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Preface

In creating a new text and translation of On Anger we have incurred a
great debt of gratitude to many colleagues and predecessors. We thank
Giovanni Indelli especially for generously allowing us to make his text
the base for our own. His excellent and meticulous Italian translation, the
first into any modern language, and his wide-ranging and learned phil-
ological commentary have been our guide and first resort at every step.
Indelli restored this text to the literary and philosophical world, after it
had been for decades a mere name. In the wake of Indelli’s edition, On
Anger enjoyed not only new accessibility but even reached an unexpected
prominence, as studies of the philosophy and psychology of the emotions
in antiquity began to multiply. A new wave in the interpretation of On
Anger began immediately, with a number of significant contributions.
Our friends and colleagues, particularly Elizabeth Asmis, Francesco
Verde, and John Fitzgerald, have been a tremendous help in keeping us
up to the minute. We mention with very special gratitude Gaia Barbieri,
Jeffrey Fish, and W. Ben Henry, who graciously provided us with newly
reedited columns of Philodemus’s On Epicurus, On the Good King accord-
ing to Homer, and On Frank Speech (respectively) from their publications.
Gianluca Del Mastro and Marzia D’Angelo checked readings for us. Kilian
Fleischer made a draft of his edition of the Index Academicorum avail-
able to us and kindly sent us a number of his articles. Ben Henry and
Richard Janko read the whole text and apparatus and gave us the benefit
of their advice, as well as a number of corrections and their own propos-
als. Richard also helped read the proofs. Liz Asmis, Enrico Piergiacomi,
David Kaufman, and Francesco Verde read the whole work and gave us
valuable advice about philosophical topics and points of interpretation.
Sarah Hendriks gave us information about the Oxford disegni and advice
about dealing with fragments and stratified papyri. The staff of the officina
dei papiri in Naples were constantly helpful. We also owe a debt of grati-
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tude to Brigham Young University’s Ancient Textual Imaging Group and
the Biblioteca Nazionale di Napoli for sharing the “multispectral images”
of the Herculaneum Papyri. The Classics Department of the University
of Texas, Austin, has also supported us with grants that paid us to begin
work and Edwin Robert to set up our draft for the Index Verborum. Spe-
cial recognition is due to Bob Buller, our tireless typesetter. We heartily
thank all of them.

Michael first began working on the On Anger in the fall of 2013, while
supported by a borsa di studio from the Centro internazionale per lo studio
dei papiri ercolanesi, and CISPE continued its support for another fellow-
ship in the summer of 2017. He would like to thank Professors Longo
Auricchio, Indelli, Leone, and Del Mastro, as well as Mariacristina Fimi-
ani, Matilde Fiorillo, and Antonio Parisi, as well as David Kaufman. But
he is most grateful to David Armstrong for inviting him to participate in
the first place.

David first made a working English translation, with brief notes, of
Indelli’s text in the mid-1990s, and read through it with care and in detail
with Voula Tsouna not long after. Some of the conclusions arrived at then
influenced her chapter on the On Anger in The Ethics of Philodemus (2007,
195-238), as she acknowledges (195 n.1). A similar read-through with
David Kaufman, in spring 2012 while David A. was on a fellowship at
the Princeton Center for Hellenic Studies, made it look possible to pub-
lish this material, and when Michael offered his papyrological expertise
as coauthor in late 2013, we were ready to begin. Now that it’s done, we
find, with some surprise, that we have argued out nearly every word and
sentence of what follows and agreed on it, so it’s truly a joint production.
There are no minority reports. The errors left in it are also due to none of
the people we thank above but are entirely ours.

Those wishing the swiftest possible overview of Philodemus’s position
should read §§4 and 5 of the introduction. We have done all we can to
double-check references, but due to the pandemic and closure of univer-
sity libraries, some works were unavailable.
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Introduction

1. Philodemus: Life and Works

Philodemus was born circa 110 in Gadara (now Umm Qais, Jordan), in
the Seleucid kingdom of Syria, just south of the Sea of Galilee.! Gadara
was a center of Greek culture that had already produced distinguished
writers as natives and would produce more. Menippus the satirist (fl. ca.
250) was already legendary, and Meleager the epigrammatist and “Menip-
pean” prose satirist was an older contemporary. We have no details about
Philodemus’s early life or education, but Meleager’s successful career
abroad may tell us something about Philodemus’s education.? During his

1. All dates are BCE unless other noted. For much of the chronology and discus-
sion, see Dorandi 1987; Sider 1997, 3-24; and now above all Fleischer 2017c. For the
history of the Epicurean school in general, see Clay 2009; Sedley 2009; and Erler 2009.
For the history and archaeology of Gadara and its significance as Philodemus’s and
Meleager’s birthplace, see Fitzgerald’s survey (2004). For more detailed archeological
reports, see Weber 2002 and the papers in Hoffman and Kerner 2002.

2. Note Meleager’s use of words from two local languages in AP 7.418 = 4 HE
and references to Jewish customs in AP 5.160. The city is described in 7.417 = 2 HE
as Atfic ev Accuplotc vatouéva Tddapa (“Gadara, an Athens built among Assyrians”).
A later grave epigram (1070 in Peek 1988) calls Gadara matpic 0¢ pou xai méct xowi)
Tddapa xpycropoucia (“my fatherland and one common to all, Gadara, devoted to the
Muses”); see also Sider 1997, 4-5. A lemmatist to the Palatine manuscript of the Greek
anthology puts Meleager’s floruit under “the last Seleucus,” Seleucus VI Epiphanes
(96/95-94/93 BCE), who died, like many other Seleucid princes of this era, in a civil
war with a rival Seleucid. This may be the publication date of his collection of his own
and earlier epigrams, the Garland. Presumably Meleager is given a Seleucid date for
his floruit because he was so proud of Gadara and even of being Syrian and Phoeni-
cian; see Isaac 2017, 127-33 and 153-58. He was educated in Tyre as well as Gadara
and spent his old age in Kos (AP 7.418.1-2 and 419.5-6). For the latest survey of his
life and work, see Prioux 2019, 389 and n. 3. There are already imitations of his epi-
grams in Latin by about 80 BCE.

-1-



2 Philodemus, On Anger

childhood and youth, the authority of the Seleucids was collapsing, after
Antiochus VII Sidetes (r. 138-129), the last Seleucid king of any stature,
was defeated and died during a war with Parthia. The area around Gadara
was wracked by the wars of Alexander Yannai (Jannaeus), the Hasmonean
king of Judea (r. 103-76). Gadara itself was at some point besieged and
captured, perhaps even sacked, and remained under Hasmonaean control
for decades. The date of the conquest is controversial: as early as 101 or as
late as 82.% In 64/63, Pompey conquered Syria and made it a Roman prov-
ince. Although Gadara quickly regained prosperity under Roman rule, the
city was almost certainly at a low point in its history until then.* It was now
given a high rank among the cities of the new province, partly through the
influence of Pompey’s trusted freedman Demetrius of Gadara.®
Philodemus had long since left Gadara by then and had started his
philosophical studies abroad, probably in his teens or twenties. We have
gained many details about Philodemus’ life from recent work on the
so-called Index Academicorum (or History of the Academy, primarily pre-
served in PHerc. 1021).6 Fleischer points out that the Index can be dated
to 67-57.7 Philodemus probably first spent time in Alexandria (90?-ca.
85) and then certainly in Athens (ca. 85-ca. 75), while he was studying
with Zeno of Sidon (ca. 160-75, scholarch of the Garden ca. 100-75).8

3. For discussion, see Fitzgerald 2004, 359-63; he prefers a date earlier in this
period.

4. See Fitzgerald 2004, 359-69.

5. Fitzgerald 2004, 365 and n. 101.

6. The Index is Philodemus’s history of the Platonic Academy in Athens, arranged
as brief biographies of the scholarchs, ending with the dates of their death and fol-
lowed by lists of their most important students, from Plato’ lifetime to Philodemus’s
own. It is preserved by two papyri, PHerc. 164 and 1021. P.Herc. 164 is the finished
copy but in a terrible state of preservation. The latter is a draft, with extensive addi-
tions in the margins and on the back, but it is in much better condition. The last full
edition of the text (Dorandi 1991) has been partially superseded by the work of Puglia
(2000), Blank (2007b), and the ongoing work of Fleischer (2015, 2016, 2017a, 2017c,
2017d, 2018). Fleischer is currently producing a new edition of the whole text. We
have given an English translation of the relevant passages.

7. It refers to Antiochus as (recently?) dead and Dio of Alexandria as still alive,
whence the range of dates given.

8. The dates for Philodemus’s stay in Alexandria are a guess; we have no firm evi-
dence for its beginning, but its end can be dated with confidence to 85 or 83. Similarly,
we have no evidence for any of Philodemus’s movements, if there were any, after he
left Gadara and before he reached Alexandria. On Zeno’s birthdate, see Fleischer 2019.
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At the end of the Index (33.1-34.2), Philodemus discusses Philo of Lar-
issa (159/158-84/83 BCE), scholarch of the Academy from 110/109 to
at least 88, when he fled to Italy at the beginning of the Athenian revolt
against Rome in 88-86.” He died in the influenza epidemic of 84/83.
Here Philodemus notes his own arrival in Athens almost in passing, as
he comes to the question of Philo’s successor: “and [name illegible], 1
think from Ceos, was already presiding over the school when I arrived
by sea from Alexandria” (34.2-7). As Fleischer notes, the person who
“was already presiding” at the Academy whose place of birth Philodemus
does not remember for certain sounds like a caretaker, and Philodemus’s
arrival should be dated to 85 or 83, just before or just after Philo’s death.!®
He probably could not have gone to Athens before Sulla took the city in
March 86 after a siege; we might suspect he would not have moved there
soon afterward either.

Before we move on to Athens, we should dwell briefly on several
friends that Philodemus could have made during his Alexandrian period.
Philodemus got to know Antiochus of Ascalon (ca. 125-67) personally, if
not in Alexandria, then certainly in Athens.!! He was also friendly with
several of his students, “especially my close friends (cuvyfetc) Aristo and
Dio, both of Alexandria, and Cratippus of Pergamum; of these, Aristo
and Cratippus, having studied with [name lost] ... enthusiasm ... became
Peripatetics, but Dio is still one of the Old Academy” (that is, he is still a
follower of Antiochus and Aristus), “and I hear just recently from Dio that
quite a number of Stoics ... to Alexandria...” (35.7-19).!2 He may have
been in Alexandria in 87 for Antiochus’s famous reading of Philo’s new

9. On Philo, see in general DPA P148 (Goulet) and Brittain 2006, updated by
Fleischer 2017b and 2017c; for detailed discussion, see Brittain 2001.

10. The date depends on the exact interpretation given to #%0% and what “taking
over the school” (diaxateiyev) means: they could refer to a caretaker who took over
in Philo’s absence or to the next scholarch to take office after Philos death. Fleischer
inclines to the former understanding, as do we. The former understanding puts Philode-
muss arrival in Athens in 85, the latter in 83.

11. “He (Antiochus) spent most of his life on embassies to Rome and to the gen-
erals in the provinces and in the end died in Mesopotamia [probably in the winter
of 68/67], still working devotedly for and with Lucius Lucullus and beloved by
many people, as also by me,” Philodemus says, “and having himself given us a favor-
able reception” (Index 34.35-35.2). On Antiochus as a philosopher, see DPA A200
(Dorandi) and Sedley 2012.

12. On Aristus, see DPA A406 (Dorandi). On philosophical “networking”
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Italian works, which provoked a response from Antiochus in the form of
the treatise Sosus and led to the foundation of Antiochus’s rival school,
which he called the “Old Academy.” Cicero (Luc. 11-12) does not record
Philodemus as a participant, but Philodemus later knew three of the Aca-
demics involved: Dio, who remained loyal to Antiochus; and Aristo and
Cratippus, who became Peripatetics.

All three were of some importance. Dio of Alexandria returned home
after studying in Athens but had influential friends in Italy that he visited
often. At the end of his life he headed an embassy to Rome in 57 to protest
the planned restoration of Ptolemy XII Auletes, who was in exile there.!3
He was soon poisoned by assassins, along with most of the delegation.
Aristo of Alexandria wrote a treatise On the Nile, which Strabo used as one
of his sources (Geogr. 17.1.5).14 Cratippus had a remarkably distinguished
later career and enjoyed a level of patronage that dwarfed Philodemus’s.!
Cicero called him the foremost Peripatetic philosopher of the age (Off.
3.5) and also obtained Roman citizenship for him, as M. Tullius Cratip-
pus; later, in 44, he sent his son Marcus to study with him in Athens. After
Pharsalia, Pompey chose Cratippus to offer him philosophical consolation
and therapeia. After the death of Caesar, Brutus, already a close friend,
attended Cratippus’s lectures in Athens.

These philosophers were part of a renaissance of the Peripatos, which
had passed some time out of the limelight. Philodemus’s friendship with
them may help explain his interest in Peripatetic views of anger (cols.
31-34), including “some of the Peripatetics, whom we have also men-
tioned earlier by name” (31.24-27). The earlier passage may have been
extensive.!® The Peripatetic school of Zenos and Philodemus’s days in
Athens was in a flourishing state and worth debating; the school was
making converts around the time of Philodemus’ arrival there. Addition-
ally, we see that Philodemus kept up friendships and correspondences
with philosophers of other schools. We also see that debate was fierce,
despite the extramural friendships.

between Athens and Alexandria in the last two centuries BCE, see Lévy 2012, 290-92;
and Fleischer 2016.

13. On Dio, see DPA D304 (Dorandi).

14. On Aristo, see DPA A393 (Caujolle-Zaslawksy and Goulet).

15. On Cratippus, see DPA C208 (Dorandji).

16. Our frags. 7-13 may contain its remains; see introduction, §6.1.
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Philodemus’s own principal teacher in Athens, to whom he remained
loyal for the rest of his life, was Zeno of Sidon.!” He would have studied
Epicureanism at the Garden from 83 (or 85) until he finished his stud-
ies or until the death of Zeno (ca. 75).!"® He may have met Cicero during
his time there, when Cicero and Atticus attended Zeno’s lectures around
78/79.1° Unfortunately, little is known for sure about Zeno and his views.2°
Philodemus then moved west, becoming part of what Sedley (2003) calls
the “decentralization of philosophy” from Athens in the late second and
early first century BCE. He spent time in Sicily, and there may have been
a malicious story in circulation that his property was seized and he was
exiled from Himera because his “impiety” was blamed for a plague.?!

At some point, probably around 71 or a bit earlier, Philodemus came
from Sicily to Rome, where he was soon accepted into the entourage of L.
Calpurnius Piso Caesoninus (consul 58), the father of Julius Caesar’s wife
Calpurnia.?? Cicero claims (Pis. 68 and 70) that Philodemus, when he first
met him, was in awe of the youthful (adulescens) Piso for being “a sena-
tor of the Roman people.” This suggests that Piso was at the first rank one
achieved as a senator, quaestor, when they met; according to Broughton,

17. On Zeno, see the collection of fragments by Angeli and Colaizzo 1979, as well
as the discussions in DPA Z24 (Angeli) and Blank 2019, §2.2.5.1.2. The fragments are
translated into French with notes at Delattre and Pigeaud 2010, 233-37 and 1163-69.
For his birthdate, see n. 8 above.

18. Dorandi (1996) conjectured that Philodemus left Athens because he was
passed over for the scholarchate, but see now Fleischer 2018 (Philodemus was almost
certainly too young). It may still be that there is a connection between Zeno’s death
and Philodemus’s departure from Athens.

19. See Cicero, Tusc. 3.38 and Fin. 1.15-16.

20. Three texts by Philodemus—On Frank Criticism (P.Herc. 1473) and two books
from a treatise on sensation in at least three books (P.Herc. 1003 and P.Herc. 1389)—
bear a note in their end titles that they are “from Zeno’s lectures” (éx T&v Zivwvoc
cxoA&v). It is not clear how significantly Philodemus edited or otherwise intervened in
the material nor what this implies about other works by Philodemus that do not bear
this note.

21. Index 34.8-11, reading €wc mpo[c]fjv with Blank (followed by Fleischer) instead
of Dorandi’s earlier mp[@t]nv. For the story about Himera, see Sider 1997, 9-10; Raw-
son 1985, 36 n. 90; and now Fleischer 2017¢, 77-79. Sider reconstructed the story of
Philodemuss stay at Himera and his flight from there to Italy from three separate pas-
sages in the Suda, but if anything traumatic happened to him in Sicily it is not obvious
from his own words in the Index.

22. For Piso’s philosophical interests, see DPA P189 (Boudon-Millet).
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he was quaestor in 70.2* Presumably Philodemus joined his entourage at
that time. So far as we can tell, they remained connected for the rest of
their lives.?* Philodemus dedicated to Piso a brilliant little poem inviting
his wealthy patron to a simple dinner with philosophers, on the occasion
of a celebration of Epicurus’s birthday, the eixac, on the twentieth day
of the month.25> Because of this connection, Philodemus was mentioned
without being named by Cicero in two speeches, the In Pisonem and the
De provinciis consularibus.?® These texts show that Philodemus not only
lived with Piso for many years as a companion and near family member
“who rarely left the fellow’s side,” (Pis. 68: nec fere ab isto umquam dece-
deret) but accompanied him to Macedonia when Piso was proconsul there
from 57 to 55. It is probable that Philodemus’s On the Good King according
to Homer was written in Piso’s honor, perhaps, as Braund infers, to cel-
ebrate his consulship or proconsulship in Macedonia.?”

23. Piso was of high enough birth that he never lost an election (Pis. 2), so he
arrived at all the stages of the cursus honorum as soon as he was of legal age. This was
called being elected “in one’s proper year” (anno suo). So he will have been quaestor
at age 30, in 70, and consul at age 43 in 58, thus born no later than 101; see Broughton
1951-1986, 1:129, 2:47.

24. For a possible explanation for Philodemus’s arrival in Italy, see Dorandi 1997.
Sider (1997, 7-8) suggests that Philodemus was in Italy by 70, because of a present-
tense reference to Zeno of Sidon in On Rhetoric 2, at PHerc. 1674, 53.10-1 (Longo
Auricchio 1977, 152-53; cf. 57.13-17, Longo Auricchio 1977, 160-61), but this could
be a citational present tense.

25. Epigram 27 (Sider 1997). As Sider shows in his commentary (1997, 153),
this poem alone created a mini-genre, the “invitation to a simple supper,” imitated in
Catullus 13; Horace, Odes 1.20, 4.12; Ep. 1.5; as well as Martial, Epigr. 5.78, 10.48, and
11.52; and Juvenal, Sat. 11.56-76.

26. Asconius identifies him in his commentary to the In Pisonem as Epicureus illa
aetate nobilissimus (§68, Clark 1907, 16,12; nobilissimus does not look like an infer-
ence from Ciceros text), and the inference that he is in question in the other speech
at Prov. cons. 14 is safe. In that passage, Cicero argues that Piso was held back from
claiming a triumph after his victories as governor of Macedon by the clever Greek
philosophers that appeared with him continually in public, whereas they were kept
behind the stage in Rome. Gardner (1958) rightly annotates this plural with “Philode-
mus,” but Grillo (2015) overlooks this.

27. See, e.g., Braund 1996, 31-34. Braund favors dating On the Good King to the
proconsulship of 57-55; the whole chapter (“Kings, Proconsuls, Emperors,” 22-40)
deals with the quasi-monarchic style characteristic of proconsular government and
the relevance to it of philosophical treatises on kingship.
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If our Piso was the one who served as propraetor in Spain in 61 (there
is a good deal of uncertainty on that point), Philodemus may have gone
with him there also as personal philosopher.?® If so, we gain a bit more
insight into Philodemus’s situation. Catullus (Carm. 28, 47) reports the
complaints of his friends, Veranius and Fabullus, who are treated badly in
comparison with Porcius and Socration. Philodemus has long been sug-
gested for the real identity of “Socration,”? and “Porcius” is an appropriate
pseudonym for another Epicurean companion.’® Indeed, Catullus and
Philodemus are wittily playing on the names of Socrates and his wife Xan-
thippe: many of Philodemus’s erotic epigrams are dedicated to Xanthippe
(presumably a pseudonym) because she is the most famous “wife of a phi-
losopher,” so Catullus calls Philodemus Socration, “Socrates Jr.,” in his own
poems. Incidentally, despite Catullus’s complaints, Philodemus and “Por-
cius” could probably expect better treatment as personal friends of Piso
than could Fabullus and Veranius as members of his staff. They may have
served as envoys or personal agents and so warranted description as “right
hands” of Piso, which Catullus, outraged on his friends’ behalf, travesties
as “left hands” in his poem (Carm. 48.2).3!

In Italy, Philodemus was a busy teacher and polemicist. He counted
among his students several leading literary and political lights beyond
Piso and his family. He taught Virgil and his lifelong friends Plotius Tucca,
Varius Rufus, and Quintilius Varus and dedicated works to the four of
them together.3? He was also in the patronage circle of C. Vibius Pansa

28. For longer treatment and bibliography, see Sider 1997, 23-24. See especially
Syme 1956.

29. From Friedrich (1908, 228) onward. See also Tait (1941, 36-47), Land-
olfi (1982), and Sider (1997, 23-24), and, contra the identification, Shapiro (2014).
Socration transliterates Cwxpdtiov, the diminutive, not Cwxpatiwy.

30. Like Horace’s Epicuri de grege porcus (“a pig from the herd of Epicurus,” Ep.
1.4.14-15) and Cicero’s Epicure noster, ex hara producte, non ex schola (“our Epicurus,
brought out from the sty, not the school,” Pis. 37, with Nisbet 1961, 98). Kroll (1923,
86-87, on Catullus, Carm. 47.1) took Porcius to be the Porcius Cato who was tribune
of the plebs in 56; while Fordyce (1961, 210-11) does not accept the identification, he,
too, takes the name to be a gentilic rather than a pseudonym.

31. But the joking insults of Carm. 28 suggest that Catullus is not too upset at his
friends’ situation.

32. Philodemus dedicates P.Herc.Paris 2, a book On Slander, to them; see
Gigante and Capasso 1989. On these figures in general, see the articles in The Virgil
Encyclopedia. Piso’s daughter, Calpurnia Caesaris (born ca. 75), was an Epicurean,
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Caetronianus (consul 43), an Epicurean to whom he dedicated the fourth
book of On Rhetoric.>* Horace would later pay Philodemus the compliment
of a citation (Sat. 1.2.121, published 35) and many imitations.* Cicero
probably used him as a source for the first two Epicurean books of De fini-
bus and for the doctrines of the Epicurean Velleius in De natura deorum
1.3> An Oxyrhynchus papyrus (P.Oxy. 54.3724) contains a list of epigram
beginnings, mostly Philodemus’s, and testifies to the wide circulation of
his poetry, which would later be anthologized by Philip of Thessalonica in
his Garland. Cicero cites his epigrams as well known even to the members
of his senatorial audience (Pis. 70) and says that his poetry is “so pleasing,
polished, and elegant that nothing could be imagined more artful” (ita
festivum, ita concinnum, ita elegans, ut nihil fieri possit argutius). However,
despite his lasting fame as a poet, Philodemus is mentioned only once in
later philosophical literature, by Diogenes Laertius (Vit. phil. 10.3), who
cites his Syntaxis of philosophers for a detail.

and so probably was her much younger half-brother L. Calpurnius Piso Pontifex (48
BCE-32 CE, consul 15, the probable dedicatee of Horace’s Ars poetica). The latter was
praised by Velleius (Hist. Rom. 2.198) and Tacitus (Ann. 6.10) for his mild temper and
love of leisure and his equally impressive devotion to business when necessary. This
may be a standard way to praise an Epicurean of the governing class (see Swan 1976).
Pontifex is satirized by Seneca (Ep. 83.14) for his supposed addiction to wine, but
(again) this did not affect his diligence at work. This may be a hostile parody of the
standard way to praise an Epicurean. For details of the identification, see Armstrong
1993, 200-201 and n. 29; 2014, 93-94 with n. 5. On Philodemus and Virgil, see the
introduction to Armstrong et al., 2004.

33. See Dorandi 1996.

34. On Philodemus literary influence, see Tait 1941; Cameron (1993, 385-87)
noted that Epigr. Bob. 32 is a translation of Sider’s epigram 3, and Sider (1997, 67) plau-
sibly suggests that Epigr. Bob. 35 is a translation of a lost epigram. These translations,
made in the fourth or fifth century CE, testify to Philodemus’s continuing popularity.

35. If Cicero and Philodemus became acquainted in Cicero’s student days in
Athens, Ciceros use of Philodemus as a source is easy to explain; see Cicero, Fin.
2.119, where the Epicurean advocate Torquatus mentions Philodemus and Siro, also
one of Virgil’s teachers, as the authorities he will consult to find further arguments
against Cicero’s attack on his Epicureanism. For the De natura deorum, see Diels 1879,
529-50; and Obbink 2001; 2002, esp. 196-97. Philodemus’s authorship of the On Piety
is open to question: only the initial phi of the author’s name is legible on the papyrus,
and Cicero requests Phaedrus’s On the Gods at Att. 13.39 (see also Fam. 13.1), which
makes Phaedrus another possible author.
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The last datable event in Philodemus’s writings may have happened in
40: Mark Antony’s import of pygmies from Hyria, mentioned as a recent
event.3® He would have been already about seventy at that point and prob-
ably did not live much longer. Horace’s present-tense reference in the first
book of the Satires (1.2.121) may, but need not, mean that he was still
living at the time it was published in 35.

Philodemus’s surviving treatises were found between 1752 and 1754
CE in the Villa dei Papiri just outside of Herculaneum beneath Vesuvius.
They had been carbonized and buried in the eruption.?” The villa may have
been owned by Piso himself, but only the presence of Philodemus’s books
there connects the man and the place. The library is made up primar-
ily of Philodemus’s own treatises, followed by Epicurus, then Demetrius
Laco, an Epicurean probably of the generation before Philodemus. At least
some of it descends from Philodemus’s own papers, as the working copy
of the Index Academicorum shows, but the vicissitudes that his collection
underwent before the eruption are unknown. An important datum is the
inclusion of up to three copies of Epicurus’s On Nature (three copies of
one book are attested and two copies of several others); one of the copies
is probably from the third century and so must have been brought to Italy
from Athens. The existence of these copies probably indicates the exis-
tence of a reading group or teaching circle, for which multiple copies of the
same text would be useful.

Most of Philodemus’s surviving works deal with ethics and aesthetics.
This is not to say that he had no concern with physics—his On Sensations
and On Signs both show proficiency in the topic—but we do not know
of any treatise dedicated completely to physics. On Anger (De ira) had a
sibling treatise in On Gratitude (unfortunately, extremely damaged), for
anger and gratitude, orgé and kharis, were paired in the first Kyria Doxa:
they are as necessary for humanity as they are irrelevant to the gods.*8 On
Anger is also closely related to On Frank Speech, which is concerned with
Epicurean didactic strategies and practices and which it cites at 35.24-25.
We do not know if these three works belonged together in an ensemble.

36. Mentioned at Sign. 2.15-18; see Carruesco 2010 and Longo Auricchio 2013.

37. For the library and its relationship to the villa, see Dorandi 2017 and Capasso
forthcoming. For a recent survey of archeological work on the villa, see the essays in
Zarmakoupi 2010, especially De Simone 2010 and Guidobaldi and Esposito 2010; see
also the essays in Lapatin 2019.

38. For an edition, see Tepedino Guerra 1977; see also §6.7 below.
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What survives of On Anger does not refer explicitly to datable events or
even to specifically Roman or Italian customs.*

2. Previous Philosophical Scholarship*

Giovanni Indelli’s 1988 edition of On Anger finally broke down the bar-
riers to study by providing a fully realized edition with commentary and
translation—the foundation for a growing secondary literature.*! We
thank Indelli especially for generously allowing us to make his text the
base for our own when we were beginning our edition in 2013. His excel-
lent and meticulous Italian translation, the first into any modern language,
and his wide-ranging and learned philological commentary have been our
guide and first resort at every step. Indelli’s edition restored this text to the
literary and philosophical world of modern classical studies after it had
been for decades an empty name.

Before Indelli’s edition, the secondary literature of On Anger was
devoted primarily to establishing the text, but there were two excep-
tions, both still of interest. The first of these was the Latin Praefatio to
Karl Wilke’s edition of 1914, especially his paraphrase of the contents, his
discussion of Philodemus’s adversaries Timasagoras and Nicasicrates, and
his argument for Chrysippus as a major source for On Anger. The other
was Hermann Ringeltaube’s rival analysis of On Anger (1913, 38-50),

39. Unless the vivid passage of On Anger about cruelty to slaves provoking them
to become runaways or revolt (24.17-36) represents Roman rather than Greek cus-
toms; see n. 143. If so, this would be the only such instance in On Anger. On Prop-
erty Management implicitly refers to Roman customs and explicitly mentions one at
25.38-40; see Tsouna 2012, 70-71. Citations of Philodemus’s works are by column.line
number unless identified as a fragment.

40. The history of scholarship on the text of the On Anger is summarized in §15.

41. The most useful general treatments of Philodemus’s philosophical position in
On Anger are Annas 1989; 1992, 189-99; 1993, 188-200, esp. 195-200; Asmis 1990,
2393-99; 2011; Delattre 2009b; Fowler 1997; Procopé 1993; Sorabji 2000, 202-5;
Spinelli and Verde forthcoming; Tsouna 2001, 2003, 2007a (especially the chapter
devoted to On Anger, 195-238), 2007b, and 2012. On the question of the relationship
between On Anger and the portrayal of Aeneas and Turnus’s anger in Virgil's Aeneid,
see Erler 1992b; Fish 2004; Galinsky 1988, 1994; Gill 2003; Indelli 2001, 2004; Pol-
leichtner 2009; for a different view, see Fowler 1997. On Philodemus’s influence on
Horace’s Satires, see Armstrong 2014 and 2016, as well as Yona 2015, 2017, 2018a,
2018b, and 2018c.
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which gives a radically different view.*> Wilke, like many scholars of his
day, regarded Philodemus’s own thought, and indeed Epicureanism itself,
as of very minor interest compared to the fragments of other philosophers
and writers that might be extracted from On Anger and from Hercula-
neum texts in general. His elaborate and careful reading of the papyrus is
illuminated by a wide study of ancient writings on anger and makes his
text still indispensable for critics. Philodemus’s casual mention of Chrys-
ippus’s Therapeutikos Logos and Bion of Borysthenes’s On Anger as classics
of the diatribe against anger (1.16-19) gave Wilke the ambition of res-
urrecting, from Philodemus’s own diatribe (8-31.24), not just quotations
and paraphrases from Chrysippus’s treatise but even its general order and
arrangement, which he claims was identical with Philodemus’s (1914, I-
1i).4* Wilke also believed, following Cronert, that it was possible to identify
not merely humorous imitations of Bion but actual quotations from Bion
in the text (1914, liv). The implication is that Philodemus was merely a lazy
paraphraser of Chrysippus’s Therapeutikos Logos.**

Wilke’s progress in editing On Anger, from his visit to Naples to read
the papyrus in 1911 to the appearance of his Teubner text in 1914, seems
to have been followed closely by Ringeltaube and his teachers. Ringeltaube
believed, as we do, that there are multiple sources for On Anger, of which

42. Karl Julius August Wilke (1880-1916) was also the editor of Polystratus’s On
Irrational Contempt of Popular Opinions (Teubner, 1905), which was his dissertation at
Kiel under the great early Herculaneum papyrologist Siegfried Sudhaus (1863-1914).
Wilke and Sudhaus were both killed in World War I. Hermann Ringeltaube, born in
1890, also served in World War I and survived until at least the 1950s but published
nothing further. His 1913 treatise was his dissertation, written at Géttingen under
Max Pohlenz (1872-1962). Paul Wendland (1864-1915), one of his examiners, had
taught at Kiel with Sudhaus before moving to Gottingen and had stayed au courant
with Herculaneum work in general.

43. This ambition was helped along by the fact that frag. 19 appears to paraphrase
Chrisyppus (SVF 3.478). See our note ad loc.

44. Wilke (1914, liii): Philodemus, vel potius Zeno, quem ille sectatur, cum iram
describeret, omnia fere ex Chrysippi curatorio libro hausisse mihi videtur; his perpauca
ex Epicureorum scholis addidit; nonnulla denique lumina orationis ex Bione adspersit
(“Philodemus, or rather Zeno, whom he is following, when he describes anger, seems
to me to have drawn nearly all his material from Chrysippus’s Therapeutikos, adding a
very small amount of material from Epicurean sources and scattering in a few striking
sayings from Bion”). Wilke (1914, ilv) and Jensen (1911) even considered Philode-
mus’s rhetorical use of praeteritiones such as “Why should I say more?” as a sign that
he was abridging his source at that point.
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Chrysippus may be one, but that Philodemus’s arrangement and content
are original throughout and entirely Epicurean. Philodemus’s diatribe
against anger, Ringeltaube argued, cannot be used to isolate new fragments
of Chrysippus or Bion. The rhetorical genre of diatribe, and specifically of
the diatribe against anger, was older than both, going back to the Sophists
(and thence perhaps to archaic iambos), and its commonplaces had been
passed on from writer to writer so long and used for so many purposes
that source criticism is impossible. As Ringeltaube puts it:

In fact, every other writer “on anger” that we have is full of similar mate-
rial, as no reader can fail to notice. But no one would dare take all this
and ascribe it to Bion, and there is no ascribing this material to any one
source, for “Bionean” diatribe was so popular in all the philosophical
sects and so overworked, that the same topics, expressed in nearly the
same words and illustrated by the same exempla, are found in all exam-
ples that survive of such writing. Certainly Paul Wendland is right to
say ... “it is enough to identify the philosophical tendency and genre to
which any given diatribe’s ideas belong, but to look for a named source
would be fruitless and indeed misguided.” Philosophers of all kinds were
constantly arguing about these much-studied matters and took up the
forms of argument they found worked out in ethical tracts for popular
audiences, but their doctrine was nonetheless that of their teachers.*>

Modern scholarship on Chrysippus and his Therapeutikos Logos leaves
On Anger and Philodemus entirely out of account. So also, the passages in
On Anger once taken by Buecheler, Cronert, and Hense to be quotations
from Bion of Borysthenes have disappeared from the editions and scholar-
ship on that author.4®

Ringeltaube was also the first to argue that Philodemus’s opponents
Nicasicrates, Timasagoras, and the “maximalists” were all fellow Epi-

45. 1913, 39, our translation here and elsewhere; the quotation of Wendland is
from his 1895, 62. On the futility of source hunting in the diatribe genre, see also
Ringeltaube 1913, 32 and 76-77.

46. Hense’s supposed fragments of Bion are gone from the standard modern edi-
tion (Kindstrand 1976) and from the secondary literature. So also, Tieleman’s book on
Chrysippus’s On Emotions hardly mentions Philodemus and cites On Anger only once,
in passing (2003, 179), and that in spite of the imagery borrowed from Chrysippus in
frag. 19 (see our notes) and the storm of medical imagery in the first eleven columns of
On Anger, which no doubt parallels similar uses of medical imagery of the Therapeu-
tikos Logos; see Tieleman’s general account of its fragments (2003, 140-97).
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cureans, so that the treatise is almost entirely a conversation between
Epicureans (1913, 40-46). This has become the accepted account.*” We
have contributed further arguments to it by following Ringeltaube’s tech-
nique, which was to mark off the opponents’ own words as Philodemus
cites them and analyze them for Epicurean technical language. We found
still more such technical language in all three.

Ringeltaube also analyzes the history of the definition of anger from
Aristotle onward and notes that On Anger teaches a purely Epicurean
definition that differs significantly from those of Aristotle and the Stoics.
He formulates the definition, using key terms from Philodemus’s text, as
follows: “Anger is an irritation following on suppositions that people are
harming or intending to harm one” (dtepeBicuodc émaxorovBiv vmornPecty
Bramtovtwy 7 BAaew peMdvtwy, 1913, 46-47); he also notes that harm
(BAafn) is an important word in the Epicurean vocabulary (1913,47 n. 1).48
The omnipresence of a definition such as this as crucial to understanding
the various parts of On Anger is a major theme of our interpretation as
well. But at this early stage, with the crucial distinction between “empty
anger” and “natural anger” still unarticulated, the definition is not yet pre-
cise enough.

After Ringeltaube and Wilke, we must skip over the next seventy years
to Indelli’s 1988 edition and begin anew, for there seems to be no fur-
ther extended literary or philosophical analysis of On Anger as a whole in
the secondary literature. Philippson’s 1916 article on the treatise is almost
entirely textual, though he promised a longer, interpretive treatment
(never to appear).*® However, the interpretive tradition after 1988 does a
great deal to make up for lost time.

We begin with Annas (1989), who is the first writer on On Anger to
articulate the distinction of empty and natural anger in the work. She
shows that Philodemus assigns to empty anger almost all the bad behaviors

47. Asmis (1990, 2011) is a significant holdout; see excursus 1 below for more
details.

48. Wilke did not see any important difference between the Peripatetic, Stoic, and
Epicurean definitions of anger: “this appears to have been Philodemus’s very unorigi-
nal definition: ‘anger is a desire to get vengeance on a person harming one intention-
ally” (1914, li: Philodemo ... haec fere definitio tritissima fuisse videtur: dpyyn émbupia
ToY peteAbeiv Tov fAdTTovTa éxoucinc).

49. There are attempts to trace the influence of Philodemus (or his sources) in
other writers on anger, e.g., Fillion-Lahille (1970) and (1984, 221-36) on possible
echoes of On Anger in Seneca’s On Anger.
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and negative outcomes that had been the subject of the diatribe tradition
and that he limits natural anger to a pleasureless impulse toward punish-
ment, accepted only with pain, and as an unenjoyable duty, like agreeing
to drink some bitter drug or undergo a surgical operation. Philodemus’s
view, Annas notes, is not some middle view between Stoic refusal of all
emotion and Peripatetic acceptance that anger includes the pleasure of
vengeance. It is worked out principally as a quarrel between his own and
other, differing opinions within the Epicurean school itself. This is, in
essence, Ringeltaube’s view and our own.

Annas (1989, 153-59) is also the first to articulate fully the relevance
to On Anger of Epicurus’s classification of desires as empty and natural
(Men. 127; Kyr. dox. 29-30).° Interpreters must realize that most or all of
what Philodemus calls empty anger entails empty desire, in this case, the
empty desire for the pleasures of revenge or even of punishment as good
things in themselves. That anger can give you any real pleasure is an empty
belief, and therefore a desire for the pleasure of vengeance is always an
unnatural (and thus unnecessary) desire. Natural anger is never accom-
panied by pleasure or enjoyment or the hope of it; revenge is forbidden,
and punishment is not a pleasure. That means, for Annas, that the “desire”
involved in natural anger is too special to be easily analyzed by the three
categories natural and necessary, natural but unnecessary, and unnatural.
Natural anger is just “something necessary, something we cannot avoid....

50. Men. 127: “We must reckon that, of the desires (epithumiai), some are natural,
some are empty; and of natural desires, some are necessary, some merely natural; and
of those that are necessary, some are necessary for happiness, some for the comfort of
the body, some for life itself” (dvadoyictéov 8¢ de T@v émbupidy al pév eia Pucixal,
al 08 xeval, xai @V ducxdy ai puév dvayxaial, ai 08 ducixal pévov. Té&v 0t dvayxaiwy
al pév mpdc eddaipoviay eicly avayxaiat, al 0 mpoc THV Tod capatoc doydnciav, ai ot
mpoc adTd 6 Gjv).

Kyr. dox. 29: “of desires, some are natural and necessary, some are natural but
not necessary; and some neither natural nor necessary, but come about because of
empty opinion” (Tév émbudy ai wév eict ducixal xal (Gvayxaial, ai 08 pucixal xal)
obx dvaryxaiat, ai 08 oite ducinal olite dvayxaiat, dM& mapl xeviy d6&av yvduevar).

Kyr. dox. 30: “In the case of those physical desires that do not lead to physical
pain if left unfulfilled and yet there is intense (syntonos) eagerness, they are due to
empty opinion, and it is not because of their nature that they refuse to be dissipated
but because of the person’s own empty opinion” (&v aic Tév ducixév embuidy, uy én’
dXyolv 0¢ émavayoucly, éav w) cuvtedechicty, Omdpyel ¥ croudn chvTovoc, Tapd xeviy
d6kav abrar ylvovtal, xal ob Tapd THY EquTdy dlcy ob dtayéovtar GG Tapd THY Tol
GvBpcimou xevodo&iav).
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There is ... no point in trying to get rid of this desire, any more than in
trying to get rid of the desire for food or drink; you won’t succeed, because
it is part of what you are, one of your human needs” (Annas 1989, 159-60).

Annas believes that Philodemus’s natural anger is a limited and tran-
quil emotion, more suited to arguments between philosophers or their
students. We do not agree, but certainly there are passages in the text that
show why she and others have thought so. It is true that Philodemus makes
clear that anger, as something painful, is self-limiting in the sage or the
good person. It is also the case, as we will show, that two important pas-
sages of the surviving text presuppose a school or educational context. We
agree with Annas that anger among Epicurean students like Philodemus’s
own and among good people, including sages, is a main theme in On
Anger and is related, as an explicit cross-reference at 36.22-28 shows, to
the parallel treatise on Epicurean education On Frank Speech (De libertate
dicendi).>! Annas concludes from these passages that anger is not a heroic
emotion for Philodemus but a merely scholastic one:

Epicurean anger seems to show itself principally in the philosophical life
of the Garden, in teaching and disputes; its scope overlaps with that of
frankness, to which Philodemus devotes another work. Achilles’ kind of
anger is ruled out; one should not feel like that, principally because one
should not care about the kind of thing Achilles cared about. To get into
combat because of a sense of injured honor is already to have left the
Garden. (1989, 162).

51. See especially 18.35-21.36 (with our discussion below at pp. 61-62), a passage
that Ringeltaube singled out for evocation of an ancient classroom: “in these words,
we seem to be transported back to an ancient philosopher’s lecture hall, to such a
style, grave and severe, as befits a teacher’s classroom as he warns his students against
indulgence in anger. Does not there seem to breathe on us in these words the very air
of Philodemus’s own preceptor Zeno’s teaching, of the man who is called by Cicero
(Tusc. 3.38) acriculus senex, the sharp-tempered old man?” (1913, 39); see also n. 160
below. We feel that Ringeltaube appreciated the style and tone better than Procopé,
who said (1998, 174): “it reeks of the Epicurean lecture-room.... So much is clear from
the unattractive and slovenly prose. Its failings of style may be blamed on gaps in the
papyrus and on insensitive attempts to restore them. But that is not the whole story”
(of Philodemus’s faults as a writer). We think the diatribe is witty, ironic, self-aware,
and amusing, with affinities to Horace and Lucilius. For comparisons with Horatian
diatribe satire, see Armstrong 2014.
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That, we will show, is a misunderstanding. Although no Epicurean will
get angry for the reason that Achilles got angry (i.e., injured honor), the
essence of natural anger is punishment of those who intentionally caused
real harm and the removal of the possibility of further harm caused by the
offenders or any others who might imitate them (41.2-8). This suggests
that, when Epicurean sages act in anger, they act vigorously and decisively.
As for heroic action, On Anger assumes the relevance of both Homeric
epics, tragedy, and comedy to the discussion of anger. Philodemus, like
every other ancient philosopher of anger, privileges Odysseuss temper-
ance and self-control over Achilles’s violent emotions; he is skeptical about
the violence of Achilles’s empty anger but confident in the validity of Odys-
seus’s natural anger, even against the suitors and the maids.>

Eventually Annas came to think that Epicurean anger and gratitude
are both merely cold and formal pretenses of emotion; as she puts it, “we
think that things like retaliation and gratitude matter, and to a good Epi-
curean they do not”>* This does not seem right; of course punishment and
gratitude matter to the sage. Punishment, as we saw, is intended to stop the
offenders and anyone tempted by their example, which implies a serious
response (41.2-8). Gratitude is the foundation of true friendship, and the
strict performance of its obligations is necessary not just to the secure life
but to the pleasant life.>* But anger and gratitude are always feelings one
assents to in the service of security, friendship, and pleasure and not ends
in themselves. That is why they matter so much and also why they are not
the whole story.

John Procopé’s pioneering account of the treatise (1993) has influ-
enced us in many details, perhaps most of all his use of a passage from
Demetrius Laco, a contemporary of Philodemus’s own teacher, Zeno of
Sidon. In the treatise conventionally called On Textual and Exegetical
Problems in Epicurus, Demetrius Laco specifies four possible meanings

52. Thus Erler’s essay (1992b) on the relevance of On Anger to Virgil, who we
know studied with Philodemus, is deliberately titled “Der Zorn des Heldens” (“the
anger of the hero”). For further arguments, see that essay and Fish 2004, as well as our
notes on frag. 31, with a newly edited passage from Philodemus’s On the Good King
according to Homer that Fish has kindly provided to us.

53. Annas 1992, 192-99, at 198; 1993, 194-99. For counterarguments to this view,
see Armstrong 2008, 84-88.

54. On the crucial interrelationship of practical kharis and more ideal forms of
philia in Epicureanism, see Armstrong 2016.
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that an Epicurean could give to the term “by nature”; Procopé explains
how they relate to Philodemus’s term “natural anger”>> In context (cols.
66-68), Demetrius is defending Epicurus’s refusal to call parental affection
natural. What is natural is (1) what comes about by unperverted natu-
ral instinct (adiastrophos), such as needing nourishment; (2) what comes
about by unavoidable necessity (katénangkasmends), such as being liable
to pain; (3) what comes about to our advantage (sumpherontos), such as
pursuing the virtues; and (4) the natural or “first” uses of words (protai
anaphonéseis), which give the best and simplest match with what is sig-
nified by the word. Procopé argues, and we accept, that three of these
qualifiers (2-4) are relevant to On Anger.>® If natural anger, in Philodemus’s
theory, has these three characteristics, we can see better why it is as neces-
sary as it is natural: an emotion prompting self-defense against harm, felt
by correct natural instinct, and one that must be available to every human
being, even sages.>’

Sorabji (2000, 201-3) argues that Philodemus’s natural anger, which
is described as “biting” in the treatise, can be compared with the “bites”
of the Stoic pre-emotions or propatheiai and otherwise corresponds to the
unemotional feelings of the Stoic sage.>® But Stoic pre-emotions are pre-
cisely those that do not as yet lead to action, in contrast with Philodemus’s
view that natural anger must lead to action (cf. 41.2-8). It is important to
establish, against critics such as Sorabji and Annas, that natural anger in its
full sense is an unwelcome impulse toward deterrent punishment that can
and must be inflicted decisively, that it comes about through serious prov-
ocation, and that it involves a serious response. Moreover, the only reason
the sage is not greatly angered when he is intentionally and greatly harmed
is that to him “nor is any external thing all that important, seeing that he
is not liable to great [tarakhais] disturbances even through the presence of
great pains, and much less through his fits of angers” (42.4-12). But this

55. For our account, see below, pp. 40-45. This passage has become standard in
interpreting On Anger; see Procopé 1998, 179-80; Tsouna 2007a, 224-25; and Arm-
strong 2008, 83-84,101-5, and 109, where Demetrius’s categories of the natural are
applied to the fear of death as described in Philodemus’s On Death, as well as to natu-
ral anger as described in On Anger.

56. Sense 1 is also relevant: simply retaliating against harm intentionally done
to us may be an instinctive and undistorted natural reaction, self-defense. See p. 42.

57. For discussion of the philosophical argument in Textual Problems 66-68, see
McConnell 2017 and McOsker forthcoming a.

58. On propatheiai, see also Graver 2007, 85-108.
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raises quite high the requirement for the sage’s calm endurance of suffer-
ing; it is really the same argument from the sages’ invulnerability as the
argument that they are happy even on the torturer’s rack.>® The question
is whether we should feel overwhelming transports of natural anger, not
whether we should feel it as a genuine, fully experienced emotion (see
Armstrong 2008, 87).

Voula Tsouna, in her very helpful chapter on Philodemus’s On Anger
(2007a, 195-238), argued strongly that Philodemus’s natural anger is a
real and active emotion. As she makes clear, “desire for revenge” is the
most certain sign of empty anger. Chrysippus had given examples of a
confused pleasure in anger itself, a pleasure so malevolently attractive
that the angry person even gets angry with inanimate things, such as that
of the man who bites the key for failing to open the door for him (frag.
19, cf. Chrysippus in SVF 3.478). Choleric and unreflective persons find
the pleasure of what they imagine to be vengeance against an enemy so
great that they go on the attack on any provocation, still blind to the
consequences of their emotionally confused actions. Tsouna gives a good
account of the section on diatribe and the diatribe itself (2007a, 204-17)
and shows how Epicurean training in epilogismos (rational appraisal) and
other rational techniques helps people to avoid empty emotion, while not
abandoning natural emotion (2007a, 52-73).6% She proves that by “bites”
and “gnawings” Philodemus does not mean transient irritations or Stoic
pre-emotions but real emotions that are based on reliable cognitions and
can issue in significant acts (2007a, 32-51), and she has a helpful analy-
sis of natural anger, as seen in the later columns of On Anger (2007a,
221-30).

Elizabeth Asmis’s 2011 discussion of the necessity of natural anger in
On Anger has been equally helpful to us. The last lines of the treatise say
that a supposition of intentional harm is a necessary condition of anger
but not a sufficient condition, just as being literate and numerate is nec-
essary to be a sage but not sufficient. Procopé thought this was a weak
and ineffective way to end the argument; the whole finale is “hurried and
slapdash, as though the author had lost interest and decided that he had

59. Reported at Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.118. Tsouna (2007a, 228) rightly
cites Epicurus’s famous deathbed letter as a parallel (frag. 138 [Usener 1887, 143] =
frag. [52] at Arrighetti 1972, 427, apud Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.22).

60. For the meaning of epilogismos, see Schofield 1996; Erler 2003. On conse-
quences of anger, see below, n. 120.
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gone on long enough” (1998, 188), but Asmis shows it to be a pointed
and striking conclusion. Indeed, it constitutes a tacit appeal to the audi-
ence to think back through the whole treatise and see that Philodemus has
indeed required much more as prerequisites for natural anger than merely
a supposition of harm. The sage or the good person has to become good
at reasoning and reflection, to develop a temperament and character that
prevents careless and injudicious responses to provocation; however, even
after all that precaution and self-searching, there remains a natural anger
that will be accepted and acted on at some point by every person, the sage
included. “What must be added to the assumption of harm to make anger
follow in every case? To judge by Philodemus’s illustration, the answer is: a
lot” (Asmis 2011, 153). We do not agree with Asmis that there is a further
distinction between necessary and unnecessary natural anger, based on
the greatness of the provocation.t! In our view, empty anger, in the strict
sense, is always unnatural and unnecessary, and natural anger, in the strict
sense, is always natural and necessary.

We are most indebted to Asmis, however, for her detailed exposition
of the many ways in which the anger of fools (“useless persons,” as she
renders mataioi) differs from that of the wise and good. “An emotion is a
feeling joined to a cognitive disposition. When the disposition is good, the
emotion is good, even though the feeling itself may be bad. Conversely,
when the disposition is bad, the emotion is bad, even if there is a feeling
of pleasure” (2011, 162). Natural anger requires “a rich set of insights....
The assumption of harm is a very minor requirement: what is needed in
addition is a complex set of judgments, arising from a good disposition,
concerning the nature of the harm and the appropriate response to it”
(2011, 171, emphasis added). This sums up the emphasis in On Anger on
disposition and character in Philodemus’s analyses of natural and empty
anger. We are also indebted to Asmis’s discussion of how Philodemus’s
definitions of natural and empty anger are influenced by and respond to
the earlier definitions of the Peripatetics and Stoics (2011, 159-76, espe-
cially 171-76).

