed at the beginning of a work is lost to us. Noteworthy are the three instances in On Poems V when
Philodemus cites Té& év OidourjAcl, T& v Zrjveovy, and té mapé tédt KpdnTi, though these instances come
late in the text. In these cases, the works were probably more explicitly named earlier in the text or were well-
known enough that full citation was not thought necessary.
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(e.g. On Music IV and On Poems V).

§5 On the Structure and Contents of the On Poems

In 1955, Nathan Greenberg put forward a very tentative reconstruction of the work,
which turns out to be correct in many particulars: specifically, book II is concerned with the
euphonists, book IV with a criticism of Aristotelian theories of genre as irrelevant in the search
for the good poem, and V with the division between form and content and the judgment of
poems.”’ His survey was vitiated by incomplete information, but it was remarkably perceptive,
especially given the terrible state of the editions at that point.

I put forth, by way of working hypothesis, the following summary of the structure:

* Books I and II are concerned with euphony, specifically the euphonies of letter, word,
and phrase. That they come as a pair is guaranteed by the fact that a group of critics is
summarized in book I and Philodemus' refutation begins there but continues into book II.

* Book III appears to be about the relationship between euphony and sense and about
poetic and prosaic words.

* Book IV is about genre, and the discussion of Aristotle's views on the matter seems to
continue into book V.

* Book V is about how poetry works and the judgment of poems; it ends with brief
rebuttals of poorly-thought out positions and a single, exhausted sentence by way of
conclusion: “As for the rest, you can easily figure out how they erred from what we've
already said.”

Subscriptions to books IV and V survive, and the number of book II is guaranteed by a

7 Greenberg (1990: 269-70). See also Janko (2012: 228-9).
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back-reference later in the work, at V.29.7-23, and says that book II was appropriate dix TO Kai
Tepl TomuaTtoc eival kowwddce, which I take to mean “since it is about verse generally,” i.e.
primarily phonic qualities of verse.”® Continuity of contents strongly suggests that I and II are in
that order, and book III is left by elimination. Book V ends by mopping up a wide array of
unrelated opinions, which suggests the end of the work, though there is no formal conclusion or
wrap-up.

A movement from small to large, or most detailed to most global, is easily discernible.
Books I and II are not about “poems generally” as Greenberg thought, but “verses” generally,
and in a limited sense: verses treated as linguistic and sonic phenomena. Book III moves towards
the larger concerns of book IV but still has connections with the discussions of euphony in the
earlier section; sadly, this book is the worst preserved and it is extremely difficult to draw secure
conclusions. Book IV leaves individual verses behind entirely and discusses the classification of
poems; book V leaves even these divisions behind. Therefore, On Poems, as a title, is an accurate
description of the contents. However, the extensive damage to the beginnings of books (and the
generally poor state of III and IV especially) makes it impossible to be certain about this
organizational scheme, but it has the benefit of explaining the double discussion of Crates of
Mallos, whose doctrines about letters are refuted in book II, whereas his interpretation of poems
is mentioned in book V.

It is an interesting fact that very few of Philodemus' opponents in the On Poems are other
philosophers. I do not think that Crates of Mallos was a Stoic, but he did use Stoic terminology.’’

Other Kritikoi used Peripatetic terminology, but it is not clear that this means that they were

% Jensen translates “weil dieses [sc. das zweite Buch] auch iiber das Gedicht im allgemeinen handelt” and Porter

(1989: 161 with n. 67) translates “since it [our treatise] is a general work on poems.”
Broggiato, the editor of his fragments, considers him one, but see Barnes' (2005) attack on the evidence in his
review.

59

22



Peripatetics. Aristotle is handled in book IV, and Heraclides of Pontus in book V, but the

majority of the opponents are not philosophers.

§6 Why is Reconstructing Philodemus' Thought So Hard?

It is clear that some of Philodemus' own formulations are subject to some of his own
criticisms: he is not as clear or explicit as he demands from his opponents. This is due, at least in
part, to the nature of the work: it is a critical “anti-commentary,” in which opponents' views are
systematically demolished but the author does not put forward his own views. Plutarch's Against
Colotes is probably the most famous example of this genre, and Colotes himself seems to have
specialized in it: beyond the On the Proposition that it is Impossible to Live According to the
Doctrines of Other Philosophers, he wrote works Against Plato's Lysis and Against Plato's
Theaetetus. There are several possible audiences for anti-commentaries: people within the
author's school (to reinforce their beliefs), members of the criticized school (to get them to
convert), or the general public. It may have varied on a case by case basis. In Plutarch's case, the
dedicatee is Saturninus, a Roman nobleman interested in fine and old things (piAdkaAov kai
p\dpxaiov), who considers it a very worthy activity to have the discourses of the ancients in
hand as much as possible (kai i&x xeipcov Exev coc pdAicta duvaTtdv écTi Touc Adyouc TGV
moAaidv PBacihikwwTdTtny diatpiPriv nyouvuevov). This implies that Saturninus may be
interested in philosophy, but he need not be to be flattered by the dedication. The work seems
aimed towards those who would be interested in reading anti-Epicurean polemic, rather than
Middle Platonists specifically or Epicureans specifically. Plutarch does not espouse doctrine in
this work, however. The converse of the anti-commentary is defense of a view or practice, like

that found in the first part of Philodemus' On Piety, where Epicurean theology and Epicurus'
23



religious practice are defended against critics.

This genre may have been a major mode of philosophical engagement, especially since
no particular philosopher needed to recapitulate school teaching on a particular subject each time
they discussed it. We are probably safe in assuming that this treatise was not intended to be
Philodemus' only word on the matter, either because his own views were espoused elsewhere or
because he was following a previous authority, perhaps Zeno of Sidon or Metrodorus of
Lampsacus.®’ If so, his phrasing could be elliptical but still intelligible, because it would only
need remind his audience of the fuller formulation. However, Porter (1993, esp. pp. 625-8),
Mangoni (1993: 31 and n. 25), and Pace (2000: 73-4) thought that there was never a formal
expression of the Epicurean position on literary criticism, because they simply relied on the
prolepsis. This seems overly reductive to me: the Epicureans thought that there was an easily
enunciable and clear prolepsis of the gods, but this never stopped them from writing several
books through the centuries On the Gods and on related topics, like On Piety: both Epicurus and
Philodemus wrote books with those titles, and Demetrius Laco wrote on theology. Hermarchus,
for instance, covered theological topics in his Against Empedocles (also an anti-commentary?),
according to citations of that work in Philodemus' On Piety. These discussions occasionally
descend into such trivia as what language the gods spoke, so there is no reason to think that
Epicurean discussions of poetry would be impossible simply because of the prolepsis.®!

In the other partially extant Epicurean work on poetry, Demetrius's On Poems, there is

similarly no lengthy discussion of the Epicurean position.®® The rolls are in bad condition,
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On this topic, see the next chapter.

I suspect the real cause of scholarly skepticism to lengthy and detailed treatment of poetry on the part of the
Epicureans is due to the same mistaken assumptions about their relationships with poetry and education that I
outlined above.

62 See Romeo's edition, pp. 58-9.
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however, and book I in particular is represented by very few fragments.”’ Demetrius may have
set it out in a lost part of the book, or he too may have been relying on a previous authority.

Finally, it is possible that no Epicurean ever systematically set forth school doctrine on
the matter. This seems unlikely, in light of how many treatises On Poems (vel sim.) Epicureans
actually wrote, but it may be the case. There are at least four: Metrodorus, Demetrius Laco, and
Philodemus all wrote On Poems (all in several books) and Zeno wrote an On the Use of Poems.
Finally, Epicurus himself commented several times on poetry, as we know from fragments from
unknown works. These fragments had to have come from somewhere, and they may stem from a
full discussion which was a digression in a work dedicated to a different topic; for instance, he
may have discussed poetry fully in a letter, or he may have lectured on it and allowed
Metrodorus' treatment to stand as the written statement of the school's position.

In light of the fact that Zeno of Sidon, Philodemus' own teacher, wrote a treatise TTepi
Xpricewc moinuatwv (On the Utility of Poems), 1 suspect that Philodemus assumed knowledge
of that work on the part of his readers. Further, Zeno's work may have been an update to
Metrodorus' On Poems to meet more recent criticism, and Philodemus may have written his book
as a complement, in order to criticize competing theories. Unfortunately, since Zeno's and

Metrodorus' books no longer exist (and Demetrius' is poorly preserved), certainty is impossible.

§7 Guide to the Other Sources

A) Other Epicureans:

%3 Book I is in terrible condition; hardly a single complete sentence is reconstructable, but col. 9 (in my

forthcoming edition) is intriguing. Book II is in much better condition, but we only have the end of the text,
which deals with individual problems rather than theory and judgment. For details about the condition and topics
of book I, see my forthcoming article; for book II, see Romeo's edition (1988).
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Oi &vdpec (“The [Great] Men,” or “the founders”)** is the term used by Philodemus to
refer to the Epicurus and the other three founders of the school: Metrodorus of Lampsacus,
Hermarchus of Mitylene, and Polyaenus of Lampsacus. They are also called oi kabnyéuovec, or
“the leaders.” It is not clear to us now why these four were selected from the first generation of
Epicureans, which included Epicurus' brothers, as well as his slave Mys and evidently some
women as well (polemically, and probably dishonestly, referred to as courtesans in the
tradition®), but the grouping was canonical for Philodemus. He cites their opinions with obvious
reverence and once, memorably, accuses any Epicurean who disagrees with them of assaulting
their own father (On Rhetoric 1, PHerc. 1427.7.24-29 =p. 21 LA).

In nearly every case, however, their works survive only in fragments; the only exceptions
are three letters of Epicurus himself and his composition ai kupiai d6Eat, or “The Authoritative
Opinions,” which are preserved in Diogenes Laertius' tenth book. Taken together with his wide
excerpting from other Epicurean texts, Diogenes thought that they provided a firm introduction
to Epicurean thought.

Herculaneum has not been unkind to the Founders, either. There seem to have been
multiple copies of Epicurus' TTepi gucecoc in the library (two copies of some books have been
identified, and three copies of at least one).®® More often, Philodemus quotes them, as e.g. in the
De Pietate and Rhet. 11. All this serves to put our knowledge of the early Garden on much firmer
footing. Unfortunately, very little of the new material directly bears on poetics, though there are

some relevant parts.
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See Longo Auricchio (1978) for a complete discussion of the term.
On women in the Garden and the polemics about them, see Gordon (2004).
See Houston's chapter on the library as well, in which he estimates its original size at 600-1,000 rolls (2014: 87-
129).
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Philodemus' rhetoric guarantees his fealty to them and their opinions. He is willing to
modify lightly their views as, for example, in the case of the [On Choices and Avoidances],®’ but
in each case he preserves the main thrust of the original formulation. I do not think that we can
assume that orthodox Epicureans absolutely followed the literal words of the Founders, or even
Epicurus, in the light of such modifications of doctrine and the reports of Diogenes Laertius,
discussed above. However, this is not to call Philodemus unfaithful; on the contrary, he may
reargue and slightly modify original formulations, but remains firmly committed to the system as
set out by the Founders. It is safe to assume that he would not lightly contradict an explicit
statement and that he would try to remain firmly within the spirit of the original formulation.
Therefore, I consider it safe to cite opinions of Epicurus and the others as evidence for what

Philodemus thought.

Demetrius “nicknamed 'the Spartan™ (émkAnbeic Adkcov, D.L. X.26) was another
Epicurean philosopher, probably roughly contemporary with Zeno of Sidon, teacher of
Philodemus and Cicero.® Among other works, some notably on mathematics as well as a treatise
on textual problems in Epicurus, he wrote an On Poems, probably in two books, which deals
especially with /exis and style. Philodemus uses him as a source in On Signs and Sign-Inferences
11T (mentioned at col. 28.13) and Diogenes Laertius and Sextus Empiricus mention him; we have

no reason to believe that Philodemus disagreed with him on anything substantive.

67 See Tsouna-Indelli (1995: 39-53, esp. 42-46), where they discuss several instances of such slight modification to

answer critics.
For biographical discussion and a collection of testimonia, see Gigante in Puglia (1988). Based on how Diogenes
refers to him, I do not think that he was actually a Laconian, but was given a nickname for some reason. His
papyri do show consistent, odd spellings, most notable are TaTo (etc.) for Tautd and n instead of el before
vowels, e.g. dAjBna (neither seems to be particular to a specific dialect). His language shows other peculiarities,
particularly in diction (the various editions should be consulted for details).
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Therefore, Demetrius' On Poems is particularly interesting. Since he writes about the
same topic from the same perspective, we have both a new source of evidence and a check on
our conclusions. For example, Philodemus endorses an opponent's claim that the job of a poet is
to write about topics in non-prosaic language; Demetrius says the same thing in different words
at Poems I1.14.6-8: [1)] k[aTdc]kevoc me|ple]uyuid [écTi TO Aloy[oet|8éc (“[sc. the poetic
style] is the one which avoids the prosaic style”). On its own, this is not a particularly profound
or insightful statement, but it is confirms that this is what Epicureans saw as important about the

style of poetry.

Titus Lucretius Carus wrote a poem De Rerum Natura in Latin epic verse in the first
century BCE; he was more or less contemporary with Philodemus. The work concentrates on
physics, though there are some extensive sections dealing with ethics and other topics. Lucretius'
orthodoxy has never been questioned and so what he says can be safely taken to represent
Epicurean positions. Sedley® has argued that Lucretius was in fact working only from Epicurus'
own De Natura and that later Epicurean thinkers do not enter into the picture. This seems
probable to me, but it is not an essential point. Furthermore, it is possible that a copy of the poem
was in the library of the Villa dei Papiri, but I consider the evidence inconclusive and it is in any
case irrelevant for my arguments’”.

Lucretius' poem is useful for providing a full, if not complete, overview of Epicurean

physics as well as treatments of other topics which are not covered in the extant texts of Epicurus

% Sedley (1998, esp. chapters three, five, and seven), and updated in Sedley (2010).
® In question are PHerc. 1829 and 1831. See Kleve (1989), Capasso (2003), Delattre (2003), and finally Obbink
(2007), who comes out in favor of some of Kleve's original identifications. If Lucretius' poem was in fact in the
villa, it may have gotten there after Philodemus' death, and so it is unsafe to draw conclusions from the mere fact
of its presence there.
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or other Epicureans. For example, his account of the invention of human society provides some
supplements to the fragmentary text of Diogenes of Oenoanda. The poem itself is in six books
and covers the first 15 books of Epicurus' work’', but is generally considered unfinished, though
just lacking the ultima manus, rather than lacking major sections. It is nevertheless possible that
Lucretius intended to finish a complete version of the 37 book original.

It is not clear whether there was a connection between Lucretius and Philodemus. On the
one hand, it seems unlikely that two Epicureans of such devotion and spatial proximity would
not know each other. On the other, Sedley’” has pointed out that there were two camps of
Epicureans in Italy, a Roman one which focused more on physics and, in Cicero's opinion, was
not very learned, and the Bay of Naples Greek circle including Philodemus and Siro, whom
Cicero through a character in the dialogue calls familiares nostros...cum optimos viros tum
homines doctissimos, “our good friends... just as excellent as they are very learned” (De Fin.
2.119). The combined reference suggest that they were on good terms with each other and
possibly worked together. Owing to this split between Greek and Latin philosophizing, even if

Philodemus and Lucretius knew each other, they may have been at odds.”

Diogenes of Oenoanda (probably 2™, perhaps 3" CE), a wealthy man in Oenoanda in
Lycia, set up an inscription in the town agora which expounded Epicurean philosophy, both in
Diogenes' own words and with quotations from Epicurus and perhaps other earlier Epicureans.
According to Smith's reconstruction, the standard version, it is the largest inscription known

from antiquity. Smith dates it to the second century CE on the basis of the inscriptional style of

n According to Sedley's reconstruction (see above, n. 69).
2 Sedley (2009: 39-40).
7 Kleve (2011) suggests that the famous epigram inviting Piso to dinner implies that Lucretius will be giving a
recital.
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the letters; others put it in the third century. As far as Diogenes' opinions are concerned, he
appears to be completely orthodox, although he seems to have focused on physics and ethics.

Happily, textual discoveries continue to accrue as survey work at Oenoanda continues.

A final note about Epicureans: At the end of Philodemus' life, there were a variety of
Epicurean groups—the Roman one, working in Latin, concentrating on physics, the Neapolitan
one, working in Greek, working widely, but evidently not on physics, as well as the original
Garden in Athens, Demetrius Laco's group (possibly located in Miletus), and the group on
Rhodes and Cos (perhaps the same as the group whom Philodemus sarcastically calls
packoPuPAiakoi),” who disagreed with Philodemus (and, as Philodemus presents it, with Zeno,
who spoke on behalf of the Athenian Kepos). Additionally, Diogenes Laertius mentions at X.26
that orthodox Epicureans called heterodox Epicureans “sophists” and ascribes one opinion to
Epicurus and a modification of that view to (evidently orthodox) Epicureans at X.31 (we know
that this later group includes Philodemus).”” I mention all this to call attention to the geographic
and doctrinal variety possible among Epicureans in the first century BCE and to suggest that
making categorical claims in the absence of evidence of both the opinions of the founders and
the opinions of these other groups is futile; it is quite impossible, in many cases, to know
whether Philodemus, or any other Epicurean, is innovating, rephrasing, or only slightly
modifying the work of the school founders, and, to judge by the passage of Diogenes Laertius

mentioned above, it does in fact seem possible that Epicureans innovated or revised the school

™ See Del Mastro (2014: 184-7).
> The point at issue is a detail of epistemology: Epicurus recognized m&6n, aicbriceic, and mpdAnyic as criteria of
truth. Diogenes adds that “Epicureans” add the pavTtacTikn émPBoAn tijc Siavoiac, to which Philodemus

subscribes at De Signis fr. 1.
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founders without being labeled heterodox. My work focuses quite narrowly on Philodemus' own
opinions, and so I hope to avoid these perils by presenting the views of only this one Epicurean

with careful supplementation as necessary.

§8 From Papyrus to Edition

Owing to the fragmentary and damaged condition of the papyri, an extended note on the
editions used is warranted. All Herculaneum papyri suffered greatly in the eruption of Mt.
Vesuvius in 79 CE, but they were also preserved by the same forces, which turned them into
carbon. They suffered further when discovered and unrolled, and have been very slowly
disintegrating ever since their discovery.

First, the rolls were cut into, lengthwise, so that they were divided into three sections: the
middle of the roll, which was still rolled up (called midollo or “marrow” in Italian), and two
“halves.” The halves, called barchette “little boats,” or scorze “bark,” were sometimes subject to
a process called scorzatura (“de-barking”) in which the visible layer was drawn by a disegnatore
or draftsman, then scraped off from the front or top of the stack, so that only the outer layers and
occasional fragments from the inner layers remain intact. In many cases, the outermost layers,
which were the most burned, could not be separated, so that, between burning and disintegration,
the first columns of a given work are always extremely fragmentary, illegible, or missing
entirely. Other times, they were subject to a process called sollevamento or “lifting-off,” in
which layers of papyrus were lifted off the outside of the stack of scorze. Sometimes, in a
process called scorzatura totale, the midollo was completely destroyed. In other cases, widthwise
cuts were made, so that tops and bottoms of columns were separated.

The drawings made from the scorze, two sets of which were made, are called disegni
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(singular: disegno) and are now stored at Oxford in the Bodleian Library and in Naples at the
Officina dei papiri. The Oxford disegni were made first, when the papyri were in a better
condition. In many cases, they are the only witnesses to the text; even when the papyri still
survive but have become more damaged, they may be valuable sources of information. Multi-
spectral images taken of the surviving papyri by the Brigham Young imaging team are
invaluable for showing more than can be seen with the naked eye, but because the papyri are not
flat, sometimes they misrepresent the papyrus, particularly when the papyrus is especially
cracked, bent, warped, or has holes. Both infrared photograph and natural light autopsy are
required.

Whole book rolls, more or less, were found, but when these were divided into fragments
and unrolled, parts of the same roll were given different inventory numbers. Within inventory
numbers, the fragments were numerated in series, but the series goes forward in the cases where
sollevamento was used, and backwards in cases of scorzatura. E.g. On Poems 1, as reconstructed
by Janko, includes PHerc. 444, 460, 466, 1073, 1074a, and 1081a, each of which is in fragments.
No midollo has been found, so the roll was probably subject to scorzatura totale, hence the last
column extant, 213 according to Janko's reconstruction, is unlikely to be the final column of the
work.”® For comparison, the midollo of On Music IV (PHerc. 1497) contains 39 columns,
whereas the entire work contains 152 columns divided between nine separate PHerc. numbers.

Grouping the parts of a single book requires careful paleographic work on the papyri

themselves, as well as historical research into the numbering systems used by those who unrolled

" There are no internal, textual grounds for determining if the end of col. 213 was in fact the end of the papyrus.

The end of book I1I is missing, Philodemus indicates that book V is ending, but books two and four end at the
conclusion of a line of argumentation, without a “sign-off” or internal indication that it is the end of the book
(the subscriptio of book IV is present, but that of two is not, although there is a coronis), so we should not expect
the ending for book I to be clearly marked in the text of the book. The lack of subscriptio and coronis at the end
of col. 213, however, is in favor of this not being the real end of the book.
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them. Once the midollo, the scorze, and the disegni are gathered, the order of the columns in the
roll is reconstructed using what is called the “Delattre-Obbink method,” in which the scorze are
interleaved backwards, and so the true order of columns is obtained.”’

The first parts of rolls, and therefore of books, are very poorly preserved, since they were
exposed when the eruption occurred and so were charred more severely. Consequently, our
knowledge of the beginnings of Philodemus' works is very limited. It is safe to assume that he
identified his opponents and the works he cited, and probably gave a brief general overview of
his project. The summaries and résumés are in bad shape as well, though they are better
preserved. It seems that they are simple extracts, paraphrases, or epitomes of the opponents'
work, with minimal comment by Philodemus himself. Since the summaries are sometimes
quoted again or paraphrased in the refutation, correspondences between the two are a valuable
way to join fragments and reconstruct whole rolls.”

Refutations are linked to arguments throughout. First Philodemus will quote a opponent's
statement, then refute it. Quotations are often discernible through punctuation, asyndeton
between the end of Philodemus' previous section and the beginning of the quotation, and through
prospective (rather than retrospective) particles at the beginning of Philodemus' refutation (uév is
common). Regularly, Philodemus speaks in oratio recta and quotes his opponents in oratio
obliqua. Unfortunately, it is not clear that Philodemus always quotes, stricto sensu, especially

later in books, and paraphrases can evade the usual techniques. Non-Philodemean stylistic

77 See Janko (2003: 3-119) for a detailed description of a particular case with bibliography of the theory and history
of the methods involved. Janko (forthcoming) will be more up-to-date. In general, see Obbink (1996: 37-61),
Delattre (1989) and (2007: cii-cvii). and Janko (1992) and (1993).

A related method is to use the internal column numeration and line numeration of works to place fragments
identified as belonging to the same roll. Similarly, the mathematics of Archimedean spirals provides a method
which does not rely on content (and so subjective judgment) for reconstruction on physical grounds. See Essler
(2008).
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features, such as hiatus, can also betray quotations or close paraphrases. Of course content and

context also help one to decide.

§9 Typographical Conventions

The Greek printed is quoted from the editions named above; any changes to text or
punctuation are noted ad loc. Leiden conventions for printing papyrological texts are followed
with the following adjustment: any letter, clearly transmitted (whether on the papyrus, in a digital
image, or in a disegno), which is nevertheless changed by an editor is marked by an under-
asterisk, like so: Trv will be printed when the papyrus or other source clearly reads mmv. This is
because the papyri were copied so recently after their composition that many feel that even
minor editorial interference ought to be signaled to the readers.” I agree with them and so follow
the convention. Note also that under-dots are used only in cases when the reading is doubtful,
that is, it could be a different letter, not in cases of a damaged, but obvious letter. The test is
purely paleographic: I print e.g. Trjv even when the only other possible reading is Tuv, even if
Tuv provides complete nonsense. I have silently eliminated vacat marks as well as signs for
space-fillers.

I have represented the texts as they are on papyri, and so I respect line divisions from the
papyri, rather than running the text together. I find this easier to read and it makes patterns of
damage more apparent, which is useful for judging possible supplements and corrections. When

words are divided across lines, I note this with a hyphen, which does not correspond to anything

" In so doing I follow the practice of, e.g. Richard Janko and Giuliana Leone. The specific siglum varies by time

and publisher (e.g. Leone's edition of On Nature 11, from Bibliopolis, uses 'a' to mark that a letter has been
changed into an alpha). Further, precise conventions for the use of the under-asterisk vary by editor, e.g. Dirk
Obbink only uses it to mark a changed disegno.
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on the original text and is purely editorial. For complete details as to constitution of the text and
readings, as well as citations for emendations, see the editions. [JaPy[] mark text supplied from
a parallel source, either a second manuscript of the same text (in the case of e.g. On Rhetoric 1I)
or a quotation that survives more completely in another source. I have freely repunctuated texts
(usually simply adding commas); deeper interventions have been signalled in footnotes.

I use these conventions in all quotations of Herculaneum papyri, both to present clearly
the state of the text and to use a uniform system. Vogliano's® quite extensive and detailed system
for precise notation is overly burdensome and, I believe, unhelpfully subjective, but not flagging
editorial intervention or editorial doubt seems irresponsible.® Note that this causes some slight
changes to the presentation (but not the texts) of some newer editions and quite extensive
changes to older editions, especially those published before the Leiden conventions were
adopted. In all cases, recourse should be had to the editions, especially because I make no

attempt to reproduce any kind of apparatus criticus.

§10 List of Editions
The five books of Philodemus' On Poems have been edited a number of times in a variety

of different forms. For this work, I cite the editions of Janko (2003: revised edition of book I;

%0 Set out on page xx of his edition. It includes different sigla for letters preserved only in one or the other disegno,
letters in both, and rates his confidence in a reading from damaged but certain, to uncertain, to very uncertain, as
well as the usual marks of editorial intervention (addition and deletion) and the specialized papyrological sigla
(e.g. additions and deletions by the ancient scribe). A damaged but clear letter inserted above the line and
preserved only in one disegno would have, therefore, three different marks in his edition. Under the system here
adopted, it will only have one (that of supralinear insertion).

I admit some disquiet at not marking letters preserved only in disegno or only visible in infrared photographs
differently from those preserved visibly on the papyrus. However, since the disegni constitute in effect a
manuscript tradition different only in historical circumstance from more familiar ones, I am content not to mark
the differences. Most modern editors are scrupulous about noting the sources of their readings in their apparatus
(cf. the practice of noting “MS deficit usque v. 100, and similar notes in the apparatus of texts with medieval
traditions), so the information is generally readily available. Furthermore, the welter of dots and brackets renders
already difficult texts more difficult, to no real gain.
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2010: books III and 1V), as well as his edition of book II (forthcoming), which revises Sbordone
(1976) and other works.*> For book V, I use the unpublished edition of Fish, Armstrong, and
Porter, which revises Mangoni 1993 (to which reference will also be made; their column
numbers are the same) and incorporates several other Herculaneum papyri which she did not
know belonged to book V, but which were edited separately by her and others. References to the
On Poems take the form 1.2.3, in which the capital Roman numeral is the book number, the first
Arabic numeral is the column number, and the second Arabic numeral is the line number. All
citations of the On Poems are to Janko (books I-IV) and Fish, Armstrong, and Porter (V) unless
otherwise noted.

Of the four books (almost certainly) of the On Music, only book IV remains. Citations are
of Delattre's edition of 2007, and are in the form IV.2.3. The column numbers of Neubecker's
edition match those given for van Krevelen (IA - XXXVIII) and Kemke's book IV (IV,IA —
IV, XXXVIII), so the table of concordances given in Delattre is usable for her edition as well.
N.b. the three aforementioned editions have columns IA and IB, which count as two separate
columns in Delattre. Rispoli edited part of the text, then thought to be book I, but now known to
be part of book IV.

The Rhetoric is cited from the edition of Longo Aurrichio (1977) for books I and II, and
follows the same conventions as the On Poems. Her text has been corrected in places by later
scholars; their readings will be cited as necessary. Book III will be cited from Hammerstaedt's

edition, book VIII from Blank's.

52 Janko (pers. comm.) informs me that much of the material assigned to Pausimachus in book I has been

reassigned to Heracleodorus on the basis of new readings in book II. Pausimachus' section begins now at 1.82
and Philodemus' rebuttal of his views around 1.152. Precise details will be available in Janko (forthcoming).
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The following are used throughout this dissertation; translations are generally indebted to the
editors' versions, but have been freely changed throughout.
Epicurus Letters, Vatican Sayings (= VS),

and Kyriai Doxai (= KD) Von der Muehll (my translation)

De Nat. xxviii Sedley
Philodemus  On Poems 1-IV Janko
On Poems V Fish, Armstrong, Porter (my translation with

reference to Armstrong 1995b)
Econ. Jensen (usually Tsouna's translation)
On Rhet. 1-11 Longo Auricchio (my translation with

reference to Chandler)

On Rhet. 111 Hammerstaedt (my translation)

On Rhet. IV Sudhaus (my translation)
Lucretius Bailey (1947, edition and commentary)
Diogenes of Oenoanda Smith (Fragments are numbered according

to his publications, including NF

(“new fragments”).
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Chapter Two

Epicurean Poetics Before Philodemus

§1 Introduction

Epicureans engaged with poetry from the beginning; Epicurus got his start, so the story
goes, out of frustration with an interpretation of Hesiod, and the school never escaped the
reputation for being unlettered that came from their rejection of poetry.* The purpose of this
chapter is to trace the views of individual Epicureans, in chronological order, from Epicurus
down to Philodemus. In so doing, I will try to individuate each philosopher's contribution or
innovation (or lack thereof) to school doctrine.

Epicurus clearly held that poetry was not a source of knowledge or good opinions about
the world, and the school never deviated from this opinion. More controversial is to what degree
he limited his followers' involvement with poetry more generally. I hold, following Asmis
(1995a), that the ban was rather limited and aimed at writing poetry as a lifestyle or source of
income rather than writing poetry at all. There never seems to have been any restriction on
reading poetry (or hearing it) so long as the Epicurean understood the potential dangers and
knew how to avoid them.

This does not mean that there were not changes of emphasis and targets over time. On the

contrary, it would be very surprising if Philodemus were fighting the same battles that Epicurus

%3 The story was told by Apollodorus the Kepotyrannos (“Tyrant of the Garden”) in book I of his Life of Epicurus

and cited by Diogenes Laertius x.2.
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did over two hundred years earlier. But a change in emphasis does not necessarily mean an
innovation in doctrine. My view here is that Epicurus' teaching about poetry is divisible into two
discrete doctrines: (i) the thesis that “poetry is not a source of truth about the world,” and (ii) an
explanation of how poetry works. Our fragmentary evidence tell us that Epicurus was more
concerned with (i) and Philodemus with (ii), but this does not mean that (ii) is Philodemus'
innovation. I argue that this is implausible, given what we know about the history of Epicurean

engagement with poetry and poetics.

§2 Epicurus

Epicurus wrote about both poetics and poetry, at least in a certain sense. His primary
goal, it seems, was to prevent his followers from thinking that poetry was a source of truth about
the world, i.e. that it was educational.** He devalued it in comparison with his own philosophy,
but the extent to which this is true is usually overstated. Fragments 568 and 569 say only that the
sage will discourse correctly about poetry (and music) and that he will not write it évepyeion.®
We will return to the meaning of energeia in a moment.

It is apparent from his writings that his actual complaint was with liberal education in
general, not with poetry specifically or per se. A line from his letter to Pythocles calls a student
blessed for not being corrupted by the liberal education of the day: fr. 163 maideiav d¢ macav,

Hakaple, Pedye TakaTiov apdauevoc (“O blessed one, set sail on your skiff and flee all

education”). He expressed similar sentiments to Apelles in fr. 117: pakapiCe ce, c ATeAAd, 8T

5 Arrighetti (2006: 315) overstates the case by calling it “una particolare avversione.”
> I will argue that it means “activity involving serious engagement,” and thus that the dative here means “the sage
will not write poetry as a serious engagement (vel sim.).” The MSS read évepyeiv; the emendation is Usener's.
Sider (1995) suggested évepyeicc.
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kaBapoc macne maideiact® i pihocopiav cdpuncac (“Apelles, I call you blessed, because
free of all education you set off for philosophy”), and at V'S 58: ékAuTéov éauTtoUc ek ToU Tepi
T& gykUkAla kai ToArTika Seopwtnpiou (“we must free ourselves from the prison of liberal
education and politics”). We should remember that liberal education at the time, above the
primary level, was primarily literary and oriented towards participation in elite culture and
politics; neither of these were goals for Epicureans. Hence, to mistake a literary education for an
education in values and truth is a serious error in the eyes of Epicurus. Poetry did make up a
large part of that education, but it was not poetry that Epicurus objected to; rather, the goals of
those who studied poetry for social gain were the problem. That ethics and social mores were
taught through literature were the reason, for Epicurus, to avoid such instruction. But literature
itself could be innocent of the misuse; the intentions and attitudes of the student and teacher are
important. After all, the sage can correctly discuss poetry and music.

Epicurus was indeed polemical about education and poetry, but, when judging his
polemic, we should keep in mind his treatment of his teacher Nausiphanes, as well as other
philosophers, a sample of which is preserved in the Letter to the Philosophers in Mytilene
summarized by Diogenes Laertius X.7-8 (= frr. 236, 238, and 172) and is worth quoting at

length:

TAeUHOVE Te aUTOV EkAAEl Kal &Yy pEUUATOV Kai ATaTe@VA Kai TOpVnY ToUc Te Tepi
TTAGTtwva Alovucokdhokac kai autov TTAdGTwva xpucolv kai ApicToTEANV
dcwTov, (V) KaTapaydvTa TNV TaTpwav ouciav, cTpaTevecbal kal papuako-
TwAelv popuogdpov Te TlpwTaydpav kai ypagéa Anuokpitou kai &v Kpalc
ypdupata Sidackew, HpdkAertov Te kuknTiv kai Anudkpitov Anpdkpitov kai
AvTidwpov Zawidwpov Touc Te Kuliknuouc eExBpouc Tric EAA&Soc kai
AraAekTikouc ToAugpbdpouc, TTuppwva 8¢ auabii kai amaideutov.

8 traiBeiac is the universally accepted emendation of Schweighduser and Wachsmuth for the aitiac of the MSS.
It is guaranteed by the contexts in Athenaeus (who says ¢ykuxkAiou Taudeiac aduinToc) and Plutarch, who
mentions pabruaTta.

40



He called Nausiphanes a jellyfish,*” unlettered, a cheat, and a whore, and the students of
Plato Dionysiac™ ass-kissers and Plato himself gilded® and Aristotle a dissolute who,
after having blown through his inheritance, became a mercenary and peddled snake-oil,”
and Protagoras a lumberjack’ and copy-cat’® of Democritus who taught elementary
school out in the boonies, and Heraclitus a botcher and Democritus a shit-stirrer and
Antidorus “Cockodorus” and the Cyzicenes enemies of Greece and the Dialecticians
ravagers and Pyrro unlearned and uneducated.

To all this abuse, we should add fr. 93, probably from the same Letter to the Mytilineans: &AN’
iTeocav elxe yap ékeivoc wdiveov Ty amd ToU CTOUATOC KAUXNCIV TNV COPICTIKNY,
kabdmep kai &Aoot ToAAol T dudpomddawv (“but let them drop: he has a painful case of
sophistic running-at-the-mouth, just like many other slaves”) and fr. 114: kal yap movnpoc
&vbpcotroc My kal emTeTndeukcoc TolalTa ¢§ v o SuvaTtdv eic copiav eAbelv (“indeed, the
man was a bastard, and practiced in the sort of things from which is it impossible to arrive at
wisdom™), which Brescia (1955: 41) considers a reference to Nausiphanes,”” and his comment
about Leucippus—oudt AsUkimmév Twa yeyeviicBal...piAdcopov (“nor was there any
philosopher Leucippus,” fr. 232 from D.L. X.13)—which is not to be understood as a historical

comment but a polemical one: Leucippus existed but does not deserve the title “philosopher.”

7 As Warren (2002: 191) points out, this draws both on Plato Phlb. 21¢6 in which humans who cannot reason are

compared to jellyfish, as well as Aristotelian biology, which says that jellyfish, since they have no perceptions,

are like plants (PA 681a19), and so unable to reason or argue. “Vegetable” comes close for us, though it is used

mostly of victims of accidents rather than idiots.

By “Dionysiac” does he mean unrestrained, drunken, effeminate, or “queer” (in either sense), or all of the above?

Implying either that he was “all shine and no substance” (i.e. well-spoken but with bad ideas) or, if synonymous

with kataxpucoc, that he was specious or a fake, cf. Janko (2011: 285 n. 2).

The reference is surely to Aristotle's family relationship: Aristotle himself was tutor to the young Alexander;

Aristotle's father Nicomachus had been a courtier or friend and doctor (so Suda, N 399) of Philip's father

Amyntas. So, according to Epicurus, Aristotle, after having wasted his inheritance, had to join Alexander as a

mercenary and misuse his father's lessons in medicine to make a living dishonestly.

This seems to be a reference to the anecdote, related by Aullus Gellius (. 4. V.iii) that Protagoras was taken as

a student by Democritus when he discovered a better way to haul logs.

Literally “secretary;” the insult is that Protagoras just copied out what Democritus claimed without adding his

own ideas.

There is a reference to him just before this fragment, so the identification seems likely.

In an unknown book of Epicurus On Nature, partially edited and discussed by Sedley (1973), Epicurus seems to

talk about his atomist forefathers in the plural, thereby including Leucippus. He later switches to the singular to
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In short, Epicurus treated other philosophers far more ferociously and obscenely than he did
poetry or liberal education.

Why Epicurus' position on poetry has been misunderstood in this way is worth a
moment's consideration. Even before the Greeks began to write, they held poetry in high esteem;
even in Homer, a bard is entrusted to watch over Clytemnestra in her husband's absence (Od.
3.276-7). Soon, thinkers began criticizing the poets, often Homer (possibly because he was
particularly their object, but more probably, I think, as an emblem for “poetry” or “poets”
generally) usually on ethical grounds. Heraclitus (B42 DK) and Xenophanes (B11-16 DK) are
good examples. Eventually, there grew to be a standing contrast between poetic myths and
historical truth: see, for example, Thucydides' statements in his History’> and Livy's Praefatio.’®
Plato was able to frame the issue as an “ancient feud” (mraAaia Tic ... Siapopd, Resp. 10, 607b)
and, indeed, philosophers had been criticizing poets for more than a century by the time of the
Republic.

But most philosophers valued poetry, like the Stoics (who thought it had a variety of
helpful effects on its audience”), or else, like the Peripatetics, they valued the traditional liberal
arts curriculum, in which poetry played a large role. This is the historical setting for Epicurus'
statements about poetry, and, in light of the great cultural value put on poetry, criticisms of it

were bound to be controversial. But in fact, his position is actually /ess extreme than that put

focus on Democritus as the major expositor of the doctrine. See especially Sedley (1973: 29-30) for discussion
of the rhetoric and interpretation of this passage.
A skeptical attitude towards Homer's account is noticeable at 1.9-10, and at 1.21 he explicitly distinguishes his
sober history from the elaborations and exaggerations of poetry.
At Praefatio §§6-9, Livy says that the founding of history is more “poetic stories” (poeticae fabulae) than
reliable fact and mentions his rather lenient position, which allows such a mix of fact and admitted fiction in a
work of history.
See especially Delattre (2007: 11-20). N.b. that at this time, poucikrj, “music,” covered not only instrumental
music (i.e. music in our sense) but also poetry. See chapter four.
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forward by Plato:”® the wise can discuss poetry, as long as they do not write it évepyeiau. In fact,
he may have even said that the Sage would enjoy poetry, inasmuch as it was part of the
Dionysiac spectacles mentioned in fr. 20: ...p1AoBécopov pév amopaivewv TOv copdv év Taic
Awamopiaic kai xaipovta map’ évTivolv éTepov akpoduact kai Beduact Alovuciakoic ... (¢
... demonstrating in the Diaporiae that the sage will be a lover of spectacles and will rejoice like
anyone else in Dionysiac recitals or spectacles ...”). I take it that this means that the Epicurean
sage is not at risk of taking a false cue from poetry and so can listen to and enjoy it without
risk.” Furthermore, examples from poetry can be put forward to adorn a philosophical argument,
as Epicurus himself did (e.g. in the letter to Pythocles, quoted above in §2, which is a reference
to the Odyssey), but the argumentum ad auctoritatem poetarum is not valid and should be
avoided.

The role that poetry played in the liberal arts curriculum is important here. Since
Epicurus did not demand such an education of his followers, he was open to the attack that his
followers were uneducated, and by extension, that he was uneducated (or that, because he was

uneducated, he demanded that his followers also be uneducated).'®

This is manifestly unfair, but
ancient polemics were vicious and ad hominem to an extent that we have difficulty appreciating
(as were the polemics of Epicurus himself, as I discussed above). The case finds a distant parallel

in Cicero's oratory: much of it deals with the characters of the persons involved in the trial, a

much greater proportion than we expect from modern courtroom oratory, and the rules of
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Later Platonists would have to play down, explain away, or otherwise grapple with Plato's hard line on poetry.
So Asmis (1995a: 20 and n. 26), contra Boyancé (1963: 91-2). Specification of “Dionysiac recitals or spectacles”
seems to indicate public artistic performances (under the auspices of Dionysus, to be sure) rather than religious
rituals, and Plutarch, our source for the fragment, understood Epicurus to be referring to art rather than religion
in it (Non Posse 1095¢).
%S0 Sextus Empicus Adv. Math. 1.1 = Epicurus fr. 227, and note that Quintilian makes similar statements at 1.O.
I1.17.15 = fr. 42 and X11.2.24 = fr. 156.
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evidence seem to be fewer and weaker than we might be comfortable with. So too in polemics
among philosophers leaps of association, condemnation of the company one keeps, and
purposeful misrepresentation of doctrine were common. A good example is the role of women in
the Garden.'”' I should say at the outset that we have almost no idea of the truth of the matter,
except that there were, apparently, women involved in the philosophical life of the Garden and
that there was at least one marriage (technically concubinage, in accord with the laws of Athens)
between one of these women philosophers and a male Epicurean (i.e. Leontion and

Metrodorus).'??

But so long as the women were there, mixing with the men, they could be
presented as prostitutes, the men as débauchés who enjoyed them, and Epicurus' whole
philosophy as pure hedonism, like that of the Cyrenaics, and effeminate to boot. Epicurus was
not a Cyrenaic hedonist, and the rest of the report is very likely to be slanderous as well. In a
similar way, Epicurus' antipathy towards the ¢ykUkAioc Taudeia in favor of his own philosophy
could be willfully misunderstood as outright hatred of poetry and education broadly (in turn
polemically taken to mean that Epicurus himself was uneducated, as discussed above). This
antipathy towards the liberal arts continued in the Epicurean tradition, as Demetrius Laco's
advice to a youth in PHerc. 831 indicates, in which he denigrates it in favor of physiologia, the

study of nature.'”

An excellent example of the kind of teachings inculcated by the liberal arts education can

%1 For this example, I draw heavily on Gordon (2004).

12 See D.L. x.23.

19 See Parisi (2012: 112-14) for discussion of the work, and p. 116 for the following passage, PHerc. 831.8.4-10:
@ 8 tv TQ kaTa pucy TEpaTt kaTakékAerTal Tayadov k(ai) To ka[k]ov, TouTe Taca aicpa yuxfic [yle
(ego : [ ]e papyrus) mépukTal. cuvexiCwuév [Tle v T kaTa prthocopiav “tv epyriuaTt kai padAicTa Toic KaTd
puciohoyiav Becopripnaciv (“But for whom the good and the bad are enclosed within the limit according to
nature, for him every fluctuation of the soul has been avoided. And let us continue in the practice of philosophy
and especially in the studies of natural science.”) N.b. the scribe does not write iota adscript and kai is
abbreviated.

44



be found in Plutarch in his essay Non Posse, at 1095a, where he says that old men (in this case,
they are specifically Epicureans, but Plutarch's point is general) would not be bothered by lust if
they had only learned to write about Homer and Euripides and followed the example of
Sophocles, who considered himself lucky to have escaped his sexual urges, like a slave who
escaped a harsh master. The lifestyle promoted by this course of study is at odds with Epicurean
philosophy and therefore wrong and without value (the Epicureans had no objections to the
enjoyment of sex per se and they probably would have mocked the naiveté of Plutarch's
argument). However, simply reading poetry can be a very enjoyable endeavor, which Plutarch, in
the same passage, admits that Epicurus recognized, when he reports that Epicurus suggested
reading poetry and history as substitutes for sex for those unable to enjoy it any longer. We
should note that this did not mean that Epicurus recommended sex generally. He did not deny
that poetry was enjoyable and so he did allow his followers to read poetry for their own
enjoyment.

However, he did deny that poetry was, qua poetry, useful. Sextus Empiricus preserves a
series of four arguments against the utility of poetry which are due to others “and especially the

194 They are as follows:

Epicureans.
1. Poetry contains both useful and harmful statements and it is not the role of grammar but of
philosophy to distinguish what is useful from what is harmful. In the lack of such a guide, the

audience will misunderstand the poetry.

2. Poets do not have any special access to the truth or particular knowledge of what is useful;

1% Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. 1.299: T& uév ot Tév &AAcv Aeydueva kata Tov TéTov, Kal udAicta Tév
‘Emkoupeicov, écTi TolaUta. The arguments are at 1.279-98. Blank (1998): 286 and introduction §6 suggests
that Sextus' source is a treatise by Zeno of Sidon; that the arguments treated here are genuinely Epicurean is
argued by Blank on pp. 296-7. For other treatments of these arguments, see Asmis (1995a: 25-6) and Beer (2009:
77-8). If Sextus' source is Zeno, it will be his TTepi ToiuaTwy xpricewc “On the Use of Poetry.”
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only philosophers do.

3. Poets do not aim at providing any use in their poems, unlike prose authors, but aim solely at
entertainment, which is better accomplished with fiction than truth.

4. Poetry is not only useless but actually harmful since it encourages the passions.

The first three of these arguments attack the usefulness of poetry as a source of truth, for
it is either ambivalent or has no legitimate claim to authority; the fourth attacks it on the basis
that it is positively harmful. It may be, as Blank suggests, that only the Epicurean sage can safely
read poetry: “since only he is immune to being taken in by its bad sentiments, he alone can allow
himself the lesser good of pleasure without running the risk of losing the greater good of freedom

from the pain caused by false beliefs.”'?’

It need not be only the sage, however. Any sufficiently
advanced Epicurean, who knows that poetry is no source of truth and may be the source of
injury, can read it without distraction or harm. The situation would be parallel to others,
according to the principle set out in KD 8: oU8epia 1dovn kad’ autnv kakdv: GAA& T& TV
Ndovv moinTika ToAAamAaciouc émeépel Tac dxAricelc TGOV 1dovddv (“No pleasure is per
se a bad thing, but some things which cause pleasures bring also disturbances many times more
than the pleasures”). Epicurus said that we should not have sex while overfull from eating or

drunk because of possible damage to our atomic constitutions, but sex, food, and drink were

counted among the pleasures.'® Luxurious food and drink as well are pleasant so long as we do

195 Blank (1998: 300).

106 S. 51 (an extract from a letter from Metrodorus to Pythocles): TuvBdvouai cou Thv kata cépka kivnciv
apboveoTépav Srakeichal Tpde THY &ppodicicov EvTeubiv. cU B¢, el un Touc véuouc kataAvelc urTe T&
kaAcdc €0e1 keipeva kivelc purijte TGOV TANciov Tve Autreic urjTe TNy cdpka katafaivelc uite T& dvaykaia
katavalickelc, xpdd coc PovAel T ceauTol Tpoaipécel. urxavov pévTol e TO pr| oUx évi Y€ Tivi ToUTwv
ouvéxecBar appodicia yap oUdémoTe covnoev, &yatntov 8¢ ei un éBAawev (“You tell me that the movement
of your flesh is too inclined towards sexual intercourse. So long as you do not break the laws or disturb proper
and established conventions or distress any of your neighbors or ravage your body or squander the necessities of
life, act upon your inclination in any way you like. Yet it is impossible not to be constrained by at least one of
these. For sex is never advantageous but a fine thing if if it does no harm”). I follow the text and translation of
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not become accustomed to them and therefore pained when we cannot have them.'”’ Likewise,
the fact that poetry could be damaging under certain situations does not mean it necessarily
warranted a total ban. Indeed, there is evidence that this is so.

That Epicurus was not hostile to poetry, qua poetry, is demonstrated by a variety of
sources. For example, Plutarch misunderstands Epicurus' attitude when he remarks on the
strangeness of some Epicurean statements: (fr. 20, apud Plut. Non Posse 1095¢) atoTiav cov
Emrikoupoc Aéyel prAobéwpov ptv dmopaiveov Tov copov év taic Alamopiaic kai xaipovta
Tap’ 6Twolv ETepov dkpoduaot kai Beduaoct Alovuoiakoic, TpoPArjuact 8¢ poucikoic kai
KPITIKGV @tAoAdyolc InTtrnacty oudt mapd mdtov Sidouc xwpav (¢ ... the strangeness of
what Epicurus claims, who demonstrates in the Diaporiai that the sage likes spectacles and
rejoices just like anyone else at recitals and Dionysiac spectacles but who does not grant a place
to musical questions and the philological problems of literary critics even accompanied by
wine”). Plutarch cannot understand how Epicurus held this opinion because, for him, enjoying
poetry and the study of poetry are inseparable. Not so for Epicurus; the sage can go to recitals
and performances at festivals of Dionysus and enjoy them just like any other person (scilicet
who is not a scholar). What he will not do is waste his time studying the grammarians only to

score points in eristic symposium table talk.'"®

Long and Sedley (1987): ii.120 and i.116), except the last clause, which I understand following Purinton (1993)
and Brennan (1996).

Fr. 181 shows his practice and reason: Bpudlcw TS kaTta TO cwudTiov 18el, USaTi kai &pTe Xpwuevoc, Kai
TpocTTVw Taic ék ToAuTteAeiac Bovaic oU 81" autac &AA& Bia T& tEakolouboivta avTtaic Sucxepii (1
revel in bodily pleasure using only water and bread, and I spit on the pleasures that come from extravagance —
not on their own merits but because of the troubles that follow on them”). Of course, if he could come by
something extravagant without trouble, he would not hesitate to enjoy it (fr. 182, to a follower): Téuyov pot
TupoU kubpidiov (v’ STav BovAwual ToAuteAeucacha SUveopat “send me a small pot of cheese, so that I can
feast when I want.” See also fr. 464 about eating meat.

V. S. 45: ol kbumou oUdt puoviic épyacTikoUc oudt TNV TePIH&XNTOV TTapd Toic ToAAoic Taideiav
gvdelkvupévouc pucloloyia Tapackeudlel, &GAN dcoPdpouc (Leopold: aAA& coPapouc MSS) kai avtépkelc
kal i Toic idiolc dyaboic, ouk £mi Toic TGV TMpayUdTwy Héya ppovolvTac (“the study of nature does not
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A revealing summary of all this can be found in Cicero's De Finibus, when he makes

Lucius Torquatus say

[sc. Epicurus] qui quod tibi parum videtur eruditus, ea causa est, quod nullam
eruditionem esse duxit nisi quae beatae vitae disciplinam iuvaret. an ille tempus aut in
poetis evolvendis ... consumeret, in quibus nulla solida utilitas omnisque puerilis est
delectatio? aut se, ut Plato, in musicis geometria numeris astris contereret, quae et a falsis
initiis profecta vera esse non possunt et si essent vera, nihil afferrent quo iucundius, id est
quo melius viveremus? eas artes persequeretur, vivendi artem tantam tamque operosam et
perinde fructuosam relinqueret? non ergo Epicurus ineruditus, sed ii indocti, qui quae
pueros non didicisse turpe est, ea putant usque ad senectutem esse discenda.

[sc. Epicurus] who seems to you hardly educated, for the reason that he thought that it
was not an education unless it would aid the practice of a happy life, or should he waste
time in perusing poets in whom there is no solid utility but pure, childish delight? Or
wear himself down as Plato did in the study of music, geometry, mathematics,
astronomy, all of which, because they set out from false premises, cannot be true, and
even if they were true, bring no help by which we might live more pleasantly, that is,
better? Should he pursue those arts and neglect the large and so difficult, but therefore
fruitful, art of living? Therefore, Epicurus was not uneducated, but they are, who think
that what was not shameful to learn as boys, should be studied straight through until old
age. (De fin. 1.71-2)'%

What always mattered to Epicurus was the good life, and the only means to get there is his

philosophy. The liberal arts, poetry chief among them, cannot accompany a student on the way;

indeed, they can be a waste of time, if not damaging. But, importantly, poetry can still be a

pleasure—paideia was not necessary for wisdom, and could often be a hindrance, but that does

not mean that pleasure cannot be gotten (sometimes, perhaps, or only under certain

circumstances) from some or all of its parts.

109

make people skilled producers of boasts or their own voice nor show-offs of the education which is much fought
over among the hoi polloi, but instead humble and self-sufficient and proud of their own good qualities rather
than their own possessions”).

Giancotti and Boyancé argued over the exact interpretation of the phrase in poetis evolvendis ... in quibus nulla
solida utilitas...est. 1 side with Boyancé in thinking that it means “in reading poets, in whom (generally, as a rule)
there is no solid utility” rather than “in reading [sc. only those] poets, in whom there is...,” which would require
(iis) poetis. For discussions of Epicurean opinions about music, see Delattre (2007), esp. pp. 91-113 and for
geometry and mathematics, see Sedley (1976). Cosmology and quite a few astronomical phenomena are handled
at length in the Letter to Pythocles §§88-98: the constitutions of the sun, moon, and stars, their movements
(including the solstices) and apparent changes (the phases of the moon, eclipses) and the changing length of days
and the seasons. In short, to say that the Epicureans did not care at all about these topics is a misrepresentation.
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Now we return to the question of évepyeia, specifically, what does it mean to do
something ¢vepyeicu?''’ In fr. 219, Epicurus defines philosophy: giAocogiav évépyeiav elval
Adyolc kai Siadoyicpoic Tov evdaipova PBiov mepimoiobcav (“philosophy is an energeia
which aims at the happy life by debate and argument”). As Herodotus' troubles with Epicurus'
On Nature demonstrate (§35), his philosophy was intellectually demanding and he required
much from his students. In fact, in his letter about meteorology to Pythocles, he says pdAicta 8¢
ceauTOv amddoc eic TNV TGV apxdv kai {(TTfic) (addidi) amepiac kal TV cuyyevddv TouTolC
Becopiav, 11 8¢ kpiTnpicov kai Tabdddv, kai ol évekev TalTa ékAoyiféueba (“most of all, give
yourself over to the contemplation of principles and the unlimited and the ideas related to these,
and further, of criteria for judgement, and of emotions, and the reason why we consider these
topics,” §116). Whatever “giving one's self over” means, it is surely a more time consuming
process than writing poems in one's free time, and the term évépyeia seems to mean “full-time
occupation” rather than just “activity.”'"'

Also relevant is a section of Philodemus' On Epicurus, which one of its editors, Achille
Vogliano, called “queen of the columns preserved in the Herculaneum papyri.” The topic is the
feasts held in memory of Epicurus.

Philodemus, On Epicurus (PHerc. 1232, fr. 8.1.10-20):'"?
10 ... 6cor T[a]c [ev]voiac [kai ... who are well disposed both to him and

10" Asmis (1995a) reaches a similar conclusion to mine, though my formulation is stronger. I do not accept
Arrighetti's (2006: 319-322) criticisms of Asmis' arguments: although her parallel for the translation of évepyeiat
as “being busy at, making a practice of, practicing energetically” (22) disappeared when Delattre published his
new edition of On Music, I provide several more in this discussion. Further, Arrighetti's assumption that we
should translate the term according to Aristotle's usage is not acceptable, since the parallels I give provide
evidence for a specifically Epicurean usage. Arrighetti understands Epicurus' dictum to mean that poets will not
expound the results of new research in poetry, but does not provide any support for his assertion. That view was
first put forward, so far as I know, by Giancotti (1959).
gvépyeia also appears in fr. 2, where however évapyeia should probably be read with Ritter.
I follow Tepedino Guerra's edition (1994) with Clay's translation (1986), except at the end of the excerpt, where
I follow Bignone and Festugiere's understanding of the word pakapia, which is discussed in Clay's commentary.
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Tac] éau[T]oU [ka]i T&[c T]cv éau-  his friends. In doing this [Epicurus says], they

T]ou q>i}\’cov EXOUS“" [o]u }"‘IP 5n- will not be engaged in gathering the masses,
Haycyricew, Tob[T]o mpaTTOV- something which is a form of meaningless

15 ;?]E%]ZHVVBKSKE‘;‘E:J;/?&%}Cl:’i%%’o z;v pandering and unworthy of the natural
’ philosopher; rather, in practicing what is

Tolc TTc pUcew|c oi]keiolc Evep- ! ) .
yotvTac p[v]n[cblrcecon wévTeov congenial to their nature, they will remember

TéOV TéC euv[oiac] Huiv exdv- all those who are well disposed to us so that
T, 8Twc culykablayilwciv T& they can join in the appropriate rites for their
20 el T aUT[GOV palkapial happiness ...

Clearly, occasional feasts and religious rites were not meant as a full-time occupation, but
“practicing what is congenial to our nature” should be, and the memorial feasts are one aspect of
what is congenial.

Diogenes Laertius records (§136) a quotation of Epicurus in which he held that 1 pév
yap atapatia kai () (add. Usener) amovia katactnuaTikai gictv ndovai: 1) 8¢ xapa kai 1
gUppocuvn kaTd kivnecw évépyeiat PAémovtan (“Ataraxia and aponia are static pleasures, but

'3 There is debate about

chara and euphronsyne are considered to be energeiai in movement”).
the text: the MSS are divided between évepyeia (sic, probably representing the dative) and
gvepyeian; the plural is Long's emendation on the grounds that “the dative has never been
satisfactorily explained.”''* What special force the word has here has not been explained
either.'”® “Activities” does not seem an appropriate term for states of the soul, but it is supported

by a comment by Diogenes of Oenoanda (noted already by Arrighetti).

Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 34 VI 2-6 (Smith):

2 _nuleic 8¢ Cn]Tcduev Tdn Let us now investigate how
méoc 6 Bioc nueiv nduc life is to be made pleasant

'3 The four are states of pleasure: ataraxia is stable mental pleasure, aponia is stable physical pleasure (they consist

primarily, but not entirely, in the lack of disturbance, hence their formation as negatives), chara and euphrosyne
are kinetic mental and physical pleasures, respectively. See Gosling and Taylor (1982), especially chapter 19.

"'* Discussion in Long and Sedley (1987: I1.125) to their 21R.

' Diano (1946: 138, the commentary to his [37]) tries to explain it by glossing eo quod movendi vim habent (“the
means by which they have the power of movement”), which seems to make it a property or quality of chara and
euphrosyne.
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YEVNTAL KAl €V TOIC KO- for us both in states and in
5 TacTruacl kal év Taic actions.
__Tmpagecv.

A discussion of things that disturb one's peace of mind, like fears of death and the gods,
followed; a discussion of the praxeis, activities, seems to be lost.''® Additionally, philosophy is
called a praxis at fr. 29 1 5-13, just as Epicurus had called it an energeia in fr. 219, quoted and
discussed just above.''” This implies, however, that it was simply appropriate to talk of chara
and euphrosyne as activities, though further evidence is lacking. It seems reasonable to suspect
terminological looseness, like that in the case of the different words for prolepsis (and it is
notable that energeia does not appear in the fragments of Diogenes' inscription). Nonetheless,
though chara and euphrosyne are not the goal for Epicureans, they are no small thing and,
depending on the view of Epicurean pleasure adopted, may be important constituent parts of it.

The verb ¢vepy¢co continued to be used by later Epicureans. Additionally, Polystratus,''®
Carneiscus,''” and Philodemus'*’ use évépyeia to mean “action” or “course of action, policy”
and évepy€co to mean “to enact an évépyeia,” that is, to act habitually or deliberately. Only once
does it appear in an Aristotelian sense: in Polystratus' On Irrational Contempt 15.2 it appears
with Suvapuc, which is not a typical Epicurean pairing.'*'

‘Evepyéw and évepyeia, then, are fairly strong words: to act, to practice regularly, to act

as a result of a policy. The connotations of this are important for the question of the Epicurean

116
117
118

For the reconstruction of the inscription and its argument, see Smith (1993: 473-5).

However, eating, drinking and sex are also called praxeis in fr. 33 VII1-9, in what is clearly not a technical use.

On Irrational Contempt 31.12.

"9 Life of Philistas 2.6.

20 0On Arrogance 21.15, [On Choices and Avoidances] 14.14 and 22.10, Against Those Who Claim to be Literalists
(PHerc. 1005) 102, and On Anger 26.17 are interesting cases, where the word refers to acting or not acting on
the basis of strong emotional states and mistaken beliefs, respectively. While not exactly parallel, they tend to
support my view that the word should not be taken in its Aristotelian sense.

2! There are no examples of the pairing listed s.v. in Usener's Glossarium, nor do Epicureans seem to use it in its

Aristotelian sense.
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view of poetry: you can write it all you like, as long as you do not mistake it for The Real Thing,
for philosophy, for a source of truth. To write poetry évepyeiai is to engage in that activity as if it
were on par with philosophy, which is simply impossible for Epicurus or an Epicurean.

So the Epicurean sage can also be a poet, probably in the same way they can be said to be
a household manager: they can use a fechne to achieve the proper end of that craft, so long as
their practice of the craft is subordinate to the overarching goals and practices of
Epicureanism.'”* The only proper profession for an Epicurean sage is of course professing
Epicureanism, but there is no obstacle to their writing some verses as a diversion. That is to say,
for Philodemus to write epigrams and for Lucretius to write the De Rerum Natura are not
necessarily problems, when viewed in an Epicurean framework.'”> What matters are their own
attitudes, needs, and circumstances, about which we are in no position to speak.

As for the correct discourses about poetry and music, the discussion of Menander
probably by Epicurus preserved in PHerc. 1570 (probably Philodemus' On Wealth 1I), and
Philodemus' own TTepi ToU kab’ “Ounpov ayabol Pacihécoc and the criticism of the poets in
the second half of his TTepi eUcePeiac are examples of such treatments. However, the poetry
itself is not morally useful; rather it is the philosopher's reading and analysis of it that highlights
the correct and incorrect actions of the characters in the poems, or correct and incorrect
statements on the part of the narrator. In the criticism of the character of Wealth in Menander's
Georgos, Epicurus points out that the statements made by the goddess Poverty are simply false

and damaging. He treats the poem as a competing instructor whose doctrine needs to be refuted

122 S0 already Asmis (1995a), and see chapter three.

123 Lucretius' poem, however, does seem to violate Philodemus' statement at On Poems V.17.20-24 that no one has
ever, nor will ever, write useful poetry. I suspect he would have defended himself on the grounds that his poem
could function as a protreptic and he may have taken a different view of the possible utility of poems from
Philodemus'. I intend to consider this problem in greater detail elsewhere.
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for the good of the students.'** In the On the Good King, Philodemus points out good and bad
actions by the characters for instruction (but it is his reading of the poems, not the poems

themselves, that is educational);'*’

in the On Piety, he points out false theological statements so
that they might not confuse the audience.'*® By claiming that the philosopher will be able to
discourse correctly about these topics, Epicurus indicates that well-trained Epicureans will not be
damaged by the contents of poetry both because they can recognize harmful statements and
because they will have the correct attitude about it in the first place. Less well-trained Epicureans
might mistake poetry for a convincing source of truth about the world or take characters, actions
or attitudes praised in the poem to be actually praiseworthy. In short, Epicurus merely meant that
Epicurean philosophers will have correct attitudes towards poetry and will be able to criticize it
or draw on it for useful lessons. That is, they will write it, or not, as their personality and

circumstances dictate, but they will never mistake it for an authoritative source of information

about the world and can criticize what they find in it.

§3 Metrodorus

No extensive discussion from the pen of Metrodorus, the second in charge of the Garden
while Epicurus was alive, survives, but he did write an On Poems in at least two books, of which
some fragments are preserved in Philodemus' On Rhetoric 11.'*" These discuss what types of

rhetoric could be considered to be fechnai. It seems certain that this topic was brought in as a

'2* On this work, see Armstrong-Ponczoch (2011).

125 See Fish (2011b).

126 See Obbink (1995b).

127 They start at B.49.27 (p. 145 Longo Auricchio) and B'.21.10 (p. 215 Longo Auricchio; this part of Philodemus'
On Rhetoric 11 is preserved in two rolls, which are given the arbitrary designations B and B' and their columns
are numbered sequentially within each papyrus, so B' col. 21 comes from later in the work than B col. 49).
Metrodorus' fragments were collected by A. Korte (1890); fir. 20-23 are from the On Poems.
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comparandum for an analogous discussion of poetry, i.e. was it a fechne or not, and on what
grounds? We know Philodemus' answer: yes, but not very much of one.'**

The most famous and important fragment, however, is in Plutarch's Non Posse (1094e =
fr. 24 Korte): 6ev und’ eidévar pdckwv, ued omoTépwv fv 6 "EkToop, 1) Touc TpudTOUC
cTixouc Tijs ‘Ourjpou Toirjcewc 1 T&AW T& év pécal, ur) tapPricne (“for which reason do not
be upset to say that you do not know on whose side Hector was or the first lines of Homer's
poetry or what happened in the middle”). Plutarch quotes it to abuse the Epicureans for ignoring
the pleasures of the liberal arts, but he misrepresents the point: you do not need to know Homer's
poetry, or anything about it, to live a pleasant life according to Epicurus. Put differently, once
you are freed from the fear (n.b. TapPéw) that you need to know Homer's poetry and the
mistaken belief that Homer teaches the truth, you are free to enjoy his poetry as poetry (or to
ignore it as irrelevant).

We can gather from a fragment preserved in Philodemus' discussion of political rhetoric
in the third book of his On Rhetoric that the limits of what was included under the fechne of
poetry were a topic.' >

On Rhetoric 111, PHerc. 1506.18-3:

18 [8]T1 8¢ T pn- That it was not characteristic
TOJPlKﬁl TC:W QO@FET‘KC:"’ of the rhetoric of the sophistic
20 o]y cunPePnk]gv elvan mro- (thetors), qua rhetoric, to be
ATiki), kaBo pnTopikr, éc- political rhetoric, nor is it for

T]iv, oUdE TG priTOPL TAL

TlofioUt[et, kaBd PriTeop, tc- suchl.a‘rhetor, qua rheto‘r, Fo fbe

Tw 16 [u] ToAITIKE 1] Elva, a politician, nor in turn 1s it for
25 oUdE TaAW TE[1 ToArTI- a politician to be a rhetor, is

K] TO priT[opt, TOAAG v clear from many passages:

128 See On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1672.22.28-39 (p. 219 L.-A.); at On Rhetoric 111, col xIviii.33-5 (Hammerstaedt)
lessons in poetry are mentioned.

12 Metrodorus fr. 23 Kérte = Philodemus, On Rhetoric Il (PHerc. 1506 col 44.17-33 = 11 247 Sudhaus).
Hammerstaedt (1992) is the most recent edition and I follow his text (with simplified editorial sigla). -ev in 1. 20
is an emendation by the proof-readers of the disegni for -nv which is read on the papyrus.
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PavepOV ek TOTTV" E[Tri- Epicurus says so in his On

koupde pnew ev [T]eot TTept Rhetoric, Metrodorus in On
pnropikfic kai M{n]Tpdbeo- Poems 1, and Hermarchus ...

30 POC €V TAI TPLOTW! Tr[ep]i ’
ToIMUaTwV Kai “Eppap-

31 Xoc ...

The point is simply that a rhetorician is not, by dint of being such, a politician and vice versa.

"%In an On Poems, a discussion of the technicity and

These are separate spheres of inquiry.
bounds of rhetoric is out of place; so why was Metrodorus discussing them? He must have been
using what Epicurus established in his On Rhetoric to provide analogies for the case of poetry. I
would cautiously suggest that his discussion gave rise to certain claims in Philodemus, such as
that the good versifier is not necessarily a good poet (On Poems V col. 11.23-29), and that if
poets aid their audiences, they aid them by means of arguments, not by the poetic form in which
they are expressed (On Music 1V.134.7-16 and 143.27-38). Both of these topics handle the

distinctions between poetry gua poetry and poetry qua vehicle for words or gua verbal form.

This is, admittedly, a somewhat weak chain of inferences.

§4 Hermarchus, Polyaenus, and the other 3" and 2™ century Epicureans

Unfortunately, very little is known about these figures, and from what we do know, they
were more interested in rhetoric than poetry. Their works are fragmentary, usually preserved
because they were cited as authorities by Philodemus or another author in the Herculaneum
collection.

Hermarchus' language is notably poetic, however, and shows points of contact with

1% For Philodemus, only “sophistic rhetoric” was really a techne; political, forensic, and panegyric oratory were

knacks, but political and forensic oratory have need of practice, instruction, and empirical inquiry: see Phld. On
Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674 col 54.15-27), the fragments of Epicurus' On Rhetoric (frr. 46-55 Usener), and Blank
(1995).
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Aeschylus and Pindar, among others."”! Bignone conjectured that Hermarchus might have
written poetry as a youth, before becoming an Epicurean. We need not go as far as Bignone did
and find Hermarchus in PHerc. 1040, which contains a description of an unknown scholar,
probably an Epicurean philosopher.'*?

However, that text is worth consideration. It describes an extremely learned young man
who, in his youth, studied rhetoric, poetry, and music,'* as well as ypauuaTa, which I take to
be “literature,” i.e. poetry and perhaps classic works of oratory and prose. The appearance of
Epicurus' name guarantees an Epicurean setting, but nothing more than that. Hermarchus is a
possible topic, but there are many others. It is notable, however, that youthful excellence in the

liberal arts was apparently praised in this young man.

§5 Colotes
Colotes was a first generation folower of Epicurus and was a favorite student."”* He is
primarily known for his polemical treatise “On the Proposition 'That it is Impossible Even to

2

Live according to the Doctrines of Other Philosophers,” which was refuted at length by
Plutarch. > The Herculaneum papyri preserve fragments of two other works of his: the

anticommentaries “Against Plato's Euthydemus” (PHerc. 1032) and “Against Plato's Lysis”

13t Longo Auricchio (1988: 37-39). In the two reliably verbatim fragments, 23 and 24, he strictly avoids hiatus and

engages in word play as well.
See Longo Auricchio (1988: 48-53 and ad fr. 24). The papyrus is published in Cronert (1906: 97-100, with
second thoughts on 183); Longo reread the papyrus and publishes a more conservative, reliable edition, and a
sober discussion, to which I am indebted. The numeration is Cronert's. Several instances of hiatus rule out
Philodemus or Demetrius Laco as author.
So I understand “harmonies and rthythms” in II.1.
As the pet names Keodwtapac and KeoAwtéprov suggest, both attested by Plutarch (4dv. Colotem 1007¢).
See Kechagia (2011) for a recent treatment of this essay.
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(PHerc. 208). In the latter, he discusses the prolepsis (preconception) of the good poet."*® His
discussion is occasioned by a remark of Socrates at the beginning of the Lysis, during a
discussion of how best to seduce an eromenos. One of the interlocutors was so enamored that he
even wrote poetry. Socrates rounds off the discussion by warning him to not make his lover too
haughty or arrogant lest he come to spurn him, and finishes by saying kaitot ofuai éyco &vdpa
Towrjcel BA&TTOVTA EauTdv ovk &v ce eBEAelv Spoloyrical coc ayabdc ot EcTi o Tric,
BAaPepodc v tautddr “And yet I think that you would not be willing to agree that a man who
harms himself with poetry is a good poet, since he is harmful to himself.” It is this conclusion
that Colotes discusses:

T. IV, p. 10b (p. 164 Cronert):"’

3 oUToc Tap’ - This man, on his own,
au] Tl FO‘}‘FT", ayabov thought it best to claim that he
> ﬂo,]-m‘T[T]v] 889§GCEV was a good poet. And it was
alurov ayabov mowm- necessary  to  contradict

™ eivat. kai Tédt - s )
Y : ; charged on his own to define

oc] diaTeTayu[é]voc ap’ -

10 au]Tédt [k]aAei[v] kaTa TO such a man as a good poet
¢v]apyt[c] kai un [d]oEald- according to what is clear and
ulevov &ya[Bov] Trot[n- not a matter of opinion ...

13 TNV T]ov T[oloUTO]V...

T.IV p. 10d, 1. 2-11 (p. 165 Croénert):!3

2 (6, T Pov- What do you want that the statement
Aer cm;u’][[o]]yru ‘é CE,%Y' should mean? Well, the common
YPC-,[“}‘]M,““J’ T Ye ko way of speaking among all of us

> ;?aﬂf‘()‘:fo]v TE]TL; o.l\())ggl— (6]6y- (Epicureans) was to preserve the

v e FLUITY utterances in accordance with what

ou[c] ka[T]a TO év[a]pyec, ) S
2),0] 8 dga(;éusvév PY is clear, not that which is a matter of

13¢ Their editions are to be found in Crénert (1906), in the Nachtrag, pp. 163-167, and to be read with the notes of

Concolino Mancini (1976). Michael Erler is currently reediting them.

7 Crénert read ur) ¢to) in line 11, which I consider unnecessary: “what is clear and non-conjectural,” taken
together as one idea, makes sense, since what is clear for Epicureans is not conjectural. Hippothales is a
character in Plato's Lysis. 6c] in line 9 is mine; Cronert printed 6.

138 Janko conjectured 8,71 in line 2; cnurjvnt is my correction for Cronert's reading cnunovnv; the construction is a
deliberative subjunctive after BoUAel, see Smyth §1806. Perhaps read [un] at the beginning of 1. 8 instead of [ov]
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Y’ éx[e]ivo kai oUxi & o[U- opinion and not what this man says.
10 Td]c @[nciv.

T.IV p. 10 e, 1I. 2-13 (p. 165 Cronert):!¥*

2 KaTa TO év]apytc According to what is clear
ka[i oU 1O doEald]uevov and not ever what is a matter of
“[,OJTE; Kal “PO‘C&O‘}."E' opinion, also addressing his

> YOLEEVOC, “gl\ Tove @eoy- utterances to me. But in the
yoluJc. év b€ Tolc kata sections partially about poets let

éplo]c mepi ToI TGOV .
%8?][ (’x]v'ﬂ)\épywuer\]z. kall us refute then what they claim,

& uév pacli it évapy[tc €i- whether what is known about
10 va(t] 16 y[vew]piCoule]v[ov good poets is clear in his mind in
[epl] TOINTGV &yabdov some way (?)...
T]Mt [Sravoial Tp]dmTov
13 [Twa...]

Concolino Mancini pointed out that Colotes speaks as if there was a prolepsis of the good poet,

'*9We know from Philodemus that the Epicureans

founding it on 16 évapyéc, i.e. what is clear.
did think there was such a prolepsis, and the discussion about calling such a person a good poet
confirms that Colotes had such a prolepsis: how could he name someone “good poet” without
reference to a prolepsis guaranteeing meaning to that phrase?'*' It is worth noting also that
Colotes uses the opportunity to discuss Epicurean views on language, which is closely connected
to epistemology for them.

In this connection, Colotes mentions Archilochus.'* Because he was a famous, widely-
read and canonical poet, he is used as a test case in Philodemus' On Poems; he appears at 11.34

alongside Semonides, Hipponax, and Euripides; in IV.104 as a poet who is good despite using

bad diction, and in V.18 as a poet who is considered good “only with indulgence” by a Stoic

139 Perhaps we should read kali ur) at the start of 1. 3.

' Concolino Mancini (1976: 62), developing suggestions by Korte (1907: 253-4) and Long (1971). Cronert (1906:
8) thought that Colotes was reflecting Epicurus' ban on poetry; Philippson (RE 2479-80) points out that this is
not necessarily the case.

! For Philodemus' statement, see On Poems V.30.29-33 and 33.33-6.

"2 At T. IV p. 10b* line 7 (p. 164 Cronert), which is a sovrapposto conserved only in in the Oxford disegno of the
text. It reads apxihoxa, which is probably to be emended to ApxiAdxcy[t (ego, cf. Archilochus fr. 301 West).
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literary critic who could not find intellectual contents of value in his poetry. The discussion here
is surely similar: is Archilochus, who slandered others and admitted shameful things about
himself in his poems, thereby a bad poet?'*

Obviously, given the discussion, it was not Colotes' goal to explain what the prolepsis of
the good poet is, but he felt free to invoke the idea, which shows that it had already been
discussed in the school. The most obvious place for such a discussion is in Metrodorus' On
Poems, which seems to have been less concerned with the status of poetry in Epicurean
education, but rather with understanding it as a human endeavor: is it a techne? What makes a
good poet? This last question hints that, even among the first generation of Epicureans, there was
a complete “theory of poetry,” in which quality and judgment were discussed as well as the
ethical import of the contents. That some of these questions were handled by later Epicureans is
not an argument against their treatment here: school doctrine had to be defended in the face of

criticism, if not developed over the course of the centuries to meet new challenges.

§6 Demetrius Laco

Demetrius was probably active in the late second and early first centuries BCE; his dates
are not secure. He mentions Zeno and is probably a rough contemporary.'* His treatise, in
contrast to the others discussed so far, actually survives in some extensive parts. PHerc. 1014

contains book Il and PHerc. 188, much less extensive, is agreed to contain the first book and

143 Concolino Mancini suggests two possibilities: (i) Archilochus is cited because he damaged himself by being
hateful to everyone or (ii) his verse knAégTan 8’ 8Tic [BpoT]&v dodaic (e is Treu's emendation of the co in the
Neapolitan disegno; West prints a more fragmentary text as fr. 253) “whichever mortal is enchanted by songs”
(Phld. On Music 1V.49.38-9 = fr. 352 West) is compared with the discussion in Plato (206b1-2) that poetry
should knAeiv, enchant, and not é§aypiaivelv, enrage. My position develops her first option.
For his biography, see Gigante ap. Puglia (1988). For the reference to Zeno, see below n. 161.
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treats the roles of the hearing (éior}) and mind (31&voia) in the judgement (kpivew) of poetry.'®
Neither work contains a positive exposition of school doctrine in the surviving parts, but
Demetrius seems to have been interested in problems rather than the systematic refutation of
opponents (like Philodemus) and so, potentially, there is much to be learned from him.

The remains of book I are very scanty and difficult to control. The topic seems to be

146 .
The second book discusses

whether the hearing or the mind judges the quality of poetry.
questions of genre (the Pythian nome is handled in some detail) and some, more technical,
aspects of lexis and poetry: the definitions of lexis (col. 36), metaphor (col. 40), and cTevai
pwvai, sounds that are difficult to pronounce (col. 27).

Of greater interest is his identification of a mpayuaTikn {iTncic, or “investigation into
the facts,” which philosophers interested in poetry can perform.'*” At this point, the idea that
poetry could be an object of research should not be surprising, and that poems are considered
things rather than pure language is not, after a moment of reflection, particularly surprising
either: poems can be analyzed for their propositional contents (as hinted at above) or for their
verbal beauty, but even verbal beauty is not “pure language.”

Demetrius has several other very interesting but, as yet, poorly understood positions

about genre and perhaps the intelligibility of poems. A phrase of his, évtpoxalouca kowdTnc

“commonality that obtains,” picks out the feature, or collection of features, which grants a poem

5 For book 11, see Romeo (1988) which includes both books along with introduction, Italian translation and

commentary, but whose reconstruction of the second book is faulty in some particulars. McOsker (forthcoming)
will reedit the text. References here are to Romeo's column and line numbers. Book I has been reedited in
McOsker (2014).
146 See McOsker (2014) and (forthcoming) for discussion of the topic and adversaries, who are Andromenides (also
known from Philodemus) and possibly Crates of Mallos.
For discussion of the term, see Romeo (1988a: 162), which is her note to I1.15.4ss. I follow Longo Auricchio's
suggestion for the translation (in Romeo). The term probably indicates one of the two avenues of Epicurean
research, namely, research into facts; the other was research into pure language (Diogenes Laertius X.34).
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its belonging to a genre. In Demetrius' example, it is the Pythian Nome:

On Poems 11 col. 49.1-10:'8

1 [&-] ... for tension (modifier
ul ‘B}d‘TGF“’,,[. Anl Jv missing) and for  vocal
Kat emt Ty EVK,}\-[ cvn modulation or such a situation,
roliTny ratderar on account of the commonality

5 cw ¥ A& Ty évtpo- .
_Xd Coi}éavnK01végnTa that obtains. Thence such

80ev 1) kai T& TolaU- poems too the grammatikoi
Ta TGV Tonué[Te]v, either write or discover ...
a 1) yp&gouciv ol ypau-

10 ua[Tikol] 1) eupickou(ci]v

and col. 51.4-8:

4 o [Ae] ... they are called poems on
YETAL TOTjHATA 6}0.‘ account of the commonality that
T KaT& T[ov v]duov obtains throughout the Nome
gvTpoxalou[c]alv kowd- genre

8 nTa.

The previous editor, Costantina Romeo, took kowdTtnc to mean ambiguity or vagueness (in
contrast with id1étnc “precision” or specificity). But the word in the sense of “commonality”
(derived from a set of features or characteristics in common) is equally Epicurean, and when
Demetrius wants to say “the ambiguity or lack of clarity that occurs,” he says so.'*’ Demetrius
even discusses the parts of the Nome at some length.'”°

There are a series of terms which, owing to the poor quality of the text, are difficult to
comprehend: avuméTtakToc, however, is surely to be understood in reference to Epicurean

linguistic practice, especially the demand at Ep. Hdt. §37 that we understand what is arrayed

'8 The text is substantially the same as Romeo (1988) though I succeeded in reading several more traces which

make the text more secure. The major differences are that Romeo prints [xp]n[ctr]v at the end of line 2, which
seems too long for the space, and that I read Tév Tonu&|[Tew]v, | & at 49.8-9 for her Tév Tonué[Tw]|v

149 Cf. On Poems 11 col. 61.5-10: B yap v evtpoxaloucav adnAdTnTa mept Tovv yAlwc]crjuaciv gictv
Alkaioc te kai Camecd k[a]k[o]Uuevor (“for on account of the lack of clarity which obtains, regarding the
aspect of rare words, Alcaeus and Sappho have both been abused”). For kowdtnce see LSJ and Usener GE s.v.
and note that it is used three times in Epicurus Ep. Hdt. §§58-59, and only in the plural to mean “common
features” as at, e.g., De Ira 24.28 and De Morte 24.8.

130 See Romeo (1988b).
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beneath (T& UmoTeTayuéva) our utterances (pBSyyor). Only in this way will we be able to
make reliable, well-founded judgments about the world:

On Poems 11.45.2-11:"!

2 ’ ’ [&- ... it is difficult
vuTrotakta o [na- to understand anhypotakta
5 Ta SUC'fO\}‘O"‘H[; : §‘%“ AuBel poems. In fact, the poems of
pelv. kai “[y]ap” Ta TTloAudey- Polydeuces and Euphronides,

kouc kai T& Eugpovidou o )
- signify some incoherent and

dinpTnuéva pév Ti- )
Vo kol WeudH Tpoga- false things, but generally

10 AJou &’ oUk EcTv avu-
moTakT[&x (o[ Ja

The term avumdTakToc is to be connected with the mention of T& UmoTeTayuéva in Epicurus'
Letter to Herodotus §37, which stand for the prolepseis which are subordinated to our utterances.
Here, the anhypotakta poems are perhaps those without any meaning derivable from the text.
The context is broken, but Demetrius may be saying that, however difficult their poems are,
Polydeuces and Euphronides wrote poems which correspond in some way with our notions of
reality and that they signify. This is not a demand for historically or factually accurate poetry, but
rather poetry that means something and is not nonsense.'>>

A similar term is cuvdecupoc, which should be understood in connection with the

rhetorical use of “reasonable connection” rather than the grammatical use “word other than a

"I The passage is extremely difficult and of uncertain meaning. [S1an]petv (11. 4-5) is uncertainly restored and of

uncertain meaning. The sense here may be similar to that at On Piety pt. 1, col. 16, line 438-9: i un tac
AV TdTw {1} Siaipovuevoc kowdtntlolac éueAlev Evppaov {n} Tic (TAOV) év TauTalc TPOEIATUMEVCOV
eidQ[v] nvnuovey[cew ... (where Obbink translates “unless any rational person distinguishing the highest
general classes were going to mention types already included in them ... ) and at Herodotus 7.103.1 or Plutarch,
Life of Ti. Gracchus §2. The meaning “explain,” “interpret,” “define” (i.e. “attempt to explain”) generally should
probably be recognized for this verb, which usually means “articulate” or “punctuate” in literary contexts. N.b.
Romeo's note ad loc. actually refers to SuckoAov, not Siaipeiv as written. In 1. 4, Romeo had printed u[¢v, which
would be late in the sentence, or have to correlated with a 8¢ missing in the lost remainder of the column. Janko
suggests (pers. comm.) u[n). The translation follows the suggestions of Ruth Scodel (pers. comm.).
It is plainly connected with Philodemus' term 1} UmoteTaypévn didvoia, on which see below.
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153 This makes, I think, better sense of Demetrius' definition of

noun or verb” or “conjunction.
“metaphor:”

On Poems 11.40.2-7 Romeo:">*

2 evBev- For which reason metaphor is
5§] Tapa Ticy 5;\T}T°' said by some to be an abbreviation
un ToU o]uofou Aéyeta of a simile. In fact, the [noun

5 N HeTJagopd: ¥ TO yap u[n- missing] from the connections...
d’ €Kk T| OV cuvdécuwv

---][]od Tikewov €[ '
Mention of the connections, whether natural or linguistic, between two things may better fit a

discussion of metaphor than technical linguistic details.'>

§7 Zeno of Sidon

Zeno of Sidon was the scholarch in the early first century BCE and taught Philodemus
and Cicero (apparently at different times, otherwise Cicero probably would have mentioned it).
His treatise TTepi omudteov xpricec, “On the Use of Poems,” is not extant.'® It is possible
that a section at the end of Philodemus' On Poems V is indebted to it; unfortunately, the section
is identified solely as ai Tapa Zrjveovt 86Eat “The opinions in Zeno” (On Poems V.29.29). The
opinions deal with judgment of quality rather than utility, which perhaps tells against identifying
the Zeno with Philodemus' teacher. In light of Philodemus' loyalty to his teacher, and his
statement at On Poems 25.30-34 that poems qua poems do not aid either in language or in

thought (i.e. contents), it seems impossible that Zeno radically reevaluated the Epicurean

153
154

For the latter sense of the term, see Romeo ad loc.
The text is somewhat different from Romeo's edition. The major difference is that she restored u[eta | Baive at
11.5-6, which is too long. Janko suggests (pers. comm.) un|3’.
These discussions fill out an Epicurean theory of language, though we do not know if Demetrius is recapitulating
or actually innovating.
Its title is mentioned in a list at PHerc.1005, col. 10.19-20 (= fr.12 Angeli-Colaizzo): mepi Toinu&Twv
xpP1 | [cewc. In the same context, works TTepl ypauuaTikijc (“On Grammar”), TTepi ictopiac (“On History” or
perhaps “On Grammatical Inquiry,” as Sbordone [1947: 144] suggested), TTepl mapoiuéov kai dpoiwv (“On
Proverbs and Similes”) and TTepi Aé€ecoc (“On Language” or “On Style”) are mentioned.
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position, either to meet the new demands of a Roman context"’ or under the influence of Stoic
thought."®

The title of the work suggests that it was concerned with claims that poetry could be
educational or otherwise useful. One thinks of Stoic or Peripatetic opponents, who claimed that
verse and music had certain psychological effects. However, it does not seem likely that it dealt
with questions of how poetry works or is to be judged, that is to say, poetic theory on its own
terms.

Several doctrines in other works have been ascribed to Zeno. See above (§2) for a
discussion of Sextus Empiricus' Epicurean arguments against the utility of poetry. Additionally,
Armstrong (1995: 228 n. 41) has suggested that Zeno introduced Democritus' analogy between
atoms and letters to Epicurean theorizing about poetry. Lucretius, in turn, developed this analogy
as a main aspect of his poetic style.'” It is quite possible that Sextus drew on Zeno, but the atom-
letter analogy seems to lie further afield.'® Further, two references to a Zeno in Demetrius

Laco's Textual Problems in Epicurus may indicate some work in that field by Zeno of Sidon, but

this would be the only indication of it.'®'

7 S0, e.g., Philippson (1938) and Erler (1992).

138 So Cronert (1906: 8).

139 See generally Snyder (1980) and Holmes (2005).

1% 1 consider it an innovation by Lucretius, who drew directly on Democritus rather than the Epicurean tradition.
Zeno's only known work on poetry focused on its potential utility, which he probably denied.The analogy is only
useful insofar as poetry is considered a valid medium for philosophy. I intend to take up this issue in another
venue.

The name appears at coll. 44.2 and 50.6; in the first he is called 6 piATaToc Zrjveov, which makes it all but
certain that the Zeno in question is the scholarch, since piAtaTtoc was almost a technical term for referring to
fellow Epicureans. The work is published under the title Aporie testuali ed esegetiche in Epicuro by Puglia
(1988).
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§8 Siro

1,'? and he seems to be mentioned in PHerc. 312.'% The

Siro was the teacher of Vergi
testimonia reveal nothing related to poetry and it is not certain that he wrote anything in the first
place. However, he may have been in a circle with Philodemus (the latter's dedication of at least
one work to Vergil suggests as much), so the two probably shared the same, or had similar,

165

opinions. Besides Vergil, he was also the teacher of either Varus'® or Varius'®. If the latter, the

possibly Epicurean-inflected poem De Morte may be testamony to the impact of his teaching.'®®

§9 Conclusion

Epicurus did not himself write an On Poems, but Metrodorus did, and Epicurus did
discuss poetry at length in several of his works. Certain Epicurean doctrines, specifically that
poetry is useless educationally and that it is a techne, are clearly datable to this phase of the
school. That Metrodorus put forward a positive doctrine about poetry's technicity is important,
because it meant that his engagement with poetics was not merely criticism of its ethics and
utility, but he attempted explanations of how it worked. He also said that people should not
worry about not knowing the contents of Homer. This is in line with the concern with ethics and
utility in the early Garden, but does not rule out a more technical discussion of poetry as such,
especially since Metrodorus' work was in multiple books.

In the next generation, Colotes seems to rely on his readers' familiarity with a reasonably

fully fleshed out Epicurean theory of poetry. Since the work in which his discussion appears (his

12 Cf. Catalepta 5 and 8, and Servius ad Ecl. V1.13.
'3 His testimonia are collected by Gigante (1990).

164 S0 the editions of Servius.

165 S0 Cairns (317 n. 8).

1 Hollis (1977).
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anti-commentary Against Plato's Lysis) is an inappropriate venue for such a discussion, and he is
not known to have written about poetry elsewhere, we can reasonably, if not certainly, state that
he relied on his teachers.

Zeno of Sidon's work On the Use of Poetry is an obvious locus for innovation (and
indeed, many scholars have ascribed various doctrines to it). Despite its being lost, however, it
seems all but certain that he did nof innovate on the important point of poetry's utility. His
motivations for writing are obscure, but two are easily within reach. The first is that he was
updating Epicurus' or Metrodorus' arguments to meet newer or more sophisticated attacks. The
second is that he was rebutting heterodox Epicureans like the group on Rhodes, which was
known to hold divergent opinions on several points of ethics.'®’

Demetrius Laco may have presented a new theory in the badly mangled book I of his On
Poems. The extant part begins with an argument against an unknown critic and Andromenides
about the judgment of poems, namely, whether the hearing is responsible for it or not. Demetrius'
view agrees with Philodemus, but Philodemus does not cite Demetrius as a source for the On
Poems, as he does in the On Signs and Sign-Inferences. Unfortunately, there are no points of
overlap with what we can infer from Colotes.

Philodemus' own treatise contains no positive exposition of his poetics. I take this to
mean that he was relying on his audience already being familiar with it from other authoritative
works. It is possible that he had Demetrius Laco in mind, but Epicurus and Metrodorus are just
as possible, if not more so.

It seems certain that the Epicureans never wavered in their view that poetry was useless

educationally. The question of when they developed a full theory of how poetry worked is still

"7 1t seems that Philodemus continued his teacher's polemic against them in the topics of rhetoric and anger, at least.
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open, but I hope to have given good reason to believe that it should be dated early in the school,
probably to Metrodorus' On Poems. This is, of course, not the only possible solution, but it
seems to me to be most likely.

Philodemus' overlap with Demetrius can be explained in several ways. He may not have
known of Demetrius' work when he wrote, or he may have found it insufficient or unsatisfactory
in some way. The overlap may also be less than it appears: Andromenides, at least, does not play
a very large role in Philodemus' work.

This has several implications for our understanding of Philodemus and his project. First
of all, his work was purely polemical, devoted fully to criticism of opposing views, without any
interest in explaining or adapting doctrine. We need not therefore conclude that he was
completely unoriginal or just a pedisequens of his teachers; other works show much greater
flexibility and generosity towards other schools. Second, he is located firmly within the context
of his school tradition, as he himself claims with repeated protestations of loyalty, not only to

Zeno, but to the Founders as well.
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Chapter Three

The Prolepsis of the Poem

§1 Kanonike and the Canon

As we will soon see, Philodemus considered poetry primarily as language organized in a
particular way and for a particular reason. That a poem is language has important implications
and, in fact, is the basis of many Epicurean positions about poetry, with consequences for their
positions about what poems are and how to judge them. Because language relies fundamentally
on human senses (usually, for the Greeks, hearing), it is well to consider how the senses work,
because they are our access to the world outside our own minds. The section of Epicurean
philosophy devoted to epistemology was called kavovikr} (canonic), from kavcov, a measuring
rod. Canonic undergirds the system of Epicurean physics, which in turn supports their ethics. In
this case, we will see that fundamental concepts in Epicurean canonic reappear in Philodemus'
discussion of poetry. It is only by a happy accident of shared etymology that the term “canon”
came to be used for the recognized set of great authors which are the classics of a given society.

Epicureans held that humans experience the world more or less directly, through our
senses. Outside matter impacts our sense organs and the sense-impressions are interpreted by our
minds. This chain of events—aicbncic, wabn, mpdAnyic (sense, feeling, preconception)—
makes up our criteria for determining the truth of something.'®® Our primary source of

knowledge is our senses, which transmit information about the world to us, to our souls, in a

1% See Diogenes Laertius X.31; n.b. that later Epicureans, including Philodemus, added the pavtacTikai émBoAai
Tfic Siavoiac; cf. KD xxiv and Philodemus De Signis fr. 1.11-5.
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reliable fashion.'® By “feelings” (1&6n), Epicureans mean pleasure and pain (fr. 260 Usener =
D. L. X.34), and similarly, they are always true, because they are completely internal to the
subject feeling them. We judge propositions about the real world by reference to our perceptions
(“does this proposition match my perceptions of reality?””) and feelings (“‘does this sensation or
proposition make me feel good or bad?”’) in order to conduct research about reality and decide
what to do (Ep. Hdt. §63).

The last of the original three criteria is the prolepsis, or preconception, a thought, idea,
and/or memory of repeated experiences of the same thing which can be called to mind at will or
is called to mind when provoked from without the person.'”” Diogenes Laertius' definition is

worth quoting in full (D. L. X.33):'"!

v 8¢ TpOAnyiv Aédyouctv oiovel kaTaAnyv 1) 86Eav dpbnv 1j Evvolav i kaboAikrv
VONCY EVATTOKEIUEVTIV, TOUTECTL Mvijuny ToU ToAAdkic Ewbev pavévtoc, olov “TO
TOloUTOV EcTIv GvbpwToc” dua yoap TR pndfivar “dvbpwtoc,” eubuc kaTa
TPSANYIY Kai 6 TUTToc auToU VOEITAl TTPONYOUHEVWY TV aiobricecov. TavTi olv
OVoHaTI TO TPWTWC UTOTETAYHEVOV Evapyeéc ECTi® Kal oUuk av €fnTroauey TO
CnToUpevov, el U TPOTEPOV EYVCOKEIUEY aUTS: olov “TO méppw EcTOC ITTToC £CTiv T
Bouc;” Bel yap kaTtd TpoAnyw éyvokéval ToTe iTmou kai Bodc poperiv, oud’ &v
COVOUACapéV Ti, Ui TPATEPOV auToU KaTa TPOANYIv 1oV TUTov pabdvTec. evapyeic
oUv eictv ai TpoAfyelc.

They mean by “prolepsis” a sort of apprehension or correct opinion or idea or general

1 Epicurus said that all sense impressions are true, but does not say how they are true. The most probable

explanation is that they are true because, due to the atomic physics of eidola, all of our sense perceptions have
some real, physical correspondence with the actual object; see, e.g., Asmis (2009: 85). This is open to objection
because Epicurus admitted that a square tower, if seen from a distance, would appear round and explained the
phenomenon on physical grounds: the eidolon of the tower had lost its sharp edges in transit. If the sense
impression of the round tower is to be true, however, it must be true in the sense that the observer really is
noticing it. That is, our sense impressions are true because they constitute mental awareness of physical realities
which actually obtain. That is, the tower really is square, but we really do perceive it as round because the eidola
which reach us really are so. The obvious problem of the unreliability of our senses is minimized in practice by
demanding clear (évapyric) sensory impressions and by withholding consent until we have those clear
impressions. For discussion of the primary sources, see Asmis (1984: 153-4) and (1999: 284-5), as well as
(2009).

The fourth criterion, added by later Epicureans, are the pavtacTikai émpBoAai, or acts of mental attention, which
are not relevant to this discussion. See Long-Sedley .90 with commentary on their passage 17a2.

I follow Dorandi's text, except that I accept Gassendi's correction of the MSS' émteTaypévov into
UTTOTETa Yy HEVOV.
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thought which has been stored up within, that is, a memory of something which has often
appeared from without, e.g. the statement “such a thing is a human;” for at the same time
the word “human” is said, an outline of one is called to mind in accordance with the
prolepsis, because the senses have led the way. So, the first referent to every word is
clear, and we would not even try to ask about a difficulty if we did not previously
recognize it. For example, the question “the thing standing a ways away—is it a horse or
a cow?” For [sc. to ask this question,] it is necessary to have learned at one point the
shapes of a horse and a cow, nor could we name something if we had not previously
known its outline by preconception. And so preconceptions are clear.
The senses lead the way because, without seeing humans several times previously (or hearing
them described in some detail), we could not call to mind a mental image of one. We have
prolepseis of very many aspects of human experience, both of simple things in the real world,
like horses and cows, but also have more complicated concepts, like the goodness of a poem,
which Philodemus explicitly mentions at On Poems V.33.34-6: [m]Anv oUte TapepdmTeTal
T[fic] kowfic évvoliac olte] TpoelAripapey TaUTny &peTrv ToirjuaTtoc (“but neither has he
alluded to the common idea nor have we preconceived this to be the virtue of poetry”). ko
gvvola (common idea) is a common synonym for “preconception” in Epicurean writings, and the
verb mpoAauBdves is used technically to refer to the idea.'”
When Philodemus, as an Epicurean, discusses poetry, he is discussing the prolepsis of
poetry, and when he discusses the judgment of poems, he judges them in accordance with the
prolepsis of good poetry. At stake in his discussion then is a point of Epicurean canonic: what

people think are good poems must actually be good poems. Any theory or interpretive scheme

which flies in the face of that commitment must be false.

'72 Epicureans are free with technical terms and do not firmly hold to only one term for one concept. £vvoia without

kotvr] means simply “idea,” but kowr) évvola is used generally in philosophical discourse to refer to the same
thing that prolepsis refers to (kowr) véncic is used as a synonym for prolepsis at Ep. Men. §123, as is mpcoTn
gvvola at Ep. Hdt. §38, as well as 16 mpcdTwce umoTeTayuévov (if we accept Gassendi's correction at D. L.
X.33); kown) erjun may be used in this sense at PHerc. 1428.10.25, in Philodemus' discussion of Stoic
monotheism. TpoAauBdveo is used to refer to the prolepsis several times in Philodemus' corpus; see Mangoni's
note to On Poems V.33.32-6.
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Near the beginning of the midollo of book V of the On Poems, Philodemus refutes
Heraclides of Pontus, who has made several demands of poetry: that it benefit and delight the
audience, and demonstrate excellence of some kind. He evidently also claimed that poetry which
did not live up to these standards was to be banned or censored in some way.

On Poems V.4.1 and 10-18:

1 [&6]‘}“0(’: . [sc. he is] wretched...
10 k[al] BTt T& k&[A- and because he expels from
Micta moujuata T [So- excellence ~ the  most
Kiu|co]TéTeov TonTeo [y beautiful poems of the most

1 TO und’ 1vTivouv ..
opeNiav Tapackeud- famous poets, the majority

15 Cew: évicov 8¢ kai [T]a of poems by some poets
TA[el]cTa, TvédY B¢ Tév- and all the poems of others,
Ta [T]fic &peTiic ékpi[TT]&- because they provide no
Cel. benefit whatsoever.

Two other objections have preceded this one,'”” but the interesting claim is that the literary
canon, once Heraclides of Pontus is done with it, will be bereft of many of its finest works,

because they will have been expelled from the ranks of excellent poetry.'™

This is the entirety of
Philodemus' objection to Heraclides' claim about the excellence of the poem, which indicates
that this result is per se unacceptable and would be obvious as such to Philodemus' audience.

Therefore, Philodemus recognized a literary canon and had a method by which it was

constituted. But what was he talking about when he talked about poetry?

§2 Philodemus' Definition of Poetry

'3 The objections were that Heraclides demanded benefit, delight, and “excellence” (&peTr}) from the poem, but did

not specify in any case of what sort or how it was provided. I infer that the excellent poems, that is, those with
apetr, were those that both delighted and benefitted the audience, but the phrasing does suggest that it is a third
quality alongside the other two, rather than a general term of commendation.
No examples are named at this point, but Homer, Archilochus, and Euripides are common examples of high
quality poets who write about bad topics (Hipponax is less commonly used in this connection); cf. e.g. On Poems
V.17.32-35 for Homer and Archilochus's poems being good only “with indulgence” (uet& cuyyvaounc).
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N Houcikn Téxvn, the art of the Muses, is the term in classical Greek for a group of arts
taken all together, including music (instrumental and sung) and poetry (the words sung) in their
contemporary English senses.'”” Aristotle, in the Poetics, considers romTiky, the art of poetic
composition, separate from that of musical composition and the other aspects of dramatic
composition and staging. He divides tragedy into six parts: uifoc (plot), 1j6n (characters), Aé€ic
(diction), Siavoia (thought), Syic (spectacle), and peAomotia (music), and appears to have been
the first explicitly to do so (50a7-10); Aristophanes' Frogs presents criticism of Aeschylus and
Euripides on metrical and lexical grounds, but without explicitly separating the words from the
music (Aristophanes does not actually seem to consider their music, but the issue is not raised
per se). Philodemus follows them in this respect and divides poucikrj into lyrics and music in our
senses of the words, and leaves music out of his consideration of poetry, since it is a different
thing. It follows that musicians and poets are different professions, though one person may fulfill
both tasks, and indeed he makes this claim. For Philodemus, music is only decorative, in a way;
it serves to please the ear, but does not make a bad argument strong, nor can it fulfill any of the
weighty claims made on its behalf by the Stoics.'”

The On Music comes into consideration here for its important testimony to the basic
division between poetry and music maintained by Philodemus, and because it examines poetry in
its role as lyrics in a song. This fundamental distinction is not explicitly made in the On Poems
(though it could of course be lost in a damaged part of the work), but it underlies his treatment of

poetry as a verbal phenomenon. Without the precision afforded by this separation, his whole

175 Cf. Koller (1963: 5-24, esp. 8-9), and [P1.] Alc. 1. 108a12 — d3. For clarity's sake, mousike refers to the earlier
Greek sense of the word, whereas “music” will be used for instrumental music, “lyrics” for the words of a song,
and “song” for a piece of music constituted from lyrics and/or music; “poem” is reserved for a poem in our sense
or for the lyrics of a song considered without reference to their accompanying music.

176 See Delattre (2007: 1-20) for Diogenes of Babylon's views (and see the next footnote). I intend to discuss Stoic
views generally in a different work.
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theory would be open to attack on the grounds that he is ignoring the effects of the music on the
audience of the poem. Furthermore, the distinction is in line with Epicurean thought on language,
sensation, and decision-making. The ear, being a sense organ, cannot make decisions; it cannot
judge. It can transmit sensory data to the mind, which then judges them, but delight of the ear is
not a criterion of truth for the Epicureans. The data transmitted by a song or poem are the words
and their form; it is only on these bases that a poem can be judged. The distinction drawn by
Philodemus in On Music IV clarifies the relationship between the music and the words and so
lays the groundwork for the rest of his analysis of poetry.

Beyond the distinction between music and poetry, Philodemus also makes several
statements about the role of the poet. Since the poet is responsible for the verbal content of a
song, or for the entirety of a poem, he (not the musician) can influence people, but one gathers
that Philodemus does not think this is a common occurrence, since it is not necessary that the
poet have a positive impact, or any influence at all, on his audience. This point will be taken up
in greater detail below.

77 to task for

Towards the end of the fourth book, Philodemus takes Diogenes of Babylon
confusing the effects of music and lyrics on the audience of a song. In this section, he is giving a
definition of music, and so separates poetry from it. He is engaged in a larger polemic against
Diogenes' argument that music is useful for worship because it brings the worshiper closer to

god, since poetry can describe divinity in a way that prose cannot. In the previous column,

Philodemus refutes this view on pragmatic grounds (how could music at a festival, with so many

177" A Stoic philosopher, who was born c. 240 and died c. 150; he was scholarch of the Stoa in Athens and
participated in the embassy of the three philosophers (along with Carneades and Critolaus) to Rome. He may
have been a founding figure in the Middle Stoa. For a general introduction to his life and theories of music, see
Delattre (2007: 1-20). His fragments are collected in SVF 111 1-126, among which are extracts from On Music
1V, as well as Rhetoric I11. N.b. the addenda to SVF noted in Delattre (2007: 1 n. 3); fragments drawn from the
On Music were reedited in Delattre's edition.
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distractions, work better than an argument in prose?); now he builds on the distinction implied in
his division of poetry from music to define his terms more closely, after some brief observations
en passant about music's effect and utility for its audiences. Some of these arguments will be
examined later, as for now they are not relevant.

On Music 1V.143.39-43:'78

39 el &’ E[T]epdv Tic ~1<G}\ET But if someone says that music is something
40 U[O‘{C‘] Knv “0.‘[9]0‘ To mav Ton- other than the whole genus of poetry, once
Ti[K0]v yévoc, &moBiaAaPBcov he has set aside the melodies that are bare

T]& gg'.[)\]n WA kai Touc pu-
43 Buovc, Trloleiv gniclui evmlplemésc. and rhythms, I say that he does well.

Philodemus says that fundamentally music and poetry are different things and stem from

different technai.'”

By Philodemus' day, this was not a radical statement to make, but it
demonstrates that his poetics starts from first principles, in this case, a definition of the scope of
the field of study, just as in the case of Aristotle's Poetics. It is true that, because of the form of
Philodemus' work, the systematic nature of his thought is hidden, but it nevertheless relies on
carefully thought out positions.

Philodemus makes clear in other passages that rhythm and melody are adornments for the
lyrics, rather than essential to them. Being adornment, they do not contribute to the meaning of
the text. Although the argument is earlier in the work, the topic of discussion is the same: the
proper worship of the gods. As part of his refutation, he dismantles claims that song is the most
appropriate way to worship the gods, because it makes a greater impression on the worshiper.

The first section repeats the claim made by Diogenes; the following sections are Philodemus'

various objections to it.

7% n line 42, T& péhn Wik& are bare melodies, i.e. melodies without lyrics. See Delattre ad loc.

17 On the technicity of poetry, see below.
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On Music 1V.124.1-36:'%°

1 Kal TO pévov He thought that merely claiming
AéYE‘]‘f ém “,Tb “TO\? Kpégou mon- that “the poem of Crexus, although
Sgé:ag;e;\)\)o:sisgév(:)Suoc;ive it [i.e. the lyrics] is not unharmonic,

5 T [1’_] 0T uéhouc ﬂch)DCT[?l) I'e 8év- appears to be far more majestic

__Toc,” kal Tovc Upvouc Tovc v when the melody hgs been added,
Eqécwl kai T[o]Uc UTrd Tédv év and that the hymns in Ephesus and
AakeBaipov[i] xopv dido- those sung by the choruses in
uévouc und[ev Toricewv Ta- Lacedaemon will create no similar

10 paTtArclov, apaipedévtoc,” effect if the melody is removed
aTmoxpfv e[vé]uicey Tpoc a- from them” would suffice for a
moBelw T[ol] n&AAov k{e}i- demonstration that they are rather
VeV, oUbev U[F?]O}“?{YO‘} A moving, since he did not foresee at

508 Sg;gﬁlggggﬁgfgov all that one critic will easily say
LVGTITE KAl AGYICTIKAY against him that the rpelody does
¢[u] paciv ToIETv TO péNoc Bi- nothlng at all superior for the
aQopwOTEPOV, AAAA Tépyiv majesty and the logical force other
&kofic TpocTiBéval pdvov, than adding only the delight of the

20 6 8¢ Bia v [1r]p[o] cuTroAap- hearing, that another critic would
Bavopévny Tiunv Tédv say that the difference appears,
Becov kal TGov avdpdov, o[U because of the additional honor for
Bi[&] 16 uéolc, élupaivecha gods and men, not because of the

—Th[v] ka[T] O‘Z‘}‘ la]ymiv, © S[¢ Tl&- music, and that a third would

25 i(ﬁgl%(]'zcs]lgf\y;?a[\tﬂq—sggyéfg_em, perhaps say that this [i.e. what
wal[tloc &idouév]ou kai Tpoc- Diogenes claims] occurs, 'but ‘thgt

_ Biak]vachaL’ T]6 8 “UTd Téov the thqught of the poem, since it is
&pxlatcov [TeTi]uficBon THY sung, is effaced. The claim that

30 pou]ciknv” 131 (b'rn LEV Kai “music was honored by the ancients
amai[deUTeol Tlekuriptov 1- is a proof of its utility” is forgivable
Yeicba[i y’ ex]pncTiac, cuy- in the case of a foolish or
Y]VCO?[Té‘{a “51 TTO“BE\:{UE' uneducated person, but for an

5 ;] :.205;) [l;[;;;tlﬁéi\%‘:)iggf" educated person, a philosopher even

EleTr

more so, it is completely blame-
worthy.

This is an excellent example of Philodemus' style of argumentation. First he reports the

opponent's opinion, namely that music added to lyrics adds power and majesty to the praises of

180 We might have also expected paragraphoi at 11. 15 and 20, but none are recorded by any of the editors

(Neubecker also neglects the one in 1. 6). Delattre in his apparatus notes that the space left in 1. 6 might have
contained a letter or two, and suggests ye. I accept Delattre's suggestion of mpoc[Siak]vécB[at in 1.27 (and see
his note).

For the use of &AA& in 1. 18 instead of #) after comparatives, see LSJ s.v. A.13. In 1. 23, perhaps “gives
force” is a better translation than “appears” for éupaivecBai; cf. the translation of éugactv moieiv in 1. 17 of this
passage.
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the gods, then he gives three criticisms of it, all of which are on point and represent possible
avenues of attack, keeping in mind that, for Epicureans, only argumentation was convincing.
Appeals to emotion or sensation held no sway, and music affects only the ear, which is irrational
and so not a decision-making organ. After the criticisms, Philodemus forcefully and polemically
sums up his position.