61. Asmis 2011, 176-82. Empty anger in On Anger, we would argue, is always
unnatural (and thus unnecessary), whether it is provoked by trifles, middling offenses,
or threats to life and limb. Natural anger, by contrast, is always both natural and nec-
essary, whether it is about serious offences (blabai) or, in a milder form, a necessary
part of the process of teaching and offering therapy to students, see below $6.3. Con-
sequently, there are only two kinds of anger: natural and empty.
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In the following analysis, we take for granted several points that seem
to us already well established in the literature of On Anger. Now that we
have reedited the fragments and arranged them in better order, we find
it thematic that, at least in the later fragments (frags. 21-32), fools think
their anger to be compulsory just because they suppose that harm has
been done to them. But if that is all that they take into account, Philode-
mus argues, their anger is neither compulsory nor necessary. Without the
richer mental context that Asmis describes, the fools’ anger will indeed
be empty and unnecessary. “A rich set of insights” and an alert and reflec-
tive disposition is indeed required as the context for natural anger. So the
ironic challenge that Asmis sees in the treatise’s final sentences, that we
already know the supposition of intentional harm is insufficient, goes even
further when we reread fragments 19-32. Badly damaged as they are, they
clearly argue that only fools believe that the mere supposition that they
have been harmed is a sufficient cause for anger. Anger on that basis alone
is never compulsory. Asmis’s intuition that the last sentence or two of On
Anger is an ironic challenge to the reader or hearer to remember all the
different requirements for natural anger beside “a supposition of harm” is
still further vindicated.

These are some of the assumptions with which one must begin in
explaining On Anger. Perhaps the most important aspect, and the one
where we feel our attempts have been the most productive, is seeing what
Philodemus’s definition or sketch definition of anger really is, both for
itself and in its historical context.

3. Plato and Aristotle on Anger5?

The philosophical and literary interest of On Anger depends on its detailed
working out of a polemical definition of anger—in more strictly Epicurean
terms, a “sketch” (Omoypadn, hypographé) of the “preconception” (mpéAnic,
proleépsis) of anger that the Epicureans set up against Aristotle’s definition
of anger in the Rhetoric.%® Aristotle’s definition, in turn, was a response to
a problem posed in Plato’s Philebus about the mixture of pleasure and pain

62. For a summary of the topic, see Price 2009.

63. On prolepsis, see Verde 2013a, 64-72, with further bibliography at 248-50;
on prolépsis and hypographé, see Fine 2014, 226-56. Beyond Verde’s introduction to
Epicureanism, see also O’Keefe 2010; Long 1986; and the primary sources gathered in
Long and Sedley 1987, 1:87-90 and 2:91-93. For the Epicurean hostility to Academic,
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in our emotions. Additionally, the Protagoras appears to have influenced
Epicurus in at least two ways: his definition of the “hedonic calculus”
(or, as Epicurus calls it, symmetrésis, Men. 129-130) is couched in lan-
guage much like that of Socrates’s pioneering statement of this concept
to Protagoras at Prot. 354a-357e. Similarly, Protagoras’s Great Speech in
the dialogue pioneers the theory of punishment as deterrence. Aristotle
argued that both the pain of anger, that of experiencing intentional and
undeserved slight (6Atywpia), and the pleasure mixed with it, that of first
imagining and then executing revenge (Tinwpla), are morally acceptable if
not allowed to become excessive.

In On Anger, Philodemus does not directly engage with Plato’s Pro-
tagoras or Philebus or with Aristotle’s Rhetoric or Nicomachean Ethics, but
they are essential background for his ideas. Not because Philodemus had
read these texts or, in Aristotle’s case, even seen copies of them, but because
their language about the emotions profoundly influenced Epicurus and his
circle. Plato’s and Aristotle’s vocabulary for describing and defining anger,
revenge, and punishment influences Philodemus’s language and argu-
ments at every point in this treatise.

Protagorass Great Speech, where he pioneers the theory of punish-
ment as deterrence, already contains much of the terminology and even
phraseology found in On Anger’s central theory: that natural anger does
not aim at the pleasure of vengeance but only at the calm, practical inflic-
tion of deterrent punishment “for the sake of the future”:

In the case of evils that people believe each other to have by nature or
by fortune, such as being ugly or short or weak, no one gets angry at
[Bupodtat], reproves [voubetei], teaches, or punishes [xold{et] them for
having these evils, so that they will not be like that any longer; people
just pity them. Who is so absurd as to do anything like that to the ugly or
the short or the weak? For I think they know these things come to people
by nature and fortune, for good or bad. But as for things that they think
are goods that come to people from practice and exercise and teaching,
that is where you see fits of anger [fuyoi] and punishments [xoAdcec]
and reproofs [vouBetceic], things like wrongdoing and impiety and in
general everything opposite to civic virtue.

There everyone gets angry with everyone else and tries to reprove
them, obviously because civic virtue can be acquired by teaching and

Peripatetic, and Stoic lists of definitions and the use of hypographé instead, see Asmis
1984, 35-47; Besnier 1994; Giovacchini 2003; and Tsouna 2016.
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practice. If you are willing, Socrates, to consider what “to punish wrong-
doers” means, that itself will teach you that humans think virtue can
be acquired. No one punishes a human just to punish and just because
one did wrong, except for a person who, like a beast, unreasoningly
[dAoylcTwe] goes after revenge [TipwpeiTat]. A person who punishes with
reason [peta Adyou] does not take vengeance because of a past offense
because one cannot make what has been done to be undone. One pun-
ishes for the sake of the future, so that the person will neither offend
again, nor will any other who has seen that person receiving his punish-
ment [tof uéMovtoc xdptv, e un atbic dducient wite obtoc wiTe &Moc 6
Toltov [0wv xolacBévta]. (Plato, Prot. 323d-324b)

Here we find almost exactly the same distinction as Philodemus makes in
On Anger between punishment (x6Aactc), the objective of natural anger,
and revenge, the objective of some kinds of empty anger. Revenge is never
compulsory to those who can reason. The good Epicurean, who haslearned
the techniques of logismos and epilogismos, reflection and appraisal, pun-
ishes for a reason, with the goal of deterrence, as is characteristic of natural
anger, rather than seeking revenge for any or no reason—except one’s own
pleasure, as happens in empty anger. That is the same idea as in the Pro-
tagoras passage.

Further, Protagoras says that the offender, once punished, “will nei-
ther offend again, nor will any other who has seen that person receiving
his punishment” This passage helps explain Philodemus’s own statement,
couched in rather difficult Greek, of what is achieved by punishment: &i
0’ aMbTprov xal yvwexet, 06Tt xohacbelc dvactalicetar xal Tobc dMouc
gmictrcel, pavixdc odx &v Mot ma[At]y xab’ &va yé Tva Tpémolv] daxdv.
70 0¢ Totolto[v 8]pyny [x]aroluey (41.2-9), which must mean that, “if it
is an alienated feeling (i.e., if he feels alienated)—and he knows that, when
punished, the person will be stopped cold and will deter the others—it
would be insane not to come back in one way or another, gritting his teeth
(as he does s0).”%* That sort of thing, Philodemus adds, “is what we (Epicu-
reans) call anger” The fuller passage in Protagoras resolves the ambiguities
in Philodemus’s more telegraphic one. Natural anger aims at punishment
that stops further offense by the offender and “the others,” that is, anyone
else who has seen the offender punished. Further, Philodemus makes the
same distinction as “Protagoras”: only punishment should be the goal of

64. On gritting one’s teeth, see Procopé 1998, 191 n. 41; see also our note ad loc.
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natural anger, and the pleasure of revenge, or even pleasure in punishing,
is a sure indication that something has gone wrong. Natural anger always
looks to the future and is focused entirely on the prevention of further
harm, either by the offenders or anyone else who might be inspired to
follow their lead.

At Phileb. 47e, where Plato makes the first surviving list of emotions
in Greek philosophy and attempts to define them, Socrates characterizes
“anger and fear and desire and mourning and sexual love and jealousy
and envy and similar emotions” (3pyny xal $oPov xal mébov xat Bpfivov xal
gpwta xal Gilov xal dBdvov xai Sca Tolalita) as being “kinds of distresses
of the soul itself” (adtijc Tijc Yuxijc ... Admac Tvac)—which, however, are
also “full of irresistible pleasures” (%0ovév pectdc ... dunydvwy). Socrates
gives anger as his first example of this mixed pain and pleasure and uses a
quotation from Homer to characterize it: “the line ‘(sc. anger), which goads
on even the most self-controlled man to get angry and is much sweeter
than honey pouring down’” (10 “[sc. xoAoc,] 6¢c T édénxe moAddpova Tep
xaAemijvat / 6 Te ToAL yAuxiwy puéAitoc xataAetBopévoto”; I1. 18.108-109).9

Socrates and Protarchus are discussing whether pleasures and pains are
false if they are based on false opinions and expectations or true if based
on true opinions and expectations (Phileb. 36c—42a), since in either case
we really feel them. Plato makes clear from the start that every definition
of emotion should account for both true and false opinions or cogni-

65. Plato does not quote Homer’s whole passage, “may strife perish from among
gods and mortals, and anger, which goads on even the most self-controlled man to
get angry and is much sweeter than honey pouring down and can grow up like smoke
in men’s chests” Achilles is lamenting to his mother Thetis that his anger has brought
about the death of Patroclus and will soon bring about his own. By the comparison of
anger to smoke, he admits that pleasure in feeling anger broke down his self-control
and confused him. The lines have a long afterlife in the theory of anger: Aristotle
quotes them at Rhet. 2.2, 1378b1-9 (discussed below) and at Rhet. 1.11 1370b11-14
in discussing the pleasures of painful emotions: “Even being angry is pleasant; Homer
said of anger that it is ‘far sweeter than dripping honey; for no one feels anger against
those on whom vengeance cannot be inflicted or those who are far more powerful
than oneself” (and thus one can fantasize with pleasure about getting vengeance).
Chrysippus also analyzed them in full (SVF 2.890, 905-6, 911); see also Tieleman
2003, 157-62. Armstrong has recently shown that these lines were used by Diogenes
of Oenoanda in NF 203, which on his and Gronewald’s suggestion now reads “for this
very reason Homer, poetically calling anger x6Aoc [‘bile’], says it flows more sweetly
than honey”; see Hammerstaedt and Smith 2014, 274-75; Smith 1993 and 2003.
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tions about whatever has happened, is happening, or is going to happen
to provoke an emotional reaction. This distinction between true and false
pleasure and pain in emotions is at the root of Philodemus’s distinction
between empty and natural anger: for Philodemus, empty anger has no suf-
ficient basis in reason and is not based on realities. Plato had said:

As it turns out, he who has any opinion at all always really has an opin-
ion, even if it is sometimes not based on realities whether present, past,
or future ... [and] he who feels pleasure at all in any way always really
feels pleasure, although it is sometimes not based on realities, whether
present or past, and often, perhaps most frequently, on things that will
never be realities even in the future.... the same may be said of fears and
angers and everything like them, that all those sorts of things are some-
times false. (Phileb. 40c8-e5)

As Fortenbaugh says, this passage

makes clear that Plato saw an intimate relation between emotion and
cognition. But it fails to make this relationship clear.... Further clarifica-
tion was necessary ... and we can imagine lively debate in the Academy
concerning the way cognition is involved in emotional response. Aristo-
tle was most certainly part of this debate.... he recognized cognition as
the efficient cause and formulated a demonstrative account of emotional
response. (2002, 11)

This emphasis on cognition can be seen in Aristotle's definition of anger at
Rhet. 2.2, 1378a30-32:

gctw 0% Spyn Spebic petd AOmve Tipmwplac davopévre o dawopévyy
SArywpiav elc adTdv ¥ Té@v adtol, Tol Shrywpelv W) mpochxovToc.

Let anger, therefore, be an appetition, accompanied by pain, for what
appears to be vengeance, because of an apparent slight against oneself or
one€’s friends, the slight being unmerited.5

As Cooper and others have pointed out, it is necessary to understand
davouévy as “apparent” rather than “obvious, notorious.”®” That provides

66. On Aristotle and the emotions in general, see Dow 2015 and Gastaldi’s 2014
commentary on the Rhetoric.
67. We take datvouévy to mean “apparent,” i.e. “appears to you, against the mis-
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the cognitive element: it appears to the subject that she has been slighted,
and she seeks what appears to her to be, what she thinks is, vengeance.® On
Moss’s “phantasist” view (2012, 97), phantasiai reliably cause the forma-
tion of beliefs, though this process can be interrupted by rational people:
seeing my reflection in a funhouse mirror does not make me believe that
I am suddenly rail thin and eight feet fall, though it might confuse my
cat. Evaluative beliefs of the sort that regularly accompany emotions are
formed in this way, though the emotions are provoked by the phantasiai
and accordingly are nonrational. If Megacleides does not invite Hippar-
chus to dinner, Hipparchus has the appearance of being slighted, and this
leads, if nothing intervenes, to a belief that he has been slighted. At the
same time, the appearance of being slighted provokes the mental reaction
that we call emotion and a boiling of the blood around his heart. So emo-
tions have a relationship to beliefs in that both come from appearances,
but it is the appearance itself, not the belief, that leads to the emotion.
(Making emotions depend on beliefs will be a major innovation of both
the Stoics and Epicureans.) Reflection and access to a wider range of facts
can strengthen or weaken both the emotion and the belief by producing
new phantasiai or by causing us to change or modify our judgments. One
of the most famous of Aristotle’s illustrations of how emotion modifies
judgment is his comparison of anger to an eager servant who rushes to
execute your orders before you finish telling him in detail what they are
(Eth. nic. 7.6, 1149a25-28). Means to stop the servant from rushing oft
too soon are listed in Rhet. 2.3, which treats how a speaker can calm anger
when it is already present.

Clearly taking his cue from Plato, Aristotle puts anger at the head of
his list of emotions in the Rhetoric and uses the same passage of the Iliad
as a reference point for the “mixed pleasure and pain” of anger. In fact, the

taken translations “manifest” or “conspicuous”; see Harris 1997; Konstan 2003, 101-3.
Moss (2012, 95-98) notes that phantasiai are preconditions for thoughts and that
Aristotle is not always precise on this point. Philodemus’s use of phantasia in frag.
28 cannot be pinned down with certainty but probably means “belief;” as if following
Moss’s “doxasist” camp.

68. Vengeance has already been defined as a matter of personal fulfillment: i
Bupdy 8¢ xal dpyny T& TinwpNTIXG, Sladépel OF Tinwpla xal xéAactc: ¥ uév yap xéhactc
Tol Tdeyovtoc Evexd éctwv, N 8¢ Tipwpia Tol motodvroc, e mANpwbiL (“Vengeance
works by wrath and anger, but vengeance and punishment differ: punishment is for
the sake of the person who suffers it, but vengeance is for the sake of the person who
wreaks it, so that he may be satisfied,” Rhet. 1.10, 1369b11-14).
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influence of Phileb. 47e is crucial. In the Rhetoric, Aristotle puts forth a
general definition of emotion:

et O¢ T mdBy, O Sca petafdMovtec diadépouct mpde Téc xpiceic, oic
gmetal AOTY) xal ndovy), olov 8pyy) Eleoc dOPoc xal Sca dMa Totalta, xal T
TovTolC évavTia.

The emotions are all those feelings by which people so change as to make
a difference in their judgments and which are attended by pain and plea-
sure. Such are anger, pity, fear, and the like, with their opposites. (Rhet.
2.1, 1378a20-23)

Pain and pleasure cause people to change their judgments by affecting
both how the facts of the situation are seen and their response to it, so a
speaker who knows how to appeal to an audience’s emotions can change
their judgment. But Aristotle does not find both pleasure and pain in any
of the emotions except anger, where he tries to find them when he makes
both the pain of being slighted and “a kind of pleasure that comes from
the hope of revenge” essential to it.® If there is no such hope, anger cannot
be felt: “no one can be angry with those they fear or for whom they feel
reverence” (Rhet. 2.3, 1380a31-32), that is, those on whom revenge is
impossible. But beyond pleasure in achieving revenge, and consistent with
the Platonic—and Homeric—roots of the definition, Aristotle finds plea-
sure in imagining revenge:

S S T S A U SV ;
xal Taent 8pydit Emecbal Tiva Hooviy, THY &md Tiic EdTidoc Tod Tipnwprcachal-
(W \ \ 1 b3 A il N4 E] v 1 ~ ’

NOU wév ylp o olecbar tev€ecbar v édletar, oddelc 0t @V dawopévwy
5 A > 47 ¢~ ¢ y 2 7 PN ~ ¢~ 1
dduvdtwy édletar abtét, 6 O dpylduevoc Edletar duvatdy adTdi. Otd
xaAéc elpytar mepl Hupod- Ec Te oA yAuxiwy wélitoc xataefouévoto
avdp&v v ctibeccy défetal- dxohoubel yap xal Hdovy Tic did Te TobTO

69. Fortenbaugh 2008, 33-37. On this sort of anomaly in Rhet. 2, see Cooper
1999, 410-19. Hatred is said to be painless: “anger is accompanied by pain, hatred is
not; the angry man feels pain, but the hater does not” (Rhet. 2.4, 1382a2-3). In Pol.
1312b26-34 anger is said to be more active (mpaxTixwtepov) than hatred, because the
pain of anger makes reasoning (Aoyilecfat) difficult, but hatred does not; see Moss
2012, 81 n. 27. But hatred is not said to be a pleasure, either. All this is probably rel-
evant to Philodemus’s view that the sage will never be greatly angered because he
cannot be greatly harmed, but he can feel the most intense aversion (¢ZMotpiwcic) and
hatred (picoc) in return for being harmed (41.39-42.3; cf. 41.15-16).
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and on all anger there follows a kind of pleasure that comes from the
hope of getting revenge. For pleasure follows on the thought that one
is going to achieve one€’s desire, but no one desires anything that seems
impossible to him, so the angry man desires what is possible for himself.
And thus it was well said about anger that “it is something much sweeter
than honey dripping down as it swells up in a man’s chest....” for in fact
a certain pleasure follows, both through that hope and because one is
indulging in the pastime of getting revenge in one’s imagination; and
certainly, the image that then occurs creates pleasure, like the pleasure of
one’s dreams. (Rhet. 2.2, 1378b1-9)

Aristotle’s definition of anger, an appetition for revenge on some par-
ticular person that is caused by the pain of a slight and generates pleasant
visions of vengeance, makes it seem a dangerous thing to nourish. The
definition is rendered more disturbingly attractive by revenge’s counting
as self-realization, a major good in Aristotelian psychology.”? It is essen-
tial to the definition of anger in the Rhetoric that one should not only take
revenge but, first in fantasy and then in reality, confront the guilty party
and shame him for the mistake made in slighting you. In the same vein,
Aristotle says that anger is softened in its intensity if the victims think the
guilty party will never know that the punishment “was because of them
and in requital for their personal wrongs ... and thus Homer was right
to say ‘tell him it was Odysseus, sacker of cities’ (Od. 9.504), since Poly-
phemus would not have suffered vengeance, if he had remained ignorant
of who had blinded him and for what” (Rhet. 2.3, 1380b20-24). Aristotle
goes on to say that angry people also lose interest in vengeance against the

70. Aristotle’s phrase tet&echat dv édletar (“to achieve what one desires”) echoes
archaic elegy, e.g., Theognis 256: “it is the most pleasant of all things to attain what you
long for” (to¥ Tic épét T Tuxelv). Cf. in the discussion in Rhet. 1.11, 1370b29-32, of
how to appeal to an audience’s natural epithymia for pleasure: “getting revenge is also a
pleasurable thing; for that which it is painful to fail of getting, it is pleasant to get; and
angry men are pained beyond measure if they cannot get vengeance but take pleasure
in hoping for it,” a passage that underlies our frag. 7 (see note ad loc.). On the Rhet.
1 passage’s morally dangerous definition of anger as an epithymia, see Striker 1996,
286-302. The Homeric context—anger and its vocabulary as expressive of a society
where honor is fundamental to selthood and identity—is well set out by Cairns 2003,
esp. 39-41.
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dead or against those who will never know at whose hands they suffered.
Just as Aristotle ignored, for the sake of his argument, the tragic dimen-
sion of Achilles’s words, he does not mention what was equally obvious
to him and his audience: revenge requires that the offender should be
made to realize his mistake in offending you personally, and ideally in
your own presence, or else something is missing. It was because he felt
he needed this pleasure that Odysseus committed an act of hybris against
the Cyclops and defied the urgent warning of his shipmates by telling
him that it was not “Outis” but “Odysseus of Ithaca, the sacker of cities,
the son of Laertes” who had blinded him. By ignoring their warning,
Odysseus brought about the vengeance of Poseidon, whom the Cyclops
immediately invoked when he was told “who had blinded him and for
what” It appears that, in On the Good King according to Homer, Philode-
mus explicitly interpreted Odysseus’s reckless boast to the Cyclops as an
expression of empty anger.”! Philodemus argued that Odysseus was made
to learn restraint by this episode, as his later behavior showed. His pun-
ishment of the suitors was an act of natural anger, it seems, for he refused
to boast over the fallen.

Aristotle carefully specifies another limitation on the pleasure of
revenge: one must believe, rightly or not, that it can really be achieved.
As we saw, “no one feels anger against those on whom vengeance cannot
be inflicted or those who are far more powerful than oneself” (Rhet. 1.11,
1370b12-14). Philodemus shares this assumption: if the sage “knows that,
when punished, he (sc. the adversary) will be checked and will rein in
others...” (41.3-5). Without the knowledge that he can at least probably
inflict punishment, the practicing Epicurean cannot be angry.

It is also important to specify (and this holds for all the philosophers
and definitions we are discussing) that anger in the full sense is a feel-
ing that commits one to action, a desire or impulse that “is never an idle
wish”72 Anger of a milder kind—angry outbursts and surly behavior by

71. See below, pp. 51-52. Aristotle himself is said to have asked (in the lost Homeric
Problems) why Odysseus “foolishly insulted” (dvofitwe ... @Atrywpycev) Poseidon in
reply to the Cyclops’s invocation of him by saying “not even Poseidon shall heal that
eye” Though Odysseus had been terribly wronged by the Cyclops, he should not have
provoked Poseidon, “for it is not the same thing from a slave to a freeman as from a
freeman to a slave, nor to the kindred of gods (toic fedv éyyte oUct) from those outside
their circle” (Problemata Homerica frag. 174 Rose 1886 = SHTQM) 04, 9.525).

72. Fortenbaugh 1985, 222.
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sages and their students—is discussed separately by Philodemus in col-
umns 34-37, with explicit reference to the manual for Epicurean teachers,
On Frank Speech (De libertate dicendi). There the language is more like that
of Aristotle’s later discussion of anger in the Nicomachean Ethics.

In Eth. nic. 4.5, Aristotle tempered the definition found in Rhet. 2 by
giving an account in terms of excess and deficiency in anger, not plea-
sure and pain.”® The right state is “mildness” (quepétyc, the disposition of
tame, not wild, animals; cf. Ir. 44.26), “though really there is no word for
it” (Eth. nic. 4.5, 1125b27-29), which, he specifies, is actually the capacity
to get angry “on the right grounds and at the right persons and for the
right length of time” (4.5, 1125b31-33). The mild person would rather err
“by defect,” for such a one is “not vengeful but rather inclined to forgive”
(4.5, 1125b32-26a2). The defect is “a kind of lack of anger, or whatever
one could call it” (eiT’ dopyncia Tic €l 8t1 0% mote, 4.5, 1126a3-4; cf. 2.7,
1108a8).74 Those incapable of anger do not get angry “in the right manner,
at the right time, and with the right people” and are blamed because they
do not perceive or feel distressed by insults, and “if one is not angered, one
cannot defend oneself, and it is slavish to put up with insults to oneself or
one’s friends” (Eth. nic. 4.5, 1126a3-8). The excess is “a kind of irascibility”
(0pytAétne Tic, Eth. nic. 4.5, 1125b29-30), and the “irascible” (dpyiAot) are
those who “get angry too quickly, with the wrong people, over the wrong
things, and more deeply than they should, but whose anger is soon over—

73. Frede (1996) evaluates Aristotle's change of tone in Eth. nic. 4.5 and argues
that the relics of Platonism and the Philebus in Aristotle’s treatment of the emotions
as vehicles of pain and pleasure in Rhet. 1-2 are useless baggage and ethically dubi-
ous. She finds that the treatment of emotions, in line with that of the virtues, by
the rule of excess, mean, and deficiency in the Nicomachean Ethics is much more
coherent with Aristotelian ethics overall. But she admits that Aristotle handed the
Rhet. 1-2 treatment down unrevised, apparently intentionally. There is a memorable
protest against Aristotle’s careless overvaluation of revenge and its modern admirers
in Burnyeat’s 2002 review of Harris 2001, explicitly referencing the events and ongo-
ing effects of September 11, 2001. But the influence of the portrayal of the emotions
in Rhet. 2 lived on not just in philosophy but in both Greek and Roman rhetoric (see
Webb 1997), and that of the treatment of anger in Eth. nic. 4.5 was limited to less pas-
sionate contexts, as here in cols. 34-37 (also 18-21, the satirical treatment of anger
in students of philosophy).

74. The context makes clear that he is improvising or fixing a new meaning on at
least some of these terms, which of course live on throughout the literature of anger
until late antiquity and beyond, not just in On Anger and On Frank Speech.
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the best thing about them?” It is difficult to sustain that kind of anger for
long. These people also “do not keep in their anger, but they pay back the
insult in front of everyone, because of their sharp temper, and are done”
(Eth. nic. 4.5, 1126a13-18). Philodemus, however, uses orgilos of people
with a vicious general disposition to anger (Ir. 34.17, 29, 31, 35; 36.20, 33);
for him aorgétos means “with a good persons, or a sage’s, dispositional
resistance to empty anger.’”>

Aristotle identifies several types of irascible people. One is the
sharp-tempered (axpayohot; see Ir. 36.3; Lib. 3b.4) “who get angry over
everything and on all occasions: that is why the word is used” Another is
the “bitter” (mxpot), who are hard to deal with and stay angry over time.”®
How much better to get vengeance right away: “when one retaliates there
is an end to it, for vengeance gets rid of the anger, creating pleasure in
place of pain” (Eth. nic. 4.5, 1126a21-22; cf. Ir. 11.11-12: %&v w3 v dixnv
adTébev embéict). A third type includes those whom “we call those diffi-
cult people (xaAemoi; cf. Ir. 37.2) ... who cannot be reconciled until they
get vengeance or punishment” (Eth. nic. 4.5, 1126a26-28). Here Aristotle
treats timoria (vengeance) and kolasis (punishment) as interchangeable,
despite taking kolasis as the proper “healing” or “cure” for an offense in
Rhet. 1.7

In anger, the deficiency, Aristotle goes on, is to be preferred to the
excess, because the excess is apt to happen more often (Eth. nic. 4.5,
1126a30: “for going after vengeance is more human”).”® The Rhetoric’s
definition of anger is mirrored in Philodemus’ list of elements for describ-
ing the prolépsis of anger, and the language of Eth. nic. 4.5 is mirrored in
Philodemus’s discussions of the sages’ and superior students’ harmless and
merely apparent irascibility (Ir. 34-37) and of the empty anger exhibited

75. This is explained in detail at 34.31-39; cf. Lib. frag. 12.7.

76. Cf. mxpéc at Ir. 36.34 and Lib. frag. 60.4, 2a.7, and 16a.11; and mixpia at Ir.
26.14.

77. Rhet. 1.14, 1374b33: % yap obxy xal xéhacte acte (“for justice and punishment
are the cure”). By contrast, Ir. 44.28-35 shows that pleasure in inflicting punishment
is always a sign of empty anger.

78. Aristotle seems somewhat equivocal on this point: we praise the aorgeétos
person as being “mild” but the orgilos as “manly and fit for command” (Eth. nic. 4.5,
1126b1-2: Gvdpudetc xal duvapévouc dpxetv; cf. Ir. 31.17). But to be so incapable of
anger as to resist being insulted, and to put up with insults to one’s friends, is “slavish”
(&vdpamodédoec, Eth. nic. 4.5, 1126a7-8). The effect is as if Aristotle preferred the excess
to the deficiency after all.
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by some students, bad enough already and symptomatic of worse to come
as they grow up (18-21).”?

Historically, Aristotle was taken to approve of pleasure in imagining
and inflicting vengeance.®? He was also criticized, and still is, for making
mere slights an adequate provocation to anger and for holding that
affronts to one’s honor and social standing are important even to the good
and the wise.®! But he provides later philosophers with what they thought
were more appropriate words to define the grounds for anger: “injustice”
(&dixier), used by the Stoics; and “harm” (BAafn), used by the Epicureans.
Aristotle was not so committed to slights as the necessary and sufficient
cause of anger; to him, as to everyone, if slights are enough to provoke
anger, so injustice and assault will be enough, a fortiori. For instance, in
the definitions of “misadventure,” “culpable error,” and “injustice” in Eth.
nic. 5.8, 1135b17-22, 25-28, and 1136al, where anger figures importantly,
he says:

8taw pév ot Wapa)\oywc 7 BA&Bn yévnTal, a’ruxv;ua Srav 0¢ W) ﬂ'apakoywc
dvev 08 xaxiac, aptap'mua (apapmvs—:t uév yap tav % ava; &v adtéi Nt
THic aitiac, druxel 8 Stav #wbev)- Stav 8t eiddoc pév wy mpoBoulelcac
¢, Goixnua, olov Sca Te Oie Hupdy xal dAa mdby, Sca dvayxaic 3 ducixa
b bl b
cupPaivet Tolc avbpamolc...0ud xaddc T& éx Bupol odx éx mpovolac xpivetat:
I i R P
ol yap &pxet 6 Bupdt Tot@v, GAN 6 dpyicac. &t 0F oUdE mepl Tol yevéchaut
P N ANy v o , Y
7 W) dpdrePryreital, dMa mepl ol dxaiov- émt davoudvnt yap adixior n
8py éctwv...8v 8 éx mpoaupécewe BAdymt, doxel.

When the harm happens contrary to reasonable expectation, it is (1) a
misadventure; when it happens according to reasonable expectation but
without evil intent, it is (2) a culpable error, for an error is culpable when
the cause starts with oneself but only a misadventure when the cause is
outside oneself; but when harm is done knowingly but without malice
aforethought, it is (3) an injustice, for example, what is done in anger or

79. Aristotle’s language of anger in Eth. nic. 4.5 is also echoed in On Frank Speech,
which discusses at length the sages’ prerogative of confronting and blaming students
with the angry and harsh kind of “frank speech.” This provides another serious, though
not life-threatening, area where the teachers can reluctantly accept the promptings of
sincere anger, in order to confront a student and in hopes of his correction. Philode-
mus cross-references Lib. 2a-5b at Ir. 36.22-26.

80. For a good survey of Aristotelian passages on anger, see Harris 2001, 193-97.

81. Kaufman forthcoming.
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any other emotion that is natural or necessary to humankind.8? ... acts
due to anger are rightly considered to be without malice aforethought,
for the person who acts in wrath does not start the affair, but rather the
person who got him angry does. Also, one is not arguing over whether
the fact occurred or not but over its justice, for anger is excited by what
appears to be injustice.... but if (the other has intentionally harmed you),
he wrongs you.

In specifying what provokes anger here, Aristotle falls naturally into the
language the Stoics and Epicureans prefer. What causes anger in a good
person, they felt, should be more important than slight or insult: being
wronged or harmed. Yet when the Stoics defined anger or the Epicureans
sketched out its “preconception” or prolépsis, the language of the Rhetoric
about the pain of insult and the joy of revenge still shaped the response.

4. The Stoic and Epicurean Reactions

Theophrastus, Aristotle’s successor as head of the Peripatetic school,
already attempted to save the Peripatetic view of anger from advocating the
dangerous pleasure of revenge. He sees nothing wrong with being angry at
first, or even enraged, allowing oneself to be inflamed by the guilty party’s
misdeeds (importantly, not slights). But one should be much more calm
and purposeful in seeking redress:

men of practical wisdom [¢pévycic] should do nothing at all in anger,
for rage [fupéc] is most unreasonable and will never do anything with
forethought, but drunken with contentiousness, as may happen, it is
subject to impulses. Consequently, you ought not to take immediate
revenge [Tipwpiat] for misdeeds [auaptriuate], either from slaves or
from anyone else, in order that you may always do what (seems) best to
reason [Aoytcudc], not what is dear to rage, and that you may extract a
penalty from your enemies, as a result of which you will harm [BAdew]
them, without causing yourself distress [cautov uy) Avmév]. For taking
revenge on someone while injuring yourself is no less to pay a penalty
than to extract one.3

82. For Philodemus, natural anger is inescapable (&véxdeuxtov, Ir. 39.29; 40.4-5,
20) and most necessary (avayxatétatov, 44.19). Some translators take Bupéc as “sudden
anger,” but see pp. 77-78 below.

83. Theophrastus, L88, Fortenbaugh 1984, 52 = Stobaeus Anth. 3.19.12, trans.
Fortenbaugh 1985, 210, slightly altered. For the thought that the vengeful are at risk of
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This is already more like the Stoic and Epicurean view that slights are
not a serious enough cause to justify anger. Also, Theophrastus wants the
response to be guided by logismos, reflection and reason, not emotion. He
thus tried to preempt the very objection Philodemus brings against “the
Peripatetics” in Ir. 31.24-33.

Despite attempts such as Theophrastus’s to modify it,3 Aristotle’s defi-
nition of anger in Rhet. 2 lived on, at least in Peripatetic doxography, and
influenced the Epicureans’ and Stoics’ definitions of anger in turn.® It is
possible that some main details of Philodemus’s theory of anger go back
to Epicurus and his circle, who knew the Philebus, Rhetoric, and Nicoma-
chean Ethics as important recent texts. But Philodemus’s theory also shows
signs that Epicureans had developed it over the course of their arguments
against the Stoics in the generations after Epicurus’s death.

For the Stoics, every emotion begins with a false judgment about a
proposition that somethingis good or bad, which in turn entails an impulse
that exceeds the bounds of reason and is disobedient to it.8¢ Errors of judg-
ment and wrong opinions are the only sort of cognitions that constitute
emotions. Thus all emotions are indeed cognitive, since they are evalua-
tive beliefs, but the values are always false or distorted and entail assenting
to the proposition that a merely apparent good or bad is actually good or
bad—or, in the case of anger, two such propositions: that someone did
something bad to you and that your getting revenge for it is good. Emo-
tions can be divided into four categories: desires and fears for the future
and pains and pleasures in the present (émBupiat, $6fot, Aumai, and ndoval;
see Chrysippus SVF 3.377, 385-87, etc.). Under each of these are gathered

causing more pain to themselves than to their enemies, see Ir. 27.26-39, 42.34-39, and
44.28-32. It was already a commonplace of the diatribe against anger when Philode-
mus wrote, see Wilke’s apparatus of quotations ad locc.

84. For Theophrastus’s view of anger, Fortenbaugh (2008, 39-41) is helpful. Theo-
phrastus probably anticipated the Stoics in holding that anger should be motivated
by injustice (adikia) rather than merely a slight (oligoria). Seneca ascribes to him the
proposition that the good will be angered by injustices to their own family and friends
(irascuntur boni viri pro suorum iniuriis, Ir. 1.12.3).

85. On the Stoic and Epicurean views of emotions in general, see Gill 2009. For
Aristotle’s influence on the Epicureans, see in general Verde 2016; for his influence on
the Stoics, see now Bénatouil 2016.

86. See, in general, Chrysippus at SVF 3.377-94.
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the individual emotions.?” Anger is now defined as “a desire for vengeance
on the person who appears to have wronged us undeservedly” (émbupia
Tipwplac Tol Aoenxévar doxolivroc o0 mpoenxdvtwe; cf. Chrysippus SVF
3.395-98). This implies that anger continues to include an irrational desire
for vengeance, but punishment is not in the definition, for the Stoics give
the word kolasis a positive value in the few places it appears. Anger is irra-
tional; it cannot set anything right.38

Accordingly, the student of Stoicism who thinks she has actually been
wronged has to think again. In fact, the sage cannot be wronged and cannot
be truly hurt, except momentarily, and without assenting to the proposi-
tion that she really was harmed.?° (For that matter, the sage never really
“thinks” something is so; she knows it to be so0.) So the student should
realize that her emotion rests on an incorrect appraisal of the facts. She is
hoping for what appears to her to be something good in what appears to
her to be vengeance because of what appears to her to be something bad,
specifically an injustice. But none of these appearances corresponds to
reality. The student’s only recourse is to set things right without emotion,
as an athlete recovers position without anger in a match.”

It would be wrong, however, to think that the Stoic sage is cold or emo-
tionless. She can feel as intensely as she pleases three edmdfetat, or “rational
emotional experiences”: xapd, joy, which corresponds to pleasure; fovAncc,
will, which corresponds to desire; and edAafela, caution, which corre-
sponds to fear. (Nothing corresponds to Auvmy, distress.) Like the genera
of normal emotions, these also cover groups of individual feelings. More-
over, the sage experiences impulses to emotion that a nonphilosophical
person experiences, but only as propatheiai or pre-emotions. These can be
extremely intense, but the sage will not assent to them, so they cannot issue
in action. So she certainly understands how emotions lead people wrong:
she has felt their attraction even if in the end she refused to act on it.!

87. On the division and organization of the emotions and eupatheiai, see Rabel
1977; Graver 2007, 35-60, with handy charts.

88. Kolasis appears at SVF 2.296-97, where it is defined as “setting things right” or
“correction” (émavépbucic), 2.338-39, and 3.81. What the sage can do is punish with-
out emotion to set things right.

89. Feeling pain is a different matter. See Chrysippus SVF 3.288, 578, and 579; and
Seneca, On the Constancy of the Sage, passim.

90. The Stoic Antipater of Tarsus (d. 130/129 BCE) is quoted with approval by
Philodemus for this comparison in Ir. 33.34-40.

91. On propatheiai, see Sorabji 2000, 47-51 and 69-71; and Graver 1999 and
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The Stoic definition plays against Aristotle’s definition to a certain
degree.”? Defining anger as “assent to the propositions that one has been
harmed and that revenge would be good” is a deliberate rewriting of Aris-
totle’s “appetition for what appears to be vengeance upon a person who has
apparently slighted us” The Stoics, following Theophrastus, have rejected
“slight” as a cause for anger and replaced it with “injustice,” and Aristo-
tle’s orexis has now been deliberately replaced by epithymia, which for
the Stoics is more strictly a “craving,” an emotional desire for something
that appears good. But the student has no right to crave, except insofar as
her body naturally craves food, drink, and shelter; she has only a right to
“wish” (BovAncic).

So by the five words of the Stoic definition, taken in their Stoic mean-
ings, Aristotle’s view is systematically negated. There is no such thing as
rational or natural anger for the Stoics. That, in fact, is the only aspect
of their position that is explicitly mentioned in the surviving parts of On
Anger. Philodemus asks his Epicurean opponent Nicasicrates, who wanted
to avoid even natural anger to the extent possible, if he is not merely aban-
doning their school’s position to “those who take away anger entirely from
the sage” (39.23-25). These can only be the Stoics.”

2007, esp. 62-84 and 85-108. As Graver puts it, “we have every reason to think that
the Stoics’ wise person can experience very powerful feelings when the occasion calls
for them. An awareness of having done the right things should evoke not just a mild
satisfaction but real, deep joy. The thought of abusing a child should be met with more
than unwillingness: aversion should go oft like an air-raid siren that arrests one’s very
being” (2007, 82). Seneca makes clear in On the Constancy of the Sage (5.1-2 and
10.1-2) that sages do not feel slights (contumelia, i.e., SAiywpia) such as not being
admitted by one’s patron to his house with the other clients, being ignored or derided
when one speaks, or being given a less honorable seat at a dinner party. It takes at least
an injury (iniuria, i.e., GOixia) to give one even a twinge of resentment, and contumelia
is tantum delicatis gravis (only important to the oversensitive).

92. The Stoics also offered definitions of fuuéc as “anger at its outset,” ufjvic as
“anger become inveterate,” mixpla as “anger expressed immediately;” ydhoc as “swelling
anger;” and xdtoc as “anger waiting its time for vengeance.” Cicero translates this list
at Tusc. 4.21. But as Graver (2002, 147) notes ad loc., fupdc is being (falsely) etymolo-
gized from fupaw, and it appears from Nemesius, Nat. hom. 20, a later citation of this
list, that similarly ufjvic is supposedly from pévew and xétoc from xeicfat. As one would
expect, these etymologies are all ignored by Philodemus.

93. But Philodemus, like the Stoics, is clear that to feel epithymia for vengeance or
even for inflicting punishment is always a sign of empty anger (41.36-39; 42.21-32).
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The Epicureans avoided definitions (Gpot), the staples of Stoic teaching
and memorization, and preferred to rely on common language backed up
by empirically derived “preconceptions” (mpoAnyetc, prolépseis), by which
instances of a previously known general type could be identified.** Instead
of definitions, they used sketch outlines (Omoypadai, hypographai) to indi-
cate the most relevant features of the object or idea in question, but without
any pretense to completeness. Using these, they could argue against other
schools’ definitions and suggest better terms of their own, without making
them too fixed and calcified in their language or falling victim to their
own criticisms of definitions. Philodemus mentions a prolépsis of anger; he
says that it covered both orgé and, insofar as the word could be used as a
synonym, thymos (45.2).%> On the basis of terms frequently repeated in the
section devoted entirely to the Epicurean doctrine of anger (37.16-50.8),
we can reconstruct some of its elements. The key words appear to be chosen
as a deliberate response to Aristotle’s definition, perhaps also to that of the
Stoics. Ringeltaube (1913, 46) already isolated OméAvic éxouciac PAdBrc
(“a supposition of intentional harm”) as central to Philodemus’s proleépsis
of anger. These three words are not found in exactly that form anywhere in
On Anger, but all three, or synonyms and paraphrases, are used throughout
the treatise wherever Philodemus refers to his own views.%

Each word of the phrase “supposition of intentional harm” requires
some scrutiny. The Epicurean must have a supposition of harm, that is,
the opinion that she (or her friend; cf. 41.17-27) has been the victim of a
violation of natural justice. Mere slights do not qualify, nor do violations
of mere custom or merely conventional law, but even minor harms, inso-
far as they are really harms, do count. The word supposition emphasizes

Natural anger offers nothing that we can desire, nothing enjoyable (apolauston; cf.
42.22-23, 44.7, [17]).

94. See n. 63 above.

95. “The Founders accept the idea that the wise man will experience thymos, not
according to that preconception of it, but according to the more general one” (44.41-
45.5). They are accused of favoring empty anger, rather than natural anger, if they
allow the sage’s anger to be intense and prolonged rather than moderate and brief
(45.5-10), as Philodemus claims the Founders described it: for them, thymos was syn-
onymous with orge.

96. It is clear in frags. 22-33 that Philodemus discussed whether a “supposition of
harm” could compel one, by brute necessity, to retaliate (it cannot), but the word inten-
tionally does not occur in its technical sense until 40.32-33 and 41.32-34: fAapeic
Omé Tvoc éxouciwe and 01l O PAdmrechal xad’ Exolciov Tpdmov bpyileTal, respectively.
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the element of cognitive appraisal, which was already present in Aristotle’s
definition of anger. A supposition may be true or false, and further reflec-
tion can revise it. The Epicureans used supposition interchangeably with
opinion (doxa).”” These suppositions can be refined by further reflection
and reasoning, though not all people can or will do so. The Epicurean must
believe the harm to be intentionally inflicted; accidents, because they do
not reflect the will of an actor, do not qualify.”® That the harm is intentional
is a second cognitive judgment, in addition to the judgment that harm has
been done.

The Epicureans had more to say about harm. Epicurus said that “harms
from other people come about because of hatred, envy, or scorn, and the
sage gets round these by reasoning and reflection.” The sage, however vir-
tuous and friendly, may be the object of hatred, envy, or scorn from those
who do not respond rationally to her good behavior, and thus she may be
in danger of harm. By logismos, she can learn to avoid the harm that may
result from those people. Nonetheless, if others intentionally harm her, she

97. Cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.34: Ty ¢ 06Eav xal OméAnw Aéyoucw,
aAnb7 é dact xal Yeudd (“they call opinion also supposition, and these may be true or
false”). At two points in On Anger (6.14; 37.35), the suppositions that provoke empty
anger in fools are called not suppositions, as usual, but “false opinion” (yeudodo&ia) or
the result of “false opining” (Yeudodo&eiv).

98. The word éxouciwc (“intentionally”) can be paraphrased both with map’ éautéy
(“on one’s own responsibility”) and xata mpoaipecty (“on purpose”); see n. 220 on 46.18-
22, below. The sage is not perfect and is even capable of reacting in anger now and then
without fully realizing that an offense was unintentional, an accident (35.24-26).

99. BAdPac €& avBpamwy 1) dil wicoc 7 S dOovov 1) Sl xatadpdvycy yivechal,
@V TOV coddv Aoyicpbit mepryivecar (frag. 536 [Usener 1887, 323] = frag. [1] 117 4 at
Arrighetti 1960, 25-27, apud Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.117). “Harm that comes
from people,” because of their negative opinion of you, corresponds to dcddreie €€
avBpamwy (“safety that comes from people” because of their positive opinion of you),
which is the goal of good behavior. Roskam (2007, 36-39) corrects many mistrans-
lations in the previous literature by showing that this is the usual meaning of these
two Epicurean phrases. They do not, or do not primarily, mean, “safety from other
human beings,” “harms done fo other human beings” Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil.
10.117 especially does not mean that the sage overcomes his own hatred or envy or
contempt for others by logismos, though it has been taken that way. See Armstrong
2007, esp. 191-92: “these aren'’t the sage’s emotions.... they are other people’s feelings
against the sage” What the sage provides for in advance by reason and reflection, and
thus overcomes, is the hatred, envy, and contempt provoked by philosophers in lay-
persons, who are hostile, like Strepsiades in Aristophanes’s Clouds, to the pretensions
of philosophers to superiority.
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can and will inflict punishment on them to deter them and others from
acting similarly in the future, whenever this is a practical option.

The sage is entitled to do this because of the Epicurean view of natu-
ral justice (o Tiic dUcewc dixatov), which is a sort of social contract, i.e.
a “guarantee of mutual advantage, with a view to neither harming one
another nor being harmed” (cUpfotov Tol cupdépovtoc gic 6 wn PAanTE
aMprove undoe Pramrechar, KD 31).19° As KD 31-37 argue, this agree-
ment, after primitive societies arrive at it by reasoning from experience,
becomes the foundation of justice and a normative guide to the devel-
opment of laws. All just laws reflect this natural justice, developing it in
further detail and clarifying its terms, and they can be adjusted as societ-
ies change and develop. There can be unjust laws, which hinder human
nonaggression, and laws that are neutral from the point of view of justice,
since they neither promote nor hinder it. Accordingly, members of human
society, which is founded on a code based in this normative idea of justice,
can expect that their good behavior will be matched by good behavior on
the part of others. Punishment for harm done is itself not harm, but an
attempt to restore justice and set an example for others. In the context of
the On Anger, anger, in its full sense, requires an intentionally inflicted
harm, that is, a damaging violation of just laws, which are those based in
the foundational agreement not to harm or be harmed.

The sage will seek to punish only if the Epicurean hedonic calculus
(cuppétpncie, symmetresis'®) shows that the punishment will probably
bring about the desired end without too much further disturbance. An
angry sage only acts while clearly “seeing what the nature of states of affairs
really is, not allowing any false beliefs into the symmetréseis of the harm
done, and (thus) into the chastisements of those who harm us” (Ir. 37.32-
39; cf. Epicurus, Men. 129).192 Thus, the sage is in a position to know better
than anyone whether the punishment is possible and appropriate. If it is,
then she will inflict it to deter further offenses: if the sage is harmed and
“when punished, he (the adversary) will be checked and will rein in the

100. On Epicurean views of law and justice, see Alberti 1995; Schofield 1999; and
Roskam 2012.

101. For the term, see Epicurus, Men. 129-130 with Hefler’s notes (2014, 251-
69).

102. Cf. Aristotle’s anger felt “with those whom we should, over the things we
should, as and when we should, and as long, and all those things” (Eth. nic. 4.5,
1125b31-2).
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others, he (the sage) would be insane not to grit his teeth and come back
at him in one way or another” (Ir. 41.2-8).19 If the sage cannot carry out
the punishment for whatever reason, she simply avoids the wrongdoer in
the future.

A further characteristic of natural anger is that no pleasure or desire is
felt at the thought of inflicting punishment. One will not feel “great anger
[or] a violent desire for revenge” (41.36-39), nor will it be “[as to some-
thing enjoyable] —because it offers nothing sweet—but he approaches it as
something most necessary but most unpleasurable” (44.16-20). Natural
anger is never an epithymia (cf. n. 93). Sages use the biting pain (dakneéron,
37.19) or mental distress (lypéron, 37.27-29) of the emotion as a spur to
action, to prevent their enemies from repeating their actions. The goal is
not pleasure but deterrence. Natural anger cannot be intense, at least in
Philodemus’s semitechnical sense (see 44.5, 9; 48.6, 10), and it cannot be
called thymos in the sense of “intense anger” or “rage”!** Nor is natural
anger even an orexis, as Aristotle said. It is evidently a painful but natural
impulse (pucuey) 6pun'®®) toward punishment of the guilty and the restora-
tion of justice.

Therefore the Epicurean student must be able to answer the ques-
tion, “How were you actually harmed?,” not “How were you slighted?,” as
with Aristotle, nor even, “How were you wronged?,” as with Theophrastus
and the Stoics. She cannot give a mere empty opinion in reply; she must
have a mature and considered opinion of how she was harmed. Then she

103. The sage’s response is, Philodemus implies, the same in cases where someone
is harming a friend of the sage or the friend is harming himself or herself; see 41.17-
28. It is also the same whatever the tense description: if she “has been,” “is being,” or
“will clearly be” harmed, her right to punish the offender is the same.

104. Epithymia, intensity, pleasure seeking, and lust for vengeance can character-
ize empty anger, on which see §5 below.

105. At 44.7-8, Philodemus says that anger cannot be “an impulse (6pur) (to
revenge) as if to something enjoyable,” which does not exclude its being an impulse to
something painful. At46.38, we are “impelled (6puév) to anger, as to gratitude, through
the corresponding cause”” This is the proposition from which his opponents argue, and
which, we think, he accepts. At 48.5-6, he attributes to his opponents the proposition
that “if we are naturally impelled (pucixdc opuéipev) to intense gratitude to those who
have voluntarily done us good, we are also naturally provoked (éxxalolpeda pucixéic)
to intense anger against those who have harmed us intentionally” Here the context
makes clear that Philodemus only disagrees with the word intense and accepts the rest
of the formulation.
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must answer a question about the intentions of the person who harmed
her. These conditions will be sufficient to prevent her, in many cases, from
feeling anger at all. But if she has, in fact, been intentionally harmed, as
must be the case at some point with every human, she must also answer
the questions “Do you desire revenge for this harm and take pleasure in
that desire—which is wrong—or do you accept the pleasureless task of
punishment?” and “Is it in your power to inflict that punishment success-
fully?” That sets the bar still higher. Few of Philodemus’s students who
tried to demonstrate to him that their anger was “the reasonable anger”
(v elAoyov dpyny, 20.24-25) can have satisfied these conditions. By con-
trast, it is implied that one way to recognize the empty anger of fools is by
their mistaking annoyances for actual harm, and another is by their plea-
sure in taking vengeance.!0

Sages and good people have an alternative, at any rate, if it appears that
punishment for the harm intentionally done them is not in their power to
inflict, and their natural anger cannot lead to action. They can, and in any
case will, simply feel “alienation” from and “hatred” for the offender, and
to any degree of intensity they like (41.39-42.4). At any rate, as we will
discuss in more detail later, it is made very clear that natural anger is brief
and does not cause great mental disturbance (tapay) to them any more
than great physical pains do (42.4-12). But it is a feeling that is more than
enough to motivate a forceful and decisive response (41.2-8).

5. Philodemus’s Natural and Empty Anger

Natural anger is the right kind of anger, the one felt appropriately in
response to suitable circumstances and under the correct conditions. The
sage must put in a good deal of mental work to ensure that her anger is
natural rather than empty, and the experience of anger will never be pleas-
ant. This is the anger of those who understand the current state of affairs,

106. Cf. Kyr. dox. 29, quoted above in n. 50. Writers such as Annas (1989, 147-53)
and Asmis (2011, 153) are right to comment on this passage as essential to under-
standing On Anger. But for us, although Philodemus certainly holds that pleasure in
anger is an infallible sign of something wrong with it, it is learning to question one’s
perceptions and opinions about whether and how one is harmed, by using logismos
and epilogismos, that makes the difference. His emphasis is on moving from empty
opinion to reliable opinion and on escaping from empty anger as from every other
empty opinion; see below, on the later fragments and cols. 1-7.
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who correctly estimate their losses, and who can punish the wrongdoers
in a way that matches the offense. Additionally, we hope to show in what
senses natural anger can be said to be natural.

A good disposition is important for ensuring that anger is natural, as
37.24-39 shows: “the emotion itself, taken in isolation, is an evil, since it
is painful or is analogous to something painful, but if taken in conjunc-
tion with one’s disposition, we think that it is something that may even be
called a good. For it (anger) results from seeing what the nature of states
of affairs is and from not having any false beliefs in our comparative cal-
culations of our losses and in our punishments of those who harm us” In
other words, her “good disposition” is one trained in empirical reasoning
and accustomed to reflection and appraisal of states of affairs.!” A good
disposition assists with the symmetresis and so allows the sage to correctly
evaluate the facts and what is at stake in a question of anger. If her anger
survives such reflection and appraisal, in the light of her realistic vision of
how things are, and if she thinks she can inflict punishment, it is unavoid-
able that she will inflict it. In that sense, her anger will be natural.

We can learn more about the later Epicureans’ natural anger by better
understanding what they mean by the terms natural and naturally. A pas-
sage of a treatise by Demetrius Laco, whose title does not survive but which
is conventionally called On Textual and Exegetical Problems in Epicurus
(col. 67, Puglia 1988), outlines several possible meanings for the term “by
nature”’!9 The context is Demetrius’s defense of Epicurus’s argument that
parents’ love for their children is not natural.!%®

-2 [dicer yap Aéyetal 6] [... man is said to be “by nature” a

-1 [&vBpwmoc moptetixdc Tpo-]||  procurer of fo]od, since he does so

1 ofjc, emeidnmep adiactps- by unperverted instinct; to be “by
dwc, dicet Ot mévwy €l- nature” susceptible to pain, since he
va OEXTIxOC, EMELON Xa- is so by compulsion; “by nature” to

107. On dispositions, see excursus 3.

108. Translated by Procopé 1998, 179. Demetrius was probably a contemporary
of Philodemus’s teacher Zeno, and papyri of his works are found in the Herculaneum
collection; they may have been brought to Italy from Athens, so Cavallo 1983, 58-60.
For Demetrius Laco, see DPA D60 (Dorandi).

109. On Demetrius’s argument, see in general McConnell 2017; McOsker forth-
coming a.
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T{avppayracpévac, du- pursue virtue, since he does so to

5 cel O¢ TV GpeTnY Olw- his advantage; and we say that the
XEL, EMel cuudepbvTuc, first utterances of names were “by
dUcet 08 Tac TpwTAC TEY nature;” since...

dvopatwy avadwicelc
9 yeyovévar Aéyouey, xabo...

Demetrius replies to a Stoic that loving oné’s children is not compulsory,
for it is characteristic of what is compulsory to be involuntary (éxotctov),
and a consequence (Tapaxorotfnua) of compulsion is an attempt to resist
and fight back (&vtimpagic), “which is obviously absent from our love for
our children” (col. 68.3-9). Thus it fails to meet one of the meanings of
“naturally,” and Epicurus’s opinion is vindicated.

Philodemus, as Procopé argues, applies the last three glosses, “by
compulsion,” “to his advantage,” and “according to the first utterances of
names, to natural anger. We suggest that it occurs by unperverted instinct
as well.110 Tt is compulsory for all, including the sage, because it is unavoid-
able in practice due to the nature of our souls and the necessity of social
interactions. Philodemus explicitly says in On Anger that anger is an evil
that is “inescapable, and therefore called natural” (dvéxdeuxtov xal ot
TolTo ducxdv Aeyouevov, 39.29-31; cf. 40.18-26). It is something “most
necessary and most unpleasant” (&vayxatétatov, anoéctatov 0¢, 44.19-
21), and it cannot be entirely rejected by anyone. Natural anger can suit
the third and fourth categories also: it is advantageous, since it prods the
Epicurean to self-defense,!!! and it is so-called because the name has the
characteristic of “first utterances” or “primal appellations™: “direct, one-to-
one correspondence with their objects.”!!? There is no reason not to apply

110. For ddiactpbduc, see Epicurus frag. 398 (Usener 1887, 274) apud Sextus, Pyr.
3.194, a version of the “cradle argument”: “for animals from the moment of their birth
are impelled, following unperverted instinct (&didctpoda sppév) to pleasure and turn
away from pain” The same thought is paraphrased at Math. 11.96 (the next testimo-
nium in Usener) “an animal avoids pain and pursues pleasure naturally and untaught
(ducixdic xai Godaxtwe) from the moment it is born, but not as yet enslaved to mere
belief (undémw Tolc xatd 06&av Joudedov).

111. In Kyr. dox. 36, natural justice is “to our advantage in our dealings with each
other” (xata o cupudépov Tiic Tpoc AMAAouc xowvwviac). Similarly, natural anger, and its
consequence, retaliation against harm, is to our advantage.

112. Procopé 1998, 179-81.
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the first gloss (“by unperverted natural impulse”), either, for self-defense
certainly can count as a “unperverted natural instinct”!!® Thus Epicurean
natural anger is natural in three, perhaps even all four, of the senses listed
by Demetrius.

The main thrust of On Anger’s argument is that anger for its own sake
is never compulsory merely because one supposes oneself intentionally
harmed. In a person of reflective disposition, suppositions of intentional
harm are always contextualized and submitted to symmetrésis, which
requires knowledge and experience of the world and the possible conse-
quences of anger. Only these can tell us whether our anger is natural and
whether we can punish the offender (see 37.32-39). If the answer is no, we
can simply profess ourselves “alienated,” hate and avoid the person who
wronged us, and drop the relationship (see 42.1-4); hatred and avoidance
are available to the sage who has suffered harm but cannot punish the
wrongdoer and guarantee her continuing security. If the answer is yes to
both questions, then the anger becomes necessary and inescapable in a
completely different way: it would be absurd not to punish the wrongdoer.

As we gain wisdom, anger does not disappear from our lives any more
than grief or love, but it is more and more framed in protective layers of
cognition and reflection; we are more likely to feel natural anger. Of course,
there are various ways in which this ideal progression can go astray: most
people do not have the calm and awareness of circumstances and causes
that the Epicurean sage does, and even sages can make mistakes. That said,
a reflective and aware person, and the sage most of all, can reluctantly
“accept” (qvadéyecbat) anger, however strong one’s resistance to it, and can
certainly retaliate under the right conditions with confidence.

Aswe have seen, the opposite of natural anger for Philodemus is empty
anger, which is for various reasons wrong, inappropriate, or incorrect to
feel. The term is poorly attested and only appears in two passages, both
supplemented. The adjective is suggested by the Epicurean habit of using
“empty” (xevdc) to characterize incorrect, misleading, or valueless things,

113. So also in On Death, Philodemus calls the fear of death in certain circum-
stances natural and painful. Anger is inescapable by and for human nature, and it is
well that is so, for evils cannot be remedied without the spur it provides. The fear of
death is in many cases equally natural because it keeps us alive and for entirely good
purposes, and we are not wrong to lament and weep over the frustration of these good
purposes; see Armstrong 2004; 2007 82-83,105-9.
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such as beliefs or utterances.!!* The first passage is: “so in the same way we
were calling em[pty] anger an evil because it results from an utterly base
disposition and entails countless troubles, one must say that the natural
one is not an evil” (37.39-38.6). The second is found (if our text is right)
in Philodemus’s argument that Nicasicrates made natural anger more of
an evil than it really is, “since he did not compare it with empty (anger)”
(39.8). The characteristics of empty anger, the dark twin of natural anger,
get far more discussion than those of natural anger, which is probably a
sign of the therapeutic goal of the treatise, and the diatribe against anger
(8-31.24) is entirely directed against empty anger.

In short, people feel empty anger whenever they are angry in a way
that does not meet the high standards set by Philodemus for natural
anger. Unreasoning and unreflective anger over a mere supposition of
harm is empty anger. Anger at a harm inflicted unintentionally or at a
mere annoyance (rather than a harm) or anger that is too intense or that
involves a desire for punishment or revenge as if they were pleasurable
are all equally sure signs of empty anger.!!> Empty anger can even result if
the sage is correct about suffering intentional harm and sets out to punish
the wrongdoer with the correct intentions but has incorrectly evaluated
the chances of success: in that case, if the sage fails, she will cause herself
to be harmed again needlessly. However, if she made a decision for the
best reasons available, she can justify herself with the maxim at the end of
Men. 135, that “it is better to fail with good reasoning than succeed with
bad reasoning” It is implied by the section in the diatribe that satirizes
the kind of anger and resentment seen in younger philosophical students
(18.35-21) that there are minor forms of empty anger that a teacher and
therapist can correct before they become inveterate and have more seri-
ous consequences, that is, before they become established as a part of a
person’s diathesis (disposition).

114. For the use of the term in general, see Usener 1977, s.v. “xevéc, (T0) xevdv,
xevidc.” For empty beliefs, see above n. 50.

115. Even this list is not exhaustive: any deviation from the rules for natural anger
could result in empty anger. The sage, for example, will never retaliate if he thinks it
is not in his power to do so; he contents himself with “alienation and hatred”; see on
Ir. 41-42 below. It takes a fool such as Timocrates, the brother of Metrodorus who
apostatized from the school and became its unforgiving enemy, to attack someone he
knows is stronger than himself; see on 12.26-30. A fool's anger will often be empty
because he cannot reliably make all the necessary judgments.
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Empty anger can have each of the characteristics opposite to what
Demetrius Laco calls natural. It looks compulsory but is not, “because
their own (false) suppositions are creating the deceptions that people have
suffered the same thing that they suffer in the case of things that are com-
pulsory” (frag. 24.3-10). Empty anger is not beneficial to the persons who
feel it (unlike the restoration of justice and deterrence of further harm
that natural anger provides). It also provokes one into foolish and self-
damaging actions along the way, as illustrated throughout the diatribe
section, where it is clear that empty anger stems from incorrect beliefs and
values. One of the main signs of empty anger is a failure to contextualize
the situation and to look for unwanted consequences and entanglements.
The victims of empty anger are unable or unwilling to make use of logis-
mos and epilogismos and thus cannot see the evils that are “consequent”
on their anger. Their anger is wholly unnecessary; reflection and reason
would dissolve it.

6. The Structure and Analysis of On Anger

In the treatise as we have it, many of the basic materials needed to
reconstruct Philodemus’s own theory are crowded into the last fourteen
columns, and other aspects of his theory are frequently mentioned or
alluded to in the course of his arguments throughout the treatise. That is
why we have outlined his doctrine in the previous sections before begin-
ning our analysis of the treatise as a whole. Philodemus may have provided
his own theory in the beginning, or at least indicated what authority he
was following. At 31.24-27, he says that he had already summarized the
views of the Peripatetics whom he discusses, and we should assume he did
the same for his other opponents as well. Some of this seems to survive in
the initial fragments (frags. 7-13), where Philodemus does appear to be
refuting the Peripatetics’ positive view of vengeance. At 36.20-21, there
is another back-reference, apparently to a discussion of varying levels of
natural anger of the souls of Epicurean sages. But we have no indication
of what other topics Philodemus might have covered in the lost opening
columns; a summary of his own positions is a reasonable guess, but there
may not have been much room for it, and he begins other treatises without
restating school doctrine.

We can identify seven sections in the treatise, discussed individually in
§§6.1-7 in what follows. The first (discussed at §6.1) is a very fragmentary
section that might have dealt with Epicurean topics and that apparently
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included an attack on the Peripatetic theory of anger, probably the one
Philodemus mentions at 31.24-25. The second (§6.2) is fragmentary
but underlines the importance of logismos and epilogismos to evaluating
impressions and suppositions of harm. It may, in fact, be the last part of a
response to the Peripatetics or the beginning of the attack on Timasagoras,
who denied the usefulness of various Epicurean therapeutic techniques.

The third section (§6.3) is a lengthy model diatribe including a sort
of “school scene,” a satire of the empty anger seen in younger students
of Epicureanism of the kind portrayed in On Frank Speech. This section
is the single largest in the extant part of the treatise. The fourth (56.4)
is a brief return to a previous attack on the Peripatetics (see §6.1). The
fifth (§6.5) is a discussion of anger within Epicurean communities, espe-
cially as seen in sages and mature students whose occasional lapses into
bad temper are more or less harmless; this section picks up the school
atmosphere of that part of the diatribe. The sixth (§6.6) is a defense of
Philodemus’s concept of natural anger, apparently directed primarily at
Nicasicrates but including all of his opponents at once. The seventh and
final section (§6.7) is a brief response to certain unnamed, apparently
Epicurean opponents, the “maximalists” who held that the sage’s anger
could be intense and prolonged.

6.1. The Initial Fragments (Frags. 1-16)

Fragments 1-6 form a poorly preserved section where only the keywords
“harm” (BAafy, frag. 1.4), and “get angry” (ép]yicacfai, frag. 6.2-3, 4-5)
remain to suggest the topic. Conceivably, this is near the end of an exposi-
tion of Epicurean views about anger, either Philodemus’s or an Epicurean
opponent’s.

Fragments 7-13 probably contained an attack, originally twenty or
more columns long, on the Peripatetic view of anger, which is referred to
and supplemented in columns 31-34 of the surviving text. It is clear from
31-34 that the main point of attack against the Peripatetics was that they
supposedly encouraged taking pleasure in revenge, whereas the Epicure-
ans allowed natural anger only as a feeling of pain that helps to motivate
punishment. Fragment 7, however it is to be restored, clearly deprecated
seeking revenge (Ti[w]pi[ac, 1. 5) to relieve one’s mental pain (Admyy, 1.
2; lumetcf[at, 1. 8) when one is angry. Fragment 13 seems to conclude just
such an argument against revenge: “and they have said nothing new about
the whole subject of revenge (ticewc, 1. 29) and in general...” (1. 28-31).
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According to 31.27, this first attack contained citations of various Peripa-
tetics by name, but these are completely lost.

Fragments 14-16 offer little that is decipherable, but the first part of
the name of Philodemus’s Epicurean opponent Nicasicrates occurs at frag-
ment 15.15.

6.2. Anger, Reasoning, and the Critique of Timasagoras (Frags. 17-33 and
Cols. 1-7)

We suggest that at this point in the treatise Philodemus is discussing
the Epicurean account of moral responsibility, which is, in the end, our
responsibility to ourselves, to gain security and friendship by using the
virtues and thereby to reach the good life. The language of this account
distinguishes mere compulsion (Gvdyxy, T0 xatyvayxacyévov) from the
freedom and independence of will that we gain by learning the habits of
logismos and epilogismos and by striving, in response to the teaching and
example of other Epicureans and good people, to avoid blame and deserve
praise. Texts from Epicurus himself, such as Men. 132-135 and some of
the more securely edited passages of Nat. 25 (see excursus 4), underlie
Philodemus’s discussion.

Fragments 17-19 anticipate Philodemus’s full-blown model diatribe
against anger (cols. 8-31; see excursus 1 and §6.3 below) by describing
the violent behavior and ugly facial expressions and other physical signs
characteristic of people in the grip of empty anger. From what follows, the
topic may have already been whether people choose to fall into these states
of mind or are compelled.

The following fragments (21-33) are of crucial importance to
Philodemus’s own distinction between empty anger and natural anger.
Philodemus makes an argument, badly damaged but evidently running
from at least fragment 21 (if the supplement in 1. 14-5 is correct), that
fools never fly into fits of empty anger by compulsion, however it may
appear to an observer and whatever the persons themselves may claim.
Terms for “compulsion” are strewn all over the text in fragments 21-33,
and the question of whether empty anger is compulsory is crucial for
Philodemus’s account.!'® In fact, empty anger comes about because fools

116. For compulsion, see Demetrius Laco, Textual Problems col. 67, discussed
above. For avayxy, see oby vmd tic a[vayxnc (frag. 21.14-15) (o0 Tijc dvayxnc
amepyalopévrc, frag. 24.5). For xatavayxd(w, see frags. 24.8-9; 28.14-15 and 20-21;
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(frag. 22.6'"7) act on mistaken suppositions (cf. frag 22.4-5).118 We have
only two damaged but clear statements to support this contention: the first
is “(this) proves what is [said], that they experience the same thing as in
the case of things that are compulsory, because not necessity, but their own
suppositions, create the deceptions” (frag. 24.3-10).

Philodemus immediately gives four examples of what he means. (1)
A poor man may always be angry with his one slave because there is no
one else he can abuse; as a result, he will be only grudgingly served (frag.
24.10-17). Philodemus comments: “Therefore, because he failed in rea-
soning (logismos), he will fail to get what he needs” (ll. 14-17). This is
crucial as well to the other three examples he gives in fragment 24: (2) the
rich man who has many slaves and is always punishing them (1l. 17-20);
(3) the tyrant who is always beheading people (1. 20-21); and (4) the
person who restrained his temper as a poor man but changes when he
becomes a rich man (ll. 21-26). All four fail to reason correctly because of
their false suppositions; as a result, they experience empty anger. If they
had corrected their incorrect suppositions by logismos, they would not
feel this empty anger;!! instead, the foolish person blames the mysterious
workings of necessity.

The second significant indication that a mere supposition of harm
does not produce natural anger by itself is preserved in fragment 28,
where, lacunose as the text is, we can make out the words: “Even if he
thinks, as he says, that he app[ears] to have suffered what is com[pulso]ry,
and (thinks this?) even apart from all [knowledge] and logical [inquiry]
... (it) [has not been made compul]sory. For even if, ten thousand times
over, because some one, single harm or appearance of harm has befallen
hi[m...” The subject of this sentence is evidently “the fool,” who “thinks, as
he says,” that his anger was compulsory merely because an impression that
he has been intentionally harmed has “befallen” him. If so, Philodemus
means that in none of these ten thousand cases was anger compulsory on
the fool because he was acting “apart from all [knowledge] and reasonable

32.2-3 and 16; and 33.15-16; for Be]PBracuévov, see frag. 28.11-12; for [dvéx]deuxtov,
see frag. 33.19-20.

117. Cf. 42.24; 47.19, 20; literally “people who act in vain” (uatyv).

118. Cf. especially frags. 24.3-10 and 22.4-5; note that pavtacia is used synony-
mously with dmoAfic at frag. 28.23. See also n. 67 above.

119. Angeli (2000) correctly saw that frag. 24 is crucial to the interpretation of
On Anger as a whole.
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inquiry” Fools’ empty anger comes from a failure to reason about their
beliefs and actions (frag. 24.14-15). Additionally, they are unaware of the
consequences their anger brings (frag. 32), which logismos could have pre-
dicted.1?0

Anger is one of many cases in which logismos frees people from the
fool’s apparent compulsion. Epicurus praises logismos as the source of all
happiness:

for it is not continuous drinking bouts and revels nor enjoying ourselves
with women and boys or fish and the other luxuries of the wealthy table
that produces the pleasant life, but sober reasoning [vdwv Aoyicuéc] that
searches out the motives for choice and avoidance and banishes mere
opinions, the things from which the greatest disturbance comes to the
soul. (Men. 132)

In the next paragraph (Men. 133) Epicurus specifies that we are not account-
able for what happens by “necessity, which is unaccountable, or chance,
which is unstable, but what is up to us (6 map’ Huéc) is free, and on those
grounds alone do blame and its opposite (praise) follow (mapaxoloubeiv).”
So, if the four comic characters in fragment 24 had only used logismos,
they would have been freed of their apparent compulsion to be angry and
would not have “failed to get what [they] need” but seen that it was “up to
them” to change. Moreover, as in the passage quoted above from Platos
Protagoras (323b-324d), blame and rebuke do not even come into play
when our actions or states are really involuntary, such as our stature or the
color of our hair, but only where we are capable of personal responsibility
for our actions. The practice of epilogismos (rational appraisal) does not

120. The “consequences” and “entanglements” of anger become a major theme in
the first two columnar sections immediately succeeding the fragments, the justifica-
tion of the diatribe (cols. 1-7) and then the diatribe itself (8.20-31.24). Literally, the
consequences “follow” on anger (dxolovBod[ct]v, frag. 32.14, #x]oho0[8]yxev, 18) or
are “attached” to it (cuvad0y-, frag. 32.19-20). The theme of consequences and entail-
ments is maintained by the repetition of these and related roots throughout the intro-
duction to the diatribe (cols. 1-7) and the diatribe itself. For example, mapaxoiouféw
(“follow as a consequence”) is used of the unforeseen consequences of empty anger
eleven times in cols. 1-28. Philodemus reminds his audience of these consequences
and entailments at 42.16-20: “(the fool’s anger) has countless misfortunes both con-
joined with it and consequent (xal cupumemin[y]uévac xal cuvaxohovbodcac) on it. But
the sage, who sees into these (misfortunes) most clearly, could not fall into (them)”
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go unpraised in this passage either: “for who is the superior of a person
who believes holy things about the gods, and is entirely free from the fear
of death, and has perfectly appraised for himself (émiAedoyicpévov) what is
the telos of his nature?” (Men. 133).

So logismos (reason and reflection) is the key to doing away with
empty anger and limiting it to natural anger. Indeed, logismos in one sur-
viving saying of Epicurus (frag. 485 [Usener 1887, 305-6] = frag. [238]
at Arrighetti 1960, 567) is all but deified: “A person is miserable either
through fear or empty, limitless desire; however, when a person bridles
these things, he can win that blessed entity for himself, logismos” () yap
ot d6PBov Tic xaxodatpovel 7 O adpictov xal xeviy émbupiav- & Tic xaAvidy
dvvatal TOV paxaplov éauTtdl meptmotficat Aoytcudv). This seems parallel
to the famous semideification of Nature in the fragment from Stobaeus:
“Thanks be to blessed Nature, that she made what is necessary easy to
provide, and what is difficult to provide unnecessary’1?! Compare also the
striking argument of Verde (2013b), where, starting from the same texts in
Men. 132-135, Epicurean logismos is exalted in the same manner, as an all
but divine personified deliverer, in this case from the power of fortune or
the personified figure of Fortune.

There is only one indication in the fragments of a positive example of
epilogismos being used to defeat empty anger and replace it with natural
anger. But that, too, is significant. The very scrappy fragment 31 of On
Anger has Juc éméyw[v (“applying rational appraisal”) and TétAabt on,
xpadin, the first words of Od. 20.19. This evokes a famous exemplum, used
twice by Plato (Phaed. 94 d—e; Resp. 390). Odysseus, still disguised as the
beggar, tries to go to sleep but is disgusted with Penelope’s maids, who
have become the suitors’ lovers, and wants to kill them.

But he smote his breast and rebuked his own heart: “Endure, my heart;
a worse thing even than this you endured, on that day when the Cyclops
irresistible in strength was eating my brave comrades, and you endured
it until your wisdom got you out of the cave, where you thought you
would die” So he spoke, rebuking his own heart, and his heart stayed
firm, in complete obedience [meicnt]. (Od. 20.17-24)122

121. Frag. 469 (Usener 1887, 300) = frag. [240] Arrighetti 1960, 567: yapic Tt
paxapiar ®icet, 8t @ dvayxaia émoivcey ebmdpiete, & 08 ducmépicta obx dvayxalia.

122. The line and the scene, like II. 18.108-110, were favorites with any poet or
philosopher interested in the psychology of anger. Plutarch (Cohib. Ira 453d1) called
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The repeated words “rebuke his own heart” suggest émAéyw[v to Philode-
mus. In the absence of any teacher besides Athena, Odysseus was forced
to rebuke his own heart.

We have a more explicit and better-preserved discussion from Philode-
mus about Odysseus’s moral development from feeling empty anger to
feeling natural anger in a column from Philodemus’s On the Good King
according to Homer.?3

24 6 (0¢) [Tuv]dAwcac ToV But he [sc. Odysseus] who
25 “ov; yap Kdxhwmee Atdc ai- blinded the one who foolishly
Yitibxov dAéyoucitv 000,€ said (?) “for the Cyclopes are not
Bieddiv EMwv émieil 1) mo- heedful of aegis-bearing Zeus nor
A d]épTepol cpey” d[Av- the other gods, since we are far
aprcalvta x[ .. Jtwt pey better” [Od. 9.275-276] ...
30 owadml ... Jewn[ Jw [ca. 15 words lost]
o ovel ... affirming that he [Odysseus?]
....... Ipeévar dac[x- . [one or two words missing] ...
oUx €]&v émodoA ety forbidding crying out in triumph
Tol|¢ evdixwe TeTIpw- even over those justly avenged,
35 pnluévorc, xai émdwvidv and exclaiming that “it is not
wc “oly ocin dBiuévorcty piety to glory over slain men.”124

37 ém’ dvopacwy edyetaachar.”

One could argue that Philodemus here highlights Odysseus’s empty
anger, which resulted in his foolish gloating over Polyphemus. But Odys-
seus’s conduct when he returns to Ithaca shows that he had learned from

the ability to hold in your anger “keeping to the Homeric ‘obedience’ (meicar),” as if
that single word was enough to recall the whole scene. Cantarella (2013) is a recent
monograph on these three words, their context, and their place in the history of the
psychology of the individual.

123. Col. 91 Fish = col. 36 Dorandi 1982. We thank Jeffrey Fish for allowing us
to use his work in progress. An earlier text of this fragment is discussed in Fish 2004.
Working with Dorandi’s text, Asmis already suggested that “Philodemus perhaps also
has Homer correct Odysseus’ vindictiveness toward the blinded Cyclops” (1991, 43).
The new text and interpretation take this a step further: Homer shows Odysseus cor-
recting his vindictiveness in general.

124. Od. 22.412. The lines are spoken by Odysseus after he restrains Eurykleia
from gloating over the slain suitors.
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his mistake and changed his behavior, as we see when he forbids Eury-
cleia from raising a song of victory over the dead suitors. The pleasure
of vengeance and self-assertion by openly naming himself that Odysseus
experienced in insulting Polyphemus is characteristic of Philodemus’s
empty anger. Odysseus’s later behavior showed that he learned from this
failure in self-control to restrain his impulses, and his anger against the
suitors was “natural anger,” which Philodemus permits. Whether Od.
20.19 was quoted at fragment 31.19 of On Anger to invoke the whole scene
or was presented as a mantra for those tempted to anger, as an act of epi-
logismos, Philodemus probably used the tag to make a similar point. With
Athena’s help, Odysseus held his anger back until the right time by com-
pelling himself to reason about and repress it.

So epilogismos, like logismos, has a crucial role to play in the trans-
formation of a bad disposition to empty anger into a good disposition to
natural anger, and we will see epilogismos praised as having medical virtue
throughout columns 1-7 as well.

It is fruitless to speculate in detail about what was lost before and in
between the fragments, but we can say that, from the moment the key
terms in Philodemus’s theory of anger as we explained it above pop up
in them, they seem to be already operating as functional items in it, for
example, “harm” (frags. 1.4; 28.22-25), “revenge” (frags. 7.5; 13.29); “sup-
position” (frags. 22.4-5; 24.6), “reason” (logismos, frag. 24.14-15), and
“saying in reflection” (epilego[n, frag. 31.18).

In column 1, Philodemus is already arguing, against Timasagoras, that
the diatribe against anger, of which Philodemus says there were classic
examples in Chrysippus’s On Emotions 4 (the so-called Therapeutic Dis-
course, or @epameuTixoc Adyoc'?>) and the On Anger of Bion of Borysthenes
(a younger contemporary of Epicurus), is no mere pointless rhetorical
exercise. Chrysippus’s treatise was full of vivid and detailed medical imag-
ery, as are Ir. 1-11. In fact, the running medical metaphor that Philodemus
borrows to defend the diatribe as relevant to philosophical education fits
nicely into his materialist system. Everything we do or say affects not
just our thoughts, which are not disembodied, but aspects of our phys-
ical structure, and the right kind of rebuke is a tonic to that structure.
Praise works in the same way, and the use of praise and blame is central to

125. The Therapeutikos Logos is said by Galen to have been different in scope and
perhaps more widely read in antiquity than the other three books of On Emotions; see
Tieleman 2003, 89-94, 140-42; a survey of what we know of it is at 142-97.
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Philodemus’s defense of the diatribe as quasimedical therapy: they make
both a physical and mental difference by inducing the habits of reasoning,
reflection, and appraisal.

Excursus 1: Timasagoras and Philodemus’s Reply!2¢

We know from column 5 that Timasagoras had censured the Epicurean
scholarch Basilides (ca. 250-175 BCE, scholarch from ca. 202) and his stu-
dent (and perhaps successor) Thespis, for approving of and perhaps even
for practicing a literary form that modern scholars often call diatribe.'?”
Philodemus claims that Basilides and Thespis responded, which means
Timasagoras was their contemporary (5.17-25).

126. On Timasagoras, see primarily DPA T 140 (Verde) with further bibliogra-
phy. We prefer to emphasze the lack of data linking Timasagoras (and Nicasicrates;
see n. 163 below) explicitly with Rhodes and the Epicurean school there and to leave
this and related questions open. We agree that he (and Nicasicrates) were Epicureans,
though not of the same persuasion as Philodemus. Timasagoras was a contemporary
of Basilides and Thespis.

127. If Basilides and Thespis first introduced the diatribe against anger (and also
against erotic love, as mentioned at Ir. 7.19 and at Lib. frags. 42.2-4; 48.5; 57.2) into
the schools literary and educational repertoire, around 200-175 BCE, then Lucre-
tius’s diatribes against the fear of death (Rer. nat. 3) and erotic love (Rer. nat. 4) may
be an exception to Sedley’s rule (see 1998, 135-44) that Lucretius did not use later
Epicureans as a source. Use of the diatribe in the Epicurean school is already assumed
in Erler’s 2003 study of the role of visualization in certain forms of émAoyicpdc. How-
ever, Hellenistic literary and philosophical quarrels could turn on very small points,
and perhaps Timasagoras’s quarrel with Basilides and Thespis turned on their merely
having said they admired Bion’s On Anger and Chryippus’s Therapeutikos Logos, and
so did Basilides’s and Thespis’s response (Ir. 5.17-25). For general information and
bibliography about Basilides, see DPA B16 (Dorandi); for Thespis, see DPA T114
(Dorandi).

The “Epicurean diatribe” is at the root of some of the greatest Latin poetry and
is practiced, on the same ethical grounds that Philodemus advocates, by Lucretius
and Horace; see Armstrong 2014. There is general agreement that Philodemus’s On
Death, which ends, like the third book of Lucretius, with a vivid diatribe against the
fear of death, was a source for the lost De morte of Virgil’s friend Varius Rufus. All the
fragments of Varius’s poem survive because Virgil imitated them verbally in his own
poems, as the ancient commentators noted; for the fragments, see Courtney 1993,
271-75; Hollis 2007, 263-64.
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It has been the consensus since Longo Auricchio and Tepedino Guerra
(1981, 1982) that Timasagoras was also an Epicurean.!?® As the first
column opens, a probable quotation from him is coming to an end: “..
[nor do] I [deny?] this. For it is obvious to all that, just as that is an evil, so
is this. By such arguments, indeed, he (Timasagoras) undertook (to prove)
that ‘blaming (anger) is ridiculous™ (1.5-10). If he spoke as an Epicurean,
Timasagoras meant that all anger, even natural anger, is always painful and
never pleasurable and that what is painful is “obviously” an evil. Philode-
mus’s sarcasm is directed entirely to the word obviously, which elides the
distinction between empty and natural anger.

Timasagoras considered anger, as a painful emotion, to be “obviously”
and “entirely” an evil. Later, in response to Nicasicrates, Philodemus care-
fully indicates that anger, like everything painful, is indeed an evil per se
but that circumstances can make yielding to it a nonevil or even a kind
of good (37.20-38.34). Timasagoras, and perhaps also Nicasicrates (see
excursus 2), thought that the pain of anger is intense enough to be seri-
ously damaging in itself; Philodemus denies that natural anger is ever so
painful or intense. However, it is important to note that none of the three
believes that the good person or sage will feel any pleasure in anger. Other-
wise, it would count as a good in Epicurean terms. On this point, the three
are united against the Peripatetics.

Philodemus also disagrees with Timasagoras on the educational value
of therapeutic diatribe, and his report has historical as well as philosophi-
cal implications. At 5.18-25, Philodemus claims that misfortunes followed
as consequences on Timasagorass “anger toward Basilides and Thespis,”
even though he claimed his attack on them was made with moderation.
What provoked Timasagoras’s attack on Basilides and Thespis? It seems
that they adopted the therapeutic diatribe from Chrysippus (and, before
him, Bion). In Chrysippus’s hands, the diatribe had some remarkable fea-
tures. He discouraged the philosophical therapist from trying to confront
grief or anger at its onset and claimed, famously, that he would not need
to convert to Stoicism anyone who believed in “the three goods” (those
of the soul, of the body, and of external goods; he means a Peripatetic) or
someone who believed “that pleasure was the telos” (i.e., an Epicurean); he
could argue effectively based on his opponents’ commitments, philosophi-

128. See also our n. 82 to the translation.
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cal or otherwise, to convince them of their folly.!?° If Basilides and Thespis
introduced Chrysippus’s techniques into the Epicurean school, they per-
haps included even the appeal to all schools of thought, including their
own, but certainly they approved of the diatribe against anger, and perhaps
they even wrote in this genre themselves.!*

Timasagorass philosophical claim was that diatribe therapy is not
useful to the Epicurean teacher. He may have thought, as Cicero and Galen
later did, that Chrysippus’s medical metaphors for interpersonal therapy
were strained, unconvincing, and even false.!*! Moreover, he held that the
diatribe against anger is useless to the angry person, who cannot control
his emotions. He claimed that the general idea of “putting the consequent
evils before one’s eyes (mpd dupatwy) is ridiculous and raving” (1.20-26).
Philodemus reports that Timasagoras says that those in the grip of anger
“have become unable to use rational appraisal about their emotions” (7.6-
9).132 That is, he denied that the diatribe could provoke epilogismos in a
person already angry.

Philodemus thinks that diatribes can induce epilogismos even in
people who are still in the grip of emotion. The patients, the philosopher’s
students, will have the consequences and entanglements of their empty
anger mercilessly laid before their eyes, and they will be told that their
problem is a bad diathesis (disposition).!** By doing this, she will create

129. Chrysippus, SVF 3.474, second text = Origen, Cels. 8.51; cf. Tieleman 2003,
166-70.

130. The genre “diatribe,” defined as an informal philosophical lecture attacking
vice, usually with imaginary objections by opponents, exempla from poetry and his-
tory, and satiric humor, is problematic but useful (the problems with the term itself
are well summarized by Moles, s.v. “Diatribe,” OCD). We are among those who “accept
that there is such a tradition but demur at the term,” as Moles puts it. But for our pur-
poses it is enough that the meaning of Yyéyoc dpyfjc, Latin vituperatio irae, a diatribe
against anger, was clear to any ancient rhetorician, that Philodemus and Timasagoras
argue over whether “to blame” (psegein) anger, as Bion and Chrysippus did, and that
“diatribe” in modern English means an invective, a psogos.

131. The details of the reception of Chrysippus’s elaborate medical parallels can
be found in Tieleman’s chapter on the Therapeutikos (2003, 140-97). On the require-
ment of adopting a new lifestyle and regimen, see 162-66.

132. The word dvemiAdyictoc seems to be Timasagoras’s; if so, it is probably enough
in itself to prove he was a fellow-Epicurean; see n. 82 to the translation.

133. As Tsouna 2003 shows, “putting things before one’s eyes” is an educational
technique dear to Philodemus, recommended to Epicurean teachers also in Lib. frag.
26.4-5, 77(= 78N).2-3, and col. 17a.8-10. Wilke quotes Seneca, Ir. 3.3.2: necessarium
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great fear in the patient, who, once in a position to use epilogismos, will
realize that it is “up to him,” within his power, to adopt his physician’s
regimen and suggested lifestyle, change his diathesis, and set himself free
(2.6-15). Emptily angry people fail to use epilogismos, and so the evils of
anger are “left unappraised,” Philodemus claims, and need to be put in
sight (3.9-10, 13-14). These angry people are like sick people who fail
to see the danger of their illness by “rational appraisal” (émdoyicTindc,
4.11-12); a doctor or therapist can help them. A good method of attacking
empty anger is to convict the patient of “false reasonings” (mapaoyicyof,
7.14-15). As philosophical therapists, teachers aim to “rationally appraise
(eémAoyicachat) the purity of this evil, just as we are accustomed to do in
the case of erotic desire” (7.16-20), even when a patient is in the grip of
anger as they speak. According to Philodemus, without epilogismos and its
associated visualization techniques, nothing can be done, but with them,
it is easy to convince the patient to undergo therapy (col. 4) and to make
the patient acknowledge that anger is indeed an evil, though an escapable
one, not a compulsion (col. 6). Philodemus and Timasagoras agree that
dispositions can be improved but disagree about the timing and tactics for
doing so.

There may have been another area of dispute: Timasagoras may have
held that diatribe was an invalid medium for therapy in any circum-
stances, not just when the patients were angry, because it has too much in
common with epidictic oratory, which Philodemus considers an art, but
a nearly useless one. In Greek rhetorical theory, the epideictic branch of
oratory (To6 mavnyupixov) had two major genres, what we call in English
diatribe and panegyric: speeches in praise (epainos) or blame (psogos) of
any topic imaginable, sometimes even deliberately paradoxical (in praise
of baldness, in blame of wealth).!3* In Rhet. 3, Philodemus offers a long
paraphrase of a passage of Epicurus’s own On Rhetoric in which Epicu-

est ... ante oculos ponere quantum monstri sit homo in hominem furens (“it is neces-
sary ... to put before their eyes how much of a monster is a human being in a rage at
another human being”). One of the many forms of epilogismos is certainly visualiza-
tion, a fact that was rightly emphasized in Erler 2003. A less lively form of it would be
the simple logical arguments about the words defining the prolepsis of anger in the
three epilogismoi at the end, Philodemus, Ir. 45-50. See also McConnell 2015, 121-25.

134. Epainoi are not at issue in On Anger, but they also were used to improve
Epicurean students. Laudatory biographies served a similar purpose in the Epicurean
school; see Capasso 1988, 37-53; and Hefller 2015.
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rus mocked epidictic rhetoric as an amusement fit only for lazy minds.!3°
Unlike political and forensic rhetoric, Epicurus claimed, epideictic deals
with topics of no immediate urgency and in a style more preoccupied with
stylistic effects than with practical advice. Those who pay to learn it find
out that they have wasted their money. It is of no use in the law courts or in
political assemblies, where practical decisions must be made. How could
the diatribe be a valid form for Epicurean philosophers such as Basilides
and Thespis to practice, if Epicurus had denied it any utility?

Philodemus argues throughout columns 2-7 that the diatribe can be
a vital and healing form of interpersonal philosophical therapy, a useful
means of provoking epilogismos even in angry people.'*¢ Haranguing dia-
tribes can put anger’s evil consequences before the eyes in a startling and
impactful way, but philosophers’ attempts are necessarily limited by their
skill in handling the genre. The twenty-three columns of colorful and rhe-
torical imitation-diatribe against anger, which start with three columns
continuing the medical analogy Philodemus had invoked in response to
Chrysippus, are intended as a demonstration of the technique of relent-
less enumeration, in which a teacher forces students to visualize all the
entailments and consequences of the emotion, to appraise them rationally
by epilogismos, and eventually to change their own diatheseis, the atomic
structure of their souls as well as their moral shapes, for the better. Here
Philodemus seems to show himself more optimistic than Timasagoras:
a therapist can influence an angry person in the midst of her anger and
demonstrate her responsibility for her actions and emotion.!3”

Concern for epilogismos and improvements in disposition are the
connection to the fragments that immediately precede, with their argu-

135. Cf. Epicurus, frag. [20] [4] in Arrighetti 1972, 177-81, as well as Ham-
merstaedt’s edition (1992, 26-31) of the passage, which reedits Sudhaus 1892-1896,
2:255-59. This fragment was not available to Usener. There is a shorter version of
the same passage at Rhet. 2 (P.Herc. 1674 cols. 10.16-11.34, Longo Auricchio 1977,
62-65). David Blank has provided us with his latest version of this text, which con-
tains many improvements. We are not sure, as he and Hammerstaedt (1992, 67)
think, that the version in Rhet. 2 is actually nearer to Epicurus’s original and that
that in book 3 may contain numerous expansions and clarifications by Philodemus
himself.

136. Except for frag. 31.18 (and the three brief arguments called epilogismoi at
46.17 and discussed in cols. 47-50), the root émAey-/émiloy- appears only in cols. 1-7
of the surviving text.

137. See Kaufman 2014.
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ments that anger is not compulsory but within our moral responsibility,
a fact that affects our ability to live the pleasant life. Ultimately, the use
of praise and blame in Epicurean education, and thus the justification of
diatribe as part of that education, relies on the account in Epicurus’s Nat.
25 of how consciousness and moral responsibility evolve from outside
influences that alter the atomic dispositions in our souls (see excursus
4). Our capacity for responsible moral choice evolves from experiencing
blame and praise and learning from them—hence the close connection
between On Anger and the didactic treatise On Frank Speech. Above all,
by presenting the evils done by anger, the diatribe forces the students into
epilogismos about their situation, in order to change their behavior and
thereby improve their diatheseis.

6.3. The Diatribe (Cols. 8-31.24)

The “demo,” or model, diatribe began in the lacuna at the top of column
8. As the text resumes, Philodemus begins intensely with a grandiose
description of anger as a terrible, possibly fatal disease requiring the work
not just of philosophical therapists but of medical doctors in its treatment
(cols. 8-11). It gradually lapses into a more satirical and comic style over
the course of 12-18.35. In 18.35-21, Philodemus becomes more intimate
and conversational, directly addressing an audience of younger students,
who now become the diatribe’s focus, about the difficulties bad temper
causes them as members of a community based on study and friendship.
In these columns, the vocabulary and style show abundant parallels with
On Frank Speech. In columns 22-30, Philodemus returns to a more ele-
vated style, drawing a terrifying picture of how students who fail to heed
him will ruin the rest of their youth, their marriages and family lives, and
their careers in politics and the law courts; they will risk arson and murder
at the hands of their infuriated slaves and finally die, leaving nothing but
hatred, curses, and feuds that will poison the succeeding generations of
their families. This is because the longer they live, the more corrupt and
poisoned their diatheseis become. He ends with a forceful peroration, of
which only the final few sentences survive (31.10-24).

The opening columns (8-10) are particularly lurid and graphic in
their description of anger as a serious illness with extreme physical symp-
toms. This theme was inspired by Chrysippus and shows the Epicurean
therapist frightening his patient into cooperating with a regimen by viv-
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idly depicting the consequences of failing to accept that it is up to him
to work for a cure. Rage, a type of empty anger, is described in medical
terms of “raging fever and swelling and irritation” (8.21-23), restless
movements, damage to the lungs, gasping for breath as if one had just
run a thousand stadia, and irregular heartbeat (8.32-9.1). The catalog of
symptoms (“such as hap[pen] to epileptics [as well],” 9.20-21) concludes:
“breakings of lungs, pains in the sides, and” (anticlimactically) “many such
afflictions that bring death in their wake” (9.31-33), the first of many such
rhetorical anticlimaxes.!38 This suits well with his common practice with
exempla, which Philodemus uses only in drastic abridgement, such as his
careless wave of the hand at tragic fratricides: “as many resembling Oedi-
pus’s sons and those of Pelops or Pleisthenes and the rest of that family”
(the reference is to Atreus, Thyestes, Agamemnon, Aegisthus, Clytaem-
nestra, and Orestes) and “like countless others, both in the past and now”
(14.10-16).1% Several instances of praeteritio have the same effect of sprez-
zatura and self-conscious irony.!*? Philodemus’s goal is not to compose a
real diatribe but to provide a vivid mockup of the genre for his audience’s
amusement. Accordingly, he does not go through his exempla in detail;
allusion is enough.!4!

138. E.g., “or something like that” (13.16-17); “going completely out of control
about many other things of the sort” (14.27-29); “slighted in similar circumstances”
(18.21-22); “or any[thing else] of that sort” (26.2-3); “[or something] like that”
(26.33); “and everything [like that]” (28.4-5); and “and do many other unpleasant
things” (28.17-18). See Armstrong 2014, 109 nn. 31-32, who argues that this “throw-
away” style, with its suggestion that the diatribe tradition could be employed at any
length to prove the same point over and over, can be compared with Horace’s similar
claim that “there is so much more of this kind of stuff, it could wear out even the talk-
ative (Stoic) Fabius” (cetera de genere hoc, adeo sunt multa, loquacem / delassare valent
Fabium, Sat. 1.1.13-14). Other marks of the throwaway style are praeteritio and the
phrases ddinut (“I dismiss”) used of further details (23.35; 31.21) and (t0) BAemduevov
at 28.35, “what everyone can see” (cf. Timasagoras’s méct pavepdv, “obvious to all”).

139. Cf. the terse list of divine vengeances visited on the innocent in Homer,
Aeschylus, and Euripides (Ir. 16.18-26) and the clipped references to “Sophocles’s
Achilles” and “Alexander’s dog” in 18.19-20 and 28-31.

140. Specifically, the phrase “why should I mention...?” (ti yap 3¢l Aéyew) makes
its first appearance at 13.11-12; it occurs no fewer than four times in the diatribe (also
18.34-35; 20.28; 28.35) and once more in the attack on the Peripatetics (33.24-25).

141. One exemplum is drawn from the history of the Epicurean school itself. At
12.22-30, Philodemus says that empty anger can make people attack others who are
obviously much stronger than themselves: “their rage (thymos) does not allow them to
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The tone of unreserved horror at the physical manifestation of anger
as a life-threatening illness (cols. 8-10) and insane defiance of powerful
enemies (cols. 12-14) starts brightening and moving in the direction of
satire as soon as Timocrates, the brother of Metrodorus and a violent critic
of Epicurus, makes his appearance in column 12. The tone in which the
murder of family members, particularly brothers by brothers, in tragedy is
discussed in this column is contemptuous and dismissive, as is that of the
irreligious behavior of the angry (col. 14) and the picture of them “pull-
ing their hair out and sobbing over the insults they visited on people and
sometimes butchering themselves” (col. 15). At 15.21, the diatribe even
becomes somewhat lighthearted, as Philodemus mocks the “heroic” rage
of a Phoenician trader, taken from the comic stage, over the loss of a single
coin. After a short lacuna we are in the world of mythology, which Philode-
mus regards with contempt, reviewing Zeus’s threatened quarrel with the
god Hypnos on some unknown occasion (16.12-14; cf. Il. 14.257-259 and
Ir. 8.10-27 with Indelli 1988, 175, on 16.15-16) and listing the gods’ per-
verse acts of revenge, not just on offenders but also on innocent bystanders:
Apollos revenge of the insult to Chryses in the first book of the Iliad, “his
sister” Artemis’s revenge on the children of her enemy Niobe, Dionysus’s
revenge on Cadmus for his daughters’ blasphemy (16.19-26). In column
17, those who vent their anger “[kicking their] children and ripping up
their frocks (yttwvicxouc), and abusing absent people out loud as if they
were there, and doing a great many things very like those” (17.8-15) are
compared to those who go into a full-blown rage at flies and mosquitoes
who they think have disrespected them (wc xatadpovoiuevol, 17.22-23).
The sarcastic tone is continued against tragic heroes who “mix [earth] with
heaven ... like Sophocles’s Achilles” because he was not invited to a dinner,

distinguish, as Metrodorus tells us Timocrates did to his eldest brother, Mentorides”
We would love to know more about Timocrates, Metrodorus’s younger brother, at first
a convert to Epicurus’s doctrines and then a bitter opponent and satirist of the school,
whom Sedley (1973) identified as the source of a large number of hostile stories about
the Founders by means of his Euphranta (Amusing Stories). On quarrels like this in
the early school, see below, §7. There is now a large scholarly tradition of speculation
about Timocrates, catalogued and reviewed in DPA T156 (Angeli). Verde (2017) con-
jectures (and we agree) that Philodemus’s later citation of Metrodorus (Ir. 45.8-12),
where he uses thymos of the sage’s anger and specifies that it should be mild and brief,
counts as a fragment of his Timocrates or Against Timocrates (see Diogenes Laertius,
Vit. phil. 10.23-24, 136).
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and “the poets’ gods” who go into rages even with “sows”; “Why should I
mention kings?” (18.31-35).

In the next lines (18.35 onward) Philodemus turns to discuss Epicu-
rean students in a tone and vocabulary that resemble those of On Frank
Speech. Some of them (in the third-person) fail to understand the dangers
of empty anger visited on their teachers and their fellow students. Ringel-
taube (1913, 39) identified this section as an especially vivid portrayal
of an ancient lecture hall, an opportunity to visualize Philodemus’s own
teaching methods.!*? These students show how empty anger can poison a
classroom: they are suspicious of their fellow students’ motives and cruel
to them, cannot stand even gentle criticism, and fly into rages without
provocation. They try to pretend that their useless anger is the “reasonable
anger” (eulogos orgé), the kind that is permissible for Epicureans (20.24-
26), a claim their teachers will obviously refuse to take on trust. They blurt
out others’ secrets (20.26-27). By this behavior, they destroy all possibility
of friendships, even with students who would naturally like them other-
wise (20.28-34). Like the man in fragment 24 who is always alienating his
single slave, “they fail to meet their own needs” from everyone else in the
school (21.18-19) and make no friends even to converse with, let alone to
study with or accompany them to a barbershop, a theater performance, or
a boat trip (21.29-36). This part is aimed squarely at an Epicurean audi-
ence who should take a hint about their own behavior regardless of their

142. In columns 18.35-21, the terms of art for Epicurean teaching used in On
Frank Speech are echoed throughout: xafnyntic “teacher” 19.14 (On Frank Speech
eight times); cyohdlw “study,” 19.11-12; cucyoralw, “study together 19.15-6 (On
Frank Speech twice); outhéw, “converse together,” 21.28 (On Frank Speech four times,
and dwidia twice); cf. also culitycic, 19.26, “study together” (On Frank Speech (ntéw
five times); and cuMaAncic 21.22 “conversation together” (On Frank Speech Aaléw four
times). Teachers rebuking and correcting: émtipnaw 19.16 (twelve times in On Frank
Speech, émtipncic seven times); dtopféw 19.17 (five times in On Frank Speech , didpbwcic
three times); and émmMTTw 19.22 (once in On Frank Speech, énimAngic twice) are key
words for “rebuke” and “correct” in the theory of “frank speech” expounded in On
Frank Speech. Bad attitudes of students: Omomtedw, “suspect,” 18.24 (On Frank Speech
twice); Aotdopéw “revile” 20.20 (On Frank Speech three times); TAdTTw “make up sto-
ries” about another pupil, 20.21 (cf. On Frank Speech m\dcpa, three times); éxxaAdTTw
20.27 “reveal (secrets)” (cf. On Frank Speech frag. 28.11-12, where “to reveal” one’s
secrets to the teacher is a good thing); épebilew “irritate” (On Frank Speech frag. 13.4,
cf. &pebicpudc T12M.2, épebictéc I1a.6). See also nn. 76 and 156.
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actual age. But the empty anger portrayed is still relatively harmless; more
serious consequences will only appear as life goes on.