The next passage follows a little further on in the text, and similar claims are at stake.

On Music 1V.125.14-24:

14 oU pnv aAA& TO Nevertheless, the poetic is suitable [i.e.
15 TONTIKOV ECTIV TPOCPQ- for symposia?], and the complex makes
POV, KL TV Houcikny T the music into something admirable.
gr\gt:?[[s(]x:] i‘g%geg%cv['ﬂggjov Both for the sake of enjoyment and of

: enthrallment, but not for sake of what

yw opoli]eac [k]ai Tnv yuxa- . . X
20 yooyialv, &AN] ob Bi&x T& TpdE is claimed by those people [i.e. the

ToUTe (v &Eijovpey’ &mede[i- Stoics], it [sc. music] was demonstrated

X]en T}'[poc}q]q)@g]"[c’) oud’ &AAwC to have been added il’l, and no

1 k]a[Ta]ckeur) [T]oU kepaAai- differently from artistic elaboration of
24 ou. the main point.

Only for pleasure, and not for any other reason, was music included. Thus, it can hardly be an
essential part of the mental work of a song, which (as the passage quoted just before this one
states) is proper to the lyrics.

What is meant by t& cupmAakévta (“what has been interwoven” and thence “the
complex”) is not entirely clear at first glance. The plural neuter participle is used similarly in
several other places in On Music: at 1V.131.25, where Philodemus claims that variety of

enjoyment is brought about by the complex, not the harmonies (or nuances'®'

) of the music;
132.18, where he claims that not music and rhythm but “the thoughts that are interwoven with

them” cause relaxation and joy; and 148.15, where he claims that it is on account of the complex

181 apluovidd]v and xplcopaTte]v are the two possibilities mentioned by Delattre, whose reading of the rho rules

out earlier suggestions. Since the alpha is clear on the disegno (Delattre admits as much in his note), I prefer the
former.
76



that they have preferred music so much, as well as col. 140, quoted and translated just below. At
141.35, the finite verb cuutAékeo is used to refer to the music which is interwoven with words.
If this is so, then Philodemus claims at 11.16-17 of the current passage that the lyrics make the
song worthwhile, because they are the only part of the song not included in its music. This
interpretation is supported by his statement at 1l. 22-4, that the relationship between words and
music is comparable to that between the topic of a speech (T kepaAaiov, the “head” part, i.e.
the topic) and its rhetorical elaboration (kaTackeur)), since the two combine to form the finished
product of the speech.

This passage comes at the end of a critique of the Stoic unity of virtue and the Stoic

182

position that music can teach the virtues. ~~ Philodemus, after his rebuttal, sums up his position

as follows:

On Music 1V.140.1-14:'%

1 E’qPﬂTGl TTEP‘ledCT]C ape- ...commonplaces and bare assertions and,
The Kkai XU§°“°.‘ kat patika even worse, contradictory statements have
;\‘{‘Ta~“}‘\x}2(°“5"a>,'<,m,“°)" i been said about each virtue, and far worse

L HaAAOY TTAP F:\}[l]OlC. oV than that in some authors. Nevertheless, not

5 unv dAN’” oudt kabd oin- ;

even as poets could they know such things,

Tal TaUT €iBeie[v] &v, oUx 8T X . ; :
kaBd Houcikoi, kai Toic Sia- to say nothing of [their knowing it] as

vorjuacty, ov Toic péAect mousikoi, and they aid by means of
kai puBuoic, copeholct TTapéA- thoughts, not by means of melodies and
10 keTat 8¢ TaUT &AAcoc, {1} HEA- thythms; these later are added in
Aov 8¢ kal TeplcTran cup- pointlessly, or rather, because, when they
TAexépeva [mp]oc 6 T[o]ic Bi- [i.e. the music and lyrics] are intertwined,
avorjuacw T[a]pax[o]Aou- they distract the hearer with regards to

182
183

Neubecker (1986: 179-181) is a useful summary of this section.
The end of the previous column is missing and there is no connective particle preserved; so we begin in the
middle of a sentence. Nevertheless, the sense seems complete enough, so it is unlikely that much is missing.The
end of the passage is difficult. The most obvious translation, “they distract the hearer towards paying attention to
the thoughts,” is in fact diametrically opposite to what Philodemus has been arguing the whole time and
somewhat awkwardly phrased. Delattre's summary of Philodemus' position is as follows: “pour lui, la musique
est un art exclusivement sensuel — source de plaisirs non nécessaires (col. 151), sans étre pour autant
négligeables, au méme titre que ceux de la rhétorique et ceux de la poésie — et sans liaison aucune avec la raison,
en tout cas (col. 115)” (104). The translation I have given follows the suggestions of Ruth Scodel (pers. comm.),
which solve the difficulties.
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—Betv. attention to the thoughts.

Of importance is the explicit distinction drawn at 1l. 4-9 between the poets and mousikoi, who are
actually the same group of people acting in different roles, that is, as composers of lyrics in the
first case and composers of music in the second. Philodemus makes several points. The first is
that the two types of composition are different activities and so poetry and music are different
things. The second is that the thought contained in poetry does not necessarily aid the reader or
listener, since the poet does not necessarily know anything useful about his topic. Music has no
positive impact on the audience, and possibly just distracts them from paying attention to the
content of the lyrics.

The forked paragraphos at 140.14 marks the end of the section of the book dedicated to
rebutting Diogenes. Philodemus then takes up a defense of the Epicurean position.'™*

On Music IV. 140.14-24:'%

14 fikouca 8¢ Tvwov Ae-

15 YOvTwv e &ypolk[1l]due-
Ba T& puéAn kai Touc pulBl]-
Buovc dveu cnuaciac oid-
Hevol Aéyew Twac @iAo-
co@ouc T} Touc Euppovac

20 HOUCIKOUC ETI” &APETTV TTPO-

TPETEW, TGOV A[v]Spddv Touc

guueAETC kai evpubuouc
Aéyouc &[EiovvTtwv TobTo
24 _mpo’c’pépechball.

I heard some people saying that we
are uneducated rustics for thinking
that some philosophers and the
intelligent music theorists claim that
songs and rhythms  without
signification turn the audience
towards virtue, while the Great Men
claim that melodic and rhythmic
arguments contribute this.

Philodemus' opinion clearly is that cnuacia (signification, . 17) and Adyor (arguments, 1. 23)
are what actually influence people's decision-making, rather than the music. He adds, as if an

afterthought, that the kathegemones, the leaders of the Epicurean school, claim that arguments,

'8 Neubecker (1986: 181-186) and Delattre (2007: 277-279) give slightly differing interpretations.

"5 The Stoics (for these are most likely the unidentified opponents) are merely abusing the Epicureans for denying
the Stoic view of music's effect on its audience. The Great Men (oi Av8pec) are Epicurus, Metrodorus,
Hermarchus, and Polyaenus. For the use of the term, see Longo Auricchio (1978).
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here described not entirely seriously as “melodic and rhythmic,” lead to truth.'®
The same point is made later in the same treatise with reference to stories told about how
Simonides and Pindar had rescued cities from civil disturbances through their music.'®’

On Music 1V.143.27-39:!88

27 _ kai Touc Tepi Ciucovi- [sc. I assert] that both Simonides and
8[nv] kai TTiv[6I'd apov yeyove- Pindar were both musicians and poets,
30 v[c;u u]Eg‘K(Il‘UOUSZl/KOU’C, YEYo©- and, inasmuch as they were musicians,
\)[E\}C(]‘l £ kal o 1 nrac, kol ko= they composed works that do not

06 [U]Ev poucikol TG acrjuav- . 7. . )
. ‘ signify anything, but inasmuch as they

Ta, k[a]8O 8¢ o Tal TeToIn-
kév[ali Touc Adyouc, OPEAEV were poets, they composed texts and

5 —Yceo[c] undt koT& ToUT, A Tav- they aided (perhaps, not even in this
35 TeEAGC ¢ pikpdy — oUdE pd- regard, or only a very tiny bit) neither
VOUC TOUC HoUCIKoUC, OUdE the musicians alone, not even [sc. them]
H&AAov, GAA& TavTtac o- more [sc. than other people], but all
Hoiwo[c] Tovc memanBeupE- educated people alike.
39 _voulc.

Composers of songs are both mousikoi and poietai but they only aid their audiences qua poets,
because only poets compose logoi, probably best rendered in this case by “texts,” that is, the
lyrics of their songs. These texts signify (i.e. make intelligible statements), which the music does
not do (cf. 1. 31 in this passage and IV.140.17, quoted above.), and could possibly make
philosophical arguments, but Philodemus is pessimistic about poets' ability to do so.

So far, the discussion has focused on the On Music, since it provides an important
fundamental distinction between music and poetry, as well Philodemus' assertions that only the
words can bear meaning and make an argument sufficient to change someone's mind or behavior.

We now turn to the On Poems itself, to book two, where Philodemus gives a hypographe,

"% Delattre ad loc. takes the passage differently: the Founding Fathers of Epicureanism stated that arguments in

songs, even if clothed in melody and rhythm, lead us to truth. I understand the arguments to be “melodic and
rhythmic” because they harmonize with Epicurean thought and lead to happiness (and because Philodemus
would not describe prose as “melodic”).
%7 On Simonides, see = Pindar OI. 2.29d. On Pindar, see Delattre (2007: 76 n. 6) with the citations there, and n.b.
frr. 110 and 109 Maehler.
In line 34, Janko (pers. comm.) conjectured und&{v), which would mean “not at all.” The word poucikoi seems to
mean “musicicans” in the first instance and “the musically inclined” in the second.
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a sketch-definition, of poetry.'® There is a major problem with this definition as stated, however,
which will be handled below.

On Poems 11.32.5-15:1°

5 _ Tiva y[ap T]/pdmov, & How is it so, O Corybants, that, if
KopuBavTec, g[i T]//0 ménua we all think that what is a poem is
TavTec oUx w|c] // TepéTicua not rattle and hum, but language
Kai kpoUua vo//oUuev’, aA- which, as a result of some kind of
A& A €' 1c ek ToU [Tr]//coc cuvTi- composition, signifies a thought, of

the sort which speech does not do
naturally, if the contents happen to
be completely unknowable?

10 BecBai Siavédn//pa cnuat-
voucac, olov 6 [Ad]//yoc ou mé-
Pukev, &v “6Awic ay//yvorital
13 TO vooUpeviov;”;

The “Corybants” are euphonist critics who held that the meaning signified by the words of a
poem is irrelevant to the judgment of the poem as good or bad; in their opinion, only the sound
of the poem mattered. Philodemus' mockery is pointed: the corybants worshiped ecstatically with
loud drums and cymbeals. Philodemus rebuts them on the grounds that no one actually thinks that
the words of a poem do not mean anything. Arguments from consensus are not part of Epicurean
epistemology, but the argument is clearly from some sort of commonly held view, in this case,
the prolepsis of a poem, which, Philodemus implicitly asserts, contains “makes sense” among the
attributes of “poem.”’”" All of this follows neatly from what Philodemus said in the On Music
about the effect that music can have on its audience. There, the intellectual impact stemmed only
from the lyrics, and here he maintains that poems must make sense.

The terms used in this quasi-definition deserve further investigation. Lexis is used in con-

% Despite the Epicurean refusal to use definitions, Philodemus feels no compunction about discussing the aspects

of the prolepsis of poetry, which is what he does here.

For “speech” (6 Adyoc 1. 11), “prose” (so Janko, pers. comm.) is also possible. I take Philodemus' point to be

communication more generally: poetry presents thoughts dressed up in language that no one would use or

communicate under normal circumstances, not just that no one would communicate in prose. For the translation

of mépukev, see LSJ s.v. II.2 and supply cnuaivewv from the previous clause (the perfect indicates that the

speech is in a state of having been formed). More literally: “of what sort speech/prose is not formed by nature

[sc. to signify].”

"1 The majority of people can be wrong, as Epicurus thought they were in the case of theology. See Obbink (1992).
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temporary authors to mean “word” or “phrase,”'** but as early as Aristotle means “language” in
the sense “words and sentences used in a text.” Aristotle joins it with diathesthai in a discussion
of style and speech-writing (On Rhetoric 111, 1403b20). The first thing is finding the persuasive
parts of the matter at hand, SeUtepov 8¢ TO TalTta T Aé€et diabécbar “Second is their
organization in language,” third is delivery and the emotions which the orator can produce by
skilled delivery. That is, after deciding on the arguments, the orator has to compose his speech,
to arrange the matter in language. A little later, Epicurus himself, in book 28 of On Nature, uses
lexeis, in the plural, to denote language and usual linguistic usage.

Epicurus, On Nature xxviii, PHerc. 1479/1417 fr. 13 col. V sup 11.2-13:"

2 K]ai pa” opbéac lye, @ Quite so, Metrodorus. For I do not doubt
MnTPOSE‘JE’E' vy yap otpat that you could cite many cases, from your
CE TTO}\}}‘C(,G\) EXEM TPOE[V]Ey- own past observations, of certain people

5 kacBat & £Becopeic yeloiwc [Tr]cd[c . . . .
, A © 2 taking words in various ridiculous senses,

Ti[va]c éydefapévouc kai [&v- . . .
and indeed in every sense in preference to

T[a] uaAAov 1 TO voouuevov . ARt .
KaTa TaC AEEeiC, oUK EEco TGW their actual linguistic meanings, whereas
M

10 iBicpuévaoy Aé€ecov Y our own usage does not flout linguistic
XPWMEVCOV OUdE UETATIOEY- convention, nor do we alter names with
TV SVOUATA ETT T PAVE- regard to the objects of perception.

13 p]dov.

Epicurus, in dialogue with his student and friend Metrodorus, mocks philosophers who use
words in strained and unaccustomed senses. He further claims that his own usage does not
violate linguistic norms. Here, /exeis appears twice, both times with the meaning “language” or
“usage” (once specified as “customary usage”).

cnuaiveo is used in a general linguistic sense as “to signify, to mean;” in this sense it is

192 Cf. LST s.v. Il and n.b. the citations of Epicurus and Polybius there.
193 Note that Sedley's edition follows the spellings on the papyrus, so for normal orthography, read in line 4 &xew, in
1. 6. k8-, in 1.10 eibicpéveov, and in 1. 12 Tédv.
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not found in Epicurus or Diogenes of Oenoanda, but it is in Philodemus' On Rhetoric."”* It
reflects the relationship between physical thing and word from the perspective of language,
whereas, in the Letter to Herodotus, Epicurus uses different terminology to show the relationship

from the perspective of physics (§37):'"

TPATOV Hév oUv T& UToTeTaypéva Ttoic pbdyyolc, & HpddoTe, del eiAnpévan dmeoc
av Ta dofaldueva fj CnTouueva ) ATOpoUHEVa EXwMEV gic TalTa avayayoOvTec
gmkpivew, kai un &kpita TAVTA Muiv MY eic &mepov dmodeikUouctv 1) Kevouc
PBOYyyouc Exwuey
First of all, Herodotus, it is necessary to grasp what is subordinate to our utterances, so
that we might have a reference point for judging what we think or seek or do not know,
and so that everything not be unjudged by us as we draw inferences in an infinite regress
or so that we not have vain utterances.
Here, the real world objects are subordinate to the utterances and the whole system is seen from
the perspective of physics and canonic, as the mention of &méSeific, demonstration, indicates.'*®
From the linguistic perspective, however, the p6&yyou, utterances, refer back to real things, and
the verb used for this is cnuaiveo. Further evidence for this interpretation is provided by
Demetrius Laco in a work whose title is not known, but which is on textual problems in

Epicurus' text."”’ In column 40 of that work, he quotes lines from an epigram of Callimachus and

one of Empedocles' poems to demonstrate the &mod kovoU construction.

% E.g. On Rhet. 11.38.31-39.9. The verb used in Epicurean discussions of sign-inference is cnueidouar and it seems

that the terms were not interchangeable. cnuaiveo does appear three times in the de Signis, but in twice in its
linguistic sense and once in a context too broken for certainty. Diogenes of Oinoanda does have cnueiov, which
is limited to its meaning in sign-inferences (“sign” or “evidence”).
(M is Roeper's conjecture; most MSS have nothing, one reads 1j and another 7. Von der Muehll prints it in
brackets because most MSS have no reading, so he thinks that it counts as an insertion rather than an
emendation. Usener conjectured ini. Both conjectures are open to the objection that they cause hiatus before eic,
which Epicurus normally avoids in this letter.
For an excellent discussion of this passage from the perspective of Epicurean physics and epistemology, see
Asmis (1984: 20-24). See also Barnes (1996) and Hammerstaedt (1996).
PHerc. 1012 was published in 1988 by Puglia who called it Aporie testuali ed esegetiche in Epicuro. The
papyrus lacks a subscription, but Demetrius' authorship is certain due to spelling peculiarities found only in texts
by him, especially 1 for e1 before another vowel; the title lacks authority but accurately describes the content.
That volume contains testimonia and a discussion of Demetrius' biography by Gigante. For details of the
ascription and discussion of the contents, see the introduction to Puglia's edition.
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Demetrius Laco, Aporie testuali, PHerc. 1012.40.1-14:'%

a [“&AAov ptv krjpukec ETi] “Of other poets, heralds shall declare
b [Bpaxuv olvoua kaipodv poév-] the names for a short time, but
c [EovTal, ketvou & EAA&C &el] Hellas always shall declare his
1 copinv.” 8ijAloylov y&p coc oi skill.” For it is clear that, on one
HEV Krjpukec pBEvEovTal, hand, the heralds will give voice
T(]’B: ‘E?\}\dc @eé‘@ETma uia , and, on the other, Hellas will, but the
&1 Buvokuce Tou cnuatvoue force of the signified is one. Then
5 vou. [el] Ta T68e kali] map” Ep- this happened also in Empedocles
ed[ok]Ael yéyovev STe Aé- «r: .
e TS ey \ when he says “Him may neither the
[yle[t TO] “TovV & oUT’ &p Te Aldc 1 £ 7 h
Téyeol Bdpol aty [i6xoto ot- palace of Zeus cover O’Yer...nor e
Te[ ]o‘ArSou dé[xeTan roof of Hades receive ...” The force
10 [ nc téyoc [ 18] .” uia of the signified is one, for it is clear

8" 1 T]oU cnu[avopgvou du-
[vapic. 8fjAov yap coc ol utv]
douol] déxovtall, TO B¢ Té-

that, on one hand, the palace
receives, and on the other, the roof
receives.

14 Yoc déxeTal.

The first quotation is from an epigram by Callimachus, the second from one of the two poems of

" In both cases, the verb is taken apo koinou with different nouns that appear in

Empedocles.
their own clauses: in the first case, the heralds and Hellas both proclaim; in the second, the
palaces of Zeus and Hades both do not receive someone or something. But the meaning of the
phrase pia 1 dUvauic ToU cnuawopévou, “the force of what is signified is one,” has seemed
more obscure. | explain it as referring to the nouns used in each clause, both of which, in each
case, refer to the same thing. This is clearer in the second case, since the roof is necessarily part
of the palace. Hellas itself, in the first case, cannot actually proclaim, so heralds (or everyone, or
everyone relevant) must be doing the action of the verb in both clauses. Readers could say that

the overstatement of all Hellas making the proclamation is “poetic,” but Demetrius' point is that,

if anyone is going to declare the poet's skill, it must be heralds, and so heralds are actually doing

%8 1 read 81y in lines 4 and 11 in place of &7 (Puglia) and the reading of line 11 generally is due to my autopsy of

the papyrus.
1% Only the last word of the quotation from Callimachus (7 Pfeiffer = Ixii GP = AP IX.565) is legible on the
papyrus; however, Diels restored it securely on the basis of the ensuing discussion. The fragment of Empedocles
is B142 D-K.
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the proclaiming in both clauses. So, in both clauses in both quotations, the subjects are the same,
though different words are used, and the verb is the same, even though it is not repeated in both
clauses. The same state of affairs obtains in both cases in each poem, so the force, i.e.
“meaning,” of what is signified is the same, that is, there is only one state of affairs being
signified. In both cases, then, the p8Syyor, though poetic, match up to the intended content.*”’

Sravonua is the final problem in the passage from book II. The word is uncommon in
Epicurean philosophy; its earliest occurrence is in an Epicurean context seems to be PHerc. 176
fr. 25.2°" It does not appear in Epicurus or any of the kathegemones, as far as we can tell, nor did
Usener include it in the Glossarium Epicureum. The obvious meaning, derived from the use of
dianoia to refer to the part of the soul which aids in perception but which also perceives atomic
structures too fine for the sense organs to perceive, is “the object of perception by the dianoia,”
that is to say, a thought.

This is supported indirectly by arguments that Philodemus makes in On Music IV
regarding the benefit and harm provided by songs, in response to Diogenes' assertions that
youths were harmed by the lascivious songs of Ibycus and Anacreon.

On Music IV.128.8-13:

8 OUBE TOUC véouc Nor did he demonstrate that
Tolc péhect Ban?,lepom'ac Ibycus and Anacreon and similar
10 TapédeiEev TOv “IBukov

poets were corrupting the youth
by their songs, but by their
thoughts.

Kal TOV AvakpéovTa Kail
Touc duoiouc, &AA& Tolc dia-
8 _vorjuact

Very similar is another passage:

On Music I1V.132.2-19:

290 Note also the use of cnuacia at On Music IV.140.17 above.

Printed by Vogliano among the “fragmenta ad pap. 176 pertinentia.” See his notes on pp. xvi and 55. The text is
not by Philodemus or Demetrius Laco, since it exhibits hiatus (it also does not show Demetrius' distinctive
orthography). Dorandi (1983) hesitantly suggests that it might be by Philonides.
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2 TO BE uo- Since we do not set friendliness as the
[asdd Té}\?c 0“’”{5" ET,"C“ - only goal of them (sc. of symposia), but
%‘Oq)F"OCU,"nV,OjJ TiBévTee, also some other goals as well, we will

> qg\c})\\?,‘;aégx E\JCEEG’,ﬂpOC Tm_) admit that it is useful for pleasure, not for
NOoVIIV, PO EKEVTIV, XPT that (sc. friendliness), and so not for

ClHeVELlY OHOAOYTICOUEY, COC- i hi ther of th < ol
T oUBE TpdC QIAia, Kai ToUTwY riendship, and either of these two is clear

tvapytc tk&Tepov elval, TS ye proof, the fact that once we have heard
10 EMITEPTIAIC TJUEC AKPOWIME- music we are disposed agreeably, and the

vouc Tic poucikiic diaTibe- fact that never have we been aware of our

cbai kai TO undémoTe UNdEV taking anything from melodies and

ayTolc CUVlCTOPT]KéVGl TTF{bC thythms which provides an impulse

q>1}\oq>poc‘\3vnv KmfP‘MC“’ & towards friendliness and friendship. Nor
15 TMCTATIKOV €K HEAGV Kai pu-

do these things (sc. melody and rhythm)
relax us and cheer us, but rather the
thoughts that are intertwined with them.

_Budov ecxnkdciv. oud’ av-
[elinct 8¢ TadTa kai apthapot,
T& 8¢ cupmemAeypéva au-
19 _ toic diavorjuaTa.

Philodemus points out that the experience of listening to music disposes the audience well, that
is, they are simply happier and on that account friendlier people afterward, not that music
provides a particular impulse towards friendship. If anything, it is the thoughts that move us in a
particular way.

These two passages indicate that Philodemus is skeptical that even the thoughts of the
lyrics of a song do in practice move the audience in a particular direction, though he admits the
possibility. Note also On Music 1V.143.27-39, quoted above in this section, where Philodemus
doubts that poems provided any benefit. For the Epicureans, only argument could be
convincing, since it was Aoyikdc, and pleasure could not be convincing, since it was &Aoyoc;
only the diavénua, thought, which can be an argument, could convince an audience of anything.

Though Epicureans eschewed definitions,”’” Philodemus is not above partially describing

the prolepsis of a concept to clarify it for his readers. In this case, he has given such a partial

22 See the quotation of Epicurus in an anonymous commentary on Plato's Theaetetus in Sedley's edition in the
Corpus dei papiri filosofici greci e latini, vol. 3, col. 22.39-47 (= Usener fr. 258). The editio princeps was in
BKT II.
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description, stating that a poem is language which communicates some idea or thought. He
indicates that poetic form is required with the phrase éx ToU Teoc cuvTifecBan “as a result of
being somehow composed” (On Poems 11.32.9-10). Philodemus' views about poetic form will be
discussed later, in chapter five, except for one particular, since it is more useful for
distinguishing poetry from prose but otherwise does not play a large role in Philodemus' poetics:

meter.

§3 The Problem of Meter

Philodemus does not explicitly state in any extant passage that poems are defined in part
by their meter. Nevertheless, such an opinion is deducible from statements that he does make
about the relationship between prose and poetry, and between prose authors and poets. One such
passage occurs near the end of book V of the On Poems, when Philodemus discusses briefly

some theorists found “in Philomelus.”*"’

The first of these unnamed opponents claims that
consistency in style is the most important part of composing a poem. Philodemus objects that this

requirement is not specific to poetry and is equally true of a prose author.

On Poems V.12.10-27:%

10 TGJV’TO[i]VUV Tapa T Dr- Of those who are recorded in
AOUH[}}w]l [XJFYPGUUE' Philomelus' handbook, some,
V@V, Ol HEV OIOHEVOL who think that the poet who

TOV €v Toic pUbolc kai
Taic &AAaic nboTroliaic
15 Kav Tt Aé€el papaTtAn-

keeps a consistent level in his
choice of topics and depiction
of characters and in style is

2% Probably in a handbook written by Philomelus. For discussion, see Mangoni (1993: 47-52).

2% At1. 22, I read [k&AA]ov intead of [} T]ou because the disjunctive particle seems out of place after the preceding
conjunctions. [#] TJov is also possible. Mangoni notes that Jensen's [f} &AA]ov is spatio longius, to which
objection my supplement may also be open. Janko hesitantly suggests [f} 8A]ou, but 8Aoc in the sense of Tac is
extremely rare: Sophocles, 4jax 1105, Menander, Perik. 295 (Sandbach; LSJ uses an out of date numeration) and
LXX I Ki. 14.23 are the only literary examples before it becomes somewhat more common in later poetry.
However, use in Menander and the Septuagint may indicate that it was more common in colloquial use than in
literary. The theorists in Philomelus are unknown and, because so little is known of their theory, unknowable.
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cico[c] C(?HO,Q\[{]?C[O]VTG Ton- the best, say something true,
Ty apictoy elval Aé- but they do not define the
youct “g" a}\n6§c o good poet. In fact, someone
L, TOV b8 TTOTTIIV TOV a7 could set that as the goal of a
20 YaBov ov BiopiCouct. kai :
mimographos or a aretalogos

Y&p HHOYPAPOU Kal &pe- o
T[&]Aoyou [k&AA]ou cuvypa- or any prose author. Also, it is

PéeC APETHY &V TIC Ek- reasonable to say that both
Beito TavUTnV. Kai TO style and subject matter are
25 TapamAnciwe dvaykai- equally necessary.

a v Te AéEw elvat kai
27 T& mpdyuata Adyov Exel.

. . .. 205 .
Mimes were in prose (at least originally),”” and aretalogoi, composers of marvelous or

2% Philodemus is belittling his opponent by

miraculous tales, were also evidently prose authors.
mentioning low genres, instead of e.g. historians or rhetoricians. Syngrapheus is the general
word for prose author. Although Philodemus changes topic immediately after this statement, it is
clear that he was objecting to the fact that his opponents at this point did not make clear how
poets differ from prose authors. The demand that poets write in a style consistent with their
subject matter is reasonable, but it does not define the task of the poet. The use of the term
syngrapheus is suggestive, precisely because it is the usual word for “prose author” and contrasts
so obviously with poetes, whose defining feature was commonly thought to be, as Aristotle

reports (although he disagrees), composition in verse.”’” Though not necessarily true, the beliefs

of the majority have an obvious practical connection with the prolepsis, especially the prolepsis

295 See Hordern (2004: 4-10) and Wiemken (1972: 3 1-3). Epicharmus, active late 6" through the 5t century, was a
comedian who wrote in verse (see Aristotle Poet. 49b5, cf. Plato Theaetetus 152¢), but Sophron, second half of
the 5™, wrote in prose, and it is likely that his son Xenarchus did as well. Verse mime might be an invention of
Hero(n)das and/or Theocritus in the third century BCE, from which the Roman tradition of mimes in verse
descended (cf. Decimus Laberius). For bibliography and a list of papyrus texts assigned to the genre, see POxy.
LXXIX 5187-5189 “Mimes” (pp. 13-14).

See Reinach (1885). They are rarely mentioned in extant texts, but no hint is made of their composing in verse.
Strabo implies by use of the verb cuyypdagco that they were written in prose (17.1.17, where the text has been
needlessly questioned).

For montric and cuyypagetc used together to mean “all writers,” see, e.g. [Longinus] 1.3. At On Rhet. IV
(PHerc. 1423.vi.3 = p. 150 Sudhaus), Philodemus uses the phrase prjtcp 8[¢] kai méc cuyypal[peuc in a
context which implies that only prose authors are at issue (Isocrates, Demosthenes, and their imitators are
discussed shortly afterwards).

206
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of something that exists by human convention: what we experience as poetry are the texts that
other people present to us as poetry. Unlike the gods, who have an existence independent of
humanity, poems are human products and defined by human usage. So common usage and what
the majority of people believe matters a great deal to the constitution of the prolepsis.

On Poems 1 contains a discussion and rebuttal of the theorist Heracleodorus, who appears
to be unique in considering mimes and some other prose to be poetic, despite not being in verse,
on the basis of aspects of their style. Aristotle suggested that the traditional distinctions drawn
regarding poetry and prose on the basis of meter were inadequate, but is not known to have fully

developed a new definition.””®

Theophrastus may have gone further than Aristotle in redefining
poetry and prose, as well as in discussions of style, and he may have claimed that some works
written in prose were poems.”’”” Heracleodorus then is the first known certainly to actually

suggest that a work in prose was in fact a poema or poemata, but Theophrastus, or some other

theorist now completely lost, may have preceded him.

208 At Poetics 47b10, he does not know what to call the mimes of Sophron and Xenarchus, both of whom wrote in
prose, but he calls Epicharmus, who wrote in verse, a poet at 48a33. On mimic elements in Epicharmus see
Hordern (2004: 10) and Wilamowitz (1959: 54-55), who connects Epicharmus with mime (“Auf italischen
Untergrund ist der Mimus und seine kiinstlerische Bliite, die Epicharmische Posse, erwachsen”). There is no
evidence for metrical mimes before Hero(n)das and Theocritus in the third century, but some later mimes were
clearly metrical; see the mimes in POxy. I1 219 (= 75 Page, Select Literary Papyri = pp. 182-4 CA) and
PLond.Lit. 52 (= 79 Page); POxy. 111 1903 (= 76 Page) is prosimetric. The lovers’ dialogue on p. 184 CA is
partly metrical, and seems to be intended to be metrical throughout. Decimus Laberius, in the time of Cicero,
wrote in meter, and probably could not have done so and called his works “mimes” without this being a
conventional option. In Philodemus' day, it seems that mimes could be either metrical or prose (or both). N.b. in
this connection Janko (1987: xv).
Theophrastus' ipsissima verba on the definition of poetry are not preserved. Cicero at Orator §67 says that
“nonnulli” thought that Plato and Democritus wrote poemata, though not in verse, and the comic poets are barely
deserving of the title “poet,” since their language hardly departs from the quotidian; Cicero himself disagrees.
Mayer claims this for Theophrastus (cf. p. x on his use of Cicero as a source for Theophrastus) and notes a close
connection with Orator §184 “qui locus locupletem Theophrasti exhibet doctrinam” (p. 39). Ardizzoni (72-3)
argues that for Theophrastus any work made up of kaA& dvépata will have poetic language and so be a wénua,
although it is not verse, which corresponds with Cicero's report in Orator §67. It is not clear what his
requirements for mimesis were. This might have the result of banishing some genres from the canon: comedy
and mime, which use low words and are mimetic, were worthy of consideration by Aristotle (whether as poetry
or literature more generally), but will not be poetry for Theophrastus under this reading. Note the methodological
caution about doctrines ascribed to Theophrastus advised by Innes (1985).
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Heracleodorus' idea that all artistic prose is poetry and Philodemus' refutation of it are

reasonably clearly expressed in the following passage:

On Poems 1.197R.2—198R.9:1°

2 kol autoc “elv[at E- ‘ He himself said that “those
Kelva ‘onuata’” Epn, “kod works are poems, and not only
T povar kat yap [Ta ToU those. For Sophron's works and

> S:COCPPOVOC KarTa [Teov those of the other mimographers
&AAcov ipoyplaeov r dto b
¢yioTe TorialT" elvan Aé- are somef imes s'al o be verses
yetat, kol g 'ulipot,' kai and not 'mimes,' and those who
ol cuvTIBév[TeC aUTa compose them are said to be

10 "Wipcov Ton[Tadi' 'poets of mime' ... from which

""" they call 'poets' those who are

14 &g’ ol 'mlonTac' Touc precisely correct, he understood

15 dKP}@d’YTGC K[GTG"OW"’" that they meant them, we
Couaw, U“E}‘GL{[BO“’E Aé- . suppose either that he mis-
YEW, T ITG,PGKOU[CG}'\§OKOU_ understood or that critic was a
HEVMMELC N T apa[T‘r“ ng raving lunatic to claim that “the
gkelvoc éuaiv(eTo, “'mo-

20 AuoaTa’” péckeov “Ta [An- words  of D'emosth'enes and
pocbhévouc kai [T Zevo- Xenophon arc Verses, and even
p&vTOC, nadAAov [8¢ kai more so those of Herodotus,
T& ‘HpoddTov, kai[Tol kaTa although according to con-
TNV cuvbriknv [ék&cTou cuy- vention each is a prose-writer,”

25  ypagolv]toc,” el un [Thv ic- except many often say that

1 Topialv “QM‘[O]“ TOAAGKiC €v history is to be undertaken in a
adpc) 1,T>‘°‘C“°‘T‘ mpode- grand style. Even if someone
Téav] %\EYOUC,W' K, should set out to say great and
Tpob]éuevoc v [ic]xvéd g thi 1 4 lieht stvle. h

5 mhécu]at pey[&N o kai serious things in a light style, he
cen]vé Tic TpdyuaT’ €i- would be far from composing
TETV], HoKP&av &PecTT)- poetry from these starting points
Kol T]oU énua kat[ack]eu- (or “materials”).

9 &Cev a]wo T[ouTw]v.

Philodemus' objection is based on the prolepsis of poetry; this is, in effect, what he means by
cuvlrikn or “convention.”*'! Stylistic and well-composed prose is indeed artistic, but it is not

poetry according to the normal usage of that term. The normal definition of poetry includes

210
211

Note that the text is quoted from the columns printed at the back of revised edition of 2003.
cuvBiijkai, conventions, will be discussed in chapter six, §3 under the guise of 8éuata, rules. There, they are
“conventions” (in the normal sense) for the composition of poetry which, because they guide the actual practice

of poets, eventually come to constitute the relevant prolepses.
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meter; Aristotle denied that some verse writers, e.g. Empedocles (Poetics 47b17), really deserved
to be called poets, but did not in any case claim that a prose-writer was actually a poet.

Philodemus' precise objection is revealing. He makes no claim about style or subject
matter, but simply dismissing the claim with another appeal to common usage: prose authors are
simply not poets. It is again likely that the distinguishing criterion is meter.

Similarly On Poems 1.201.21-26:

21 o ou unv d}\}\ld S1- ’ Nevertheless, Heracleodorus
& T {u} Bé[v] ua” EacT [a]v[épn- presented each of the cases to us to
v'ev HpakAedBoopoc prove the rule, whether he set down

T]L’l{E} 1V, ETTE TOU voou examples of what he conceived of
25 uévou TrorjuaT[oc] uto- “ s
as “verse”...

Oei[y]uaTa kaTexcptl|[cev

Philodemus' implication is that what was verse for Heracleodorus was not so considered by
many other people. The further inference that Heracleodorus was trying to redefine “verse” and
“poetry” is reasonable.

Another passage, in book four, supports the claim that Philodemus required meter for a
literary work to be a poem.

On Poems 1V.109.4-15:12

4 ’ o Ko And I claim that he [sc, the good
5 PN TAVTV Ekelvo(v Beic- poet] has need of everything, to the
Oall, //6]md//cep doi[c]el TTic cuv- extent that he will surpass the

B¢[clecoc 81> [0V T]fic év

auTh, T|nv mo[ijnc[v ywoue-

vnv auTik[a eup]cov y[ivouE-
10 vnc apet//fc, ou/ /8’ év [Tddt

composition of a layman in it, since he
found that poetry at once comes into
being when its excellence comes into

avlticn //ylével T/ /fic dv [Trol- being, and not in the same genre of the
finacw // Tléxvn//[c]- ot[kouv art in verses; so he will not compose
Tac avtac]//monc// [e1, GAA the same poems but different ones, and
ETépac Kal ETepa [yévn different genres of the metrical art.

15 TTIC EUMETPOU.

12 T have modified Janko's translation. The referent of avt# in line 8 is not clear, and TauTi and Tautéd may be

possible, if not too wide for the space.
90



The text is very rough generally, and specifically the crucial word must be supplied in the last
line, but the parallel phrasing in 1. 11-12 and the common ellipse of the word Téxvn makes this
easy. Philodemus almost certainly would not have referred to the art of poetry as the art of verse
or meter twice in the same column if he did not think that poetry needed meter.

Although the following passages provide the clearest evidence that Philodemus thought
that poems were metrical, [ have reserved them until last because of the difficulties they present:
in the first case, the problematic state of the text, and in the second, the fact that Philodemus may
be stipulating a position, possibly for dialectical reasons rather than because he agrees with it. In
the first passage, Philodemus explicitly says that even bad poets preserve meter and rhythm,
strongly suggesting that meter was involved in the prolepsis of poetry, since even bad poets used
it.

On Poems 11.209.1-10:

1 ploa- “But deficient verses were
v[ep]édc & €d[eixB]//m T[& eA- obviously pointed out, and were
Alei]m[o]vta, k[&E &]//vou[&Twov put together out of bad words and
Kakcdv ETEB[n kali U[mwd by bad poets.” How is it not true

5 TAV KAKGV TTONTEV. that he has actually said that “(the
TédC oUxi Kai “TeAelcoc bad poets are) perfectly indis-
amapaAAdkTouc” efipnk]ev, tinguishable,” since they are

emedn kal Ta péT[pa kai
Touc [ueT] ploJubuou|c ei-
10 wBact Tnpeiv;

accustomed to preserve both the
verse-forms and the rhythms?

The first part of the section is a quotation or paraphrase of the opponent; Philodemus returns to
his own voice with the customary asyndeton. The topics of the previous columns do not give any
aid. Nevertheless, the text of lines 8-10, the relevant part, is not in doubt.

The second passage comes from the disconnected fragments which are all that remain of

the first part of book 5 of the On Poems. On the basis of the vocabulary (specifically copda,
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ctoudaiov, and kaTaxpncTikac), the opponent seems to be the anonymous Stoic. We have
little context, however, besides the fact that Philodemus is attacking the philosopher's use of the

terms kupicoc and kaTaxpNCTIKEC.

On Poems V, PHerc. 403 fr. 2 col. 1, 11. 6-17:

6 dedo- For, given that “the poet
HEVOU Y &p TOU TOV Ku- called 'good' in the true
picoc, ei BouhovTay, Tmo- sense,” if they wish it so, is

10 H;ngo?;%i?") E?T}c\iop‘{_ fundamentally that person

who expresses wise contents

XEWV, OC EKPEPEL Dl UE- .
To oV CO P& TP&YHO- by means of metrical verses,

Ta, kai ctroudaiov TéN- and that a “good poem” is

Ha TO TOolaUTO TrEPL- one that includes such
15 eIAN@oC, Emickepbri- contents, the “transferred”

CETQl TA KATAXPTC- sense will come into
17 [Tikéoc...] question...

Since the definition of poet used here is clearly that of the opponent and includes a demand that
we know Philodemus definitely did not accept, it is possible that he did not agree to the demand
for metrical form either. That the statement is part of a stipulation for the sake of the argument,
rather than a firm statement of position, leaves open the possibility that he did not require meter
for a work to be poetry, but this seems unlikely in light of the other evidence.

While it is not definitely certain that Philodemus required a poem to be in meter, the
balance of the evidence clearly favors this position. Dismissal of statements that prose authors
wrote poemata as well as references to poetike as an art in verses or a metrical art strongly point
to his conclusion. The cultural milieu in which verse was commonly thought to be a, if not the,

defining feature of poetry, points to the same conclusion.

§4 Responses to Objections to a Prolepsis-Based Theory of Poetry

Porter (and Mangoni following him) has argued that, precisely because Philodemus has a
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prolepsis of the good poem, he has no need of a theory, or as Porter puts it, he “has no theory of
poetry because he only has a prolepsis of poetry.”*"> As for the theory of poetry, what follows
will illuminate that. The implications which they draw from the existence of the prolepsis
deserve consideration.

Porter characterizes the prolepsis as “hover[ing] between an empirically derived concept

99214

and functioning in an a priori way.”” " This is true, but it plays out otherwise than he argues. For

instance, justice, about which we are reasonably well informed, “taken generally... is the same

for all, since it is something useful in people's social relationships.”*"

This is one aspect of
justice, namely that it guarantees security and peace in societies, but because different societies
have different practices and customs, “the criterion of justice has no specific content: justice 'is
not anything per se' and 'looked at concretely, across time and place, 'it is not the same for
all.””*'® But the fact that justice itself differs does not mean that the prolepsis of justice has no
specific content; instead, its content is dependent precisely on the experiences of the person to
whom it belongs. As Diogenes Laertius defines it (X.33), it is (in one aspect) a pvriun (a
memory), so it is particular to an individual. Because justice itself varies from community to
community (that is, there is no absolute standard), the prolepsis also varies. But it is not therefore
true that the prolepsis has no specific content: its content will also vary according to the
community. So it is not true that “it was never meant to be filled out with specific empirical
content, but only to exemplify the natural content of concepts and to demonstrate the possibility

99217

of their empirical derivation (and application),””" " since it is in fact formed by empirical means

213 porter (1996: 625).
1% Ibid.
13 Ibid.
1% Ibid.
17 Porter (1996: 625-6).
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(uvrjun ToU ToAAGKic EEwobev pavévToc, “a memory of what has often appeared from without,”
D. L. X.33). If natural content means “consistent, uniform content regardless of particular
circumstances,” then no, the prolepsis of justice does not have it, but that does not mean that it is
without any content. If “natural” means “not dependent on convention, but instead on nature”
then it cannot have natural content because Epicurus is a conventionalist for justice, which is
cuvbrikn Tic Umep ToU un BAdTTewv §j PAdmrTechan, “a convention regarding not harming or
being harmed” (KD xxxiii). In the case of poetry, the common taste of the community canonizes
a group of poems, which form the experiential basis for the prolepsis of each individual in the
community.”'® Presumably, this happens in school, at public recitations, and symposia.*"’

For poetry, according to Porter, reliance on the prolepsis has two main effects, which I
will discuss in order. The first:

[T]he prolepsis of the poem points us to that feature of poems which most resembles

prolepsis: the clear view of what naturally is (the beauty of a rational content). The theory

of prolepsis thus forestalls on the theoretical level any attempt to dissociate language

from its being meaningful and in consequence diminishes the relevance of its secondary

characteristics to all but naught.”*
By “secondary characteristics,” he means the sensory effects of language. But it is not true that
Philodemus diminishes their relevance; on the contrary, form is extremely important to his

221

analysis of the goodness of poems.” It is true that poetry must have intelligible contents for

Philodemus, but to characterize poetry as “the beauty of rational content” is without basis in the

¥ Mangoni made a similar error in her description of the prolepsis, “che comporta l'accettazione a priori di una

certa poesia e di certi poeti come buoni, in base alla loro corrispondenza all'idea naturale e universale che della
buona poesia e del buon poeta hanno gli uomini” (1993:31). But the prolepsis is not universal and it is not
natural, if that means innate. Rather, it is dependent on the experiences of the individual person who has it
(though it is likely to be shared among members of a community).

This is also, I take it, why Philodemus relies on an educated audience, who will have had a literary education and
leisure time for furthering their experience of poetry.

220 porter (1996: 626).

2! See chapter six, §9.
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texts: for Philodemus, it is contents expressed in non-prosaic, metrical language (at least). If we
can generalize to the case of poetry the commitment expressed by Epicurus at Ep. Hdt. §37, that
our utterances should always correspond with reality, then Philodemus is bound to an analysis of
poetry which requires meaningful language, but this is no obstacle to developing an aesthetic

21t does forbid theories which permit unintelligible or contentless poetry,

theory of poetry.
however.
The second effect that Porter identifies is as follows:
Methodologically, Philodemus' tactics are misleading, for his object is not exactly to
“refute” his opponents, but ultimately to reduce the content of what may be asserted to be
the case, insofar as this is warranted by prolepsis.

This is not to say that Philodemus has no views about poetry, but only that he can
defend them philosophically only by appealing to prolepsis, and on the terrain of
prolepsis he has but one argument available to him: not evidence, and apparently not
even sensory evidence, but self-evidence.”>

This position relies on the misunderstanding of the prolepsis 1 discussed just above. Since the
prolepsis 1s empirically based, appeals to it are, indirectly but truly, appeals to experience. This
precise argument is used against theorists who throw out generally admired poets: if the poet is a
bad poet, why are they universally admired? Since the poet (e.g. Archilochus, Hipponax, or
Euripides) is in fact admired, the objection has real force: the theory cannot account for what
people will generally admit to be true and therefore cannot be a cogent explanation of how
poetry works.

It is worth recalling that Epicurus himself, in a discussion about theology in Ep. Men.

§§123-4 , argued that many people mistook the contents of the prolepsis of the gods: ofouc &

22 We know that the contents of poetry need not be factual for Philodemus, but the language must always be

intelligible, so the principle is not straightforwardly applied to poetry: it is possible that the language must
correspond to the facts in the world of the poem or, more generally, be meaningful in its context, but the
discussion is lacking.
2 Porter (1993: 626, his italics).
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auTouc (oi) moAAol vouiCouciv, olk eiciv: oU yap @uAdTToucy avtouc ofouc vouifouctv
(“of what sort the man think of them as being, they are not; because the many do not preserve the
idea of the gods as what they think they are”). Most people have incorrect beliefs, Epicurus says,
about the gods, because the majority of people do not follow their basic beliefs to their
conclusions: they remove the attributes of indestructibility and imperturbability from the gods,
and impiously add other attributes (Ep. Men. §123). These, Epicurus says, are not prolepseis, but
simply mistaken beliefs. Because people do not necessarily have the prolepsis, it is possible to
argue about theology. Similarly, people may have the wrong idea about poetry, and an Epicurean
can correct their weudeic UmoArjyeic (cf. Ep. Men. §124).

A prolepsis is not a definition, but it does admit of description and can used to explain
and justify decisions. The body of good poems which forms the prolepsis functions as a sort of
data set, in which trends are identified and from which principles can be abstracted: those trends
and principles can be compared with the prolepsis to determine their truth:. For instance, an
Epicurean considering a course of action would presumably consider whether or not it is just
before acting, which I presume would mean comparing it to the prolepsis of justice to make sure
it does not contradict any aspect of it. Likewise, an Epicurean literary critic will be able to
compare a given poem to what he takes a good poem to be. Since the wise man can discourse
correctly about poetry and music (fr. 269 Usener), this sort of analysis is possible for the
Epicurean sage.

All this need not mean that the Epicureans actually had a theory of poetry, of course. But
just as the fact of a prolepsis of “gods” did not prevent Epicureans from writing theological
works explaining various aspects of the gods (including their shape, language, and diet), so the

prolepsis of poetry need not prevent them from having well worked out and detailed ideas about
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poetry.
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Chapter Four

Poetry as Techne and the Use of Poetry

§1 Introduction

Philosophical discussions about the fechnai are as old as Plato,** and the Epicureans took
part in them as well. It is clear that Epicurus handled the development of the arts in one of his
works; he summarizes his doctrine of the invention of language in his letter to Herodotus (§§75-
6) and we have versions of the story of the invention of the arts by Lucretius and Diogenes of
Oenoanda which reflect school doctrine. He thought of an origin for the arts in human needs, at
the dawn of society, and then discussed their development over the course of time. Technical
questions of what constitutes a fechne were entertained both by the founders and, later, by Zeno
of Sidon, his student Philodemus, and several Epicurean philosophers contemporary with them.
In this section, I will examine the status of poetike as a techne in Epicurean thought, and discuss
the evidence. At a certain point, however, the evidence gives out, and in an excursus, [
extrapolate from the extant texts and speculate on positions that Philodemus may have held, and
I also discuss Epicurus' attitude towards poetry, poets, and poems, as well as the roles that
education and philosophy play in the life of the Epicurean.

Techne is a problematic term and does not admit of a simple translation. It covers much
of the same lexical ground as the English words “art,” “craft,” “skill,” and “science” and can

even be used to refer to a handbook which teaches an art, craft, skill, or science. Furthermore, the

*** The Gorgias is probably the most familiar.
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term was adopted into philosophical jargon and then subjected to redefinition. What the
Epicureans meant by the term is the subject of most of this chapter. Generally, however, it is a
term of approbation; fechnai, generally, are good things to know and usefulness is often made
the criterion of technicity, i.e. the state of being a techne. They require knowledge of a set of
rules or principles, which can be separated from specific applications or products. A techne also
requires some skill, training, innate knack or disposition, and/or combination of the three, and
should result in some sort of product or result, which is not generally obtainable by the untrained.
For example, Philodemus says that it is improper to use the adverb texvikédc of tying sticks of
wood together (On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674, col. 18.29-19.10 = pp. 81-83 Longo Auricchio):
there is no art of tying sticks together, even though someone must learn how to tie knots in the
first place and exercise judgment about what sticks to tie together—should they be matched in
length or circumference or species of tree? Tying sticks together is simply too banal and
quotidian (possibly too narrow as well) to rise to the requirements of being a fechne. Due to these
difficulties, I leave the term untranslated and italicized. I refer to the fechne of writing poems as
poétiké to avoid the ambiguities of the English terms poetry (the whole field of study or a
collection of poems, e.g. the poetry of Homer?) and poetics (much used in critical-theoretical
treatments of literature, not all of which is verse or poetry).

Diogenes of Oenoanda briefly summarizes the invention of the arts in his monumental
inscription.

Diogenes fr. 12.ii.4-11:**

¥ T follow the edition and translation of Smith. He prints the text in a column, rather than continuously, following

the layout of the inscription, which was evidently modeled on papyrus texts. The inscription does not separate

words, but a blank space is sometimes used for punctuation; this is represented by the sign u (for uacat). The

section before the first line is Smith's supplement exempli gratia, but it must be along the right lines. Smith

compares Diodorus Siculus 1.8.7, which seems to be following an Epicurean source, which itself probably

descends ultimately from Democritus (Cole 1968). Note also Lucretius 5.955, where primitive humans live in
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[Bi1&x pév TédOv cAaicov eic]
[& époiTwov ToU Xpdvou Trpo-]

[The caves which they frequented
with the advance of time, as they

1.1 Baf] vovToc, XE}“(‘P",GC- sought shelter from] wintry
Pev] YOVTEC, " Elc emmivol- storms, gave them the conception
alv [o]iknudTwv fABov, i .
B1]&x 5t Tov TepIROAGY of houses, while the. wraps which
5 &c ETTOI0TVTO TOTC Coua- they made for their bodies, as
cw, ¥ gite pUANoIC aUTd they protected them either with
c]kémovTec eiTe BoTd- foliage or with plants or even (for
vaic eiTe kai dopaic, aval- they were already killing sheep)
polvTec 1{dn Ta Tp[6]Ba- with skins, gave them the notion
10 TqQ, ‘;E’lC éve\'fuT]Cl\i éC" of clothes — not yet spun, but
BnTéov ¥ (cTpemTcdv Hév perhaps felted or of some such
ouTTw, KGC?TQVF tlcwc kind. Then the advance of time
T 6Tolwvoiv). Velta 8¢ . )
14 TpoPaivey & xpévoc 1n§p1red t‘hem or their descendants
i1 Taic tmvolale AUty with the idea of the loom as well.
B TEOV HeT’ aUToUC Evé- So no arts, any more than these
BaAev kai TOV icTO. (sc. building and cloth making,
glc oUv oUdepiav Téxvnv which were just mentioned),
5 coc o]udt TavTac, ¥ oUT &A- should be explained by the
Aov Twa Beddv u olTe introduction of Athena or any
Y ABnv&v Tapanu- other deity; for all were the
TTEOV” " TTACAC Y AP EYEV- offspring of needs  and
10 g?ﬁg;g;lziif; |<ch()10118- experiences in conjunction with

Xpovou.

time.

Human ingenuity and experience in the face of necessity led to inventions and the development
of technai, which are not due to any god. Need compelled the earliest humans to develop various
practices, which they improved in the course of time. The whole account is broadly comparable,
and indeed consistent in many details, with Lucretius' version in book V of the De Rerum

Natura. But what is a fechne according to the Epicureans?

groves and caves and sleep in bushes, and further 5.984, where humans flee lion attacks from their rocky roofs.
For further details of the reconstruction, see his notes; the sigla for legible letters and the like are the same as for
papyrus texts.

For ctpemtédov in I. 11, Smith gives “plaited” instead of “spun” (i.e. into yarn for weaving), but plaited
cloth is out of place before the invention of the loom and fabric. kacwTv, 1. 12, is a hapax legomenon of
uncertain meaning. Related words refer to some sort of heavy or thick clothing. Felting is indeed an ancient and
fairly simple procedure which is not out of place here as a middle step between leather skins and spun and
woven cloth. Historically, weaving seems to predate felting by several millennia and was known to the Greeks,
but the process of felting does not require woven cloth (it often uses it, however) and might have been thought to
be an intermediate step between leather and woven cloth. See Barber (1993: 215-222).
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§2 The Definition of Techne and the “Technicity of Rhetoric”**

In book II of his work On Rhetoric, Philodemus argues with other Epicureans about
whether or not sophistic (or panegyric), political, and forensic rhetoric are technai or not; his
position is that only sophistic is a techne, because only the sophistic orator accomplishes his goal
of making good speeches consistently and methodically, whereas the political and forensic orator
cannot consistently persuade councils or juries. Furthermore, only a trained person can make a
really stunning oration, but most citizens can figure out what is beneficial for their cities. In this
discussion about fechne, he reports the meaning of the word “among the Greeks,” that is, he

summarizes the prolepsis, the mental image which allows words to have meaning and to

correspond to things in the world.

On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.38.2-15 (p. 123 Longo Auricchio):**’

2 VOET-
Tal Toivuv kai AéyeTal
T]éxvn Tapa Toilc] "EAAN-

5 ci[v €]€ic 1) diable]ci[c] amd
map|a]tnpn[clew|c Tv]dv
KOWGV Kal [c]Tot[xelw][v]-
By, & i mAedv[wo]v Bi-
NKel TAV il pé[plouc], ka-

10 TaAauPdvoucd [T]i kai
c]Juvteholca ToloUTov,
olov {oUdeic) duoiwe TV un
uabovteov g[if’] €ctn-
KéTwc Kai Be[Bai]wc [ei-

15 Tle cTtoxaoTi[kdC].

In this short passage, Philodemus includes the main points: the state or disposition must

generally allow the craftsman to create the product of the craft successfully. Someone without

226
227

Much in this section draws on Blank (1995).

So a techne is, among the
Greeks, thought and said to be a
state or disposition deriving from
observation of some common and
fundamental elements  which
extend through most of the
specific cases, which com-
prehends and  accomplishes
something, of such a kind that
none of those who have not
learned it could accomplish it
either regularly and consistently
or by hitting and missing.