Columns 22-30 return to the threatening style of the beginning. These
columns continue to follow the students’ lives through marriage and matu-
rity to their death. In street parties of revelers, they are quarrelsome and
cause riots by “guffawing and yelling insults” until they go crazy (22.18-
24). If they remain bachelors, they become social outcasts; if they marry,
it seems (a lacuna occurs here) that they inflict their bad tempers on their
wives (22.26-32). They endanger their property because they are liable to
waste it in lawsuits for revenge. “For I pass over,” Philodemus says, the way
they maltreat their slaves, “with their eyes knocked out or often murdered
or, if they have good luck, becoming runaways” (23.35-40). Indeed, their
slaves are treated so horribly that they are ready to kill the master and
his wife and children or burn down his house and destroy his property
(23.35-40; 24.17-36).143 Although they have many opportunities to show
kindness, justice, or good temper (24.36-40), Philodemus goes on, the
angry people make themselves odious to friend and foe alike. In their fits
of anger, they reveal political conspiracies and ruin themselves and others
(col. 25). Even spectacles, baths, dinner parties, travel, and every other
amusement are spoiled by their temper.

After the usual lacuna opens column 26, we find the miserable angry
man shouting at his “[wife] or slave or any[thing else] of that sort, and not
just human beings, but dumb brutes, and indeed inanimate things, and
well-nigh even [shadows]....” The men who should now be responsible
householders have come to something “more bitter even than their angry
emotions: both their nature and that which is mixed with it (their nature)
are filled with miserable bitterness” (26.10-14). Their fancied pleasure in
vengeance is really an unending sequence of “terrors and agonies and dis-
turbances” (26.14-16). They have made themselves a host of enemies in

143. Cobet (1878, 378-79) and Harris (2001, 321-22) both argue that cols.
23-24 describe the brutality of Roman and Italian slave-owners of the late Republic
and Empire (Romanorum esse hunc rabiem et Seneca et multis locis Galenus declar-
ant, so Cobet), not of Greeks. If true, this would be the only such instance in On
Anger. The On Household Management explicitly refers to Roman customs here and
there: Armstrong (2016, 193-201), following Asmis 2004. Roskam (2007) has made it
clear that statements such as “live unnoticed” and “avoid politics” were not universally
applicable rules and would not have prevented Romans from participating in govern-
ment; see further Benferhat 2005, Armstrong 2011, Fish 2011.
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kinsmen and former friends alike and are as liable to commit suicide when
their revenge succeeds as when it fails. At 27.18-19, it turns out that they
themselves are punished, and their disposition is once more the cause of
their failure: “to this unyielding and ungentle and harsh disposition, the
most destructive diseases of all, the emotion is yoked” (27.19-23).

There are two more steps in this imaginary life of the angry man: he
cannot play a role in city politics, “since neither a juryman nor a council
member nor a member of an assembly nor an archon can be just while
in the grip of angry emotions” (28.21-26). In the last columns of the dia-
tribe, we see that the sufferers have indeed failed to learn to reason about
their experiences. Philodemus’s paraphrases of Homer and Democritus
at 29.23-29 sum up their fate: “Many times many misfortunes happen
both to friends and others who are close [sc. to them], sometimes also to
fatherlands and to kingdoms, not only of old when that ‘wrath’ ‘gave the
Achaeans myriad pains,#* but every day, and nearly, as Democritus says,
‘as many’ evils ‘as one could conceive of” all come about through excessive
[fits of anger]” Angry men are never freed from their anger; fits of it “stay
with them even until death and are often handed down to children’s chil-
dren” (30.20-24; cf. Democritus B85 D.-K.).

In column 31, Philodemus apparently pointed out that nothing could
dissolve these angers and compulsions and their entailments and con-
sequences “but can[onic] reasoning” Here he flourishes the specifically
Epicurean term for empirical reasoning, using prolépseis, symmetresis,
and the information of the senses as criteria. He ends with a complex
and beautiful period: “On the other hand, everyone is an opponent: the
outsider who provokes anger in every imaginable way, parents and every
relative who often rejoice as if over brave fellows, and the philosophers, the
ones who babble in their attempts to assuage it [anger], and the others who
strengthen it by advocacy—and I pass over orators and poets and all that
kind of trash.”14> Not just the parents, the relatives, the Stoics, and the Peri-

144. Il 1.1-2. On Anger, in the surviving text, quotes poetry, or prose written for
literary effect, only in the diatribe: Iliad (several familiar quotations), an ornate phrase
from Plato’s Laws at 11.19-21; an allusion to a tragedy of Sophocles, probably Syndei-
pnoi, at 18.20. The only exceptions are a maxim of Menander cited, with an air of the
impromptu, at 38.27 and II. 8.63 cited at 44.23-25 to help give a feeling of closure to
the argument about natural anger. In frag. 31, Od. 20.19 is quoted, perhaps to invoke
the whole opening scene at 20.1-55.

145. The claim that “parents and every relative” as well as the poets and orators
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patetics but Philodemus himself, in his character as poet and (occasional)
epidictic orator and composer of diatribes, are magically swept out of the
way with the last contemptuous word “trash” (ypupéav), as the “diatribe”
ends, and the tone of the discourse drops back to that of ordinary exposi-
tion.

6.4. The Peripatetics (Cols. 31.24-34.6)

Philodemus returns to his attack on the Peripatetic theory of anger (see
above, §6.1). What Philodemus says against the Peripatetics is, for the
most part, clearly borrowed from the same hostile (Academic?) source as
several passages in Cicero and in Seneca.!4¢ Frustratingly, we have no clue
in the text about the identities of Philodemus’s opponents here. After Fal-
con’s edited volume (2016), especially the essays by Hatzimichali, Falcon,
and Dillon, we know for certain that the “esoteric” texts of Aristotle, what-
ever is the truth of the story about their recovery in Sulla’s day, were simply
not available in Philodemus’s lifetime.!4” Perhaps Aristo of Alexandria and
Cratippus of Pergamon, Philodemus’s friends, or Staseas of Neapolis, the
most distinguished Peripatetic teaching in Italy when Philodemus arrived
there, are hiding behind the curtain here?!4® In any case, the relatively
generous space given the theory and arguments of the Peripatetics in On
Anger probably reflects the increasing importance of this rival school and
developments in its doctrines. But what the Peripatetics claim about anger
seems to have only a little to do with what Aristotle himself says in the
works that we can read today.

are the enemy of those students who try to limit their anger is verbally paraphrased
from Adeimantus’s and Glaucons complaint to Socrates at the beginning of Resp. 2
(362e5-366b2); see n. 157 to the translation.

146. Especially Cicero, Tusc. 4.43-48; Seneca, Ir. 1.9; 3.3. The comparison between
taking thymos out of the soul and cutting out its nerves was originally Plato’s (Resp.
3.411b—c) and is also cited by Plutarch, Cohib. ira 8 (457b-c). Editors of the fragments
of Aristotle have sometimes included Ir. 31.24-31; see Bloch 1986; Indelli 1988, 206.

147. This has been shown conclusively by Dillon (2016) to be the case for Antio-
chus of Ascalon and Cicero, in particular. Philodemus’s contemporaries simply did
not yet know what was said in the works of Aristotle that we have. There is no reason
to suspect that Philodemus had any better access. See also Falcon (2013) and Hatzimi-
chali (2011).

148. Cf. History of the Academy (col. 35.7-19), and see above §1 for Aristo and
Cratippus. For Staseas, see DPA S148 (Dorandi).
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In Philodemus’s summary, the Peripatetics believe that to refuse all
anger is to “cut out the nerves of the soul” (31.28-29), without which
people cannot defend themselves. Their behavior will consequently be
slavish and fawning. Anger “makes one courageous and takes away all
shrinking and cowardice” and creates “a spirit of vengeance against one’s
enemies, a thing that is noble and just and profitable individually and com-
munally and, in addition, pleasurable” (32.23-29). The emphasis on the
last word is pointed: finding pleasure in anger means to an Epicurean that
it is empty. In short, anger is required to be an effective fighter in battle,
and Aristotle’s analysis of anger is expanded to cover warfare: the soldiers
are motivated by anger because they are, as it were, getting vengeance on
their opponents, just as normal people are motivated to get vengeance on
those who slight them.!#® Thus “they think that both the rational courage
of some people and their irrational, so to speak, ‘possession’” constitute the
angry emotion (thymos) that we are talking about” (32.30-35).10

For Philodemus, this account wrongly combines “rational courage”
and “irrational ‘possession, so to speak” (32.30-5) That is, he thinks that
soldiers need to remain calm in battle (they need to exercise rational cour-
age) and that the anger discussed by the Peripatetics is like an irrational fit
of possession and therefore empty. Soldiers regularly win battles without
anger, and it often provokes them into foolish behavior (32.35-33.7).1°! To
make the rational element in the soul out to be the “general” and make the
emotions its “soldiers,” as apparently the Peripatetics did in their treatise, is
absurd for Philodemus.!>? They will be disobedient and take their general
prisoner, then do all kinds of evil (33.22-28). The soul will be nerveless,
quick to collapse, and unhealthy (33.28-34).

At this point (33.34-40), Philodemus recruits Antipater of Tarsus (d.
130/129), a Stoic scholarch who wrote a treatise On Anger, to the cause.!>?
Antipater had said that we are not angry in real life when we fight against

149. According to Seneca, On Anger 1.9.2-4, Aristotle already used the “soldiers”
metaphor, which may mean that this whole analysis of anger in war was originally his.

150. It is not clear whether this sentence is to be taken as Philodemus’s inference
about their views or a continuation of his report of them.

151. 32.36-39: for parallels with Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch, see Ringeltaube
1913, 39; and Wilke’s (1914) apparatus, with Indelli’s discussion (1988, 207-8).

152. To be clear, Philodemus may object not to the metaphor as applied to the
rational and irrational parts of the soul but rather to its use regarding emotions.

153. Cf. Athenaeus, Deipn. 14.643f-644a = Antipater SVF 3.65.



66 Philodemus, On Anger

wild animals or engage in sports, and are the better for it. Additionally,
anger is useless to teachers of the arts in correcting their students (33.40-
34.5; cf. Lib. frag. 12). The end of this section and the beginning of the
next are lost in the lacuna in column 34. Perhaps Philodemus, or Anti-
pater, was about to say that the same is true of teachers of philosophy. The
implication of quoting a Stoic against the Peripatetics is that here, as in
the diatribe, Stoic arguments against all anger can be usefully deployed by
Epicureans against empty anger, leaving the possibility of natural anger in
the good person and the sage undiminished.

Philodemus’s use of Antipater’s comparison of angry instructors in
other fields, such as athletics, horse training, and apprenticeships, forms a
tidy, even elegant, transition to the next topic: the role of anger in Epicu-
rean education.

6.5. The “Anger” of Sages and Their Students (Cols. 34.16-37.9)

The discussion here returns to anger as manifested by Epicurean sages,
teachers, and students, as in columns 18-21. This section could be read as
an amusing pair of sketches in the manner of Theophrastus’s Characters.
Philodemus wittily describes the kinds of angry behavior to be expected
and forgiven, first in a sage (34.16-36.30), then in an ordinary Epicurean
layperson (36.31-37.9). Ordinary manifestations of hot temper, even by
sages, do not count as empty anger, evidence of a bad diathesis, or moral
irresponsibility (34.18-24). Just as Lucretius claims that “a life worthy of
the gods” (that of a sage) can be lived without obliterating all the vestiges of
one’s original constitution, Philodemus asserts that there is nothing wrong
with a sage’s having an overbalance of fire in his disposition, even to the
point of giving the “impression” now and then of being irascible or angry
as if from a vicious disposition.!>* The Epicurean sage is not the Stoic sage;

154. For Philodemus’s On Arrogance (PHerc. 222), cols. 10-24, which summa-
rize similar character sketches by one Ariston (probably the Peripatetic, of Keos),
see Rusten 2003, 160-75; and Ranocchia 2007a, 138-49. In the Characters tradition,
to be “inconsiderate” (authadés), “a know-it-all” (panteidémon), “contemptuous”
(hyperoptes), and the like may be annoying and undignified, but they do not make you
a vicious so much as an eccentric person. The influence of Theophrastus’s Characters
on Philodemus is well treated in Tsouna 2007a, 143-62; see also Fortenbaugh 1985,
219-22; Kondo 1971; and Gargiulo 1981.
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some human flaws remain.!> In his teaching, the sage can exhibit quite a
lot of harshness without compromising his status as a sage (cf. Lib. 2a—6a).
He can rebuke his disciples intensely and often, even revile them, before
realizing fully that the bad conduct was an accident (35.24-26).1%¢ Again,
the sage is not perfect. He can remain aloof in his relations with the public,
conduct tempestuous philosophical arguments in his writings and lec-
tures, offend friends through his frankness or refusal of their requests, and
lose his temper with his slaves without losing his status as a wise person—
and these actions are not necessarily indicative of anger in the full sense in
any case.!>” As Philodemus says at 39.38-40.2, these outbursts “bring only
some little amount of embarrassment upon those who will make out that
[anger] is both natural and, in the case of the sage, brief”

At 36.20-26, Philodemus says that some sages are more prone to natu-
ral anger than others or harsher in their use of parrhésia on their students.
For this topic, he refers his audience to his own On Frank Speech for a
more detailed treatment. There are, in fact, significant parallel passages in
Lib. 3b and 5a, and fragments 45, 49, 60, 62, 70, and 87 (Olivieri 1914) that
are crucial to understanding Philodemus’s meaning here.!8

155. On the Epicurean sage, see Verde forthcoming. On the Stoic sage, see Brou-
wer 2014.

156. The words émitipncic (35.18) and Aowdopia (cf. 35.22 and 36.36) are theme
words for the negative side of the therapist’s task in On Frank Speech (émTiy- twenty-
three times, Aotdop- five times).

157. In 36.6-17, Philodemus may have said that none of this counts as empty
anger or indicates a vicious disposition. Perhaps he said “but (it was) without” (&vev
¢ ..., 36.15) any very serious consequences after all. At any rate (if we read &[cte,
“so that, therefore,” as the text resumes at 36.17), we have lost the excuse Philodemus
made, but we have the conclusion: “just as some sages will present the impression of
being irascible more than others, (namely,) those in whom there is more natural (sc.
anger) present, as we said before, or who are more given to frank criticism for the rea-
sons we listed at length in our On Frank Criticism, or because such things” (as provoke
anger) “happen to them more often” (36.17-26). On Philodemus’s arguments that the
Epicurean sage need not always appear unmoved by emotion, see Armstrong 2008,
111-12, 114-15).

158. We are grateful to Ben Henry, who is reediting the text, for giving us his
texts and notes on these fragments, which take account of the rearrangement of the
order of the fragments arrived at by White 2009. See also Delattre 2010 and 2015
for another understanding of the ordering and Ghisu’s 2015 Italian translation and
commentary. For convenience’s sake, we retain Olivieri’s numeration, as do Konstan
etal. 1988.
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[And] just as in the case of those
who train choruses [skillfully],

(so also) in philosophy: and one
[sc. teacher] is sharp-tempered
and cynical toward everyone, as
certain others are in turn, while
another is always mild; and the one
speaks frankly about everything

in a good way, but another does so
deficiently in some respect. For all
[sc. the sages] both love!® [sc. their
students] alike in accord with the
worth of each and see their faults
alike and, through [frankness], the

Epicurean teachers have their own personal styles. For an Epicurean,
this is at least partly a function of their disposition, which Philodemus
admits might have flaws. What unifies them is a love for their students,
which does not prevent them from seeing the students’ faults and rebuk-
ing them.
Philodemus warns his students to expect harsh rebukes and impatient
behavior from some of their teachers.

oi 0" [dxpt-
Béctrepol mwe vmdp[Eoucty
év cTravel T mpoc [elvot-
\ 4 el 4
av xat dialay edbétwy
yevnfévtee xal map[a ™y
gmopip[v]ncwv 8¢ ™y mo-

... and other (teachers) will be all
the more exacting, if born in want
of things that make for goodwill
and friendliness and because of
their long-term imitation of their
own teachers, whether these were

159. ¢p1rodict: this supports the supplement of Mewaldt, d1& 76 d[1Aeiv], at Ir. 35.18:
the sage rebukes his students for love.
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This is another indication that harshness on the part of teachers is not
out of place in Epicurean schools. Philodemus may even be hinting that
he was himself a faithful imitator of his famously sharp-tempered teacher
Zeno of Sidon. 160

At Lib. fragment 45 Philodemus says:

Philodemus, Lib. frag 45 (Henry)
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The teachers were rigorous in self-criticism (Henry’s new reading of
line 6 is important here) and therefore earned the right to criticize others
(their students) harshly, in full knowledge of what they were doing and
why: this is what obedience to Epicurus means.

But as the Epicurean sage is neither without emotion nor infallible,
the students are usually wrong to resent his rebukes—but sometimes not!
As Philodemus puts it in On Frank Speech: “now and then, the sage applies
his frank speaking (mappncia) when they have done no wrong, because he

160. Zeno was famously called acriculus senex (Cicero, Tusc. 3.28 = frag. 8 Angeli
and Colaizzo 1979), with a delightful pun on the Greek word éxpdyoloc, used here by
Philodemus himself of the worse-tempered sages at Ir. 36.3 and Lib. 3b.4 (quoted just
above).
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has himself reckoned wrongly and [offered] frank criticism [out of place],
[for various] reasons” (frag. 62.7-13 Olivieri). Compare the sage’s rebuk-
ing people before fully realizing that their bad behavior was accidental (Ir.
34.24.26). Obviously, Philodemus learned from Zeno that humility is a
great thing even for teachers. Epicurean therapy, like all ancient medicine,
is a stochastic art: the sage can apply harsh criticism and be wrong, though
that will not happen often.

Finally, there is new evidence for Philodemus’s theory of how to deal
with anger manifested by a student, which is important for the inter-
pretation of columns 34-37. We give parts of fragments 70 and 87, now
known to come in sequence, though we omit the fragmentary lines at
their beginnings.!6!

Philodemus, Lib. frag. 70 (Henry)

6 méic xprceTal Toic Ol How will (the sage) deal with
™V Tappy|ciav dpyilwc people who have become angry
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émet 0” éviouc cuvPBaive[t speech? Since it happens that some,
10 ma[p]pncracapévou Tol when the sage exercises frank
co[d]ob [ot]ari[Bec]far mpoc speech on them, are made angry in
adToV pylAwe, €av pev their disposition to him, if, on the
13 gvpovov gywet Ty [8]p||[yhv  one hand, the anger they have is
persistent ...

Philodemus, Lib. frag. 87 (Henry)
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161. White 2009 showed that frags. 70 and 87 are the bottom of one column and
the top of the next.
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Philodemus’s response to irascible students is largely lost in a gap
in the papyrus, but perhaps he consoled himself with the thought that
one good one of this kind is a much better pupil than a flock of (placid?)
birds (i.e., mere parrots?). But if the anger is not excessive and is likely to
be transient, the philosopher simply uses anger in response to blame his
follies and, he hopes, correct the student. The distinction that Philode-
mus draws here between hating anger and blaming anger is that between
simple alienation, shunning, dismissing the student from the school, on
the one hand, and the kind of anger that aims at changing the student’s
disposition, on the other. As we will see in the passages from Nat. 25
discussed at excursus 4 below, blame and praise are essential to moral
education, even physically essential. “Blaming anger” is for the students’
good, to spur them to improve.

Nothing in these passages, except perhaps the last, concerns anger in
the fullest sense: the teacher acts and is in fact angry but dislikes the expe-
rience, which is painful to her and the students. She rebukes them without
pleasure and only under the compulsion that results from her analysis of
the situation. But her object is to correct the students by frightening them
into reconsidering and correcting their actions and diatheseis. This is a
milder manifestation of natural anger, it would seem. These passages of
On Frank Speech help to illuminate not only columns 34-37 but also the
description of angry students in the classroom address section of the dia-
tribe, columns 18-21. There the students’ anger is empty and comes from
an immature disposition.

In column 36, Philodemus says that some Epicureans are bitter, cen-
sorious, and severe in their talk or portray themselves as haters of bad
behavior or profess to believe that most men are no good. Sometimes
these people, who are not sages and do not pretend to be, do themselves
harm by such behavior.!2 It does not seem that the harm in this case can
be very great.

162. There is no reason the sage should be incapable of doing himself any harm;
Philodemus is only concerned to show that he never suffers great harm (41.39-42.7)
and thus never feels great or intense anger.
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Excursus 2: Nicasicrates!®?

Nicasicrates is, to all appearances, an Epicurean who believed that even
the natural anger of the sage, let alone empty anger, is dangerous and
only to be allowed with great caution and reserve. The decisive passage
is 39.21-25: if the sage’s natural anger is so great an evil as Nicasicrates
claims, Philodemus asks, “how could we still say anything frankly against
the arguments of those who take away anger entirely from the sage?” It
seems that these must be the Stoics and that Nicasicrates must therefore
be an Epicurean who disagrees with the Stoics and believes the sage can
indeed feel anger but comes so close to their position that he damages his
own side’s case.

Philodemus says that Nicasicrates believed in the existence of natural
anger and quotes from him to that effect:

Now, in Nicasicrates, it is said that “the natural kind of anger is pain-
ful not only in its own nature, but also it darkens one’s reasonings, to
the extent that is in its power,” and “impairs the perfect tolerability and
untroubled character of one’s communal life with friends” and brings
with it many of the disadvantages that have been e[nu]merated [i.e., by
Philodemus earlier]. But since he did not compare it (natural anger) with
empty (anger)....” (38.34-39.9)

It is not certain whether Nicasicrates distinguished empty and natural
anger, at least in the way that Philodemus advocates. Philodemus agrees
that natural anger is painful per se and therefore an evil, even if it can be
a good in certain circumstances (see, e.g., 37.39-38.34), but he disagrees
that it darkens the sage’s reasonings. However, Nicasicrates thinks that
natural anger is an enemy of Epicurean ataraxia (roughly “imperturb-
ability”) and damages “one’s communal life with friends” As Ringeltaube
saw, this seems to identify him as an Epicurean who believes in ataraxia
and communal life with friends. Most of all, Nicasicrates held that sages
sometimes do themselves harm in their fits of anger (37.4-7). Thus, Nica-
sicrates’s natural anger would bring in its wake at least some of the negative
consequences that Philodemus attributes to empty anger.

163. For Nicasicrates, see in general DPA N34 (Dorandi). Mention of his name
at frag. 15.15 shows that Nicasicrates had been treated earlier in the text, though all
context there is lost.
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Philodemus also argues that anger, as Nicasicrates saw it, was not con-
sistent with “being called a sage and keeping away from futile things, nor
could it ever be given this appellation (sc. natural), if it is so great an evil”
(39.17-21). The topic, as shown by the mention of anger’s appellation, is
in what sense anger can be said to be natural. That this was the general
thrust of Philodemus’s objection to Nicasicrates is shown by the rest of the
discussion, in which Philodemus asks and answers a series of rhetorical
questions:

How can that which impedes such important things and causes so many
evils be natural? If it is inescapable, and therefore called natural, then
how is it not a great evil that must be endured even by sages? Or how are
there not outbursts of anger manifested even in the case of good men?
Because [sc. these outbursts] are free from everything that is attached to
them by those [sc. other philosophers] and they bring only some little
amount of embarrassment upon those who will make out that it (the
emotion) is both natural and, in the case of the sage, brief. (39.26-40.2)

Nicasicrates is only dismissed at 40.22-26: sages do indeed fall into natural
anger, which is inescapable for human nature, and in fact “even this man
(sc. Nicasicrates), I suppose, since he shares in it (human nature), could not
escape all anger but would as a matter of course be receptive to some of it”

6.6. On the Painfulness of Natural Anger (Cols. 37.16-44.35)

We return to a brief description of what survives of Philodemus’s own
theory. Here he lays out an argument, against the Peripatetics, the Stoics,
and Nicasicrates at once, that, properly defined, natural anger is painful
rather than pleasurable and thus an evil per se. But despite being pain-
ful, it is to be accepted and acted on in certain circumstances, which are
determined by the hedonic calculus. Thus natural anger is limited to good
people with good dispositions, not only to Epicurean sages.! Its aim is
deterrence of further harm by punishment, not vengeance. Here we need
only indicate the principal texts from which Philodemus’s own theories
about anger are to be learned.

164. Epicurean sagehood may be the best disposition, but it is not the only good
one, since, e.g., technai and liabilities to emotions are also dispositions.
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37.16-38.34: natural anger taken in isolation and by itself is an evil,
like all painful things, but in conjunction, or literally interwoven, with a
good diathesis, it can even be called a good thing because it comes from
seeing “what the nature of states of affairs is and from not having any false
beliefs in our comparative calculations (symmetreéseis) of our losses and in
our punishments of those who harm us”1%

Or perhaps—Philodemus pretends to hesitate over the right formula
here—it is a nonevil (o0 xaxdv, 38.5-6)? He quotes Menander, correcting
him twice, and finally arrives at the true formula: even natural anger is not
a good, but accepting it is a good (dyafdv 0t o dvadéyechat, 38.33-34; cf.
38.18-22). Empty anger comes from a bad diathesis and entails countless
troubles; natural anger limits itself, because it is a painful thing, to dealing
with as few things as possible (38.7-9).1¢ It is good to submit to natural
anger, therefore, but only if those conditions are fulfilled.!¢”

39.29-40.32: natural anger is inescapable for everyone, and that is one
reason why it is natural. It is inescapable even for Nicasicrates, who is now
dismissed from consideration (40.2-25). Experiencing natural anger is
simply a fact of human nature, and it does not bring the consequences that
Timasagoras and Nicasicrates attach to it. That is, they attach further false
beliefs to the prolepsis of natural anger that confuse the issue.

40.32-40: “when he [the sage] has been intentionally harmed by
someone or has received the impression he will be harmed, will he experi-
ence an indifferent feeling, as if someone looked at him, or a painful one
(@Métplov, allotrion), since calling it attractive (oixeiov, oikeion) to him
is senseless?”1%8 The use of Epicurean technical terms here is interesting.
Oikeion means “what is naturally attractive to our nature,” that is, “what is
pleasant,” and allotrion means “what is foreign to our nature,” that is, “what
is painful” We also note that the word pathos here suggests the basic Epi-
curean usage of the word to refer to the basic pathé of pleasure and pain,

165. On symmetresis, see above, p. 21.

166. See 38.8: mepi EAdytcta yivetar (mepl + acc. “concerned practically with,” LS]
s.v. “mepl,” C.1.3).

167. See On Epicurus cols. 24 and 26, quoted below.

168. Here first, the need for the harm to be perceived as “intentional” to provoke
anger is mentioned, but from the final columns of the text it is obvious that it was
always an integral part of it. Most of what we summarize in this section, similarly, will
have been known to readers of the treatise, either from an initial summary or from
other works.
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as opposed to the general meaning of affect or emotion.!®® Here we have
a third meaning for pathos, which refers to a neutral “experience” such as
the feeling when “someone looked” at me, which causes neither pain nor
pleasure.

The answer to Philodemus’s question follows immediately (41.2-9): if
the sage has an allotrion feeling but knows that, when her enemy has expe-
rienced punishment, he will not inflict further harm and others who might
want to imitate the offender will be also stopped, then the sage would be
insane not to grit her teeth and accept that she must punish him. So here
we have another element for inclusion in the symmetrésis: if punishment
can be expected to deter the offender and others from doing any further
harm, anger is likely to be natural.

Philodemus then (41.39) imagines an objector asking, “But if he (sc.
the sage) is angered because he is harmed intentionally and he is harmed
by certain people to the greatest extent, how will he not experience a great
anger and have a violent desire for revenge?” The question assumes that
intense anger and an eager desire for vengeance are the same thing, or at
least occur together. The answer is that he will certainly feel great alien-
ation from the person who harms him to such a degree, or clearly intends
to, and will hate and avoid him to the greatest extent possible (akros), but
he will not experience any comparably great disturbance. The sage does
not experience that kind of disturbance even in the case of great physi-
cal pain, certainly not from anger (41.39-42.12). Empty anger can be
great, amounting to rage, and it can cause numberless entailments and
consequences that are invisible to fools, as Philodemus repeatedly claimed
throughout the first thirty columns of On Anger. But the sage sees all these
entanglements and consequences coming and does not fall into any of
them (42.15-20).

169. For discussion of and bibliography on the terms allotrios and oikeios, see
ObbinKk’s (1996, 472-73) note to On Piety part 1, 1. 1051-1054. For the technical
meaning of pathos, see Men. 124 (ad fin.) and frag. 260 (Usener 1887, 190) = [1].34
Arr., apud Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.34: the Epicureans “say that there are two
pathe, pleasure and pain, that every living creature has and that the former is wel-
come and the later foreign; through these choices and avoidances are decided” (mabn
8¢ Aéyoucty elvar 3o, ndoviy xal dXyndéva, ictdueve mept miv {Glov, xal THY uév
oixeiov, T 0& &MSTprov- 81’ @v xpivechan Téc aipécetc xal duydc ); see Konstan 2008,
1-25; Verde 2018.
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Again, it is empty and foolish to think that inflicting punishment is
desirable and enjoyable, as always happens when people feel “great” anger:
they think it is the greatest good, turn to it as something to be chosen
for itself, and believe that one cannot effectively punish otherwise. That
is involved in having a merciless disposition. But the sage knows that the
sort of person who enjoys inflicting punishment is inflicting a still greater
punishment on himself (42.21-39). It makes no difference whether you
call your object vengeance or punishment: desire and enjoyment must be
absent, or your anger is empty.

At 43.19-41 we find an interestioning mention of what may have been
a treatise entitled Against the Kyriai Doxai of the Epicureans. In this work,
Philodemus says, the authors attack the first Kyria Doxa, with its assertion
that feelings and acts of anger and gratitude are impossible for the gods but
are signs of the weakness of human nature. They ask whether that means
Alexander the Great was “weak” in conferring such enormous favors on so
many and going into such tremendous fits of anger. The numberless pan-
egyrics to Alexander will have suggested this objection to whoever wrote
the treatise Philodemus has in mind. Philodemus replies that his fits of
generosity and rage made Alexander all the more human, ergo more weak,
not less.!”

At 43.41-35, Philodemus engages in a discussion of technical ter-
minology, specifically orgé and thymos. The sage is certainly capable of
thymos, in the word’s commonest meaning, that is, synonymous with orge,
but not in the sense of rage or intense anger. The sage does not experience
intense emotions and cannot have an impulse even to kolasis (punish-
ment) as if it were something enjoyable.!”! In fact, anger has no pleasure
to offer; one approaches it as something compulsory and most unpleasur-
able, like a drink of wormwood or the surgeon’s knife (44.20-23), as also
in Lib. 2b.4-8: “obviously the sage praises with great pleasure and merely

170. See Stoneman 2003. What Stoneman calls the “legacy of Alexander in
ancient philosophy” is as much a legacy in rhetoric as in philosophy; Nachstadt (1895)
is more realistic: there was also a tradition of the psogos Alexandrou, vituperation of
Alexander, and Philodemus’s reply is no more original than his opponents’ efforts at
panegyric. For Seneca’s differing treatments of Alexander, see Nachstadt 1895.

171. Philodemus, by putting it this way, suggests that it does no good to call one’s
action “punishment” if it gives one some kind of violent pleasure and presents itself as
desirable. In that case, it is just revenge under another name. He needs to specify that
pleasurable punishment is to be avoided because usage does not allow that venting
anger on slaves or children is to be called vengeance (see frag. 24.19-20, of slaves).
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endures blaming, without pleasure, and like a drink of wormwood?”!”2 The
Epicurean teacher’s frank speaking is needed for effective admonition,
“as when they call in wise doctors for an operation, when they apply the
scalpel to the sick” (Lib. 17a.4-8). This makes acceptance of anger a delib-
erate choice, which must be made on what the agent reasonably believe
are good grounds, such as the Epicurean teacher’s resigning himself to the
hard work of blame. As Philodemus had argued in the fragments, anger
is never compulsory on the mere supposition one has been intentionally
harmed. What he calls natural anger is a feeling that one accepts after care-
ful consideration, in full acceptance of moral responsibility. In some cases,
when one can expect to succeed in punishing the offense, the choice of
anger will be nearly inescapable. He emphasizes again: “it is insanity even
to imagine a sage being inclined to punishment as if it were such a thing
(sc. a pleasure)” (44.33-35). The hard work of punishment and deterrence
is the sign of natural anger, but the desire for and enjoyment of vengeance
is the sign of empty anger.

6.7. The Maximalists (Cols. 44.35-50.8)

Philodemus now concludes the treatise as a whole by dealing with
some people (46.13) who claim that the sage will become “enraged”
(Bupwbncecbat), a word that they understand to indicate a particularly
intense degree of anger rather than as a synonym of épytchvcecbat (see also
43.41-44.5). Because of this maximizing of the sage’s anger, we call them
the maximalists, and they form an interesting contrast to Timasagoras
and Nicasicrates, who try to minimize the role of anger in the Epicu-
rean life. First, Philodemus cites phrases from Epicurus, Metrodorus,
and Hermarchus: they all spoke of the thymos of the sage, but all three
characterized it as mild and brief, as the context showed. Thus, Philode-
mus argues, in their usage thymos corresponds to the broader prolepsis by
which thymos and orgé mean the same thing, normal anger, not intense
anger or rage. He seems to be right, but he clearly does not have any more
explicit evidence from the Founders than this. Next he discusses three epi-
logismoi (here, by a slight extension from the usual meaning, “arguments

172. Not by accident does this repeat comparisons from On Frank Speech about
the sage’s attitude toward praise and blame, which we now know is a topic that goes to
the roots of Epicurean psychology in Nat. 25. See excursus 4 below.
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from experience”17?), which these heterodox Epicureans use to prove that
rage, which they include in natural anger, is appropriate.'’* They are as
follows: (1) by analogy to natural gratitude; (2) by analogy to the fact that
sages may drink wine and become tipsy if they wish; and (3) by arguing
that anger is inevitable as the response to the supposition that “one is being
intentionally harmed” and that, the more serious the provoking harm is,
the more intense the resulting anger will be. These epilogismoi are used by
“some” or “certain” people to justify the further proposition that sages can
appropriately feel not only anger but rage.!”> Philodemus accepts, at least
hypothetically, the premises of the three epilogismoi as stated but denies
on empirical grounds that the conclusions are correctly drawn from them.
Philodemus groups their arguments together, then follows with his criti-
cisms; we have treated each argument and counterargument together in
the following.

A (46.18-40; 48.3-32). Just as we feel gratitude for good done to us
intentionally, we feel anger at harm done to us intentionally; that is, the
two emotions correspond to each other. Here again, it is assumed by both
sides that mutual obligation and anger are compulsory for human beings,
as Kyr. dox. 1 implies.!”¢ It seems that Philodemus has no quarrel with this
formulation. If so, he and the opponents agreed that anger requires the
supposition of intentional harm and that gratitude, its mirror emotion,
requires the supposition of being intentionally benefited.!”” The beginning

173. For the specific meaning of epilogismos suggested here, see n. 60 above and
Sedley 1973, 27-34, esp. 28-29.

174. In Philodemus’s technical language, thymos is usually a synonym for, or a
type of, empty anger, but he recognizes that it was synonymous with orgé in normal
usage; see 44.41-46.16 for a lengthy terminological discussion with doctrinal impor-
tance. For other treatments of this passage, see Asmis 2011, 154-58; and Tsouna 2007,
230-38.

175. They are called évtot at 47.41 and Tivec at 46.13.

176. Kyr. dox. 1: “What is blessed and indestructible neither has troubles itself nor
troubles another, so that it is liable neither to feelings of anger nor of gratitude, for all
that sort of thing is only in the weak” (1o paxdpov xai ddbaptov olite adTéd mpdyuata
Exel olTe MWL Tapéxel- dete olte dpyaic olte xapict cuvéxetal- év dcbevel yap mav To
TotoUTov).

177. These formulations were evidently common ground at this period for Epicu-
reans of different stripes, part of the accepted interpretation of Kyr. dox. 1. It is inter-
esting that Philodemus and the maximalists agree on parallel formulations for anger
and gratitude: that anger comes from a supposition of intentional harm inflicted and
gratitude (kharis, eukharistia) from a supposition of benefit intentionally conferred.
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of Philodemus’ response is lost in a lacuna, but he seems to argue that
external goods, like external evils, are not that important to the sage.!” He
appears to share the maximalists’ assumption that great good can be done
for us by those who make us wise but to deny that there is any other great
good that can make us feel intensely obliged to our benefactors, apart from
what we feel for them as friends. Even the intensity of our gratitude to
those who made us sages, he adds, does not depend on our assessment of
their intentions; the effect of their action plays a role, too. Thus the great
harm that would be required to provoke natural rage, as opposed to natu-
ral anger, can never occur, whether or not we feel great gratitude to our
teachers in philosophy.

B (46.40-47.18; 48.33-49.26). Sages can drink and become tipsy—so
Aristotle and all the Hellenistic schools agreed—but the maximalists claim
that the sage can even become drunk rationally and naturally, and thus a
sage can become intemperately angry.!”” In response, Philodemus simply
denies that the sage ever gets profoundly drunk and calls the suggestion
shameful. Perhaps, he sarcastically adds, his opponents were inappropri-
ately basing their argument on their own practice.

C (47.18-48.3; 49.27-50.8). The third argument, that anger cannot
happen without a supposition of intentional harm, is true enough—if
one adds, as Philodemus does, that great anger will never be felt by the
sage because the sage cannot be greatly harmed. But in a second and final
reply to their claim, Philodemus points out another fatal misunderstand-
ing on their part: they take this supposition for a sufficient condition, but
it is only a necessary one. So their argument is doubly futile: it concludes
from the propositions that “anger cannot occur without a supposition of
having been harmed” and that “the sage is intentionally harmed” that “he
is angered” Just as an illiterate person cannot become a sage, but a lit-
erate person is not necessarily a sage—that is, literacy is a necessary but
not sufficient condition for sagehood—they cannot conclude that “he who
has received an impression of being harmed will as a matter of course
[T JvTewc!®®] be angered,” unless the maximalists also demonstrate that the
supposition of harm is a sufficient (drastikon, i.e., efficient) cause of anger.
Philodemus leaves this last sentence hanging in the air, a question to his

178. This is just a restatement of his view that the sage cannot be greatly harmed.

179. On the question of whether the sages of any given school should drink and
become tipsy, or even drunk, see Fitzgerald (2015, esp. 347-51).

180. Or “in every case”
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audience or to the class: How have we shown, and in how many ways, that
the mere supposition of intentional harm is never enough to make sages,
or even ordinary intelligent people, angry?

7. The Epicurean Context of On Anger and
the History of Philodemus’s Theory

Much of our surviving text of On Anger is taken up with criticism of other
Epicureans, and the obvious inference is that it was written for an Epicu-
rean audience. Timasagoras wrote against Basilides and Thespis and was
refuted by them; accordingly, he was their contemporary and wrote late in
the third or early second century BCE. Nicasicrates and the “maximalists”
may have been even later, for all we know, contemporaries of Philodemus
or his teacher, Zeno of Sidon (ca. 160-75 BCE). Philodemus treats their
arguments as still influential and worth answering.

We know that competing interpretations were not just a theoretical but
a live issue in the school during the first century BCE and apparently had
been since the death of Epicurus’s last direct students.!8! Even Diogenes
Laertius bears testimony to the division within the school in his list of
famous Epicureans, which ends with “and those whom the legitimate Epi-
cureans call ‘sophists™ (Vit. phil. 10.26). Beyond the debate over rhetoric
(discussed just below), Cicero, via “Torquatus,” claims in Fin. 1 that there
were three different views current on pleasure as the chief good and pain
as the chief evil. Epicurus thought that this was obvious without further
discussion, even from the evidence of the senses, but some contemporary
Epicureans argued that the intellect and reason were also needed to estab-
lish this, and others felt that theoretical argument and defense were now
indispensable (Fin. 1.29-31; cf. 1.55). Similarly, differing views were cur-
rent in the school about whether friendship entails loving our friends as
much as or more than ourselves (1.66-70). Beyond debates over philo-
sophical interpretation, there were works of Epicurean textual explication
and criticism exploring issues of corruption in the transmission as well as
identifying whole works as inauthentic.!®2 If a work’s authenticity could be

181. Cf. frags. 90 and 117 of P.Herc. 1005 (Angeli 1988a) of Against Those Who
Claim to be Literalists.

182. Demetrius Laco’s Aporie testuali both discusses corruptions and explains
various passages. Zeno of Sidon argued that some works attributed to Epicurus were
inauthentic: PHerc. 1005 col. 11 Angeli = frag. 25 Angeli-Colaizzo. See Erler 1993.
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questioned, or if the Founders’ treatment was insufficiently detailed, con-
fusion could, and often did, arise. In a well-known passage, Philodemus
clearly implies that disputes over the interpretation of doctrine began as
soon as the last of the first-generation students died.!8?

On Anger is one of several treatises that show a lively interest in rival
Epicurean interpretations. Philodemus’s On Rhetoric begins with a three-
book-long attempt to establish his doctrine about rhetoric against that of
rival Epicureans, backed up by extensive quotations from Epicurus, Her-
marchus, and Metrodorus, and only then turns to rebut the positions of
other, non-Epicurean philosophers, such as Aristotle and Nausiphanes
in book 8 (P.Herc. 1015/832) In this case, for Philodemus, a grasp of the
correct Epicurean position was required before arguments against other
schools could be undertaken. It was not so in other of his works: Philode-
mus’s On Poems, in five reasonably complete books, shows no sign of
intraschool argumentation, nor do the surviving parts of On the Gods.

Philodemus understood himself to be a faithful Epicurean and an heir
to Zeno of Sidons teaching. This emerges clearly from his references to
older Epicureans: he finds those who disagree with Epicurus, Metrodorus,
and Hermarchus guilty of beating their own fathers at Rhet. 1.238.18-29
(Nicolardi 2018), and he strongly asserts his own loyalty as Zeno's faithful
admirer while he was still alive and now as his untiring praise-singer in his
oddly titled Against Those Who Claim to Be Literalists (P.Herc. 1005, col.
14.6-13 Angeli), whose title suggests that it was dedicated to intraschool
argument.'® Philodemus also used Zeno’s lectures as the basis for his On
Frank Speech, which shows that he agreed with their doctrines.!8> Incul-
cating correct doctrine is an obvious concern of philosophical education,
though there are no polemics of this kind in On Frank Speech itself.

183. P.Herc. 1005, frag. 107.9-17 Angeli: cuyx]pivouev tpémouc, T@[v] peta
‘Epudpxov terevtny cuvtdéeic éydedwndtwy, ef 9é Tic BovAeTat, xal petd Ty Eylenpy
6 "Emixolpoy Steenpeobtay amdvtwy, v, éav 1] To1ad’ omola... (“we compare the
characters of those who published treatises after the death of Hermarchus or, if some-
one wishes, even after the passing of all those who were students of Epicurus, so that,
if such things should be...”). See also Erler 1992a, esp. 178.

184. For the title, [Tpoc Tove dacxofufAiaxoie, see Del Mastro 2014, 184-87.

185. The subscriptio of On Frank Speech bears the note éx Tév To8 Znvwvoc cxoA&dv,
but its interpretation is not clear: perhaps nothing stronger than “based on Zeno’s lec-
tures” but potentially “my lightly edited transcript of Zeno’s lectures” (though Philode-
mus’s claim to authorship is hard to square with the strongest interpretation).
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The focus on heterodox Epicurean opponents (the Peripatetics are a
minor target, and the Stoics are barely mentioned) and the cultural context
in which such debates were common suggests that On Anger was a “teach-
ing treatise” intended for use within the school to warn students away from
heterodox views, while also teaching the correct one, rather than a treatise
primarily intended for wider circulation among the educated public.

Did the analysis of anger that Philodemus reports originate with Epi-
curus, either whole or in part? We have little direct evidence of an explicit
theory of anger from Epicurus and his circle’s writings, though there
was at least one work that probably discussed anger in the early stages of
the school. Epicurus wrote Opinions about the Pathe: Against (or “T0”)
Timocrates (Ilepl mabév d6%ar mpdc Tinoxpdtny, Diogenes Laertius, Vit.
phil. 10.28), and several dicta survive as well. There is no question that,
after Aristotle, the question of how to describe and discipline the emotions
was an important issue in ethical philosophy, and such debates, especially
with a nascent Stoic school, would provide a suitable context for develop-
ing a detailed theory.

An anonymous Epicurean at Gnomologium Vaticanum 62, perhaps
Epicurus, discusses how people should behave when fits of anger break
out in families: “for if fits of anger (orgai) occur between parents and their
offspring by necessity, it is clearly foolish to resist and not beg forgiveness.
But if the fits happen not by necessity but instead irrationally, it is com-
pletely ridiculous to inflame their irrationality further by holding fast to
one’s anger (thymokatokhounta) and not to seek in various ways to alter
the other person to a better mood by showing goodwill”!8¢ Not much can
be drawn from this passage; we do not even know how severe the fits of
anger are supposed to be in this case. But we can see that orgé and a word
related to thymos are used indifferently to refer to the same kind of anger
(Philodemus could have cited this against the maximalists), that some fits
of anger come about “by necessity” and others “irrationally;” and that “nec-
essary” fits of anger can (sometimes?) be resolved by an apology. Some
irrational fits simply require humoring the other party, presumably until
the anger fades and one can reason with him or her. Seneca quotes Epicu-

186. Epicurus, Gnom. vat. 62: el yap xata 0 déov dpyal yivovtal Tolc yevwicact
mpdC TG Exyova, wdtatov 0Nmoubéy écTt TO dvTiTeivel xal wi) maparteichar cuyyviounc
Tuxelv- el 08 i) xatd 6 0éov &M dAoyiTepoy, yeAoiov mav(Twc) (add. von der Muehll)
70 Tpocexxalew MY dloylay Bupoxatoyolvra xai w) {relv petabelvar xat’ dMouc
Tpémouc edyvwpovolvra.
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rus in a letter (EM 18.14 = 484 Usener = [246] Arrighetti) to the effect that
“unmoderated anger produces insanity” (immodica ira gignit insaniam);
evidently too much anger habituates a person and makes one irrational.
This distinction between necessary and irrational anger is not obviously
the same as Philodemus’s distinction between empty and natural anger,
which may have been invented by a later generation of Epicureans.

The apparently synonymous use of orgé and thymos is characteristic
of this period of the school, and we see further examples in On Anger,
where, in his argument with the maximalists, Philodemus cites Epicurus’s
First Appellations (Anaphonéseis, col. 45.5-8) as well as Metrodorus (1L
8-12) and Hermarchus (l. 12). Three of the most important of the Found-
ers had said that the sage will feel thymos, and Philodemus must explain
the Founders’ use of the term by citing passages in which thymos is con-
joined with “moderately” or “very briefly” or such expressions to prove
that it was there, as frequently, simply a synonym for orge.!8” Philodemus
and the maximalists reserve thymos for rage, an attack of empty anger,
where orgé is just the general word for anger (though they have very
different views about the appropriateness of thymos).!88 All these pas-
sages show that Philodemus is probably right to interpret thymos as he
does, but the general tenor of the argument shows that these texts did
not offer such final evidence against the maximalists as Philodemus must
have wanted. Another evidently shared element is the reconstructed
hypographe, “supposition of intentional harm.”'® Nonetheless, their
agreement in these matters may reflect a shared, later innovation in the
school, but we have no evidence to suggest when the developments could
have been introduced.

As previously discussed, Epicurus presents anger and gratitude as a
pair in Kyr. dox. 1 and Hdt. 77.1°° These statements discuss the life of the
gods but contrast it with human life, specifically with human liability to

187. Certainly thymos and orgé appear to be treated as mere synonyms through-
out the argument with the Peripatetics (the last three instances are quoted from Anti-
pater, a Stoic).

188. See his mentions of the two prolépseis at cols. 44.41-45.5.

189. See the maximalists’ third argument, discussed above at §6.7.

190. For Kyr. dox. 1, see above n. 176. Hdt. 77: “For troubles and worries and
feelings of anger and gratitude do not fit in with blessedness, but these things come
about in weakness and fear and dependence on one’s neighbors (sc. to survive)” (o0
yap cupdwvolict mpayuatelar xat povtidec xal dpyal xal xdpitec paxaptdTytt, GAN év
debeveian xal doPwt xal mpocdevcet T@Y TAYciov TadTa yivetar).
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anger and gratitude, which in turn implies the existence of an analysis of
these emotions. Anger and gratitude are associated with weakness, fear,
and need of others’ help to live, along with cares and worries; the gods
need never feel them, but human beings, including sages, must do so. The
use of these two terms requires some kind of analysis as support, but we
have no details.

This doctrine was developed at some point in school history, as shown
by Philodemus’s argument with the maximalists’ first epilogismos.!! There
the two emotions are presented as equal and opposite to each other: anger
is caused by a supposition that someone is harming you intentionally;
gratitude is caused by a supposition that someone does or has done some-
thing good for you intentionally.!? Philodemus and the maximalists part
ways over the question of the magnitude of the emotional impact that out-
side events can actually have on the sage: the maximalists allow the impact
to be quite great and the emotion to be intense, but Philodemus limits it
rather strictly. But it is clear that they agree on a basic definition of anger
and gratitude, as caused by a supposition of intentional harm or benefit.!%3
This agreement might have the same origin as their agreement in the use
of orge and thymos.

Beyond all this, there is some slight evidence from the second book
of Philodemus’s treatise On Epicurus, apparently Philodemus’s biography
of Epicurus or an apologia for his life and actions.!** The text is in poor
shape, and the connections between columns are lost, but there are signs
that Philodemus is trying to promote his own view of anger. The general
thrust of the passages is that Epicurus was slow to anger, did not engage in
behavior that would provoke enmity, and generally avoided conflict.

191. See above, pp. 79-80.

192. We can write a second definition for gratitude as a mirror image of that of
anger that we have reconstructed: OméAqic éxouciac edepynciac vel sim.

193. The maximalists’ understanding of the life of the sage is quite different from
Philodemusss, as their belief that the sage will get drunk shows. See above, p. 79.

194. We thank Enrico Piergiacomi for calling these passages to our attention and
Gaia Barbieri for making her draft edition available to us; her column numeration is
still provisional. The previous edition is Tepedino Guerra 1994.
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Philodemus, Epic. 2, col. 19.1-14 Barbieri = 24 Tepedino Guerra'®®

1 . ] dvectad[xévat [perhaps: although Epicurus
TGV ddixiac, xa- thought it right] to put a stop
Tt [0 T]o[V]c Tpémouc Spw|[c to the wrongdoings of some
XWPEWY TPOC TAC TIUW- [people?], nonetheless he

5 pliac 00 xata TOV dLA- thought that habitually resort-

cJodov ny[elito, xafb[a]mep
1 T€ ypady) mapécTncey

ing to acts of vengeance does
not become a philosopher, as

a]oTod xal méc 6 Pio[c &]uap-
TOpncev- [0]UTe yap OT’ €é-

10 %ouciac 8xAwv 7 povap-
xJobvtoc ¥ yuuva[ct]ap-
xolvto[c alvopoc &[A]Awe
mt]eche[ic] cuvexp[i]On

14 clodret@[v Tic]w av [ | | .

both his writings established and
his entire life bore witness. For,
repressed neither by the power of
crowds nor of a monarch nor of
a gymnasiarch, he was compared
to certain sophists (?) ...

Without context, it is difficult to be certain, but it appears that Epicu-
rus deprecated revenge as a motive by calling it unsuitable as a habit for
the philosopher, whereas putting a stop to some people’s wrongdoings was
recommended. This suggests he approved of punishment, for in the defi-
nition of anger at 41.2-8 the sage goes after punishment only if, “having
been punished, the offender will be brought to a halt” The verbal coinci-
dence cannot be accidental, but it may be Philodemus’s own attempt to
link his theory to Epicurus’s statements. Depending on how habitually is

195. If 9¢ is correctly restored in line 3, it is worth noting that 0¢ ... Suwc (“but
nonetheless”) is often preceded by the protasis of a condition or by xaimep, as at col.
7.9-13; cf. LS] s.v. “Buwe,” I1.1-3. For 1l. 9-14, see Epicurus, Gnom. vat. 67: “the free
life cannot own many possessions because that is no easy thing without being servile
to crowds or dynasts” (éAedBepoc Pioc o dUvatar xTicachar xpAuate moME Ol TO TO
mpéiypa un pdidiov eivar xwpic bnelac SyAwy 7 duvactdv). For dvactéMw, “to suppress”
or “restrain” an offense, cf. Ir. 41.4 and Piet. col. 42.1202-1216 (Obbink 1996), where
it is closely associated with punishment: “Consequently that was what those of the
theologians and philosophers who were just did. For the truth did not escape them
[the earliest theologians and philosophers], but since they observed that evil deeds
were held in check (dvacteMoypévac) by the tales” (or myths) “because they made fore-
boding hang over the more foolish of mankind.” See also the discussion of Plato’s Pro-
tagoras at §3. The end of the column suggests politics as a context (Epicurus’s initial
difficulty establishing a school?). The gymnasiarch, prima facie out of place in the
list, was a much more important government official throughout the Greek-speaking
world in the Hellenistic period than he had been in the classical period.
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understood, Philodemus might even be saying that Epicurus thought it
was acceptable for a philosopher to pursue vengeance occasionally, which
would contradict Philodemus’s strong ban on vengeance throughout On
Anger. If Epicurus himself actually even punished anyone publicly, let
alone sought vengeance, there is no record of it.!¢ A distinction between
vengeance and punishment seems coherent with Epicurus’s philosophy in
general, but we do not find it in the surviving remains of Epicurus.

The rest of the surviving text shows that Philodemus went on to give
actual examples from Epicurus’s “whole life,” and it seems probable that
he had already given examples from the writings just before this passage.!”
But his quotations from the writings evidently did not prove that Epicurus
categorically rejected all vengeance, as Philodemus himself does, or the
summary of them would not be so cautious.

Philodemus, Epic. 2, col. 21.1-14 Barbieri = 26 Tepedino Guerra

1 mécw Teketetcv- ob yap ... to all going out (?), for (he said?)
elc capxa mpalilvew, that it (?) was not afflicting (them?)
G [0]00g werq[ce]w- corporally, but was not even going
000’ amd Ta[playiic idi- to matter; nor even because of the

5 ac ov[d]¢ cuvpod[v]volence disturbance to himself nor because
gaut[0]v Te xal T[N]v al- of slander that damaged at once
plellcwv EAnv Bracdnui- himself and his whole sect did he
lac wl[e]tiiAbev adtolc, go after them (for vengeance),!%®
[ o lc pebedevey Aé- but, using the arguments he was

10 Tyotc TInv dA[o]yiav, waA- creating, those who charged them
AMTov 91[¢] pavlia]v émexa- with unreasonableness, or rather

Aec]lTav, [o]l cuvic[B]ovto [7#]c madness, who perceived the insan-
xatey Jovene a[0]Tove Alv]T- ity that had hold of them ...
14 e Infvle[ ][

196. Philodemus claims (Piet. col. 53) that Epicurus never entered into any law-
suit or even legal quarrel with his fellow citizens, diverse as they were in their lifestyle
from each other and from him, and lived in perfect peace with them, so that “even the
virtue-hating and all-harassing mouth of Comedy” left him alone (which is not quite
true; see Obbink 1996 ad loc. and Gordon 2012, 14-37).

197. T ... xat can mean “not only ... but also”; see Denniston 1950, 511-13.

198. The term peteAbelv quite often means “to go after (vengeance)” in On Anger
and elsewhere.
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Despite difficulties with the first two words and with lines 10-14, the
general thrust of the column is clear. Personal attacks, as well as slander
against the school, did not motivate Epicurus to respond with vengeance,
even when no one would have criticized him for doing so, but rather to
answer with arguments aimed at correcting the attacker’s mistakes and
irrationality. The reference is evidently to Timocrates’s slanders against
Epicurus in his Euphranta, and it is of a piece with column 19 (24): Epi-
curus is presented as calm and unflappable.'® However, Cicero has Cotta
report that Epicurus “slaughtered him (Timocrates) in whole volumes
because he disagreed about some philosophical point” (quia nescioquid
in philosophia dissentiret, totis voluminibus conciderit, Nat. d. 1.93), which
is itself obviously a polemical move on Cicero’s part.2?® The same account
of Timocrates’s Euphranta is given by Diogenes Laertius (Vit. phil. 10.6-8)
and dismissed as the work of a madman. It seems that, in Philodemus’s
account, Epicurus merely responded to Timocratess mix of malicious
slander and philosophical criticism with a reasoned defense of his own
positions.?! Metrodorus may have been less restrained in his response
and written savage mockery of his brother’s treatise in his own Against
Timocrates. In this case, Epicurus did not respond intemperately to a prov-
ocation, even a severe one, but instead set out the facts without descending
to the level of his adversary. This is certainly good evidence for (how he
presented) his attitude, though less good for doctrine.

This is the sum of our direct evidence for what the Founders thought
about anger. We can confidently attribute to them the doctrines that anger
and gratitude are mirror emotions and that anger could be necessary or
irrational. This last is surely at least ancestral to Philodemus’s distinction
between natural and empty anger, though what, if anything, hangs on the
difference in terminology is not clear.

199. The following column, the last surviving, goes into detail about Timocrates’s
education and seems to show that Philodemus gave a fuller characterization of him
here than at col. 12.

200. Sedley (1976a, 128-29) sees Timocrates himself behind this report in
Cicero; see also Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.6-7, which makes clear that there was
a philosophical component to Timocrates’s work. Besides Epicurus’s work, Metro-
dorus is credited with both a Timocrates and an Against (or To) Timocrates. See also
Verde 2017.

201. For this and the next sentence, see DPA T156 (Angeli) and Pease 1955 on
Cicero, Nat. d. 1.93 and 113.
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It is also perfectly possible that the analysis of anger in terms of nat-
ural justice and the social contract is also due to Epicurus or another
first-generation Epicurean. Surely the developed doctrine of natural jus-
tice included discussion of what counted as breaking the agreement not
to harm and how to punish and deter those who did break the agreement.

Unfortunately, little discussion is still extant, which leaves open the
possibility that later Epicureans developed the doctrine of anger and
punishment to fit (or fill out a gap in or answer criticism of) Epicurus’s
doctrine of natural justice. A necessary feeling of natural anger could have
been appropriate in response to a violation of natural justice as defined by
the social contract, and an irrational fit of empty anger could have been
inappropriate because it was marred by a desire for the pleasure of ven-
geance, but we do not have the textual evidence necessary to attribute this
doctrine to the Founders. If we could say for certain that this is all Epicu-
russ or the Founders’ work, it would provide a very striking context for
Philodemus’s analysis of anger.

We feel more comfortable attributing the innovation of using thera-
peutic diatribe and encomium, a practice begun by Chrysippus and Bion,
to Basilides and Thespis. The basis for this is Philodemus’s note that Tima-
sagoras’s anger at them over this apparently minor issue was unrestrained
(col. 5.17-25). From this we infer that Basilides and Thespis were respon-
sible for the innovation and that Timasagoras reacted badly to what he
understood as an abandonment of school doctrine.??? Or possibly, Basilides
and Thespis changed or increased the use of tactics that already existed in
the school, which could have led to the same reaction from Timasagoras.2%
If they developed school doctrine on the treatment of anger, it is certainly
possible that they developed it about other aspects of anger as well, though
evidence is, as usual, lacking. They may have connected the therapeutic
diatribe with Epicurus’s analysis of the soul’s atomic constitution and its
dispositions. If so, they might have been following a hint in Epicurus him-
self: Seneca’s statement that “unmoderated anger produces insanity” can

202. Borrowing useful material from other schools was reasonably common in
the Hellenistic schools; for the Epicureans’ attitude, see Erler 2011. At Sup. 10.11-31,
Philodemus admits summarizing Ariston (probably of Ceos, the Peripatetic), since
his epistolary treatise On Lightening Arrogance contains some potentially useful mate-
rial; cf. Seneca’s famous statement that the good sayings of philosophers are common
property at Ep. 1.8.8.

203. David Kaufman suggested this possibility to us.
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be understood as a statement about habituation and the production of a
new disposition to anger. It would certainly be convenient to attribute to
Basilides and Thespis whatever other developments are needed to bridge
the gap from Epicurus to Philodemus, such as the terminological strict-
ness with orge and thymos and the reconstructed definition, but, without
further evidence, we refrain from doing so.

As for the other elements of his theory, the broad disagreement between
Philodemus and his Epicurean opponents prevents certainty.?* Several
fundamental questions—whether natural anger is purely an evil or to what
extent it is evil and the duration and intensity of the sage’s anger—were still
a matter of debate between Philodemus and his Epicurean opponents. It
appears that none of them saw anger as a pleasure, reccommended revenge,
failed to encourage contextualizing anger by logismos or epilogismos, or
forbade the sage to feel anger at all, though the paucity of direct citations
of their work does not inspire confidence that we are characterizing their
doctrines accurately. The situation appears similar to the debate over the
status of rhetoric among various Epicurean groups in the first century
BCE: three views were current, and a fourth view was found in a trea-
tise whose authenticity had been denied by Zeno of Sidon.?*> Sedley has
cogently suggested that no explicit word was to be found in the works of
the Founders and that each group was developing the various hints and
references by their own lights.?%¢ It is worth emphasizing that Epicurus
himself wrote an On Rhetoric that somehow failed to settle the question.
Elsewhere McOsker has suggested that Epicurus and Philodemus had dif-
ferent priorities in their discussions of poetry: Epicurus and the early
school were primarily concerned to deny the poets’ educational authority,
whereas Philodemus was free to discuss theories of poetic interpretation.20”
Something similar may have happened in the cases of rhetoric and anger:
the interests of the early school may have been dedicated to countering
false but common beliefs, but this meant that some points of doctrine were
not developed in detail. If the parallel holds, then Epicurus may have been
concerned with precisely the sort of attitude adjusting we see implied in

204. Nothing is known about the dates of Nicasicrates and the maximalists that
could help us pinpoint stages in the history of the argument.

205. See Sedley 1997, 103-17.

206. For more on these groups, see Sedley 1997 and the next section.

207. McOsker 2020b.
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Philodemus’s On Epicurus and not the finer-grained argumentation in On
Anger. But this, too, is only a conjecture.

In sum, the evidence does not establish much. We consider it more
likely than not that Epicurus, or at least the first generation or two of the
school, developed the doctrine of “supposition of intentional harm” in
debates with Academics, Aristotle, and the Peripatetics, as well as, perhaps,
the early Stoa. The connection with Epicurus’s definition of natural jus-
tice implied by the word harm could then belong to this phase as well.
Also, since Philodemus and the maximalists agree on this formula for the
cause of anger and argue elaborately from its terms, there is more reason
to suppose it was a common formula in the school. It seems certain that no
Hellenistic school of philosophy failed to require its students to investigate
and secure the truth or at least probability of “suppositions.” The distinc-
tion between necessary and irrational anger found in Gnom. vat. 62 is at
least ancestral to Philodemus’s natural and empty anger. The terminology
definitely developed over time, but this may obscure the fact that the doc-
trines remained constant. Finally, Epicurus’s attitude toward anger matches
Philodemus’s: anger is not highly valued, though it is not forbidden, and it
is in some circumstances unavoidable (as seen in Gnom. vat. 62).

A second stage in the development of school doctrine is probably rep-
resented by Basilides and Thespis, who appear to have adapted therapeutic
techniques from Bion and Chrysippus to Epicurean use. They could well
be responsible for developing the incomplete discussions left by Epicu-
rus and the other Founders into the coherent doctrine that was eventually
inherited by Philodemus.

It is likely, given that On Anger cross-references On Frank Speech and
that On Frank Speech had Zeno as its main source, that the views on anger
that Philodemus defends here were also held by Zeno, but Zeno need not
have originated them. It is possible, though unlikely, that they are Philode-
mus’s innovations that he intended to harmonize with Zeno's doctrine on
a similar topic. Unfortunately, as it stands, we know little about the history
of the theory that we find in Philodemus.
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Excursus 3: Diatheseis: Physical and Moral Dispositions in Epicureanism

Disposition (ota0ecte, diathesis) is a fairly straightforward concept when
applied to moral character in general.2® From Hippocrates onward, doc-
tors used it to denote patients’ bodily disposition or state (£tc), which gives
a larger context to their health problems and can be improved by diet,
exercise, or better climate to make them less liable to disease. Because dia-
thesis means, literally, “arrangement” or “disposition” of parts, it suggests
that there is a physical context for mental events and moral characters.
Any change in our thoughts or emotions is also a change, even if only a
momentary one, in our physical structure. A change in habit, in how we
deal with our thoughts or emotions, is the same sort of change but more
durable. For anger, the conjunction of physical state and mental experi-
ence is articulated first by Aristotle in his On the Soul: “a physicist would
define an emotion in the soul differently from a dialectician; the latter
would define, for example, anger as ‘the appetite for returning pain for
pain’ or something like that, while the former would define it as ‘a boiling
oftheblood orwarm substance surrounding theheart™(1.1,403a27-3b1).2%°
An Epicurean will view bodily and mental states both as characteristics
of individual conscious beings and as arrangements of groups of atoms
spread through the bodies of those individuals.

In Lucretius’s discussion of the constituent atomic parts of the soul
(Rer. nat. 3.288-322), he treats irascibility, cowardice, and apathy as dispo-
sitions in animals and human beings. Three parts of the soul, those made
of fiery atoms, a colder element, and tranquil air, if predominant, pro-
duce anger, fear, and indifference respectively (3.288-295). Lions serve as
the example of an animal with a predominance of the fiery element, who
cannot restrain their anger; deer, with a predominance of the colder ele-

208. The Epicureans call the purely physical makeup of human beings their con-
stitution (cdctacic). Like Plato, they sometimes use £tc to mean the same thing as
dudbecic; cf., e.g., Rhet. 2 (PHerc. 1674, col. 38.5 Longo Auricchio) €]éic %) gidf[e]ci[c.
On dispositions in Epicureanism, see Diano 1974 and Grilli 1983. On the Stoics and
their inheritance from Aristotle, see Rabel 1981. Grilli overlooks the facts that, for
Epicureans, people have multiple dispositions and that the disposition of sagehood is
merely one among several. This means that Epicurean sages are more individual and
more affected by their pasts than Stoic sages. McOsker intends to treat this topic in
greater detail elsewhere. The connection between physics and ethics was important to
Democritus as well; see Vlastos 1945 and 1946.

209. On the physical basis of anger in Aristotle, see Viano 2016.
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ment, are more liable to fear; cattle, with their placid temperament, have a
predominance of the airy element (3.296-306). Lucretius continues:

sic hominum genus est: quamvis doctrina politos
constituat pariter quosdam, tamen illa relinquit
naturae cuiusque animi vestigia prima.

nec radicitus evelli mala posse putandumst,
quin proclivius hic iras decurrat ad acris,

ille metu citius paulo temptetur, at ille

tertius accipiat quaedam clementius aequo.
inque aliis rebus multis differre necessest
naturas hominum varias moresque sequacis;
quorum ego NUNC Nequeo caecas exponere causas
nec reperire figurarum tot nomina quot sunt
principiis, unde haec oritur variantia rerum.
illud in his rebus video firmare potesse,

usque adeo naturarum vestigia linqui

parvola, quae nequeat ratio depellere nobis,

ut nihil inpediat dignam dis degere vitam.

310

315

320

And the human race is like that. For however much teaching can polish
some persons and make them more equable, it still leaves in place ves-
tiges of the earlier nature of each one’s soul. And these evils, one must
believe, cannot be uprooted entirely. No, one person still keeps a pro-
clivity to acrid fits of anger; another is still a little too easy prey to fear;
a third will still take this and that more placidly than one should. And
in many other ways the nature of humans must vary and differ, and
the habits that result from it, ways whose invisible causes I cannot now
expound, nor can I give all the names of the atomic arrangements that
are the principles from which all these variances arise. But for all that,
this I know can be affirmed for certain in these matters: the vestiges of
these natures that must remain in us and that cannot be dispelled by rea-
soning are trivial to such a degree that nothing can keep us from leading
a life worthy of the gods. (3.307-322, our translation).

Unlike animals, our initial constitutions can be shaped first by doc-
trina and then by ratio. First we are taught by others, then we go on to
reason for ourselves. Irascibility, cowardice, and habitual indifference are
used as paradigm cases of imbalances that can be rectified by the therapy
of teaching and reasoning, since they come from one or another of the
three namable elements of the soul and can be dominated by the fourth,
“unnamable” part, the intellect, if we train it well. For Philodemus, natu-
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ral anger is associated with a good disposition (37.29-39). By contrast,
in 2.15-21 we see that a bad diathesis is associated with empty anger.?!0
The associations are probably quite firm but not absolute; it is possible
that someone with a good diathesis may nonetheless fall prey to empty
anger on occasion, and someone with a bad diathesis may not be subject
to empty anger in every case. Faulty dispositions can be improved (though
not completely eradicated) by education and reasoning for oneself (ratio,
logismos, epilogismos). The sage, we assume, cannot have an irascible dis-
position, though she may once have had one.?!! A sage who is completely
without anger (see 34.32-35) might give the impression of being angry on
occasion or even irascible. Some sages give the impression of being more
irascible than others, if there is “more natural [anger] present, as we said
before” (36.17-22). If this is a reference to the physical constitution of the
soul (as it appears to be), it is the only surviving reference to the physical
nature of dispositions in On Anger. The sage’s angry moments as Philode-
mus describes them are like Lucretius’s naturarum vestigia parvola, the
small vestiges of originally much more anger-prone natures.

As this account suggests, our own diatheseis are a result not just of
nature but of training. They are our own responsibility; that is, they and
the actions that come from them are “up to us”?!> To explain Philode-
mus’s meaning, we refer again to the passage of the Letter to Menoeceus
that we explained earlier, apropos of fragment 24: “What is compulsory
is unaccountable; chance is unstable; only what is up to us (map’ Huéds) is
free, and only on that which is up to us do blame, and its opposite (i.e.,
praise), naturally follow” (Men. 133). This is a principle both of freedom

210. Compare the tremendous malediction on the evils created by the bad diathe-
sis toward anger, later in the diatribe, at col. 27.19-39, echoed later at 38.2-5.

211. This is different from the cases where a sage appears angry or irascible, but
is not really so. Philodemus says (34.16-24) that a sage can look similar to an angry
person without being one, “without the emotion itself, the disposition, and all the
things that are up to them personally because of those things.” They may appear angry
for short periods “even when their disposition is quite opposite” (34.39-35.1). These
fits of apparent anger, perhaps usually intended to motivate students, do not keep
them from leading a good Epicurean life.

212. The idea in Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics is more frequently expressed with
éd’ nuly, whose history as the common marker of personal responsibility from Plato
to Plotinus is well covered by Eliasson (2013, 45-167), who surveys its occurrence
in Aristotle, the Stoics, and the Middle Platonists; he notes that the expression is less
common in Epicurean texts (20). In On Anger we see only map’ nuéc.
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from compulsion and of moral responsibility. Philosophical study, includ-
ing diatribes against anger and praises of those who only show natural
anger, brings with it habituation to correct actions; that is, it improves the
diathesis of the student.

Excursus 4: Epicurus, On Nature 25%13

Texts such as Men. 132-133 and Kyr. dox. 16 served as protreptics or mne-
monic aids, but they draw on the language and arguments of a more
esoteric and difficult text, Epicurus’s Nat. 25, whose centrality to Epi-
curean ethical thought has been properly emphasized by Furley (1967),
Sedley (1973), and many others since. Much of the extant text of this book
focuses on the question of the development of moral responsibility in
humans. Epicurus opposes “compulsion” to “what is up to us,” or what
counts as “a cause from within ourselves,” and discusses how people can be
responsible for their voluntary actions and merit praise and blame, even in
an atomic world. Because we can reflect and reason before acting, we are
liable to praise and blame for acting (e.g., for acting in anger) whether we
actually reflect and reason before acting or not. We have shown that the
concepts of necessity and compulsion, and the question of how one gets
free of them by reasoning and reflection, are important to the later frag-
ments and colums 1-7, and here we cite some passages from Nat. 25 to
illustrate how Philodemus’s moral vocabulary in On Anger reflects it. The
text is very difficult and in need of a new edition; caveat lector.1*

213. For the secondary literature on Nat. 25 and the problem of Epicurean free
will, see, in addition to the editions, Sedley 1983; Long and Sedley 1987, §20; Annas
1992, 123-56; Purinton 1999; O’Keefe 2005, summarized in 2009; Masi 2006a and
2006b; and now Németh 2017.

214. The editorial situation of Nat. 25 is complex because there are three extant
copies of the book. The best and most complete edition currently available is Laursen
1995 and 1997; a number of key passages have been reedited by Hammerstaedt 2003.
Parts of the book had been previously published with brief commentary by Arrighetti
1972, 322-58, where it is [34]. A new edition is promised by Hammerstaedt 2003.
Some of the fragments from the exterior of one of the rolls are available in Corti 2016,
which supplements Laursen’s work.

In all the quotations from Nat. 25, we have printed a composite text with nor-
malized spelling that combines all three extant papyrus rolls. Because of damage to
each roll, they all preserve different material, and a continuous text can be achieved
only by combining their texts. Sublinear dots are used when a letter is genuinely in
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Epicurus here made praise and blame indispensable for our educa-
tion: they shape us and lead us to internalize choices that are up to us and
free us from necessity as much as possible. These choices make us moral
agents acting in our own interest and not simply a concatenation of atoms
moving in void and impelled by forces impinging on us from outside.

Epicurus, Nat. 25215

. () voube[T]ely T dMAouc xal pdye[c]bar xal petapubpile dc Exovrac
xal &v éa[u]Tolc T aitiav xal odxl év i [2]§ dpxFic udvov cuctdcer xal &v
THjt Tol mepLéyovToc xat émelciovtoc xata TO adTOUATOV Qyayxy. €l Yap TIC
xal TéL voubetely xal Tét voubeteichar v xatd TO ad[Té]uaTov dvayxyy
mpocTtB[el]n xat (del) Tob (mo]6” éavtd[1]) Omdpyo[vToc [ca. one line illeg-
ible] [culvival [puep]ddouevoc # émawdy, aM’ g[i] uév Tolto mpdTTot, To
relv] épylolv av ely xatareinwy 6 €’ Nuiy adT@[v xat]d ™y Tic aitiac
mpéAy évvoolyey, 16 8 8[vo]u[a] petate|fet]uévolc...

... to admonish, contradict, and reform each other, as if we were people
who have the cause (of action) also in themselves, not just in their
original constitution by itself and in the automatic compulsion from its
environment and enters it. For if a person were to ascribe to admonish-
ing and being admonished this “automatic compulsion,” and though (?)
there is always something in oneself (?) ... to understand ... blaming or
praising ... but if were he to do that, then he would, on the one hand, be
abandoning the thing that we notice in ourselves that fits the prolépsis of
“a cause” and, on the other hand, having changed the name...

We find that automatic necessity does not rule our natures once they
have reached a certain stage of development, because our good or bad dia-
theseis are themselves causes, according to the prolépsis of “a cause” They
are causes coming out of our own selves and are amenable to correction

doubt (i.e., it is not securely legible in any text), and brackets are used when the letter
is not preserved in any text. We have not marked when the text depends on only one
or two of the manuscripts. Words in parentheses are not found in all the extant wit-
nesses at that point. Translations are ours throughout, though indebted at points to
predecessors.

215. Laursen 1997, 35 = [34] [27] Arrighetti 1972, 347 = Németh 2017, text P =
Masi 20064, 8c. See also Furley 1967, 187. In this passage, one witness reads xataAeimov
for xataAeimwy.
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and encouragement by praise and blame.?!® By praise and blame, Epicu-
rean therapists hope to change their subjects’ physical and moral diatheseis
and to prove to the subjects that they are not victims of necessity but free
to choose.

Another text from Nat. 25 discusses “products,” which are probably to
be understood as emergent properties.

Epicurus, Nat. 2527

sy 5 ; Ve g . -
éme1day dmoyevyndijt Tt AauPdvov Tiva TepbTyTa TEY ATéMWY ... icxdve[i]
v €& [€lavtol aitiav- eita dvadidwcy edBuc péxpt 6V mpwTwy dlcewy
xal plav Twce dracav adTH[v] motel.

whenever something is developed (in us) that takes on a difference of
some kind from its atoms ... it acquires the character of a cause from
within oneself, and immediately spreads that down as far as the first
natures [i.e. the systems of our atoms] and makes all this into one and
the same cause.

As Hammerstaedt explains, “For Epicurus the new cause, which consists
in a difference of the product (prodotto) from the original motion of the
atoms, is spread down immediately to the first natures to flow together
in their sphere of action into a single cause. And thus the first natures

216. For the educational value of praise and blame in Epicurean teaching, see
above and compare Lib. cols. 2a-2b. Ben Henry has confirmed our suspicion that at
Lib. 2a.12, Philippson’s supplement mpoc Y6 ]you[ ¢ 7 émal]vouc is impossible, but some-
thing like that must have occurred in the lacuna that follows. So that does not change
the fact that 2a fin.—2b are about the educational value of praise and blame and that
“the one” (i.e., blame) is as bitter for the teacher as the pupil: “If one asks whether (the
teacher) is more prone...” (2a.9-12; lacuna follows, then 2b): “... (more) strongly. Or
if he should ask which he does with more pleasure, the answer he seeks is obvious,
for it is obvious that he does the one (i.e., praise) with very great pleasure and merely
endures the other (i.e., blame) without pleasure and like a draught of wormwood.
Or if he asks which the teacher does more of, we will say, neither, nor is it neces-
sary to employ frank speaking (i.e., blame) in every case” (2b, our translation). As for
voubBeteiy, voubétncic, “admonish, admonishing,” this is prominent as a theme word of
the theory of teaching and therapy in On Frank Speech as a whole and occurs at least
two dozen times in the text, though only once in On Anger (frag. 27.29-30).

217. Laursen 1997, 22 = [34] [22] Arrighetti 1972, 338-39 = Németh 2017, frag. 13
= Masi 20063, 7c = Hammerstaedt 2003, 157. Our text follows Hammerstaedt’s edition.
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undergo a change produced by that emergent character (prodotto), which
is nothing else than our own free-will”?!8

Another passage will suffice to show how its teaching is reflected in the
language of On Anger.

Epicurus, Nat. 25

.. am[d THc mplwtne dpxdic cmépplata iV dylwyd, Ta pév eic Tadli],
Vs e Py s 'y N1 T sy v ;
& 8 elc Tadl, & 8 elc dudlw Tad]td [Ectv del [xall mpdfewy x[ai]
diavoycewy xal Otbé[celwv xal mAel[w] xal EAdtTw, dete map’ Hudc
m[oB] amAéic TO dmoyeyevvnuévoy %y yivecbar tola 7 Tola xal T& éx
Tob mepiéyovtoc x[a]T’ dvdyxyy die Tode mé[poluc eicpéo[v]Ta map’ Hudc
mlo]Te yly[ve]cbar xal mapd Thc NueTépac (€18 NGy abtdy 06E[ac], xal

el mapa ™y dU[cw...

... from the first beginning, there are seeds that lead us, some to one
kind of things and some to another, some to both these, seeds that are
always there, both of deeds and of thoughts and of disposition, seeds
lesser and greater, so that it is up to us, then, for the resultant character
to become at that point of one kind or another. And also the influences
that flow in through our pores by necessity from the environment are
up to us to (see that they) become of one kind or another, that is, up to
our own opinions that we form out of our own selves, and if ... against
his (?) nature...

Thus mere necessity, in the more mechanical world of wild animals’ reac-
tions, is supplemented by our ability to make decisions that are up to us.
Praise and blame, in turn, encourage good decisions and discourage bad
ones by building good diatheseis. Diatribe is one of many methods that
a teacher can use to admonish us and turn us away from harm. Eventu-
ally, we internalize this education, identify examples of natural and empty

218. Cf. the passages from Laursen 1997, 18-21, which Hammerstaedt translates
and reedits (2003,154). Hammerstaedt keeps for the moment Laursen’s unhelpful
translation “product” (“prodotto”) for amoyeyevvnuévov. Earlier, Sedley (1983) sug-
gested “that which we develop,” which is the translation found in Long and Sedley
1987, 20C. See also Masi 2005.

219. Laursen 1997, 32 = [34] [26] Arrighetti 1972, 345-46 = Németh 2017, frag.
17 = Masi 2006a, 8a. For 0w Tobc mdpouc, one witness apparently reads dt]a T[&]v
mé[ pwv, which is possibly correct (8id + acc. in the meaning “through” a space or place
is usually poetic).
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anger for ourselves, and come to good decisions on our own by using logis-
mos and epilogismos. Thus diatribe, with its relentless parade of examples
of how empty anger can ruin us, is not a mere rhetorical exercise but has
its legitimate place in philosophical education.

8. The Papyrus and the Disegni

The papyrus P.Herc. 182 was unrolled in 1802-1803 by Giambattista Casa-
nova under the supervision of John Hayter and is conserved in twenty
cornici (“frames,” on which see the next section). The better-preserved
parts were hung on display for some time in the museum and underwent
remounting (cornici 1-16; see below §9). The papyrus unrolled reason-
ably well but broke into two parts: a small upper section containing about
the top fifth to a quarter of each column and a much larger lower portion
containing the majority of the text. The outer parts of the scroll, contain-
ing the beginning of the text, are either missing, were destroyed before
unrolling, or came off the roll many layers at a time and are conserved in
the damaged and nearly unworkable chunks of papyrus among the first
several cornici. The upper quarter of the text is missing for much of the
papyrus, and it is clear that there were difficulties in unrolling it here. It
is fully separated from the lower portion in cornici 12-16, but parts are
attached and others fully detached in cornici 4-11. Further, some of the
pieces that are (or appear to be) attached to the main body of papyrus are
manifestly out of place (see below, §10). The papyrus itself is now dark
black from the charring, but the ink provides enough contrast to make it
legible under natural light. It has been damaged by mold in parts and has
deteriorated noticeably over the course of its history. Originally, it was well
made and probably of normal quality. The kollemata, or sheets of papyrus
affixed to each other to form the roll, are each 9-11 cm wide, which is the
norm among the Herculaneum papyri. This fact is important for placing
some fragments (see below §10).

Two sets of disegni, or sketches, of the papyrus were drawn. The first
set was made by Carlo Orazi (also spelled Orazij and Orazii) during and
shortly after the unrolling of the papyrus in 1802-1803; these were taken
by John Hayter first with the court in exile to Palermo in 1806, then back
to England in 1807, on the pretext that, since the British Crown paid for
them to be made, they were Crown property. They are now kept in the
Bodleian Library at Oxford and were first partially published in Hercula-
nensium voluminum pars 1 (Oxford, 1824; pars 2 followed in 1825). Digital
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photographs are now available online.??® They are called the Oxford dis-
egni, and their siglum is conventionally O. After Hayter took this set of
disegni to Britain, Rosini, then the director of the Officina, arranged for
another set to be made of all the papyri unrolled to that point. The second
set of drawings for PHerc. 182 was drawn in 1806, again by Carlo Orazi,
and is now preserved in the Officina dei papiri in Naples. They are called
the Neapolitan disegni and have the siglum N.?2! They preserve a different
selection of fragments from O, as well as different readings throughout the
text. These were corrected in pen, usually poorly, and it is these corrected
readings that are printed in Herculanensium Voluminum Quae Supersunt
Collectio Altera. At no point have we found it necessary to cite the cor-
rected readings.

9. The Order and Contents of the Cornici

The order of the cornici has never really been in doubt, and the only dif-
ficulty is with the very fragmentary early part of the roll. That the current
order is mostly correct is shown by Hayter’s numeration, which is extant
on the Oxford disegni. This guarantees the order of the current cornici
2-16, which were Hayter’s F-V; that is to say, they were originally num-
bered 6-20.222 Cornici 1-16 were remounted from Hayter’s original beige
cartoncino onto blue-green cartoncino and were displayed on the walls of
the Officina from before 1825 until sometime in the period 1906-1908,
when Bassi, the superintendent, had all of the papyri displayed on the
walls taken down.??* (Cornici 17-20 were not so displayed.)

220. The disegni are now MS Gr. class. c. 1 (vol. 1:178-234 in the bound draw-
ings) and are available online at https://www.herculaneum.ox.ac.uk/papyri/online-
resources under “The Oxford Facsimiles of the Herculaneum Papyri”

221. Two fragments, 1 and 2 Indelli, were drawn in 1913 by M. Arman, presum-
ably in preparation for Wilke’s visit and edition.

222. We thank Sarah Hendriks for supplying us with the numerations of the dis-
egni. On Hayter’s numeration, see Essler 2006, 106-7.

223. The 1823 Inventario (call number AOP Busta XVII.11) has the notice “Avver-
tasi che sette fram(men)ti di questo Papiro si ritrovano sulla tavoletta 212” (i.e., those
fragments that are now in cornici 17-20) “ed il rimanente a [sic: lege €] posto in 16
quadretti nella prima stanza attaccata [sic: lege attaccati] al muro.” The same notice is
found in the 1824 Inventario (AOP Busta XVII.12). I would like to thank the person-
nel of the Officina for calling this to my attention and for their assistance in decipher-
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Cornici 17-20 were pasted down onto cartoncino (stift paper) during
the process of unrolling; due to their ugly appearance and poor legibility,
they were mostly ignored and left in storage over the years. Because they
were never displayed, they remain on their original cartoncino, which still
bears Hayter’s numeration, A-D (i.e., 1-4), as well as the papyrus number.
This guarantees both their order and that they belong to the same roll
as cornici 1-16. They were mounted on wooden boards by Scognamiglio,
who worked in the Officina under Domenico Bassi, and almost certainly
were put into cornici at that same time, probably in preparation for Wilke’s
second visit in 1911.224 So cornice 1 was originally 5.

Diirr (followed by Capasso and Travaglione) mistakenly states that
the hand of cornici 17-20 is different from that of cornici 1-16.2% In fact,
the hand is simply less hurried and cramped earlier in the roll than it is
at the end, and this is of a piece with the increasing number of letters per
line and a possibly increasing number of lines per column toward the end
of the roll, as Wilke had already seen.??¢ Diirr also was unaware of the
evidence of the cartoncini of cornici 17-20.2%7 Lastly, the inventarii com-
piled in 1823 and 1824 record the existence of the seven pezzi of 17-20
and their location in the Officina. Bassi had good information and did not
err in this instance.

All the early pieces are heavily stratified, which led the Neapolitan
disegnatore to label them “fragments.” The designation “columns” takes
over in cornice 4. Bassi estimated that cornici 17-20 represented about
fifteen columns; we suggest at least twenty columns, perhaps as many as
twenty-five, most of which would be represented by only a few letters
rather than any connected text.??8 (Further, many more layers are hiding
underneath the visible surfaces.) Certainty is impossible, given the state
of the papyrus.

Physical descriptions of the contents of each cornice follow, in their
real (rather than numerical) order. Measurements are in millimeters.

ing the text. For the removal of this papyrus from the walls of the Officina, see Essler
2006, 126-27 and 133.

224. See Wilke 1914, ii; see §2 above and §15 below.

225. Diirr 1988, 215-17; Essler (2006, 133) silently corrects her error. See also
Capasso 1989, 216; Travaglione 2008, 45-46.

226. Wilke 1914, iii.

227. Essler 2006, 103-43, esp. 125, 130, 133, and 136.

228. Bassi 1909, 514.
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cornice 17 (labeled: no 182 | A)
pezzo 1: 142 h x 134.5 w (labeled 1 on the cartoncino)
pezzo 2: 141 h x 184 w (labeled 2)

This cornice (Hayter’s A, i.e., the first one) contains on the cartoncino
itself the legend “Frammenti del Papiro No 182 cominciato a svolgere il di
15 Sett(embr)e 1802 da D. Giambattista Casanova,” which conveniently
informs us of the date and svolgitore (“unroller”) and guarantees the iden-
tity of this piece of the roll. The pezzi in this and the following cornice
were taken off the roll backwards; that is, the roll was on the macchina
“upside down,” as it were. After the second set of fragments was taken off
(i.e., after cornice B), the roll was mounted on the macchina correctly. The
pezzi in cornici 17 and 18 are probably in the correct order, but because
the macchina was pulling against the spiral of the papyrus roll, it was
impossible to unroll it continuously. After the roll was mounted correctly,
the papyrus could be unrolled continuously (though it was not until fur-
ther on in the roll).

The first piece probably contains the remains of three columns, the
second four. How they relate to each other is unknown (a join between
columns across pieces is conceivable but unlikely). There are thus probably
remains of seven columns visible in this cornice. This cornice contains our
fragments 1-2 on pezzi 1 and 2, respectively.

cornice 18 (No 182 | B)
pezzo 1: 112 h x 216 w (labeled 3)
pezzo 2: 126 h x 99 w (labeled 4)
sovrapposto: 49 hx 27 w

There are three pieces, two labeled 3 and 4 and another one labeled in
pencil by a later hand “A sovrapposto su A1 = Fr. A Wilke” The two pieces
are next to each other toward the top of the cartoncino; the sovrapposto
is located under pezzo 4. It is not clear to what A and A1 refer; it is pos-
sible that they mean pezzo 1 in cornice A, but there is no obvious reason
why the sovrapposto would be placed in cornice B. Travaglione states that
the sovrapposto was removed during the unrolling, but it is not clear on
what she bases her comment.??® Neither goldbeater’s skin nor the unroll-

229. She remarks in her entry for 182 (2008, s.n.): “Sul supporto della cr. 18, in
basso, ¢ fissato un sovrapposto (1 3, h 5) sollevato al tempo di svolgimento.”
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ing threads are in evidence. Wilke implies that the sovrapposto was still
in place on the second pezzo in cornice 17 (i.e., on pezzo 4 in Hayter’s cor-
nice B) when he saw it: “extant haec fragmenta” (his A and B, emphasis
added) “in tabula B ‘pezzo’ 4” (1914, ii n. 5). But it had come off by the
time Indelli edited the papyrus.?3? It was preserved nearby and labeled to
prevent confusion. The pencil annotation must postdate Wilke’s 1914 edi-
tion and seems to date from the latter half of the twentieth century; it is
not in either Bassi or Scognamiglios hand.

The sovrapposto and the upper right corner on pezzo 2 are fairly easily
legible; the former is our fragment 7 (frag. 1 Indelli = A Wilke), and the
latter is our fragment 5 (frag. 2 Indelli = B Wilke). The lower left section
that extends out from the rest of pezzo 2 is also fairly easily legible. If the
sovrapposto originally stood at the bottom left of the second piece, the
order of the fragments is the unnumbered fragment at the bottom left of
the second piece, then 2, and then 1.

Pezzo 1 contains remains of about five or six columns, our fragments
3 and 4; pezzo 2 has about two, our fragments 5 and 6. The sovrapposto
represents another column, our fragment 7, for a total of approximately
eight columns. Since the sovrapposto was originally on top of fragment 6,
it is to be placed after fragments 5 (frag. 2 Indelli) and 6, since it came from
later in the roll.

cornice 19 (No. 182 | C)
pezzo 1: 126 h x 228 w (labeled 5)
pezzo 2: 107 h x 81 w (labeled 6)

Pezzo 1 contains remains of four columns, perhaps five, and contains
our fragments 8-10; pezzo 2 has perhaps two columns, in which we can
read nothing, for a total of about six in this cornice.

cornice 20 (No 182 | D)
135hx 103w

This cornice contains only one piece, not labeled or numbered, that is
somewhat to very stratified (perhaps cut from the roll?). There were two or

230. Indelli 1988, 108: “hoc fragmentum subpositum erat fr(agmento) A Wilke
(= fr. 1 huius editionis)” to his “Tabula B, ‘Pezzo’ 4 (pars sinistra).”
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perhaps three columns’ worth of text originally represented on this piece,
of which we publish only fragment 11.

There was obviously a second piece that has been removed (there are
bits of the battiloro, or goldbeaters’ skin used to hold pieces to the card
and threads around a less-faded area). This “missing piece” is a mystery,
since the various inventories mention only seven pieces, and all these are
accounted for. It is therefore not clear that anything is really missing from
the papyrus, and the remains might simply be the result of an imperfect
attempt to glue down the piece or a piece that was mistakenly placed here
but then moved when the mistake was noticed.

At this point, we turn to cornici 1-3. The papyrus contained in them
is still very stratified and difficult to manage as a result of the unrolling,
since the outer parts of the roll were more damaged by the eruption, more
exposed to incidental damage after discovery, and, perhaps because of
their brittleness, did not unroll as cleanly as the inner part. They do not
yield much text, but the situation improves rapidly.

Cornice 1 contains fragments 12-20 (frags. 3-9 Indelli = C-E, 1, E
2, and G Wilke). This cornice contains three pieces of papyrus, but they
were placed close together on the cartoncino, so they appear to be one
piece connected by the goldbeater’s skin and unrolling threads. In fact, the
goldbeater’s skin nowhere connects across a break, and, it becomes clear
under the microscope that the threads lie on top of the papyrus to their
left, which means they were pasted in place later instead of being in their
original position.

Following are the measurements (in mm) and fragments contained on
each piece, of which pezzo 3 is in the best condition:

pezzo 1: 144.5 w x 139 h; frags. 12-14
pezzo 2: 110.5 w x 132 h; frags. 15-18
pezzo 3: 75.5 w x 109 h; frags. 19-20

N was able to read and draw two fragments in this cornice that O did
not. These are our fragments 18 and 19 (frags. 1 and 2 in N [= Gomperz
1864 and Wilke 1914] and 6 and 8 in Indelli).

Fragment 13 is cohesive, but the papyrus on which fragments 12-20
(frags. 4-9 Indelli) rest is quite broken and is, in fact, a mess of sovrapposti.
Three, perhaps four, layers are visible at parts. This has led to confused
readings. Fragment 18, for example, is about half flaked away; the line that
Indelli prints as [yatc €xer Tobc 9dpbaAuolc| now reads |ya[, | Jexerrou[.
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The same thing happened in the case of our fragments 16 and 17 (frag.
5 Indelli = frag. E Wilke), in the apparatus to which Indelli admits that “the
letters that Wilke read are completely dissimilar” (“litterae, quas Wilke
legit, omnino dissimiles sunt”) to what Indelli read. In all likelihood, a
layer of papyrus flaked oft and left different readings in its wake. This has
been known to happen elsewhere in the Herculaneum papyri.

An absolute ordering of the fragments in this cornice may be impossi-
ble. Fragments 19 and 20 are on the same layer and seem to be separated by
the correct intercolumnium (curvature of the papyrus makes it impossible
to measure directly). In the early sections of the papyrus, relative orders
can be hypothesized. Because the fibers do not match over the breaks in the
papyrus (therefore, the highest layers are not from the same stratum), an
order of fragments across all three sections cannot be securely established.

Fragment 13 (frag. 3 Indelli) seems to stand on a sovrapposto and
so should follow fragment 12 (frag. 4 Indelli); however, the surface of
this piece is very broken, and the top part of fragment 12 may belong
to several layers. The bulk of fragment 12 (Il. 13-18) is all on the same
level, which may possibly be a sovrapposto. Fragments 12 and 13 might
be inverted in order.

Fragment 16 (frag. 5 Indelli) is on a lower layer than fragment 18 (frag.
6 Indelli).

Fragment 17 (frag. E Wilke) will have been on top of fragment 16 and
so probably on the same layer and to the left of fragment 6.

Fragment 17 is to the right of fragment 18 but at least one layer down.
In fact, it seems to be one of the lower layers, based on the amount of gold-
beater’s skin that shows through the papyrus, but this is uncertain. We
propose the order 15, 16, 17, 18. An uncertain amount of text is missing
between fragments 15 and 16 and between 16 and 17. If 15 and 16 are on the
same layer, the order would be 16, 15, 17, 18, with the major discontinuity
between 15 and 17. Fragments 19 and 20 (frags. 8 and 9 Indelli) stand in
sequence, but it is not clear how they related to the rest of the columns in
this cornice. There were, including Wilke fragment E (our frag. 17), probably
twenty-one columns, of which various amounts survive. Here a sentence or
two of fragment 13, a good bit of fragment 18, and tantalizing bits of frag-
ment 19 can be read, while 12, 15, 16, and 20 offer only a few words.

Cornice 2 contains fragments 21-28 (frags. 10-14 Indelli; frags. 3, H,
4-6 Wilke). The three pieces of papyrus include two small ones to the right
(about a third of the material), then a larger piece taking up the center and
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left part (ca. two-thirds of the material). The measurements (in mm) and
fragments contained on each piece are as follows:

pezzo 1: 108 h x 73 w (frag. 21)
pezzo 2: 52 h x 39 w(frag. 22)
pezzo 3: 122 h x 225 w (frags. 23-27)

The original distances between the pieces are not certain, but it is unlikely
that much papyrus has been lost.

The third piece contains fragments 23-27; fragment 24 is preceded by
the end of the previous column (23) at the correct distance. Fragment 24
is itself a complete column, and a slightly shorter than usual intercolum-
nium separates it from 25. Fragment 27 is a complete column; 28 is nearly
complete, and they are separated by the correct intercolumnium, but 27
is preceded by several traces (26) that stand at the correct distance to be
the end of the previous column. Fragments 22 and 23 apparently cannot
be joined and are most probably adjacent columns rather than left and
right parts of the same column. Fragments 25 and 26 are not wide enough
together to constitute a column.

The solution is that fragments 26-28 stand on a sovrapposto and are to
be moved to the right. If we assume that 21 and 22 are in the correct order
and simply need to be placed further apart to allow space for full columns,
the order of the eight columns is as follows: 21, 22, 23, 34, 25, 26 (mere
traces), 27, 28. Here tantalizing fragments of 21, nearly nothing of 22-23
and 25-26, and interesting pieces of 24, 27, and 28 can be read.

Cornice 3 contains fragments 29-33 (frags. 15-17 Indelli; frags. J, 7-8
Wilke). The measurements (in mm) and contents are:

pezzo 1: 73 h x 39 w (frag. 29)
pezzo 2: 124 h x 174 w (frags. 30-33)

The two pieces, though placed close together on the cartoncino, are not
connected in any way. This fact provides an easy solution to the problem of
the “altera columna” that Indelli mentions in the apparatus to his fragment
15 (our 29): the piece of papyrus containing fragment 29 was simply placed
too close to the other piece, and the columns are sequential. However, it
is possible that the fragment is more out of place than it appears to be: it
could have originally been placed after the larger piece rather than before
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it. However, we have retained the order on the cornice in the absence of any
indication that it is wrong.

Fragments 32 and 33 are separated by the correct intercolumnium,
though both are cut off, on the left and right edges, respectively. However,
there is not enough room between fragments 39 and 32 for the supple-
ments necessary, and 33 is too close to 31 to supplement the right half of
17a, an intercolumnium, and the left part of 17a. The solution here is that
fragments 32 and 33 lie on a large sovrapposto (ca. 9 cm wide) and are to
be placed after 31.23

Top and bottom margins are nowhere extant, but it is clear from the
general condition of the roll that the pieces are from the bottom; not much
is lost below the extant text.

We arrive at the following order of columns for cornice 3:

29  (after which there is a gap of unknown size containing at
least the right part of 29, an intercolumnium, and the left
part of 30)

30  (missing column under sovrapposto; some letters are visible in
a sottoposto in frag. 32.13-14])

31  (very fragmentary, left margin only, but with the important
citation of Od. 20.19)

32

33

Here, next to nothing of 29, tantalizing fragments of 32 and 33, and almost
nothing of 30 and 31 can be read.

To summarize, between fragments 6-7 at the end of cornice 18 and
fragments 12-20 in cornice 1, there may have been, in cornici 19-20, as
many as fifteen columns visible and in cornici 17-20 as a whole as many
as twenty-nine, instead of the circa fifteen estimated by Bassi. But noth-
ing like connected text can be read anywhere in cornici 17-20 except for
our fragment 7 (frag. 1 Indelli = frag. A Wilke), and there only by frankly
exempli gratia supplementation.

In total, then, circa forty to forty-two columns are represented some-
how in cornici 17-20 and 1-3. About eight or nine columns separate

231. Wilke (1914, viii) had already noticed the problematic relationship between
fragments 17 and 17a (frags. 8a and 8b in his edition).
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fragments 5-7 from fragment 12. Cornici 17-20 contain around twenty-
three to twenty-five visible columns. However, all of these pieces are badly
stratified, and it is all but certain that a substantial amount of text lies on
strata underneath the visible layers, making the total number of columns
really preserved in these seven cornici perhaps much greater (and making
any attempt at ordering the fragments a risky operation).

From cornice 4 to 16, the cornici contain the principal (columnar) text,
colums 1-50, in a regular succession of four columns per cornice (cornice
4 = cols. 1-4; cornice 2 = cols. 5-8, etc., until cornice 16, which has cols.
49-50 and the subscriptio). From the beginning until column 16, the top
margin and a progressively smaller number of lines below it are missing
(beginning with an average of fourteen and a half missing lines in cols.
1-4 and ending with an average of eight in cols. 13-16). But tops of col-
umns are occasionally missing here and there all the way to column 31.
Throughout the papyrus, there is at least a small lacuna between the top
and bottom parts of the papyrus.

10. Column Tops in Columns 1-50

From cornice 4 onward, the top of the papyrus is sporadically preserved; by
the end, it is almost fully preserved with a minimal lacuna (usually a line
or so) between the top and bottom parts. It is clear that it did not unroll
easily, however. In the cornici in question (8-12), some of the tops are well
attached to the papyrus (these do not generally present problems), while
others are either barely attached by a sliver of papyrus or goldbeater’s skin
or else are not attached at all. Wilke already identified several fragments
of the upper portion as being located out of place in the cornici, and sev-
eral others present improbable or impossible text if allowed to stand as
they are. In only one case, a move of a column top creates a secure textual
join (the piece found at the top of col. 32 in fact belongs at the top of col.
28); the rest are dubious. Wilke’s version is put forward on 1914, viii-xi;
Philippson invented a different version in his review and article.?3? Indelli
combined Wilke and Philippson’s suggestions.

Column tops are glued in above and between columns 1-2, 3-4, 7-8,
and directly above 18, 20, 21, 23-27, and from 32 to the end of the roll
(these last, 32-50, do not present any problems). Wilke suggested moving

232. See Philippson 1915, col. 647; 1916, 443-44.
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“28 supra” (i.e., the piece of papyrus glued onto the cartoncino above col.
28) to join with column 32; this results in a secure textual join. He also
moved 26 supra to 31 because he thought it formed a lengthy periodic sen-
tence with repeated x&v and lines of the appropriate length. Column 25
supra accordingly goes above 30 and 27 supra over 32. Wilke thus thinks
the order of 25-27 supra was preserved correctly, but they were misplaced
during the unrolling (1914, ix). He thinks that the break in continuity
between columns 23 and 24 is due to the copyist, not the svolgitori, and
that columns 18, 20, 21, 23-24, 28, and 30-50 are all correctly placed, but
he moves the tops of columns 1-2, 3-4, and 7-8 to his fragmenta incerta.