The Greek text is quoted from the edition of Longo Auricchio (1977) and the translation is a lightly modified
version of Chandler (2006). In line 13, where Longo Auricchio reads €vioy there does not appear to be enough
room for the word in the disegni, nor is the resultant hiatus permissible. Sudhaus read [oU8eic], which gives
admirable sense, but is far too long for the space. Sedley (pers. com.) conjectured €i6’ (1. 13)...eite (1. 14-5) and
supplied oudeic, rightly in my opinion (cf. Poems 1.167.19-20). The genitive could stand as a subject in the

meaning “some of those who have not learned,” but this sense is not wanted.
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training could not be as successful as the craftsman is, generally speaking. That is, Philodemus
allows for beginner's luck, or the possibility that, e.g., a schoolboy without any particular training
in poetry could compose a very fine poem. Philodemus' description of techne indicates that he
requires method and teachability.”*® In this connection, note especially the following:

On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.42.8- 17 (p. 131 Longo Auricchio):**’

8 1,TMW €Y uév Ty cuv- But I deny that common usage properly
nBefiav o[U] enu kuplijcoc calls these things technai [sc. the falsely
10 TaUTa Kal Ta TolaUT|[a

so-called “arts” of running away, flattery,
and luxurious eating, cited supra] but
those [sc. arts] which bring method to
bear, which most readily happens

Téxvac KaAelv, AAA& T[&
TPOCPEPOUEVT TO ME-
Bodikdv, 6 Tpoxel[p]oT[a-
Ta KATAX TNV THC TEXVNC

15 avagcovn[cli[v] UomitT[el according to the expression “‘art” and
Kol UTrd T[nv] Tiic ¢[mcT[n- under that of “science”.
yle

Some human activities are called arts by a misapplication of the term, but only those activities
which admit of method properly deserve the title.
As Grilli (1983) has demonstrated, the diathesis is an atomic state, comparable to the

>% That is, a fechne is a particular arrangement of

dispositura of atoms discussed in Lucretius.
atoms in the soul of the person, which can be caused by teaching.”' However, the sine quibus

non of a techne are method (which leads to success) and teachability, since teaching is

228 See Blank (2003: 73). Cf. Chandler (2006: 63-4) for a few brief comments on exact arts and natural talent.
¥ For avagpoovnclc, cf. Demetrius Laco's Aporie Testuali (PHerc. 1012) 67.7 where Puglia renders gucel 8¢ tac
TPWTAC TAV OVOUATwWY dvagwvricelc as “per natura ... i primi pronunciamenti dei nomi” and the conclusion
of Sedley (1973: 19) and his commentary to Epicurus De Nat. 28, fr. 10 I b 18, that avagwvécw is particularly
appropriate to a primitive utterance. This is probably another way of referring to the prolepsis.

utd (1. 16) should mean something different from katd (1.14), because variation for variation's sake is not
Philodemus' style and in any case the two prepositions are not synonymous. The noun in the ellipse is surely
avagevnciy, and the meaning is perhaps “according to the utterance 'art' and under the rubric 'area of human
knowledge'; cf. Epicurus' usage of the prepositions in De Nat. 28, kai oudév fTTov UTO TN Uy Vv §j alpnciv
[ka] T’ avThv [&]yduevoc Téuywetal Tolb dpbod, i.e. “and under its guidance [kaT’ avutrv] he will arrive at the
truth just as much in the category [Utd] of avoidance as in that of choice” (fr. 13. col. VIII infra, 11. 9-7 [sic]
Sedley).
He argues further that both ataraxia and the state of being a sage are diatheseis.
This seems comparable to the Aristotelian hexis at EN 11.4 1105b20, though it is generalized beyond Aristotle's

use, which was limited to explaining emotions and character.
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presumably the main way to instill a diathesis in the soul of the artist.*** Indeed, Philodemus
requires teachability of arts a little earlier in the same work:

On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.26.3-16 (p. 99 Longo Auricchio):**’

3 i OUK Op- We must think that even
QCOC§ l‘CTO“CGO’“ VOHICTeE- those who demonstrate that it
5 o]v oUbE Touc amogaIvouE- [i.e. any skill whose technicity is

vo]uc ouk elval Téxvnv,

el Ti[c] TpoeiAnpe Téxvny
T[N]v TO pebodikov Exou-
cla]v kai EcTnroc TTapa-

under question] is not a fechne
consider the matter incorrectly,
if someone preconceived as a

10 Sociv], e 8¢ kahel kai THY techne one with a methodical
6[A]Jocxepfi TapaTripn- and stable transmission, and if
c[v ™v] cToxalouévnv he also claims that general
ToU coc £l TO oAU Kal ka- observation ~which aims at
T& TO elAoyov, deep ia- general and probable success,
15 TPIKN Kal kuBepvnTikn, like medicine and navigation, is

T[éx|vnv elvar.
— : a techne.

That is, if someone has a preconception of a fechne as having methodical and consistent
transmission from teacher to student, and if he thinks that conjectural skills are also technai, then
that person thinks rightly. In this passage, Philodemus is talking about the person who denies that
they are technai, which leads to a confusing mass of negatives, and the conditional which
provides the grounds on which he says they think wrongly. However, he does state that the
prolepsis of techne includes the transmission of the techne.

More explicitly, when Philodemus is discussing the skilled actor or orator, who knows
how to move his body for effect, he denies that this knowledge constitutes a fechne, on the
grounds that it is not teachable. The few lines preceding are broken and no sense can be got from

them.

2 Tt seems sensible that practice will also play a role, but since non-technai can be practiced (one can practice, e.g.,

tying the knots used to bundle sticks), this cannot be a defining feature.

The three negatives in the first part of the quoted section cause serious difficulties, but it seems that the oud¢ is

felt to follow the simple negative in ouk 6pBddc &’ ictacbal vouicTéov and so has no negative force of its own,

as is regular when a compound negative follows a simple negative (cf. Smyth §2761 and Kiihner-Gerth §514).
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On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.39.35-40.19 (pp

. 105-7 Longo Auricchio):***

35 ytropv[n]obriteo- But let them note this as well,
40.1 CO‘V’B"E Kai TOGTQ: [B16- ) that by claiming that rhetoric is a
T TEXV[n]v Tolad[Tny Aé- techne of such a sort as someone
YOV,TEC[ Eiva]l *nw pnTos could call the hexis which is
5 gl\m‘,}’ o1Vl av T,lc_Emm trained by some kind of obser-
TV &K TTapaTnPTiCE . : :
OC TIOIEC CUVTICKIHE- vation, in accord with which the
vnv €, kab’ {v coc [¢]m goal which was put forth comes
TO oAU k[ai] kaTd T e¥- about for the most part and
Aoyov TepryiveTal TO probably, they remove the
10 Tpokeiuevov TéAoc, TO defining feature of the art itself.
Tfic Texvnc idlov auTijc For this [sc. defining feature] is
—avaipolvTal. fecopeital considered to consist in method
Yap éu HeBodeat ToUTo and in a transmission of
kai Tt Tapadocel kol- 1 ts which extend
15 VAV Tvwv diaTelvdv- common ¢ cthents W
Teow BTl T& KT UépOC, through Fhe particular _cases,
& T otV AL TGV Toyicov whet'her it be a question of
¢[m]cTnuédVY, &v Te TEW precise or of conjectural fechnai.
19 CTOXQACTIKGIV.

The particular or defining feature of a techne is here said to be both its method and its
transmission, that is, an art must both have a method and be teachable. It matters not whether the
techne accomplishes its goal all the time or not, as long as someone using the techne is more
reliably successful than someone attempting the same feat who does not have that techne.
Philodemus does distinguish between exact and conjectural technai, though this does not
bear on their technicity. Exact technai are those which accomplish their goals in the vast majority
of cases, such as ypaupuaTicTikn, poucikr, and {wypagia (PHerc 1674.38), and inexact ones

are those which do not, such as iaTpikrj and KuBepvnTlKr’].235 poucikr} and o Tikn are linked in

2% A hexis is a disposition, synonymous for Epicureans with the more common term diathesis. See above with n.
231.

For the distinction and the examples, see Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. 1 §§72-5 with Blank's notes (1998).
Philodemus mentions the distinction at Rhet. 1, PHerc. 1674.6.3ff. (= p. 55 L.A.), and 30.17-9 (= p. 107 Longo
Auricchio), and technical explanations are given at 1674.38.35ff. (= p. 123ff. L.A.). It is important to note that,
on the Epicurean view, the art of music will consist of composing only a song, which can be reliably done by
anyone with the appropriate training. Medicine, for example, can fail to save a patient even when the doctor does
everything properly; similarly a navigator might be blown off course in a storm or unable to see the stars because
of overcast skies and therefore lose the way.
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similar contexts, and so it is reasonable to assume that momnTikr} is also an exact art for
Philodemus (subject to several provisos, again to be discussed below).”*® Since pnTopik is very
narrowly, for Philodemus, the art of composing good speeches,”’ it seems reasonable that
mroinTikn will be the art of composing good poems.

Each art has its own particularity, which is presumably its own specific defining feature
or goal, for which it and no other art is responsible. This question is at issue in book I of
Philodemus' Rhetoric, where he makes the following point.

On Rhetoric 1, PHerc. 1427 fr. 1.12-18 (p. 3 Longo Auricchio):**®

12 Slagopcov yap ov- For, because there are a monstrously
coov ajT)‘OET.‘-Q" Qcwv large number of differences in the
fs]v,TmC TEXVALE, OTAY technai, whenever they do violence to

15 1316] TN T TpoCcTécwo-

the particularity, they exclude from the
list of technai the techne that brings
this to bear.

Clv, E]K TQV T[e]xvddv eu-
BUc €€]opiCouciv Trv
18 ToU]|To TTpOCPEPOUEVTV.
Philodemus is here, as usual, arguing against those who deny that rhetoric is a techne, but on
different grounds from those elsewhere. The context is lost, but the argument put forward was

clearly based on the particular aspect of rhetoric that distinguishes it from other arts and skills.

Philodemus' reply is that, every time his opponents make an error in identifying the particularity,

% Music is mentioned at On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674 col. 38.33 (pp. 122-3 L.A.) and 41.12-3 (pp. 128-9 L.-A.);
poetry is mentioned at On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1672 col. 22.39 (pp. 218-9 L.A.). See generally Blank (1995: 181-
2).

27 Cf. On Rhetoric 1I, PHerc.1674.23.33-24.9: Téov Te mepi TO[v E]mikoupov amog[at]vouéveov Téxvnv [elv]at

TNV co@icTikN T[oT A]dyou'c” cuyypdeew kai em[18e]i€eic oleicba, [Tol B¢] Sikac Aéyew kai

dn[un]yopeiv ouk elvat Té[xvn]v, TN copicTikn[v ob]Tol Téxvnv gaciv ei[va], i.e. “although the Epicureans

show that sophistic is a techne of composing speeches and making displays but that there is no techne of making

legal or political speeches, those people claim that sophistic is a fechne.”

Note that in Rhet I, PHerc. 1427.3-4 (p. 13-15 Longo Auricchio), Philodemus denies that Adycot Treifeiv
(persuasion by speech) is the goal of rhetoric, since laymen can do it just as well as professionals, which violates
his rule that the trained must accomplish the goal more often and more consistently than the untrained.

For the translation of mpocTimTe as “do violence to,” cf. LSJ s.v. I 2 “fall upon, attack, assault” with the dative.
The idea is that the enemies make some kind of error which causes them to miscategorize the subject. Merely
“chancing upon” (cf. Longo Auricchio “s'imbattano” and Chandler “encounter”) the peculiarity would not cause
that kind of error.
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they assert that whichever techne actually has that particularity is somehow not a techne.

In summary, techne, for the Epicureans, denoted a diathesis, an atomic arrangement,
which comes about by being taught, and allows the person with it to make products or
accomplish tasks that someone without the techne could not do. They can do this either
consistently or just most of the time, so long as they are reliably more successful than the
unskilled person. If an art or skill cannot be taught or does not accomplish its goal, then it is not a

techne.

§3 The Technicity of Poetry

Now we turn to the question of womnTikn: is it a fechne, and what specifically does
Philodemus have to say about it?

He declares that poetry is in fact a fechne. In a discussion rebutting Epicurean opponents
with citations from the founder of the School Metrodorus®’, he makes the claim that rhetoric is a
techne and has method, and compares it to ToinTikr.

On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1672.22.28-39 (p. 219 Longo Auricchio):**

28 flv 8¢ ToU T’ MCToy- It (sc. our task) was to
cBau, §‘°T‘ 51) Kat kat &An- demonstrate this: that sophistic
30 651(3‘”] COQICTIKT) PNTO- rhetoric really is a techne both
PIKT TEXVN T/ BCTIV TTEPL | about display pieces, of which

Te Tac emdeife[i]c, olac av-
sort they compose, and about the

Tol TToloUvTal, Kal TaC TV 3
Adycov 8[1] o Béceic, ofcov av- arrangements of the kind of

35 Tol yp&pouci v’ Te kol cxedi- spe.eches.which'they themselyes
&Couciv. papev Toivuv write or improvise. So we claim
TO HeBOB[1] KOV EXElV aUTHV, that it has method, but not much,

% Metrodorus of Lampsacus was also the author of a De poematis in at least two books, which Philodemus quotes

here as support for his assertions about rhetoric, which Metrodorus had used as a comparandum for poetry (see
chapter two, §3). There was another Metrodorus of Lampsacus, a century earlier, who was a follower of
Anaxagoras and wrote allegorical interpretations of Homer.
4% Slight changes to punctuations and accentuation, printed above, were suggested to me by R. Janko (pers. comm.)
in lines 38 (for 8¢ kaB&mep) and 39 (for -knv kai).
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ou oAU &¢, kaBa(ep] oUdE TV just as poetics does not ...
ToinT[iknv ...

Philodemus admits that sophistic is in fact a techne, but that it and poetics do not have much
method. Sadly, the papyrus breaks off just after this. I presume that he means that, after
mastering basic metrical rules and lexical practices, there is not much method in composition,
that is to say, either every poet goes about composing in their own, individual way which is not
part of the fechne, or, alternatively, that, after he masters the basic precepts, there is little or
nothing left to learn. I incline towards the first reading because of the following discussion.

On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674 50.29-51 (pp. 147-9 Longo Auricchio)**!

L TOU-) This is set down as a matter of

30 T éum[eipeac Ti]BeTan, coc experience, that it is one man’s to have
a}\‘}\g v Hev [To]f‘oz’o" E‘XE‘[V a method and the means by whichever

kad &l ]Tlecmldoe av kat and from whichever the most beautiful

1€K Tiv eV Y€V 01To KaAA(- ¢ h bout. but it i
34 ctny propleial, &EANou 8¢ 16 kaAde”  SC -SpeE'tC comes  about, bul 1t IS
; another's to practice oratory well.

51.1  pmi[Top]ieview. kai [u]i[kp]ov

TpoPé&[c Tlwc papT[ulpel T[S Moving a bit further on [sc. in the
undév[a] mwToTE Ye[vé]c- treatise], he [sc. Metrodorus] bears
Bai ronTMv tév Toco[U]Toict witness that no one ever became a poet

5 1 priTopa ikavov amd y(e among the best or a competent orator
TGV TexvoAoy1Qv [al]Téov. from handbooks alone.

The discussion is about what training and talents are necessary for a public speaker; the poet is
mentioned for the first time at the end. Philodemus asserts that in addition to handbooks, the

rhetor and the poet need method and means for composition and, if “practicing oratory well”

! The passage is a paraphrase of Metrodorus, which began in col. 49.27. In 50.4, the phrase ¢v TocouTolc seems

to be corrupt. It is usually followed by a noun of some sort, e.g. év TocouToic kakoic “in the midst of so many
evils” vel sim., and so I suspect that either a word has fallen out after TocouToic or the phrase has been misread.
Demosthenes 18.101 has a similar, but not exactly parallel phrase, év TocouTolic kai ToloUTotic, which Yunis ad
loc. glosses without explanation as “long Athenian tradition” relying heavily on the context of the passage.
Neither Longo Auricchio nor Chandler translate the phrase. Janko suggests “among such great ones” (pers.
comm.) which I have (modified and) accepted. Furthermore, lines 6-12 of col. 51 are mutilated and attempts to
restore them have not been successful. On the basis of the Oxford disegno, I read a gap of two letters before Tcov
in line 6 and supplement aUtdv; happily the rest of the damaged part is not necessary for the argument. For my
translation of aUtdov as “alone,” see LSJ s.v. 1 3.

Longo Auricchio (1985) reads éumeipov in 1. 30, but in 1977 she printed éumeipcoc, which I follow. The
expression is unparalleled and requires an extension of the normal meaning of éumeipoc, but it is not difficult.
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means good delivery, perhaps natural talent is necessary as well.”** Nevertheless, the clear

implication of the final statement is that good poets need something more than what the

handbooks provide, which could be experience gained from practice and criticism, vocabulary

and a feel for the literary tradition gained from reading other poets, or something else. I imagine

that practice of the art leads to the hexis or diathesis, which functions as a sort of “muscle-

memory,” that is, the faculty which allows someone to ride a bicycle or drive a car competently

even if they have not done so in some time.

indicates that observation alone is not method.

Further, a discussion of how method and observation are related is relevant, because it

On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.41.1- 13 (= p.129 Longo Auricchio):***

1

10

15
17

Tapa-
TETTPTKEV TTAIC EQu-
TOV cTijcal Bel Kal TédC

{Jévai kal moU “T[ov] Téda Belval kai Trol” cuveTri-

vevew, a[A]Aa mapaTte[T]n-

PNKE Twva pdvov, Kal

novoc ToUpyov m[o]iel kai

dix ravTéde: pe[B]od[iknv

B¢ Kail CTOIXEDdN [TIva

Tapddociv diax TA[e1d-

vaov di[rikovu]cav, coc[Trep

YpauuaTicThc {f)) cdCTEP Holu-
_CIKOC, OUK ExEL. TO B [S]uol-

ov Kal éTrl TV TETEUP|I-

Couévaov kal Tac paxai-

pac umepaAAopévewov €[Tu-

XE.

242

He [sc. the good orator] has
observed how it is necessary to
place himself and how to move and
where to put his foot and in what
direction to move his head, but he
observed only some things and only
he performs the action consistently;
but he does not have a methodical
and systematic transmission which
extends through most cases, like the
grammarian or like the musician.
Something similar obtains also in
the case of acrobats, even the ones
who dance on swords.

In PHerc. 1674.25.9-15, Philodemus' opponents assert that good delivery requires physis (which I take to be

natural talent), and Philodemus does not explicitly contradict them on this point. This is questionable, however,
since the argument focuses on other matters.

243

I read TrapaTe[T]ripnké Twva at 5-6 (Longo Auricchio prints -pnke Tiva) and poucikédce followed by a comma

(Longo Auricchio prints no comma and a grave). I also print ue[8]od[ikr|v since it is better fitted to the letter
count of the line (cf. On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.27.5-6); Longo Auricchio prints Sudhaus' ué[8]o8[ov. My
translation further reflects the printed text at 15,which I interpret as meaning “gymnasts, even sword-dancers, do
not have a fechne.” It seems to me that Philodemus almost always uses a double article and so to get “both
gymnasts and sword-dancers” would require {tév) T&c, which is an easy enough correction, but would weaken

his point. Finally, R. Janko (pers. comm.) supplied ¢i}) in line 13.



The rhetor or actor in question, who moves well and effectively, does so only because he has
observed what sorts of movements are effective. He has no method, only observation, and cannot
teach this skill to any students.”* On these grounds, Philodemus denies that his ability
constitutes a fechne, which the grammarian and musician both have.

In a passage of book III of the On Rhetoric, Philodemus mentions lessons in poetry.
Unfortunately, the context is too broken to learn much from the passage, even though the work
survives in two copies.

On Rhetoric 1lI, PHerc. 1506 col. xlviii.28-35 = PHerc. 1426 col. 1".1-8 (p. 23-5

Hammerstaedt):**

28 dia] Tric ék TGV di- They have become considerably
Sack[a]Aeicov ToUTwV ev- more elegant on account of the
30 pubuiac ikavédc xapiéc- good use of rhythm they learned
Tep[o1] yeyovact kai v drj- from those schools both in public

potc kai “gv [SiJkacTtnpioic kai” év ékkAnciaic.  ggsemblies and in courts and in

Katyap Tc‘}\XO‘ kat “OT]Té' meetings. In fact, perhaps they

K@V KAl PIAGCOPLOV Habn~ have even taken part in lessons
35 ATV PeTac]xOVTEC ... .

: : about poetry and philosophy ...

Lessons are an obvious and straightforward means of learning the basics of the craft, but, as we
saw above, they are not sufficient for becoming a poet.

The clear implication for poets is that mere observation of other poets going about their
business does not constitute method or instruction. The apprenticeship may be useful for learning
the skills, but is not the method of composition, which presumably guides what a poet does when
he sits down to compose. That poetry does not have much method is an interesting claim,

espcially in light of traditions that assign a high level of method to poets. For example, Horace

244 On the topic of Philodemus' opinions on rhetorical delivery, see the first part of Winter (2004).

245 Because the text survives in two copies, I print a composite text and mark only letters which are damaged
or must be supplied in both copies. Hammerstaedt edits each papyrus separately and uses half-brackets to mark
supplements from the other papyrus; that system seemed too cumbersome for this kind of study. The supplement
in l. 32 appears only in PHerc. 1506, which is the papyrus whose lineation I have followed. i& in the first line is
my supplement; Sudhaus suggested peteiAngdtec and Hammerstaedt suggested amd. For the use of ikavédce in .
30 cf. Antiphon 2.1.6 and 2.2.2.
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devotes a section of the Ars Poetica (1l. 295-332) to the topic of how to be a good poet and
suggests a thorough knowledge of realia in order to represent characters correctly:

qui didicit patriae quid debeat et quid amicis,

quo sit amore parens, quo frater amandus et hospes,

quod sit conscripti, quod iudicis officium, quae

partes in bellum missi ducis, ille profecto

reddere personae scit conuenientia cuique.

Whoever knows what is owed to his father land and his friends,

with what love a parent, a brother, and a guest are to be loved,

what the duty of a senator is, that of a judge, what

are the offices of a general sent to war, that man immediately

knows how to provide fitting features for each character.
Horace has Roman society firmly in view here, as the patriotism and mention of a senator show,
but the basic demand that the poet have thorough knowledge of the roles of his characters is
much older. Such demands are often linked with demands for educational content, as apparently
was done by the critic handled by Philodemus before Heraclides Ponticus in book V. It might be
that, because Epicureans denied educational content to poetry, the barriers to entry were not very
high, that is, since a poet only has to develop good taste and learn versification, she does not
need much training, and the art, accordingly, does not require much method—there simply is not
that much for it to teach.**® Similarly, Aristotle has quite a bit of advice for poets at Poetics §§17
and 25 as well as scattered throughout the rest of the treatise; whether this constitutes “a lot of

method” I doubt. Additionally, Aristotle®”’” and Horace®*® both say that the poet must visualize

the scenes and try to feel the same emotions as the characters in the poem in order for the

46 Because the Epicureans denied didactic intent in poetry, it is not clear if they would consider, e.g., Aratus' or

Manilius' knowledge of astronomy to be part of the fechne of astronomy or of the fechne of poetry, or part of
both. The question simply does not arise for them.
T Poetics 17, 55a17-32, cf. fr. 80 Rose, apud Cicero Tusc. IV.19, on rhetoric
4P 101-113
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2% This entails

characters to present them realistically and make the audience feel those emotions.
a method of poetic composition in which the poets work themselves up into feeling emotions
before composition.

However, it is clear enough that discussions of method were common in Hellenistic

treatises and it is therefore likely that Philodemus is staking out a position opposed to one which

demanded a great deal of method from poets.

§4 Do technai benefit those who know them?**°

The scholiast to Dionysius Thrax (p. 108.27 Hilgard = Epic. fr. 227b Usener) records an
Epicurean “definition” of techne: oi pév Emikoupeiol oUtwce opifovtal Ty Téxvny: “Téxvn
EcTl uéBodoc EvepyolUca T Piwot TO cuupépov.” “évepyolca” d¢ olov épyalouévn (“the
Epicureans define techne as follows: 'a fechne is a method which brings about what is useful for
life.' brings about' is like 'works out").*'
One ought always to have been cautious with this testimony, since the Epicureans are

known to have eschewed definitions of precisely this sort.”>

A further problem is that it
contradicts explicit statements of Philodemus. As shown above, he considered moinTikrj to be a

techne, but in On Poems V he says again and again that poems do not benefit:

%" Advice similar, coincidentally, to the modern technique of “method acting.”

2% Asmis's discussion (1991) of poetic utility in Philodemus will be treated in chapter six, §9.

#1 Chandler (2006: 93-4) discusses this passage from a similar perspective. He too is suspicious of the definition
(“it could also be said that it resembles a rather simplistic formulation of the Stoic definition”) and is inclined to
consider it to be “of little, or at least questionable, consequence in the analysis of Philodemus' view of art.” My
view is different, in that I consider the definition to be of no consequence at all.

2 See Asmis (1984: 39-47). The case is built on several late citations (Erotian and an anonymous commentary to
Plato's Theaetetus) which explicitly deny that Epicureans the use of definitions, Cicero's exchange with
Torquatus in book two of the De Finibus, and the absence of discussion of definitions from Epicurus' extant
work. Note especially pages 42-3 with n. 27 for a possible Epicurean use of ummoypaer or umoTtUmwcic,
outlines or sketches, in place of definitions.
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On Poems V. 25.18-21 and 30-34%>*

18 _ NAnB[ely[ov] 8¢ pu- But they told the truth when the claimed
ci[kJov ayaBov eu Toimjpa- that there is no natural good in a poem,

20 mundév elvan Adyov- if they actually claimed that.
Tec, €iTep TOUT éPackov ...

30 QU yap {0} ka- _
086 TN PUCIKOY OUBEV For, qua poem, it does not cause any
oUTe Aé€ecoc oUte dia- natural benefit, either in diction or in
v]orfjuaTtoc weéAnua [Ta- contents ...

34 p]ackeualel.

And again:
On Poems V.32.17-19
17 kal S16T1, K&V AT, And that, if they should aid, they do not
KaBO TronuaT’ oUK COPE- aid as poems.
A€l

This is to say, if a poem does somehow benefit its reader, this is not due to whatever makes it a
poem, but rather to the argument residing in the language, which could conceivably benefit the
reader, if the poem, for example, exhorted them to an Epicurean lifestyle. Finally, the verb
¢vepyta is characteristically Stoic in this sense.”>”

The mistaken ascription to the Epicureans will have arisen through a misunderstanding of
a statement like fr. 219 Usener (= Sextus Empiricus xi.169): ¢mayyéAAovtal yap Téxvny Tiva
Tepi TOV Biov mapaddcel, kai Sia TouTto Emikoupoc pev EAeye Thv gilocogiav evépyeiav
elval Adyolc kai diahoyicpoic Tov eudaipova Biov mepimolobeav. This should be translated

“they announce that they will transmit an art of life, and accordingly Epicurus claims that

3 o is the emendation of Janko, in his review of Mangoni's edition, for the eu corrected into 1 of the manuscripts.

Mangoni reads only an doubtful omicron after y&p, which she deletes. The disegni both have o1, which is the
basis of Gomperz' reading i yap (t)or. Jensen noted in his apparatus that the papyrus did not have the o1, and so
he printed gqi y&p, which Mangoni followed. A conditional followed by apodotic &¢ is grammatically possible
(as the next sentence begins Si&x ToUTo 8¢, with weakened punctuation, it could mean “for if it does not...then
nevertheless on that account™), but this is unlikely (the construction is rare, according to Denniston p. 180,
outside Homer, Herodotus, and Xenophon).

% Cf. SVF 3.242, 293 and Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math 11.205
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philosophy is an activity which brings about the happy life through arguments and discussions,”
but it could be misunderstood to say “they claim that the art will transmit some [sc. useful] things
about life.”**’

If poetry does not benefit through poems, its product, it is not clear at all how it could
possibly benefit; the scholiast only claimed that the fechne provided something beneficial, which
poetry does not. Thus the scholiast is somehow mistaken.**®

Further, we must reckon with the consequences of a fechne not necessarily providing
anything beneficial or useful.”®’ Some arts are useful, at least sometimes; this is not a necessary

condition for being a rechne.”®

In the On Household Management, Philodemus' position on the
“two types” of management is that the one is worthwhile but the other does not befit the
philosopher.”” The difference stems from the attitude and goal of the person practicing the skill:
the philosopher has the goal of happiness in mind, whereas the professional money-manager has
the goal of making the most money possible, and so the money-maker will practice differently.**
This distinction is not clearly relevant to poetry and Philodemus does not discuss it in the extant
portions of the On Poems. Even so, in the excursus below I have considered some possible ways
that this difference might play out in the realm of poems.

Philodemus recognizes only a single art of poetry under which are subsumed all the types

of poetry. The important passage is in On Poems 1IV. He is rebutting Aristotle's doctrine that

3 The correct rendering follows closely that in Ramelli (2002).

%% Chandler notes that this definition looks like a simplification of the Stoic definitions given in Olympiodorus'
commentary on Plato's Gorgias (12.1.69 = vol. II p. 420 fr. 392 Hiilser). It is just possible that Zeno of Sidon and
Zeno of Citium were confused.

»7° At On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674.38.14-8, Philodemus explicitly leaves aside any discussion of the utility of the
art; it is not taken up again in our extant texts.

¥ Cooking and household management are examples used by Philodemus.

% See the discussion at Blank (2009: 218-9).

20 Philodemus says that he has an ¢umeipia and a SUvauic, which the philosopher does not have.

113



poets compose certain genres according to their characters.

On Poems 1V.111.4-10:

4 ka]i [6 cepvd]TaToc //mo//[nTmc, The most dignified poets used to

5 enui, yeloio[uc] é[ot]iel ca- compose, [ affirm, laughable satyr-
TUpovc: kai TpdTe[plov 8’ &- plays; and previously too they used to
XAlevalo]v HeT(a TéV) [aldTéov make mockery with the same words,
pnlud]//ea//[v], T) ko]l Brapd- or even with different ones but be-
poov &[AA]//& T//fjc auTiic emi- longing to the same skill.

10  __ctrunc.

Aristotle claims that poets write according to their characters, but Philodemus, by way of
rebuttal, points out that even tragedians also wrote satyr-plays, which were of a very different
character from tragedies and were written in a different register. Philodemus' point is that the
specific diction, and even the character of the poet, are irrelevant; whatever diction is used, it is
all covered by the one single skill of poetry. This is of a piece with his devaluation of genre as a
relevant criterion for the judgment of poems, but presumably he does not mean to forbid poets
from specializing in a particular genre. The goal of poetry, in his view, is to create a
communicative composition in non-prosaic language, and this can be accomplished in any genre,
or even in no recognized genre. All equally have the same goal, and so this is not an important
difference between them.

What are we left with? Philodemus has said that poetics is an art, presumably that of
writing good poems. An art is a method which can be taught and learned, but which does not
necessarily provide any benefit; it affects the person who has it, since it is a diathesis, which is
an arrangement of atoms, and only brings about a narrowly limited goal. In the case of poetry,

this is simply a poem.
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§5 Excursus: Two Types of Poetics?

Philodemus distinguishes between two levels of the application of a techne in an

interesting passage in his On Household Management.

On Household Management col xii.5-25:*!

5 SraAe€dpe-
Ba t[o]ivuv oux coc €v oikwl ka-
A& [c] EcTv Blotv, &AN’ coc Teta-
cBat Jel mepl XPNUATWV KTTj-
cewdc Te kai puAakric, Tepl [&

10 TV oikovouiav kal Tov
oikovouikdv idiwc voeichal
cupPéPnkev, oUudev diage-
POUEVOL TIPOC ToUC ETEPA TOIC
ov[d]pacty UTToTATTEWY TIpO-

15 aip[o]upévouc, kai Tept TTC
pthocdpeat Beovcenc KTToE-
wc, [o]U Thc oTwI[d]NTTOTE. PI-
Aocd]pwr &’ écTi TAouTou
Hé[Tp]ov, O TapedcoKaUEY

20 akoA]o[u]Bcoc Toic kabnye-
uécw] év toic Tepi [Aov]Tou
Adyolic, coeTe Ty oikov|opt-
k1] v Tfic Te ToUToV K[ TT]|CE-
wc k]al Tijc TouTou puA[ak]fic

25 atod]idochal.

Now we shall discuss not how it
is possible to live well in a household, but
what stance it is necessary to take
regarding the getting and preservation of
money, about which matters it turns out
that “household management” and
“manager” are to be understood strictly,
taking issue in no way with those who
prefer to consider other things the
referents of these terms, and about the
acquisition of wealth necessary for the
philosopher, not for just anybody. For the
philosopher, there is a limit to wealth,
which we have propounded in accordance
with the founders of our school in our
treatise “On Wealth,” so that the art of
management is assigned the properties of
gaining and protecting it.

Philodemus distinguishes between the manager or money-maker properly so called and the
philosopher, and gives each of them a different relationship to the art of household
management.”*> The manager is supposed to make as much money as possible and to manage the
property he already owns in the best manner possible; the philosopher has a limit, that is, he does
not need all the wealth that the manager does. The name of the art does not change, but

Philodemus says that the use of the terms “manager” and “household management” with

%1 The text is based on the edition of Jensen (1906). The translation of this passage is indebted to Tsouna (2007:

177). Note écti (Janko) for écti (Jensen) in line 18. The usage of {cTtnut in 1. 7 is peculiar to Philodemus; it also
occurs at On Rhetoric 11, PHerc. 1674 col. 26.3-6 (= p. 99 Longo Auricchio): ouk dpBcdc &’ {cTachat
voulcTé[o]v oUdE ToUc amogaivopé[voluc oUk eivat Téxvny, i.e. “it must be thought that not even they who
claim that it is not an art sold the correct position.”
My discussion throughout this section is indebted to Tsouna (2007, chapter 8).
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reference to philosophers is not strictly correct. The choices made by managers and philosophers
will be different since they have different goals, and, though they share some techniques and
skills, they will be employed differently. The manager will have a much more specialized

knowledge as well. Later in the treatise, Philodemus explains the philosopher's attitude towards

wealth:

On Household Management xiv.23:*%
23 T|coLyap un Indeed, I think that the right management
Au[me]icBan TG [‘] TFO‘PO”TOM\UUE' of wealth lies in this: in not feeling
25 vlol] HQBE Bux ™y G}K\paTOV distressed about what one loses and in not
iET[SXLTnT‘j ;T‘}Egl TZS[&Z‘C] KCO“T . trapping oneself on treadmills because of
oic Ticl]v & [K];Pl eBal. T OUTZJ[? an obsessive zeal concerning the more
Yl o[p]GcogonKo[vo]uacem VO- and the less. For the pain involved in the
30 w(;w OV Tr}\ou[T]ov 6 [ylap kata acquisition of wealth consists both %n
™[v xTiilct]v w[bv]oc [k&]y Téal eking out a profit for oneself and in
ﬂpo[cqaop]av EAkew aqu[TAd] yi- agonizing over one's losses on the
veT[an] Kav T Tepl TAOV EAaT- grounds that they will bring one directly
T[eouat]cov }‘\Ich‘flaW wC eu- into pain, whether present or expected.
35 es[wc, eilc aAyndov(a kla[t]a- But if one has removed from oneself such
;Tgi%‘g(w‘:lgvﬂ‘?pg;gg‘;z difficulties and does not eagerly desire to

_ (6] . ]

‘lTiFE)pl[é] An[i] éaT\]n-oG Téxe Tou[od]U- amass a}nd make one's property as great
Tac [B]chebeia ¢, kai uf [cJoo- as possible, and, moreover, one does not
40 pevew emBA&A[n]Tal kai Tro- procure for oneself those resources that
€1V TT‘]\) ouciav OT1 ugy[CTn\), wealth  offers by oneself WatChll’lg
und’ fjv 6 o[ Toc ¢Eouci- painfully over one's possessions or by
av TTapéxel Ta[U]Tny Tapackeu- collecting them in rich abundance, as a
aln[tlal Tén d[u]cxepddc av- result of this a readiness for acquisition
45 TOC [T xprinaTa pUAGT|[TEw fi cuv- would become indistinguishable from
1 aoye(w] }\mapoocs amapa[AAa- one's readiness to share things very much
XV :Iglc Z;V?TT ?:VKT[O(CEEICUIGl on one's own initiative. In truth, that the
o gl ; GTL]]TOS Kowrr].ovodcn? 51 wise man administers these goods in such
 OIKETY Y&p oUTe TabTa TEN Ke- a manner is a consequence of the fact that
5 kTicOal kai kT&chal TOV co- he has acquired and continues to acquire

oV pilouc akdAoubov:

263

friends.

Trans. Tsouna (2012). Crjtpiov in 1. 27 is occastionally attested in this spelling, but George Choeroboscus (ap.
EM 411.33 vouches for ancient dispute about the accent and the spelling with a diphthong Crjtpeiov (or
Cntpetov). Accordingly, Cntpeioic should probably be restored here.

At xiv.32 and xv.1, I respectively adopt Delattre and Tsouna's reading (mrpo[c Bi]av...au[Tov] Jensen) and

Sedley's (dia[ita kai Jensen). The hiatus in line 38 betrays this as paraphrase of Metrodorus.
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The major objection is that, if the philosopher gets too involved in managing his household, he
will lose his ataraxia. Wealth, Philodemus admits, is useful for a philosopher in a variety of
ways (mostly to benefit her friends), but only instrumentally, never per se.

This implies that there are two different levels of involvement in a techne, i.e. in this case
a light to moderate involvement appropriate to the philosopher (with use of the term in an

extended sense), and a deep involvement appropriate to the manager in the strict sense. Indeed,

Philodemus says as much, earlier in the On Household Management™*:

On Household Management xvii.2-27:*%

2 _ Texvi-
TNC Hév oUv &ua Kal épyaTnc
k] Tricecoc TOAATC kai Taxé-

5 WC CUVAYOMEVTIC OUK {cedC
pnTéoc 6 copoc: EcTi Yap dn
Tic éuTelpia kai duvauic kal
TEPL XPNUATICUOY, TIC OU KOl-
vavr|cel croudaioc alv]np,

10 OUBE ToUC KalpoUC TapPaTr-
pricel, ueB’ cov K&V 1) TolaU-
T duvauic xpnciun {un} yi-
volTo® prthoxpnudTou yap &-
TavTa TolalTa. oU Uy aAA&

15 paivetai ye kabamep [kai] €-
T &AAwv TAedvv, év olc &-
Yabddv dvTwv dnuioupy v
TO Ye [mp]oc TN xpeiav [&p-
KOUV EKaCTOC MMV, [coc] ei-

20 TIETY, OUCK GV) KAKGC EMITEANL,
olov OpcdHev Kal Tepl TNV
ToU ciTou kaTepyaciav fj THV
TV dYwv ckelu]aciav: Tac
Y&p Tic ikavoc a[u]Tédl T Tol-

25 aUTa TTOLETY HEXPL ThiC [&]p-

6% See also Blank's discussion (2009: 218-219).
265

So the sage perhaps is not to be
called an expert (fechnites) or producer
(ergates) of a great deal of property
collected in a short time. For there is
indeed an element of experience and a
capability even regarding money-
making, in which a serious man will not
take part, nor will he keep an eye out for
special opportunities, at which times
such a capability could be useful,
because all such things are characteristic
of the greedy man. Never the less, it
appears to be just as in many other
cases, in which, although the craftsmen
are good, nearly any of us could without
baseness achieve sufficiency for our
needs, as we see both in baking and in
the preparation of other foods: everyone
is capable of doing these things for
himself to the point of fulfilling his
need, although there is also a technical
(i.e. professional) practice of them.

petd with the genitive (1. 11) in a chronological sense is rare, but attested (LSJ s.v. A IV). It can also more

broadly mean “in connection with” (LSL s.v. A III). I take the sense of the passage to be that the sage will not

keep an eye out for special opportunities at which his experience and capability could be put to greater use than

normal, for example, special sales or opportunities for investment, since watching the markets so closely is
bound to distract him from the real business of Epicurean philosophizing.

For the mention at 11. 21-3, it is useful to remember that the Greeks divided food not into two categories
(food and drink) but three: bread, other foods, and drink. For full discussion, see Davidson (1998: 20-23).
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koucnc xpeialc], oUcnc [re]pl
27 aUTa Kal évTrepiac €v[Te] xvou.

The parallel drawn by Philodemus between cooking and household management is instructive.
Everyone, he claims, can cook at least well enough that they do not starve; similarly, they should
be able to manage their households at least well enough that they do not go bankrupt. However,
beyond cooking well enough for one's own needs, there is a professional level as well, e.g. being
able to cook luxurious meals for many people, rather than sufficient meals for a small group, like
a family. The professional level is here called the éumeipia évtexvoc®®; the normal level is not
named, but seems to be within the grasp of most people. If the parallel with household
management holds, then this normal level might be a techne only be extension. At col. 16.34-5,
Philodemus refers to this familiarity as aUtdc 6 Adyoc kai kown éumelpia, reason itself and
common experience, which suffice for non-professional practices that might otherwise be
classified under the heading of one fechne or another. The non-professional, personal use does
not seem to be a fechne (at least not in the technical sense), which requires education, dedicated
pursuit, and practice to qualify as such. In these cases, most people can manage their households
and cook well enough to survive, but this does not rise to the level of a fechne properly so called.
For our purposes, we can refer to this as the non-technical skill and the fechne.

If this division holds in the case in poetry as well, then what differentiates the two
types? There is no extant evidence that Philodemus made such a division, but I will consider its
possible implications. Probably, it would simply be a difference of attitude and goals, as in the

case of the household manager discussed above, though training may enter into the question.

266 Tsouna (2007: 193) notes that Philodemus uses Téxvn, éumelpia and évtexvoc éumelpia interchangeably. See
also On Poems 11.43.16-19.
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After all, being a professional chef does not differ from home cookery in its fundamental goal
(feeding people), but the skills required and time dedicated to the practice of the fechne are quite
different. In terms of poetry, it would be the difference between being a poet by way of vocation
(which is banned by Epicurus' famous dictum, fr. 569 Usener), and being pretty good at writing
verse as a hobby. Nothing stands in the way of such an amateur poet being quite accomplished;
at issue, rather, is their attitude towards their craft and their use of their own time. If an amateur
poet maintains their ataraxia, there is nothing obviously standing in the way of their hobby, as
seems to have been the case for Philodemus' own poetic career. A professional, however, will not
have enough time to devote to the study of Epicurean philosophy, as well as damagingly
misplaced priorities. We can also expect differences in results which stem from different levels of
skill and time devoted to the task. A professional chef is capable of much more than a home
cook, and a professional poet would compose better poems than an amateur.

It is true that cooking and household management are necessary skills for people to have
generally, and that the ability to write poetry is in no way necessary for anyone, but this does not
seem relevant to Philodemus. The philosopher needs none of the three technai in question, but
only non-technical skills related to two of them. Some skill in writing poetry could be useful,
depending on the situation, but many other non-technical skills could potentially be useful.
Epicureans are expected to dedicate themselves to the study and practice of philosophy rather
than the cultivation of other skills or technai, and they were expected to be able to thrive even in
conditions of poverty, both of which obviate the need for most fechnai. If one follows the
example of Epicurus, and is perfectly happy with lentils and bread, and counts cheese is a luxury,
technical knowledge of cookery is a waste of time and effort that would be better expended

elsewhere.
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Chapter Five

The Form, Content, Judgment, and Purpose of Poems

§1 Introduction

The two aspects of poetry, content and form, were first distinguished by Plato, Resp. 111
392¢6, where the terms are Adyou (“stories,” i.e. contents) and Aé€ic (“language”). Philodemus
explicitly sets out a relative valuation of them and indicates that they are inseparable, though
evidently they can be discussed separately. His discussion of form and content, as well as the
criteria he advances for judging poems, are the topic of this chapter; I hope to explain what, in
Philodemus' opinion, constitutes both parts, their relative valuation, and the principles by which
he judges poems.

In a passage to be examined in greater detail later, Philodemus sets outs his idea of the
basic interrelatedness of form and content. For now, it will suffice to know that Philodemus is
responding to Crates of Mallos, the critic and Homeric scholar, who had set out a particular and
idiosyncratic scheme for interpreting Homeric cosmology and was a euphonist critic of poetry.
Philodemus' objection is that Crates' cosmological interpretations violate the meanings of the

words while his euphonic strictures ignore them.
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On Poems V.28.33-29.7:%%"

33 i TpdcA[o- Either it is reasonable that the
Yov écTi TO dix Tfj[c] &ko- mind accepts the language
35 fic T&c AéEeic Tapade- through the faculty of hearing
1 xecBat v Sidvoiav, §j &- or it is generally true that the
Anbéc 8" SAgy [T vo]ovue- contents in poems are judged
va gv Trorju[act]v kpivec- and that, whenever we praise
Bat, kai und’, Stav Ty the composition, we should
5 cUvBecty ETavdHEY, a- not tear it away from what

TOCT&V QUTTV TGOV UTTO-

underlies it.

TETAYHEVOV.

Philodemus' objections deal with the separation of language and meaning which Crates requires
in his theories. By demanding euphony without concern for the meaning, Crates is severing the
necessary connection between words and referents, and by interpreting Homer symbolically (or
allegorically, i.e. through Ayponoiai), he is doing violence to the obvious meaning of the text.
Both objections hinge on the close relationship between form and content, or better, language
and meaning demanded by Epicurus.

For now, we will examine what Philodemus means by form and content taken separately,
and then we will consider their interconnection and how this plays out in the judgment of poems.
First, we will discuss the terms—what does Philodemus mean when he says form and content?—

and then their relationship to each other.

§2 Terminology: Aé€ic, SiGvola, cuvbecic, and UToTeTayuévn Sidvola

Philodemus accepts the division of poetry into content and form, but the terminology is

7 The text incorporates a correction of misprinted ) at 28.33 (Janko [1994] correcting Mangoni [1993]). Janko also

suggested to me reading pdcAoyov instead of mpdc Adyov, which is the usual supplement and interpretation.
The adjective is not attested, but is presupposed by the rare dmpdcAoyoc (in Polybius) and may have been
common in the banking industry (cf. Theocritus, Ep. 14 = AP ix.435 and LSJ s. v. Aéyoc. 1.1). I also conjectured
81’ 8Aou for d” Aa in 29.2, since the latter is almost certainly wrong; it does not have a parallel until the 16™

century CE. The genitive was simply attracted to the case of the following phrase.
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not completely straightforward.”*® There are several words for each, which seem at first glance to
be used without differentiation. On investigation, however, it is clear that Philodemus' preferred
terms are Aé€ic for language, cuvbecic for “arrangement,” which is probably shorthand for
cuvBecic Thic AéEecoc, or arrangement of the language, is “form,” and Sidvoia “thought” for
content. Aé€ic is used sometimes for form as well, in an extension of its usual sense.”*” He uses
other terms as well, but they are usually borrowed from whichever critic he is engaging at that
point in the treatise.

Demetrius Laco offers two definitions of Aé€ic, one for the proper definition (kupicoc),
the other for the specific use in question (idicoc), at On Poems 11.36.2-10. The context is too
broken to be useful in specific details, and one important term is not well understood, but he was

willing to recognize two uses of the term.*”

For what it is worth, his definition for the proper
usage is OT1 AéEic Kowdc uev AéyeTal poovny Evapbpoc év i TpoéTL Kal 1) &VUTdTAKTQC,

“lexis 1s commonly termed articulate speech in the same way as avumdTakTtoc [sc. speech] is

also,” which I take to mean that language is articulate speech and that it stands in a relationship

2% Mangoni (1993: 79-103) has usefully analyzed the terms used in On Poems V, and my discussion is founded on

her work.

Philodemus juxtaposes Aé€ic with Siavénua at V.25.32, Sidvoia at V.26.2, and vorjuata at V.35.6. For a
complete list of these juxtapositions, see Mangoni (1993: 87). Further, “language” is an obvious choice to refer
to the linguistic aspects of a work of literature, especially when composition (cUvBecic) is already a technical
term. AéEic was a technical term for Aristotle, who used it to refer to the language which characters in poetry
used.

The word in question is advumrdéTaktoc, which can mean “not restrained, free; unclassified; irregular.” Romeo ad
loc. rightly rejects “irregular” for our sense, but I think she is wrong to link it with cUv8ecuor (conjunctions) and
the processes of Biaipecic and SiactoAr (both “division” of some sort) and translate it as “loose” (sciolto)
stylistically. I would rather compare it with Philodemus' use of Urot&TTewv and perhaps translate it as “casual,
quotidian, careless, without ordering principle” i.e. quotidian conversational discourse, rather than carefully
composed verse or prose works (which for Philodemus have a Umotetayuévn Siavoia), with reference not to
style but to the thought given to the composition. The translation given above reflects my opinion; Romeo would
have it mean “/exis is articulate voice in the same way in which the unbound (i.e. without cUvdecpo,

conjunctions) style is” (“Lexis viene definita la voce articolata nello stesso modo in cui viene definito anche lo
stile slegato” [1993: 136]).
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to unorganized, i.e. disjointed speech.””' Since incomprehensible speech does not maintain its
connection with T& umotetayuéva (cf. Ep. Hdt. §47), it could be said to be avumdTakToc or
“without anything underlying it.” This fundamental demand for meaningful language carries
through into Philodemus' poetics, in which the didvoia UmoTteTayuévn plays an important role
(see below for more on the verb and on the idea).

The words for content are more problematic, because they seem to refer to two different
types of content. First, there is the content of the poem in the sense of “what happens in the
poem,” i.e. the plot. There are terms like piBoc (“plot” or “story,” Aristotle's term) and UmdBecic
(“plot,” the term in general use in the Hellenistic period). TAdcua (probably Heracleides' term),
which in later Greek means “fiction,” also occurs in a lacunose passage at On Poems V.8.34.%"
Alongside these terms are another set with a different reference: didvoia, diavonuaTa,
vorjuata, and voouueva are all taken to refer to the “thought” of the poem.273 We tend to
separate the plot of the poem from the author's intention, but it does not seem that Philodemus
(or any other ancient theorist) did this consistently.

Philodemus' preferred term for “thought” seems to be didvoia and it is significantly

paired with parts of the verb umoTaTTew. It means “mind” or “reason” in Epicurean philosophy

"I The emendation to the papyrus reading of avuToTakTac was made by De Falco. Hiatus in P évapbpoc

means that the definition is not Demetrius' own, because he avoids hiatus. I have suggested in a paper delivered
in 2013 that he is quoting Epicurus. Romeo ad loc. suggests that it has a Stoic origin on the basis of the mention
of articulation, which plays an important roll in their theory. However, this is no indication that Stoic theories are
at issue, and it is more likely that Demetrius, an Epicurean after all, would object (cf. coc &v ou BAémcov &t ...
“as if he didn't understand that ...” introducing the quotation in the main text) to an opponent on Epicurean
grounds rather than Stoic grounds. However, the context is very damaged and much about this passage remains
mysterious. It is not clear what the i8icoc use was. It may have been either /exis as a particular language (e.g.
Greek) or lexis in its sense of “literary style.”

If Philodemus did use it, it was almost certainly a borrowing from Heracleides, since it appears nowhere else in
Philodemus' treatise in this sense, but it is used in books I and II to mean “style:” see Janko (2003: 415 n. 6). Its
use to mean “(work of) fiction” seems to be much later.

That idvoia is the “meaning” of a poem rather than the contents was suggested by Hammerstaedt (2003, 308) a
propos the instance at On Poems V.26.4-5, but this does not seem to hold up throughout the treatise. See further
on content below, §4.
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generally; it is appropriate that the contents of the poem, which, as we will see, must appeal to

the mind, should be referred to with the same word.””

Aristotle had already used diavoia in his
analysis of tragedy in a different sense (i.e. the thought behind the statements of the narrator or
of a particular character in the tragedy, see Poetics 50a6-7). In the scholia it is used to signify
“meaning,” i.e. the paraphrasable content of a sentence or passage.””” The use of dianoia in the
phrase hypotetagmene dianoia in Philodemus is more closely akin to that in scholiastic literary
criticism.?’

As for the meaning of UmoTteTayuévn, two passages from Epicurus' On Nature XXVIII
indicate that the verb has to do with the relationship between words and meaning for
Epicureans.”’” The surviving portions of this book handle a type (or types) of error in language.
The first passage belongs to a discussion of how confusion and false utterances arise, which
Sedley ascribed to the period when Epicureans were trying to reform language usage. I have

italicized his translations of the verb UmmotdtTew.

Epicurus On Nature XXVIII Fr. 6 col. I.*"

5 oU[tew ylap For it was so necessary to point
qvaykaiov fjv TouTo {uTo} out that we, by observing that
ev&Kvu[c]em TO 8N OT[1] B}\E- those who speak the same
movTec [Tojlc duopcivoylc nulv language as us were, in contrast
Slv]talc] al[v]Tikew[€]v[w]c aic 1)- to our own use of words,

10 uelilc pwvaic Xp[cou]e[Ga] \PEu- o
S[éc 11 &AJAo un[OT]aTTOVTa[c assigning some unsuspected false

&uUT] OTTTO[\) Te] E[ﬂ] ¢kivaic Talic connotation in addition to those

e[\)\)o][a [l]C AAA& ue\)o [V]T[EC . meanings but remaining, in

‘lTpO[C a]UTouc ec[ 8edo- respect to them ... to think rather
15 Eachat Ay Biex T T than on account of ...

27 On the meaning of the term, see Kleve (1963).
7% S0 Dickey (2007: 232). Schironi (2009) argues that Aristarchus continued to use Aristotle's sense of the term
dianoia.
276 Schironi (2009: 297-300) argues that Aristarchus uses the term in the familiar Aristotelean sense “contents” (cf.
Poetics 50a6-7 and 56a36-b2 and Rhetoric 1404a18-19).
Both these passages should be read with Sedley's introduction and notes to his edition (1973).
I have added the last part of the translation; Sedley left it untranslated.
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A second passage contains a similar worry, about how changing views of language in the early

days of the Epicurean school might leave them open to attacks from opponents:

Epicurus On Nature XXVIII, fr. 13 col. VI inf. 10-col. VII sup. 5 (numeration sic):

VI.10 ) ' ’del [ei- I also frequently reflected that if,
vo EYCOYE"TYO}‘},“{K‘C EveBu- ) when I raised difficulties which
kv To 6T e, €]pob Tpoge- someone might have turned against

povToc amopnu[alTa & Tic

au TPOC Nuac €[ Tpe| ey, aro-
5 B18cdin 6 éx TGV [Aé]Eecov cuv-

oIke[100v] cd¢ TaUTO cuvéBaive

us, he should claim that what used
to be assimilated from ordinary
language was the same as used to

ueet[&v] & Tiic ypagiic, be practised in the written work,
ToAAo[i]c &v {cwc 86Eeie Té- many might well conclude that in
1 TE UEV, TITOL KATA TOV £TTI- those days false opinion was
VIL.1 BAnTikOV TpdTOv 1} TeEPIAN- represented in that language,
TTIKEC 1) pavTacTik[ddc] f whether through an empirical
B[1J& Adyou &1 Becwpnrikdac, process, an imaged-based process,

Weudric UToTeTaxBa1 Tal|c
5 Aé€ecv] éxivaic 8Ea ...

or a theoretical process...

Sedley has translated UmoTtatTewv differently in both of these passages, but it is clear that it
refers to the ideas that undergird our language. In the first passage, UmmotaTttovtac refers to the
action of assigning a meaning to a word, and, in the second, UmroTeTax6a1 refers to the opinion's
being arrayed among the meanings of a word. In this connection, we should remember that the
same usage occured in the phrase T& UmoTeTayuéva Toic pbodyyolc (Ep. Hdt. §37).

I suggest that Philodemus uses the phrase umoteTayuévn Sidvoia in poetry by analogy
or extension with or from language: in language, meaning undergirds words. In poetry, the
meaning of the poem undergirds the words of the poem. This will have an important
consequence for the interrelationship between form and content: the content determines the form,

at least to some extent, since words and meanings are linked and not to be separated.