There are problems with this, as is clear from inspection of the papy-
rus. Some of what Wilke thought were joins turn out to be mere adjacent
placements of fragments. In other cases, the appearance of a connection
caused by two pieces of disconnected goldbeater’s skin overlaying each
other misled him.

Philippson suggested moving the tops of columns 25-27 to stand
above columns 6-8, which also is not convincing. The mistakes that must
be assumed on the part of the svolgitori or those who remounted the papy-
rus later on are even harder to explain. Indelli adopted a compromise
position between Wilke and Philippson.2*3

We ourselves have not been able to place many of these fragments, nor
are we convinced by the supplements that Wilke and Philippson proposed
to make joins. Therefore we have pulled them out of their hypothetical
sequence and edited them in the position that they hold in the cornice
itself, even though we do not believe that they join with adjacent text. (In
fact, we have pulled out two additional fragments that previous editors
were content to leave in place despite serious problems of continuity: frag-
ment E, from the top of col. 23; and fragment F, from the top of col. 24.)

Descriptions of the unplaced fragments are as follows. As noted above
in §9, the kolleses can be used to disconfirm placements of fragments. If
the kolleseis on a fragment and in the column do not match, then they
cannot be joined.

A (above and between cols. 1 and 2). This seven-line fragment is
placed at the top of the cornice between columns 1 and 2 and has no iden-
tifiable margins or words except d@cte in line 4. See Indelli’s apparatus at

233. Indelli printed the top of col. 25 at the end of that column’s apparatus, moved
the top of 26 over col. 8 and moved the top of 27 over 32. See his apparatus entries and
commentaries to cols. 8, 25, and 27 for details.
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1988, 63; and Wilke 1914, 99, frag. incerta a. Neither column nor this frag-
ment shows a kollesis.

B (above and between cols. 3 and 4). This five-line fragment is found
at the top of the cornice between columns 3 and 4 and has no identifiable
margins or words except mafeiv in line 3. See Indelli’s apparatus to col. 4 at
1988, 65; Wilke 1914, 99. There is a kollesis after the first letter in column
4, and none is visible in the fragment, which forbids a position in the left
of column 4.

C (7 supra). This fragment and Fragment D are on a single piece of
papyrus that is placed in the cornice above the right half of column 7 in
cornice 5; it does not seem to belong there because its left and right mar-
gins do not line up with those in the main text. See Wilke 1914, 99; and
Indelli 1988, 67-68 (in the apparatus to col. 7). Fragment C has a kollesis
circa 3.5 cm from the start of the column, which aligns with the kollesis in
column 5; unfortunately, the text at the end of column 4 and in this frag-
ment do not join.

D (8 supra). See C. Fragment D has a kollesis only 6 cm from the last,
which is an indication of stratigraphic problems rather than a short kol-
lema.

E (23 supra). This fragment is found at the top of column 23, but its
placement there is doubtful, in large part because of the need to supple-
ment (A)Uuyc and the unusual syntax, especially the preposition, of the
resulting phrase t[#jt] “yuvar’xl mlept] | (A)ounc éyxadro[Uvtac.?** We
think it more likely that the fragment is out of place and that the poor
syntax has been restored in an attempt to make it fit. Neither this fragment
nor column 23 has a kollesis; column 24 has a kollesis near the right edge of
the column, which would allow this fragment to stand above that column,
but no textual join can be discerned.

F (24 supra). This fragment is placed above column 24 in the cornice,
but the grammar does not continue from the end of the previous column
(there is a serious anacoluthon right at the column end: mapé|[metar §’]
adToic xal o (***) || [and]eic 0t yivovtar xal | yovel]ct xal a[d]eddoic xTA),
nor does the sense follow very well. Previous editors were willing to accept
this as a scribal error rather than a papyrological problem because they
believed that the piece was attached by goldbeater’s skin to the main body

234. Biicheler 1864 changed exx- to eyx-, and Schoene is responsible for the con-
jecture m[poc] | (A)Ounc. See the apparatus for other attempts to force a connection.
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of text, but this does not appear to be the case. This fragment does not
have a kollesis, which proves that it did not originally stand over column
24, which does have a kollesis in its right half. Richard Janko (pers. comm.)
suggests that it belonged above column 26. The sense matches well, but
this would produce a forty-two-line column, which might be too long (the
longest column is forty-one lines). This fragment might also belong above
column 31, but, given the damage to the bottom of column 30 and the
middle of column 31, it is hard to tell.

G (25 supra). This fragment stands on the same piece of papyrus as
Fragment H (col. 26 supra), and it appears to be attached to the main body
of papyrus, but the margins do not line up, and the fragment seems out
of place. Attempts to place it correctly have not been convincing. Wilke
moved fragments G and H to the tops of columns 30 and 31 because the
top of column 28 joins at the top of column 32; however, the text at the
top of column 31 that results from this join does not show any promise
of making sense. The right and top margins of this fragment survives; the
estimated number of letters missing is very approximate.

H (26 supra). See the description of Fragment G. The left and top
margins are preserved, so we can calculate the number of letters missing
on the left side with some confidence. The same cannot be said for the
right side, however.

All these are printed among the columns of the text where the actual
fragment is placed in the cornici. That is, we print the tops of columns 25
and 26 as Fragments G and H, though they appear “above” those columns
in our text, because that is how the papyrus is physically laid out. We are
confident that the reader who compares our text with Wilke’s and Indelli’s
will see that no convincingly restorable text has been lost by this decision.
The column 28 supra has simply been integrated into column 32, where we
believe, with Wilke and Indelli, that it should go.

11. Stichometry and the Length of the Roll

In the best circumstances, the subscriptio of a Herculaneum papyrus con-
tains a complete, legible number of stichoi and marginal stichometric dots
and numbers, which would allow easier placement of fragments and the
determination of whether there were two lines per stichos or 1.8.2% Addi-

235. A stichos is the length of a dactylic hexameter, but actual lines were about
half this long, or a little more, so the stichos count is as much as twice the actual line
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tionally, the number of lines per column would be consistent throughout
the treatise. But PHerc. 182’ subscriptio is damaged, and the scribe has not
used stichometric numbers in his text.

The subscriptio reads | XXPHHAAATII (i.e., 2,735 stichoi of text), with
an additional numeral potentially cut off at the beginning. Bassi, followed
by Wilke, conjectured another X, to read X]XXPHHAAAII (3,735 sti-
choi). Until recently, each line in a papyrus was taken to be one stichos,
but this led to confusing and impossible results in some cases. In 1924,
Kurt Ohly sorted out the problem and made it clear that each stichos was
the length of a hexameter verse, that is, more than one physical line in
the papyrus.?*¢ Now we know that each stichos was 1.8 or 2.0 lines. Bassi,
followed by Wilke, believed that 3,735 stichoi could make 90 columns;
2,735 stichoi would yield 68.4 columns, which is clearly too few (since it is
fewer than the total of columns and fragments).?%” This prompted Bassi’s
conjecture.

We assume that the number of lines per column was consistently 40,
even though we know some had more or fewer.2*® The longest-preserved
column is 41 lines long. We use Indelli’s assumptions of 36 as the usual
number of letters in a stichos and 20 as the average number of letters in a
line of this papyrus when summarizing his calculations. The “unit,” column
+ intercolumnium, is circa 6.5 cm (i.e,, it is 6.5 cm from the left edge of
one column to the left edge of the next); thus 50 columns of text require
3.25 meters of papyrus to account for the writing and spaces between the
columns. Blank papyrus was left at the start to wrap around the roll to
protect it, and some space was left over at the end (ca. 14 cm in our case),
so we have added the range “circa 0.5-1.0 meter” to the calculated amount
of text in order to account for the initial and final agrapha. All lengths are
accordingly very approximate.

Indelli takes 20 letters/line and 40 lines/column to get 800 letters/
column, then divides by 36 letters/stichos to get 22.22 stichoi/column. At

count of the treatise. Some subscriptiones include numbers of columns as well and
other bibliographic data, about which see Del Mastro 2014.

236. Cf. Cavallo 1983, 20-22; and Janko 2011, 48-9 and 198-207.

237. Bassi 1909, 513; Wilke 1914, vi. The figure of 90 columns is a little imprecise;
it actually works out to be 93.4 columns, which is plausible, given the fact that the last
column was not filled. It is also always possible that the scribe miscounted stichoi.

238. See also §13.
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2,735 stichoi, this yields circa 124 columns and circa 8-9 meters for the
total length, or 168 columns in circa 11 meters, if 3,735 is read.?**

If we use Jankos method?*’ and assume either 1.8 or 2.0 lines per
stichos, we again get different figures: 1.8 lines/stichos at 2,735 stichoi yields
123.08 columns, or 8.5-9.0 meters; at 3,735 stichoi, it yields 168.08 col-
umns, or 11.4-11.9 meters. If we posit 2 lines/stichos and 2,735 stichoi,
we arrive at 136.75 columns (9.4-9.9 meters); if 3,735 stichoi, then 186.75
columns (12.6-13.1 meters). Note that 1.8 lines per stichos at 2,735 is sub-
stantially in accord with Indelli’s version of the calculation.

If we accept the preserved number (as Indelli did, and as we think we
should), and consequently the figure of 123-24 columns, then circa 37 col-
umns are lost, or a bit less than 30 percent of the text. If we accept Bassi’s
larger number, we are missing a bit less than half the text.?4! Even with our
somewhat larger estimate of how many columns are contained in cornici
17-20 and 1-3, either number remains possible: 50 columns + 40 or 42 +
21 columns in cornici 17-20 and 1-3 gives 90 or 92 columns attested, so
32-34 missing (ca. 26 percent) on Indelli’s calculation and 76-78 missing
(ca. 45 percent) on Bassi’s reading. We prefer Indelli’s figure.

Our figures for the fragmentary early cornici are a minimum, and
since the initial pieces are badly stratified, it is possible that many missing
columns are on sottoposto layers.?*? If so, and if Indelli’s reading is correct,
P.Herc. 182 may even represent the entire roll of the De Ira; that is, no
scorze were cut away before unrolling. In fact, this seems most likely to us.

12. The Subscription
Although today the subscription is illegible, the disegni report part of it

clearly enough. All that survives of the author’s name is a damaged eta,
but that the author was Philodemus is not in doubt.?4? Further, épy7jc was

239. Indelli 1988, 37-39.

240. See n. 236.

241. Indelli takes into account the fragments in cornici 17-20 and 1-3; see 1988,
39 with n. 28.

242. Even four additional columns per cornice, that is, only about one sottoposto
layer per cornice, would give twenty-eight columns missing over the course of the
seven initial cornici. This line of reasoning lessens the possibilities that the outer layers
burned away during the eruption, decayed during the centuries it was buried, or
destroyed after excavation.

243. Style and a cross-reference to On Frank Speech at col. 36.24-26 secure
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clearly legible, but its position in the line—far to the right rather than
centered underneath the author’s name—indicates that a word or two are
missing before it. Minervini (see n. 281) thought that the On Anger was
part of the ITept xaxi@v (“On Vices”), but Scott (1885, 74 n. 1) noted that
anger was not a vice for the Epicureans. He suggested that it belonged
to the ITepl #0&v xal Piév éx Tév Zivwvoc cxordév, and Wilke followed
him in this, noting that the work showed many points of contact with the
On Frank Speech, though he shorted the title to ITepi #0&v & éctt (with a
book number). Indelli suggested mepl mafiv, and the nontechnical use of
mafoc to mean “emotion” rather than “feeling of pleasure or pain” is suf-
ficiently common in Philodemus and his contemporaries to make this
plausible. The early scholar Genovesi wrote a note in the margin of his
edition of column 10 of P.Herc. 1676 (Philodemus’s On Poems 2) in which
he reports the subscription as follows: dbthodnpou | dmopvyua mept opyyc |
A. XXPHHAAA aptbpoc 2730. Del Mastro suggests that, because the sti-
chometric number is included, the whole is more likely to be a note about
areading rather than a conjecture.?*“Ymouvyua and related terms are very
slippery, and their meanings may have changed over time or never have
been very precise in the first place.?*> Here it would mean something like
“Notes on Anger,” which is plausible. Unfortunately, On Gratitude (P.Herc.
1414), presumably On Anger’s sister treatise, left out any notice of the
ensemble to which the work belonged, although it has a well-preserved

Philodemus’s authorship, which was suggested by the first accademici to study the
treatise and has never been questioned.

244. Del Mastro also reads a trace that is possibly, but not necessarily, interpre-
table as a mu and notes that Scott suggested that twelve letters are necessary to restore
symmetry with the other lines (2014, 84-87). The Neapolitan disegno of the subscrip-
tio, which simply reads épyfjc with the stichos numeral (but not aptd vel sim.), carries
Peyseti’s visto buono and is hard to imagine that the disegno would have been approved
if so much more were legible. Indelli’s suggestion can be lightly modified to mept Tév
mabév to fit the letter count.

245. For Herculaneum titles in general, and especially that of this treatise, see Del
Mastro 2014, 30-34 with bibliography, reviewed by Puglia 2013 and Dorandi 2015
and 2016; see also Puglia 2016. See further Larsen 2018, 69-75; Tieleman 2003, 51-57;
and note that Van den Hoek (1996, 225) argues that Clement explicitly thought the
“hypomnematic” style better suited to his subject matter, namely, “philosophical con-
templation.” Note that Philodemus calls his five books On Poems dmopuviuata but then
refers to the fifth book as a cyypappa in the same passage, at On Poems 5.29.13-22.
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subscription.?¢ It is by no means certain that On Anger belonged to a
named group of texts in the first place. Because of the uncertainty, we have
left the title unsupplemented.

13. Paleography, the Scribe, Errors, and Corrections
Cavallo describes the hand as follows:

the writing is shown to be written with a quite rapid ductus, with uniform
strokes that lean to the right to a variable degree. The general aspect that
results is hardly calligraphic, almost coarse. Delta has a slightly concave
base line, epsilon has its middle line notably detached from the body,
zeta shows an oblique middle line, kappa is often drawn with its lower
oblique descending stroke curving outward and grafted onto the upper
ascending stroke, mu shows curved external strokes (especially the right
one), xi is written in three strokes with the middle one written quickly.?4”

To this we add that the middle stroke of theta sometimes does not fully
cross the diameter (it can be detached on both sides or only on the left).
Epsilon sometimes connects the top curve down to the middle stroke.
Tau and upsilon can be confused. Serifs are common but not obligatory.
Because of the speed with which the scribe worked, letters are sometimes
ligatured together. Giuliano observed that, when either tau or gamma con-
nect with an omicron or an omega, the vowel does not rest on the notional
bottom line (2005, 136). Letters with tails or horizontals are especially
liable to ligaturing.

Cavallo assigned the hand to the scribe “anonimo IX” (belonging to
his gruppo F), assigned it to the middle of the first century BCE, and com-
pares P.Oxy. 24 2399 and P.Tebt. 1 3. The same scribe also copied P.Herc.
1506 and 1674. He puts the work in the first phase of Philodemus’s work
on the basis of his dating of the hand; this need not be the case.?*8

Columns are usually forty lines long, though thirty-nine- and forty-
one-line columns are found. There may have been longer columns; due to
the loss of column tops at the beginning of the roll and the lacuna between

246. See above §6.7 and Philodemus’s brief discussion in col. 46.

247. Cavallo 1983, 33, our translation; see also Indelli 1988, 39-41; Giuliano
2005, 136-37; and Wilke 1914, iii-iv.

248. Cavallo 1983, 45; see Parsons’s 1989 review for criticism of Cavallo’s method
for assigning dates to Philodemus’s works.



Introduction 115

top and bottom portions at the end, certainty is impossible. The writing
became more cramped as the scribe went on, beginning at about seventeen
letter widths per line and increasing to twenty near the end of the treatise.
The line of writing is 5.4-5.5 cm, and the intercolumnium is 1.1-1.2; that
is, the unit from column edge to column edge is consistently 6.5 cm.

The scribe’s handwriting is faultless, though unbeautiful, but his atten-
tion to his work was seriously lacking. An insertion at 1.5 and a misreading
at 43.3 reveals that he worked visually from another copy of the text rather
than taking notes or dictation.?*° No column is completely free from error.
Most of these are simply spelling errors (many of them common in the
Hellenistic period). Another common error is attempting to fit too much
text in at the end of a line and having to delete a letter and start over at the
beginning of the next line. This may betray inexperience, but confusion of
cases seems to betray either careless reading or even the possibility that the
scribe was not a Greek. Other, more serious, errors involve the omission of
syllables, words, and even whole phrases.

The papyrus departs somewhat from the modern canons of orthog-
raphy. For instance, the scribe occasionally writes ¢t for 1, regularly writes
x before 0 in éyOpdc and €xfpa (as if they were compound words), once
writes éxxaxyalovree for éxxayydlw in 22.20-21, does not assimilate v
before a labial, and once drops the gamma in éAryaxic at 10.19 (but writes
6Aty- in all other instances). He probably wrote puptaxt in 12.35; there are
no other instances of this spelling in TLG (cf. Cronert 1903, 143 with n.
3). The scribe also writes émyévnua for émryévvnue; this may have been
Philodemus’s own spelling, since it also appears three times in his On
Death and twice in On Poems 2. The scribe rather than Philodemus might
be responsible for pryviwcet (instead of pery-) at 18.17 and petcomovnpov at
36.39. In compound words, he varies between writing one rho (diapinTet,
frag. 19.10) and two (&ppntov, 23.27). The varyingly aspirated afpdoc is
clearly felt to have a smooth breathing at 3.12 in the phrase 00x ¢6pdwc.

As for punctuation, the scribe most commonly uses paragraphoi and
blank spaces (spatia), usually together but sometimes separately, to mark
punctuation. There are five instances of other punctuation, which we have

249. At 1.5, the scribe left out the sequence partoutomactyapweexevo in the
middle of a line without any obvious paleographic reason; Giuliano (2005, 137) sug-
gests that this was a line in the manuscript from which our scribe was copying (if so,
the exemplar would have had longer lines than this manuscript). At 43.3, the scribe
misread OYMAAIA and wrote OYMAAICTA, which was subsequently corrected.



116 Philodemus, On Anger

not marked in our text.?*® The paragraphoi take three forms: the usual, in
which it is mostly under the first letter of the line; a “reinforced” paragraphos
(one with a small additional stroke on the left) in a few instances; and in
six instances the paragraphos extends almost fully out into the margin.?!
There does not seem to be any important difference in the use of these; all
are usually used to mark strong breaks, such as a full stop, semicolon, or
beginnings and ends of quotations, though sometimes we punctuate only
with a comma. There are a few diplai and diplai obelismenai, which are of
uncertain use, and one mysterious, badly damaged sign in the margin at
41.31.252 The blank spaces (marked with ¥ for vacat in our text) are usually
about a letter’s width in size, perhaps a little less or rarely more.

The corrector, who seems to have been the original scribe, corrected
most of the errors but was not perfect. The scribe made some corrections
as he wrote (e.g., false start errors; see below) during the initial copy-
ing, but most were probably made later.?>3 Letters are usually deleted
with supralinear dots, though they are also deleted with a slash through
the letter at 29.24, 43.33, and probably 20.40, and additions are usually
supralinear as well (a long one spills over into the margin at 1.5). The
corrector tried to correct a letter shape instead of writing a supralinear
letter if he thought it was possible.?>* The corrector left serious corrup-
tions in at least three places in the surviving text, especially the one at
11.4-5; the difficulties are compounded by damage to the papyrus (e.g.,
30.34 and 33.35).

The scribe typically follows the usual rules for dividing words over
two lines in papyri, though he sometimes makes false-start errors (see

250. A double stigme at 13.11 and 40.19; upper stigme at 17.15; lower stigme at 7.6;
and an odd triple stig;me (double followed by middle) at 23.19. There is an odd sort of
internal space filler at 42.17. All these marks were possibly added by the corrector; see
Giuliano 2005, 140.

251. For discussion of the punctuation, see Giuliano 2005, 138-44. In many cases
in her tabella (144-58), she notes traces of marginal notes. We have printed these as
paragraphoi in the cases where that seems likely.

252. The diplai are found at 2.12, 29.33, 37.9, 39.29, 43.21; the diplai obelismenai
are at 38.34, 40.26, 44.41, 48.36 and are marked in the text. Giuliano (2005, 141) thinks
that in some cases these seem to be used to distinguish the adversaries’ theses from
Philodemus’s argumentation. At 41.31, Giuliano (2005, 143 n. 74) thinks of an anti-
sigma marking an argument of interest.

253. See Giuliano 2005, 138.

254. Instances at 8.3, 8.28, 23.34, 25.15, 27.23 according to Giuliano 2005, 138.
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above).?>° In words with prefixes, both breaks after the prefix and within it
are found (e.g., mpoc|TiBéacty at 3.18-19 and ot|atibnct at 12.17-18). The let-
ters mT are always on the second line. Double consonants—most commonly
M and tt—are usually split in the middle, and the scribe breaks p + conso-
nant and v + consonant in the middle as well. A ¢ + consonant is usually but
not always broken in the middle, and other consonant clusters are treated
inconsistently, with an apparent preference for putting the whole cluster on
the second line, as the correction at 16.23-24 (Ka[0]|ouov) shows, espe-
cially when taken with spellings such as é|x8potc (26.21-22), Ome|uviicapey
(29.32-33), moAv|xpoviotc 30.16-17, and mepuri|[]Tel (44.9-10).

Two peculiarities should be noted: 00|[x (frag. 32.26-27) and ué|v
otv (col. 1.12-13). Apparently the phrases cohered closely enough to be
treated as single words for the purposes of line division.

Errors

The following is a list of the errors the original scribe made (whether
corrected by the corrector or modern critics). By “false starts,” we mean
instances when the scribe tried to fit too much onto a line and had to
delete a letter at the end of a line. “Mistaken words or grammar” means
that we suspect that the scribe misunderstood the text; “miscellaneous
spelling errors or skipped words” is the catch-all category, including mis-
takes with iota. Some of these perhaps do not warrant inclusion in a list
of errors. For instance, oUtwt was an extremely common spelling in the
Herculaneum papyri and other papyri of the period.

false starts (16 total): fragments 18.10, 21.25; columns 16.23,
21.37,22.22,22.31, 29.19, 29.29, 30.23, 30.27, 36.24, 43.16, 45.39,
46.25, 46.41, 47.30

mistaken word or grammar (47 total): columns 3.16-17, 5.27,
5.28,7.15, 8.39, 9.38, 10.25, 11.3, 11.20-21, 14.31, 16.35, 17.9-10,
17.20, 17.29, 18.22, 18.33, 20.27, 23.34, 24.21, 24.22, 25.13, 25.15,
25.20,27.15, 27.22, 28.39, 29.13, 29.27 (xa[t] x” &), 31.31, 33.28,
36.35, 37.19-20, 39.24, 39.25, 39.37, 40.21, 41.11, 41.30, 41.36,
42.30, 43.3, 43.33, 46.21, 46.33, 47.24-5, 49.33, 49.38

255. For the rules of word division in papyri, see Cronert 1903, 10-19; Turner 1987,
17; for the epigraphic forerunners to this practice, see Threatte 1980-1996, 1:64-73.
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miscellaneous spelling errors or skipped words (74 total): frag-
ments 15 (apparatus), 18.7, 19.16, 22.5, 22.10, 24.14-15, 24.15,
24.24, columns 1.5 (twice), 1.13, 3.23, 4.9, 5.7, 5.18, 5.25, 6.26,
6.30 (apparatus), 7.7, 8.39, 9.35, 10.24, 13.14, 13.26, 15.14, 15.27,
16.21, 16.28, 16.37, 18.1, 20.20, 20.23 (two), 20.29, 20.40, 21.22,
22.18, 22.32, 23.22, 23.24, 23.39, 26.5, 26.32, 27.31, 28.2, 28.21,
28.35, 29.22, 29.24, 29.27 (Ar)yéxpﬂn]]\l/'rov), 31.29, 32.31, 33.25,
33.35, 33.36, 33.37, 34.25, 35.26, 39.19, 40.22 (two), 40.24, 42.32,
42.37,43.5,43.6,44.2,44.8, 44.29, 45.17, 46.3, 48.2, 49.10 (repeti-
tion from two lines above), 49.35 (repetition from previous line)

The total of known or suspected errors is 137, an average of 2.54 per
column throughout the columnar text (127 errors in 50 columns). The
corrected misspelling of Timasagoras’s name at 7.7 indicates that the origi-
nal scribe was probably not paying attention to the contents of what he
was copying, as do the errors in 20.23: & undevo[6] c” &&ifo] a” Adyou.
These probably indicate that the scribe was simply copying the letters he
thought he saw without trying to understand the text. The errors at 31.29
(Bp[t]>y”nv) and the dropped gamma in oAryaxic at 10.1 may indicate a
weakened pronunciation of this letter, or else they are another indication
of carelessness aided by the vertical lines in I" and I. Identical misspellings
of év™i7ote in 13.14 and 15.14, as well as év™(“oic at 21.22, are a curios-
ity. The number of false-start errors probably indicates an inexperienced
scribe who was bad at judging the space he had left in each line, and this
may help explain the large number of errors overall.

There are a number of marginal slashes or tick marks found mostly
toward the end of the treatise (the first in frag. 22.5, the next in col. 8.39),
which may mark passages for checking.?>¢ We reproduced these in our text.
In many cases there are corrections in the lines so marked. In the following
list, C indicates that there is a scribal correction or known corruption in
that line: fragment 22.5 C, columns 8.39 C, 11.5 C, 20.20 C, 20.27 C, 26.32
C, 27.12, 27.29, 27.32, 30.29 C, 31.24 (caused by a rare word?), 31.31 C,
32.39,35.26 (?), 42.1, 48.2, 48.32.

256. See Giuliano 2005, summarizing Cavallo 1983, 24, who thought it was asso-
ciated with alterations and errors, followed by McNamee 1992, 24; Wilke (1914, vi)
and Indelli (1988, 41) think it is intended to attract the reader’s attention.
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14. Philodemus’s Style
14.1. Grammar and Vocabulary

We can characterize Philodemus’s language as good, correct Koine with
some Attic features, perhaps left over from his education in that city. The
most obvious difference between Classical Attic grammar and Philode-
mus’s educated Koine is that @y is used with participles generally rather
than only with conditional participles and generally shows its tendency
to encroach on the territory of 00, though our impression is that he is still
fairly strict.?>” The optative is used correctly, though rarely. In our treatise,
the conditional particle is consistently written d&v rather than édv; this is
probably scribal, given that spelling is inconsistent across Philodemus’s
corpus. The modal particle &v is used in all the expected cases, as well as
with future infinitive (at 37.31-32 and 39.19; cf. its use with a future par-
ticiple in Poem. 5.17.23) to add a potential flavor to the future.?>® In this
treatise, x¥&v is not used in the sense of “even” (as if xai). Notable also is the
use of xata with the neuter accusative of an adjective in an adverbial sense;
examples are xata Tuxvov (23.22) and xat’ dxpitov (33.31).

Philodemus is willing to omit forms of iy, even in cases where this
impedes understanding, notably with participles where a finite verb seems
normal, as in 39.26-31: méc ducxdy 6 mpdc T& TAxadta Eumodilov
xal TocoUTwV aiTiov xax@v; el 08 Gvéxdeuxtov xal O TolTo ducindy
Aeyduevov.... The repeated rhetorical questions show that the tone is indig-
nant (and therefore abrupt). An éctt must be understood three times: once
in the first question, then with avéxdeuxtov, and again with Aeyopevov. The
nuance of the last is perhaps “if there is something inescapable and there-
fore called ‘natural’...” An €ict is also missing cuvexéu[evot in 2.18 (and the
w is securely read, ruling out cuvéyovtat).

Philodemus uses the late/Ionic forms of eimov (and of 0ida, but these
do not appear in this treatise?®), as in 40.16: oic odx &v elmaipev (Attic

257. Cf. e.g. Smyth §2689, esp. c.

258. This usage is attested for classical authors, but seems to have been avoided;
perhaps it was felt to be a grammatical error or too colloquial; cf. GMT §§197, 208, and
216, Moorhouse (1946 and 1959), the latter in reply to Hulton (1957), and Macleod
(1956) on Lucian’s usage.

259. For oida, see Philodemus, Lib. frag. 75.5 (oldact for fcact) and col. 8b.13
&(i)yoncou[ct for eicovtal.
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elmotyev). On the other hand, he consistently uses spellings in -77- rather
than -cc- (e.g., he writes mpattew, not mpaccetv). Similarly, note xdpita
(43.24) as the accusative of yaptc instead of Attic yaptv. This was apparently
the usual form in Koine (e.g., Polybius, Hist. 22.20.4, as well as the LXX,
New Testament, and Philo), and was inherited from Ionic (cf. Herodotus,
Hist. 6.41 and 9.107). The word @Aoytctia (47.7) is uncommon and proba-
bly Koine. Similarly, Philodemus prefers Omopevntoc (29.33) to the equally
Koine form in -vetdc.

Philodemus usually prefers thematic verbs to athematics, such as
xipvaw (26.12) for xepavwuut, mapapicyw (25.29-30) for mapapetyvupul,
and émdeevey (7.10) for émodevivar. The thematics édietave (19.1)
for épictaval and mapietavouct (45.33) for mapictact are particularly sur-
prising, since he uses the athematic forms of the simplex {ctnut. Note also
Koine xatacddrtw for the older xatacddlw (15.15).

Philodemus’s vocabulary (and other elements of his style, for that
matter) shows the greatest affinity to that of Polybius, though parallels
to his usage can be found in authors from Xenophon, who is sometimes
called “the first Hellenistic author;” to Galen and Plutarch. Greek later
than that has not generally been of any use to us in looking for paral-
lels. Since Philodemus was a contemporary of Ciceros, it is significant that
his vocabulary sometimes corresponds with the Greek words that Cicero
uses in his letters; see our notes on Babic (34.37), BabiTyc (28.40), and
uuctixdc (20.26). The diatribe shows a wide array of medical terminology
and more colloquial vocabulary, both of which are appropriate to the topic
and genre.

Philodemus also has a fondness for compound words, often ones not
attested elsewhere. In our text, for instance, avemAoyictodpeva (3.19-20),
ebavaceictoc (16.27-28), avevddxntoc (25.6), Gvevdoxycia (39.39), and
mpoxwycla (38.28) are hapax legomena. The last might be a technical term
from psychiatry, and the first is built on an Epicurean technical term
(émAdyilopar). If rightly conjectured, mpocmapowéw (frag. 19.2-3) is found
only once elsewhere, while dmpépatoc is found only in Philodemus, in this
treatise, at 19.12 and twice in his On Signs, but belongs to a group of Epi-
curean technical terms (see our note). If correctly read at fragment 21.5,
gévoyAoc is an addendum lexicis.2%0 At 28.30 and 36.38, xayumévooc is a rare

260. Cf. évoyMc with the same meaning, attested at SB 14587.17 (fourth century
CE).
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by-form of xayUmontoc; at 30.18, ducamoxatactatoc is also rare. Additionally,
Delattre and Monet suggested mpocevdvw at 23.22-23, a further compound
of évovw that would be an addendum lexicis. In general, though, it seems
that Philodemus used correct Koine and the technical language of philoso-
phy rather than inventing new terms; it is probably due to the accidents of
transmission that so many hapax legomena appear in his texts.

Philodemus’s philosophical terminology is generally in line with Epi-
curus’s, but he does show occasional creations and innovations in meaning.
He will use opponents’ terminology when discussing their arguments but
does not normally use non-Epicurean technical terminology to carry
his own positive arguments. In at least one case (mpoxomTw and related
words), an originally Stoic technical term has passed into common usage,
and other instances of this are possible. The technical senses of émtAoytcuéc
and related words remain (see below). Philodemus keeps dpy» (anger, fit of
anger) carefully distinct from Oupdc (rage, fit of rage), but he does not alter
other writers text to conform to his own usage and even argues that they
were virtual synonyms for the Founders.

14.2. Hiatus

Philodemus avoids hiatus with roughly the same strictness as Demosthen-
es.2°! The main lines of his practice are as follows:

1. Any short vowel, including “short” -at in verb endings such
as -etal, is presumed to be elided in pronunciation before any
other vowel (i.e., scriptio plena is irrelevant), but v and many
instances of t (as in 67t or in the datives of third-declension
nouns) are not elided.

2. Punctuation excuses hiatus (this includes pauses before quo-
tations, conjunctions, and the words before pév/0¢).262

3. Hiatus is excused when the words are part of a “chain of con-
cordant nouns”; for example, in the phrase tét d&iwt ¢vopi the

261. This section largely summarizes the results of McOsker 2017, who builds
on Strathmann 1892. Relevant to specific issues are Reeve 1971 on punctuation and
Radt 1980 on scriptio plena and pronunciation. Cirillo 2008 updates Strathmann for
certain works.

262. Consequently, hiatus before (and after) &7, 7, émel, and similar words is per-
mitted.
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hiatus between each pair of words is acceptable because all the
words belong to the same phrase. All the words need not be in
the same case, though they must stand in some close relation-
ship to each other.?63

4. There are other miscellaneous exceptions: monosyllables
or disyllables that end with a long or unelidible vowel (e.g.,
wy, émel, mov, 671, unelidible prepositions) often admit hiatus
(a complete list can be compiled from Strathmann 1892 or
McOsker 2017). Some words allow hiatus between themselves
and the preceding word (or, perhaps more accurately, imply
punctuation there), and such are #, relative pronouns, and
most, if not all, conjunctions.

These principles should explain any apparent cases of hiatus. Philodemus
does not correct quotations to match his own stylistic practices, and his
paraphrases often retain aspects of the original style.

14.3. Prose Rhythm

Philodemus’s avoidance of hiatus was noticed long ago and is basic to
establishing a correct text.26* But no one before us has explored the issue
of prose rhythm and clausulae in his texts. Recent work, especially by G. O.
Hutchinson (2018), has given us convincing models and statistics that are
essential to assessing Philodemus’s prose style and may well help editors
choose between possible readings. Rhythmic clausulae are usually sought
at the ends of sentences or at other heavy punctuation, but sentences may
be shot through with them to provide a variety of effects.2%> The basic
system is as follows:

263. See McOsker 2017 for details. The possibilities are (1) that hiatus was simply
pronounced and tolerated, (2) that there was crasis (T&4iwvdpt vel sim.), or (3) that
there was a glide (t@y &lwy dvdpl) in pronunciation, or a combination of one or more
of these, depending on the specifics of the particular case.

264. This section summarizes McOsker forthcoming a, which should be con-
sulted for full details.

265. For more detailed discussion of prose rhythm in general, see Hutchinson
2018, especially the first three chapters. I draw all my figures from him, except those for
Philodemus (see 2018, 21-23). For Philodemus’s practice, see McOsker forthcoming a.
The statistics discussed are always for clausulae at sentence end or heavy punctuation.
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—om - two cretics = 2Cr

-—— —---  molossus + cretic = Mo+Cr
two trochees = 2Tr

- = cretic + trochee = Cr+Tr

- hypodochmiac = Hd

M .
|
C
|
i

Final syllables of clausulae are counted as brevis in longo (or anceps,
depending on choice of terminology). Two resolutions of a single long into
two shorts are permitted per clausula, which can lead to some ambigu-
ity in the identification of specific clausulae.?*¢ Philodemus’s treatment of
diphthongs before vowels (e.g., in motelv) and of Attic correption (scan-
ning a short vowel short before a plosive and a liquid or nasal) are both
uncertain, hence the range in our statistics below.2¢” There are unmetrical
endings as well: most can be scanned as a sequence of two spondees with
one or more resolution (2Sp or simply Sp); this includes most dactylic
endings (2Da). The sequences -~----- (an E in West’s notation), -~-~~---
(an E with the middle longum resolved), and ------- (the second half of
an elegiac pentameter) are also unmetrical. The scansions shown below
provide examples of most of these.

On Anger shows an overall percentage of rhythmic clausulae at sentence
end and other heavy punctuation of 72-76 percent, which probably quali-
fies it as rhythmic according to Hutchinson’s method.?®8 But this figure is
somewhat deceptive: the diatribe (cols. 8-31.24) shows a higher percent-
age of rhythmic endings than the treatise as whole: somewhere between
75-80 percent of the sentence ends or heavy punctuation are marked by
a rhythmic clausula, which makes it clearly rhythmic by Hutchinson’s
standard. The same can be said of other stylistically elevated passages in
Philodemus, for example, the peroration of On Death (cols. 37-39). By
contrast, the percentage of rhythmic clausulae in purely argumentative

266. E.g., resolved trochees are not very different from resolved cretic + trochee:

267. In poetry, such diphthongs are usually scanned long, but they are scanned
short with increasing frequency as time passes, and there also seems to be variation
between dialects; see West 1982, 11-12. For Attic correption, see West 1982, 16-17.

268. Hutchinson (2018, 23) places the cutoft at 73.75 percent rhythmic at heavy
punctuation. The endings identified as rhythmic have a predicted percentage of 60.5
percent, so a rate of 73.75 percent is certainly intentional on the part of the author.
Other treatises by Philodemus have still higher percentages of rhythmic endings, such
as On Signs at 71-79 percent and On Death at 90-94 percent!
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passages is markedly lower. The argumentative part of the treatise (i.e.,
the rest of it) has a rate of only 70-73 percent; that is, it is not rhythmic
by Hutchinson’s standard.?®® Comparable authors for this part are lambli-
chus in his Mysteries of Egypt (70.75 percent), Pausanias (72 percent), and
Lucian and Dionysius of Halicarnassus (both 73.5 percent). The diatribe
is clearly marked out stylistically by its rhythms and is comparable with
Xenophon of Ephesus (75.75 percent), Aristides’s Hymn to Sarapis (77.78
percent), Heraclitus the Allegorist?’° (78.50 percent), and Musonius Rufus
(80.05 percent). That is, the difference between the argumentative part and
the diatribe is comparable to the difference between unfussy but correct
prose and formal, polished prose. In fact, as a few sample passages below
show, the diatribe is much more thoroughly rhythmic even within the sen-
tences, not only at sentence end.

Philodemus’s rhythmic practice gives us grounds for doubt when the
papyrus presents an unmetrical clausula or when an emendation pro-
duces one. No author is completely rhythmic—according to Hutchinson’s
figures, Chariton is the most rhythmic at 89.75 percent—so unrhythmic
clausulae are not necessarily wrong, but such readings and restorations
do invite greater skepticism than they might otherwise. McOsker has sug-
gested three emendations on the grounds of rhythm: (1) d7n[o]d{e}uyeiv at
6.26, where the aorist infinitive could be preferable as connoting success;
(2) retaining 7oic at 10.25, where the article is idiomatic, and (3) read-
ing adT@V at 46.22, a partitive genitive. Other cases will almost certainly
present themselves when the rhythmic aspects of Philodemus’s prose have
been more fully studied. For instance, Gomperz’s conjecture at 35.4-5
(TototToy [pavrac]iav-) gives a unrhythmic clausula, though the sense is
appropriate; perhaps we should find a synonym.

By way of example, we provide three columns from the diatribe (the
first [8], the last [31], and one from the middle [18]) and two from the
argumentative portion, the first well-preserved column and the last com-
plete column run together with the final column, for comparison. We have
scanned (as well as McOsker’s word processor permits) and identified the
basic form of the clausulae (without noting resolutions) throughout the
passage. Beyond the abbreviations above, Sp stands for a spondaic ending
(with or without resolutions), and an * prefixed to the notation means

269. Whether more or more secure text would improve the figures is an open
question.
270. Note Russell and Konstan’s 2005 edition.
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that it includes the final syllable of the previous clausula, a phenomenon
that Hutchinson calls “overlap.”?”! Unrhythmic endings have been noted
before punctuation but not elsewhere. Note that some analyses depend
on resolutions.

Diatribe
Column 8.20-9.1

WCTEPEL  CUVXEIYLEVOY é’g_’ éxmupicewe (Hd) xal dwody[clewe (2Cr) xal
Otepebicot (Cr+Tr) xal Bpuacewe (*Mo+Cr) xal dewdjc |*° émbupiac
(Mo+Cr) tof peteAfeiv (2Tr) x(at)_dywviac (*Mo+Cr), gl duvncetar (Hd),
xabdmep dmodeibou[c]y ai dwval, (Cr+Tr) Tott uév edyouévav (Cr+Tr)
meptlw|*Ocachar Tofc évtépotc (Mo+Cr) tol Aumncavtoc (Cr+Tr), tott ¢’
“@ué ddcachar” (quotation) el éml téc diadidouévac (Cr+Tr) T copatt
xewicete getabelc (Mo+Cr), olov A€PPyw Ty Imd tiic x[plavydic didctacwy
(Hd) [t]ol miedpovoc chv adtaic mAeupaic (2Sp), 0 peTewpdtepov dchua
(Cr+Tr) tév yiha oedpa|*unxétwy ctddia (Cr+Tr) xal ™y md[yctv Tic
[s¢]apdl]|[ac (Mo+Cr)

Column 18.14-40

ma|pa yaAxolv é¢[twv dvu]mépPatoc (2Cr), ém[ewdav v yijv odplavét
uryvowet (2Tr) [m]apamepdbévrec Umo [T]woc éctiévroc (2Tr), demep | [6]
Codoxréouc AxiMeve (27Tr), [7] xata Tt Totolito mapoitywpnbévrec (2Sp)-
olmw yap “douenbévrec” Aéyw (Mo+Cr). xal Tév pév xwvév (*Mo+Cr) |
ol wpbé tac Bpac (2Sp), v oixoupoc adtode (2Tr) VAaxti mapiévtac (2Da),
olx émictpédovrar (2Tr), ¥ Tov & Alebdvdpou dact (2Sp) und” [8]rav &A[*%h0
xwB Bnpiov (Mo+Cr) GAN Stav Aéwv (Hd)—ot 0¢ Tév momtév Beol (2Cr?72)
uwepot xat ta[T]c Ociv (Mo+Cr) épyidwc dwatibevtal (Cr+Tr). ¥ T yap ¢t |3
o[ Ve Blactheic Aéyety (Mo+Cr); éumo| 3t Jovtat (Cr+Tr) 08 xal mpoc Ty év
dthocodiar covaténe (Cr+Tr), olc petadiwxetar Tobito (Cr+Tr), did moMdc
|4 aitia[c (Mo+Cr)

271. For discussion, see Hutchinson 2018, 62-63.
272. If the -ot- is scanned long, then we have the equally rhythmic Mo+Cr.
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Column 31.10-24

mAy 7[ob] xav[ovixol] Adyou (2Cr). v Todvavtiov 0¢ méc qvtidxoc (Sp), 6
uev Ewbev xal diepebilwy mavtodaméic (Sp), yovelc 0t |'° xal méic mpocrxwy
& oM & (27Tr) xai cuvyaipovtee we émdvdpouc (2Tr), Té@v 8¢ drhocddwy (Hd)
ot uev divapoivree (Cr+Tr) év talc mapapvbicic (Mo+Cr), oi 08 |2 xai peta
cuvyyoplac (Cr+Tr) émppwvvivree (2Sp)- adl{]yulL] pev pnropac (2Cr) xal
mowmrac (2Tr) xal mécav Ty TolavTyy ypupeay (E!?73).

The “demo” diatribe is a carefully composed and stylistically elevated
piece of writing, and it shows in the sentence rhythms.

Argumentative Columns

Column 1.5-27

>

... 0o0]9 [ava]ivopar Tobto (Cr+Tr). méict yap dc éxeivo dalvepby ectwv]
(2Tr) 81t xa[xév], o[U]Tw x[al] Tobto (Sp). dte [w]éy 8% TotoUTwy (2Tr?74),
v 8t Anp&odéc gctt (2Tr) 6 Ye|'Oyewv Eyxeyeipnxev (Cr+Tr), ddolécywe o0&
xal xabdmep elwbev (2Tr27). v el pév obv émetina Tolc Yéyoua w[dlvov
(Cr+Tr), @Wo |'° 0¢ unoe &v mowolcy % Baur[d]v (Hd?"®), dwc Biwv év tét
ITept Tijc opyyjc xal Xpucwm'oc &v T[@]r Te[p]t mabdv @epameu|Tt]xdt
(Mo+Cr), x@v |*° petpiwc fetato (2Cr). viv 8¢ 1[6] xabéA[o]y (Hd) Ta
mapaxorovBodiv[T]a xaxe TiBévar mpd dupdtwy xatayélact[o]y elvar (2Tr)
|?> xal Anpé@dec dmodauBavwy (2Cr), ad[téc éett Mpwdne (Cr+Tr) xai
xa[Tayélactoc... (Cr+Tr?)

Columns 49.1-50.8

Tét xatl Tovc ya[pliev[tac (2Da), dA]u apoﬁa v (*Cr+Tr)- ¥ el & éafv]T 1')
(2Tr), atémwce mept exelvou q;[a_veg]v éx TovTwy (Cr+Tr) cuMoytZ ]e[8]

(Cr+Tr)- ¥ tét Te |° ﬂapaw?\nciwl TQO’TECO t (Hd) mopevdypevéc Tic omoS[s_l']
(Cr+Tr) 7 xal d[tA]odog[n]celv % épac]Once[chlat T[v co]ddv (Mo+C
[xai pu]plotfc &]Motc (Cr+Tr) c[uc]xebnc[echat] |10 m[ab]ecv (ZSp),g[

J“P

273. If the -ot- is scanned long, we have Mo+Cr, which is better; this is probably a
sign that the treatment of diphthongs before other vowels was inconsistent.

274. If the -ot- is scanned long, we have the nonrhythmic 2Sp.

275. If the -&1- is scanned long, we have the equally rhythmic Cr+Tr.

276. If the -au- is scanned long, we have the equally rhythmic Cr+Tr.
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}\]7\0[ (2Tr) x]al 7@y [ma]vu ya[ptev]tw[v (2Tr) cu]vex[mc 6 Jvouc
you]|Bew (2Tr)...|"...0ar mpbyewpd[v éct]t (2Tr), xai (T6) oV co|* oy
7rpoc5s[%]'réov EVEUTTWTITEPOY €Viwy GAoylcTwy eic Tac dpyac Umapyew
(2Tr) Y xal TO un TAV ddpdvwy NTTov Todito mdcyew (2Tr), éwa&ﬁﬂ'ep 2%
oly NTTov alTdv peblicxetar (HA), xaBd Aé[yletar ueblew (Sp). 6 d[&]
Tedevtaloc Adyoc amépavtéc éctwv (27Tr) éx Tol Ty dp[y ]y xwelc dToANewe
(Hd) 7ol |?° Be[B]Aadbor wn yivecbar xal Tol Tév coddv éxouciw[c]
B?xdﬂfraceat cova[yJwv T xal [Q’]p_}ﬂs_[e]at (Sp) xabam[elp yap ywpic
Tol 349 (,_L{,_La'ra ga@sl (2Tr) oty of|*°¢v T[e] yevécha coq;o v (Mo+Cr), W
ox, el ypaupatd Tic Euabey (Mo+Cr), swoncengeml TO xal copov ayTov
Omapyew (2Da), oUtwe ov0e |40 1@t mpocTycapev[wt 0 O]moljbecty Tol
BePrddbar ||' T pylv émaxoloubelv (2Tr), dMawc & Gduvately (2Tr),
T0 [ma]vtwce é[py]tcei)csc[e]at TOV é’y,qaacw el z)q:é'ra |> BAdBnc (2Tr), au
wh Tic émdeiént x[all dpactinov ailtiov dpydic elvar T[]y dmidnly %]
¢ [BA]dBnc (Mo+Cr).

The overall impression is that Philodemus sought out rhythmic clau-
sulae much more frequently in the diatribe than in the argumentative
passages and did so by writing shorter, more clearly defined phrases that
could be artfully arranged into a larger sentence. In his argumentative
prose, he uses quite long phrases or even sentences that do not break into
easily definable phrases, such as 10 Tov coddv mpocdexTéov edeumTWTITEPOV
éviwv dhoylctwy eic Tac dpyac Smapyev (2Tr). It is difficult to find shorter
phrases in this: Tov coddv is a cretic, and éviwv droyictwy ends with 2Da,
but otherwise there is only the final clausula. At twenty-eight syllables, this
is much longer than any of the longer word groups in the columns of the
diatribe that we surveyed, but it is perhaps only a little out of the ordinary
for the argumentative prose in this treatise. The diatribe is made of shorter,
more rhythmic parts that were selected with more care.

14.4. Style

Philodemus’s prose is much maligned, usually for insufficient reasons. Sud-
haus (1895, vi) voiced a defense of Philodemus’s prose: faulty emendations
and conjectures were the problem. To those can be added misreadings
of the papyrus and incorrect joins between fragments. It is true that his
Greek is not the correct Attic of several centuries before his birth, nor
is it the Atticism of several centuries after his death, but it is grammati-
cally correct and sometimes even succeeds on a comparatively high level
as rhetoric (e.g., what survives from the peroration of his mock diatribe,
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31.11-24). His avoidance of hiatus and use of prose rhythm are important:
he tried to be somewhat stylish, which should inform our judgments.

In general, Philodemus’s writing is free from conventional rhetorical
features such as balanced clauses and antithesis: the real goal was clarity
of argumentation, not beauty of expression.?’” His sentences can be long
and occasionally difficult to follow, but they always turn out to be correct
when completely preserved.?’8 His taste for long sentences is particularly
damaging to understanding him given the state of the papyri.

Adjectives and other modifiers are rarely far from their nouns. He is
fond of participles and articular infinitives, particularly chains of infini-
tives. As for particle usage, he occupies an intermediate position: the full
range of particles is not found, but his usage is not so stereotyped and
bland as that of later authors.?”® The neuter article carries a lot of weight,
since it serves to introduce quotations from other authors (e.g., 44.41-
45.34) as well as to introduce propositions for discussion, in addition to
its more common uses. The phrase eic Tobc oic dpyiletar (frag. 18.11-12) is
noteworthy: “at those with whom he is angry;,” where the relative clause is
treated like the noun that goes with the article. This may be an extension
from his use of the neuter article to mark phrases treated like nouns.

Obbink’s characterization of the style of On Piety holds for On Anger
as well: “Sentences gravitate to the longish side.... they are made to seem
even longer by the lack of the antithesis, parallelism, and periodicity famil-
iar from classical Attic prose. There is no postponement of the verb till
the period is complete; often the main verb falls early, with subordinate
clauses straying on. The writer avoids giving the impression of having

277. We must always remember that Philodemus’s treatises are not merely expli-
cations of doctrine but argumentation against other philosophers’ views, which had
probably been summarized at the start of the work. No certain example of an initial
summary of Epicurean views survives, but this may be due to poor preservation of
beginnings of rolls rather than his compositional practice. However they did, his audi-
ence knows the Epicurean position and has been made familiar with the adversary’s
views. If his prose seems obscure, it is probably the fault of the conservation of the
papyrus rolls, in which many of the opening pages of a roll had to be destroyed to open
the rest, and our ignorance of the details of the argument, rather than Philodemus’s
obscurity.

278. We have tried to analyze the grammatical complications of one or two diffi-
cult sentences in the notes to our translation (e.g., n. 86 on col. 7 and n. 123 on col. 19).

279. Beyond Denniston 1950, see Blomqvist 1969. Both are useful for Philode-
mus.
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cast the whole thought in his head before writing, as though the sentence
were ‘merely built up in the course of composition, as new thoughts and
modifications occurred to the writer” (1996, 86-88, quoting Bailey 1926,
173, on Epicurus’s Letter to Herodotus). Additionally, the main verb usu-
ally comes early, with prepositional phrases and subordinate clauses piled
up afterward. Rather than obeying any rhetorical practice, they seem to be
organized by the steps in Philodemus’s line of thought. Philodemus likes
contradicting false assertions as soon as possible, rather than waiting for a
more artistic point in the sentence.

Monet (1996, 62-64) adds perceptive comments on several specific
points. She notes Philodemus’s willingness to repeat nouns out of a con-
cern for clarity, his Atticism (or “proto-Atticism”; see above), his fondness
for hyperbaton, use of the article (repeated if necessary) to clarify long
noun phrases, occasional ellipse of verbs of saying, and fondness for
chains of infinitives, especially articular infinitives. She also notes that his
sentences often begin with a subordinate clause.

Hyperbata, as both Monet and Obbink note, are common, especially
separation of an article-adjective from their noun by a verb, commonly at
the end of a sentence, and separation of genitives from the nouns on which
they depend. In some cases, this may have to do with avoiding hiatus; in
others, it seems to be used to distribute emphasis within the sentence.

In general, when the text is well preserved, Philodemus succeeds in
being clear. His allusions are occasionally opaque to us but probably were
not so to his contemporaries. His long sentences can be challenging in iso-
lation but not when we have sufficient context, and they are often alternated
with shorter sentences for variety. This usually impedes our understanding
of his and his opponents’ arguments, and the loss of the first part of the
roll exacerbates this problem.28° He uses biting sarcasm, rhetorical ques-
tions, and even direct insults to show contempt for opponents and their
arguments—and to enliven his prose. He is fond of describing opponents
as blind, insane, or stupid when they do not understand an argument or
make an assertion that does not reflect reality. All this makes for a some-
what livelier style than is commonly attributed to him, with traces of the
seminar room or lecture hall. On the whole, he is correct and fairly pol-
ished but not fussy or grand.

280. When scholars have succeeded in reconstructing entire book rolls of Philode-
mus, this seems to be his procedure, as in Mus. 4 and Poem. 1-2, where a lengthy initial
summary in book 1 is the subject of discussion throughout book 2.
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The mock diatribe is a tour de force and has several peculiar features.
Philodemus uses the diatribe form to put forward arguments in favor
of using a diatribe and uses an angry persona to put forward arguments
against empty anger. It is therefore highly ironic and stylized. The level
of diction is generally high, but clauses are shorter and linked together
paratactically. This contributes to its greater proportion of rhythmic clau-
sulae and denser rhythms generally. It abounds in lists, sometimes of
medical terminology appropriate to the diagnosis, other times just in gen-
eral (col. 28), but occasionally Philodemus ironically undercuts himself
by trailing off into anticlimax (“and that sort of thing,” e.g., cols. 13 and
14). Illustrative examples are common, some drawn from Epicurean litera-
ture (col. 12), mythology (14 and perhaps 16), history (18), and apparently
New Comedy (15). Diminutives are used for pathetic effect, to highlight
the outrageousness of the angry man’s wrath (17), and throughout small
provocations to anger are juxtaposed with their disproportionate results.
The whole rant ends with a majestic ex cathedra dismissal of orators and
poets as ypUpea, “trash”

15. Previous Textual Scholarship

John Hayter, who supervised the opening and drawing of the papyrus,
made a partial edition and Latin translation that is now preserved in man-
uscript in the Bodleian library in Oxford. It has never been published, and
our knowledge of its readings is drawn from Indelli’s edition.

In 1863, Spengel published a partial edition in a Supplement-Band to
Philologus, but Gomperz’s edition of 1864 is the first complete published
edition of the text. He worked from the Oxford and Neapolitan disegni,
taking O as his primary source but recording N’s variants and occasion-
ally adopting them. O had been published in Herculanensium Voluminum
Pars Prima (HV, published in 1824; the Pars Altera followed in 1825); N,
after alterations, in Voluminum Herculanensium Quae Supersunt Collec-
tio Altera (HV?, 1:16-73), in 1862. In both publications, the papyrus was
officially anonymous, but HV?s table of contents suggests Philodemus as
the author and the ITept xaxi@v xal ¢petév as the ensemble to which it
belongs; Gomperz was convinced that the author was Philodemus.?8! Both
HYV and HV? reproduced the disegni by copperplate.

281. Giulio Minervini signed the preface to this volume, so the table of contents
(or rather Index Scriptorum Quae in hoc Volumine Continentur) is probably also his
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Gomperz’s numeration follows that of N (the pages of O were clearly
out of order), with eight fragments and fifty columns. Some of the frag-
ments have a double numeration; the first is his number, the second that
of N (so that “IIII [III]” is the fourth in his series but third in N). He
promised a commentary, but it never appeared. He never saw the papyrus
but was correct about its color: “the original, which I have never seen and
believe to be black” (1864, 6: archetypum, quod nunquam vidi et atrum esse
puto). He did go to Oxford to read O in person and quotes two readings
from Hayter’s edition.?8> We suspect that the librarian, Henry Octavius
Coxe, did not allow him unfettered access. Gomperz and Spengel worked
independently and duplicated much basic work on the text, but each also
made a number of important contributions of his own. Both were sober,
careful editors who did not print adventurous supplements. Given that
they were working and publishing so close in time to each other, we have
given both scholars credit for their shared supplements and conjectures.

The copy of Gomperz’s edition found in the Ghent University library
is a curiosity.?®* It contains occasional learned annotation in Latin, as
well as much interesting work on the text. Against column 1 is a note that
refers to Heinze’s article in Rheinisches Museum 45 (1890), but we cannot
otherwise date it. More than one hand seems to have made annotations,
and Ben Henry suggests to us that it was used in a seminar, which might
also explain the curious fact that the annotations stop abruptly at the end
of column 40—as so often, end of term interrupted. We have only been
able to consult the scan on Googlebooks, and autopsy might reveal more
details of interest. We have adopted some readings and recorded others in
the apparatus; they are marked “Gand” (for Gandavensis).

Karl Wilke (1880-1916) visited Naples twice during his work on this
treatise, in 1906 and 1911, where he read the papyrus with the help and
encouragement of Domenico Bassi (director of the Officina 1906-1926);
his edition appeared in 1914.284 He was the first editor to inspect the papy-

work. On Minervini, an archaeologist and ispettore of the numismatic and epigraphic
collections in the Museo Nazionale (formerly the Museo Borbonico), see Travaglione
2003, 119-23.

282. Gomperz mistakenly refers to John Hayter as William in his preface, which
indicates no great familiarity with the man or his work.

283. We thank Ben Henry for calling it to our attention.

284. He had visited already in 1904 for his 1905 edition of Polystratus’s On Irra-
tional Contempt for Common Opinions.



132 Philodemus, On Anger

rus firsthand, and his text consequently shows great improvements over
its predecessors. Not only are his readings of the text better, but he was
able to include an additional eight fragments beyond those Gomperz had
published, as well as numerous parts of columns that the disegnatori had
neglected, including the difficult column tops (see §10 above).?8> His appa-
ratus is full (though he does neglect to record authors of easy corrections),
and his text is a bit more adventuresome than Gomperz’s and Spengel’s in
accepting supplements into the text. The edition provoked some textual
work (especially in reviews) but little philosophical interest.

By far the most prolific author of emendations and supplements was
Robert Philippson (1858-1942). He had announced a major project on
anger, of which his studies of Philodemus were forerunners, which was
never completed. His conjectures, while overbold, are usually at least inter-
esting and thought-provoking. We have retained many in our apparatus
for those reasons and because they are occasionally plausible supplements
for lengthier lacunae. However, they are often too plausible; that is, they
do not add anything to the argument but merely reproduce what we can
find elsewhere in the text, and nothing of consequence changes when they
are rejected.

Giovanni Indelli published an edition in 1988 in the La scuola di Epi-
curo series (vol. 5), founded by Marcello Gigante. Indelli completely reread
the papyrus with the advantage of good microscopes (resulting in many
changes to Wilke’s text), though his apparatus is intended as a supplement
to Wilkes. He also was able to take advantage of the sparse textual and
interpretative work that had appeared in the seventy-four years between
his and Wilke’s editions. He included a useful Italian translation (the first
into a modern language) and a full and still-essential commentary (also the
first published), which our notes are intended to supplement rather than
replace. These features finally made the text accessible to scholars, since

285. His numerations follow those of Gomperz with the addition of eight frag-
ments from the beginning of the text labeled with letters A-H, so as not to disturb
Gomperzs numeration. He printed these fragments in their actual locations on the
papyrus but warned that this was not necessarily their correct order: sed quoniam
omnia tam lacerata vides, ut sententiarum ordo et conexus certo restitui non possit, in
eundem ea ordinem digessi, quo in ipsa papyro agglutinata continuantur (1914, viii:
“But since one sees everything so torn that the order and connection of the con-
tents cannot be certainly restored, I have arranged them in the order that they have
been mounted in the original papyrus”).
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the difficulties of Philodemus (real and apparent) were made manageable,
and the translation and commentary provided an excellent starting point
for consideration of the philosophical ideas in the treatise.

Indelli’s edition spurred a great deal of work on the treatise, most
of it philosophical now rather than textual (see §2). Among the textual
work, the most important are a series of articles by Indelli and the transla-
tion into French and notes by Daniel Delattre and Annick Monet for the
volume Les épicuriens in the Pléiade series.?# We have adopted some of
these in the text and included others in the apparatus.

16. Principles of Our Edition and Translation

Our text is based on Indelli’s 1988 edition, though we have had the ben-
efit of Brigham Young University’s infrared images, and Michael McOsker
reread the papyrus by autopsy during visits to Naples in 2013-2018. A
more intensive autopsy of the papyrus might provide some incremental
gains, but this papyrus is one of those whose condition has deteriorated
since unrolling, and in many cases much less is legible now than when
Wilke read it or even it seems, in some cases, Indelli. Our major contri-
bution has been use of the infrared images taken by the Brigham Young
University team, which shed much light on the text.

Our goal is to provide a readable and reliable text that nonetheless
does not obscure the difficulties. The major remaining difficulty is that we
have left some fragments that we have not been able to place —the series
A-H, which can be found in the columnar part of the text—where they are
found in the cornici. They are certainly out of place where they are printed,
as outlined in §10 above. In terms of indicating the origins of the text that
we print, we have obeyed “Gigante’s Law;” according to which the readings
of the disegni count as readings of the papyrus in cases when the papyrus
has been damaged or is otherwise illegible and the disegni do not present
problematic readings.?®” Thus we have not specially marked text that is

286. Delattre and Pigeaud 2010, 571-94 (translation) and 1250-60 (notes). An
unpublished list of their conjectures and readings is in private circulation.

287. Gigante formulated the law as follows: “Anche quando non si legge oggi in P,
una lezione di O N o di O o di N, riconosciuta attendibile e non contraddetta da qual-
siasi altra considerazione, ¢ data senz’altro come lezione del papiro” (1983, 115). The
theory is that the disegni are, in effect, manuscript copies of the papyrus, so they are
primary witnesses to the text when the exemplar from which they are copied is dam-
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preserved only on the disegni. All text that is printed normally is legible in
that form on the papyrus, in the infrared photographs, or on at least one
of the two disegni. In cases where the witnesses disagree about a matter
of substance, the apparatus contains their readings. We do not record the
readings of the disegni when we feel that the text is not in doubt or that
their evidence is not useful; in fact, they appear quite infrequently in our
apparatus (usually only when the papyrus has deteriorated and they are
our primary sources for disputed text).

The handwriting of the text is not difficult, but the scribe was careless
(see §13), and, although the papyrus was corrected, almost certainly by
the scribe himself, many errors remained. We have used all the normal
papyrological conventions for printing corrected text, as well as the
under-asterisk (¢) to indicate that the letter has been changed as the result
of a conjecture. Only two complete columns (and the final one, which
is much shorter) are free from error, out of the fifty that constitute the
text; most columns have multiple errors. We saw no benefit in shield-
ing our readers from the ugly fact that the scribe did a poor job and that
not everything was successfully corrected. This text has consequently
required greater editorial intervention than many other Herculaneum
papyri, and the argument is, at some points, left in darkness because of
the scribe’s incompetence.

Those familiar with Indelli’s text will notice that we have reinserted
those fragments that he printed in the apparatus into their places among
the columns and have added to their number. The papyrological explana-
tion for this can be found above (§10), and our justification is that this was
the most honest means of presentation for these difficult fragments that
we cannot place.

Unfortunately, we have had to renumber the initial fragments, due to
the fact that we nearly double their number (from Indelli’s seventeen to
our thirty-three), and they are almost completely rearranged. The first is
simply due to our ability to read more text via the infrared photographs;
the second is due to the much more complicated matter of correctly col-
locating sovrapposti and sottoposti in their original homes. This is tricky

aged or illegible but not of use when their exemplar is extant. Additionally, graphi-
cally marking the origin of letter in the text would burden it with nearly useless signs
that would distract the reader without adding important information. Accordingly,
we note the readings of the disegni in the apparatus when there is uncertainty about
the text.
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business, but we think that the gains in the continuity and intelligibility of
the argument make it worthwhile.

Only Wilke’s edition, out of the previous three editions of On Anger,
attempted a reasonably complete apparatus criticus; Gomperz’s included
only the readings of the disegni (since he did not see the papyrus), and
Indelli’s only registered divergences from Wilkes text and apparatus
(including new readings, new conjectures, and reassignment of some
readings and conjectures to different scholars). Since Wilke’s edition is
now over a hundred years old and there has been substantial work on the
text, we felt it was worth the effort to compile a complete apparatus. As
a rule, we have not recorded any suggestion that has been ruled out by a
new reading of the papyrus, nor have we usually recorded readings that we
think are certainly or almost certainly incorrect for whatever reason. We
have made exceptions when we think that knowledge of an early editor’s
reading may be useful or when a conjecture is suggestive or diagnostic,
even though it cannot be correct as proposed.

When we know the first author of an emendation or supplement, we
record the fact. Since Spengel and Gomperz worked independently and
published within a year of each other, they are credited together for many
readings. Hayter’s edition was not—still is not—published, and, though
we give him sole credit when we know him to be the first, we have not
been able to collate his edition systematically. Indelli collated this edition
and reported everything that he thought was useful; we have used Indelli’s
reports in our apparatus. Likewise, since we do not know the scholar or
scholars responsible for the conjectures in the Ghent library copy of Gom-
perz’s edition, we have had to resort to the siglum “Gand.” Not very often,
but perhaps more often than is usual in an apparatus, we cite comparanda
in support of readings or conjectures. We do not think that this material
will be cumbersome or distracting and hope that it might prove useful in
the absence of a full textual commentary in which to explain our choices.

In the English translation, our primary goal has been to give a reliable
guide to the Greek text for the Greekless and for those without experience
of the challenges of the Herculaneum papyri or of Philodemus’s some-
times demanding style and vocabulary. Our second goal was to produce
something pleasant to read that would reflect Philodemus’s occasional rhe-
torical heights as well as his more straightforward argumentative style. We
try to translate every word that we print and can confidently read: parts
of words, especially ones that admit of several supplements (e.g., Tapa[ or
-g]wat) are left untranslated.
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We have tried to translate the more frequently recurring technical
terms in Philodemus’s theory of anger the same way every time: petépyouat
is “get revenge”; fAaBy and BAdmTw are “harm” and “to harm”; x6Aacic and
xola{w are “punishment” and “to punish,” though the ideas of “retalia-
tion” and “deterrence” are always present or implied; Tipwpia and Tipuwpéw
are “revenge” or “vengeance” and “get revenge.” Epicurean technical terms
have been given the same treatment: Aoyicpdc is “reasoning,” émAoytcuoc
is “(rational) appraisal,” OméAndic and VmoAapuPdvw are “supposition”
and “suppose,” éxolctoc is “intentional,” and didfecic is “disposition.” Our
explicit motivations for all these choices are to be found in the introduc-
tion or notes.

Our notes do not attempt to replace either Wilke’s collection of related
passages or Indelli’s commentary, one of the finest in La scuola di Epicuro,
but we hope that they (with the introduction) suffice to explain at least the
main lines and some of the obscurer details of Philodemus’s treatise.

17. Concordance of Fragments and Numerations across Editions

The editors before us have renumbered the lines according to their own
opinions about how much is lost at what points in the text. All the frag-
ments, and most of columns 1-32, are missing the upper margin and
several lines at the top. Wilke set the line numbers by assuming that each
column had forty lines and counting up from the bottom. Gomperz and
Indelli numbered the first surviving line as one and counted downward.
Indelli’s edition contains tavole di concordanza that include the line-num-
ber equivalencies between his text and Wilke’s. We have retained Indelli’s
line numbering for the columns but found too many new fragments (there
are now thirty-three instead of seventeen, and the order of some of the
older fragments is different because of stratigraphy) to keep Indelli’s frag-
ment numbers: these are given in our edition, along with Wilke’s, after our
own number.

Indelli (1988, 106-8) records several, very exiguous fragments, some
of which appear to have since flaked off and disappeared. In the chart of
fragments below, “app.” means that Indelli records the fragment in the
apparatus to the fragment named.
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This edition Indelli Wilke Gomperz HV?
1 p. 106
2
3
4 p. 107 B
5 2
6 app. 1
7 1 A
8
9
10
11
12 4 D
13 3 C
14 app. 3
15 7 F
16 5
17 v. app. 5 E
18 6 1 1 1
19 8 2 2 2
20 9
21 10 3 3
22 11
23 app. 11
24 12 4 4 3
25 app. 12
26 app. 12
27 13 5 5 4

14 6 6

[N}
oo
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This edition Indelli Wilke Gomperz HV?
29 15 ] pars sin.
30 app. 15 ] pars dex.
31 app. 17 8b 8 7 pars dex.
32 16 7 7 6
33 17 7 pars sin.




Sigla

In the translations, parentheses mark our expansion of the text for clarifi-
cation; square brackets mark damaged and uncertain words in the Greek.

For the Greek text, these are the conventions:

P
MSI

Papyrus Herculanensis 182 (I BCE)

The infrared photographs made by the Brigham Young Uni-
versity team in cooperation with the Biblioteca Nazionale di
Napoli

The Neapolitan Disegni

N before correction

N after correction

The Oxford Disegni

scribal deletion

scribal supplement (above the line, unless otherwise noted in
the apparatus)

editorial deletion

editorial supplement

editorially emended letter

uncertainly read letter (i.e. the letter could be read differently;
damaged but certainly read letters are not noted)

one letter missing

perhaps one letter missing

one to two letters missing

a letter preserved on a sotto- or sovrapposto

a letter preserved in a parallel source (e.g., a quotation)

an uncertain number of letters missing in an unknown con-
figuration, usually because the papyrus is no longer extant to

-139-
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measure and we do not know where in a column a fragment
stood

vacat: a space left by the scribe in the text

column end

Scholars responsible for conjectures that have not been previously pub-

lished:

(e.g.)

Asmis
DA
Gand.

Hayter
Henry

Janko
McO

*

after a critic’s name indicates that we record a reading exempli
gratia only; before an asterisk or one of our names indicates we
propose the reading solely e.g.

Elizabeth Asmis, per litt.

Armstrong, suo Marte

the notes of one or more anonymous scholars in a copy of
Gomperz’ edition in the library of the University of Ghent.
reports of Hayter’s unpublished edition are taken from Indelli
(1988)

W. Benjamin Henry, per litt. (some subsequently published in
2017)

Richard Janko, per litt.

McOsker, suo Marte

Armstrong and McOsker together



Text, Translation, and Notes
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(D1AodNpov)
(TTepi opyijc)

Fragment 1
1 Jvro Ael
I, empget [
cdlodpov ¢
4 il BAaPylc
2 vel émfjey || 3,4 %
Fragment 2
margo superior exstare videtur
] #0uedv [
Fragment 3
1 ] v ve
] Tijc xa-
3 pitoc . . .. 1. Tuv-

2-3 *vel xa|[péc*
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(Philodemus)
(On Anger)

THE INITIAL FRAGMENTS

Fragment 1!

.. went? ...
... [in]tense ...
. [of the] harm ...

Fragment 23

.. ethical ...

Fragment 34

.. of fa[vor]° ...

1. For the state of the fragments on pezzo 1 in cornice 17, see the introduction, p.
101.

2. From émiévai; “understood” from émaiw is also possible. fAdfxc in line 4 is the
first of some thirty occurrences in the treatise of the root fAap- (“harm”), which is key
to Philodemus’s definition of anger.

3. The state of the second pezzo of cornice 17 is similar to the first; see the intro-
duction, p. 101.

4. From the first pezzo in cornice 18; see the introduction, pp. 101-2. This frag-
ment is the lower part of the first sezione of the first piece; no margins survive.

5. Or “joy”
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Fragment 4
o= Qorl, [ |- Jerop[- <[ <=~ ] [-- - |- - Jouo e[ - - -
IP---10---|---ladnet a|---].wmapa |---1.l0. [---]---]rowcTo
L0 -1 [ ew[ - - - | - - - JaBovyw[ - - - | - - - ]y xhe[ - - - | - - -]
woveel - [ -~ Lxal] [ -~ [15 - - Jrew [ - - - |- - - lowBealy- -~ |- -]
eol . Juo[---|---TJeo vaoy[---[¥---] ot[---

11 éy]abol Janko || 16 *,v:non

Fragment 5

desunt ca. 16 lineae
1 g]muel
lp[ . Jue[
8leTic %[
Jvoucty em|
5 &) Moy exa|
Jar ém(i] 7o
] dowencet[v
| peMe [
9 la[. Jeweld]

restant vestigia 15 linearum

Frag. 5 =Indelli 2. || 1Janko Il 3,5,6,7 Wilke || 5 éxa[cT-*
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Fragment 4°

... happen ...

Fragment 57

.. whoever ...

.. of others...

..to...

.. will commit injustice ...
.. aboutto ...

6. This is the upper part of the second sezione of the first pezzo in cornice 18; no
margins survive. See the introduction, pp. 101-2; Indelli 1988, 107.

7. Pezzo 2 is heavily stratified, as shown by the fact that a layer of it came off in the
time between Wilke’s edition and Indelli’s. The top is very confused, and contiguous
letters are not recoverable with any confidence. In the lower part, stratification is bad,
but it can be sorted out.
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Fragment 6

ed, 0. [. .. .. . ..(.)6P'
yicachour [ .. ...
evart[, . ... 0P
5 ylcach[at
aMa o[
auTdv oA[
8 arrovauc|
margo fort. adest

Frag. 6 = Indelli 1 app. || 1 xvel ¢ {vel 9 Il 2-3,4-5 Indelli || 8 tov avc[Typov tempt.
Janko

Fragment 7

desunt ca. 30 lineae

1 v Spynlv Aéyovcw el-
v]at Ay [peydAny Toic
8lpyropév|orc eic To
mav, 6tav W) [xaticyw-

5 ¢t T i [w]pt[ac amTec-
Bat. paxdproc o[0v Setic
deraufavey, [6tt T6-
Te Aumelclar |
.. Jpol

10 Jovmim|
margo adest

Frag. 7 = Indelli 1. || 0 [xwpic 0¢ Tob Tipwpeichat] Philippson (e.g.) I 1 v dpyilv
Wilke || 1-2 Aéyovew el|v]at Indelli : vowiZec|8]ar Wilke || 2-4 Delattre-Monet (e.g.) |l
3 d]pyrlopév[ouc Wilke || 8i&]| Indelli : mepi]| Wilke || 4-5 xaticydw]|ct e Tip[w]
pilac Wilke || 5-6 &mrec]|6eut Philippson : améyec]|fet Wilke || 6 o[dv Sctic Wilke ||
7 61t Wilke || 7-8 6]|re Aumeich[ar Henry (vel T¢] | Te Janko) : T6]|te Aumel céd[ud e
xal Yuyv Wilke (te eiecit Indelli) : T6]|7° éAVmer cdi[pa xal Yuxny * : [dc, §]|te Aumel
cé[pa % 6pyy Delattre-Monet
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Fragment 68

.. plash? ...

... to get angry ...
..tobe ...

... to getangry ...
...but(?) ...

.. him(self?) ...

Fragment 710

... [they say!!], anger is altogether a [great] distress to the angry, when-
ever they [do not have the power] to [achieve] vengeance. [7] Blessed,
th[erefore, is whoever] came to understand clearly, [that!? at that time] ...
was distressed ...

8. This fragment is found at the lower left part of the first sezione of the second
pezzo; see Indelli 1988, 108. It is not clear whether the bottom margin is extant, nor
how many lines are missing at the top. This piece is a sovrapposto, two layers above
the main layer.

9. xayralw (“bubble, plash”) is found only in poets before this instance and
another in Philodemus’s contemporary Diodorus Siculus (Bib. hist. 3.44.2).

10. Cf. 31.24-27 and introduction, §6a. This fragment is on a sovrapposto that is
no longer connected to the main body of the papyrus.

11. It is likely that something like Philippson’s conjecture, “but aside from getting
vengeance,” preceded. Apparently, (empty) anger is painful until one gets revenge and
at last becomes “blessed,” as Philodemus sarcastically put it. This fragment, like frag.
13, may have belonged to an earlier attack on the Peripatetics that is mentioned at
31.24-27.

12. For diedapfdvew 8ti, cf. Philodemus, Sign. 19.4-5, and see also our note on
dtetqupévec (41.22).
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Fragment 8
L 10 Y SR R V7% ) Y [ IV L
Y0 .youl - - - |---1Ix. em[---]"---JMtwy| - - - |vestigia ca. 9 linearum
|7 ---Jevo[ ---|---Tweraw [ - - - |- --Jo[. . Jo[---[*---]2hov
[ - - - |vestigia ca. 5 linearum

Fragment 9
desunt 4 lineae vel plures |' - - - 18] - - - | - - - Jyxo| - - - Jcope] - - - Juxal|®
---vo [
2 yvelat

Fragment 10

desunt ca. 29 lineae | vestigia 8 linearum | - - - Jvotepov 0| - - - | vestigia 2
linearum

Tepm]|véTepov vel xot]vérepov Janko || §vel

Fragment 11

- - - OtJacadely, AM[ - - - | - - - Jev ewar [ - - - |vestigia duarum lin-
earum

1 Ot]acadely Henry : dcadeia *
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Fragment 8!3

[no words legible]

Fragment 914
[no words legible]

Fragment 101>
[no words legible]

Fragment 1116

... to make clear, but (?) ...

13. Pezzo 1 of cornice 19 is very disappointing; little can be read continuously. The
second pezzo is almost completely illegible; cf. the introduction, p. 102. This fragment
is the second sezione of the first pezzo; no margins are extant.

14. This fragment is on the sixth sezione of the first pezzo, at the top. It seems that
the left margin is extant.

15. This fragment is on the eighth sezione of the first pezzo, near the bottom, per-
haps only two lines from the bottom.

16. Cornice 20 contains only one, barely legible pezzo. This fragment is at the
bottom of the right-most sezione; cf. the introduction, 102-3.
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Fragment 12

desunt ca. 22 lineae

13 I U &\~
Awv 000 . 1Bal. ... -

15 vawv aAl | JcBarxd[, . -
tec micel ... ] drce[t Ty
Eew (. . maw [, . ...

8 Cal

Frag. 12 = Indelli 4. || 13-16 &\|Awv 00d[&v émt]Bai[Aopé]|[vwy dA[icke]cBat x)[ai-
ov]|tec Wilke || 15-16 xA[nBév]|tec Janko || 16 Tic vel yx | 16-17 dvjce[t iy | €]&w
Wilke in apparatu || 17-18 [tolc m]écw * : [T&v m]écw [8pyrlopé|vewv Philippson

Fragment 13

desunt ca. 5 lineae
adsunt reliquiae 18 linearum

24 R . Jraco
25 vowdl. ... ..., Jica
ta mowo[fvta ], ad-

o8 yap dXayn [] tamodt
__doAnvi. " xai xqi[vov] me-
pl THic am[a]cnc Ticewe
30 6A[w]c o0OE eiprxact
xal xaf’ 6hov w[ . ..
Toc To¥ un o[, .. ..
. Jvov énfi] Tou[ | | ]l
..... . Jelt]v @ Smep
3% Jpeol

vestigia unius lineae

Frag. 13 = Indelli 5. || 24-25 &|vov possis | 26 xdplw Janko || 27 &Maymy, quod
voluit Asmis, legi videtur in MSI : adho[ ][ Indelli || 27-28 dmodt|do[]ny le'git Indel-
li : amote | & EAnv Wilke (Sodny P, ut vid.); fortasse dmodi|[(dopev uépoc Tt udvov, o0)|d
8Any McO vel dmodi|dopev Janko || 29 xat[vov] || 29, 30, 33,34 Wilke || 31 d[c*
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Fragment 1217

... of others, nor (?) ...
... he will say the state (of) ...
...forall ...

Fragment 1318

... things making ... for ... a retribution of it (sc. the offense?).!® [28] And
they have said nothing new at all on the whole subject of vengeance, and in
general ... of that which ... not ... to ... but that which ...

17. Cornice 1, pezzo 1. Only the left margin of this fragment survives securely, but
itis clear from comparison with the adjacent columns that line 18 is the last or perhaps
second-to-last line (though we have retained Indelli’s numeration).

18. This fragment is on the first sezione of the pezzo; only the very bottom survives.

19. The grammar is difficult. The easiest correction of the text is dmodtdofyv, but
there is no way to explain the optative. If it is part of the apodosis of a future less vivid
condition, either one should insert (&4v), or the surviving words restate an apodosis
with (&v) immediately preceding these words (e.g., ] fca | & moto[Gvta &v €ly, ad|Tod
yap...). Another possibility is that a line fell out between lines 27 and 28 (see the appa-
ratus for a suggestion).
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It[ - - - | (deest una linea) |*' - - - Jo
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Fragment 14

[ ---|(deest unalinea) | ---1Jo[---|---]t)>---]Im| - --16v[ - --|
- - - Jo| (desunt 4 lineae) |2 - - -]a[ - - - |owy[ - - - | (desunt 5 lineae) |'° - - -
[ - - - | (desunt 5 lineae) |*” - - - Jul - - -

Frag. 14 = Indelli 3 app.

1-5

14
15

18

Frag. 15=1Indelli7. || 6,7 * || 8 wcv[7] superpositae ad init. || 15 Wilke || 16 mpoc-

Fragment 15

Jel -~ |- -Jemgl - | -~ Jeoeal - - | - Jegn[ [ - -~ | -~ -]y

Bapu[

Blapuvoy|-
¢JAatTopla
JoTal]

ca. 5 lineae desunt
JaTotc dto]

] Nuxacwx[part-
] adTét mpocTif]-
] THt [- - -]emTaf
|mal

margo fortasse adest

tif[eTar Wilke
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Fragment 1420

[no words legible]

Fragment 152!

.. heavy ...

.. weighed down ...

.. loss ...

.. Nicasic[rates]?? ...

.. isascrib[ed?] to him ...

20. This column seems to follow on the previous one, but no connected text
remains. The left margin survives only in places, and the numeration is relative to
frag. 13.

21. This fragment is at the far right edge of pezzo 2 in cornice 1, just to the right
of frag. 18.

22. Nicasicrates appears later as Philodemus’s adversary in cols. 37-41. See excur-
sus 2 in the introduction.



154 Philodemus, On Anger

Fragment 16

-~ -J3e[ - - - | - - Jouwo[ -~ - | - =~ Joyt[ - =~ [ - - - Jor[] - - - Jem[ - - -
(deest una linea) |® - - - Qv eica[ - - - |- - - Jvx[---|10---Je[---|---]
o[-~ |- -Jal- -~ | -~ -180- -~ |5 - - - Jraur] - - - | - - - Juevour - - - |17
---1Iwa[. vl ]el - - -| (deest una linea) |* - - - Jwe[ . . Juc[ Ju[---|*
---lal. . Ixaped[---|---Jovro[ - --|---]me[ Jo[---]|---]etal]
[~ --]---Trocl . Jel--- [ ---16[. Jel. . Jxal- --
26 Je. € 08 xai pe [
Javtt Og %[
] we dpyidoc oy[
29 Jo[M[---[0---1domal Jral---|---Jrrew [ Ja[---|---]
Ae[--- |3 ---]m

Frag. 16 = Indelli 5. || 16 cpev legit Wilke | 17 xexa legit Wilke || 26 ]me[ Wilke
Il ad fin. T vely II 28 dy[twc ™ Il 31 grew legit Wilke || 32 Jyo ueyt[ legit Wilke ||
33 Jatyc o legit Wilke || 34 ] ea m[ legit Wilke

Fragment 17

desunt ca. 11 lineae
|t ---]mul---]---]avtov ey ---|---dtJaxvifet To[ - --|---]
Cdapun[---P---Jexat oV un[ - - - | - - - JumTwe] - - - | - - - Jv xatap|
---|---1m[---|---Jet[- - - | (desunt duae lineae)
12 B2t |

ypasel

0’ 6p&v af
15 xal unt|

™V Yijlv

TOTTTEL [

Aéywy [

—7tc] xal [

[P0 yivetar [---] 2%, [---]|yocwc[---]|xal ToA[---] |Aew To[ - - -]
5. aporl---1|. cvpal---1|. yaul---1|. aval---1] . aA[---

6 mréc[ic Wilke dub. || 16,19 Wilke || 21-22 Aé]|yoc* || 23 Tor[pét Wilke
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Fragment 163

...andifeven ...
... like an irascible man ...

ANGER, REASONING, AND THE CRITIQUE OF TIMASAGORAS

Fragment 172

.. tears into pieces ...
.. write[ ...

... seeing ...

.. theearth ...

.. beats?” ...

.. saying ...

.. comes about ...

23. The line numeration of this column is borrowed from frag. 18, to which this
is a sottoposto. Wilke reported some readings from this column in the apparatus to his
frag. E. Because the layer covering it is now gone, we can read more, but this fragment
was also damaged, so we partially depend on Wilke's readings for a complete report.

24. This fragment, originally a sovrapposto on top of frag. 16, is no longer extant
in the papyrus, and we depend on Wilke for the readings and the relative position of
the parts of the fragment. He reports that it is clear that lines 12-29 are the left part of
a column, which we take to mean that the margin was visible.

25. Probably symptoms of foolish anger were listed here, along the lines of those
listed by Chrysippus; see n. 31.
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Fragment 18

desunt ca. 19 lineae

1 wocw[ | Jmav[ . ...
ovx Ewlbelvwl . ...
uatv]op[€]vewy év Tlai]c p-
yeic €xet Tove ddBaiuoic,

5 gcTwv 0 8Te xal cTIABnos-
vac mpo[ilepév[o]uc, dmep é-
obxa(ct) v’ {unovtovmpwr} ol
Tp&TOL TGV TOTEY
émicecnuavlal, xal de-

10 dopxdtac xai BAemov- [T]
Tac [Mo&a] eic Tobc oic dp-
yiletat, xal idiwc 101
To TMpbewmov wc] éml TO
mAelcTov évep[eu]O[éc- £]-

15 __viot 0¢ [ai]unpdy: [€]v[ior 0%
TOV TpaynAov évte[Ta-
uévov xal tac d[A€]Palc alyv-
otdovcac xa[i] o c[t]a[ro]v
mepimixpov xal [aApv-

20 pov, xal To[todTév T]va

21 TpoTOV X[

margo adest

Frag. 18 =Indelli 6. || 2 Wilke || @&[cmep tév Janko || 3 paw]op[é]vwy Wilke || T[ai]c
Gomperz || 6 Gomperz || 7 add. Gomperz || del. Wilke (“an w1 od recipiendum?”)
[l 11 Biicheler: [&yptov] Gomperz in apparatu || ante eic, hasta horizontalis in summa
linea cum hasta verticali ad dextram (7 vel y?) N || (toU)Touc Janko || 13 Wilke ||
14 Gomperz 15 at]unpé[v Gomperz (Junpoc[ N) I €]v[tot Wilke || 16-18 Gomperz ||
19,20 Wilke || 21 x[axomabodct Indelli
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Fragment 18%¢

... (not?) from without ...

... he has the eyes of [madmen] in his outbursts of anger, eyes [5] some-
times even throwing out flashes, a thing that the greatest of the poets appear
to have made a distinguishing mark (sc. of anger),?” and “gazing,” [10] that
is looking, [“askance™®] at those with whom he is angry, and characteristi-
cally he has a flushed face in most cases, but some have [15] a blood-red
one, and some have their neck stretched tight, and their veins swelling up,
and their saliva very bitter and salty, [20] and in some such way ...

26. This fragment stands on a high level, near the right of pezzo 2 in cornice 1.

27. Early poets, such as Homer, used this trope, as the physiognomists were to
do later. The topic is how the Epicurean therapist, assimilated to the medical doctor,
can recognize the physical signs (enuela; cf. émcecnuavbal, 1. 9) and diagnose anger.
Fragment 19 makes the point (repeated in the diatribe) that all this physical distress is
frequently over mere trifles.

28. For “flashing eyes” in poetry, see Indelli on line 5. LS], s.v. “ho&é¢” (if Mo&d is
restored), cites Tyrtaeus, Theocritus, and Apollonius Rhodius for various forms of the
idea “looking askance” BAémw does not occur in Homer, but d¢dopxa does (e.g., Od.
19.446: mlp dpBalpoict dedopxcic) and is glossed in the scholiasts with BAémw.
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10

15

20

24

Frag. 19 =Indelli 8. || 2-3 mpocemimo|[wicel] * : mpocemimo| [Aepeiv] Wilke || 3-4 »del|[-
da Wilke || 4 [daxvwv] (vel [évBelc]) Castiglioni || fupolta[t Wilke || 5 Philippson ||
6 &]vJanko || 7,8 Wilke || 9 Wilke post Gomperz (Babei[ac Blpipwcenc) || ] piu N
10 Wilke || 11 xvelt,y Il 12 épd[rTot Janko || ¢vel g I 13 Wilke || 14 ad fin mo[
N || 15-16 Wilke || 16-7;o[potius quam to[ || cmd[yyloy McO |l 17 épiwv vel éptov

Philodemus, On Anger

Fragment 19

desunt ca. 16 lineae
..... ... Jpt mpocemimo-
vicet], el xal THY xAei-
da daxvwy] Tic Bupotalt
Bpac xexhet]uévnc, xal,
.......... v un mpoc
[..... .. amod]nAol
moA[Aoic], moAdxic O¢

X
8,
=
3
o
=
=g
R
20
3
)
@
ey
B,

[
[

amo[ . . . JTyvou xav apa
[

apal ... .. Jowcee adTHy

wv[ . . xatlatépot Blpalv

mwe [ ] 08 xal Tév o[ |
Jaa[ . JTwe xabedpla-

wlelv [ .. lexac[tolerol . ], ..

dpwt[ . .. . Jwic epwv PAa
Tweo[ | . Juceupatac xal Ta
mapey[Tt]0éueva Ot Emt
déka[v] ame[ . Jcav[ ]mo
Aew[ ] xata Tode co[dolc
Onl. .. Jquevouc . .

ov[ ... Jvetdoka[ . . ..

margo adest

Wilke, epywv N || 19, 20 Biicheler || 21 Wilke
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Fragment 19%°

... [will be] yet more [troubled]?° ...
... even though someone [bites] his key?! in a fit of rage [when the
door stays cl]osed ...
... [7] he shows to ma[ny], and often pro[found] bursts of indignation,*
if he even throws [a rock] and ...33
. [13] might cut down the door ...
... hasseen ...
.. [17] balls of wool (?2)3* ...
.. and also the things added ... to opinion ...
. [21] according to the sa[ges] ...

29. This column is in the first sezione of the third pezzo in cornice 1. The left part
survives only in N, and there maybe be stratigraphical problems we cannot now see.

30. The word mpocemmovéw is found only at Aesch. Fals. Leg. 44.5; XF ad loc.
glosses it as mpdc &L %0y mévwt ETt movijcar (“to become troubled above and beyond
the trouble one has already”).

31. See Chrysippus in SVF 3:129,19-30 (from Galen, Plac. 4.6 44.5; echoed at
Aff. dig. 12.12-13), where biting door keys that do not work is given as an example of
things the angry man does in a fit of irrational rage over trifles: “We become so insane
and so beside ourselves and are so completely blinded in our errors that, sometimes
if we have a sponge or a ball of wool in our hands, we throw it at someone (céyyov
gxovtec 3 Eptov &v Talc xepclv Todto Sapdpevor BdMoyev), cursing them, as if we could
do some damage by these means, and if we happened to have a sword or something
else, we would have used it similarly.... Often in this sort of blindness we bite the keys
and beat the doors (téc xAeic ddxvopev xal tac BVpac TOTTOWEY) if they will not open
quickly enough, and if we trip on rocks, we break them or throw them about and
uttering the vilest curses against them as if we were getting vengeance on them (mpéc
Te ToUc Alfouc, v mpocmTaicwuey, TinwpnTRée Tpocdepdueba xatayvivtee xal pimTo-
vTec avTolc eic Tivac Tédmouc émhéyovtee xab’ Exacta TouTwy dromwtate).” This passage
is probably from the Therapeutikos Logos (Aff. 4), which Philodemus cites at 1.16-19
as a key text for the genre of the diatribe against anger.

32. See note on 8.24 below.

33. After this point, it is very difficult to join the two parts of the column across
the vertical lacuna in the center; some sense can be made below at lines 19-20. It is
possible that the left part, which only survives in the Neapolitan disegno, belonged
originally to a different layer.

34. Thrown for lack of a better missile in impotent anger, if the conjecture is right.
This is another allusion to Chrysippus; see n. 31. “Sponge” may be legible in line 16, in
which case there is a third allusion to the same famous passage.
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Fragment 20

desunt ca. 18 lineae |' ¢a[ - - - Jlamof[ - - - |mempa [ ---1] . . ]a xai

0l ---1Peremal --- 11, Jtl---1[oerol - - - ]| .1 fj wad [ - - - J|mpoiov ]

- - - ] |" talta e[ - - - ]|yec 7 Tout| - - - ] |To[]TO MaA[ - - - ] | (deest una

linea) |tilopev| - - - ] |'° tat AaroB[ct - - - ]| (desunt duae lineae) |w[8]vov,

aa [ - - - J|nxovew xat [ - - - ]| xarmoavav] - - - ] | leapt] - - - ]|
o Jwvek]

Frag. 20 = Indelli 9. || 3 mempary[uev-* || 4-5 &]|cte Janko || 12 Wilke || 13-14
tpavpe]|tilopev[- e.g.* | 15 Wilke || 18 Philippson || 18-19 mpoc]|vxoucw Janko |l
20 xauo[ vel fort. xamiol legit McO : xAntoavay leg. Wilke

Fragment 21
desunt ca. 14 lineae
L lovl[, ... L.
el ... ...
Jeedbev[ . .. .. Iyl.
CJobacyl .. el v
5 .. .1AAov, 8[dUp]ovTar O¢,

éav] ctacipolv] avayn-
Tat] xatl pa tov Ale 6 ol |

..... e[ V[, . ...
..... o JaAl L Tvel
10 ... ] mapada[E] yeve-

wévlwv gl .
O vol ] elvau Aéyle-
Tt 8mlep el Ny dyavaxt([n-
Tixdc], 80[e]v ody Umo Tiic &-
15 vayxnc ~ Jeado
T xa
.......... ylap Omo Tév
di]Awv, 8 xat [d]ovdote [

_7ew ofc élevbéporc
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Fragment 20%

[no significant words legible)

Fragment 2136

... but they 1[am]ent [if] a mourning song is performed (?), and by
Zeus the ...

... [10] things happening alternately ...

... is said to be ... [which very thing,] if he were a quarrelsome person;
therefore it is not by n[ecessity ...

... [17] for by their friends, which is for slaves also ... appears acces-
sible to free men, but that which is for free

35. This column is the right sezione of the third pezzo in cornice 1; line beginnings
are poorly preserved.

36. This is the first extant column on the first pezzo in cornice 2. This cornice
unrolled cleanly, so the columns (though still called “fragments” by the earliest edi-
tors) are largely in the correct order.
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20 Y’ &lmPatoc eival do-
xei]- 6 0” éleu[B]€poic xal
XpELT]ToCL, oUy Opolw[c
. ]Tepov- €[0]et Toivuy
..... ey @daw &yl |
25 ... JaXhov[ Jewv opyi{Gl-
6 Lol "
margo adest

Frag. 21 = Indelli 10. || 3 épev[ax- vel dpev[ax- Janko || 4-5 Alt[to]v # | [w&]Mov
Janko |l 5 &]Adov Henry : [évolyAov * Il 5 d[dup]ovrar Wilke || 6 Wilke || Jract[ ]
of Jeavayny O I 7 Wilke Il 8 Jev[v]v[ temptavit Wilke || 10-11 vyevo|[uév]wy *
yevd|[pevor] v Wilke || 11 ¢ leg. McO : 8 Wilke, Indelli || & €[véu]{e Janko || 12-
14 Wilke : Aéy[e|6” dcm]ep Janko || 14-15 &|[vayxnc Gomperz, cf. frag. 24.5: &|[yavax-
Trcewc Janko || 17 Philippson : Japumoywy O, Jap Umoywy Wilke || 18 i]iwv McO,
aeque possis A ]Awv * || 18-19 m[o|pi]lew Janko Il 19 T vel 7 vel y sic Wilke legit |l
20-21 Wilke || 22 xpeit]tocwv Philippson |l 23 ¢4’ €]tepov Wilke : éxd]tepov Janko ||
g[]et McO || 25 p]é@Mov [0]edv Janko || 25-26 3pyi|[Le]Tat Janko : dpyrc(6)]|[ce]Ta
Wilke || 26 xa[i* )

Fragment 22

desunt ca. 30 lineae
1 atpaf - - -
TaTe[ - - -
ion - -
ol mo-
5 / [Ouc" My e
nataiot[c - - -
Jupoc[ - - -
Aoyov [ - - -
ero[ - - -
10 emfov]x[ - - -
margo adest

Frag. 22 = Indelli 11. || 4-5 Wilke || 6 vel patatot [ I 8 Adyov vel e.g. eb]|Aoyov * ||
10 "Emifov]x[ovp- Wilke legit et supp.; hodie non vidimus puncta expunctionis
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and [more powerful?] men ... not similarly ...
... [23] it was necessary therefore ... of the others (?) ... he is angry ...

Fragment 2237

... already ... vain suppositions® ... reason (?) ...

37. This fragment stands on a small piece of papyrus adjacent to the previous
fragment; it does not join with the following fragment.

38. For the conjunction of “suppositions” (bmoAqect) with “foolish” or “vain”
(pataiotc, to be understood as synonymous with xevaic, “empty”), see 47.18-23 with
Philippson 1916, 432. Epicurus already used the adjective as epicene in a similar
phrase: THi pataiowt 068t (Kyr. dox. 24). “Empty anger” makes its first appearance
here. Philodemus and the maximalists agree that foolish suppositions (or perhaps the
suppositions of fools) lead to empty anger (see 47.18-29).
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Fragment 23
desunt ca. 16 lineae |'7 - - -] ac| - --Joy| - --Jo |2 ---]to| - - - Jau| - - -
ylap| - - - Juac| - - - ]€dt| margo non adest
Frag. 23 = Indelli 11 app. || 22 *

Fragment 24

desunt ca. 13 lineae

1 ewl. ... ... L.
xa[ .. Jueea[ . . ..
el JaBl..... ..., amo-
dali]vet T Ae[youevov,

5 wc o0 THc avayxnc aA-

Ac [Té]v Omodewy Tac
amla]micetc amepyalous-
vw[v], émep el T[@]y xaTy-
varyxacuévwy [mem]ov-
10 Bact. x[a’ 6v] A[dyov] mévyc
uey xal dlwpytcpuévolc
0’ Evoc oixéTou dépet
moMaxic Evemnpea-
{Buevoc v’ a[0]Tol. Ao-
15 yreudiy Tof(vuv) [x]atareidbeic
TV YpeI@[v aT]eunTy-
cel. [xal mhodctoc] 0¢, dte
CEUVOTEPOC V], Xl ToA-
Aaxt[c d]plyi] §ETOL! xal xo-
20 __Ad[e]r, Palc]irebe 3¢ xal
Tac xedbarac adbatpel, xal
TOV aOTOV 0 MeVoue-
VoV &V dMov EcTly
i0e[v], mAov[T]Acavta 8° [e] “6-
25 moliw]c &v petafefin-
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Fragment 23%

[no words legible]

Fragment 2440

... (this) proves what is [said], that they experience the same thing
as in the case of things that are compulsory, because not necessity but
their own suppositions create the deceptions.*! [10] [For that reason,] a
poor man, constantly angered by his one slave, must often endure being
treated maliciously by him. [14] Therefore, because he failed to reason,*
he will fail to get what he needs.** [17] [Even a rich man], since [he is more
arrogant], often both is [an]gry and inflicts punishment, and a king even
beheads people, and one can see the same man in poverty being one sort of
person [24] and, after he has gotten rich, changed, in whatever way, (into
another).... 4

39. Remains of a column on the same piece and to the left of frag. 24.

40. This fragment is the last part of the second pezzo.

41. Fools make the excuse that they were compelled to act on their anger, but it
was not compulsion but false suppositions that deceived them, and logismos, reason-
ing and reflection, would have set them straight. “Suppositions” (UmoAetc, with its
synonym 06§ai; cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.34) and “compulsion” (T6 xatyva-
yxacuévov) are a recurrent theme in the later fragments (frags. 21, 28, 32, and 33). The
word memévbact is a “gnomic perfect,” or “empiric perfect” (Smyth §1948).

42. Literally “abandoned by reasoning”

43. For ateuxteiv Tév ypelwy, “fail to meet one’s needs,” see Indelli 1988, 140, and
PHerc. 222, col. 3.7 (from Philodemus’s On Flattery). This phrase does not appear
elsewhere in surviving Greek. Irascible masters and their slaves are discussed further
in frag. 24.