The most suggestive statement of what Philodemus means by umoTtetayuévn didvoia
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comes at V.29-31, in his refutation of the anonymous opinions in Zeno's book.””” The first

opinion handled by Philodemus claims that the excellence of a poem comes about when the

composition delights the hearing or is easily borne (k[aAd]c @epouévn) and impresses its

meaning (Siavola) on the audience. Philodemus' objections are predictable: word order does not

delight the hearing, the opponent did not define “excellence,” or what kind of meaning the poem

ought to have, or several other terms besides. After registering his objections, he makes a brief

statement in his own words in which he expands on his objection that his opponent has not said

anything particular to poetry:

On Poems V.30.6-12:*%

6 1 8¢ But the composition of the
C\'{VGEC‘C‘ ’}\égecoc é~vap-‘ language, which clearly and
y@oc kal EHpaTIkeoC TTv expressively signifies the
UTTOTETAYHEVITY Bidwor- underlying meaning, is common

10 av [c]nuaivouca{v} kol-

to every discourse and is their

vin [Y’ éc]Ti kail Adyou Tav- .
ny Y virtue.

__TOC &petn{c}.

For the moment, Philodemus treats poetry and prose together as discourse and defines clear,

279

280

This Zeno is commonly assumed to be Philodemus' teacher, Zeno of Sidon, who did write a work TTepi
ToINUATwY Xpricewc “On the Use of Poetry,” although if the Stoic were Zeno of Tarsus, he would be making a
reappearance here. Since the doxai are not presented as belonging to Zeno, but as in his work, the assumption
that the author is Zeno of Sidon seems unwarranted (see chapter two, §7). They are transmitted anonymously
here (though one is assignable to Andromenides), and difficult to refer to specific philosophical schools or
intellectual traditions, because of their brevity and general nature. See generally Asmis (1992c). This same
brevity, paradoxically, makes them useful for exploring Philodemus' poetics, since he presents the totality of his
opponent's statement and then explains his objections to it. Since the compass is so small and the discussion is at
the end of the book, it is well preserved. (Four of the same opinions are handled, though with minor differences
in phrasing, in PHerc. 228, fr. 3, which is an earlier part of On Poems V.)
The emendations in 1. 10 and 12 were made by Diibner and Jensen respectively. According to Gaines, éupacic
(1. 8), as a technical term, can refer to a use of language to mean more than the bare denotations of the words: “a
forceful use of language to express a meaning deeper or broader than that literally conveyed by the composer's
words” (1982: 76 n. 18). Otherwise, in the realm of verbal communication, it can mean “force” or
“expressiveness.” But we need not assume that the word always has its technical significance. Philodemus
himself seems to use éupaTikde to simply mean “forceful” in the On Rhetoric (lib. inc.) PHerc. 1004 {1.7.6
(1.326 Sudhaus); his example is a saying of Epicurus (81" oU yiveta 16 Lijv &A[U]Tmeoc, empeAnTtéov To[v]Tou
31’ 00 8¢ [u]n yiveT’, oudauddc), which is notable more for its brevity, pith, and force than for any implication
that there is something deeper to be apprehended.

In 1I. 10-12, I take Adyou TavTtde with both kowr and &peTr).
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forceful communication of their ideas as an excellence common to both of them. That the
Sidvola is UmroTeTaypévn Adyct recalls Epicurus' usage (Ep. Hdt. §47, discussed above) in
which he demands that our language correspond to the underlying meanings. Philodemus
concludes his refutation of this opinion as follows:

On Poems V.30.34-31.7:

34 KO“l’TT‘]V 51§V01~[G]V UE:VTOl, However, what sort of thought
16 Trolav Tva Totc motn- is judged worthy to 1‘1r'1der1.ie
L‘mcw’aglouuwnv . poems, both these critics in
31.1 vUmotdaT([T]echbal, kai &- 1 d £ th
Acoc oUTol kai ToAA[ol general and many o .t 08¢
T TS| Tepov EEnTalc- whom. we exarpmed previously
u[¢]veov Kal TGV VeTe- and will investigate later are far
5 pov Becopndncouéveov from characterizing.
To[AJY [8]éoucv amoxa-
__p&]TTEWV.

Philodemus' complaint is that these critics and many others simply have not given an
adequate description of the contents of poetry. There is no hint here that a UmoTeTayuévn
diavola is something characteristic of only a few poems, and that it is generally the same as the
diavola is suggested by a passage from the start of the refutation of this doxa: Philodemus

objects that the idvoia (unqualified in the doxa) has not been defined:

On Poems V.29.32-6:

32 _ ., ov And he does not define
Sl?PlCIEl 5¢ TNy GpeTTv excellence by not indicating
T Tiva kol Tolav Bel which and what kind of thought

35 Siavolav €[] pépetv un
36 UToyeypagéval.

one ought to express.
The objection in this case is the same as the one above; the only difference is in its phrasing. This
leads us to believe that Siavoia is just a shorter way of saying umotetaypévn didvola, which

itself implies Toic orjuact.

Thus didvoia is the contents of the poetry, and Philodemus does not seem to distinguish
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between contents of the poem stricto sensu and the poet's “take” on them or intention. This state
of affairs is surprising to us moderns, but it is worth remembering that Aristotle did not
recognize the distinction in his Poetics, nor did Horace in his Ars Poetica. Aristotle may have
subordinated authorial intention to his own view of how tragedy works on the psyches of its
audience, or considered them to be the same. Horace might be assuming a certain intention
(either elite propagandizing or entertainment) or have left it out of what is a fairly practical book
of limited scope. They may also have considered it to be part of the poet's responsibility during
the selection and arrangement of the contents. With this in mind, we can perhaps see a
requirement for the poet to have a take on his material enter through the back door when
Philodemus says that the contents are said to move the audience “rationally by artistic means”
(T TEXVIKEL AoylcTikédC k{e} 1] vel, 1.175.22-23).

The phrase implies a certain view of the relationship between form and content, namely
that contents have priority over form, not just chronologically or in the process of composition,
but also linguistically, in that the poet's word choice is determined by her choice of contents.*'
That is, contents are selected and then the form is built up over them: the thought underlies
(UmotaTTeTan) the form. Though this may seem to separate the two from each other, the verb
implies rather a much closer relationship: form and content have the same kind of close

relationship to each other as words and things do in the Epicurean analysis of language. The

language of the poem cannot help but reflect the contents, because correctly used language

1 Such a priority is, on reflection, reasonable: one cannot write verses that literally do not have a topic. For
compositions of a whole poem to occur, the poet must have an intended topic. See chapter 3, §4 and §4 below on
On Poems 11.64.23-65.24. At On Poems 11.30.17-23, Philodemus says that the poet thinks of the contents which
he then makes clear through the composition: ppovTicac yap ToU SiavorjuaToc, 6 Si& Tiic kKaTackeuij[c
EN]eyov ugaivecbal, k[pibricleTar TonTrc &yaboc &[] T [1] ppovTicTei{ar (“For by taking care of the
thought, which as I was saying is manifested by means of the elaboration, he will be judged a good poet
according to a certain standard of care”). On this last passage, see below, chapter six, §3.
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cannot help but have meaning. This close relationship has important consequences for the
Epicurean analysis of how poetry works.

This is different from Aristotle's view in the Poetics (51b13-32), where he states that the
poet can decide on and work out the plot before the language, or even the character names, is
added in. It seems that, for Aristotle, the plot is completely prior and not intertwined with
language; for Philodemus, the form and content are inseparable, even though the poet must

logically conceive of the contents prior to the language.

§3 Form and Content

As we shall soon see, form is valued more highly than content, but they constitute the two
halves of a coin and are just as inseparable. This inseparability is grounded in Epicurean
commitments about language, specifically that words should always signify. Both are essential to
the judgment of poems, but are not equal in that realm. First I will lay out Philodemus' rules for

judging poems, which he gave in his rebuttal of the Stoic Critic:**

82 For this Stoic, see Mangoni (1993: 61-69), who is agnostic about his identity, and Toppolo (1980: 256-278;

2005), who treats him as Ariston. Textual evidence for his name survives only at col. 16.28-30, where the
reading is ]Tcov, with the tau very uncertain, since it survives only in the Oxford disegno. Fish and Armstrong
state that Apic]tcov is too long by two letters for the space (leaving only one and a half or two letter widths
before the damaged tau in the Oxford disegno, or two and half to three spaces and -cov if that trace is
disregarded), but do restore a reference to the Stoic school just before the name. Wigodsky's conjecture do]Ecov
is probably the best option (“The one upholding Stoic beliefs”). If that is not accepted, the adversary might be
the Stoic Zeno of Tarsus (successor of Chrysippus in 204), whose name would fit if the tau in the Oxford
disegno is interpreted as a slight miscopying of the top horizontal and diagonal instead of a horizontal. Very little
is known of his work. The extant fragments (SVF III p. 209; n.b. the fragment of Philodemus' history of the
Stoics has been reedited in Dorandi's edition of that work) focus on the organization of philosophy and the
ekpyrosis, as well as a possibly spurious work in five books Against Hieronymus, who, interestingly, wrote on
rhetoric and style. He did write on dialectic, however, which may indicate a broader interest in language,
including poetry. Amusingly, the Suda's entry shows confusion between the Stoic Zeno of Tarsus and the
Epicurean Zeno of Sidon, Philodemus' teacher.

Very little is actually known about Stoic positions about poetry; the main idea seems to have been that
poetic form seems to foster or aid the inculcation of correct beliefs irrationally. See esp. Seneca Ep. 108.10 and
the quotation of Cleanthes at Philodemus On Music 1V.142.1-14 (which is Philodemus' rebuttal of a position
possibly summarized at 53.8).
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On Poems V.19.34-21.27:%

34
35

20.

10

15

20

25

30

35

21.

el yap] oUT’ ac-
Teiav (oU)te plalUAnv éAe-

1 ye, Tiva v [Exoucav co-
pac kal [TraideuTikac U-
méAetev Siavoiac, klali
Tola TQV apxaic|v u]TrE[Tl—
el Tronu[aTcov Ta\JT]qc

__Trepiéxetv; ka[06A]ou
8, i un TaUTa kaA[& T]or)-
HaTa @ricel T[ic, Ta]vTe-
Aédc oux 6pd Tli]va -
ce1] TexmK[a ujévTol
TX Tapa Tr)\n]cm Toic Alv-
TiHaxo[v Y]k T[i-
vac Aéyov[ta]c. g[i] 8 £Té-
potc, Kal [dn T]auTtd (Técla
Yap Egoucm T&cwv £566n)
)\e}\exeoo KaTX TEX\)T]\) o¢
TNV éma[e] TN yéypa-
mTTal, ﬁo}\sco[v] aUT[Olc] Kai
TOTwWVY oUTwC euc(puoc—
TwcC E[VO\)T(.Q]\J cUv TSI
Kai Tnv Tcuc,l[v] SlapuAdaT-
TeWw, S K&v @AY Tic
eleiev. Aéyovta &’ £[m]o-
HEvac, “Oca UNTE TNV cUv-
Becv urjte T[rv 8Jidvol-
av acTelav g[xel, u]r']TE
ACTElQ UM TE q>au}\c( elval,’
ueuq>ouou did[Th TV To [l—
oUTwV oU Tra[p]eenKev y-
TrOSE[l]yua eC(U[[J](ICTO[\)
Y&p elvai pot Bo[Kel TO
cuvBectv €xov ou[K acTei-
av kai 81(1\)91[0(\1 ouB’ o-
)\coc ‘ITOT]TlKT]V [oUT acTei-
av un cpc(u}\ov e[{lv[au ¢-

1 Kslva Toivuv érrfai]ved, 31
ot “[T]a T [uEv diav]ofiav
acTelav éxolvTa, Kaknv

283

. [for if] he meant neither good
nor bad [sc. contents], what poem
with wise and educational thoughts
did he leave us, and which of the
ancient poems did he think
contained these? Generally, if
someone denies that these are good
poems, I cannot possibly see which
ones he will say are good poems. I
recognize that some people claim
that the poems similar to those of
Antimachus are in line with the
demands of the art. But if [sc. the
poems are similar] to other
[poems], let the same be said, since
every indulgence has been granted
to everyone. The poems have been
written in accordance with the art
that is praised, since the cities and
places are in them so harmoniously,
along with the preservation of the
order, which someone could even
call “useful.”

I blame him for not pro-
viding an example for his next
claim that “those poems which
have neither good synthesis nor
good thought are neither good nor
bad.” For it seems amazing to me
that “a poem with neither good
synthesis nor good or any poetic
thought at all is not bad.”

So 1 praise those [sc.
opinions], that “those that have
good thought but bad composition
are bad,” and that “being badly

The supplement ei yap at 19.34 is Janko's. At 20.10, I read Texvik[& p]évtol (my emendation) for the reading

Téxvn[v ulévtor of Fish and Armstrong. O however seems to read Téxvnv clearly. Janko conjectured

émev[exBévTeov at the end of 21.12, which is likely if the letters now read there belong to a different layer. I have

translated ménua as “poem” since Philodemus' usage generally shows little indication that it should mean
“verse” (the idea that a ménua is a small part of a wéncic is Neoptolemus', not Philodemus', and that usage

should not be imputed to him). I take the reference in 1. 16-23 to be to the poems of Antimachus, but it may be,

as Janko suggests (pers. comm.), to the Catalogue of Ships in the //iad.
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8¢ TNV cuvbe[c]v, u[o]xbn-

composed suffices for a judgment

S p& écTy,” [K]ai Bid[T] "16 k[akdd]e of 'bad.” But that being well
cuvkeichal mpoe TO plad- composed does not suffice for a
Aov améxpn.” T4 8¢ mlpoc judgment of “good,” but there is a
TO cmroudaiov un aTfo- Juce £004,
XPiiv TO kaAddc, aA[A&] Tpoc- further need for euphony,‘ Fhought,

10 SelcBan kai evpw|viac and many other [qualities]
kai Siavoiac [kal T oAAGY seems to me [somehow mistaken],
GAAGV emev[  Jetral and to have been brought in with
o[t paivetat | ()]ncbeic the nonexistent euphonies of the
tec[ () klalcuv[e- critics. Even more so the claim that

IS mevnuéxBan Taic ayelvr)- “some of the poems of the ancients,
Tolc eUgrovialc TGV K[pi- though good in one respect, but
—Likeov. &l 8~[E H]a}\}\o’v mostly in  composition, are
TOo e Tcov‘ap’x[a]loov * completely bad.” If I read that
Ta& 11 Xpne[T]a [O]vTa kai pa- .

20 AlcTa keaté T [V cd]vbe- according to the accepted.sense of
cv kaB&Tag eivar padha.” the words, I can find nothlpg more
T] ou Y(‘xp “T& KaTdA TI CTTOU- thoughtless than the claim that
Salia kabamag eival [p]al- poems which are good in one way
A&y’ [oUB]év adiavon[Td] Te- are completely bad.

25 pov] eupickw KaT[a TNV
cuvnj[0]elav akovwv TGV

ey [o]uéveov.

This passage has been recognized as fundamental for Philodemus' poetics since at least
Greenberg.”** The opponent is unknown; Jensen identified him as Ariston of Chios, a Stoic;

"2 Whoever he was, his poetics are fairly simple.

Mangoni refers to him as “the Stoicizing critic.
He thinks that poems can be good, bad, or intermediate, and that both good synthesis and good
thoughts are important, but Philodemus takes him to task for claiming that a poem without any
good aspect might somehow be “not bad” and for claiming that a poem with at least one good
aspect is completely bad. He seems actually to like Antimachus, as Plato did. Despite that, some

of his critical rules are approved by Philodemus.**

The implication of the Stoic critic's position is that, while composition and contents are

% Summarized at (1990: 273).
285 See above, n. 282.
286 Ioppolo (2005, updating the relevant chapter in Ioppolo 1980) discusses this Stoic's opinions and attempts to
prove that he was Ariston (she does not take into account the papyrological problem of the space for his name).
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different things, and can be evaluated separately, a poem requires them both, and requires them
both to be at least reasonably good. Philodemus accepts this much, but his objections reveal his
positions: bad composition makes a bad poem, no matter the quality of the thought. No matter,
that is to say, how educational or beneficial the contents of the poem might be thought to be, if
the composition is bad, it is a bad poem.*®” On the other side of the coin, mere good composition
does not suffice for a judgment of “good”—good contents are also necessary. A poem cannot
judged good without good contents and good composition. Finally, even if a poem is bad, if it
has some good aspect, it is not wholly bad (and to claim so is an affront against the normal use of
language). Philodemus' specific statement that the euphonies demanded by the kritikoi do not
and never have existed was supported by argumentation in books I and II of the treatise, where
he demonstrated that the rules are arbitrary and were not actually followed by poets in practice, a
position that he summarizes neatly here.

What do composition and content consist of? This is a much vexed question. Philodemus
gives a hint elsewhere in book V in his discussion of some unnamed philosophers who made
some interesting claims, firstly that poets composed according to themata, arbitrary stipulations,
and secondly that poetry provided no natural good or natural benefit (pucikov ayabdév, pucikov
c@éAnua) either in language or in thought. The identity of these philosophers is a riddle.**® The
passage is worth quoting at length:

On Poems V.25.2-26.11:*%

7 See below for more on this topic.

% There are many possibilities: Janko (2003: 129-133) argues for early Epicureans, Philippson (1924) and now
Hammerstaedt (2003) suggest Skeptics. They were definitely not Stoics nor is it likely that they were Peripatetics
(if later members of that school hewed closely to Aristotle's views).

%9 See Hammerstaedt (2003: 305-315) for discussion of the text of this passage and further bibliography. In 25.30, I
suggest {€ } Tol"y&pTol as the interpretation of the traces reported on the papyrus. For émn (25.27) as “verses”
simply rather than “epic verses,” see LSJ s.v. émmoc IV b and c. The generality of the discussion here warrants the
less specific translation. Asmis's discussion (1991: 8-9) of this passage specifically is vitiated by taking the goals
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T[oU]c B¢ B[¢JuaTa packov-
Tec elval prthocdpouc T[pd]c
& Sel BAémovTac kpiveww,
k[al] T& Ao rpocTiBév-
Tac & UETEYPAWEV, €l UEV
T]ouc Tepi TOV Emrikoupov
nyvitteTo, pAlapoc Ny,
@C Kal YEyove Kal Yevr-
cleTal TpodVTWI[V] cup-
plajvéc. €i 8 &AAouc Twdc,
g[Kke]ivol TO ug[v] fArBeu-
o[v, T]6 & éyeudlov]To, T& B¢
TapEAITToV. TTapEAEITTON
uev SAwc Tag evvolac
TV &cTeicov Kai pavAwv
TOIMUATWY Kal TTolr-
cewv], NAri6eu[ov] B¢ u-
c1§c‘>v ayabov éu Tomua-
T undév elvat Aéyov-
Tec, elTep TOUT Epackov
(6 yap oUToc €bnkev adia-
__Anmrtédv EcTw), Eye-
dovTo 8¢ BéyaTa Tav-
Ta \g[o]uiCo%v]Tsc ETva*l Kal
kpic[lJv oux Umapxel[v TV
acTelwv ETAV Kal [pau-
Acov kowrjv, A& TTa-
p’ &AAoic &AAn[v], coc v
vouiucov. {e } To"ydpTol, Ka-
86 TéNnua, pucikdv oudev
oUTe AéGecoc oUTe Si[a-
vorjuaToc weéAnua Tla-
p]ackeualel. diax TouT[o
Ot Tfic apeTrc ECTNKAOTEC
UmrdkelvTal ck[oT]ol, Tht
HEv AéEel TO ulewt]uric-
Bai v co@éAi[ual Tpoc-
didd&ckoucav, Thic 8¢ Bi-
avoiac TO YeTagu HeT[ecxn)-
KE€val TTC TAV COPIV
Kal Tijc TéV xudaicwov.
kal TalT’ EcTv, &v TE vO-
picn Tic &v Te un, kal
KpITEOV Tl T[a|UT €éTma-
vayovTac.

As for those philosophers who
claim that rules exist, with an
eye to which we must judge, and
who propose in addition the rest
of what he copied out, if he was
hinting  that  they  were
Epicureans, he was babbling, as
has become clear and will
become clear as we continue; but
if [sc. he claimed] that they were
some other [sect], then they were
partly right and partly wrong and
they left some things out. They
left out completely the ideas of
good and bad verses and poems,
but they were right to claim that
there is no natural good in a
poem, if they claimed that, since
what Crates wrote is not clear.
And they were wrong to think
that all are rules and that there
exists no common judgment of
good and bad verses, but that
there is a different one for each
group of people, like that of
customs. For that reason, qua
verse, it provides no natural
benefit either in language or in
content. Therefore there do exist
solid goals for goodness—for
language, the imitation of
language which teaches useful
things in addition, and for
thought, being intermediate
between the thought of the wise
and that of the uneducated. And
these (sc. goals) do exist,
whether one thinks so or not, and
one must judge with reference to
them.

(ck[om]rol, 26.1) as goals for utility rather than for poetic quality. For more on her arguments, see below

chapter six, §9.
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Philodemus lays out the two goals for language and content in poetry, but we must first discuss
his method. He first takes pains to correct Crates' apparent misunderstanding about the identity
of the group: they were not Epicureans. Then he gives a critical summary of their positions,
granting some of their positions and interpreting them generously, which allows them to hold a
position he agrees with, even though they may not actually have done so. However, he does
disagree with two positions, namely that good poetry is determined by themata and that there is
no common basis for judgment of poetry. Both of these statements are incompatible with his
Epicurean commitments. Philodemus did not believe that poetry per se was beneficial to its
audience, but the prolepsis covers the same ground that these “Philosophers™ attributed to the
themata: it determines what is “good poetry.” The prolepsis also serves therefore as the common
basis of judgement; since any educated person has a prolepsis of good poetry, they can determine
the status of any poem by comparing it to their prolepsis.

Nicola Pace and more recently Jiirgen Hammerstaedt have raised serious objections to the
assumption that these opinions are Philodemus' own and not the “Philosophers'.”**® Their
arguments rest on two points. The first is that the demand here is similar to those at On Poems
V.32-3 and at Rhet. 1.149 Sudhaus (book 4), both of which Philodemus clearly disapproves of:

On Poems V.32.36-33.7:*!

32.36 n &¢ The [opinion] that a composition of

33.1 cuv[Becw A]égewv Tpoc- language (= style) teaches some-
Si[d&ckovcav Ti mept] TT- thing additional by means of verse

20 pace (1995: 166-75), Hammerstaedt (2003: 310).

*! The term “composition of language” is odd. Philodemus seems to understand it as “poem” (i.e. a composition in
language through verse), which gives good sense and is how I have taken it here. Another possibility is that it
means “the composition of the language [sc. of the poem in question]”, which seems grammatically possible, but
I think Philodemus would have had serious objections with the idea that the word order was supposed to “teach
something in addition.” Janko suggests (pers. comm.) “arranged language,” whether in verse or not, which then
is limited here to verse by Philodemus' qualification. It is impossible to recover what the original meaning of the
term was in context, and Philodemus may be reading his opponent generously and taking the less objectionable
interpretation of the phrase. Scodel (pers. comm.) suggests taking TauTtn in 1l. 3-4 as an instrumental dative.
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Tepov dia TojjuaToc [ Tlalu- or is likened to this [sc.

TU‘Y’ ‘53“0‘0-}“’5‘"1" [to composition or style?] does not
S MEv TTPOCBIBACKEW Te- make clear what it teaches in
PITT[S] TEpOV OU dlacapel addition
7 _Tivoc. '

Superficially, Philodemus' objection here seems fatal to the idea put forth in col. 26, quoted
supra. But in col. 32 “something additional” is demanded, and Philodemus' objection is precisely
that this “something additional” (Ti mepitTOTEPOV) IS not specified, whereas at 26.3 “useful
things” (copéAna, presumably educational content, but any sort of benefit, e.g. psychological, is
possible) are in question. This is an indication that the two opinions belong to different critics: if
the critic had specified that “useful things” were the ‘“something additional” required,
Philodemus would be an even worse debater than he is usually alleged to be. Since Philodemus'
objection at col. 32 is that the critic did not specify what additional thing was required, and at
col. 26 something is specified, the same objection does not apply.

The second textual basis for Pace and Hammerstaedt's objections is in On Rhetoric IV
(I1.149 Sudhaus), where the discussion is about prose style. Philodemus is refuting an unknown
opponent, possibly a Peripatetic, about the demands for a good prose style. At issue, evidently,
are both what features constitute a good prose style and what a good style ought to accomplish
for its audience. But Mariachristina Fimiani informs me that this column was misrestored in
Sudhaus' edition and that it is made up of two half-columns with a sezione missing in between,
with the result that the particular text on which they rely no longer exists; hence the objections of
Pace and Hammerstaedt are not valid.”

These considerations form a prologue to discussion of Philodemus' claim that the

language of a poem should teach useful things in addition, and that the content should be

2 Pers. comm. She is currently reediting book four of Philodemus' Rhetoric.
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midway between that for fools and that for the wise. There is a variety of opinions on what
precisely these statements mean. However, we will discuss his demands for the content first,
both because these are the more difficult to understand and because clarification of them will

help clarify the demands placed on style.

§4 Content
The demands placed on content are fairly clear: Tiic 8¢ diavoiac TO peTafu
HeT[ecxn]kévar TRc TGOV copddv kai Tiic Tév xudaiwv (“and for thought, being intermediate

99 ¢

between the thought of the wise and that of the uneducated”). xudaioc, “base,” “vulgar,” is not
really a technical term, but by Philodemus' time has come to mean “uneducated” and is used in
opposition to terms which imply a high degree of intellectual attainment, as here. It is often
joined with other pejorative terms (cf. e.g. Music 1V.140.2, where it is joined with aTik&
“merely assertory” and paxoupeva “contradictory”). cogoc is a technical term in Epicurean
philosophy for the Sage, the philosopher who has a perfect grasp on the ideas and practices of the
group. Epicurus used the term in this way (cf. frr. 222 - 223 Us.) and Philodemus himself used it
similarly, for instance, in the De Ira (passim).

Therefore the demand is for contents which are intelligent but not philosophical, perhaps
a sort of high-brow entertainment, similar to the diagoge (or liberal leisured pastime) allowed by

Aristotle.?”*

Education, though perhaps admitted as a theoretical possibility, is firmly not the goal
of a poet in writing a poem. This conclusion is supported by other positions taken throughout the

On Poems. For instance, Philodemus denies that poems, gua poems, are useful (V.25.30-34), and

293 Qee Politics 8.5, 1339a11-1340b19 for a discussion of the status of mousike, which for Aristotle includes music
and song (in my sense), and Janko (2011: 375-6).
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claims that no useful poem ever was or will be written (V.17.20-24). Further, he may have stated
that poets have no obligation to provide proofs or philosophical demonstrations in their poems,
just as such demonstrative rigor is not required in most prose genres (V.1.26-33).***If o
TpaTTOMeEvoy at V.7.6-13 means “reality” (so Armstrong), then Philodemus does not even

d.*” The utility of poetry is simply not a concern for

require poems to be about the real worl
Philodemus. This is not a wholesale denial of the possibility that poems could be useful. If a
poem should turn out to be useful, it will not be so gua poetry but rather qua treatise, and he will
then say that it would have been better to write it in prose, since that medium promotes clarity
and argument.

If the Epicureans held that the speech of the wise was about better or more important
topics in some way than was that of most people, then Philodemus' statement is understandable
as follows: the contents of poetry should not be stupid, nor that of philosophers. This leaves a
wide field in which poets can play, but does set some limits: stupid contents presumably will
impede the poet from achieving a good poem in good literary form. On the other hand, if a poet
wanted to write about philosophical topics, they would not do so in verse.>°

We can say a bit more about contents in a more practical way. The poet is under no

requirement to be original, as suggested by the comparison of poets with cooks:

On Poems 11.64.23-65.24:*°7

% The subject of &xouct at 1. 33 seems to be ouk dAiyol (sc. cuyypageic) at 1. 27 and Téyua should be

understood as “obligation” or “requirement,” a meaning not recognized in LSJ.
Armstrong (1995b: 216-7). Mangoni translates it as “i fatti,” which amounts to the same thing, and reads the
passage as permitting vivid descriptions of non-existent topics. The term looks like it could have a broader
meaning of “subject matter” in the broad sense of “topic treated;” however, the rest of the sentence, in which
Philodemus says that not only lies but also myths are narrated extremely vividly by poets, seems to demand the
more precise term.
For the implications of this statement about Lucretius see McOsker (forthcoming 2).
iSia 8¢ at the end of line 11 is my conjecture, and I read y&p at the end of 1. 9 with Henry (tic Janko), and
“particular” sc. to him is another possibility for its translation.
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23 16 kai

TOV TToN TNV cupiT[T]oKuEV)

25 av Sikai[w]c, €l T1 TOVOI-
1 T&V avaAdywv. S o[u-
27 X Suoév ecTwv em(i T]fic

65.1 TmonTikiic TO “Ta& Mp[&yuUa-
Ta &yvwcTa elval, [Tac ¢
A€Eeic oUk apecTd[c”, TG
i Tic paye[ipkifc ca-

5 _ mpa tayopacuata’. T[ic
MEV Yap E€w TalT éc[Ti,
Tric 8¢ TronTikijc o[U]k [Ec-
T €€ TO TOEIV [yvac-
TX TQX TPAYHaATA. [K&V yap

10 TavTeAGC auTd [TTap’ é-
Tépou AapPBdavn|i, (dia 8¢
TT) cuvBécel T o[rfjua-
Ta, ToUT fv idid[Tatov
auTol’. 8i1dTep o[ude TO

15 Tac Aé€eic o'i'kelac [moleiv
€KTOC ECTI TTC TT[ONTIKTC,
k&v ai Aé€eic copleAeiac
ToU Biov Tapecxn[kwcl
kowai'. TO yap eyA[éyew

20 Tac o'i'kelac kai S[1]at[16]¢-
val mpoc [al SrAwciv Toi-
oUTOVU VOTjUaTOC ETTI-

™d//¢e//[iwxc]’, TolT v {]d1-

24 >ov auToU.

This passage will be discussed at greater length below, in §8. For now, it suffices to say that

Hence we would rightly hiss the
poet, if he prepared something of
the same kind. The claim in the
case of poetry that “the contents are
unintelligible and the words not
pleasing” is not like the claim in
the case of cookery that “the
ingredients are rotten.” For the
latter are external to the art [sc. of
cookery], but making the contents
intelligible is not external to the art
of poetry. For even if [sc. the poet]
takes them [= the contents] over
completely from someone else, and
the verses are his own by his
composition, this is, as we saw,
very much his particularity. For this
reason, even making the words
one’s own does not lie outside the
art of poetry, even if words that are
common have provided the needs
of life. For, as we saw, selecting
appropriate words and arranging
them suitably with a view to
expressing clearly such a thought is
his particularity.

Philodemus can easily imagine cases in which the poet has no control over the topic.

Nor does the plot even have to be logical.

On Poems V.10.23-34:>%
23 duva-

Tall yép] Ti[c] &Aoydv Tva
25 uUBov kai Utrdb[e]civ
mpobéuevoc efe[py]acac-
Ba 1] TomnT[i]kddc, kai TI-
vec To[in] Tai yeydvact Tot-
ouTol. TéA[el]oc B¢ kal dya-
30 Boc¢ TToinTrC 6 cuv T Ka(i]

Someone can set for themselves some
irrational story or plot and work it up
poetically, and there have been such
poets. But a complete and good poet
is thought to be the one with the
selection of those aspects too [sc.
plots or tropoi, mentioned earlier].

% Greenberg (1955: 33-7) and Pace (1995: 126-130) consider this passage, but they are mislead by a flawed
understanding of poema and poesis in Philodemus. Janko (pers. comm.) suggests Tic in line 34.
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TouTwv EyAoyfit v[oelTan. Yet who...the most perfect arrange-

TT‘)" “é"TVO‘ T.d‘cg[}" TE?‘E‘O' . ment [sc. of the plot], such as in
TaTn, ofa map' ‘Oulrp]e(i kai Homer and Sophocles...
34 CogokAet, Tic nfJotc[ JTvTa

Philodemus says outright that the plot need not be rational for the poet to be good (and the poet
is already better than the merely good versifier). It seems safe to infer that a good and logical
arrangement is the best and that this is the thrust of the damaged end of the column. As Pace
indicates, this is related to Aristotle's position that plausible impossibilities are better material for
a play than implausible possibilities (Poetics 24, 60a26-9). This probably implies that the

irrationality of the plot, if unavoidable, should be at least not obvious.

§5 Form
Philodemus' general term for “form” is cUvbecic. Pace again has done an excellent job
determining its significance in his poetics: it is precisely the idiov, the particular feature, of

%% This was inferred from the discussions of the &pyov of the poet, since the ergon would

poetry.
surely be to produce a work of art iSiov to that art, and the €pyov is saying something, not new,
but in the way in which only a poet would say it.>”° Similarly, To &yaBdv, the “goodness” of a
poem, is related to the apetr, or “excellence” of a poet: the terms are not actually synonymous,
but refer to the same thing seen from different viewpoints, those of the creation and of the creator

respectively: the &petrj of the poet is to write &yad& TorjuaTa.’

% Pace (1995: 184-190).
300 £, On Poems 1.167, with Janko's note.
' The idion accordingly is from the perspective of the poem and the ergon from that of the poet; see chapter six,
§6. All of these terms can also retain their usual meanings in addition to their technical ones.
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Diction’® and the figures of language are probably to be included under the heading of

303 .
The interconnectedness of form and content

“form,” but Philodemus does not go into details.
means that certain distinctions are difficult to make. Unusual word-order cannot be merely a
stylistic feature and, since it surprises the reader with the postponed words, has an intellectual
effect. So it is not purely a stylistic feature, but it cannot be said to be a feature only of the
contents either.

More obscure is the demand made about style at On Poems V.26.1-4: T pév Aé€et 16
ulen]uficOar v co@éAi[ual ﬁpOCSleCKovcav.3°4 Jensen explained the statement as a demand
that the language of poetry be an imitation of daily usage, which arose under the compulsion of
nature, and that, once this had been accomplished, it would contain all the stylistic virtues.*”’
This may be right in broad outline but does not explain the unusual phrase, which he translates as
“die nebenbei Niitzliches lehrt.” This will turn out to be the most accurate translation. Greenberg
(1955: 84) explains it as a demand for “an informally didactic” tone, or one which is
“expositive” and “meaningful.” Grube (1968: 197-8) gives a similar explanation, with reference

to Philodemus' poetic practice and Peripatetic theories of style:

As for the requirement that poetic language should imitate that of useful instruction, we

302 Many scholars have treated diction as if it were separable from “form” generally, though in some cases they

discuss what I could call “form” generally or language as a mode of communication rather than word choice
specifically, e.g. Pace (1995: 142-3), who calls it form, and Greenberg (1955: 274-5) who calls it language.
Heracleodorus (so Janko, forthcoming, revising his previous opinion) discusses diction at 1.43-6, possibly until
48, but the rebuttal in book 2 is too fragmentary for any conclusions. See chapter six, §2.

Everyone, as far as I know, takes trv...mpocBi8&ckoucav as the object of pepipeicbal, though only an
anacoluthon of a common type (switch from dative to accusative, ad sensum) prevents it from being the subject:
“That the language imitate [sc. life?] while also teaching useful things is the goal.” This is a less obvious
understanding of the word order and is in conflict with Philodemus' statement that he does not know of any
useful poems nor does he think that a poet will ever write one (V.17.20-24). If he did require even incidental
teaching of useful lessons, it would violate this stronger statement.

“...daB die Dichtersprache eine Nachahmung der Umgangssprache sein soll, welche einst unter dem Zwang der
Natur entstand, als sich bei den Menschen das Bediirfnis nach gegenseitiger Verstdndigung geltend machte.
Wenn der Dichter diese Sprache richtig nachzuahmen versteht, werden seine Schopfungen auch alle die
Stiltugenden enthalten...” (1923: 157-8).
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should remember that, in Aristotle and Theophrastus, the language of useful instruction is
that of the philosopher who avoids ornamentation, and Philodemus seems to mean that
poetry should be simple and straight-forward in expression, which would appear to agree
with his own practice.
Epicurus too demanded clear prose as the vehicle for useful instruction, so the comparison is apt.
But we should be cautious of any rendering which makes, or seems to make, poetry out to be
actually didactic.

The verb mpocdiddackew (used in On Poems V.26.3-4, quoted above in §3) has remained
an issue.’”® A useful comparandum is De Poem. 1.185-6, part of Philodemus' rebuttal of
Andromenides, who claimed that beautiful language was important. Philodemus' rebuttal is that
mere words “on their own, do not seem to have any beauty” (kaf’ aUtd T paiveTal kaAdv
gxew, 186.1-2), nor do they ever make the thought intelligible, but those things, which give extra
understanding of the characters and affections of the soul, seem to teach something useful in
addition (&AN’ oUxi ToTe[v] cuveTov Trot|elv TS Siavdnua, (tal)Ta 8¢ TPocdIBACKEW Ti TGV
cupPavévtwov, & Tl'pOC[E]‘]TlCU\)ETng{_l [T& 1§]0n [f &On Tlfic wulxrc]). TpocemcuveTiCeo is a
hapax legomenon (and is partially emended to boot), so we are proceeding by explaining
obscurum per obscurius, but the definition suggested by Janko ad. loc. (“to give extra
understanding”) is surely along the right lines. This clarifies the use of mpocdidackeo: in

context, we are not expecting any discussion of education, and besides this sentence, there is no

such discussion. So the verb must mean “teach in addition to doing something else” rather than

3% Besides Philodemus, the word appears several times. In the other instances, there is a previous explicit mention

of learning or of a lesson, so the force of the preverb is obviously appropriate in context. N.b. the spurious
fragment of Menander (553 Kock, not in Korte or Kassel-Austin) which appears under several guises in a TLG
search for this verb. The date of the fragment, which is actually an excerpt from the Comparatio Menandri et
Philistionis (4th-6th century CE) puts it out consideration here; see Koerte's preface (vol. II pp. vii-viii) to his
1953 ed.
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“just one lesson in addition to another lesson.”"’

So Philodemus' phrase v copéAipa mpocdidackoucav does not refer to a style which
teaches useful things in addition to teaching some other topic, but to one that teaches useful
things in addition to doing something else entirely (e.g. be entertaining). Formulations such as
“expository and meaningful” are not so far off from the idea, but “didactic” should probably be
avoided, since real education via poetry is simply out of the question for Philodemus.

The demand for imitation is confounding as well, but there is again a useful
comparandum at On Poems V.35.11-28. The doxa is anonymous there, but is very similar to a
statement of Andromenides at 1.160.17-18; he was a kritikos who demanded not only beautiful
sound but also a match between form and content, specifically that the vocabulary should match
the characters using it.*""

On Poems V.35.11-28:

11 . Omi"Tolc Beoic ...that “such a style befits the
Ka(i Tolc fipeacw 1 Tolo- gods and the heroes” is the

TT) TIPETTEL }“Eglc Tl}“el_ claim of foolish men, and it is

15 g.:xvl Ecsg\l{_:j;l }L\f;il:;] :T]V better to say that it imitates the
style which befits them. But

mpémoucav. TeAeiw|c : C o
8¢ ulav]ikdv T Tapla- the grasping after a similarity

wnhag[&]v duodTnTa of the style to the actions it
AéEecoc Toic dnAoupé- describes is  completely
20 volc Tpa&ypactv. i insane. If “contents” must be
B¢ TTPOCUTTAKOUCTEOY understood as well, or if a
kad Y Bidvolav, 1 ypa- scribe has left it out, it is
pevc TapaAéholte, TO To- ludicrous to assign to the art

7 See Smyth §1695.4: “Often in the sense additionally, qualifying the whole sentence rather than the verb.” Cf.
mpoc eEavdpatodicachar at Herodotus 1.156.2 (written separatim in Hude's OCT), mpocamokpivopal in Arist.
Metaphysics. T 4, 1007al7. and mpocAauB&vew at Philodemus On Poems IV.117.16-7. and n.b. Armstrong
1995b: 217 n. 18. Armstrong supplies “being attractive” as the thing which the poem does besides teaching.

Another relevant passage is in On Rhetoric IV (PHerc. 1423 .xvii = 1.159 Sudhaus), in which some things
(ai pév... ai 8t...Twvec...Tvec) pocdidackouct, but others do not. Unfortunately, the antecedent is not preserved
and the precise meaning of the verb is not clarified by context.
He was an influence on Crates and was summarized in his work. See Janko (2003: 143-154) for a collection of
fragments and discussion. That Demetrius Laco also discussed him in his On Poems (the name appears at 1.16.8-
9) may be evidence of his importance and influence around the end of the second century and into the first.
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NTKI Slayveciy amo- of poetry the differentiation
25 vepew Tl ElkacTw) between the speeches which

TPOCLTICOL TTPETTOY- befit each character.
Twv Adywv Tapdko-

oV ECTIV.

This passage is discussed in detail below (chapter 6, §2), but here imitation is used as a way to
avoid demanding from the poet technical knowledge which is outside the purview of the art of
poetry. Poets need not be expert theologians to write gods' speeches in their poems, and so the
standard to which they are held is a lower one: only the imitation or representation of the divine
style, not actually producing or reproducing it. A better translation might perhaps be “portray
fictionally,” i.e. to compose something resembling what most people think the object is like,
regardless of whether or not it is actually that way, or more simply “to be or seem like something
else,” regardless of how close the actual relationship is. In this case, Homer's job was to compose
the speeches for the Olympians in the council of the gods as they discuss Odysseus' fate, even
though, as good Epicureans, we know that the gods do not care for mortal affairs and would not
have bothered themselves with him. In the first instance above, the demand put on poetic style is
for it to be reasonably straightforward, clear, and informative, since it only has to mimic, imitate,
or represent an informative or expository style. We might paraphrase this demand as “write
plausibly and reasonably clearly.”

These are to be understood as general guidelines, not universally valid rules, however.
Philodemus is happy to allow variation to fit style or theme, as he objects to one of the
anonymous doxai in book V.

On Poems V.31.18-32:

18 . mpde- The demand for expressing
ECTIB, QUTTL KAl TO ’[‘IT(I]\)TG everything briefly is additionally
20 CUVTOHCOC EKPEPELY O- required [sc. by this doxa]; in some

EloUv, €l Hév Tved[v
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€Cepy aCecBau deov, emi cases, it is necessary to compose
8¢ Tweov Tlo]ic autfo]ic [sc. briefly], but in others to dwell
55 evBiatpiPew, emi &’ evi- on the same topics, and in some
wv‘Km‘mplq)paCEW' cases to resort to paraphrase. And
kali T[o m]act TapakoAou- L. )
; that clarity is incumbent in every

Betv TNV cagprjvelalv, : ;
OUTE TTECTIC ETTITPETTOME- case [sc. is also demanded by this

vnc Tolc TonTaic otTe doxa), though not all of it [sc.
30 TTC CUYXwWPOUNEVTC clarity] is entrusted to the poets,

dTact Tolc VOOUpEVolC nor does it seem to allow befitting
32 apUOTTEW dokoucTc. all types of contents.

Here, Philodemus denies that brevity and clarity are appropriate in every case, because some
topics require more expansive or more elliptical treatment or are too inherently difficult for
perfectly clear exposition in any case.’”” He is pessimistic about poets' ability to be clear, which
is in line with his denial of utility to them. It is not evident from this passage whether he grants
authority to authors to be unclear as a stylistic choice rather than because the material forces
them to, but it seems possible that he does, depending on the interpretation of “cases” (&mi pév
Twev...£Tl 8¢ Tweov...Em & évicwv). If these are cases of contents, then he does not discuss
style in this passage. If these are cases understood broadly to mean “cases in which poets can
make choices about their poems,” then he seems to allow them consciously to decide to be
unclear.

If T am right, then, the demands are for a reasonably clear style which expresses
intelligent contents, but expert knowledge is not demanded in either case: gods can speak in
poetry, but they need not speak in veritably divine style about Epicurean truths. This is
permission for poets to compose by their own lights and a justification for permitting

falsehoods—not just mistaken arguments, but outright lies and myths—in good poetry. A

3% Tt is difficult to imagine what kinds of topics could demand elliptical treatment, but, in the On Anger (20.18-34),

he discusses those who, in fits of rage, violate the secrecy of the Mysteries. He could conceivably have a
treatment of the Mysteries in poetry in mind here, such as the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.
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possible basis for this position is precisely Philodemus' claim that no useful (i.e. philosophically
educational) poem had ever or will ever be written (On Poems V.25.30-34). There was a large
corpus of poetry recognized as good on some grounds or other (possibly on the basis of simple
enjoyment), but which was not philosophical. By making the criteria for adjudicating a poem
“good” unrelated to the poem's utility or truth, Epicureans were able to subordinate poetry to
philosophy, because it is not a rival source of truth about the world. At the same time, they

permit its enjoyment by those who are aware of the potential dangers.’'’

§6 The Interrelation between Form and Content

Let us now turn to focus on the relationship between form and content, which has to
some extent already been handled. To do so, we will need to consider how Crates of Mallos, the
Homeric scholar of Pergamum, violates Epicurean doctrines about language in passages which
we will discuss later. Specifically, Philodemus finds his idea of Sphaeropoeia (“sphere-making”
literally), the interpretive practice of finding circles in Homer's poems, to be somehow ridiculous
(if this is indeed what Philodemus means at V.28.33-29.7), which is consistent with his criticism
of Stoic allegoresis and the discussion of the gods in the second half of the De Pietate.’"!

At this point in the discussion, Philodemus seems to be discussing the violence that

Crates' interpretive schema does to the plain meaning of the poem as communicated by its

*1% Philodemus was not the first to put forward the view that poetry was only for entertainment; both Eratosthenes

and Aristarchus had similar opinions.

11 See, for now, Schober's edition (1988) and Obbink (1995b); for further bibliography, see Obbink's
bibliographical note on the “Theological Works” (1995: 280). Obbink's expected On Piety pt. 2 will supersede
Schober's edition. On Crates, Broggiato's collection of fragments with introduction and commentary (2001) is
indispensable. See also Asmis (1992) for a general treatment, Porter (1992) on the difference between
Aristarchus's lines and Crates' spheres and their implications for readings of Homer, and Bili¢ (2012) on his
geography and astronomy. N.b. the list of identifications made by “maniacs” between gods and bodily organs
and natural phenomena given by Philodemus at I1.53-4, with his criticism extending a few columns further
(where, however, the text is badly damaged).
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language. Crates thought that both the universe and the planet were spherical, that both Homer
and Hesiod knew this, and that they reflected it in their works.’'* He also had opinions about
cosmological organization, e.g. the sun holds the highest circuit above the earth, then the moon is
below it, and so forth, and about the seas. Based on an attempt to reconcile the statements of the
Homeric poems with contemporary knowledge of geography, he made statements about the
travels of the heroes, e.g. that Odysseus sailed in the Atlantic Ocean (fir. 44 and 77 Broggiato)
and that Menelaus visited India after circumnavigating Africa on his way home from Troy (fr. 40
Broggiato).

Philodemus' major tactic is to accuse Crates of inconsistency: for example, the latter
claims that poems are pleasing, but should be judged according to how well they meet the logika
theoremata, which serve as criteria. Philodemus understands him to be claiming that poems are
judged both on the basis of the pleasure they give us and on how well they accord with the
criteria. A more pleasing poem would reasonably be described as “better” than one that pleases
less. But since Crates thinks that poems please on the basis of their euphony (see V.24.30-32),
which does not seem to be part of the logika theoremata that should be the basis of judgment, he
is inconsistent. What exactly the logika theoremata are is poorly understood: they may include

313

euphony and interpretative strategies for poetry.” ” Mangoni (1993: 296) suggested with great

*12 For an account of sphaeropoeia, see Broggiato (2001: li-lix) whom I summarize in this paragraph. cpaipoTotia

is also known as the cpaipikde Adyoc; cf. Geminus at Crates fr. 50 and [Plutarch] De Homero 11.92-111, which
draws on interpretative practices known from Crates and the Stoics and dating back to Metrodorus of Lampsacus
the elder. At the later, §92 ad init., 6 8¢ BecopnTikdc Adyoc EcTiv 6 Tepiéxov T& kaAoUueva BecoprjpaTa...,
perhaps read cpaipikdc for BecopnTikdc: an unfamiliar phrase was glossed using a word found later in the same
sentence. These theoremata would then be the same as the logika theoremata mentioned by Philodemus at On
Poems V.28.24.
Jensen translated the phrase as “vernunftgemafBe Anschauungen” (opinions which correspond to reason), which
are naturally existent and in accord with the Stoic Logos. Mangoni translates the phrase as “principi razionali”
(rational principles) and prefers Asmis' interpretation, which sees them as the theorems of the rational account of
poetry which Crates provides in his work, though she jettisons the Stoic interpretation that Asmis provides. As
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probability that they were natural rules which Crates suggested be used instead of the themata of
the philosophers. These theoremata could be the same as the Aéyoc Tijc Téxvnc (“account of
the art”) mentioned at V.28.3; alternatively, they could be the “knowledge of the truth acquired
in a systematic way” including via allegorical interpretations, mentioned in [Plutarch] de
Homero 11.92, a passage which is known to rely, at least in part, on Crates' views. Mangoni cited
Dionysius of Halicarnassus De Comp. Verb. 5.38-9 (p. 27 Usener-Rademacher), where he refers
to theoremata and techne together, to support the first view, but it could actually support

1% What seems certain, at the end, is that these rules do not treat poetry as a matter of

either.
form, but submit the contents to judgment based on some external criterion, perhaps their fidelity
to the truth. Crates' sphaeropoeia might be relevant in this connection: his anachronistic view of
Homeric geography did serve to bring the poet into line with the best contemporary knowledge.
The form of the poem is judged on euphonic grounds, which is the point of contact between
Crates and the early kritikoi.

First we will consider Philodemus' objection to Crates' system of judgment, according to

which the ear is pleased by the sounds of poetry, but the mind judges the poem according to the

such, they provide pleasure to the hearing, since they are the guidelines which enforce the fechne of poetry
(leading thereby to the audience's pleasure).

Instead I would connect these logika theoremata with Crates' logike episteme, mentioned by Sextus
Empiricus (Adv. Math. 1.79) who reports Crates' explanation: kai TOv uv KpITIKOV TTécnc, erci, 8l Aoyikfic
gmicTrUNC Eumelpov elval, TOV 88 YPaUUATIKOV ATTAGDC YAwccdv eEnynTikdv Kal TTpocwidiac &modoTikdv
kai TGV ToUTolc TapaTtAncicov eidfuova (“the Critic, he claims, should be experienced in the whole linguistic
art, but the grammarian need only be an explainer of rare words and concerned with pronunciation and
knowledgeable about fields related to those”). That the critic needs much greater and more fundamental
knowledge of the field is confirmed by Sextus' follow-up comment: Tapd kai £oikéval EKETVOV LEV APXITEKTOVI,
TOV 8¢ ypauuaTikov utmpétm (“for which reason he compared the critic to an architect, but the grammarian to
an assistant”). The critic then understands the real reasons for the rules and choices, whereas the grammarian
understands what the critic tells him. Unfortunately, at this point, our knowledge of Crates' episteme and
theoremata gives out, but if he used the terms in reference to grammar as opposed to euphony, then Philodemus'
point stands. I intend to take up the issue in another venue.

“The ancients did not arrange their sentences at random, but they had an art and principles, by use of which...”
(Téxvn 8¢ Tic Av Tap’ auTolc kai BecoprinaTa, olc xpcpevor...).
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logika theoremata.

On Poems V.28.33-29.7:°"
33 . ﬁ‘WP?C}\[’O' Either it is pertinent that “the
YOV ECTLTO Bl T.n[c’] ako- mind accepts the language
:;’5 ne gac AF F,Eéc’ﬂapaB”s N through the hearing”, or it is
XECOAL TV Sravolav: 1 a- generally true that the contents
Anbéc & SAov [T& voloUue- S .
P X% in poems are judged and that,

va év ronu[act]v kpivec- :
B, kai und’, Tav T whenever we praise the com-
b b

5 CUVBECIY ETTaVEIEY, G- position, we should not tear it
TOCTI&V aUTT|V TGV UTTO- away from what underlies it.
TETAYHEVOV.

Both options speak to Epicurean commitments, that the hearing merely reports what it
hears, in this case, the words, to the mind, which is responsible for judging them, and that
language should correspond to reality.

Fairly complete Epicurean accounts of hearing survive in the Letter to Herodotus §§52-3
and Lucretius 1V.524-614.'° They run as follows: voice, and noise in general, is physical, since
it strikes the senses (our ears, in this case) and our throats hurt when we shout. The atoms that
make up a sound are emitted from our mouths in a certain form which splits into many different
atomic structures; these all, nevertheless, keep the same shape. The consistent form allows it to
preserve the intended sounds across the distance between source and recipient. The atomic
structures can be eroded by distance or damaged by physical interference, which is why shouting
is often indistinct over long distances and conversations heard through walls are muted. Hints of
a semantic theory are gathered from fir. 334-5 Usener: words have a natural correspondence with
the things they describe, since the first humans to use language were moved by nature to name
things. This is consistent with the demand in the Letter to Herodotus §§37-8 that we take care

that our words correspond to reality: since they have a natural correlation with their underlying

315 See n. 267 above for discussion of the text and translation.
316 Gee also Epicurus frr. 231-3, which corroborate and fill out details in the main sources.
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realities, we speak most clearly when we are most respectful of that relationship. If we violate
that connection, other people cannot understand us.

It is this last demand which is at issue in Philodemus' criticism of Crates: his
interpretations tear words away from their meanings. Philodemus and Crates seem to agree on
what constitutes /exis, but not about nooumena, which is used in the passage just quoted to mean
“contents” as dianoia is elsewhere, since dianoia is used, also in the passage just quoted, in its
philosophical sense of “mind.”*'” Crates tries to find evidence for his geographical and
cosmological speculation, even though they violate plain statements in Homer; this evidence is
considered by Philodemus to qualify as dianoiai for Crates. That is, Philodemus thinks that, for
Crates, those statements about geography or cosmology count as dianoiai. Since these contents
are not reflected by the language used, it is a violation of Epicurean linguistic theory and Crates
forces the poem not to make sense.

That Crates was willing to judge language apart from contents is another violation of
Philodemus' poetics; this is a second sense that Philodemus' phrase “tear away from underlying
meanings” can bear. According to him, Crates was willing to judge the sound without reference
to the states of affairs that it refers to, since he was willing to foist understandings of Homer onto
the text without its support, thereby tearing language away from its normal meanings.”'®

A second literary critic who made this same mistake is Neoptolemus of Parium, the
purported source for Horace in his Ars Poetica.’" Neoptolemus made claims about the
tripartition of the art of poetry into three sections, poema, poesis, and poetes, but due to textual

problems and an elliptical discussion by Philodemus, the passage is extraordinarily difficult and

7 Tt is likely that vooupeva is Crates' term in this case.

1% See Pace (1995: 113 with n. 8) for a summary of the arguments and bibliography and below, §7.
1% Porphyrio on Ars Poetica 1. Wigodsky (2009) discusses the issue.
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has been the basis of a remarkable amount of scholarly attention in the attempt to clarify it.
What Neoptolemus really meant by his terms is not relevant here; Philodemus criticizes

d.>*® What is certain is that Philodemus considered it

him for the views that he thinks he hel
absurd to rank the poet as part of the art that he possessed. It seems clear enough that Philodemus
takes poema either to refer to some sort of formally organized section of a longer poem (he cites
the first thirty lines of the Iliad as a poema™") or simply means “verse,” as at V.15.21-22, quoted
immediately below. Poesis, on the other hand, has to do with hypothesis (“plot” or “topic”), and
the whole /liad is an example of a poesis. It probably denotes a complete, organized poem rather
than a section of one and may mean “(complete) poem (with a plot)”. Philodemus will reject this
distinction because it tears style and contents apart. For a deeper discussion of Neoptolemus'
view and Philodemus' criticism of it, see the appendix to this chapter.

With this in mind, let us examine Philodemus' objections to Neoptolemus:

On Poems V.14.26-15.22:3

26 5 e[G]UU[Cj'b]V 5 au- Also amazing of him was the claim
Tou kal [T(O] ,TW[C] TTOHCECO[C “only the plot belongs to poesis,”
evan Ty umdBecw [ulo- since poema too and everything
vov, Kkal1ou TTOTJ“GTO,[C Kot belong completely to poesis. For the

30 TavTeov dAwc Thc TTorc|e- . .

: poesis is also poema, e.g. the Iliad,

wc SVTwV. 1) Hev [y]ap mo- . ) .
neic kai T[énué Y’ tcTiv, but the first thirty lines of it are

2% T make this statement not to disparage Philodemus as a philosopher or reader of his opponents, but to cut the

Gordian knot of this particular problem and focus on Philodemus' ideas rather than Neoptolemus'. Porter's
attempt (1995) to reconstruct Neoptolemus' ideas is very interesting, and he may be right to argue that the three
sections are aspects of a poem rather than a strict division of the art. This is clearly not how Philodemus
interpreted him, however.
We should understand him to be speaking loosely, since the thirtieth line of the Iliad ends in the middle of a
sentence. Allen and West both begin a new paragraph at 1. 33, however.
I refrain from translating poema and poesis, since they are Neoptolemus' technical terms and their precise
meaning has evaded scholars. Asmis (1992b) argues for understanding them as the medium and message of the
poem, but does not propose translations. Porter (1995) argued for understanding them as the formal aspect and
the contents-related aspect, but also did not propose a consistent set of terms. I intend to take up the matter
elsewhere. In addition to adding quotation marks, I supply wda6n at the end of 15.4, instead of Asmis' 1{6n, to
avoid duplicating the sense of Tpocwoliac, punctuate with a dash in 15.3 and print a question mark at 15.6.
Also, I read aitiJo[v (Mangoni) for i8i]o[v (Jensen) at 15.10 on the grounds that it reflects Philodemus' idea that
the plot is prior to its treatment in language, cf. §2 ad fin.
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T [ R 7 3 \ ~
olov 171 IAt[&c], ol 8[¢ TpdoTol
cTixol Tpi[ak]ovTa Tal[U]Tnc

poema, and not poesis. Also [sc.
amazing is] the claim “only the

35 TonHd L‘l[e]“):‘o‘! HEVTOL TTOol~ composition of the language
I5.1" nete kai 10 “mroruaroc po- belongs to the poema”—but not
yov TN [cuvBecv Thic houcht d .

é€ecoc”—a[Ma ) Téc Kot- common thoughts and experiences
vaxc Siavol[ac kai Tébn and actions and characterizations? If
5 kal Tp&Eeic kai T[pocco- he says that they need to be
__momoti[ac]; € 8 v [Tiit composed in language, then on
Aé€el re[m]oificBan [Setv those grounds, by Zeus, it is not
Aé]yel, kavtalb[a v A’ oU- possible for them to be composed
K écTi i memol[ficBan To]u- without them, but the composition
10 Toov Xwplc, ‘:f}‘}‘ [f““]?[" To]U of the action seems to me to be the
CUVKE‘SBGD Tn“’] }‘EE{" To cause of the composition of the
cu]vkeicBar [Ttrv Tpag ] €i- 1 . !

: . e SRR anguage. I also let pass his claim

v]atl paivetai pfot. €6d d¢] kal « .
T “ToU TomnTol Tait]a kal . these thmgs belong to the poet, and
15 31 kai ThHv UTédlecv Kai n par@cplar Fhe plot anq the
™m[v] 'c.(ngegc__n_)"’ [6 y]ap Tav- composition,” since the poet is the
T[a o1V oUT[dC éc]TIv. eU- one who composes all these things.
nB[coc] 8¢ yéypamTal kal His claim “the plots and the
TO " [u]n kowcove[iv] T poemata (i.e. verses) do not share in
20 mo[n]Tel TGV aualpTfico errors with the poet” is stupidly
T,O‘[C U”]fae[c]slc‘m“mf,“o' written; for sometimes verses are
U“[GTG,]' ovnpa yap ecTiv bad, and plots of poeseis (i.e.
Ote [y]iveTa[l] Tomuata bad. b th ¢
ka[i Utr]oBéceic palAal Tol- poems) are bad, because the poe

25 ficlew]v, apaupap[Tta]vov- has erred.

To[c ToU] TToinTou.

Armstrong (1995: 218-219) has treated this passage in part; he points out that Philodemus'
objections center around the separation between contents and form that he sees in Neoptolemus'

323 Further, Philodemus objects to the separation of the style and content from the poet,

poetics.
which seems ridiculous to him because the poet is responsible for them; he created, or at least
formed, them. The statement about the cause (aiTiov, at 15.10; see n. 55) is especially interesting
(if correctly restored), since it indicates that the plot in some way determines the language of the

poem. This leads into our next topic.

A striking statement of the interconnection between the form and content is at On Poems

¥ On Neoptolemus generally, see Asmis (1992b) and Mangoni (1993: 53-61).
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I1.70.17-28. Although the text has been reedited since Pace handled it (1995: 134-6), his
conclusions are still correct. He pointed out that Philodemus took over his opponent's categories
and terms, but put them to his own use.

On Poems 11.70.17-28:**

17 taxa [yldlp, Tlac Biav[oiac] &A- For perhaps, when someone else supplies
Aou Sjs[o"]foc Karmny xu- the contents and life stage-manages the
cw T&[v] Aéecov ToU Bi- flow of the words, the synthesis becomes

20 ou xopnyouvToc, 1) cUvbe- eular to th ¢ . .
cic idi[a yeliveTan TG To- particulal 1o the pocts, Not in vain nor

: praised for its own sake, but because it

TGOV, OUK aéploc oud’ emal- ) ) e
Eouuévn Kae’Fc):(OTr']v &\ brings thoughts to bear in addition, by
% 3

A" &1 m[po]cmrapictnet Siavoi- which they [sc. the poets] entertain, not

25 ac’ alc \P[U]XGYCOYOGCW, ou taking them over from someone GISC, but
Tapd& Twoc AaPdvtec, GA- giving birth to them from themselves on
A’ aUTol yevvricavTec Ta- their own.

28 > p’autdov.

The genitive absolute &AAou 8i18évtoc could also be conditional: “[even] if someone else
gives...,” and it is worth noting that life provides the raw materials for the form, not the form
itself. That is to say, the synthesis is the work of the poet in question, and of no one else.
Someone else can give the poet the contents and life can give the raw materials for the form, but
the poet him- or herself is ultimately responsible for the verbal dress. The synthesis in turn is not
pointless and it is not praised for itself, but because it causes additional thoughts in the audience
(see §9 below). Let us note for now that verbal form is praised for its intellectual effect on the

audience, not for any of the obvious aesthetic reasons why one might praise poetic form. Indeed,

% As regards yuxaywytw in 1. 25, Wigodsky argued that psychagogia is “entertainment” in Philodemus (1995:
65-68); the word first appears in Plato's Phaedrus, where it is a semi-technical term for convincing someone
(specifically, in that case, leading their soul to the right conclusions through rhetoric), but is a metaphor from
necromancy and related phrases are attested much earlier. While I find Wigodsky's conclusions broadly
convincing, I suspect the term was chosen because of the moving effect that literature is often felt to have on its
audience. Halliwell (2011: 324 n. 155) thinks that “entertain” is too weak and holds that the metaphor was still
alive in Aristotle's day. Janko translates as “enthrall,” which seems to me too strong; three hundred years is long
enough to kill even a necromantic metaphor. That Philodemus uses kiveiv as a synonym also tells against
Halliwell's position, but does suggest that “entertain” is too weak. Chandler (2006: 147-167) discusses the
meaning of the term in Epicurean rhetoric. For convenience, I translate yuxaycwyéw as “entertain” and kivéco
as “move” without confidence that those renderings really capture the ideas.
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that position, held by the Stoic critic, is called “wretched” by Philodemus in book V.

On Poems V.23.33-2 4.113%

33 ‘ <’3’(67\_l[cb]TE’p0‘V Séjb But more wretched is his

T cuvbecy auTihy Td[v claim that the very synthesis
35 AE‘C;ECD," (5‘0‘"0“}‘ yve- of the language (which is
24.1  pifouévny, ToTépa pay- known by the mind to be

Aw]c fj croudalicoc €]xet), i )
Ta]]Tc gm éyom[ (’IK[O’EI>T<]C ol either bad or good) is referred

LnBEv ToAUTPary o~ to the irrational hear.ing, WhiC'h

5 voucalc TV EMTEVY UG- has absolutely no interest in
TV 1] SIOTTWUETWY successes or failures, and his
GVETTEW, Kai Ady ol pé- claim that that it is not
v[at un yveopiCei[v] médc possible to give a rational
amacac EcTiv amod[1d6- account of all the

10 vat Adyloleov Téac iB[16n- particularities of language.
Tac.

Philodemus' objection stems from the Epicurean position that the hearing cannot judge poetry.
He also objects to the Stoic's position that it is not possible to give a rational account of
language, which creates difficulties for the judgment of poetry, since poems are made of
language.’*

All this is to say that Philodemus claims that the mind knows whether or not the synthesis
is good or bad, i.e. whether it is well-constructed or not. The hearing is not concerned with
successes or failures because these are matters of judgment, not of data-transmission (i.e. it is up
to the mind to decide if the data transmitted is accurate).’>’ Philodemus' Stoic opponent does not
follow the Epicureans on this point and so thinks that the hearing is responsible for judging the
synthesis of poems. The other view was probably the more widespread view in antiquity because,
from very early, poetry was a terpsis (Hesiod 7h. 917), along with such bodily pleasures as food

(Pindar Pyth. 9.19), drink (Sophocles Ajax 1201), and sex (Hesiod Th. 206). The Epicurean

3% The marking of the parenthesis is mine, and represents Philodemus' polemical intrusion into a report of the

Stoic's view, as does the reference to the “irrational” hearing two lines later.
For an overview of the Stoics' views on grammar, see Blank and Atherton (2003); for Philodemus' demand that
poetry be intelligible, see chapter five, §8.
327 Cf. especially frr. 36 and 247, and see GE s.v. aicbncic.
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position was therefore probably an innovation vis-a-vis the normal assumption; it was motivated
by their commitment that the senses do not judge.

We know that Philodemus was profoundly skeptical of the euphonic schemes worked up
by some of the kritikoi (Andromenides, for instance), and called them “inexistent” (£€ oU[k
dvtoc emyevn[u]atolc), I11.77.21-2), that is to say “non-existent” or perhaps “impossible,”
because they depart so far from actual experience of a poem (according to Philodemus, at least).
This means that even the synthesis (the form of a poem, its verbal structure and the sounds of the
words, if they matter) is appreciated intellectually, rather than as purely sensory delight. The
content of poetry is also evaluated intellectually—in fact, the only part of poetry which has an
effect on a non-intellectual part of the audience is the rhythm, which can tickle the hearing.

Poems work their effects in a thoroughly intellectual way.**®

§7 The Inseparability of Form and Content

One of the few aspects of Philodemus' poetics which has been well understood is his
position that the form and content of a poem are fundamentally connected. Though they can be
discussed separately (at least, Philodemus himself feels licensed to do so), his position is that the

contents of the poem help to dictate the form of the poem, at least in part.’*

The form, in turn, is
inseparable from the content: you cannot have form without content, nor the reverse. This
explains his hesitancy regarding the critical method of “metathesis,” which was most famously

used by Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The method involves changing a line or sentence in a

variety of possible ways in order to show how it could be improved or that it is best the way it

328 See below on “Further Thoughts” (§9) for more on this topic.
2% See the discussion at the end of §2.
154



was originally.”*” Previously, scholars of Philodemus thought that the ban on this method was
absolute, but the textual basis for this has disappeared.”' It is clear now that he merely thought it
to be useless.

The first claim can be seen in Philodemus' rebuttal of Neoptolemus of Parium.
Philodemus is discussing a claim made by Neoptolemus, whose text was just quoted above (§6)
and which I repeat here for convenience.

On Poems V.14.26-15.22:%

26 6lajuu[cTo]v & aU- Also amazing is his claim “only the
ToU kal [TO] "Tfi[c] moriceco[c plot belongs to poesis,” since also
evat Tny U‘]T?GEC[)) [1lo- . poema and everything belong

30 :TZ%T;TQ{Z:?QS?;%%[;?[ completely to poesis. For the poesis

: is also poema, e.g. the Iliad, but the

wc SVTwV. 1) Hev [y]ap mo- : ; )
neic kal T[énud y’ écT, first thirty lines of it are poema, and

ofov 11 IA[&c], oi 8[¢ mpddTO!L not poesis. Also the claim “only the
cTixol Tpi[ak]ovTa Talu]Tnc composition of the language belongs
35 ToNUa U[€]v, oU pévTol Toi- to the poema”—but not the common
15.1  necic kai T “mon[uatoc péd- thoughts and the characters and the
yov Tnv [cuvBeciv Trjc actions and the characterizations?

éf,eco'c”—q [AA& ur) T&c kot-
vac dravoi[ac kai 116N
5 kai Tpageic kai m[pocco-
__TroTroti[ac]; €l &' év [TTij
Aé€el re[m]oificBai [Setv

But if he claims that it has been done
in language, from there is
impossible, by Zeus, to have done
something  without these [sc.

Aé]yel, kavtaib[a vi Af' ov- thoughts, characters, actions, etc.
k £cTi T emol[ficBan To]u- mentioned just before], but it seems
10 Twv Xwpic, GAN' [aiTi]o[v To]T to me that the composition of the
cuvkeicBa(t trv] AéEw TO plot is the cause of the composition
cu]vkeicBat [T pag]w ei- of the language.
13 v]ai paivetai yfot.

Neoptolemus' opinions are not easy to understand, but he seems to claim that the poet, the

poema, and the poesis are separate and independent (possibly equally important) parts of the art

3% Some instances of metathesis use only the same words as the original line; others go further afield. See
Greenberg (1958) for a discussion of its use in the judgment of poetry and de Jonge (2005) for a discussion of
Dionysius' use of it.

31 See Greenberg (1990) and Armstrong (1995a) and (2001). The passage is in On Poems 11, which is currently
being reedited.

332 On the text, see n. 322 above.
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of poetry. Philodemus implies that poema maps closely onto form and poesis onto the plot (and
poema has no part of it, V.14.26-29). uévov in 1. 28 implies that the separation is strict. For our
purposes, what exactly Neoptolemus meant is not under discussion, only what Philodemus took
him to be saying and how he responds.

Philodemus' basic objection to Neoptolemus' strict separation of form and content (as
Philodemus understood him), as was pointed out by Asmis (1992b), is that these two aspects
interpenetrate and are not separable. (That Neoptolemus seems to contradict himself by saying
that some things belong to poema but not poesis is secondary.) Not only does the plot
condition® the language used by the poet, but the two are therefore inseparable to a certain
degree. If Mangoni's supplement of aiTtiov is correct, they are not only inseparable, but have a
partially causal relationship: “but it seems to me that the composition of the plot is the cause of
the composition of the language,” that is, the formation of the plot, and its actions and characters,
indelibly affects the language used to relate the plot to the audience, and that the plotting out of
the poem is prior to its actual instantiation in language. This recalls the anecdote about Menander
(Suetonius Vit. Ter. 5) in which he, in response to a friend worried about his finishing a play in
time for the competition said, “the play is done. Now I just have to write the words.” This
indicates that, for him, working out the plot was the lion's share of the work.

That this position is actually Philodemus' confirmed explicitly by another statement he
makes against Neoptolemus, as Asmis (1992b) pointed out:

On Poems V.13.32-14.4:

3 The language is not completely dependent on the plot, since both of these things are still under the control of the

poet. Cf. On Poems V.15.22-6: movnp& yap éctv &te [ylivetall] momuata kali Umjobéceic patial
motnc[ew]v, apauap[td]vovTto[c Told] TonTol (“for sometimes the verses are bad and the plots of the poems
are base because the poet makes mistakes”). The reason why the poet is blameworthy is simple: [6 y]&p TavT[a
ol v oUT[dc éc]Tv (“he is the one who composes everything,” V.14.16-7).
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2 51]}\}\(:1 In turn, Neoptolemus was
uiv 8 [ye NeoJm[t]6Aenoc wrong to think that the
oUk op|[Bcdc E8oE e TNy cuv- composition of the language is

35 Becv [amo TGOV TTONTI| KGOV separate  from the poetic

14.1 BavonudTey xwpi contents, though he claimed that

Cew, oudev ficclw pepida ) X
Aéycov aith[v] A TAei[c it was in no way a smaller or

4 kaB&ep émev|oric]apev. greater part, as we pointed out.

Here, the issue is the separation of the parts, not the their relative importances, but Philodemus'
use of the verb xwpilw is important. Not only are they more or less equally important, but the
worked out thoughts (i.e. those that the poet has selected and arranged) are inseparable from the
language used to express them.

Lastly, we return to Philodemus' rebuttal of Neoptolemus for a possible glimpse of how
he thought this interaction worked.

On Poems V.14.12-17:>%

12 ua[Aholv yap éxpiiv Because one ought to have
Tac (morrjceic) Siab[écet]c {mojceic} called the poeseis “dis-
E“[‘K‘,:,‘}‘El]"’ ET1 B¢ [%E}" positions,” or, better, the

15 Tiov €[p]ya Ta TorjuaTa, « »

s ) . o poemata are “works” and the
Tac 8¢ Trotr|celc oi[ov] U- . . )
17 . poeseis are like tapestries.

On this reading, the poesis is taken to be some sort of organized product, just as a tapestry (or
any woven product) is inseparably constructed from warp and woof, both of which are needed
for weaving; it contains the smaller sections of the work, the erga or poemata, woven together in
such a way that no part can be changed without implications for the whole, and so we can infer

that the organization and effect of the whole (intended, after all, by the poet) would be altered by

3% T follow Ardizzoni's understanding of the term diathesis (1953: 23-5); especially n.b. Aristotle Metaphysics A

19, 1022b1: Bi&Becic AéyeTan Tou Exovtoc uépn Tagic. The emendation in line 13 is mine and is intended to
restore consistency: with it, all the won- roots belong to Neoptolemus' technical vocabulary and all the non-Tron-
glosses are Philodemus' attempts at rephrasing him. As Asmis (1992b) demonstrated, poema does not mean
“short poem” or “part of a poem,” nor does poesis mean “complete poem” or “long poem” in either
Neoptolemus' or Philodemus' critical vocabularies.
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changing the order of the parts.

A consequence of the close connection between form and content is Philodemus' distaste
for the critical practice of “metathesis.” He does not ban the practice outright,”* but, in what
amounts to the same thing, he thinks that it is perfectly useless for the judgment of poetry.
Metathesis is handled extensively in books one and two of the On Poems and seems to have been
a characteristic practice of the Kritikoi.

In Philodemus' rebuttal of Heracleodorus in book II, one passage has clear bearing on our
topic.

On Poems 11.61.21-7:3¢

21 [1)]ueic &¢ TOv [aTro- But we will say that the
BexOu[ev]ov “aueTad|e- (critic) who accepts that
To{u} v (TaluT]nc (Tfic) cuvnBeial/c “poets' meaning is un-
Ulapx[o]ucnc) “Tov voi[v metathesized” (if this

25 TGV TONTAV” eikaicac usage exists) praises or
Emanvelv epoUHev fj [aro- rejects it at random.

27  KOTITEW.

Uncertainties plague the passage, but it is clear enough that Philodemus thinks that whoever uses
the method of metathesis “praises and blames poetry at random.” This is because metathesis
fundamentally changes the poem: it cannot be said to be the “same poem” when it has been
changed or manipulated in this way. Metathesis, according to its practitioners, only changes the
form. So there are two possibilities for what exactly Philodemus' objection consisted in: either,

given that form and content are so closely interrelated, it is impossible to change only the form

3 This was reasonably thought to be the case by e.g. Greenberg (1990), Armstrong (1995a), and Oberhelman and

Armstrong (1995), because it was the correct understanding of the texts they were using, but reedition of the
passages has changed the text, which can be found in Janko (forthcoming). The most important is On Poems
11.61, quoted below.
The major difficulty is in 1. 23, where Jensen and Sbordone printed [&AA]nc and Greenberg (1990: 153)
translated the passage as “but we say that the one who assumes that the thought of the poet is not changed, if a
different usage of the speech is present...” Janko's new edition rules out that text and the interpretations built on
it. The words from Tavtnc to Umapyxovcnc are a parenthetical apology for a neologism or unfamiliar word.
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without also changing the contents, or, by changing the form, even if the content of the verse

remains unchanged, they are changing the poem so much that it is no longer “the same.””*’

A passage from later in the book indicates that the second version is the one that
Philodemus intended.

On Poems 11.76.1-22:

1 TTCIC OUK, “€av TO How is it not the case that, if
METPOV TIC T TO‘KC{}‘O" someone eliminates the verse or the
{1y exPiBacnt Biax Tiic peta- colon by means of his re-
Bécecoc’, GveAel T& kal TNV h 1

5 .. ~cB arrangement, he will not destroy
akony EMTEPTICOC OldTL . those elements which also dispose

_ Bévta;” ov pévtol ye', [tr]coc ovU- . 9
M A I the hearing pleasantly? However,

Toc oleTal, cuvdagel Bix ToU- ‘ to what this criti
To{u} TO “THV &PETAY TOT TTo- contrary to what this critic supposes,
AuaToc &v eupaovia kel- he cannot conclude on this acpoupt
that “the excellence of verse lies in

10 cBarr” “tnv” yap “evpwviav” .
ouk EAeye “TO pé[T]pov § TOV euphony.” For the person who said
TSV l{cwav SENcov pu- ' “good poets do not even compose
Buov™ 6 “unde (moeiv) on {1}uata” better verses than those who use
pac BeAti[o]va TV duoi- them likewise” did not call

15 wlc] xpwu[é]v[w]v alTolc,” “euphony” the verse-form or the
aAAa] ETépav [a]UTGY “émi- thythm of entire cola, but “the
patv[op]//évn//v Taic cuvbé- euphony” different from them “that
celc[v,” fjv oUT]” év Tolc akel- supervenes  upon  the  com-
v]ritoic [e]U[p]ickopev umap- positions”—which, we find, does not

20 xouc[alv’, olTe KaTa T&C pe- exist in unaltered verses and does not
Tabéceic amoPaAiopé- lose in the rearrangements the

> Vv Tmy ovk oucav. euphony that does not exist!

Heracleodorus, the opponent at this point, has evidently argued that metathesis can reveal faults
in the sound of verses (which supervenes on the word order as the words are read out loud) and
that therefore the excellence of poetry is in the sound. Philodemus criticizes him on two points.
The first is that, by changing the word order, he is removing whatever was originally there that

would please the hearing. The second criticism is that Heracleodorus' second claim does not

337 Relevant too is the refutation of Crates in book V, discussed at the beginning of the chapter at §1, in which

Philodemus states that, when we discuss the composition, we should not “tear it away” from the underlying
contents.
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follow from his first. We are not in a position to evaluate the second claim, but the first seems
compelling, and is in line with an earlier part of Philodemus' critique:

On Poems 11.71.17-21:

17 }\O”T,(‘W amopov Muel[v Finally, a puzzle presents itself to
TPOTHTTeL, TIvoc CUpKE{v}- us: because of what element

vovToc ek TTT] Lc] “?T‘aee' remaining after the metathesis are
20 cewc oikeloun[eB]” fi{1} duc- we pleased or irritated?
XEPQIVOUEV;

We are pleased or displeased with a metathesized line according to its current form; but because
of the connection between form and content, it is not clear to Philodemus what of the original
form remains in the new form to provide a basis for judgment. That is, if the metathesis changes
both form and content, nothing seems to remain from the original form. Metathesis gives you a
completely new verse and is therefore useless as a technique for judging the verses that someone
has actually written.

The objection, as it is found in Philodemus, is to the use of metathesis by the Kritikoi for
their own ends: they rearranged verses in an attempt to judge the aural effects of poetry, whether
these are found in word order itself or in the pronunciation of those words. But Philodemus'
criticism goes beyond their claims: not only is this an invalid technique for judging euphony, but
it is also useless for judgment of content, and a line and its metathesized variant are not
comparable. However, he does admit that the new arrangement might result in a better or worse
line than before:

On Poems 11.70.28-71.7:

DA TO 8¢ “Tfic auTiic But his claim “if the thoughts
Sijavoiac {1} kai Thc (auTtiic) AéEecwc and the diction are the same,
71.1  ¢Jvumapxoluccdv, TG]vde but the latter are changed,
&1 k[ewoupéve v’ Tapa the verse is rendered ecither
T[S petableivgy fi kahov beautiful or base because of

Nl u[oxBInpov amoTeAelc- the transposition’ is the most
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5 Bafi TO méNJua”™’, &V TV Hév persuasive  of all  his
ecTi//v m//\BavcdTaTov Tév statements.
7 Aeyopéveov’

Philodemus admits a minor point: if the metathesis does manage to affect only the verbal

expression of the line, then the line will be better or worse depending solely on the new verbal

expression.”® But he immediately places strict limits on the range of the procedure:

On Poems 11.71.7-17:

7 GAA& TS ye But his claim “it is because of
“,TTO‘[P] f‘? IT‘W, ?"’VGEC}," Iy the composition that euphony
viav Teot C,Ep‘CPOC a’?‘fm‘ appears on the surface of (the

10 TIOVTIAL TMEPIPPUTOC ETTL- verse) 'Seriphos, round which

pali]vecban™ k[c’xn]) ToU Ta-
Bouc avTip[w]vellcB\ /a1’ TO

199

flows the salty sea”™ is

controverted even in the case
of (our) experience. His claim
‘composition itself by itself
enthralls, contributing no other
excellence,” is implausible.

5 “alTnv Yu[xalycwyeiv ¢Trv)
cUvbeciv k[ab’ a]uthv, éTe-

15 pov oudev é[milepoué-
v[n]v &yabov”, [&]mibavov

17  éctl)

Philodemus appeals to experience to deny Heracleodorus' claim that the composition is
responsible for the euphony in Euripides' verse and denies his claim that composition enthralls or
entertains. His motivation for the second claim is probably to be found in the Epicurean doctrine
that only arguments can sway an audience and that the ears can be tickled only by sound:
euphony simply cannot exert by means of the irrational ears such a strong mental effect as
psychagogia. But Philodemus' motivation for the first claim is mysterious: if it is not in the
composition, where is euphony really to be found?**” Gomperz' suggestion that the triviality of
the contents makes the nobility of the description ridiculous might be true, as far as it goes, but it

does not touch Philodemus' assertion that the claim “the euphony appears because of the

338
339

He makes the same concession at length in 11.72.6-73.17.
It may be nowhere to be found: at On Poems 11.76.18-22 and 77.21-23, Philodemus seems to deny that it exists.
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composition” is false.**°

On the topic of the “impossibility of metathesis,” Armstrong (1995: 221) had concluded
that “[o]nce they have been through the poet's mind and become his own handiwork, the thought
and subject as well as the style are then entirely his own, and to call the subject the identical
thought or subject if it is written up in a different style is entirely superficial. Sophocles' version
of a legend and Euripides' are not two treatments of the same subject, thought it may be
convenient (grosso modo) to put it that way, but poems on two different subjects that are not the
same any more than are their words.” He later adds: “Philodemus' doctrine, then, goes even
further than to claim Sophocles' and Euripides' Oedipus are not simply not on the same subject.
Indeed, Sophocles' Oedipus with any verse metathesized, that is with the same words
metathesized, would not be the same poem because the thought would have been changed, not
just the order of words; and the composition can never be praised apart from the composition of
the whole” (1995: 222). We can be somewhat more precise now: the plot, when uncomposed
(&mdénTov), is common (kolvdv), but when the poet gives it verbal dress and form, he makes it
“poetic” or composed (Tmemoinuévov); it becomes part of a unique composition. Changing the
form will change the effect that the form has on the audience, that is, it changes the “additional
thoughts™ that the synthesis of a poem provide.

A further problem is not mentioned by Philodemus here, but is implicit in a statement of

' In De Natura XXVIII, he says that all words have one and only one meaning each

Epicurus.
(T TavTa PBoyyov émeépovta Sofalev TOde T, fr. 13, col. 2 inf. 1I. 5-8 Sedley). This means

that, if the critic during metathesis changes a word into an apparent synonym, he has changed the

0 Gomperz (1891: 63).
**! This point was made by in print by D. Armstrong (2001: 304), who says that M. Wigodsky mentioned it to him
in conversation.
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poem more deeply than might at first appear to be the case. Not only is the form no longer the
same, but the contents have also been disturbed, however slightly, and the poem is not “the
same” any more.

All of this is to say that, if a single aspect, even just one word or the word-order within a
single line, is changed, the thought of the poem is changed, and so the poem itself is essentially
changed as well. Ancient critical use of metathesis relied on the assumption that the line or
poem, no matter how changed, is still fundamentally comparable with the original version;

Philodemus allowed the comparison while denying its utility.

§8 The Judgment of Poems

On these grounds, we can construct a broad outline of Philodemus' poetics, avoiding
small details, in accord with his own wishes. A poet should take whatever contents he wants,
provided they are intelligent, intelligible, and suited for a liberally educated audience, and clothe
them in language which reflects the contents. The result will be a work of art whose purpose is to
entertain the audience through an appeal to their minds by the unique combination of form and
contents, which is made manifest by the particular arrangement imposed by the poet. The poem
probably should belong to a recognized genre, but this is less important than its quality taken
alone as a single poem without reference to generic demands.

That Philodemus is willing to judge the two aspects separately, and talks about them
without reference to the other throughout his own treatise, indicates that, however intimately
linked they may be, they are not completely inseparable: a judgment on either aspect does not
constitute a judgment on the entire poem. Of course, some reference to the other aspect is

necessary, because without the language, the contents would be incommunicable, and without
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knowledge of the contents, it would be impossible to say whether the language is describing the

contents well. Here too we find an implicit demand for intelligibility and perhaps a robust

relationship between form and contents.

But how do we determine if a poem is good or bad? To answer that, we will have to

return to the initial quotation, from the refutation of the Stoic critic (see §2, above).

On Poems V.20.35-21.27:3%

35 i o & And yet 1 praise those
21.1 KEWA TOuy 5"‘[0“] Ve, 5[ [opinions?], because, although
ot [T]o-‘ mv [név 8‘0“’]‘0[‘0‘" they have good thought, but bad
acTeiav €xolvTa, Kaknv o h bad. and
8¢ TNV cuvbe[c]v, u[o]xbn- ]iomp 051tg)g, ¢ ]iy d;«n‘e ac, an d
5 p& EcTl, [K]ai d16[T1] TO K[akdd]c ccause being badly Corr}}’ose,,
cuvkeicBan TpoC TO glai- suffices for a judgment of “bad.
Aov &méypn. T Bt T[poc But being well composed does
T6 croudaiov ﬁr‘]'de[o— not suffice for a judgment of
XPTv TO kaAdac, aA[A&] mpoc- “good,” but there is a further
10 SefcBan kai ebpeo[viac need for euphony and thought
kai 8}“"0‘0‘9 [kai ]oAAGY and many other [qualities] ...
&AAGoV E,“E‘.’[. . .]C.UO%. seems to me [somehow mis-
Ho[\] @aiveTo [ . olncdec taken], and to have brought in
Tec| () K]al cuv[e- o . .
R ~ . with it the nonexistent euphonies
15 mevnvexbal Taic aye[vn- ..
Tolc eUpeaviaic TG K[pi- of the critics. Even more so the
TG ET1 B[¢ u]&AAov claim that “some of the poems of
T4 “TIva TV dpx[a]iwv Ka- the anCientS, thOugh gOOd n
Ta TL Xpnc[T]a [S]vTa kal pa- some one respect but especially
20 Aicta kata T [v cU]vbe- composition, are completely
cw Eaﬁ‘dnag‘ﬁ’vm pavAa.” bad.” If I read that according to
T]oU yap [ TOKaTA T CTTOou- the accepted sense of the words,
ia]la’l’iaaqgc‘(& 8,“8’0“ [p] oxt- I find nothing more thoughtless
25 pg)(i()]);f!p[fz‘li(j E:a(:- [é(a¥fc])\? [ro]re- than the claim that poems which
cuvrj[B]elav akovwv TV are good in one way are
ey[oluéveov. completely bad.

From this passage, two general principles of judgment can be extracted: bad composition suffices
for a judgment of “bad,” and good composition does not suffice for a judgment of “good.” A

subsidiary concern is that it is stupid to say that a poem which is good in some respect is

342 Discussion of the text is included in n. 283.
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completely bad. From this, we must infer that Philodemus recognized an intermediate category
or gradations of quality, in that a poem which is good in some respect and bad in another is
probably to be considered middling or mediocre.

That Philodemus is only arguing dialectically and does not genuinely hold the opinions
he puts forth seems possible, but is probably not the case. His criticism, at the end of the quoted
passage, that a poem said to be good in one part or aspect cannot be said to be completely bad,
depends on Epicurean linguistic commitments, and it seems safe to assume that he is putting
forward his actual opinions throughout the passage.’*’

We should note that Philodemus probably considered form and content to be roughly
equally necessary; he reveals this position in his refutation of an anonymous critic preserved in
Philomelus***:

On Poems V.12.24-27:

24 ) ’ , Kai T~<‘3 And the statement “both the language
25 TapamAncicc avaykai- and the plot are more or less equally

14 14 3 \
any Te Aé€w Elvat kat | necessary” is reasonable.
27 T& pdypaTa” Adyov Exel.

Here, their relative weights are at issue, and Philodemus is succinct. It will turn out that form is
slightly more important for him, however.
It is possible to construct a chart. Along the x-axis the contents are rated according to the

three possibilities outlined by the Stoic Critic. Along the y-axis are the same possibilities for

S Ioppolo (2005) attempts an explanation of how the Stoic might evade Philodemus' criticism or even not have

been subject to it in the first place; the important thing for my argument is that Philodemus' criticism, regardless
of its target, is motivated by his Epicureanism and reflects his views.
Philomelus is otherwise unknown (the name is fairly common, with 101 entries in the LGPN). He seems to be
Philodemus' source for Praxiphanes (presumably the Peripatetic from Mytilene), Demetrius of Byzantium
(another Peripatetic), and several anonymous critics. Because he quotes Peripatetics and the anonymous critics
use Peripatetic-sounding terms like piot, mpatic, and Aé€ic, I suggest that he too was a Peripatetic and wrote a
resume or critical summary of earlier Peripatetics. See also Mangoni (1993: 47-52). It seems more likely that
Philodemus' judgment of “is reasonable” reflects his own position than that he is just conceding a point for no
clear reason to this particular anonymous opponent. On this passage, see Pace (1995: 122-5).
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form. At the intersections are Philodemus' statements about the poems with that combination of
form and contents. Numbers in parentheses correspond to the list of statements below, taken
from the passage quoted just above. I have marked with question marks cases where the term

adopted seems doubtful .

Contents | Good Mediocre Bad
Form
Good Good (Best?) Good? (Better?) Bad (2.5)
Mediocre Good? (Better?) Mediocre? (3) Bad (inferred from
2.5)
Bad HoxBnpov (1) HoxBnpov (1) HoxBnpov (1)

199

1. “being badly composed suffices for a judgment of 'bad.” (i.e. if the poem is badly composed,
it is bad regardless of the quality of the contents.)

1.5 “although they have good thought, but bad composition, they are bad”
2. “being well composed does not suffice for a judgment of good”

2.5 “...but there is an additional need for ... thought”

3 “I find nothing more thoughtless than the claim that poems which are good in one way are

completely bad.”

For hesitations about this chart, see below. I understand the rule in 2.5 for “thought” (Sidvoia
without an adjective) to mean “moderate thought,” and have written the table in accord with that
interpretation. It could mean “good thought,” in which case, a poem with moderate form and
moderate contents will be bad. Further, I infer that the poem with moderate form and bad
contents is bad, because a better poem, one with good form and bad contents, is still bad.

Likewise, a poem with good form but bad contents is bad and therefore a poem with moderate

166



form and bad contents must also be bad.

In general, then, any poem with a single bad aspect, whether form or contents, is bad.
Those poems in which both elements are moderate or good are acceptable. Philodemus uses only
“good” and “bad” as judgments, not “mediocre;” so we do not know what distinctions he drew;
however, if he recognized the gradations available, the table would be as it appears above. I think
would be perverse of him not to recognize that a poem with good form and contents is better than
a poem with good form but mediocre contents. The case of the fully mediocre poem is also left
somewhat undefined. It seems strange to call a thoroughly mediocre poem “good” (i.e. it would
contradict the normal usage of language), but to call it “mediocre” or “acceptable” seems
reasonable. Similarly, to call a poem which has one good aspect and one mediocre aspect
“mediocre” may also seem strained. A scheme like “good, better, best” would allow all four
categories to be good while still recognizing the differences, but, unfortunately, Philodemus is
himself being schematic in his response to a schematic critic and the shades of grey are not fully
treated.

If Philodemus did not actually recognize a “moderate” category, the only good poem will
be one with both good form and contents, since a single bad element suffices to render the poem
bad. The reason for thinking that he did not recognize such a category is that (i) he never uses it
in his discussion (except possibly in the ambiguous phrasing “not bad”), and (ii) the following
passage.

On Poems V.20.30-35:>%

30 i Gau[u]acn‘)@) For it seems amazing
Y&p eivai pot dg[kel TO to me that “a poem with

cuvBectv EXov OV[K,,O(,CTE" neither good synthesis
av kai didvot[av oub’ 6- .
% nor good or poetic

3 The adjective “poetic” in line 34 is unexplained. It may be borrowed from the adversary.

167



Addc monTiknv [oUT’ &cTei- thought is not bad.”
35 av un padov e[f]v[at.

It is not clear what Philodemus understands his negations to mean. “Neither good synthesis nor
good ... thought” can mean either bad or mediocre, but here he seems to be excluding the middle
ground. A poem without good form and without good thought could be mediocre, but, if this is
so, Philodemus should be willing to say that it is “not bad,” since that can also mean “mediocre;”
however, he not only does not say so, but pretends to be scandalized that someone else said so.
Unfortunately, Philodemus' words here conflicts with his apparent commitment to clear language
and I do not see how to arrive at his actual opinion.

An apparent exception to the above statements is found in doxa 8, recorded in book V,
according to which the best poem is that with language which matches the speakers. In it,

Philodemus objects that the author of the doxa only considers language, while ignoring the

thoughts.
On Poems V.35.6-10:
6 kai Tepl Ti[c] Aé- And this opinion speaks
Eecoc pévov AaAel, T& vo- about style only, ignoring the
NHATA KUpLeoTEPAY 8‘{_ thoughts, though they have
VALY EXOVTA AP ATTER the more authoritative
10 Trouc|a.

power.

More context clarifies the issue: the doxa is concerned with the relationship between characters
in a poem and the speeches composed and put into their mouths by the poet. The author has
discussed only the style of these speeches, and left aside discussion of their contents (or
alternatively the thoughts of the characters). The word xUpioc (“authoritative” above) presents a
problem. Mangoni (ad loc.) takes it to be the opponent's term taken over polemically:

Philodemus is accusing the author of this doxa of ignoring what he considered to be more
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important, even though Philodemus himself disagreed with that analysis.’** This is in line with
Philodemus' method. Since the style relates to the character giving the speech, so too the
thoughts/content (clearly in this context those of the speech) should match the character.

There are two final cases to discuss, which do not easily enter into the framework
established just above. The first case is when a poem's content is unintelligible; the second is a

poem whose form does not meet the requirements for poetry or verse. Let us take the former case

first:

On Poems 11.64.23-65.24:>Y

23 d16 kai
TOV TTON TNV cupiT[T]oKuEV)
25 av Sikai[w]c, €l T1 TOVOI-
1 T&V avaAdywv. S o[u-
27 X Suoév ecTwv em(i T]fic

65.1 TmonTikiic TO “Ta& Mp[&yuUa-
Ta &yvwcTa elval, [Tac ¢
A€Eeic oUk apecTd[c”, TG
el Thc paye[ipkri[c €l ca-

5 _ mpa tayopacuata’. T[ic
MEV Yap E€w TalT éc[Ti,
Thic 8¢ TronTikTjc o[U]k [Ec-
T €€ TO TOEIV [yvac-
TX TX TPAYHATA. [K&V TIC

10 TavTeAGC auTd [TTap’ é-
Tépou AapuBavn|i, (dia 8¢
TT) cuvBécel T To[rjua-
Ta, ToUT fv idid[Tatov
auTol’. 8i16Trep o[udt TO

15 Tac Aé€eic o'i'kelac [Exewv
€KTOC ECTI TT|C TT[ONTIKTC,
k&v ai Aé€eic copleAeiac
ToU Biov Tapecxn[kwcl
kowai'. TO yap eyA[éyew

20 Tac o'i'kelac kai S[1]at[16]¢-
vai mpoc [al SrAwciv Toi-
oUTOVU VOTjUaTOC ETTI-

™d//¢e//[iwxc]’, TolT v {]d1-

24 >ov auTouU’.

% BYvauic might also be the opponent's word, but it does not appear in Philodemus' summary of the doxa here. It

Hence we would rightly hiss the
poet, if he prepared something of
the same kind. The claim in the case
of poetry that “the contents are
unintelligible and the words not
pleasing” is not like the claim in the
case of cookery that “the
ingredients are rotten.” For the latter
are external to the art [sc. of
cookery], but making the contents
intelligible is not external to the art
of poetry. Even if a poet takes them
over completely from someone else,
and the verses are his own by his
composition, this is, as we saw,
very much his particularity. For this
reason even making the words one’s
own does not lie outside the art of
poetry, even if words that are
common have provided the needs of
life. For, as we saw, selecting
appropriate words and arranging
them suitably with a view to
expressing clearly such a thought is
his particularity.

may have occurred in the summary of them, partly preserved in PHerc. 228.

7 See n. 297 on the text and translation of this passage.
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The comparison is not obvious.’*® The freshness of the ingredients of a recipe is not under the
control of the cook (instead, apparently, it is the responsibility of a provisioner, as in Menander's

*#); only the recipe and techniques are up to the cook. It is, however, the poet's job to

Dyscolus
make his poems understandable, even if uses someone else's plot. Philodemus lived in a world in
which kings could command poets to write about their victories; such a choice is not up to the
poet nor to the art of poetry, but a poet who wrote a poem which no one can understand has not
done his job. Additionally, many poems were about traditional myths and so their plots were not
invented by the poets, even if they controlled the choice of topic. Very relevant is Philodemus'
brief comment on something that the Stoic said. He accuses the Stoic of being inconsistent vis-a-
vis a different position that he took elsewhere, but nevertheless Philodemus approves the claim

under discussion.

On Poems V.22.13-21:>

13 Ka i ulnvto ...and moreover, his claim “in those cases
14 (1] ] 3 b14 . . .
@lackew "eg’ Gv [ou]k Exo- in which we cannot say whether there is
15 ulev eimre[iv, el diavo]i& Tic

thought underlying [sc. the poem], we

cannot say whether they are poems
e[f]reiv,” T uév [&]pTicoc either” is, on the one hand,'som§ lgng
ToUTou Siacupe[v] Tt To- way from jbemg coherenF w1th .h1s Just

20 AU Sedénkev akoA[o]ubeiv, now savaging part of this opinion, but
&}\}\wc S dpéCKE [1] oL otherwise I like it.

UlmotéTakTal, und' el
T]omuaT écTiv [Ex]ewv

¥ Nor is it satisfying. Surely it is the cook's responsibility to make an edible meal, which requires satisfactory

ingredients, just as it is the poet's responsibility to make an intelligible poem, which requires understandable
contents.
At 11. 393-9 the cook complains about the sheep again, and at 11. 438-9 the Mother mentions that it looks near to
death. The text does not provide any clue as to who provided it; Gomme and Sandbach ad loc. assume that the
cook did. Instances of comic complaint at the poor quality of sacrificial animals are collected by Gomme and
Sandbach ad Samia 399 and by Sommerstein ad Samia 399-404; in at least one case, Plautus' Aulularia (11. 294-
5, 564), the complainer was given the animal rather than owning it to begin with or having to buy it ad hoc.
The translation of the phrase at 11. 18-20 is difficult. Tédu is to be taken with SiacUpew as an articular infinitive
with ToUTou as a partitive genitive dependent on T, the direct object, and apTicoc as an adverb (Jensen
translated “daB er sich kurz voher iiber etwas derartiges lustig machte”). Alternatively, one could accept
Mangoni's emendation of ToUTov into ToUTo and understand it as simply “this opinion”; Ti ToAU would then be
taken together to mean “some long way” (cf. Xen. Resp. Lac. 15.8 for this word order). The phrase is dative
dependent on &koAoubeiv, which in its turn depends on Sedénkev.
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We know that contents are required of a poem, so the line of thought must be that, if we
cannot understand the contents, we cannot actually say for sure that they are there, in which case,
we cannot say for sure that it is a poem.>"

The second difficult case, not mentioned by Philodemus but implied by his formal
requirements for poetry, is a written work which does not meet those formal criteria. The classic
requirement is for meter, which Philodemus too seems to demand.’”* If a poem does not meet
those formal criteria, it probably cannot be judged as a poem or, if it can, it will have bad form,
and so receive a judgment of “bad.” Unfortunately, we do not know specifically what these
formal criteria were.

We should inquire into why form should weigh more in the balance than content. The
reason is that form is the idion of poetry: it is the specific thing that poets do that no other artist
does. The telos, the goal, is to use the medium well, that is, to compose the literary form well.
Choice of topic is indeed outside of the art of poetry: a sculptor or prose author can choose to tell
the story of, say, Laocoon just as much as a poet can; the poet's goal is to use language and verse
to tell that story in a way that a sculptor or prose author cannot. Similarly, the sculptor's goal is

not merely to tell the story, but to do it in a way that a poet cannot.

§9 “Further Thoughts”

Finally, we come to an investigation of how, according to Philodemus, a poem works and

1 At 11.37-8, there is discussion of unintelligible poems and the adoption or non adoption of rules éu TapaAfyet
Benal kv Tveov 1 (ur) TapalAr]yel (38.5-7), which may indicate that Heracleodorus thought that the one
way to judge non-intelligible poems was to adopt arbitrary rules (rather than by using the natural prolepsis?).

Judgement of the contents as harmful (that is, out of line with Epicurean thought) is not a matter of poetry,
but of the relevant part of philosophy; see chapter six, §1 for more on this topic.

32 See chapter three, §3.
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what it does. First of all, what a poem is: a poem is language in meter which relates contents. It
need not present arguments (this is the job of the prose author) nor is it likely to be useful. A
good poem has both good style and good contents, and they work well together to communicate
the ideas of the author to the audience. Good style matters more than good contents to the quality
of a poem.”>

All of this is in the hands of the poet, as Philodemus makes clear earlier in the On Poems,
during the refutation of Andromenides, who had claimed that ornate and impressive diction gives
pleasure to the ear.

On Poems 1.175.18-24:

18 PAém[e]Tan ko) ToTe Ty- It is obvious even to the
XOUCIY OTL TTPOC TNY average person that it means
20 akomv oubév EcTiv,

nothing to the ear, and does not
move the soul irrationally, but
rationally by artistic means.

oUdt TNV Wlulxmv aAo-
Ywc GAA& T TEXVI-
K1 AoyicTikédc K{e} [1-

24 _ vel.

That is to say, poetry entertains rationally through artistry, rather than irrationally by tickling the
hearing. The artistry is not itself what moves, but the form and contents together (which must be
rational if they are to be understood) arranged artistically. For the Epicureans, the hearing is
irrational and can only be tickled by rhythm and transmit what it hears to the mind; it cannot

judge the contents or form of a poem, because only the mind can.

* The apparently contradictory statement at On Poems V.35.6-10 must be understood strictly with what precedes,

at 34.35-35.6: the doxa (actually from Andromenides, see Janko [2003: 147 with nn. 2-3]) talks only about the
language appropriate to characters and not about their (the characters') thoughts, which are more authoritative in
some unspecified way, perhaps for their characterization. The whole passage is as follows: ou8’ 1 TO “Aé€w
Tpocpépechal Tpémoucav Toic eicayouévolc TpocdTolc.” [Kowov yalp kai Téd[v] meldv tcti Adycov, el 5t
un ye, Téd[v] ictopikdv 1) Téav ye 8[ijaAdycov. kai mepi Th[c] AéEecoc udvov Aalel, T& vorjuaTa KUpLlwTEPAV
Suvau éxovta Tapatéumouca (“nor [sc. is] the opinion [valid] which states “bring to bear language which
befits the characters introduced on stage.” For it is common to prose works as well, or if not, at least to histories
and dialogues. Besides, it only talks about style, leaving aside the contents even though they have the more
authoritative power”). It is not immediately clear why the characters' thoughts should be more important than
their language, except by parallel with Philodemus' opinion that plot and action are prior to language in a poem
(cf. V.15.10-3, discussed at the end of §2).
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The relationship between form and content was discussed above (§6), but I have left until
here the discussion of what actually hangs on the unity of form and content. It turns out that a
poem produces an effect greater than the sum of its parts (form and content). These are the
“additional thoughts” that I identified in a passage of book II, discussed at §6 above. I repeat the
text and translation here for convenience:

On Poems 11.70.17-28:

17 taxa [yldlp, Tlac Biav[oiac] &A- For perhaps, when someone else gives
Aou 8}%[°V]T°C Karny xu- the contents and life stage-manages the
20 cw T&[v] Aéecov T,OU,B‘E; flow of the words, the synthesis
OU XOPTYOUVTOC, T} cUVUE- becomes particular to the poets, not in

cic idi[a ye]iveTan TGV TTO- . . .
: vain, nor praised for its own sake, but

NTAV, OUK aéploc oud’ eTai- . . .
vouévn kg8’ aUTHY, &A- because it brings thoughts to bear in

N 811 [po]cmrapicTnet Siavoi- addition, by which they [sc. the poets]

25 ac’ aic ylulxaycwyolcw, ou entertain, not taking them over from
Tapd& Twoc AaPdvtec, GA- someone else, but giving birth to them
A’ alUTol yevvricavTec Ta- from themselves on their own.

28 > p’autdov.

There are difficulties with the interpretation of this passage, because Philodemus seems to be
straining for terminology which he does not have, and the whole comment is an aside in a
discussion of a different topic. First of all, “someone else” (&AAov), i.e. not the poet, provides

the contents and life itself (Biov) provides the words used to describe it, which come in a flow

354

(xucic).”" That is, the poet is imagined, in this case, to have borrowed the plot and proficiently

dressed it up in language according to his own lived experience. But the synthesis is particular to

the poets, because each poet has a different lived experience and will use different words even if

355

they treat the same plot.””” Philodemus does not deny the possibility of creativity to poets in the

3% scic is a metaphor for the fluent use of artistically arranged language in [Longinus] De Subl.12.4, about Cicero,

and see Russell ad loc. for parallels in Cicero for the metaphor, which in Latin uses flumen.
5 A poet's “lived experience” can, I think, be understood to include what language they speak, the poetic tradition
in which they write, etc. Pace (1995: 135) also takes Bioc to mean “lived experience” (“esperienza umana”).
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realm of plot.**®

Rather, his point here is that, even if the plot is not original to the poet, the poem
must be, since each poet cannot help but give it a different form. The first Sidvoiat mentioned in
the passage, on my reading, are the contents of the poem. They are likely to be the same thing as
the UmoTteTayuévn didvoia discussed elsewhere.””’ They are utroTeTayuévar because they
undergird the poem as a whole, as a plot does, even when abstracted from the novel or poem in
which a particular author narrates it; their choices determine the exact path the story will follow.
It seems that this didvoia must also include any moral or message that the poet wishes to
communicate, since that cannot be part of the poetic form. The descriptive phrase “that the poet
wishes to communicate” is important, since the audience's reception of it will depend on the
form as well; it is, after all, the synthesis that provides the additional thoughts.

The plan and contents are matched to lexeis (words, i.e. language), which are provided by
lived experience, to form the particular synthesis of that particular poem. It may be that the
contents are said explicitly to cause the form. This, instead of language, is the specific verbal
dress of the particular poem, and it then “brings thoughts to bear in addition” (Tpocmapictnct

diavoiac, n.b. the plural), which means “produce an intellectual response in the audience.” Use

of the word didvoia means that the response is not emotional: w&6n, the Epicurean technical

3% At On Poems V.7.9-13 he mentions the narration of false and mythological topics. At 33.24-34.33, he cites and
refutes a doxa demanding the imitation of acclaimed poets of the past, but his rebuttal is on the grounds of
internal incoherence. Generally, there is nothing in the text to suggest that Philodemus disallowed creativity to
poets. Given his low estimate of the importance of abiding by the rules of particular genres (see chapter 6 §3), he
may even have encouraged it.

See above, chapter five, §2. If they are not, then the UroteTtaypévn Sidvoia (of the poet) governs what the
Siavoia of the poem is, and the difference is that one is the intention of the poet and the second is the contents of
the poem. But it is more likely that, since the contents govern the form, they can be said to underlie the form as
well and that Philodemus does not clearly distinguish the intention of the poet and the contents of the poem in
this way.

357

174



term for emotions, are not di&voiar.>>® Here we find a basis for Philodemus' position that the
appreciation of poetry is an intellectual endeavor. Incidentally, this is the basis for his denial of
usefulness to metathesis: a change in form, even if the contents of the poem remain the same,
will change the dianoiai that the verse gives to the audience. This fact precludes the possibility
that critics could ever compare just the verbal form.

Unfortunately, Philodemus does not go into further detail about this intellectual reaction
and the trail goes cold. But it is possible to hypothesize what sort of phenomenon he had in mind.
The specific mental effect that poetry has (i.e. psychagogia, whether this means “entertainment”
or something stronger) must stem from, or perhaps be, this the second set of dianoiai.**® If they
came directly from the contents of the poem, then the poetic form would not matter, but it is
clear from the above statement that Philodemus thought that the poetic form does matter quite a
lot to our reception and understanding of a poem. Form, which is the idion, or particular defining
feature, of poetry consists in saying things in a non-prosaic way, but it has far greater effects than
could have been predicted from that definition.

Philodemus' language makes it clear that this is entirely in the hands of the poet himself:
the subject of the plurals y[u]xaycwyouciv, AaBdvTec, and yevviicavtec must be the poets and
not the monuata, which would take a (neuter) singular, as it does in Tpocmapictncy;
Philodemus attributes all the aspects of a poem to its creator, who is responsible for its faults and
infelicities, but also for its good qualities. Poets do this technically, i.e. artistically, through

poetic form: they are skilled manipulators of words, meter, imagery and all the various specific

3% 1146 are defined as specifically only pleasure and pain at Diogenes Laertius X.24 (and see further s. v. m&Boc

in Usener GE). Siavoua is usually “mind” in the Epicureans (see Usener GE s.v.), and its use to mean “contents
of a poem” is either an extension of that primary meaning or a borrowing from the general Greek literary-critical
vocabulary; Dickey (2007: 232) defines it as “meaning” in her glossary of specialized scholiastic vocabulary.

It is not clear if the dianoiai are imagined to be a part of the poem disclosed by the synthesis, or if the synthesis
causes the audience to think them.
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aspects of poetry, plot, and literature that Philodemus' opponents unsuccessfully champion in
their attempts to account for what makes poetry good. The goodness of poetry, for Philodemus,
consists in this: fulfilling its idion in such a way as to engage the audience. Now we can guess
why, despite being treated as in many ways an irrelevant afterthought (since they are common
and outside poetry, after all), contents do matter even so. One possibility is that, without good
contents, the poem could never get off the ground and the audience would abandon it before the
form can work its effect. Another possibility is that, since the mind cares little for sonic effects,
the contents must carry some weight. A third possibility is that, since form is in a way caused, or
at least conditioned, by the contents, the goodness of the form is related to the goodness of the
contents. A fourth is that somehow the form itself, with only minimal reference to the contents,
can cause the further thoughts.

A passage from Philodemus' Rhetoric 111 may be useful for explaining how these dianoiai
contribute to psychagogia, and incidentally supports the fourth option mooted in the previous
paragraph. In this section of the text, Philodemus is discussing an audience which gets carried
away by the formal aspects of a speech and ignores the contents. However, I am interested in the
formal aspects and what thoughts they provoke in the audience, not their lack of concern for the
arguments.

On Rhetoric 111, PHerc. 1506 col. L1.24-LI1.6 = PHerc. 1426 col. IV*.14-V*.2 (pp. 28-31
Hammerstaedt):**

24 6tav &’ olTeac But whenever they listen in this way
25 dKO‘,’C‘?C,@ TolC H’%" Aeyoué- ) [sc. to a display oration at a panegyris],
uor[c] ou mrlplocexoulclw, [mr]dTe- they do not heed whether what is being
pa cul@lépovTa ) oU culgE- said is beneficial or not, and, on the

ovTa, kal TO cUvoAov aAn- )
gﬁ 1"‘]'0'LZJK‘ &AnOR, U a) Tbbn whole, true or not, but, entertained by

3% Philodemus' On Rhetoric 111 is extant in two copies, PHerc. 1506 and PHerc. 1426. I have given both

numerations; see Hammerstaedt's edition for complete details. I have tacitly eliminated the brackets indicating
when text is only preserved on one of the two papyrus copies or in one of the disegni.
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30 B¢ ToU TjXou Kai TV TrePIod- the sound itself, the periods, balanced

§‘-°" ‘§f3.‘“ TGV ngiccov’ Kad clauses, antitheses, and rhymes, they
;V,Tle”w" KQl OUOIOTE~ already expect to acquit themselves
yoUTOOV PUXAY WY OUHEVOL, well, if they should speak like that, both

1)dn mpocedokncav, i oU-
35 T {1} }\a)\oi)(l)ncav Kai év ék-
K}\T]ClC(lC Kal &KO(CTnplou:

in assemblies and in courtrooms,
because they do not understand that

LIL1 €Y amx)\)\aTTslv ou cuvopco[\)— they would not tolerate it if they heard
Tec, OT1 oUd’ &v NvécxovTo, € someone speaking like that in an
gV EKK}\nClal K[ai] &KGCTnplwl assembly or courtroom, on which
oUj T {1} AalolvToc fikouov, &Bev grounds they came to hire sophists.

5 NABov £l TO dvalickew picbouc

6 Tolc cogicTalc.

Chandler (2006: 165) identifies the audience's aesthetic experience as a reaction to the sound,
which is reasonable with certain qualifications. First of all, the aesthetic experience must
nevertheless be an intellectual one, since we know from the case of poetry that even the form is
appreciated by the mind rather than the senses (see above, §8). The senses themselves are alogoi
and do not judge; as far as poetry is concerned, they are merely tickled by rhythm. Presumably
rhetoric is a parallel case—the formal qualities of the speech will tickle the hearing, but the
intellect of the audience appreciates or depreciates them. These aesthetic qualities of the speech
create dianoiai in their mind of the audience. Put differently, their appreciation of the rhetorical
qualities is intellectual rather than sensorial, and inspires their own hopes of rhetorical greatness.
Their ears do not recognize the formal features nor force their souls into desiring courtroom
glory.

A similar case in which the formal features of a poem have an impact on the mind of the
audience is implied in Philodemus' discussion of “metathesis” in 11.72.13-22. He has just
considered how the rearrangement of the words in a line or poem can affect the meaning and
clarity of the contents; now he moves to discuss the effect on the rhythm of changing the word-
order.
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On Poems 11.72.13-22:%¢!

13 ToAAKL Often, even if this [sc. the content] is
8¢, k&v ToUT[o cup]uévn, unchanged, the one (verse) has a good
IS 7o uév elp//u//[Bujov éc rhythm, the other a bad one, since
TO B¢ kakopuBuov, Tre- (verses) with a good rhythm too can by

PUKOTOV TIMAC KEIVETY
Kal TAOV eupy[B]ucov. éc-
T & &Te TO u[E]v elpe-
20 Tp//o//v, TO BE kakdueTpolv,
oikeicoc kal To[U] péTpou
22 SiaTibévToc, ) Tvdc ye.

nature move (us). Sometimes one
(verse) has a good verse-form, the other
a bad verse-form, since verse-form too
disposes (us) agreeably, or something
does.

Here good rhythm (10 eUpuBuov) is said to move (kiveiv) us and good verse-form (T eUpeTpov)
disposes us agreeably (diaTtifevan oikeiwoc). It may be that the movement effected by the rhythm
is nothing more than what Philodemus elsewhere describes as “tickling” (cf. I1.158.14-16, and
see [.151.1-17, discussed just below), but a discussion in book I gives reason to believe that the
meter, at least, had an impact on the mind as well as the hearing.

On Poems 1.151.1-17:3%

1 T1 kal kaBdAou HeAGd |V kal, ... 1s, and generally [sc. in the case] of
vn) Ala, pubudov oikeiw|v, songs, by Zeus, and of pleasing
&GAN’ oUx Eveka ToUTOU [K&- rhythms, but not, as far as this [sc.
T TGV Tonu&Teov. [kal sound?] is concerned, in the case of
5 Yap To] pev i Ty alkonv verses too. For the former are referred

avaT]éumeTal, T 8¢ T(o-
nuaT]|a, cuviépeva T[poc
Siavo]iav, yuxaywyel. M(e-

to the hearing, but verses, as they are
understood with regard to the intellect,

yare{dne 8¢ cuvaheiolel, entertain. But Megaclides obscures
10 Aéy o]y “cdoc duolnAeialc this, saying “as the art is similar.” |
o]Ucn[c].” kai cuuTreicew [TO shall advocate that, just as the hearing
wc ekeli]vnv v Tép[Yrv receives that delight which is
&Aoyol[v], olTtw kali TaTnv irrational, so also the mind must
Bel mp]q?ﬁ'xecf%q.l [,Tdc “E", receive all the forms of metres, and
15 Tlpeo]v [] iBeac am[acac, kax from the hexameter [sc. recognizes?]

%1 The phrases T6 elpuBuov, TO kaképuBuov, T eliueTpov, and TS kakdueTpov might be better translated as “the

quality of having good rhythm,” “the quality of having bad rhythm,” “the quality of having good meter,” and
“the quality of having bad meter.” The final phrase is difficult and, as written, seems to be a weaker statement
than warranted. Gomperz' €l Twvéc ye “if anything does” deserves consideration; if correct, it would mean that
good meter, of all the aspects of poetry, is best able to dispose an audience agreeably, but this seems to be a
rather strong statement.
I omit Janko's supplement of (trjv) at the end of .12 as unnecessary (and not reflected by his translation, which I
have followed except for putting “entertain” in place of “enthrall”).
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Tlo]U eEauérpou mal, ) epic composition ...
17 ~ ] v emomo[t]av k[

I take the distinction that Philodemus makes to be that the rhythm of language impinges on the
hearing, and is thereby transmitted to the mind, which then makes a judgment as to whether
meter is present or not, and then possibly further judgments as to the quality of the meter, if there
are mistakes or not, etc. So rhythms impinge directly on the hearing, but only the mind grasps
meter, which is, incidentally, here recognized as a part of a poem. Indeed, poetry as a whole is
understood by the mind. Philodemus here uses the term Tépwyic (terpsis, delight) to describe the
sensation that rhythm causes to the hearing. At On Poems 11.158.14-16, he talks about this
sensation as tickling (yapyaAicudc);*® I think that this is the same effect described in another
way. “Tickling” discounts the pleasure, which is, after all, irrational (&Aoyov, 1. 13); terpsis
allows the effect more power, but whatever pleasure there is in the rhythm is taken into account
under the rubric of “form” in the judgment of poems, where it is one among many potential
concerns.

The crucial point is that a purely formal element is operated on by the mind. In this case,
the rhythm of the words is recognized as metrical—indeed, Philodemus seems to say at the end
of the passage that we recognize epic poetry from the meter, which is simply organized rhythm.
In this way, a purely formal aspect of the poem does lead to further thoughts. Here, the thoughts
do not stray far from the poem or its form, but the passage from On Rhetoric 111 suggests that
they can roam further afield.

It is worth noting that all the elements that Philodemus lists in the passage from On

Rhetoric 111 are formal and that he explicitly states that the audience of the speech is not

03 éue[Bal yap dfiou kal Urd pubucv kai [U]o nétpeov ajUthv yapyaliCecba (“For we thought all along

that it [sc. the hearing] is tickled by rhythms and by meters,” my translation).
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evaluating its contents. Despite this lack of reflection, the form has an effect on the audience and
leads them to flights of fancy about their futures. These fantasies are clearly dianoiai, or
thoughts, and they are caused by the form, with a certain reference to the context: the speech is a
display piece at a festival, and the audience imagines themselves giving successful speeches,
winning court cases and earning civic glory. Though not the same, these are all clearly related
ideas. This supports the fourth option, that the thoughts caused by the form are probably
somewhat, but not necessarily very closely, related to the contents of the work. This also aligns
with many people's experience when reading literature: their imagination takes flight but starts
from the work that they have just read. On reflection, this seems reasonable: Aratus' poem about
astronomy with mythological asides is much more likely to create ideas about astronomy, the
myths which he included, or poetry, all of which are connected with the poem itself, rather than
battle scenes or erotic scenarios. Though some of the mythological narrations could have that
effect, the poem is much more likely to inspire someone to study astronomy rather than warfare.

Given that both poetry and display oration have this effect on their audience, it appears
that the latter effect is the response that people have to artistic language of any sort, whether
prose or poetry, and it may reasonably be thought that any type of artistic language would have a
similar effect on its audience.’®* Additionally, given the specificity of the response to rhetoric
discussed by Philodemus, it seems likely that the responses to poetry and other types of literary
writing might be similarly specific.

It is a pity that more of Philodemus' thinking on this aspect does not survive, especially

given contemporary interest in the effect of literature on its reader, both in the form of

%% The category of “artistic writing” is apparently exhausted for Philodemus by poetry and sophistic rhetoric (which

seems to be the fechne of writing artistic prose generally), but this might not be true.
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psychological studies which claim to find increased empathy among readers of literary fiction,’®’
and in reader-response literary theories. It certainly appears that Philodemus here identifies
“being a spur to the imagination” as an aspect of good poetry, or at least has pointed out that

good literature often does provoke further meditation on the work itself and related topics.

§10 Summary and Conclusion

Philodemus held that poetry had two parts, form (synthesis) and content (dianoia), and
that these required and affected each other: content cannot be related without words (which
constitute form, however good or bad), and linguistic form cannot exist without being about
some topic or another. The two parts constitute the poem; however, when read, it has an
additional psychological impact on its audience, namely that it causes somewhat mysterious
“further thoughts.”

Form is somewhat more important than content to the judgment of poems, but both are
significant and cannot be neglected. The demands which Philodemus places on form and content
are elliptically phrased and difficult to understand, but he seems to aim for high-brow content
(but not philosophical or didactic content) expressed in a reasonably clear style. These are to be
understood as general statements, not absolute rules, and certain topics (or even stylistic choices)

may force the poet's hand.

%5 B g. Usherwood (2002) and Paul's New York Times article “Your Brain on Fiction” (17 March 2012).
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Chapter Six
An Epicurean Critical Miscellany

§1 Introduction

In this chapter a series of unrelated topics will be discussed.*®® They are the concept of T
mpémov (§2), the rules of genre (§3), and the mimesis, or imitation, of things (§4) and of earlier
poets (§5). Additionally, certain technical terms will be treated more precisely: the meanings of
T6 {B1ov, TO Epyov, and TO TéAoc (§6), 6 dyaboc monTrc, the poet (§7), and the excellence of
poetry (§8). I will end by discussing the utility of poetry (§9). In cases like genre and imitation,
Philodemus is dismissive of his opponents' positions because he considers them misguided or
impossible in practice. In these cases, his own views are not developed. He seems to have
considered genre basically irrelevant to the question of what makes a good poet; this is
interesting in light of the emphasis put on genre by modern historians of ancient Greek literature.
Likewise, his view of mimesis shows basically no point of contact with Aristotle, on whom
modern discussions of the term center. He has, however, a very interesting position related to the
utility to be found in poetry: poetry per se is not useful, but this does not prevent the contents
from being useful or harmful (§9).

These various topics did not fit into the grand narrative of form and content discussed in
chapter five, and often presuppose knowledge of what Epicureans meant by “poetry” and “good
poetry.” Accordingly, they must be discussed after the broad outlines of Philodemus' position are

understood.

3% 1t is much indebted in argumentative form and choice of content to Pace (1995).

182



§2 16 pémov: Characterization, Verisimilitude and the Suspension of Disbelief

TO mpémov, “the (be)fitting,” is a demand, common in antiquity, for language and content
to match, i.e. to fit each other properly. Other terms used to express the same relationship are T
(cuv)apudtTtov and T oikeiov (as well as related verbs). But language can match content in
several ways: speeches should match the characters who deliver them, or the language generally
should match the elevation of the theme, or the language can be judged morally indecent.

Philodemus has opinions on these debates, but also has a particularly Epicurean attitude
to the relationship between the contents of poetry and theology, in which the contents of poetry
are judged by their “fit” with Epicurean doctrine. In the second part of On Piety, Philodemus
discusses the relationship between the contents of poetry and Epicurean philosophy in terms of
TO mpémov. As Obbink (1996: 696) puts it, “the criterion employed throughout is what is
mpémov to say about the gods according to the restrictions set forth in Kyria Doxa 1 and Ad
Menoeceum §123.” This use of the term is of great interest, because it indicates clearly that for
an Epicurean interpreter Epicurean doctrines are the final arbiter of the truth of the contents of
poetry.”®” The truth of poetic contents can matter very much to an Epicurean.

But Philodemus' perspective is different here. In the On Piety, he writes as a theologian

368

and criticizes poets qua authorities used by his Stoic opponents;™" in the On Poems, he does not

concern himself with the truth of the contents of poems. Even if there is some truth in them,

*%7 This seems to have been the Epicurean position from the start, when Epicurus criticized liberal education (poets

importantly included) for being useless. See chapter two §2.
3% S0 Obbink (1996: 694).
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3%9 11 this

poems are useless, and the amount of truth does not enter into his method of judgment.
case, he assumes that his audience is familiar with the various Epicurean criticisms that could be
mounted against the poets as educators, i.e. he assumes that his readers are familiar with content-
focused criticism like that in his De Pietate, and know that the contents of a poem are not
required to be wise or intelligent; nor should they expect to gain any real utility from reading
poetry.

Within the On Poems, Philodemus does not much concern himself with 16 mpémov. The
phrase does appear in the text, but seldom. At 1.64.19-24, Heracleodorus makes the claim that
speeches should fit the characters of those giving them, and in book III, col. 10.27-30, the
opponent mentions instances when the language does not suit something (unfortunately, it is not
clear what “something”). In neither case do we get Philodemus' opinion or discussion of the
claims. However, there seems to be a similar discussion of Pausimachus' opinions at 1.82.1-2, of
which an interesting bit survives: mpoc]cdmolc apu[éT]Tov[Tac fixoulc kwAvew (“sounds
appropriate to the characters prevent”). The refutation in book two suggests that Philodemus was
none too impressed with this claim:

On Poems 11.153.20-154.9:

20 &GAA& pnv &o- But bizarre indeed is his claim
mov ayTo[F kali T[6] “mA[éo]v that “a greater magnitude of
néyedoc peoviic Ev cuv- sound which resides in a good

?Eca XPICTN KEHEVOY. composition will be appropriate
EVAPLOCE! TTAVTL TPOCCo {1}~ to every character and every

25 ool kai drabécel maent.” s D, )
poovi[I<]] wév yép, lrnel ofav disposition.” For voice, such as
- , ’ these critics introduce, [is not?]
27 oUTol TTapEICAYOUCIV, OU

(three lines missing) (three lines missing) ... which

%% That this extremely important topic is not covered at all in the extant On Poems may indicate that Philodemus

expected his readers to be familiar with statements of school doctrine found elsewhere.
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4 Sv kai “eiA[ikpwi]” Tpoc]ayo- those who are concerned with

5 pevev ol T[ep]i Tou[c fxo]uc sounds are also accustomed to
eibikacv, [ei] “TavTi MpO- call ‘pure’, if it seems
ceomal kol dabécer” kai ‘appropriate to every character
KO‘%AOUU[PJé‘YUO‘?W “ev- and disposition’ and to content

9 apuo[TT|ev” Eolkev’. in general.

His exact objection seems to be to the demand for large sound (or vocalization, in Janko's
translation) and particular sonic effects; possibly he pointed out that these demands might
contradict a demand for diction which fits a character. Unfortunately, more certainty is
impossible.

The word for verisimilitude or suspension of disbelief seems to be TO mBavov
“persuasive quality.” It appears in a discussion of Andromenides' claims that the poet should
pick the words “most suited to the contents so that they cohere and have a persuasive quality”
([oikewdTalta ToU mpd&lyluatoc éyA[éyec]far Ta priua’®” fva mpo[capuden] kai TO
mbav[ov éxmi], 1.17.26-18.4). Philodemus takes him to task for not actually wanting fitting
words:

On Poems 1.172.18-25:

18 R ~60\- But in fact he does not ever
A& [ulnv oUdE “t& Téov advise them to “adopt the
20 TPAYHATWV OIKEIX O]~ words that are suitable for

Eg:gv ngcag};;]ag\cag: the contents,” to tell the

Trev, € T pEAICTd Tic truth, if a poet were to select
tupaivovta éyAéyol- those words that are the most

25 To. suggestive.

Philodemus' prose is difficult here, but he seems to be saying that Andromenides does not
actually demand of poets fitting vocabulary (despite his claiming to do so), but rather suggestive

language, that is, language which carries many connotations or seems freighted with unspoken
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significance. However, in what remains of the text, he leaves the demand for T6 mBavdv
untouched. Indeed, it is consistent with other claims that Philodemus makes about poetry:
characters should be consistently drawn and plausible.
The most instructive passage is in book V, in the refutation of the various doxai in Zeno.

The particular demand in this case, attributable to Andromenides,’”is for the use of a style
which befits the characters brought on stage or generally introduced into the action of the poem
(oUd’ 1) [sc. BSEa] TO AéEv TpocepépecBal Tpémoucav Toic eicayopévolc TpocwTolc, 34.35-
35.2). Philodemus' rebuttal seems petty at first, but is quite revealing.

On Poems V.35.11-28:3"!

11 671 "Tolc Beoic ... that such a style befits the
KAl TOLC TPCLOCIy 1) TOlAU- gods and the heroes is the
TN TIPETTEL %Eglc U}“el_ claim of foolish men, and it
cov eCtt Kal peme is better to say that it

1 e '>\ }\' \ %S ) c y .

> ot BEATIOV Aéyew iy imitates the style which

Tpétmoucav. TeAeiw|c
&‘;p u[av]ikdv TO ﬂap{a- befits them. But completely

wnhag[&]v duodTnTa insane is the grasping after a
AéEecoc Toic dnAoupé- similarity of the style to the
20 volc Tpaypactv. €l actions it describes. If the
8¢ TTPOCUTIAKOUCTEOV “sense” must be considered
kai Thv Sidvolav, fj ypa- as well, or if a scribe has left
q)EUC~“aPa}‘é)‘O‘”,E> TO TrO- it out, it is insane to assign to
NTIKY di&yveocv &tro- the art of poetry the

25 VEUEWY T[OV E]KACTwL R
HEW I | X, % distinction  between  the
TMPOCCOTLY) TTPETTOV-

Twv Ay wv Tapéko- speeches which befit each
28 oV ECTIV. character.

Philodemus' objection is grounded in the reality that humans do not actually know what style of

37 See Janko (2003: 147 nn. 2-3).
" UmakoUe can mean “consider, regard,” so I have translated mpocuTakoUw as “consider as well, in addition” (to
the style, in this case). This meaning is recorded in LSJ, although this passage is miscategorized. On mimesis, see
below §§4-5.
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speech the gods and heroes use;’’* the demand for imitation of it is an admission that the poet is
working with probabilities or what seems best to him as he composes, rather than with actual
truths about the universe. This is also the basis of the objection about the contents of speeches as
well: deciding whether the contents of speeches are appropriate to heroes or gods is definitely
not the prerogative of poets but of philosophers. But poets apparently should make probable
guesses as to what that style or contents would be like when they compose.

A further problem identified by Philodemus is that involved in demanding similarity of
style to action; he takes this as a demand for a thoroughly onomatopoeic style, which is ludicrous
to consider and impossible in practice.

Philodemus considers real prepon relationships between the characters in a poem and
their real-world analogues difficult, if not impossible, to manage. He prefers a weaker standard
than “(actually) befits,” namely “imitation of what actually befits,” which is to say
verisimilitude. The position is very similar to Aristotle's differentiation between faults accidental
to poetry and faults against poetry in Poetics 25, 60b15-6; for Philodemus, like Aristotle, thinks
some things (theology, in this case) that are involved in poetry are not in the realm of the art of
poetry, and he does not demand accuracy on those topics from the poets, since, on other grounds,
poems are understood to be inaccurate sources of information about important topics like ethics
and theology.

His position seems to be a low-grade demand for consistency in characterization for

purposes of verisimilitude (see just below) rather than an axiomatic statement about how poetry

’7 Epicureans believed that the gods spoke Greek, cf. Phld. De Dis 3.14.6-7 Diels (= PHerc. 157 fr. 77.1): xai vi)
Aia ye v EAAnvida vopicTéov éxev autouc SidAektov (“and indeed, by Zeus, we must believe that they [sc.
the gods] have the Greek language”).
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works. Because Philodemus is not interested in narrow demands but in broad general rules, the
topic does not attract attention (cf. On Poems V.30.25-29, and contrast 1.80.18-20, where he

complains that his opponents are not sufficiently detailed).

§3 Genre: Themata and Prolepsis

Genre, in antiquity, was defined in different ways at different times; by Philodemus'
lifetime, genres were distinguished by formal criteria, such as meter, the presence or absence of
certain refrains (e.g. i) mwoudv), dedicatee (e.g. poems celebrating mortals were enkomia or,
depending on circumstances, epinikia, but poems celebrating gods were hymnoi or a more
specific variety, like dithyramboi for Dionysius), and contents (it seems that abusive poems, even

in non-iambic meters, could be described as “jambic™”

), as well as combinations of these. Some
criteria related to the performance contexts survived (for example, hyporchemata were songs
which accompanied dancing, as their name suggests), but probably only as fossils of an earlier
system. Philodemus generally upholds the importance of genres and generic boundaries, but is
not firm on the point: if a poem is good, it may break or transcend the laws of genre.

Philodemus made several disconnected remarks about genre and its relationship to the
techne of poetry. While it is not entirely clear that he has a fully developed position on the topic,
he does have certain firm opinions which stand in opposition to those of previous thinkers, most

notably Aristotle, and his discussion is in line with Epicurean doctrine. The most important

passage is in book II.

" Phld. On Poems 1.117.7-13: oi ¥[ap JauBomolol Tpayika mololctv kai of Tpaydotol waAw iapPikd, kai

Cam Twa iapPikédc molel kai Apxidoxoc oUk iauPikcdc, and cf. 11.203.21-204.2. I take “compose
iambically” to mean that they wrote poems describable as “iambic” even if not metrically iambs.
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On Poems 11.73.18-74.7:3"*

18 Kai Tpoc Ta Bepata pév- However, since we are naturalized
Tol me//u//[cl] copévol T& to the rules, we admit verses that
20 uev akoAouBeoc avfToic are composed in accord with
CUYKEIUEVA TPOCIEME- them, but spurn those that are the

Ba’, T& & évavTicwc’ amopl-
TTOUMEY', olov “Td cuvke-
KOPOal TTapakeINEVLOC

opposite, such as the principle that
“repeated collision in successive
words is unsuitable in tragedy, but

25 gv Tpayw[18]iocn pév’ avoi- St
ketov lvat’, kaAdv 8’ év T[oic fine in iambus,” and “a long
iauBikoifc,” kali “Td pakpo- compound is intolerable in
28 cuvBeTov &T[AnT]ov uév tragedy and epic and uglier in the
74.1 e]v pull Tpaycol&m TO[lC Te other genres, but painless in
ETrect kaicxiov ev T[OI]C &[A- dithyramb,” and countless others,
Aoic’, &Au[mjov 8’ év Tén B[i- some individually in the same
e"]pa“Bw' INCOVEIRES style, others commonly in poetic
5 TA MEV 18100(: K[a6 EK](IC- composition.

TOV TpOTTOV', T 8¢ Kal Kol-
_ va&dc v Trorjcel’.

This calls to mind Philodemus' refutation of the so-called Philosophers who demanded themata
(here translated “rules”) in book V (25.2-30). There are two important differences. The first is
that they demanded rules for the judgement of poems, but Philodemus here is discussing rules of
the composition of poetry in genres: for a poem to fit into a genre, it must obey the themata of

that genre.’”

The second is that these themata are actually the prolepsis, that is, they are the
rules to which we have grown accustomed and which constitute the prolepsis, each thema being
an aspect of it. For example, our prolepsis of a human includes feet; accordingly, it is a thema

that, if you build a human, you include feet. Here, then, Philodemus states that audiences had

prolepseis of the various genres. So genres are real, not illusory, and adherence to generic

3™ Trans. Janko (2011: 224-5), with light modifications. The linguistic practices mentioned by Philodemus are

generally valid, and he makes a similar statement at 1.162-3. As Janko notes ad loc., “style” (TpoTov, 74.6) is
the same as genre. “Repeated collision” (To cuvkekdpbal Tapakeipnéveoc, 72.23-4) is either elision or hiatus.
There is an evaluative aspect to this, in that a critic decides how well a poem obeys the themata, but deciding
whether a poem is a paean, or good as an example of the paean genre, is a different question from deciding
whether it is a good poem.

375
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conventions is a topic available for judgment by a literary critic: tragic verses which contain too
many “repeated collisions” are bad verses.’ ®

Demetrius Laco, in a different context, names and etymologizes the parts of the nome,
which indicates that such information was relevant to the discussion at hand.””” The column
preceding his discussion discusses the conventional commonality by which writings with certain
features are called “poems,” and it seems that the argument moved from features common to
poetry (style, metaphor, and forceful language may have been mentioned) to those particular to
specific genres.””® This also suggests that genre is a real category for Epicureans, but not of the
greatest importance, since a poem's fidelity to a genre was less important than its overall quality.

A related question is whether each genre has its own techne. There are three passages
relevant to the question. The first is Philodemus' rebuttal of Aristotle's view that poets can only
compose poetry that corresponds to their character, on the historical grounds that serious
tragedians also wrote funny plays:

On Poems 1V.111.4-10:

4 ka]i [6 cepvd]TaToc//mo//[nTic, Even the most dignified tragic poet

5 enui, yeloio[uc] g[ro]iel ca- used to compose, I affirm, laughable
TUpouc: kai TpSTE[plov B é- satyr-plays; and previously too, they
IIxA\[evalo]v ueT{a Tédv) [alutdv used to make mockery with the same
pnluaT]//wo//[v], 1 k[a]i Biagpd- words, or even with different ones but
peov &[AN]//& T//fic aUTiic ém[i- belonging to the same skill.

10 CTrhunC.

37 Tt is not clear what these critics would have thought of mixed genre poetry or the Hellenistic “Kreuzung der

Gattungen.” Philodemus sidesteps the problem by considering genre basically irrelevant to the question of the
quality of a poem.

7 The terms ctrovSfjov, kaTaxopfiov, and Umocupryudc are discussed in I1.52. N.b. that, in Demetrius'
orthography, 1 before a vowel stands for e1. See Romeo's commentary ad loc. and also (1988b).

3™ The text is damaged, and the printed supplements (Tpéot, &AAnyopiat, Tévor) are unusual words.
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gmcThUn seems to be equivalent to Téxvn here;*” if so, Philodemus states outright that the

abilities to write serious and funny poetry belong to the same art.***

The point about the diction is
probably included to cover the case of paratragedy, in which a funny poet uses tragic diction and
tragic metrical rules to parody tragedy. This is not open to the objection that only tragedy and
satyr play are linked in this way: in the next passage to be discussed, Pausimachus made the
argument that, while genres are natural because of the sounds of the poems, poets are only called
poets of a particular genre by convention, not by nature. Philodemus objects that Pausimachus'
conception of phonic appropriateness to genre is nonsensical, which implies that he thinks that
poetic genres are established by convention, not by nature, and which leaves the conventional
status of poets (according to Pausimachus) uncriticized.

Similarly, according to Pausimachus, poets are not bound to write in only one genre and,

despite stereotypes, the same poet often wrote wildly different types of poetry.

On Poems 1.117.4-16:

4 [coc- ..so that naturally talented poets
5 T EOCP\{,ET[C Toic TO‘OUTO‘C succeed by becoming like such
NXotc olotol ywoulevor sounds. For poets of lampoon com-
KaTaTUY Xdvoucv). ol ylap i- pose tragic verses, and conversely

apPBoTolol Tpayika Tol- traci ¢ 1 q
obcw, kol of TPayBoToL- ragic poets compose lampoons, an

10 ol &AW iauPikd, kai Carr- Sappho composes some verse in the
P Twa iauPikéde ToIeT, manner of lampoon, and Archilochus
kai Apxihoxoc ouk iap- some not in the manner of lampoon.
BikdC. €OCTE PUC(ELy MEV Hence, one must say that a poet of
ou p]nTéov iapPotoiov iambs or a poet in some other genre is

15 1 8AAJo T ToloUvTa yévoc, so not by nature but by convention,

aAA& vopcot, pucet 8t dtav
glc TNV EUYEVT) VTV

Kol TPCOTNV Kal eic Tav-

T’ évapudTToucav oi To-

but [sc. it happened] by nature when
the poets stumbled upon and named a
nobly-born word, original and com-

37 Cf. Rhet. 11.38.30-39.6 (pp. 125-126 L.-A.), where episteme is used in this way as well.
%0 Socrates is said to have argued something similar at the end of Plato's Symposium (233d1-6).
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Pausimachus' argument here is based on his commitment to euphony: when poets become like
the sounds,”™ they produce good poems, and poets of a genre do not exist by nature, only by
convention, since many poets wrote in more than one genre. However, poets compose well by

nature (i.e. natural talent), and we can take “composing well” to include “composing within the

NTal EUTTECOVTEC OVOo-
H&C w ci(v).

pletely appropriate [sc. to the poem or
the sense].

rules of a particular genre.” Philodemus' rebuttal in book II is brief but informative:

On Poems 11.203.18-204.2:%
203.17  ou] yap Aoyichricetan

20

25
204.1

Philodemus' point is that the sounds of a poem are not the only determining feature of the genre

eUPEiv o] UdE paovn[v] év
auTolc &Tr]odedouévnv
f] &m[o]d[elkTnv [T] Ol¢ YEve-
cw. [kali unv dia ToUto {u}
Aéyel TO] “Tvac Tpayika [cl
Trotric]ety, éTépouc ¢ i-
auPik]&, Touc 8¢ uéAn {1},
Touc 8] &[A]Aoia’, k&v eUpic-
keovTat Tape[u]B&[A]Aov-
Tec ETepoyev[i].” meC[O]v
8¢] vn [Ala 1O “Opoyev]éc
Siax un//d¢//v efvan” // E[cT] ot
> KaTa& Ye // ToUTo.
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For [sc. the poet] will not be
reckoned to invent even a sound that
has been explained by or is
acceptable in the genres themselves.
Indeed, on this account he says that
“some poets will compose tragic
poems, others iambics, some lyrics,
and others various ones, even if they
are found to be inserting bits and
pieces from different genres.” But,
by Zeus, “what is in no way
homogeneous” will be, by this
argument, prose.

Janko ad loc. takes this to mean simply “talented poets have a natural affinity for good sound,” and Philodemus'
rebuttal in I1.202 does not shed much more light on the matter; though he does use the word epuia several

times, which may imply something stronger than just natural affinity.

382

inte

ntionally vague.

am[o]8[el]kTnv (my suggestion) in line 20 is a possibility, in which case the translation would run “nor is the
sound in poems explicative of or explained by the genres.” I have rendered étepoyevij in 1. 204.2 as “bits and
pieces from other genres;” Janko translates it as “verse from other genres,” but this seems to imply borrowing of
already composed lines, rather than of typical aspects of poems in certain genres. I take the neuter plural to be



and that the sounds of a line do not make it a tragic or hexameter line.**

Furthermore, an epic,
for instance, does not lose its character if a base character is included, nor does a tragedy which
contains jokes or a funny passage become a comedy.

Philodemus seems to agree, then, that poets are writers in a particular genre by
convention, according to the genre in which most of their poems are written. For example,
Aeschylus is called a tragic poet not because he only wrote tragedies, but because he primarily
wrote tragedies and is most known for them, and Sappho is not known as a poet of lampoon,
even though she wrote some lampoons, because most of her poetry was not lampoon.

Philodemus relies on historical examples to dispose of arguments that relied on
stereotypes of poets' production. Sappho did write abusively from time to time and Archilochus
did write poems which were not abusive. It is obviously the case that they could write them if
they did actually write them, so essentialist statements about poets' productions being determined
by their character must be false on historical grounds. His position is in contrast with Aristotle's

view that serious people write serious poems and baser people base poems (4, 48b19-49a6).™ It
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is different again from Horace's principle si uis me flere, dolendum est / primum ipsi tibi,
which the emotions of the author are transferred to the audience via the character portrayed. This

may highlight a broad interest in the history of literature. Other literary scholars of antiquity were

%3 The meter, not the sound, makes it a hexameter line; by sound, the Kritikoi mean primarily the phonetic qualities

of the words, and secondarily the sounds of the words in their sequence; part of this secondary option may be
meter.

Aristotle's advice, that poets should try to imagine themselves into the emotions and movements of their
characters while composing their parts (Poetics, 17, 55a30-34), is similar, since it implies a psychological
similarity between poet and character. This is the basis for Horace's view, mentioned subsequently.

That the whole passage (Ars Poetica 99-113) has to do with plausibility or verisimilitude is indicated by the line
male si mandata loqueris | aut dormitabo aut ridebo (11.104-5); decent (106) indictes that Horace considers this a
matter of mpémov.
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content, it seems, to pick out only what a particular poet was famous for and then disregard the
rest of their oeuvre, e.g. tragedians whose satyr-plays are forgotten or, in Roman terms, to
remember Catullus for his poems about Lesbia and forget the political jabs at Cicero and Caesar
or the moving epitaph for his brother. This inclusivity may stem from the empirical practice of
reading all that the poets had to offer.

So far, we can determine that all genres of poetry were included under one fechne, and
Philodemus generally leaves unstated the themata for each genre (in accord with his stated

unwillingness to go into detail);

nor does he consider in depth the relationship of the genre of
poem to the judgment of its quality, though he seems to have considered writing “a good poem”
(good in terms of general quality) more important than writing (e.g.) “a good dithyramb” (good
in terms of fidelity to the rules of the genre). Probably, the judge considered how well the poem
accorded with the standard practices of the genre, but this consideration was not decisive. The
poet is almost left out of consideration: s/he writes poetry in a chosen genre, and may be
nicknamed after their chosen genre or the one which contains their best-known works, but no
poet is essentially a writer of a genre: Euripdies is called a tragedian because he is most famous
for his work in that genre, but he also wrote satyr plays and an epinician for Alcibiades as well.
The prolepsis would have to be fairly complex, if it includes all the genres and all their
details, but this is possible. More likely is that there is one techne for writing poetry, but several
prolepseis for the variety of genres. This is implied by the discussion of the themata, which seem

to provide the raw material for the constructing the prolepseis of particular genres.

Another passage may be relevant to determining the relationship between genre and

386 But some are mentioned at On Poems 11.73, discussed above in this section.
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judgment. Unfortunately, its context is badly damaged. It is certain that Philodemus is speaking,
because there are other explicit quotations in the vicinity. The discussion seems to be about
fidelity to a given genre.

On Poems 11.30.16-25:%%7

16 Ppov- For, having given thought to the
Ticac yap Tou Siavorjua- contents which, [ claimed, are

IOC’ © 81?( TT](’Z KarTackeu][c indicated through the craftsmanship,

20 gi\a]é}gzleﬁggz‘ffg& %Eg’é'é[m he will be judged a good poet for his
TA[] PpovTICTEKQ). K& EK To[d thoughtfulness, and he would have

;, Jévouc égsBd}\}\éTo Yl been expe!led from the genre, and the

’ aforementioned poems were expelled

U]1ro T[0o]UTwv KaT’ oudtv f h by th i
25 Exeplov EEeBaAAeTO, T or no other reason by these critics.

TPOKEIUEVA TTOT|HATA.

Philodemus states that the quality of the contents matters more to the overall quality of a poem
than its adherence to a particular genre. A poem is good or bad in accordance with the care given
to it by the poet. Sadly, the rationale for the irrelevance of genre to this calculation does not
survive, but one possibility is that, if a poem violates generic boundaries, it may simply be seen
as belonging to a different genre. Another possibility is that Philodemus does not feel the need
strictly to police generic boundaries; after all, he was happy to use vitriolic poems by Sappho to
make a point earlier. If so, genre will not have played much of a réle in judgment: a good poem
would just be a good poem, even if the genre were poorly adhered to or indeterminate. In any

case, it is clear that the contents, indicated by the style or craftsmanship of the poet, matter more

*¥7 Janko suspected (pers. comm.) that the opponents at this point are the kritikoi, so the plural in 1. 30 could

possibly be used of them; however, this is not a position they hold, so I have taken it as a first person singular
referring to Philodemus. If the opponent is not the kritikoi, but a single person, then Philodemus must of course
be the speaker. In 1. 23, I take the subject to be “the poet,” continuing from L. 21, because of the punctuation after
¢€ePaAAeTo. Both the poet and his poems are expelled from the genre. Alternatively, Té& Tpokeipeva Torjuata
could be the subject of both verbs, as Janko suggests to me, in which case, the passage should be translated
“even if the aforementioned poems were expelled, and were expelled by them for no other reason.”
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than adherence to the themata of the various genres. The ancient confusion over the genre of
Bacchylides 17 (paean or dithyramb?’*®) bears witness to the relevance of Philodemus' position:
the poem was not clearly a dithyramb or a paean, which caused some trouble for other ancient
literary critics. Philodemus would not have cared to which genre it belongs, so long as it was
well-crafted.

That poem, however, and others like it were probably special cases. In On Music 1V,
Philodemus says that not every type of music is appropriate for religious occasions (oUte T&v
eidoc), but only the most serious type (cmoudaidta[Tov], 118.20-1 and 23). This phrasing,
along with the general Epicurean preservation of traditional religious rites, serves to indicate that
music (here including poetry) could make up a part of religious festivals, provided it was suitable
in tone and required by tradition. These requirements imply (but does not guarantee) acceptance
of the traditional genres: the serious poetry appropriate for such festivals would be hymns,
paeans, and the like. In this case, while a poem's quality might excuse transgressions of generic
boundaries, it might render it unsuitable for religious use.

On balance, then, it seems that Philodemus did not have a developed position on the
question of whether each genre of poetry had its own prolepsis. 1 suspect that he would have
granted that they did, inasmuch as “paean” and “dithyramb” correspond to different ideas of
poetry. This is not in conflict with his apparent position that all the genres are covered under one
techne: cobbling is the art which covers all the making of footwear, but individual practitioners

can specialize in boots or sandals without being any the less cobblers generally.

¥ The problem has attracted other suggestions as well. See Schmidt (1990).
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§4 Imitation of Things
Mimesis is most famous from Aristotle's use of it in the Poetics to mean “representation,”
what the actors of a tragedy do to the plot of a play as they perform it on stage (or what readers

of the text do mentally as they imagine the play unfold).*®

Philodemus, however, does not use it
in this way; rather he takes it to mean “imitate” or “portray” in a quite general way, as younger
poets imitate older poets, as poets imitate matters they do not know about, or as someone might
imitate a bird's song (or a bird might imitate someone's voice).

For Philodemus, the voice can be mimetic, but this means onomatopoeic rather than

representational. This is clear from a passage in his Rhetoric:

On Rhetoric IV (PHerc. 1423.5.12-6 = 1.150 Sudhaus):

12 ... HipeicBau Be It is not possible to imitate
T& P&y HaT [a] HEV pco- contents with words [or
vaic o[u] Suv[aTdv éc- “yoices” but certain

15 Ty, xoue (8¢ Tijvac sounds and noises.

Kail yépouc ...

It is easy enough to use noise to imitate other noises, even quite skillfully, but on reflection, it is
clear that it is impossible to imitate things with voices. By using the voice alone, someone can
easily enough imitate with their voice, say, the noise a box makes as it falls down a staircase, but
not simply “a box,” let alone anything more complex, like the plot of a tragedy.*

Philodemus makes the same point in On Poems IV, probably criticizing Aristotle's lost

On Poets. Specifically, he attacked a doctrine that musical language (i.e. voice and noises

organized into language and then sung) somehow achieved the goal of mimesis more than

¥ For the debate over the meaning of mimesis see, e.g., Halliwell (2002: 155-76) and Janko (2011: 330-62).
390 Pausimachus, a kritikos, uses birdsong to show that sound is fundamental at On Poems 1.114-15 and to make a
point about art and nature in poetry, but mimesis as a concept does not seem to be important to his point.
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unsung speech, i.e. that the addition of music somehow made the text more mimetic:

On Poems 1V.117.30-118.1-13:*""

(117.30) [*1) Tcov] The composition of nomes, if it comes
118.1 véucov “éf]c‘ffs” Fm HEV "oUK €V about “not in articulated voice,” let it be
5.!71969‘;3“?‘“? Ylvetal, }‘E', said to “have its end in voice and
YECSS‘)‘IE e TE}\.C,),C, EXE lg e, sounds.” But since [sc. nomes] are
POVI KL POPOLe: ETEL O &1 “speech sung to music,” how will they

5 ci] Adyor peAdoupevor,” “have th | of mimesis in th
TédC £V TouTole AAN olUxi “Kaw ave the goal of mimesis in these [sc.

T|1 Adywt TO Téhoc EEou- voice and sounds]” but not “in speech
c1] Tfic murjcewc,” paAAov too” or rather “in speech” alone, because
8¢] nével “Adycat,” B TO of the fact that it is impossible to “make
10 “Poovijt kai woégolc” &d[u]va- a mimesis of things with voice and
Tov] elvan “mp&yuaTa Hikel- sounds,” and not merely to make a
cBou” kai un povov peovac mimesis of their voices and sounds?
13 Kal yoépouc auTadv.

The composition of nomes includes, at least in some cases, lyrics (the Adyor of 1. 5), but the real
topic seems to be the relative contributions to mimesis of voice qua sound, language qua means
of communication, and melody qua pure music, and what kind of mimesis that is. Aristotle's
claim seems to be that that the voice and sounds with music are mimetic. Philodemus' rebuttal
shows that Aristotle must mean something like “mimetic of the plot of the poem” (which we
would expect from the doctrines in his Poetics), because Philodemus' final point is that you
cannot make a mimesis of things with mere voice and noise. Notable is the use of T«
mpayuata, “the facts,” but also the “contents” of poetry, that is, the action which the plot, on
the Aristotelian view, represents. This use recalls that in the passage of the Rhetoric discussed
just above.

Nevertheless, this may not mean that poetry is not mimetic. Philodemus seems to admit

! The discussion may be limited to the genre of nomes, since that seems to be how the discussion is introduced.

Janko takes it to be a discussion of tragedy (see his notes ad loc. for his justification). I suspect that the
discussion is technically limited to nomes but is applicable to any poetry set to song. The gloss “nomes” is my
suggestion; Janko (pers. comm.) suggests “the lyrics.”
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that it is mimetic in a discussion in the On Music of a parallel drawn by Diogenes of Babylon
between music and poetry.

On Music IV.136.27-34:

27 “kai T TONTIK[F] B8” Although he writes that “it [sc. music] is
YP‘IISPCOV “‘é“’c‘,}‘éyc‘? [c] EX‘[E].‘V analogous to poetry both with regard to
KaT& Te TH Wiunc[v [klai mimesis and with regard to invention,” he
30 __kot& v edp [e]cw-” could not have demonstrated this with
kata pev Ty Ulelipmew regard to mimesis, but with regard to
__oUK Qv amedeibev, KaTa e invention he could not have shown that it is
v elpectv oU TaUT[my "WaA- more the case for this art than for any other

34 Aov 1} Taic &AAaic [Téx]vaic. one.

Diogenes claimed that music and poetry are alike, in that both are mimetic and both put similar
demands on their practitioners. Philodemus' objection is that Diogenes has not proved his case
and perhaps cannot ever prove it, because it is impossible. Halliwell says (2002: 281) “[w]hen
Philodemus repudiates the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon's view of music as parallel to poetry 'in
terms of mimesis,' he actually implies that poetry itself is uncontentiously mimetic.” This is not
the only possibility: Diogenes may not have been able to demonstrate it because music is not
mimetic (and so not comparable to mimetic poetry), or because poetry is not mimetic (and so
mimetic music is not comparable), or because neither is mimetic, or for some other reason (e.g. a
deficient definition of mimesis on Diogenes' part, or different ways in which poetry and music
are mimetic). It seems likely that Philodemus would have considered music to be mimetic in the
sense in which he uses that term in the passage of the Rhetoric discussed above: a flautist can
imitate birdsong or a percussionist the sound of something falling down a staircase. It is true,
however, that poetry, or at least an aspect of it, was certainly mimetic, in some sense, for

Philodemus (see below).

199



On Music 1V.91.3-10, the passage adduced by Halliwell to support his contention, does
not name poetry: TGV pupicy HIUNTIKWTEPwY “arts infinitely more mimetic” is the phrase in
question. Philodemus denies Diogenes' claim that music can imitate emotions and that the

emotions so imitated by music are somehow useful. He adds in an indignant parenthesis “even if

e'”392

they had been imitated by arts infinitely more imitativ Poetry is certainly a possibility, but

so are, e.g., painting, sculpture, and dance (Delattre's examples ad loc.), arts which are both
much more mimetic and much more obviously mimetic than poetry. Since Diogenes' claim is
that mimesis leads to virtue, Philodemus is better served by using the most mimetic, and most
obviously mimetic, arts possible for his rebuttal. After all, no one claimed that sculpture led to
virtue.*”?

In light of this, a particular statement of Philodemus about mimesis seems very strange.
He is rebutting the anonymous philosophers in Crates who made some claim about mimesis, but
unfortunately their original formulation does not survive at all; only Philodemus' refutation does.

On Poems V.26.11-20:>%*

11 € yap &, For I allow his claim that, even
kG (@) uiuncfic] TIC €V TOI- if there is mimesis in such a
aUTn kaT|ac]keurt (16 ) form (and verse is the most
TotnHa > : [CT,l] TO HiHou mimetic thing possible in such

15 MEVOV COC EVOEXETOL o )

LEAICT' &y TolalTnL), KOl- a forrp), it will provide grounds
VoV &TTodCoCE! Kpiua Ta- for a judgement common to all,
cv, &N’ ov ka[f]' ékacTtov but not for those who classified
Bépa Tolc diaTafapé- it according to each rule.

%2 Following Delattre, I take u&@\Aov 8¢ 8fjta as an indignant “self-correction” (i.e. a correction of what he just

said, which was actually his opponent's claim) and the following genitive as dependent on Ut in 1. 7: U’ avTiic
TpPOC &PeTTv w@eAeiv T, pdAAov 8¢ 3[fj] Ta TV pupiew mpnTike|[Té]pev (“... by it [sc. music], no!
absolutely not!, even arts ten-thousandfold more mimetic!”).

%" As a mimetic art, it would have been a step in the wrong direction for Plato.

3% The translation of the last clause is difficult. Cf. Janko (2011: 225-27 with further bibliography). <7y was added
by Pace (1995: 166) after katackeufji; Janko (2011: 225) moved it due to hiatus.
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20 volc.

We should note Philodemus' skepticism and caution. kai €&v simply sets up a conditional
sentence and hardly admits that poetry has mimesis. If poetry actually is mimetic (about which
he makes no comment here), then that mimesis would give grounds for a common judgment,
presumably because the audience could judge how faithful the mimesis was to reality. His
statement that “a poem” (or “line of verse”) “is the most mimetic thing possible in such a form”
also need not give up much ground: it might be the most mimetic thing possible, but that
possibility might be extremely small to begin with. “In such a form” here is probably to be
understood as “verbally,” that is, other forms (like sculpture, or using pure voice to imitate bird
sounds) are more mimetic, but poetry is the most mimetic thing in language. At the end,
Philodemus notes that the proposed criterion of mimetic accuracy will not satisfy those who use
themata as their criterion of judgment. If the themata are rules of any sort, e.g. the rules of a
genre,”” then it is because the criteria are simply different: mimesis presumably is not rule
bound, but governed by the accuracy of the likeness.

Philodemus' view seems to be that, while language generally can be somewhat mimetic,
this quality hardly matters at all for poetry. Indeed it is possible to see the dianoiai at the heart of
Philodemus' interest in poetry as being rooted in a different relationship between audience and

story. For Aristotle (at least in the Poetics, and at least about tragedy’”°

), the mimesis of a story
through actors, their speeches, scenery, and the other parts communicates essential, timeless

moral truths to the audience, to which they are receptive because they have suspended their

35 As T suggested in §3 above.
3% The same, mutatis mutandis, seems to be true of comedy as well. See Janko (1984).
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disbelief and accept the mimesis, which, through the action of the plot, makes them feel
emotions and infer just such a moral truth. In contrast, Philodemus understands literature in a
“readerly” way: the poem, with its unique combination of form and content, is evocative and
entertaining. **” Poetry, for Philodemus, is not particularly or importantly imitative or

representative.

§5 The Imitation of Earlier Poets®”®

In the collection of doxai at the end of book V, we find the opinion that good poetry is
made by imitating the excellent poets of the past. Philodemus rebuts it with four different

arguments:

On Poems V.33.24-30:>%°

24 . _kai And indeed, the opinion that calls
25 vy TO el Hermic- for good imitation of the works of
Oat Tax [O] HT]POgl lgou TV Homer and similarly traditional
OUOIQLC 1I]c(pa EOOHE- poets will not think that Homer
vaov, Tov “Ounpov kai : :
NN gy and the like are good poets, since
Touc 6uoiouc ol 8dEet Troi- .
30 €lv croudaiouc, émelmep they could not have '1m1tated
aUToUC UK Eupfcay- themselves. Further, neither has

he hit wupon the common

7 T do not mean to imply anything about the performance context of Philodemus' own poetry, nor about the poetry

he discusses. Indeed, he says almost nothing about performance in his On Poems (an actor's possibilities for
expressiveness are mentioned at 11.73.3-6 and IV.119.13-19), though it is clear from his On Music that he images
public recital as at least one way in which an audience has access to a poem. I think that his own poem inviting
Piso to dinner indicates that he considered private reading a possibility, because a meaningful performance of
such a poem is difficult to imagine. Piso would have to be present, and so already invited, to hear such a recital.
However, it could easily be reperformed in such a context (perhaps as a way to delight the audience and at the
same time increase Piso' stature and Philodemus' reputation). More generally, I do not take sides between Bing's
vision of a bookish reading culture and Cameron's insistence on the continued importance of performance. I
think both coexisted for very different contexts, and I think that Philodemus separated a poem per se from its
performance (i.e. reading a tragedy is just as acceptable for him as it was for Aristotle) and he might even prefer
private reading, since crowds at a public performance can be distracting (cf. On Music 1V.142.16-35).

3% This problem was handled differently by Arrighetti (2011): 76-77.

3% For the translation of mArv in L. 32, cf. the usage discussed at LSJ s.v. I11.2, “to break off and pass to another
subject.”
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To. [T]ANV oUTe TTape-
Pa&TTETAL T[fic] KOWTjC
gvvoliac oUTe| TrpoEl-

35 Arjpapev TauTnv ApeTNV
TTolmuaToc.

conception nor do we have this as
our prolepsis of the excellence of

poetry.

The first argument is curtly and mockingly phrased, but stronger than it may appear, and has a
basis in Epicurean opinions: imitation of the great poets of the past implies a decline from an
original state of excellence, but whom would the first poet have imitated? Poetry for the

400 .
Even if an

Epicureans had a definite (though unknown) starting point in human history.
imitation could surpass the model, the first poet would be left without such a model to use as his
goal.

The second argument clearly relies on the prolepsis for its force: “a good imitation of
Homer and the other old poets” is just not what people mean when they say that a poem is

‘Cgood"’

The third and fourth arguments, reproduced below, are much longer and constitute an

interesting methodological complaint. The third one first:

On Poems V.34.3-33:

3 Sikatoc]u[vny] Yet someone will say that
Y€ Tou price[i Tlie elval iy justice is the imitation of
5 Apicteidou piuncv Aristides and uprightness
K?El ﬁpPC]TOTn\T[a TT’|]\) Do that of Phocion and wisdom
!:Elﬂofm‘))\’;z OCUK:( ol(‘l ;‘;q}’\l‘fl‘f’ v that of Epif:urus and pc.)lit‘ics
KN pév T TTepikhé- that of Pericles and painting
10 ouc, Lwypapiav 8t Thv A- that of Apelles and so on
meAAéouc, kai Tepl TGOV and so forth, and con-
&AAwv O[uoiw]c, avTi- versely for the vices. He
cTpéPwc B’ emi [T]ddv ka- introduces a judgement of
KIGOV. BelaTikny Te the good poem which is
15 TaVT&TTact THY Kpicv

9 On this point, see Mackey (forthcoming).
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TolU kaAol TompaToc completely arbitrary and
17 elc&yel kal adplcTOV. unlimited.

This position is actually open to the same objection that Philodemus made against the “imitation
of the first poets” claim: how did Aristides learn to be just if justice is imitation of himself?

More important, however, are the terms with which Philodemus characterizes the faulty
judgment that such a demand for imitation would create: it would be “arbitrary” and
“unbounded.””' Romeo ad 14 ss. explains &dpictoc as follows: “infatti, osserva Filodemo,
visto che ¢ impossibile imitare i modelli in ogni singolo aspetto e particolare, bisogna definire un
limite conveniente dell'imitazione, e chiarire quali sono gli aspetti nei quali i grandi poeti
debbono essere imitati, ma poiché i sostenitori della doxa non lo precisano, non sara possibile
giudicare se un'imitazione ¢ stata realizzata convenientemente o meno.” I differ from her
understanding in that I take Philodemus' complaint to be more precisely that, instead of judging a
poem by a long list of fine details, we should do it with reference to the main idea, the i écTi
kaB' 6 Bavu[&llov|T[aft E[vijor (1l. 31-2), “what it is in accord with which some poets are
marveled at,” or, as Philodemus calls it elsewhere (V.30.28), t6 difjkov, “what permeates” a
poem to give it its essence.

Philodemus' fourth argument, by probing the unspoken foundations of his opponent's
claim, reveals that his own search is actually what his opponent should be involved in as well.

On Poems V.34.17-33:

1 See Mangoni ad loc. for a defense of the translation “arbitrary.” On 6épata, “rules,” generally, see Rispoli
(2005: 81), who states “possiamo dunque concludere che singoli studiosi e scuole diverse dal Kepos
proponevano 8épaTta non fondati scientificamente, validi solo per chi li aveva classificati, e assunti come criterio
di giudizio di una sequenza vocale, un verso, una composizione; dei 8épata cosi concepiti erano, ovviamente,
considerati da Filodemo inutilizzabili ai fini della formulazione di un giudizio di carattere universale.”
Philodemus' goal in this part of the text is to arrive at just such a judgement.
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17 i T And imitating Homer in every
TE Ul}islcgc‘[‘ T?]V‘ OUU' detail and Euripides and those
pov éu Tact kai Tov Eu- held in similarly high esteem will

20 pmridnv kai Touc oufwo]oi- ¢ to b bl
toc TeBaupacé[v]ove not seem to be reasonable.

Perhaps we will unable to recog-

oUK Emeke {1} c "eival” 8dEel. T&- e th hat imi h
xa &' oUd' emyvédvan du- nize the poem that imitates them

vncoueda Ty cac as it ought, unless we know what
25 ﬂpOCﬁKE<l> ToUTouC UE- befits them. Further, there can be
i unuévny, éav [un nothing more ridiculous for those
TO TpJociikov eidncw[u]ev. thus explaining [sc. the excellence
TANY oUBEv yeholoTe- of poetry]. For we will ask what it
POV ECTAL TOIC OUTwC ATTo- is, in accord with which some are

30 Sidovcl. Tevcoueba yap
Ti écTi kab' 6 Bauu[al]ov-
T[a]i €[vi]ol kai kab' & pipmn-
33 Téo[v To]UTouc opbdac.

admired and according to which
they must be imitated correctly.

If we take it as given that a poet should imitate an earlier great, it is reasonable to ask in what
respects they should follow their chosen model or even how to choose an appropriate model
from among the good and bad poets of the past. But the answers to such questions will define the
good qualities of the poet in question. It is better to search for the answer to the general question
“what is it that makes a good poet?” The similarity of mpocfikov to 8ifjkov is a happy
coincidence: what befits those poems, i.e. what they deserve in an imitation which will really live
up to their greatness, is presumably the general quality which makes them good poems in the

first instance.

§6 TO B1ov, T Epyov, T6 TéAoc, 6 dyaboc TonTric

These terms have all been mentioned already in passing. The idiov, or “particular

feature,”*** is what makes poetry poetry and not something else, like prose. Accomplishing it is

2 Janko, passim, translates it as “particularity.” See Pace (1995: 185-190) for a discussion of Philodemus' use of it.
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the TéAoc. The €pyov is the labor of the poet to create a poem which has the {8iov. The dyaboc
TonTric is not clearly defined, but we can make some guesses as to what makes him good.

Philodemus sets out the relationship between these terms in an extended engagement with
Heracleodorus' position, which ends, more Socratico, with an analogy to a craftsman, near the
beginning of book two of the On Poems. We will take the last part first, since it lays out most
clearly the terms used in the rest of the passage.

On Poems 11.68.18-69.26:

18 ak]S[A]Joubo//v y&//p fiv TO For it is consistent with this, as we
“unde Tov m//o//MTMVv éuto- saw, that “the poet is not hindered
20 8]iCecbai mpdc TS Tc 13[{]ac in regard to the function of his
glmeTrunc épyov”,” 811 ov Bi- particular skill,” because he brings
& TGV ToU Adyou Siavon- about entertainment not by means
HaToV kol AéEecov EEep- of the contents and words of prose,
yl&Cetan Ty yuxaywyi- but by means of divergent ones, not
25 av,” GAAG Bi&x TapaAAaTTév- that “(he is not hindered) if he has

TV, OU TO “Kal TGV OiKel-

. , X totally neglected even the ap-
@V UTTOKEINEVOV UE-

] R Co propriate  underlying materials,
28 McavTa teAécoc,” emlefi T since (the poet) seeks sound that is
69.1  paovnv Bi//coker TNV adI- lacking in content,” and one can
avonTo//v”, Ekelv[o] Te mapec- observe that he has adduced against

T }‘EYJEM o 5“6, GOTOG , himself the claim “arts that differ,

(o] 8,[1] O{CPEEOUCG[S] “?V TE but have their purpose in common.”

> XVae, EV,SE T kool To For “just as the ring-engraver has as
::‘E)}c‘)‘]é?gou;agé?Bﬁﬁaﬁ?\n_ A his end not making a likeness—for

L 2OC YOp o DIaKTUAleY Y this is shared with both sculptor

@oc, idlov €xwv ov TO Trol- . .
€1v poli]ov’ — Kowdy yap fiv and painter—but (doing so) on steel

10 kal 'lT}\[(’I] cTou Kal CCOY[P] &- or on 'a gem-'stone by means of
pou — [15] 8’ v cidripeo kai Ai- engraving, with his excellence
Bapicol Bix Thic ey yAugiic, residing not in this, but in making a
Tayab[o]v oUk év TouTel likeness, which is common to

_ kei[ue]vov,” &AN’ ¢v TG Trot- (them) all, likewise” it is claimed

15 etv Su[o]iov,” & m&vTeov Kol- that “the poet too founds his
vov N, €xel,” TapatAnci- particularity on the composition,
wc” agouTal Kai 6 TonTic but pursues excellence by means of
“TO uev {Brov v Tt cuv- that (excellence) which is also

6écet BlaAIAle] cBo, 76 8 dryor- common to prose,” which this
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20 Bov Bix [T]oT kai Ad[y ] kot- (critic) flatly says ‘cannot help or

vlwl\ol/ Bnpevewv”,” & prnciv ov- harm (the poet) at all,” as if on the
ToC aMAGC “Unde Ev Cope- basis of these comparisons he had
?\ET"E‘] [3)\(5‘“1"5“’”,: COCTIEP proved this claim rather than its
€K TGOV TapaTebévteov opposite.
25 cuvnxa|c] AN’ ov Touv-
> avTiov.

Ring engravers, sculptors, and painters all set out to make a likeness of something, for instance
of Ptolemy I, and this is their TéAoc, their goal, and it is “common to them,” since all of them
have it as their purpose. The diov, particular feature (or often “particular means”), of each of
their arts differs, since it is the medium. The gem-carver's particular feature is working
gemstones, the engraver's is metal, the sculptor's is stone. The &pyov, work or “job,” is to
accomplish the goal using the particular means of the techne in question. We know from a
related comment that the object of imitation is outside of the art, that is, the sculptor is not
responsible for inventing the shape that he carves (see below).

The poet, then, has the particular feature of working in verses (Heracleodorus claims that
it is in the synthesis, but Philodemus disagrees), and since the subject matter is outside the art, he
does not have to invent his plot, but can take it over from another, that is, originality in topic is
not required of the poet, nor, as Philodemus implies at III, fr. 28, is it necessarily praiseworthy in
itself. Of course, it was not banned nor was it blameworthy in itself either. Evidence of this can
be found in book III.

On Poems 111, fr. 28.18-22:

18 o | coc Bolkel, oU- As it seems, he [sc. a tragedian] has
Bev €] xet Tap’ [&]AAolu, oUde nothing from another poet, yet the
20 T&]pecTiv 1) [&]peT[n) TOU €-

excellence is present not of the praise-

Ta]veToU Tpaycal[dov, &h- worthy tragedian, but of Choerilus.

22 AJ& XoipiAov.
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There were several Choerili: a tragedian of the early fifth century, and two epic poets, one from
Samos of the late fifth century, and one of lasus, who was the infamously bad court epicist of

9 Philodemus' sarcasm points out that

Alexander, and to whom the reference here points.
Choerilus of ITasus, by versifying Alexander's deeds, had genuinely new material that no one had
ever treated before, but he was nevertheless a terrible poet, which means that originality of
content does not guarantee quality of product.

For the rest, the passage amounts to a demand on the part of Heracleodorus that the poet
not use prosaic language, but language divergent from normal usage (i.e. poetic). Philodemus
admits that this is consistent with his position, but says that Heracleodorus has the wrong goal:

language without meaning. We will now turn to the beginning of the passage.

On Poems 11.67.6-68.18:%

6 &[AJA” oUToc, oUk EcTw ei- But as this (critic), being
?ET‘,’ djc ‘,{B‘dxnﬂT?‘? cov, inexpressibly confused, is readily
ule [TJC] AV TPOXElpLoc Tra misled by whatever image, he at once
paxdi avraciac, eubuc thinks that his own opinion is

10 oleTal TO dok[o]Uv aUuTd
kupoucBai 81’ auTric, coc
kal “Touc diagép[o]vTac” ei-

validated by means ofit, as too, when
he says that “different [sc. kinds of]

Trov “TexveiTac dpotav craftsmen make a similar image in
clkdva TToleTY v &AAOLC diverse underlying materials, as the
15 UTTOKELUEVOLC, TT|C TTO- variation does no harm,” he is
paAAayiic oudev BAamTou- criticizing those who consider the
cne,” EMTEG TolC TOV Tro- poet from the perspective of his
TNV EK TGOV UTTO[K]elpé- underlying materials, when nobody

v]bgv Gscop[oﬁ]i_:[lv], o[u]Bevoc
20 €]k TGOV [UTrokel| péveov
dvtwc av Yyuxi) kabla]p[at

with a clear mind would really
consider the poet on the basis of his

9% The other two Choerili were respected, but not particularly famous, so a reference to one of them would lack

point. Also, the lack of a further designation (e.g. Tpaywiddc, Cauioc) indicates that we should understand the
most famous one. See Janko ad loc.

I take ToU TA&TTOVTOC in 68.5-6 to mean “sculptor” or “moulder,” i.e. a artisan or artist who works in moldable
or shapeable media (i.e. not a painter or poet, for example). The final two lines of the passage could also be
translated “this is the claim of a blind man.”

404
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Becopotvtoc TOV TTON TV underlying materials (but if [sc. he
(€0 8" &) TV ToUTwol Sokouv- did so] on the basis of what he

Teov "UTToKelkE[v]eov”, Teeo(c), imagines to  be  ‘underlying

25 Eﬂ;w‘éﬁugﬂ]\cwﬁ‘?nglmgv & materials,” then perhaps), but on the
PX PYOVYap basis of what constitutes the art of

ECTI TO B1&x oIV AéEe- ) )
28 e [yl Aoyi[c] kai TAoki[c poetry. For the [sc. poet’s] function

68.1 [..... ... ... .. ...0) is, by means of the selection and
'[ ] interweaving of words of a certain
K'[ """"" 5(,'5']; W u[no 10U Bia- quality [sc. to compose verses which

pl6p]//ou BA&TT[e] T[ot T (8] 1ov, reveal thought? Three lines are lost

5 & // B[ilapepoven[i] (Tic) Tol TA&T- here.] ... and the paIttlcular feature? is
To//vtoc YA Toel ThHY 6- ' not harmed by the different material,
H[b]/ /1éTTa. katagl- if he creates the likeness with
GV B¢ “TOV TTONTTV, Qv U subject-matter that is different from
8//[Javoniuat’ oikela A&Bni that of the sculptor. But when he
k//ai [A¢]€eic mpocnkovcac, &- claims that “if the poet does not adopt
yal86v n “9‘”I‘KC‘{V/&1T_[°,' appropriate content and suitable

15 _[Bexv]vew”, k&ll'v’ mapidy [, words, he can achieve some poetic
.. InltLIBL. oAl Nl excellence,” even if he overlooks the
JBlxllcl.()] tcTt TupAc> T TOV- ..., [sc. he] is [sc. less sighted] than a

18 Toc. blind man.

The “underlying materials” seem to be the raw material or, more generally, the medium in which
the artist works. An image simpliciter is not harmed nor helped by appearing in one medium
rather than another: an excellent gem-carver may make a better (e.g. more vivid, more realistic,
more flattering) image by engraving even a cheap stone than an unskilled or incompetent
sculptor working in Parian marble.

If we should not judge poetry on the basis of what underlies a given poem, we can judge
it based on what underlies the art. What is that? Philodemus immediately begins to speak about
the ergon and then, after the lacuna, he speaks about the idion, subject matter (UAn here405) and

excellence (&yaBoév). It seems likely that these are what underlies the art, that is, they are the

95 This is not Philodemus' usual term, so it must be taken over from the opponent.
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principles and organization of the art, and it is not surprising to claim that we should judge a
work of art in accord with the principles of the art.
We can find more details about the ergon, idion, telos, and arete in the passage which

immediately proceeds the one just under discussion.

On Poems 11.64.17-65.24:*°
64.17 x]owpic yap TouT[wv ou

(ubVoV) WEYEIW UAC, E[av caTrpa

ckeudln, Tiic éyA[oyric é-

[he says that “for, apart from these
[sc. considerations?], we not only
abuse the cook, when the selection

20 ™ot KE}L;S(‘/ vn{/[c],Tov of ingredients is up to him, if he
HXYepov, & Sel < Kt BpE- makes rotten meals, but also hang
uacawac ekdelpeLy, Ea- ) : X
veiv & & ellp] X VAar 816 Kai h}m up and flog him, but we praise
TOV TonTHY cuplT[T]01<usv> him if they are succulent; hence we

25 av &Kal[w]c el T ‘ITO\)Ol- would I‘ightly hiss the poet if he
N T&V dvaldycv.” 8 o[u- prepared something of the same

27 X Buotév ectw emfi Tlfic kind.” The claim in the case of

65.1 WoﬂTlKﬁC TO "T& mp[dyua- poetry that ‘the contents are
Ta GyvecTa elvay, [tac 5e unintelligible and the words not
)\ef,slc OuK apECTG[C » kot pleasing’ is not the same as the claim

5 em\wu): uayg[lpl] K [(,:, To_ o in the case of cookery that ‘the
TP T&yopacHaTa. T[fic . . ,

UV yp E6co TadT Ec[Ti, ingredients are rotten’. For the latter
Tfic 3¢ TroNTIKfiC o[u]k [Ec- are exterpal to the art (of coolfe}"y),
T €Eco TO ToElv [yveoc- but making the contents intelligible
TQ TQ TPAYHATA. [K&V TIC is not external to the art of poetry.

10 TavTeAGC auTd [TTap’ é- Even if a poet takes them over
Tépou Aaupavnly, Bia B completely from someone else, and
i) cuvBecel Ta To[rjua- the verses are his own [or ‘“are
Ta, TOUT v ‘&m[TGTOV particular to  him”] by his
ayTou’. &O“%B O,[UBE IO composition, this is, as we saw, very

15 TQC }\egac o'i’kelac [Exew . . .
tkTbC EcTi ThC T[onTIKAC, much his panlcu!ar feature. For th,IS
kv i Aé€eic copleAeiac reason even mal;mg ‘[h? words one’s
ToU Blou Tapecxf[kect own does not lie outside the art of
kowal. TO yap éyA[éyew poetry, even if common language

20 Tac o'i’kelac kail d[tjat[16]€é- has provided the needs of life. For

val mpoc [al SrAwciv Toi-
oUTOVU VOTjUaTOC ETTI-

406

his particular feature is, as we saw,
to select appropriate words and to

In 65.17-8, I take the phrase wo@leAeiac] Tod Biou to be emphatic overstatement for “everything he needs.”
(Another possibility is to ™ Toi Bi{oT)ot and translate “the needs of his livelihood”). Janko suggests (pers.
comm.) reading moetv at the end of 65.15 in place of éxew.
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™md/ / e// licoc]’, ToUT’ v T]81- arrange them suitably with a view to
24 sov ayTol. expressing clearly such a thought.

Heracleodorus here wants to blame the cook for making a bad meal and, likewise, the poet for
making a bad poem, evidently blaming both for their poor choice of initial materials.*"’
Philodemus' rebuttal seemingly excuses the cook for the rotten ingredients, though he only says
that shopping is outside the techne of cookery, not that the cook is not responsible for the bad
meal. This will be taken up just below.

The second part of the passage speaks to the problem of the idion and says clearly that
the particular feature of the poet is “to select appropriate words and to arrange them suitably with
a view to expressing clearly such a thought.” This dovetails with the description of the ergon at
1.167: not to come up with original content, but to express whatever content in a unique way.

Lastly, we have mention of the TéAoc (the “end” or “goal”): for the painter, sculptor, and
gem-carver, it seems to be “to make an image” for all of them: d[iJapepoucalc] uév Téxvac, év
8¢ TG kowdl 16 Té[Ao]c exoucac (“although the arts are different, they have their goal in
common,” I1.61.4-6, discussed above). So, for a portrait painter, his ergon is to fulfill the zelos,
that is, his job is to paint a portrait, using the idion of his craft, in this case, paint and canvas. If

poetry is analogous to painting (we have no indication that it is not), then the felos is simply “a

poem” which it is his ergon to write. The idion is the treatment in language as opposed to any

07 The initial statement of Heracleodorus' position at I.34 is badly damaged, but the terms mov[ (I. 5) and campo[

(1. 7) suggest that Heracleodorus himself discussed the quality of the ingredients and so held both cook and poet
responsible for their choices.
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other medium.**®

We can now resolve the Cook's Objection in Philodemus' terms: if the raw materials are
in poor condition, the job of the artist will be harder or perhaps impossible. It seems as if it ought
to be the artist's responsibility, that is, part of their ergon, to avoid such material, and so it is,
indirectly: if they realize that they cannot complete the telos using such materials, they will be

forced to abandon their plan.*”

But Philodemus may prefer to accept the objection: if the poet
picks an intractable topic and writes a bad poem, he has nevertheless written a poem, that is, he
has completed his ergon and fulfilled his telos. It will be a bad poem, but it is a poem. Though
neither the plot itself nor the poet's choice of it is part of the art of poetry, the poet is responsible
for the quality of the poem he writes, but he is to be judged only for his flaws qua poet, not qua
selector of plots. Philodemus puts no limits on the selection of contents, and so allows that, in
theory, a good poem could be written on any topic. But this does not mean that any topic in the
hands of any poet can result in a good poem.

That the poet is responsible for form and choice of content is argued somewhat earlier in

the book, from col. 40 onwards. The treatment is quite lengthy, so I will quote only the explicit

statements.

Y98 On Poems 11.119.14, Tatta 8[¢] 1816 1[NT’ éxel, may indicate that the poems themselves have the particularity of
the art, but the context is very broken. Philodemus states at On Poems 1V.107.2-3 that the idion of poetry is not
mimesis.

Philodemus may say that the poet needs “suitable material” (oikeiar UAn) or else he will not be able to accomplish
the idion, which would mean that he did think that some plots were completely unworkable. At I1.68.7-10:
TeAécoc 8’ adu[v]aTel 16 Tijc Téxunc idi[o]v cuvTteleiv, &v ur) thv [o]ikeiav GAnv éxni (“but he is wholly
unable to achieve the particularity of the art, unless he has the appropriate subject-matter””). The term UAn
betrays this phrase as belonging to Heracleodorus, not Philodemus, since this is not his usual word. The context
seems to indicate that Philodemus is speaking, but it may be deceptive. See also chapter five §8 with nn. 77 and
78.
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On Poems 11.40.21-41.1:*'°

21 &AN’ Sucog, ka-
BaTrep €1l TAOV KaATa TAC
XElpoupYyiac oUx 1youue-
bBa xeipw {1} Tap’ Scov Upedd-
nevoc UAnv étépou Te-

25 XveiTou kahdde npydca-
[ I'to’, oUTwc oudt monTrv, é-
av atménTov Umdbeciy Aa-

28 Bcov mpochij Tov [{]8iov voliv,

41.1 xeipcd vouiCouev...

Philodemus' extreme situation is instructive. Even if the material is stolen, the craftsman's craft is
what matters to the judgment of him as a craftsman (granted, he is guilty of theft).*'! The final
phrase is important: the poet has to add his particular voUc, probably interpretation: he would not
be any sort of craftsman if he simply took another poet's poem and passed it off as his own, so he
needs to add something. Philodemus talks in terms of borrowing and rearranging plots (col. 41).

Additionally, the style and verbal expression are completely under the control of the poet.

§7 On the Poet

It makes sense that the job of the good poet is to write good poetry, and so it is. But other
concerns may be involved: choices made by the poet which affect his or her poetry but do not
directly weigh on, for instance, its judgment, the author's moral character, and his psychology.
These three topics in particular are interrelated.

We will begin with a discussion of the choice of content. This was handled above in the

410

But all the same, just as in the case of
the handicrafts we do not consider [sc.
a craftsman] inferior insofar as he
purloined his material from another
craftsman and worked it up well, so too
we do not think a poet worse if he takes
over subject-matter that is non-
elaborated and adds his own particular
interpretation.

412

The phrase tov [{]810v vo[Uv] in 40.28 is difficult. I follow Janko, whose note provides extensive bibliography.

voUc seems to mean “sense,” i.e. meaning, elsewhere in Epicurean literary criticism: see Demetrius Laco, On

Poems 1.10.5 McOsker with parallels cited ad loc.

' Henry apud Janko ad loc. explains that, though the theft counts against the craftsman, his craftsmanship is not
affected. Note that “theft” (kAorr}) was the standard term for plagiarism.
12 Since even quotation of other poets who treated the same plot is a tool of style.



discussion of the idion and ergon, but it is worth the trouble to discuss it from the perspective of

the poet. The content of poetry is often felt to be relevant to the character of the poet: morally

upright poets write morally upright poetry, and vice versa.*"

On Poems11.33.20-34.26:

20

25

26

34.1

10

15

20

25
26

Non-elaborated content is irrelevant, in this case, because poetic merit lies in the elaboration of

TapéAkeTal y[ap
TO “XxpncTov 1} padAolv
gival Siavénua t[o] &[Td-
nTov” gic ToNTIKAY [YeE &-
PETTV. Kal €Tl TOUT o[U-
X oUTtoc oud[¢] OiAicko[c
oud’ oi Aotroli] duo Koy[pfi-
Tec éméctncav v EA-

&da. aAX’ ¢§ Stou Tlwl'o'v

Apxihoxov eBavuale
kal TOV IrmaovakTa
kal Tov Cnuoovidny
kal TGV ap’ ‘Ourjpoot
kai EUupermridel kai Toic
&AAoic TroinTaic évia
Trovnpoic [ou] TpoccoTolc
TEPIKEIMEVA Kal TTePl
TOVNPQVY TTPAYHUATWY
yexpauuéva, Kal KaTe-
YéAa xprcToic mepikei-
HEVQ Kal TrEPL XPTCTV
aKovouca TTPAYHUATWY,
oUTwcC EMETEICTO" Kal
TONTNV HEV &y axBov u-
meAduPBave TOV EEepya-
cAauevov, cc Epnv, OTTol-
6v o’ &v diavénua A&-
B ap’ eTépoov T auTog
mpobfiTal, Taxa d¢ &vbpo-
TTOV TTOVTPOV Kal TOV [é-
gevéykavta diavor-
HaTa XpncTd, un kah-
Acomicavta 8’ oUTe.
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6).

214

For the fact that “non-elaborated
content is good or inferior” is
irrelevant to poetic merit. Neither
the latter [sc. poet, Chaeremon]
nor Philiscus nor the other two
squawkers [lit. Curetes, “noise-
makers”] made Hellas turn her
attention to this. But since the
time when she began to admire
Archilochus,  Hipponax, and
Semonides and some of the verses
in Homer, Euripides, and the other
poets which are associated with
bad characters and are written
about bad actions, and she began
to laugh when she heard those
verses that are associated with
decent characters and are about
excellent actions, such was her
persuasion. As I said, she regarded
someone who works up whatever
content he takes from others or
puts forward himself as an
excellent poet, but perhaps [sc.
she regarded] as a poor fellow
even one who put forward good
contents without having adorned
them in this way.

In another context, Catullus provided a humorous, ironic self-defense against charges of personal immorality
motivated by lascivious poetry: nam castum esse decet pium poetam | ipsum, uersiculos nihil necesse est (xvi.5-



the content.*'

The famous poets in Philodemus' list were admitted to be scurrilous (the Stoic in
book V, for example, has trouble accounting for why they are good because they seem to fail on
ethical grounds);*" they are used specifically and intentionally to demonstrate that the moral
quality of the contents is irrelevant to the judgement of the quality of poets as artists. The good
poet is the one who writes a formally accomplished poem about whatever contents he chooses.

It is safe to assume that Philodemus made no claims related to the poet's personal morals,
and several passages imply just that. The first is a passage from the rebuttal of Heracleodorus at
the beginning of book II. Under discussion is the relationship between formal elaboration and

genre.

On Poems 11.30.14-26:

, f’}}\}\’ @c yot SOIEET,] But as it seems to me, the poet will
IS5 ¢mon[tnc xpriceTai Toic use his styles poetically, if he
mAdcpact rontikloicl dc’, &v should manage to complete (or
T,E}\EW [Tl a]szXQ [T]m,' [ ppov- “achieve”) anything. For, having
TICAC yap Tou dlavorHa given thought to the contents which,

Toc, 6 dik TTic KaTackeut)[c . .
20 EN]eyov éupaivecai, k[pt- I claimed, are indicated through the

BricleTal TonThc &yabdc &[m craftsmanship, he‘ will be judged a
'};ﬁ[[] CPpO\)TlCTEi<q>, KOV &K TO[G gOOd poet for his thoughtfulness,
ylévouc eEePdaAAeTO, Kai and he would have been expelled
U]1ro T[0o]UTwv KaT’ oudtv from the genre, and the afore-
25 Etep] ov éf;EBé‘}\?\ETQ ™ mentioned poems were expelled for
TIPOKEIHEVA TTOoNHATA. no other reason by these critics.

14 Henry ap. Janko suggested Koy[pfi] | Tec in 11.33.26-34.1. The same point is made at 11.40.12-23: Tév y&p

UTro[Kelnéveov] EcTiv o T& [vooU]ueva kowdc, AA[A& T& ur] TonTa kai & Tic [&v ThHv] Udbeciv T
To[rfjuaTi 8iJSovuc eiTreiey, oU[8¢ kai UAn] kowdde, &AN 1) Ae[youév]n {1} kai &ménToc. [kai yap] TaiT’ oUdeic
¢maivel, u&A]Aov 8 oudt Tor[uab’ Ev]ekev alTddv kpi[vel vouv Ti|c Exwv (“for the material of the plot is not
the contents in the general sense, but those that are not elaborated, i.e. whatever someone might say in giving the
plot to a poem, and (it is) material not in the general sense, but that which is also called 'non-elaborated.' For
nobody praises these, but rather a sensible person judges by reason of them that they are not even verses”). The
fact that unworked material [i.e. a bare plot-line?] is said not even to be verses may imply that meter was
required, at a minimum.

Archilochus and some of the verses in Homer are said to be good “with indulgence” (ueT& cuyyvcounc) by the
Stoicizing critic at V.17.32-3 and “in an extended sense” (kaTaxpncTikédc) at V.18.5-7.
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The important point is the final phrase: T& mpokeipeva monuata, “the poems/verses which lay
before you” or “under discussion” — the important point is that the poems themselves are the
basis of judging whether or not their poet is a good poet. Further, while criticizing the poets for
holding wrong opinions in the second part of the On Piety, Philodemus gives no hint that their
wrong opinions about theology meant that the poems were bad.

Presumably, Philodemus would say that the poet ought to be an Epicurean for his own
good, but he approves of non-Epicurean poems (indeed, he implicitly denies the possibility of
Epicurean poetry when he denies that a useful poem will ever be written). Though he is
completely silent on the issue, it seems that he would not demand that poets be particularly
ethical. He is willing to say that being guilty of theft does not negatively affect a craftsman's
work, and Philodemus gives us no reason to think that poets would be held to a higher standard.

The term &moéntoc should be highlighted. It refers to the state of the plot before
treatment by the poet, that is in its “unworked” state. In this sense, it means specifically “not
rendered into verse” but also, more importantly, “untreated,” that is, the mere plot as a sequence
of events without the particular spin or interpretation that the poet gives the material in the
telling. This kind of thought, according to Philodemus, does not move us; only elaborated
thought can do that.*'°
Anonymous, possibly Peripatetic, critics attempt to define the best poet in book V. Their

opinion was reported by Philomelus, but presented very briefly, as a “some think” statement,

¢ The word also appears at [.169.26 in a context too broken to interpret, at .208.20, where Janko translates it as

“raw material,” and in I1.2 11.1, 4, and 9 (PHerc. 1081D fr. 23), it is used to describe the contents of poetry which,
according to Heracleodorus, do not move the audience, but which, according to Philodemus, do not move us
only in their unelaborated state. N.b. that in I11.2.4 it is contrasted with T& wemoimuéva.
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which gets an equally brief rebuttal from Philodemus.

On Poems V.12.12-20:

12 oi pév oiduevol Some, who think that the best
TOV €v Toic puboic kai poet is the one who remains
15 Taie Of}‘;\“f“c T]Gonou}(\nc more or less consistent in his
kav 1t EE"El, TApATAN- plots, other character-creations,

ciow[c] ouaAi[fo]vTa Tron- and in his stvl h
yle, perhaps say

TV &picTov elval Aé- ,
youct utv fceoc &Andéc something true, but they are

T1, TOV B¢ TonTHY TOV &- not defining the good poet.
20 YaBov ov SiopiCouct.

We should perhaps understand épaAiCovta as “consistently good” or, perhaps better,
“consistently excellent;” a merely consistent poet could be consistently bad and it would be very
strange to describe him as “the best.” Another possibility is to understand éuaAiCovta év as
meaning “keeping [them] on the same level,” i.e. making sure that plot, character, and style
match each other.*'” This is more or less a rephrased demand for a prepon relationship between
contents and form, with which Philodemus agrees. Lastly, these critics proffered a definition of
the best poet but have not defined the good poet, which seems as if it ought to come first.
Philodemus acknowledges that they hit on something true but does not think it constitutes a
complete definition of even the good poet, let alone the best one.

In sum, Philodemus conceives of the good poet as one who writes good poems. There is
no moral requirement, but they should consistently compose stylistically appropriate and
thoughtful treatments of the plots they choose, which also need not be inherently moral or
improving. Plot lines are outside poetry (i.e. they belong to mythology, like those of Homer, or

to history, like those of Choerilus of lasus, or perhaps to daily life, like those of Archilochus)

17 That is, the poet maintains the same level with respect to the various aspects of the poem: base characters acting

in a base plot described with base language, like many poems of Archilochus or Hipponax.
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and, while the poet is not held responsible for his or her choice per se, he is responsible for the
quality of the eventual poem, which means, in practice, that he needs to be good at picking plots

amenable to treatment or else knows when to quit.

§8 The Excellence of Poetry

Another topic of discussion is the question of what defines the goodness of a poem. The
terminology is easy to isolate: TO eU*'® or TO &yaBbv (both “the goodness™) and 1) &peTr| (the
“virtue” or “excellence”) are commonly used, but pinning down the concept is surprisingly
difficult. It should be different from the idion and the ergon, since it is an evaluative category
rather than a definitional one.

The guiding passage comes from about a third of the way into book I, during the
discussion of Heracleodorus' account of previous critics, who seem to have been Peripatetics.*'’

On Poems 1.74.1-26:**°

1 [Ec- ... in this manner, neither the diction
Tlan K(}T’(‘X(TO,[GTOV ”Tbv T‘p{D' nor the subject-matter nor any of the
mov oub’ N }‘fg‘[c OUTE T U~ accidentia will be a cause of the

5 gsg;'[igﬁs;’f&[ezﬁva?ﬂgv excellence. However, as for the claim

: that “the poem is written equally both

~ 3 1 ’ 1
_ToU eU. TPOC YévTol T[O o 5 ; )
“yp&pechat TO Ténua fcov in its material and in that which

£ Te T UAM kal T Evep- actualizes its material; for if one or the
_yoUvTi aUThv. £vdc yap OTo- other is removed, it is no longer

10 Tepovolv apbévTtoc, ouk|é- possible to understand how it will be a
T1 vonTOV Troiwl TPOTTw[1 poem:” But if none of these is the cause
_ménua éctar.” gl 8¢ u[ndev of goodness, though he alleges that the

18 This seems to me to be a Peripatetic term, borrowed for the debate, rather than Philodemus' own.

#1980 Janko (2003: 269 n. 2), on the basis of the terms UAn (matter) and T gvepyoUv (what actualizes, i.e. the
formal cause). He corrects (pers. comm.) his previous attribution of the discussion to Pausimachus.

I have exchanged “poem” for “verse” in Janko's translation, and repaired an accidental omission of text. In 1. 26,
Janko suggests “the poem” for the missing object of T évepyo[uv. I suspect it might be narrower, like “the
contents.”
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ToUTwV aiTiov ToU ey,
amodidouc €€ auTV

15 TNV aitiav [To]U e, So[k|dv
atod(1]dov[al Tnv ai]tiav
ToU €U, oUk amodidwoctv.
Kal TTapeg TouTawy € ou-

_Bevdc pépouct TNy aiTiav.

20 a&lcoTéov olv 1) ur| elé]pewv
1 SelkvUelv coc EcTv €§
AVAYKINC T TOUTWV ai-
Tiov ToU €U, kal €Tl T[&c
Tpobécelc UV apa(ipe]ic-

25 nat Tavtac, 8’ v aue[v
ToU]|To TO évepyo[Tv

Philodemus locates the cause of excellence in the unexplained ToU]to T évepyo[Uv (that which

actualizes); but, unfortunately, the following two columns are lost and, with them, any

explanation that he may have provided.

cause of goodness is from them,
thereby thinking that he is defining the
cause of goodness, then he does not
define it. Apart from these, they do not
offer a cause as being from anything.
Hence one must demand either that
they not offer it, or that they show that
one of them is of necessity a cause of
excellence, and again that they refute
those arguments of ours, by means of
which we state that that which
actualizes ... is the cause of excellence.

Fortunately, we can find hints in another part of the work:

On Poems 11.42.8-24:

8 BAe-
TeTat Toiv//uv kai TO Ta-

10 patebg[v em]//l TV &pyu-
poTroldd[v ov] // pataicwc
Tap[fixbai]. // kabarep yap
“t]a U[md TouT]//cov BexBév-
Ta” E\eylev “[ev] apyupco-

15 uact gJveival’, 1o 8’ €U
ckeuaGouc]i diapoivTec
KaTa Téx|vnv kai év oic
Xp&vTal dulvauel”, dv Tpod-
Tov Aéyel TO] “monuaTwv

20 oU dlapepd]vTwv’, TO pév
acTelwc Ex]ew papfev

]Tov diavon)-
, TO] B¢ kal pau-

24 Acoc.”]

What is clear from this passage could have been guessed: the excellence of a poem is how well
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Now the comparison which was
made in the case of the silver-
smiths is also seen not to have
been made in vain. For just as
he claimed that ‘the materials
which are accepted by them are
not [sc. embodied] in silver
vessels, but they fashion what is
excellent by engraving it
according to the art even on
those vessels on which they use
force’, in the same way he says
‘although the poems do not
differ, we say the one [sc. verse
is good] ... thought ... but the
other is actually inferior.”



the idion is accomplished and, in turn, the excellence of a poet lies in how well he accomplishes
the idion. That is, the excellence is located in the craftsmanship, the é€epyacia, which the poet

brings to bear in accomplishing the idion.**!

§9 The Utility of Poems**

The last topic is the utility of poetry. Various claims that poetry either is, or should be,
useful had been suggested by Philodemus' day; both Plato and Aristotle held opinions of this
sort. Plato, in the Republic, held that poems should be useful to the state; Aristotle thinks that
good tragedies promote psychological health. Other critics, such as Heraclides of Pontus, seem to
have formulated a demand for truly educational poetry, and, later, Horace would suggest that a
combination of pleasant and useful made for the best poetry.

For Philodemus, poetry gua poetry is not useful for anything; utility is reserved for
prose.*”> The main statement of this is the oft-cited passage ‘Tol'ydpTol kabd Ténua pucikdov
oudév, oUTe Aéfecoc oUTe di[ajvorjuaToc, weéAnua mlap]ackeualet (“therefore, qua poem, it
provides no physical benefit, neither in language nor thought”) at V.25.30-34 (and n.b. ou
YelyplapdToc [Ti]voc TGV Trol[n]Tédv TlotjauTtac Tepié[xovT]a T[o]fuaTta Siavoiac [o]UT’

av ypayovTtoc [“since no poet has written, nor could ever written poems containing such

421 Philodemus rebuts Heracleodorus at length, from col. 132 until col. 140, on the topic of the cause of excellence;

¢gpyacia is one of several specific options discussed, but the text is too fragmentary to draw secure conclusions.

*22 On the topic, see also Asmis (1995b), who correctly identifies many of the positions in question but attributes
them to Heracleodorus instead of Philodemus. Asmis (1991) is mistaken about Philodemus' position, and misled
Pace (1995: 177-185). Pace (1995: 178) correctly notes that the moral and aesthetic qualities of poems are to be
judged separately. On the utility of the art of poetry, see above, chapter four §4.

2 On the issue of Philodemus' differentiation between poetry and prose, see Rostagni (1955), Mangoni (1988),
Pace (1995: 185-190), and note Halliwell (2011: 304-326) whose chapter including Philodemus is entitled
“Poetry in the Light of Prose.” Note also my demonstration in chapter four §3 that metrical form, an obvious
give away, was required by Philodemus.
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thoughts™], V.17.20-4). Strictly speaking, this does not mean that poetry cannot be useful in any
way at all. As with music, the contents might nevertheless aid the audience, despite the

distractions of poetic form and performance context.***

But it is clear that poetry is not the place
to look for useful instruction; prose has that domain. Epicurus demands, in his On Rhetoric,
“nothing other than clarity” (D. L. X.13 = fr. 54 Usener) from his own prose. Philodemus later
expresses doubt that actual orators rise to the necessary level of clarity: “Surely the rhetor does
not compose his demonstrations in the same way as the dialectician and philosopher” (oU urv
oUTw ye cuvTibnct Tac amodeifeic 6 PriTwp coc 6 SialekTikdc Kai prtAdcopoc, Rhet. 1.373.6-
10 Sudhaus = PHerc. 1004.94.6-10), i.e. with an eye towards putting forward his arguments

425
d.

clearly so that they may be understoo Philodemus might have held that technically accurate

presentations and poetic craftsmanship cannot coexist, but the passage is lacunose.*® All in all, it
is clear that Epicureans looked to prose for instruction, not to poetry.

Early in the continuous part of book five, Philodemus refutes Heraclides of Pontus, who
claimed that poetry should be useful and beautiful (though we do not know the exact
relationship, except insofar as Philodemus reports it here).

On Poems V.4.31-5.11:

4.31 Kai uiky? ypa- And indeed, by writing “the
pwv ,“Tb" T~éP1T°"Ta Hév, poet who delights but does
oUK @@E?\OUyT a 55\» Tot- not benefit us is poetic but

B B e eva” does not know the facts” he

' s seems to think that every

alveTal T&cav amay- ) . .
¢ oy narration of facts aids, which

24 See On Music TV.134.7-16 and 143.27-38, both discussed supra.

23 Also see D.L. X.31.

¢ Andromenides claims in 1.12.21-25 that the aim of a prose author is to tell the truth and that of a poet to
entertain. Philodemus refutes him (coll. 161-168 are the relevant portion) but does not seem to raise an objection
to that point. Since the text is lacunose here, we cannot rely on this, but it is suggestive.
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YleAiav mparyuareov Uro- is clearly false. But if there is
Z\GU[BC(VEJW 034~>E>\,El"a, an unhelpful [sc. narrative],
5 6] pavepcdc weudo[c elcTv nothing prevents the poet,

e, bty e he . although he knows these
e things [sc. the facts] and

T]a eidéTa kal TonTI- -
Klee amayyéMovTa poetically — narrates  them,

10 TOV [Tro]nThv undtv co- from not benefiting us in any
qSeX [eiv]. way.

That is to say, Heraclides thinks that, if a narration does not aid, it must be due to the narrator's
ignorance of the facts. Philodemus wants to preserve artistic prerogative for non-useful
narrations without laying any blame on the poet: useless narrations of facts do exist for
Philodemus, and poets can blamelessly choose to use them in their poetry.

Asmis (1991, 1995) is the strongest defender of useful poems in Philodemus. However,

her case relies on an strained interpretation of the passage about goals in book V. Let me repeat

the passage in question.

On Poems V:25.23-26.11:*

23 EeU-
dovTo 8¢ BéyaTa Tav-

25 Ta \g[o]uiCo%v]Tsc ETva*l Kai
kpic[iJv oux Umapxel[v TV
acTelwv ETAV Kal [pav-
Acov kowrjv, A& TTa-

p’ &AAoic &AAn[v], coc v

30 vouiucov. {e } To'ydapTol, Ka-
86 Ténua, pucikdv oudev
oUTe AéGecoc oUTe Bi[a-
vorjuatoc weéAnua Tla-
p]ackeualel. diax TouT[o

35 Ot Tfic apeTric EcTNKOTEC

26.1  UmokewTal ckoT]ol, Ti
HEv AéEel TO ulewt]uric-

Bai v co@éAi[ual Tpoc-
didd&ckoucav, Tiic 8¢ Bi-

5 avoiac TO HETAEU UET[eCcXn-

27 See Chapter five n. 289 for discussion of the text.

And they [sc. the
“philosophers”] were wrong to
think that all are rules and that
there exists no common judgment
of good and bad verses, but that
there is a different one for each
group of people, like that of
customs. For that reason, qua
verse, it provides no natural
benefit either in language or in
content. Therefore there do exist
solid goals for goodness—for
language, the imitation of
language which teaches useful
things in addition, and for thought,
being intermediate between the
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KEVaL TFC TGV COPLOV thought of the wise and that of the
Kal Tne Tov XU5’9103"- uneducated. And these (sc. goals)
KAl TQuT ECTIV, AV TE VO- do exist, whether one thinks so or

icn Tic &v Te un, kal . .
HicT) Tic & T LI, KC not, and one must judge with
10 KpITEOV Tl T[a|UT éma-
reference to them.

vayovTac.

Asmis (1991) takes the ckomol Tfic apetic (“goals of excellence,” 25.35-36.1) to be ethical in
nature, and suggests that the terms &cteioc and palAoc have their usual Stoic meanings of
“decent” and “disgraceful” ethically, rather than simply meaning “good” and “bad,” in this case,
as examples of poems. She suggests that he has borrowed these terms from from either the Stoic
Critic or from Crates to mark a distinction between sets of good poems qua works of art and
ethically good poems.**® However, there is no reason to think that Philodemus is making that
distinction here, and in fact there is reason to think he is not making it. Philodemus does use a
variety of terms for “good” and “bad,” but he does not use Stoic technical terms in his own
expositions, and there is no reason to think he does so here, especailly since giving those terms
those meanings here puts this passage into prima facie contradiction with his explicit statements.
Additionally, this passage has to do with the Philosophers' themata (25.24), which were
apparently for the judgment of poems fout court, i.e. their overall quality. There is no indication
in the text that moral quality is at issue, unless the Philodemus used the Stoic meanings of terms
which he otherwise uses without that technical sense. For Philodemus, the excellence has

nothing to do with utility of contents or moral quality of the poems, and &petrj here is to be

28 She asserts that the pair of terms is Stoic on p. 9. She relies on the same sorts of Stoic distinctions between
evaluative terms in her discussion of PHerc. 1676 (1995a) as well, and that paper is open to the same criticisms:
there just is not clear evidence that Philodemus used these terms with Stoic meanings. In fact, the passage on the
judgment of poems (On Poems V.20.35-21.27, discussed above at chapter five §8) must use several of them
interchangably, or else the argument is nonsense.
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interpreted as merely “excellence” qua poem generally.
Philodemus' work On the Good King According to Homer has often been used as an
example in discussions of Philodemus' position and the Epicurean position generally, namely

that they do think that poetry can be useful.**’

In it, Philodemus draws lessons for his patron Piso
from the example of the Homeric basileis; these lessons are Epicurean in tone, but Philodemus
has been convicted of inconsistency on two points: engagement with poetry and encouraging
engagement with politics. Much recent work by Fish and Roskam lays to rest concerns on the
second point;**” Epicurus' statement in Diogenes Laertius that only the sage will correctly

1 Now, the line

discourse about poetry is the basis for defending Philodemus on the first point.
from Epicurus preserved by Diogenes Laertius is open to several interpretations: will only the
Epicurean sage correctly discourse about the aesthetic properties of poetry or about its ethical
properties, or about both? It is not surprising that the ethical realm of discourse would be
reserved for the sage, and here Philodemus avails himself of the ability to discuss Homeric
characters' choices and actions with a view to the improvement of his student. Reservation of the
aesthetic realm to the Epicurean sage is harder, perhaps impossible, to justify: the prolepsis of
good poetry is shared by all educated people, not just the sage, so all educated people can
perform the comparison between a given poem and their preconception of the good poem, and

debate the merits of particular cases.

Philodemus did not have to choose Homer for his treatise; any sufficiently well-known

2 See Dorandi's (1982b) general introduction and Fish (2002), (2011), and (Forthcoming 2).
0 See Roskam (2007a, 2007b) and Fish (2011).

1 Fr. 569 (ap. D. L. x.121): uévov te TOV codv Opbcdc &v Trepl T Houcikijc kal TTonTIkfc SiaAégechan.
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d.*? But Homer's fame, his use in traditional education (and therefore

poet could have serve
Piso's familiarity), and the variety and bulk of the contents made his poems obvious, good
candidates. There is a bit of wit in the choice, however, and using Homer instead of Thucydides
probably made for easier reading.

In the case of On the Good King, Philodemus is not discussing poetry per se, but rather
evaluating the characters and actions described in it as a basis for ethical instruction. The poetic
qualities of the works do not even enter into discussion. This relentless focus on the characters
(ethe) and their ethics follows from Philodemus' purpose, which is precisely to give ethical
advice. Piso, as both Epicurean and proconsul or senator, needed the ethical guidance as to how
to act in such a way as to maintain his ataraxia (or at least continue progressing towards it)
without making a mess of his public obligations and stature.**”

Just because poetry as such is not harmful does not mean that poems cannot be harmful.

But they are harmful not qua poems, but because they contain damaging arguments.

On Poems 11.46.16-21:

16 N E"l’WOlL,l[l]‘S’aV But I would say that “good
waE}‘E‘," To Xpnetov 51- thought benefits and bad thought
avénua’ kai BAGTTEW harms,” if these are taken as

T,o ﬂ ovnp’o v, )\GHBGVOI_ belonging to the poem and the
20 8’ coc TorjuaToc kai TTon- poet

__TOu.

Asmis (1995b: 175-6) and Pace (1995: 179) take the benefit and harm to be moral (and all the

adjectives mean “morally good” and “morally bad”); Janko ad loc. takes them to be artistic: the

2 He uses examples from history throughout the treatise, however. Paris is compared to Demetrius Poliorcetes in

col 37 Dorandi = 92 Fish.

This is brought out well by Fish (2011b). I set aside as irrelevant the question of when the work was composed:
Piso was, throughout his acquaintance with Philodemus, in the Roman nobility, and public office was probably
always expected of him even before he actually ran for office (he reached the consulship in 58).
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verses are improved or damaged by the thought. The context speaks in favor of Asmis and Pace,
and nothing stands in the way from Philodemus' point of view: the poetry as such is not helping,
and he admits that the contents can have an effect on the audience.

It is perhaps strange at first glance that Philodemus would allow potentially damaging
contents in poetry; this is, after all, exactly the reason why Epicurus steered the school away
from poetry in the first place. The solution is that the bad contents are neutralized by exposure to
Epicurean philosophy. Since Homer and Hesiod's incorrect theology is refuted by Epicurean
works On the Gods, there is no real danger, so long as the proper attitude is maintained towards
poetry. That is, the potentially dangerous contents are actually neutralized in advance by
prophylactic exposure to correct views supported by argument.

This at first appears to be an innovation with respect to Epicurus's view, but there are
reasons to think that this interpretation is mistaken. The first is that Epicurus, if we follow
Asmis's view (1995a), was never as opposed to poetry as he is usually taken to be. The second is
that he permitted the sage to enjoy Dionysiac spectacles, which in an Athenian context surely
included tragedy and narrative dithyramb, and therefore the sage would be exposed to false
myths. But it is clear that this was not a problem for the latter.

The sage is one case, but what about students at an intermediate stage? The discussions of
poetry in PHerc. 1570, which is probably the second book of Philodemus' On Wealth, and in his
On the Good King According to Homer show how false views in poetry could be refuted for the
434

benefit of students.

PHerc. 1570 preserves a discussion of poverty which takes as its starting point a scene in

4 See Armstrong — Ponczoch (2011) on PHerc. 1570 and Fish (2002) and (2011a) on the On the Good King.
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Menander's Georgos. Armstrong and Ponczoch argue convincingly that Philodemus is
recapitulating Epicurus' discussion of the passage, but even if this is not correct, the discussion is
Philodemus' and still stands as an example of Epicurean literary criticism for the benefit of
students.

On the Good King, likewise, presupposes a fairly detailed knowledge of Homer for its
full appreciation, but then draws moral lessons from the poems.

Both these works are used for moral improvement. The first case is clear: Epicurus is
rebutting the claims made in a poem so that they do not confuse his students. Poverty simply
makes incorrect statements which could damage the audience and Epicurus must refute them.
The situation in the On the Good King is more complex, but fundamentally similar. There,
Philodemus praises and blames the actions of characters in Homer as examples of correct or
incorrect behavior. The poems present a mixture of good and bad, and the Epicurean interpreter
must differentiate between them for the good of his students. In neither case is the poetry per se
moral or immoral; it is simply the vehicle for descriptions of moral or immoral characters and for

good and bad arguments.
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Chapter Seven

Conclusion

Philodemus’ aesthetic treatises fill a large gap in our knowledge of the history of ancient
thinking about the arts. Book IV of his On Music fills adds substantially to the meagre number of
ancient discussion on that topic, and the On Rhetoric, though treading more familiar ground,
adds a great deal to our knowledge of the ancient debates on that topic, as well as others
providing a window into polemics within the Epicurean school.

But it is the On Poems that adds the most to our knowledge. Plato, Aristotle, and Horace
are the traditional focuses of study for ancient poetics,”” but there is a gap of three hundred years
between them, from which only bare fragments have been preserved; these comprise those of
literary and textual critics like Aristarchus and Crates, as well as of the uncounted lesser lights
who make up the bulk of our scholia. Philodemus’ treatise, remarkably well preserved given the
circumstances, shines a bright light into the gloom and allows a much more detailed history to be
written. Not only does it increase our knowledge of some already known figures (Neoptolemus
of Parium probably benefitted the most, followed by Crates of Mallos), but it allows the
reconstruction of an almost fully-fleshed out Epicurean theory of poetry which could stand

alongside the Platonic and Aristotelian ones.

3 The author of the On the Sublime holds fourth place. Preplatonic and Neoplatonist literary criticism is often the

province of specialists.
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To flesh out that theory has been my goal in this dissertation. I have focused on
Philodemus’ himself, since evidence for other Epicureans is too scanty and Lucretius seems to be
engaged in a different project, as the difficulties that scholars have had in reconciling him to
Epicurus’ statements show.”® Some statements of Epicurus himself are preserved, alongside
other fragments and testimonia from earlier members of the school. Individually, none amounts
to very much, but if they are taken together, it is possible to trace some views. For instance,
ethical criticism of poetry probably appears in Epicurus himself. Luckily, Philodemus’ text is
sufficiently preserved to serve on its own as a foundation for an inquiry into Epicurean views of
poetry. Many aspects of Philodemus’ poetics had been already been well known from the work
of previous scholars, although in some cases, reedited texts have ruled out, or forced
modifications in, their conclusions. In other cases, the new editions brought new aspects to light.

For instance, it has long been known that Philodemus emphasizes the coexistence and
interdependence of form and content. This may seem banal, because it has been part of the main
stream of literary criticism from Plato onward. However, Philodemus needed to reaffirm the
tradition against the kritikoi, a set of literary critics who emphasized the formal or audiditory
qualities of poetry at the expense of the content. To do so, he had to give an account of what
content actually did in the poem and how it was to be valued; attempting to refute the kritikoi
takes up the largest section of the work. This is an excellent illustration of how Philodemus was
fully part of the contemporary literary scene and a participant in its debates, and keeping this in
mind is essential to understanding his work, which is not a straightforward exposition of

doctrine, but rather a series of polemics against positions that had some cachet at the moment.

01 review the evidence for earlier Epicureans in chapter two of this dissertation and will discuss Lucretius’

relationship to the Epicurean tradition in a forthcoming article. Lucretius seems to claim utility for his poetry (in
the Honeyed Cup passage, 1.921-950, of which 926-50 are repeated with changes at IV.1-25), which contradicts
what Philodemus says (at On Poems V.32.1-19).
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As chapters two and five showed, Philodemus had positions about what poetry is, and
about the interrelations betweeen its form and content, that were worked out in some detail;
unfortunately, we cannot recover all of them. Poetry is artistically arranged language which
communicates some idea (not necessarily a new one) using extra-ordinary language, which
means, at least, that it is non prosaic and metrical. This view of poetry was based in the prolepsis
of poetry, but this did not rule out discussion and debate about the prolepsis’ contents or correct
usage. The prolepsis also demanded good form and content, but these requirements remain
obscure. What we do know is that Philodemus demanded moderation in both (“neither of fools
nor sages” for content and “that which imitates the didactic” for form). What this means in
practice is not clear, but it might be taken to rule out, e.g., Lycophron’s Alexandria for its
extremely difficult language and perhaps even Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura for its philosophical
contents.

That form and content are inseparable was another position that Philodemus upheld.
Since content cannot exist without form (i.e. content is uncommunicable without language), and
since the language used imports certain denotations and connotations, a change in one
necessarily means a change in the other. This is the basis of Philodemus’ position that the
literary-critical method called metathesis is useless (it too fundamentally changes the work in
question for the versions to be comparable), and it contributes to his position that the form and
content have to be good for a poem to be good. Of course, the basis of that position is that, if
either form or content is bad, the poem as a whole cannot legitimately be called “good.” The
poem as a whole, or probably more precisely the form, produces additional thoughts in the
audience, which seem to be an attempt to describe how literature can spark the imagination.

Unfortunately, too little is preserved on this topic for any certainty at all.
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Beyond the kritikoi, Philodemus engaged with other critics about other topics. A portion
of his work is dedicated to rebutting Aristotle (or possibly a peripatetic doxographer) about the
importance of genre: Philodemus’ view is that genre is not relevant to the question of the quality
of a poem. A good poem can be of any genre, and merely belonging to a given genre, or being a
good example of a genre, does not guarantee success as a poem. However, genre is a real
phenomenon, and is constituted by a series of rules (themata) for composition. Similarly, poems
are not particularly mimetic, and this is not a criterion of their quality.

All of this takes place against the background of certain Hellenistic debates, specifically
those about the precise division and description of fechnai. In the case of poetry, whether it was a
techne was an issue, and what repercussions its technicity might have. Then the idion (defining
feature), ergon (“job” or what the craftsman does), the telos (the craftsman’s ultimate “goal” in
attempted the ergon), and the arete (“excellence,” or what constitutes doing a good job at the
ergon and telos) were the object of debate. Philodemus defends views that perhaps seem banal or
common-sensical, but, again, this is perhaps a measure of how strange his opponents’ views
were.

The overall picture of Philodemus’ work has two aspects. The first is of a literary critic
involved in contemporary debates, defending sophisticated and detailed versions of reasonably
common-sensical opinions. That form and content both matter to poetry, and that both must be
good for the poem to be good are clear examples of this. That genre does not matter to the
quality of a poem is another. Similarly, the language of poems should not be twisted to give up
meanings alien to the poem. On this is based Philodemus’ distrust of Crates’ complicated
interpretive and geographical scheme for Homer, as well as the older attempts to find hidden

meanings (hyponoiai) in him.
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The second is of a philosopher is loyal to his school’s tradition. Philodemus cannot be
shown to be innovative on any single point of doctrine about poetry, but most of his opponents
are relatively recent; this does not mean that he was in fact perfectly in line, but it does suggest
that any innovations were minor. However, he certainly is not fighting the same battles that
Epicurus was. The founder of the school, so far as we can tell, was dedicated to countering the
belief that poetry had ethical force (Plato had had the same concern). Most of the space in
Philodemus’ treatise is dedicated to rebutting formal theories of poetry. Ethical demands appear
only to be dismissed summarily. That battle had been won long ago.

Philodemus stands nearly alone as a proponent of the view that poetry was only for
entertainment. Others held that view, but only Philodemus’ reasons survive in any detail. He held
that only arguments could convince someone of anything (should poets care to provide them),
and that poetic form (as well as festival performance context, music, etc.) would distract the
audience from paying close attention to the arguments. In his opinion, poetry qua poetry is not
useful for instruction or moral improvement.

Philodemus is also notable for his strictures on more flamboyant and arbitrary
interpretive schemes. Hyponoiai, the forerunners of medieval allegorical criticism, and Crates’
attempts to bring Homer into line with the most up-to-date geographical knowledge were ruled
out as unwarranted forcing of the poets’ words. It is not clear that Philodemus himself put
forward any interpretive method, and it seems unlikely. Any contents complicated enough to
require such a method might run afoul of his ban on too lofty contents, and it is not clear what he
would have stood to gain from a theory which did not encompass the vast majority of poetry

with which he would have been familiar.
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