44. Indelli’s note on lines 10ff. suggests that there is a theatrical flavor to these
various situations. Indeed, they all seem to feature what are called “blocking char-
acters” in comedy or mime: the poor man always at odds with his one slave, the rich
man always punishing his many slaves, the tyrant always saying “oft with his head,” the
newly rich man suddenly turning from humility to aggression. They all fail to get their
needs met, not by necessity, but because they cannot reflect and reason.
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26 x0T[a

margo adest

Frag. 24 =Indelli 12. || 1-5 Pleginonpotest | 1 ex[N:€[O || 2 O:xa[ . Jue[N Il
3e[. JaB[ N:¢[  Jae[ O I| 3-4 dmo]|da[i]vet Gomperz (da[ Jvet O, %[, Jver N ||
4 Ae[ybuevov Gomperz : Ae[Aeypévov * : Ag[AoyicOat Angeli (Ae[ O, An[ N) || 6 Gom-
perz || 7 am[a]ticeic Wilke || 7-8 Gomperz || 9-10 [o0 mem]évbact Delattre (lon-
gius) || 10 Gomperz: x[al &AJA[oc 8¢] Philippson : x[patei]y [écti- Angeli || 11 Wilke
(w:0P) || 14 Gomperz || 14-15 Jo|yicpwt Gomperz (-pwc O, Jc N) || toi(vuv) Wilke
(To legit McO, 1o [ O, tat N) : y&p legit Delattre-Monet || [xat]aleidBeic Biicheler ||
16 ypeii[v Gomperz || 16-17 atleuxth|cet Wilke || 17 * post [mAobctoc] Biicheler
et [xal @Moc] Indelli post Wilke ([xal érepoc]) | 18 *: mAodcioc &v Wilke (brevius) :
OBpietic @v Angeli (brevius) || 19-20 fere Gomperz (épyilletar xal xo[Adc[e]t) :
[mopil]etar {xa} xo|hac[t]ly Wilke : xo|Adc[e]t Indelli | 20 Pa[c]iredc Gomperz |l
24 ide[iv Gomperz || miov[t]hcavta Bicheler || 24-25 “¢’|moliw]c dv DA (cf. Anon.
Lond. 6.40-41: émoiwc &v 7 petaforn yévntat) || 25 in marg. sin. Giuliano vestigium
noti legit || 25-26 ueta | ¢ . n|xot[ legit McO : petafefy|xa legit Wilke, qui

petaPeBin|x(ét)a coni. : petafaiy|xal O Il 26 év mpo]ddtaic Janko

Fragment 25
|'---Jmov[ ---|---Jrou[---|---Jrev[---|---Jvep[---[P---]
xal ---|---]de[---|---]Jeat] - - - | (desunt lineae ca. 13) |*° - - - ] a¢|
- o ---Jo |- - =m0l - - |- Jal - - - - - - Japl - - - ] - - - Jue]

T )ed[ |- - -

Frag. 25 = Indelli 12 app. || 21 yvel}, 9,

Fragment 26

vestigia plurium linearum |** - - - xa[ - - - |*° - - - Jvopev[ - - - | - - - ][ - - - |
< vo[ - -- [P - - Il - - -

Frag. 26 = Indelli 12 app.
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Fragment 25%

[no words legible]

Fragment 2646

[no words legible]

45. The right margin of this fragment appears to be extant, and line numbers are
relative to frag. 23.
46. Mere traces; no margins are extant. Line numbers are relative to frag. 27.
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Fragment 27

desunt ca. 9 lineae

.......... vl Jerl .
] dva[m]ndédv ovoe
leyw[ ] xaptepely
_oix]lac €€y
i &vdov e-
. lcBat xal det

] dxqpy ot
JaxadeTew
.......... Jodihabor
..... .. .. BelPAnueévoc

el Jude

.. lpevawv Nt mapeita
x@v] gravtycac Tic Tt
mpoc] Tolitov 3], &v &t Aa-
_____ [ | Jeimely xat
e moM[d]xic deva
Jacie[ | 1y, 2 3¢ Tic 9
T [v] Tlux]évTwy 6 eipnxioc
ar[ |xave moAa-
xt[c] ou[ JovAopat  atpogy
w[  &Elo]v o0devdc mau-
oaptov [Tt] AaAfjcav 7 yi-
vopevoy Eumodwy xal
TOTTEW xal Adaxtilew.
x@v éu Padaveiwt 0%

dmpal e[ ] dpodoyidit
Cetal | Jov, 6 [0&] voube-
Tely mept AmAVTWY 70Y)
o[ . ] éet 7] ] moMd[xt]c v-

margo adest
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Fragment 2747
... toleap up,® nor ... to endure ... take out of the ho[use] ... indoors

...peak (?) ...

... [11] struck ... naked ... whichever way he is going, [and if] some-
one were to meet him and say [to] this man, while ... to say ... often ...
[19] if the person who has said it is an [ordin]ary person ... often... both
to beat and to kick a [worth]less slave boy who has said something or
gotten in his way. [27] Even if he should agree ... in the bathhouse ...

... but he ... to admonish about everything at that point ... always ...
often ...

47. This fragment appears to join directly with the following one.
48. Cf. 10.21.



170 Philodemus, On Anger

Frag. 27 = Indelli 13. || 3 Wilke | 4 Aléyw[v Janko || 5 Biicheler, post quem [éx
tfic Janko || 6 Tolic Janko Il 9 sic legit McO : ]axa&egew N : Jucadilew O : x]axd &
‘g’%ew Janko | 10-11 Be]édpira Bot|[v- Janko || 11 Wilke post Biicheler (mepif3e-) |l
12 Biicheler || 14 mapeitatlegit Henry (a valde incertum) : mopey(é)tat * : moBeltat legit
Wilke || 15 Biicheler || 16 Wilke || 18-19 initia superposita esse suspicamur || 18,
20 Biicheler || 21 GA[X’ étdylyave Gomperz || 21-22 Gomperz || 22 sic legimus
(patdar 2) : Jovdopartatpey O : od [Blovropat §° vel “ob [B]ovAopar” Philippson, cf. col.
22.11-12 | 23 winit. O tantum || &&o]v McO || 24 Wilke || 28 &ic]tpa Schoene :
Mou]tpa Philippson || 29,31 Wilke || 31 7[¢] Janko

Fragment 28

desunt ca. 15 lineae

5 L JTomnc(
med[av] g

al Jymmmaene [, .

ovocapl . ...

ool Wl
10 adwatl L

nabelv 06E[at, T Ot Be-

Bracyévov [odx EcTv.

x&v mabeiv d8[Eac -

vofjtat To xaty[vayxac-
15 uévov, xafd Aéye[l, xai

x]wplc amdene y[vacewce

xal Aoywdilc (micewe

gl vedacorl

v tedodpevov [ .
20 TL TIVwueY 00 xat[nvay-

xactal. xal yap €l puplia-

xtc PAaPne widc yeé tlov

1) davraciac PAd[Prc

mpoTrecovcnc ad[Tét do-
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Fragment 28

.. whenever...all ...

.. impossible ... [11] to app[ear] to suffer passively, [but the element]
of compulsion [does not exist]. Even if he thinks, [15] as he says, that he
applears] to have suffered what is com[pulso]ry, and (thinks this?) even
apart from all [knowledge] and logical* [inquiry] ... (it) [has not been
made compul]sory. [21] For even if, ten thousand times over,>® because
some one, single harm or appearance of harm has befallen hi[m, it se]Jems

49. Another possibility is “verbal inquiry,” that is, inquiry into the meanings of
words (here, into what is called “compulsory”); cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.34:
“of types of i 1nqu1ry, there are those about reality and those about language alone” (tév
Te (Tijcewy elvat Tac pév mepl TAY mparypudTwy, T 3¢ mepl Yy T dwviy). In Galen,
logike zetesis is distinguished from practical inquiry, and he characterizes the first
three books of Chrysippus’s On Emotions as containing these only, whereas the fourth
book, the Therapeutikos, is useful for iasis, practical therapy and healing (SVF 3.457).
50. For &i puptdxic, cf. x&v pupidxic ... Aavbdvnt (Epicurus, Kyr. dox. 35).
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25 xel covnuel . . ..

Frag. 28 =Indelli 14. || 4 [ Jow[ O:mAw[N || 5-6 Wilke || 10-11 70 uévov] | mafeiv
36€[a1 Delattre : 6¢5[nt Gomperz || 11 5 3¢ * : 74 ye Philippson || 11-12 Be]Bracuévov
Gomperz || 12 otx &tw Philippson || 13 d8[£ac Janko : do[xelv Wilke || 13-14 dia]|-
vofjrat Wilke || 14-15 xaty[vayxac]|uévov Gomperz || 15 McO : Aéye[tar Gomperz :
Aéye[tal xat Wilke || 16, 17 Wilke || 19 €]vredoduevov Wilke || 19-20 av] | Tt
McO : §]|tt Delattre-Monet || 20-21 xat[nvay]|xactat Gomperz || 22 T[ov * (t[tvoc
longius ut vid., cf. MGH 195-96) : t[tc Philippson: y¢ mt[wc Wilke in editione : ye [Any
Wilke || 24 Tpotecotenc legit McO (cf. Demetri Laconis [Sulla grandezza del sole]
P.Herc. 1013.12.4-5 Romeo; Philodemi, Poem. 2.99.6 Janko) |l ad[tét * (av[ N : at[
O : P hodie non exstat) || 24-25 do]|xel Janko, fort. longius : xei (=xai &i) cyviipe[v *

Fragment 29
desunt ca. 22 vel pauciores lineae |' - - -] v [---|---Jaxwc[---]|---]
tove[ Jau - - - |- --Jvmore[ - - - [P - - - Jupar | v[---[---Tul. . Jv[]
vi[---|---v[---|---Ixat[ . ]mTal---1]°---]ocodx &rt[t- - - | (una
linea deest) |'' - - - Jva[ . . . Jred[ - - - | - - - Imove[ Jerooun( - - - | - - - ]
pl---|---Jecal , Jv[---|¥---]Jecawto[---|---Iyt0[---|---]7
[... Jedoa - --|---TJewx[ Jual---|*---]uev] Juol - - - | (incertum

quot lineae desint)

Frag.29 =Indelli 15. || 5 éué]upato Janko : émépato * || 12 76 ‘Oun[pixdv Philippson

Fragment 30
9 [ - - 10 - - - Jxau[ - - - |mapy|
12 10 Emectt xado[v - - -
Jemac[ | Ixat Tobc [ - - -
Jopl - --
15 evouc[ - - -

nlueplw]tatoic [ - - -
16ev[ . Jectac - - -
18 Jvo[ Jou[ - - -

Frag. 30 = Indelli 15 app. || 12 Wilke || 16 Wilke
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Fragment 29°!

[no significant words legible)

Fragment 30°2

...ison... fine...
... to very gentle-tempered®* (persons?) ...

51. Cornice 3 unrolled mostly cleanly. The margins are absent, but it seems likely
that this piece comes from near the bottom.

52. This column is partly visible as a sottoposto to the right of frag. 29. The left
margin is visible at points, and the lineation is borrowed from frag. 28.

53. Probably “sages”; see 44.26 below.
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Fragment 31
14 Clunrautal - - -
15 o0]x aidovy[ev- - - -
Jewee[ - - -
Agvey| - - -

Jue émdéywly - - -

“retAabL 01, xpadin [” - - -
20 oupevoc| - - -

éxBupavlel - - -

Jaye[ - - -

Umapaf - - -

nl---
25 Jaf[ - - -

Frag. 31 = Indelli 17 app. || 15 douy[ legit Indelli : dBuy[- legit Wilke : xaidou[ev- (=
xal aidovy[ev-) * : xal do¥)[oc Henry |l 16 tc dec[ | 16-17 Bact]|Aedc Philippson |l
17 U[mep * || 17-18 °Oduc|ce]Uc fort. longius * || 18 Wilke : émdéyw[uev Rabbow ||
19 Gomperz primus citationem Homericam notavit, xpadiy add. Janko; cf. Aeliani,
Nat. An. 5.54; Philostrati, Vit. Apoll. 1.14; Himerii, Or. 69.31 || 19-20 vo]|oduevoc
Janko [l 21 Wilke

Fragment 32

incertum quot lineae desint

5 Jal) i bl
Cdwev[ el Jowel lv
JoUvtac cuv

.......... Jumdvrac

.......... ] yap dgkauc
0 Jovagay [ Jul |
Ixata[ | Jce
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Fragment 3154

.. not reverenc(ing (?) ...

.. applying rational appraisal ... “endure, indeed, [O my heart™ ...
.. he will be utterly enraged ...

Fragment 326

... [compul]sory ... in every way ... but according (?) ...
... in every way ... [9] for by beliefs ...

54. This fragment is the rightmost in the cornice, and only the left margin sur-
vives. It stands a layer lower than frag. 32, which means that it comes from one or two
columns before that fragment. Lineation is taken from frag. 32.

55. Od. 20.19, the opening of Odysseus’s address to his own angry heart (xpadin);
see the introduction, pp. 50-52. Epilogismos (“rational appraisal”) may be mentioned
as a cure, like logismos, for the apparently “compulsory” influence of anger on the soul.
Cols. 1-7 argue that the diatribe against anger provokes epilogismos in its audience, if
done rightly.

56. Only the right margin is visible; it is likely that not much is missing from the
bottom of the fragment.
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12 calMaTicvod y[ v

. wlnd” épyalic] yol . . Ja
,,,,, ] dxolovbBol[ct]v
5 L. Je mdvtwe, [2]AX 0D

.. xat]yvalyxa]cuévolc

R AL Jyewn

..... ..y cuvadbn-

20 . Juev o) Tac Toy-
Twv OT]oAfPELC ou Vo
xal . .. €]veivar Ty opyny

O[], O vogiTa dU-

cte T]otodito, ¥ 00 dexTL-

25 w) T]dvtwe, %) ToUoE Ti-
v]6[c] éctv ducic xal ov-
x @Mwv] éctly, % cbv Tou-
Twt, xa]0dmep xal chy Té!
aMwl,] TOV ey opudv

30 ClémdTolv]

.......... el

incertum quot lineae desint

Frag. 32 =Indelli 16. || 2 &y]a®’ dA[Ad Janko (vel &Ma *) || 2-3 * (Jac pev[ Willke) ||
11 Jvat[ N || 12-15 Wilke || 12-13 y[ivo]v|[tat Janko, fort. longius || 15 ov | [Toic
* 2 of|[twe Janko || 16 * || 17-18 vyévy vel yévy|[tat Janko || 18 Philippson |l 19-
20 cuvadB|[cecbat] pév DA : cuvadbin|[copat] uév Janko : cuvadbij Philippson || 20-
21 *:7ov|[tou] Wilke || 21 McO : émmingeic legit Wilke (emt[ | JAqpbeic O, em[ | ]-
Metc N, sed emt superpositas vidit McO) || 21-22 ofve|xa [tod] Janko | 22 *:v elva
Biicheler || ad init. xa[ ] N, fortasse superpositae || ante vewau, litteras Tax superposi-
tas esse vidit McO || 23 [¢uct]x[nv Biicheler, fort. longius || 23-24 ¢9|[cic Biicheler ||
24 totolito leg. McO (t]otovTo[u] Wilke) : Jotouto . oude O : Jotouem: | oude N || 24-25
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... but to some not ... not even in fits of anger ... they follow ... in
every way, but not ... [16] for those [com]pel[l]ed ...

... follow ... conjoined with ... the suppositions of these ... anger is in
(him?) ... [23] but in the way such a thing is considered to be [“nature”],
it is entirely incapable of this, or it is the nature of a given person and not
[of others], or with this person [28] just as with [another] ... that the one
desires ... from the ...’

57. These are the disappointing remains of an account of what sort of people’s
“nature” (lines 23-27) is irascible and thus might be thought (wrongly) to experience
anger by compulsion. “Compulsion” (Il. 2-3 and 16) and “(mere) suppositions” (Il. 9
and 20-21) are visible or probable here and there in the text.
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Fragment 338

.. self-lo[ve- (?) ...

... com]pulsory ... by nature ...

.. saying that ... [in]escapable ...

... but this is characteristic [also of what is comp]ulsory, in the way

that ...
.. thus ...
..s0asto ...

Column 1%°

[circa seventeen lines missing or untranslatable]

“...[nor do] I [deny?] this. For it is obvious

58. Only the left margin is visible, but it is likely that the extant text is from near
the bottom of the column.

59. From this point on, the papyrus unrolled very cleanly, and there are no major
problems with stratigraphy or order, except for the fragments of tops pasted in above
the columns (frags. A-H), some of which cannot be securely placed.
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to all that, just as that is an evil, so is this” [7] By such arguments, indeed,
he (sc. Timasagoras) undertook (to prove) that “blaming (anger) is
ridiculous,”® but idly, as is his custom. [12] Now, if he were rebuking
those who only blame (anger) and do little or nothing else about it, like
Bion in his On Anger and Chrysippus in the Therapeutikos Logos of his On
Emotions,%! he would be taking a reasonable position. [20] As it is, in sup-
posing that the general idea, (i.e.,) putting the consequent evils before one’s
eyes, is ridiculous and raving, he him[self is rav]ing and ri[diculous]....%2

60. What Timasagoras meant is that the Jydyoc dpyijc, the “diatribe” assailing
anger, is not legitimate therapeia, but mere epidictic oratory (see the introduction,
pp- 54-57). Cf. cols. 5.12 Yéyew and 6.31 Yéyovrec (both in the section introducing
Philodemus’s own diatribe against anger).

61. Book 4 of his On Emotions was often cited separately under the title
fepameutindc Aéyoc (see n. 49 above and n. 125 in the introduction). Philodemus
may mean that Chrysippus and Bion did not suggest that anger could have any
positive value (like his own “natural anger”) or did not say enough about its
therapy and that Timasagoras rebuked Basilides and Thespis, even though they
did put forward such a theory.

62. Note the chiasmus, if the supplements are correct. On “before one’s eyes,”
see 1. 74. “Consequent evils” that follow the empty anger of fools, unforeseen by
them, are a major theme of the diatribe. Near the end of the treatise, we find that
the sage and others who feel natural anger can foresee and avoid them all (cf.
42.16-20).
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Fragment A%?

[no words legible]

Column 2

[circa sixteen lines missing]

... natural (angers?) ... by feeling com[es about (?)] ... of his reason-
ings. [6] [When]ever he (sc. the philosopher censuring anger) inffers]
what is hidden from him®-—what is external is obvious, especially to a
person who can reason about emotions®*—he has not m[isled] us, and it
is “obvious to all”®® that things [are] as he has said. [15] And that element
of their disposition, from which they (angry people) become distraught,

63. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, pp. 108-9.

64. Medicine in antiquity was often called a ctoyactixn Téxvy, an art of
plausible conjecture; see Ierodiakonou 1995. Philodemus in this respect compares
it to ethical therapy by mappycia (“frankness”), which is also a stochastic art. See
his Lib. frags. 1.5-10; 23.9-12; and especially 57.5-12: “reasonable conjectures
[edAdyLeTa cToyacta, sc. about one’s pupils’ feelings] do not always come out as was
hoped, however strictly the elements of one’s reasoning are based on likelihood”

65. Cf. Marcus Aurelius, 8.13 (to deal rightly with impressions, one must try
three things: reasoning about natural causes, reasoning about passions, and logical
argument: ductoloyely, maboloyely, Otadextixedecbat). At Epicurus, Nat. [34]
[33].5-6 Arrighetti 1972, 358 = Laursen 1997, 48-49, the topic of the emotions
(pathologikos tropos) is contrasted with that of their causes (aitiologikos tropos).
Both verb and adjective are rare.

66. Philodemus sarcastically paraphrases Timasagoras’s words méct ...
dalvepov (see 1.5-6 above), as he will do yet again in 5.22 and in lines 9-10 of this
column (and see n. 70).
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through which (they are) afflicted®” by numberless evils, we know begets
new evils all over again, in most cases.%® [21] ... philosophical reasoning
... [from belief?] (can change this disposition?),

Column 3

[circa seventeen lines missing or untranslatable]

... [5] for which reason, [by describ]ing some things that are com-
pletely unknown (sc. to the patient), some that have been forgotten, others
that are being left unappraised—at least with respect to their seriousness,
if in no other regard—[11] and others that he never contemplated as a
whole, and by putting all this in his sight, he (sc. the therapist) creates a
great fright, so that (the patient), now that he has also been reminded that
it is up to him,® can escape it with ease. [18] For this is what

67. For this use of the participle with eici understood, see p. 119 in the
introduction and Aeyduevot in 43.40. Delattre suggested “through which, afflicted
by numberless evils, we learn that new evils are begotten for us to a great extent;
philosophical reasoning....”

68. The term qvayewvaw, first attested here, is used mostly in Christian texts
influenced by 1 Pet 1:23. The philosophical therapist can interrupt this process;
there is no reason to wait till the patient calms down (col. 7).

69. The construction mapd + accusative of a person is a standard formula in Epi-
curean language for indicating moral responsibility; see nn. 98 and 212 in the intro-
duction.
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even ordinary philosophers present to him, but the really good ones also
sketch out the behaviors by which we might fall prey to angry passions as
little as possible. [25] That is, in fact, why, in saying that it is quite “obvi-
ous” to everyone”” ... (sc. that Timasagoras is mistaken?) ...

Fragment B”!

... to feel emotion ...

Column 4

[circa nineteen lines missing or untranslatable]

. [4] although some?] of the doctors (sc. point out?) the serious-
ness of the disease, the sufferings that happen because of it, and its other
difficulties,”?

70. If correctly restored, dmactv daveparepov is Philodemus’s mocking amplifica-
tion of Timasagoras’s méict davepév.

71. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, p. 109.

72. For ducypyctia in Philodemus, Polybius, and Cicero, see n. 141.
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and sometimes also its dangers, these things escape the sick men’s notice—
some generally, others by (failure of) rational appraisal,”® [12] which is
why they become too careless of their escape (sc. from these dangers), as
if moderate (evils) were afflicting them, but these (evils), once put before
their eyes,”* render them attentive to their treatment. [19] In fact, in this
case (i.e., philosophical therapy), because they do not consider some of
these at all and others not clearly, they do not even want to commit them-
selves to therapy, but once they have learned ... according to (?) ...

Column 5

[circa sixteen lines missing or untranslatable)

... [7] and others call (on them)

73. Philodemus apparently means something like “others escape him for lack of
appraisal,” picking up & 0’ dvemdoyictolpeva (3.9-10), but the use is strained and
emendation is possible. Indelli compares Philodemus, Rhet. 1.254.33 (Sudhaus 1892
1896) (lib. inc., P.Herc. 1669), where the same adverb must mean “rationally” (see
introduction, p. 56) and is used in opposition to mubyTidc “emotionally”: “what is
[just] and good and [becoming] our philosophers affirm to be the same as what most
people conceive them to be (toic Omd Tév MOMwy vooupévolc), with the sole differ-
ence that we conceive them not just passively but by applying rational appraisal to
them (t[&1] w) mabnTixdc wévov & [¢]mhoy[t]cTindc adta xatavoelv)” Because they
cannot vividly picture their disease, they cannot reason about it clearly and with due
urgency, and they calculate incorrectly as a result. To use epilogismos on anger is to
deal actively with oné’s plight (whether emotional or physical) rather than passively
submit to it; epilogismos leads to seeing xabapéic (1. 21).

74. Putting the consequences of evildoing before one’s eyes for rational appraisal
(Tibévar mpd Sppdtwy; cf. 1.21-23 and 3.13-14), is key to Epicurean therapys; it also
appears at Lib. frag. 26.4-5; cf. frag. 78N.1-3 (émdemvival mpd dupdtwv) and col.
17a.4-14. Here it is defended as a paramedical virtue of the right kind of diatribe. See
further Tsouna 2003.
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to pay attention more carefully to this therapy and not to pass over lightly
the seriousness and the evils attached to their diseases and to their fits of
anger, since the reasons why it is indispensable for doctors to use blame are
no less unknown (to Timasagoras?), or at any rate equally as unknown.”
[17] So the misfortunes’® that were going to follow from his anger toward
Basilides and Thespis were not “obvious” (sc. to him),”” even though, as
he thought, he had s[e]t limits to his bitterness. [25] He is so blind that,
though it is much more profitable ... (to pay attention to?) reputable
[sages] ... easi[ly] ...

75. Indelli translates “e in ambito diverso, ugualmente le dimensioni...” (“or in a
different sphere, similarly the greatness...”). It is not clear who or what is the object of
the comparison (no “less unknown to him” than to us?).

76. Although pév looks forward and so strictly does not prevent asyndeton, Den-
niston (1950, 360) notes that “when [it] follows a pronoun at the beginning of a sen-
tence which is not introduced by a connecting particle proper, it seems to acquire a
quasi-connective, progressive force.”

77.Le., to Timasagoras, who attacked Basilides (scholarch at Athens ca. 200 BCE)
and his contemporary at Athens, Thespis, his fellow Epicureans, for advocating vivid
“diatribic” portrayals of anger, or so we suppose from the context; see Indelli’s note on
5.17fF. and excursus 1 in the introduction.
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Column 6

[circa ten lines missing or untranslatable]
... [2] the] superfluous ... [of those trying to help] irrationally...
[four lines missing or untranslatable]

... [8] [for] it is not [impossible] to [escape the diseases], but one
needs in addition only those who assist rationally. [13] But the emotions
[in our] soul that torment us because of our own false suppositions,’®
which are consequent, some on the kind (sc. of emotions), others on their
magnitude, [18] have the principal means”® of release (from them) in our
observing the greatness and the number of evils they have and bring along
with them, since it is inconceivable that ... this ... an evil and (one)

78. Cf. frag. 23.5-10: anger is not compulsory but the result of false suppositions
that epilogismos can correct. Here Pevdodogia stands for Peudelc dmorierc/déEat. The
emotions are “bad for us” because they are the wrong kind or of the wrong intensity,
which is due to their being produced by false suppositions.

79. For T6 cuvéyov, see Lib. frag. 45.7-9: xal 10 cuvéxov xal xvplwt|altov, "Emi-
xolpwt xad’ év Gjv nprueda, mebapyrcopev (“and, what's most important and crucial,
we shall obey Epicurus, according to whom we have chosen to live”); see also Cicero,
Att. 9.7.1 (174 Shackleton Bailey 1968, 4:144): plane o cuvéxov effecisti (“clearly, you
did the most important thing”). Polybius uses the term about a dozen times.
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6.26 __am[o]delyew. ¥ e on [n] “xal
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\ ~ \ \ \
T[1 wldct davepoy TO THY
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30 xai ot todto Aoy[ . | Jw
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Fragment C

1 olUte yapl[ - - -
pac éctt] T mabeliv - - -
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Column 7

desunt ca. 14 lineae

,_‘
=

TEV &[M]wv [1) drdbecic

tac &A[Aa]c Exet diadop|ac,
5 uy mpoT[e]pov adtaic %

__Bupwbijvar xpiiclat. xav

Aéyn Tipacayo[y]'p’ac ave-

mAOYIcTOUC aUTOUC YEYO-

vévat T@v mabév, xaimte[p
10 gxovTec EmOeVUELY

6.26 Gomperz: ar[o]d{e}uyeiv McO (cf. p. 124) || 28 Gomperz || 29 |[épyn]y Hayter
(spatio convenit, ut vid.) : (3p)|ynlv Wilke Il 30 x&idia(t) (= xal idiet) Delattre-Monet ||
(tadTo)roy[ouc]w Janko cf. Poem. 2.214.17 : (&)hoy[oBc]w Biicheler, cf. 14.1 : Agy[ouc]w
Delattre-Monet : yo[olic]iv Wilke (vo[ legit Wilke; Ao[ O : Aoy[ N) || 31 Gomperz ||
C.1-2 #]|udc DA || 2 “an mabo[c?” Wilke || 3,4 Wilke || 5 adinit. Jeveic[ (Wilke) vel
Jevre[ (Indelli) subpositae sunt || 7.2 [@¢t émel] Philippson || 3 &[M]wv Croenert ||
[ dwabecic] Philippson : [#) fepameic] Delattre-Monet || 4 Hayter || 5,9 Gomperz
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can escape it (?). [26] But in fact this is the most shameless claim (sc. of
Timasagoras): that it is so “obvious to all” that [anger] is entirely an evil,
and because of this, those who blame it ... so that even ...

Fragment C8

... for neither ... (for us?) to suffer ... it follows, just as [for us also]
what sort of evil it (sc. anger) is ...

Column 7

[circa sixteen lines missing or untranslatable]

... [3] [the disposition] of some people has some differences and other
people’s (has) other differences ... not to use these (methods?) before they
have gotten angry.®! [6] Even if Timasagoras should say that “they have
become unable to use rational appraisal®? about their emotions,” although
we can point out

80. This fragment probably belongs to the argument about the medical virtue of
the diatribe (cols. 1-7) rather than the diatribe itself (cols. 8-31). On the placement of
this fragment, see the introduction, p. 109.

81. The supplement in line 3 is not certain, nor is it clear to what adteaic in line 5
refers. As restored, we take the sense to be that each person’s disposition is different,

82. The term dvemAdytctoc is rare and used in philosophical contexts only by
Epicureans: Epicurus, Gnom. vat. 63; Philodemus only here (cf. avemidoyictodpeva,
a hapax, 3.19-20); Diogenianus frag. 3 apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.8.30; [Plato], Ax.
365d2, 369¢e3 (drawn from Epicurean texts); otherwise, it is found only in Christian
authors from Eusebius on. This is a strong indication that Timasagoras is a (hetero-
dox) Epicurean.
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7.11 xal T6v amofatvévtwy
& yvweta capxoc Oncope-

0’ Suwc, emedy déov Tol|c
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Tiic éplwt]x[#j]c elwba-
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xepéctalta | Jyn ect|

25 la[ .. ... Jml
..... Juall oo
Fragment D
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. dmad[ Jempeal |
5 lectv xat ov]
..... .. ] ovdtv

7.15-16 Vmodeif(at m)dv|tac Cronert || 19 Hayter [|21 téte [3%] Mewaldt (toto_ ma |
O, toto v [ N) || 21-22 Wilke || 23-26 Gomperz : [duc]|xepéctalt’ aiclyn, &t &’
bte] | [x]alt Mewaldt : [duc]|xepéctalta xot]vfi, &ctlt 8 8te | x]alt Ta idial] Mﬂrf;[cavha
xaxa Philippson (24: yepteta[ O) || D.2 Wilke || 3 nu[éc*
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which of the consequences we can establish as recognizable physical
symptoms,® [13] nevertheless, since one must demonstrate all their false
reasonings to those who are carried away (sc. by anger), and thus rationally
appraise the purity®* of this evil, just as we are accustomed to do in the case
of erotic desire,®> [21] then, indeed, we number out everything [that is
distressing them] and the very unpleasant consequences that follow ...86

[two lines missing or untranslatable]

THE DIATRIBE

Fragment D%

... other things ... (when anger?) has begun ...
... for that which isup to us ...

83. Physiognomonic symptoms (e.g., glaring eyes, redness of face, swelling veins)
such as those discussed in frag. 18.

84. Le., its unmitigated nature; eidixpivela implies pure evil from which an Epicu-
rean cannot hope to get any good (unlike “natural” anger, which, though painful per
se, is a good).

85. Philodemus indicates that he also wrote or lectured in diatribe style against
erotic desire. His Ilepi épwtoc (On Erotic Desire) is not extant, though it is mentioned
in On Flattery (book 2 of Philodemus’s collection On Vices, P.Herc. 1457) at frag. 23.35.

86. The sentence is long and complicated and may need more textual correc-
tion than Crénert’s reading at lines 15-16 provides. It begins at line 6 with x4v and
continues beyond the end of the surviving text. The main verb is ££apifpoSuev in line
22, and the participle &ovtec in line 10 agrees with it. The participle and main verb
are separated by a subordinate clause starting in line 13 with émetdn. Its verb, déov (sc.
éctt), has two dependent infinitives: Omodeté(at) in line 15 and émdoyicachat in line 17.

87. See above on frag. C; Wilke 1914, 100; Indelli 1988, 69; and our introduction,
p- 109. Drawn as part of col. 8 in N.
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Column 8
desunt ca. 13 lineae
4 . dmpl,
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..... ol Jal . Jyew el ma-

20 Jol... Jwoul . ] Shov, dic-
Tepel cuvxeipevov €4
EXTIUPWCEWC xal 010107~
clewe xal dtepebicpol
xal Ppruwcewe xal dewfjc

25 ¢mbupiac Tol petel-

Belv xal dywviac, el Ov-
vycetat, xabamep amo-
deféou[c]w ai pwval, Toté
uev gdyouévawy meptln-

30 cacBat Tolc évtépolc Tol Av-
TYcavToc, ToTE 9 “Qud 0d-
cacBar.” et éml e diadi-
dopévac T COUATL XEL-
wrcetc detabeic, olov Aé-
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40 UNXOTWY cTadta xal
41 ™V ™0 [nect]v Tic [x]apdi-|l
9.1 [ac

8.14-15 legit Wilke (hodie nonextant) | 16-17 6v|[uét Wilke [ 17-18 3py[t|{ouévwv]
Wilke || 2 (ol *) Bu]uol [10] Janko Il §Aov legit McO, ut iam ci. Gomperz : Mov legit
Wilke || 23 Gomperz Il 28 Henry || 32 €iv’ Wilke: ei’ Gomperz || 35,36 Gomperz ||
39 xw[[ncewv]A e legit McO; yiAte iam ci. Gomperz || 8.41-9.1 Hayter
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Column 8

[circa nineteen lines missing or untranslatable]

... [16] the rage ... anger ... if ... whole ... [20] as if composed of
raging fever and swelling and irritation and indignation and a dreadful
desire to get revenge and anxiety [26] whether one will be able to, as the
utterances of those people will demonstrate, who sometimes boast they
will “gird themselves with the guts” of the one who hurt them and other
times “tear him up raw”’®® [32] Then (their anger progresses) to unstable
movements distributed throughout their bodies; I mean, for example,
the dislocation of their lungs, ribs and all, from their shouting, their very
rapid, shallow breathing like that of men who have just run a thousand
stadia,®® the throbbing of their heart ...

88. For the second quotation, two Homeric contexts, Il. 23.21, where Achilles
threatens to feed Hector’s body to the dogs, and Od. 18.87, Antinous’s threat to Irus
(cf. Od. 22.476), are both present to Philodemus’s mind, as Indelli suggests. “Girding
themselves with the guts” of the offender is not so easily paralleled.

89. Our reading is compatible with Gomperz's suggestion of x{A*"a. We can read
xt- and the second iota jammed in after the lambda on the papyrus. The distance, a
thousand stadia, about 185 km or 115 miles, is deliberately exaggerated.
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Column 9

post primam lineam suppletam, desunt ca. 16 lineae
Tpéurouc xat x[ewncetc
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9.18 Wilke (x[tv-,sed cf. 8.33)[119,20 Gomperz (uepwv O, ue wv PN)[121-28 Hayter
[ 29 Gomperz || 30-33 Hayter || 36 Wilke : adto[ic] Gomperz || 38 n[e]‘a’pic[T]é-
cv Wilke || dula Gomperz || 39 Hayter || 39-40 moMd|[xic] Gomperz || 9.40-
10.1 yev|[vév xapdiac Wilke : mixpiac McO
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Column 9

[circa seventeen lines missing]

... [18] trembling fits and [movements] of their parts and [paraly]ses,
such as hap[pen] to epileptics [as well], so that, since (these effects) con-
tinually follow them, they are afflicted for their whole lives and take the
greater part of their time in nursing their misery.”® [27] The fact is that it
(sc. anger) and its consequences have produced breakings of lungs, pains
in the sides, and many such afflictions that bring death in their wake—[34]
as it is possible for those watching over them®! to hear from their doctors
and to notice. At the same time, (these circumstances) dispose them to
continual bouts of melancholy as well, so as often [to produce] black®? ...

90. A striking image: the angry man “nourishes” his own misery. Asmis compares
Plato, Resp. 605a-b, where artistic mimesis is said to “nourish” (tpédet) the evil pas-
sions of the soul and damage its faculty of reasoning.

91. The verb mapatypéw means “to watch over (sc. a patient)” several times in
Galen, a sense not recognized in LS].

92. The phrase péawa xapdia, Wilke's conjecture, occurs elsewhere only in
Pindar, frags. 123.5 and 225.2 (Snell and Maehler 1964).
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Column 10

post primam lineam suppletam, ca. 10 lineae desunt
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10.17-19 Wilke (cf.3.17-20) |l 19 lege éArydxic | 20 Hayter || 21 Hayter (avern P) ||
24 miéxovt[alt Gomperz || ) (10) DA : (t0) ) Diels : (i)dia 9% Delattre-Monet ||
25 toic def. McO (cf. p. 124) || 28 Gomperz : ¢]7[t]goviiv Diels : Staty[ . | (_)]:row;v
(It vel]y,]m) P Il 30 Gomperz || 35-37,40 Gomperz
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Column 10

[circa sixteen lines missing or untranslatable)]

... [unstable] ... in those moderate[ly distressed], for just now it [was
ea]sy. [19] Not infrequently, even when still sick, they leap up, often quite
naked, and chase people down and wrestle with them, obviously because
of their liability to grave symptoms. [26] Even if they stay quiet in bed,
because of their [inflammation®®] and the agony of their souls, they
accordingly®* abandon their poor bodies to dangerous illnesses; [32] for
this reason, their therapists advise the patients themselves to avoid irrita-
tions and their caregivers to do nothing whatever that could excite them.
[39] What is possible even for the doctors ...

93. The word ¢pAeypovy, a fiery or inflamed condition, is appropriate for the con-
text, but the traces do not support the mu.

94. The adjective ¢opéc usually means “favorable, helpful,” but in Philodemus the
adverb means “in accordance with” and is used with the dative or with mpdc + accusa-
tive; cf. Sign. 26.11 and 38.10. Here, “in accordance (with their mental condition)” is
to be understood.
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Column 11

desunt ca. 17 lineae
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11.3 Delattre-Monet (JaBapwv ON) : wiapév Wilke || del. Wilke || 4-5 mpocta(y)-
atc * 2 || 5 x[at Wilke || 6,7 Gomperz ||
7 Stav (ye) Wilke || 8 Henry: uiv mavt[w]c Wilke : unv mév t[a]c Delattre-Monet : uny
mavt[d]c Wilke in apparatu || 9 [&v]Bpwmot Janko : [@v]- Gomperz || 14-15 Hayter ||
16 Gomperz || 17-18 Hayter || 19 Gomperz | 23 mp[o]e[t]uévnv Biicheler |l

Bel

cty Y[md] Delattre-Monet : mpocradet

11.23-12.1 ¢w|[vi)v Hayter
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Column 11

[circa nineteen lines missing or untranslatable]

... [3] and of unpolluted senses of hearing (?) ... unfitting and ... and
of persons (?) ... but that bring about very many misfortunes, whenever
people become enraged and take up enmities and plot everything against
their enemies, even if they do not wreak their vengeance on the spot, [12]
and (sc. that bring about their own) miserable deaths often as well, when
they fall in and associate incautiously with kings or tyrants with characters
like their own, and then, in Plato’s words, they reap “for light and winged
words very heavy penalties,” [21] for one cannot take back the word once
it has been sent forth® ...

95. Leg. 717d, on bearing patiently the anger (Buuéc) of one’s parents: “for light
and winged speech brings a very heavy penalty; Justice has her appointed messenger
Nemesis to keep watch over all such matters” (1dtt xoUdbwv xal TTyvév Adywy Bapu-
thry ular méc yap émiccomoc Tolc mepl T Totalta érdydy Abene Népecic dyyeloc).
The context is that one should bear with one’s parents when they feel angry and act out
their anger in word or in deed. The passage is quoted or paraphrased also by Plutarch,
Cap. 90c and Cohib. ira 456d as a commonplace of the diatribe against anger; see also
Garr. 505d, Quaest. conv. 634f, Aelian Var. hist. 4.28, as catalogued by Indelli. For the
many parallels to the next axiom, nescit vox missa reverti, “a word cannot come back
after it is spoken,” see Indelli 1988, 163-65.
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Column 12

post primam lineam suppletam, desunt ca. 12 lineae
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12.17 Gomperz || 18 ddxy[wv dct” Gomperz : daxy[npév Wilke || 18-19 ¢]|név
Wilke | 19 émap[Bdvecbaur Gomperz : émtau[Pdvew 3 Wilke : émdau[Bdvew xai
Indelli || 20-21 Henry : xata [tedevtai]|ov (58) Wilke || 21 McO : xatade[peic eic
Gomperz || 22 Ai[8]wv Hayter || 22-23 [¢A]|X" Gomperz, Spengel || 23 é[v]i[o]Te
... moA[U Gomperz || 24-25 Gomperz || 29-30 Wilke || 33 ad[7oic Hayter || €[x
Spengel |l 35 -ax[ic Hayter || 38,39 Gomperz, Spengel | 40 Wilke
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Column 12

[circa sixteen lines missing or untranslatable]

... [17] and it (sc. anger) makes them still worse as it bites at them, so
that they take up vile language®® and little by little sink so low as even to
throw stones.’” [22] Not only that, but sometimes they attack those much
stronger than themselves—their rage does not allow them to distinguish,
as Metrodorus tells us Timocrates did to his eldest brother, Mentorides®8—
[30] and then they get the bitter wages of their recklessness. It happens to
them countless times, as a result of such acts of violence, that they fall foul
of the penalties prescribed by the laws, whenever they are convicted of
assault or battery, sometimes for ...

96. The meaning of dtomoc shifts from simply “out of place” to “strange” and
from there to “monstrous, bad, wicked, vile” (see LSJ, s.v. 3); cf. dtomia at 35.26 mean-
ing “offense”

97. A traditional example, already used as an example in frag. 19.10 and in Chry-
sippus; see n. 31 above.

98. Epicurus’s former disciple and relentless enemy Timocrates of Lampsacus,
Metrodorus’s brother; for full accounts, see Sedley 1976a; Roskam 2012; and the
detailed entry “Timocrates” in DPA T156 (Angeli). Of course, this particular exem-
plum of extravagant anger will not have been used by Chrysippus or Bion; it is only
suitable for an Epicurean “diatribe” Verde (2017) now connects this passage with the
fragment of Metrodorus in 33.9-11.
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Column 13

desunt ca. 12 lineae
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13.3-4 7oic cw|[pact cuveylelilc Wilke (brevius) || 4-5 mav|ta[yéc Wilke || 5 [tov]
Gomperz || 9-10 Gomperz [ 10 ad fin. Hayter || 11 ad init. McO : ]t ON :
émimapowvotvtal vel ét]t mapowolvrar Wilke (utrumque propter hiatum reiciendum),
post Tat, puncta super et sub lineam scripta sunt, spatio non relicto || T[i Gomperz ||
ylap Hayter || 12 Gomperz || 20 Hayter || 26 éuoli]owc Hayter || To(t¢) add. Gom-
perz
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Column 13

[circa fifteen lines missing or untranslatable)

... [4] and in every [way] they barely harm the person they strike, while
they themselves maltreat themselves in every sort of way and, because of
that, get enraged again, and, while entangled (sc. with their enemies), they
getinvolved in drunken brawls still further.® [11] Why should I mention!%
that that they do not retreat but rush forward and, because of their dis-
traction, sometimes crash into wooden barriers and walls and ditches or
something like that? [17] But if they do get the better (sc. of their enemies)
and progress, as they are accustomed, to the point of tearing out eyes'?! or
biting off noses or even murder, [23] (why should I mention) their falling
foul, due either to the laws or to those whom they have angered,'%? some-
times of similar punishments (sc. to those they inflicted), but sometimes
to exile from their

99. The word mpocapotvéw appears elsewhere only at Philostratus’s Iimag. 2.23.4
in the active, where it means “add a further indignity”; cf. mapowéw, to act drunk, to
act with drunken violence, but in the passive “to be a victim of drunken violence” On
wine and drunkenness in the ancient world, see Fitzgerald 2015.

100. For other examples of Ti 0el Aéyew (praeteritio), Indelli notes 18.34-35,
20.28, and 28.35; cf. also i d¢l diatpifew at 33.24-25. Jensen and Wilke argued that
this figure means that Philodemus is abridging his sources at these points; see n. 44 in
the introduction.

101. Le., those of their enemies.

102. The verb cuvopyilopat usually means “be angry together with someone;” i.e.,
on their behalf, but that sense seems unsuitable here.
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13.27 mart[pid]wv Hayter || 27-28 &mov[talt Toic | amé[pavt]a flupovpévorc Wilke :
émov[tat (08) * | 14.1-6 e.g. tantum | 1-2 Wilke (1 modv]Aoyofctv Delattre-
Monet) || 3 [Bupolvtar Wilke : [dyavaxtolct Indelli | 3-6 Gomperz (5 dtémwc]
Wilke) Il 9 dwetccuy[ P : Dweifc} chy[yovor Janko doveic cuy[yevidy McO : Dvéwce vifof
dub. Gomperz || cuy[yévewaw Philippson || [taic] ad fin. Gomperz || 10, 11, 13, 14,
18 Gomperz, Spengél
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fatherlands?

[one and a half lines untranslatable)

Column 14

[circa seven lines missing]

... [1] they are irrational [and embitter]ed and [they rage] ... imitating
the an[gers] of the [traditional] gods,!?? just as ... not (?) ...

...104 9] [in] truth, as many resembling Oedipuss sons and those
of Pelops or Pleisthenes and the rest of that family,'% just like countless
others, both in the past and now. [16] For certainly this evil is even more
extravagant than erotic desire! and, beginning from the smallest trifle,
makes one run oneself utterly aground. [22] It inspires people to commit
sacrilege by insulting priests and outraging

103. For ma[padedopévwv], see Polystratus, Cont. 13.2-6: métepov duvatdv 3 o0
Suvatdv mdpyetv &v Tt dlcet (sc. 6 Bedv) Tac TotadTac duvdyelc olat mapadédovral
(“whether is it possible or impossible that there should exist in the nature [of the gods]
such powers as are given by tradition”); see also Cont. 15.7-11.

104. Janko suggests @uvel {c} cly[yovor (“relatives ... to Phineus”), a reference to
the myth that Phineus allowed his second wife to blind his children by his first wife.
McOsker’s conjecture ¢oveic cuy[yevédv (“murderers of relatives”) is along the same
lines.

105. Oedipus’s sons are Eteocles and Polynices; Pelops’s family (the Atreidae)
included at least one Pleisthenes, who is variously identified in the sources as his son
or grandson.

106. Cf. 7.18-20 above, with note.
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14.29 Gomperzll31 xatamavtwvpevwvalP,corr. Wilke:xatdravtw{viuévaval Gomperz
[l 32 Hayter || 33 Wilke || 15.6 &[A]oyou Wilke: To§ [A]éyou Janko [l 8-9 ¢]av Bupd[t
xapilwv]|taivelcuvéxwv] |ta[tWilke:Qupd [vtarxat’ab]|ta[cJanko |9 w[e]téGomperzll
10 émi [wécw Henry : émi [wév (= xaf6lov) McO || 10-11 &yé]|Aet Gomperz : peta-
ué]|Aet Cobet, cf. 18.2 || 12 Gomperz, Spengel || 16 Hayter
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suppliants and not sparing the holy things themselves!” and going com-
pletely out of control about many other things of the sort. [29] For this
reason, the souls of the irascible [are in turmoil] at many things that they
have done and that happen to them. [33] [And] they have ...

Column 15

[circa fifteen lines missing or untranslatable)

... ifinarage.... [9] In fact, not even with the passage of time, and (sc.
grieving) over all their doings in general, but immediately, they sit there
pulling their hair out and sobbing over the insults they visited on people
and sometimes butchering themselves.!% [16] This emotion drives them
so out of their mind that it makes

107. Apparently an allusion to Agamemnon’s confrontation with the priest Chry-
ses (Homer, II. 1.22-33).

108. As Wilke noticed, this is probably a reference to Ajax’s behavior after he lost
the Judgment of the Arms. If so, Philodemus’s attitude is not sympathetic.
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Bramrew Tt péyteta] supplevit Wilke, redegit Indelli in lineas | 9-10 #yo0[ue|vov]
Gomperz || 12 &[t] Wilke : &[c] Biicheler || exe[ legit McO, ON: ex[ legit Wilke, ex
quo éxf[péc Bonn Seminar (saepius autem librarius scribebat éxfpdc, sed cf. 26.21-22) ||
12-13 §[v] yg Zeuc €fe|[Ae]v (éx) Janko ((éx) iam Wilke) || 13 v vely || 7]y Delattre-
Monet : &]y Bonn Seminar || 13-14, 15,16 Wilke || 16 ]ypl[ vel Int[ legit McO : Jio[
leg. Wilke || o0]y oUtwc Philippson
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the enraged man throw away the very things for which he cherished the
most dreadful longings. [21] It compels the greedy Phoenician knave, at
any rate,!%® who strangles himself because he lost a penny, “saying, ‘you're
walking about gaping; you're paying no attention to yourself,”!!? to count,
over and over, the coins in the ship and, because he cannot find one tet-
radrachm, to pour it all out into the sea. [30] And next, it is clear that ...
himself ... the lover of power or the lover of glory, so ...

Column 16

[circa eleven lines missing or untranslatable]

... [12] Hypnos, to whom Zeus ... to throw him (down) for some
random cause ... and then to all ... another “an amazement to see”!!! ...
not thus ... as we do,

109. In some lost comedy, such as Menander’s Carchedonios, with Carthaginian
characters.

110. ydexwv Badileic, od mpocéyete cautdt Aéywy scans as a comic iambic trimeter
(see Indelli ad loc.; Sauppe 1864, 5; Cobet 1878, 376). Aéywv was probably not origi-
nally part of the line. The fragment is now adespoton 476 in Kassel and Austin 2001.

111. Cf. Homer, II. 14.242-262: Zeus, angry that Hera and Hypnos drove Hera-
cles off course in a storm while he was on his way to Troy, threatened to throw Hypnos
down from heaven into the sea: xal x¢ @ dictov an” aifépoc Eufaie mévtwt (“he would
have thrown me out of his sight from heaven into the sea”). The word e is used
at 1.591 of Zeus’s throwing Hephaestus out of heaven. Buecheler suggested the next
phrase refers to Zeus’s threat to make an example of any god who disobeys him (8.10-
17) and enters the battle, though the formula 6afpa decfat does not appear in the
text there. Philodemus also invokes Apollo’s punishment of the innocent Achaeans for
Agamemnon’s insult to Chryses (Il. 1.44-52) and two other examples of mythical gods
in anger avenging themselves on the innocent.
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21 del. Gomperz || 23,24 Hayter || 25 Gomperz || 26-31 Hayter || 32 Gomperz ||
32 lege éx0pév || 33 Biicheler || 34 Gomperz || 35 * post Wilke (-y]ev[#], hiatus) :
uolitov]yev[ec] Cronert || 36 Hayter || 37 (&)3¢ Delattre-Monet : (GAtyoypdviov
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[18] and [some] (sc. of the gods) also get revenge, just as Apollo did on
those who cried “Respect the priest!”!!2 and his sister on the children of
Niobe and Dionysus on Cadmos for his daughters’ blasphemy. [26] But
if the gods are easily excited by this emotion, they are also not so utterly
easy to cheat by the slanders of random people, sometimes even of their
enemies, because they believe (them) against their closest friends.!!3 [34]
It is for that reason that it turns out that anger is not something similar in
type to madness—someone!!* has put it (that way)—but sometimes we
[call madness, properly] so[-called, an]ger!! ...

112. Homer, II. 1.23. Although only Agamemnon was guilty of mistreating the
priest, the whole army suffered for it.

113. That is, sometimes angry people are taken in by their enemies’ slanders
against their friends.

114. Horace (Ep. 1.2.62) and Seneca (Ir. 1.1.2) say that anger is a brief insanity.

115. Le., the word dpy” can be used to refer to insanity as well (originally, it was
any temper of mind; see LS], s.v. A.L).
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Column 17

[circa twelve lines missing or untranslatable)

.ofall ... child (?) ... [8] [kicking their] children and ripping up
their frocks, and abusing absent people out loud as if they were there, and
doing a great many things very like those. [15] It is a task to describe the
pettiness of this passion, when they devise the terrible murders of flies and
mosquitoes with indignation and threaten (them) and take sticks to them
as if they had been insulted (by them). [23] It follows as a consequence!!®
for them that they [diff]er from their nearest and dearest to their faces,

116. The word émyévvnua often appears in manuscripts with one v (e.g., Epicte-
tus, Diatr. 3.7.7 bis; Philodemus, Mort. 22.29; 30.35; and 35.38).
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and ... [so long as] they threaten ... philosophy ...

Column 18

... [1] passing the night!!” ... their remorse
[ten lines missing or untranslatable]

... [13] morsels of meat ... because of a bronze coin it (sc. their anger)
is [unsu]rpassable, whenever they mix [earth] with heaven!!® because
they were passed over by someone giving a feast, [19] like Sophocles’s
Achilles,''? or were slighted in similar circumstances—

117. In spite of the daring metaphor here, vuxtepevw (“spend the night”) is not a
poetic word (seventy-four instances in the TLG, but only one is comic poetry; all the
others are prose). It is found in a philosophical context at Xenophon, Cyr. 4.2.22, and
PFlor. 2.113, a Sokratikos logos, perhaps Antisthenic; see Luz 2015.

118. Cf. Plutarch, Rom. 28.7: odpavé 8¢ peryview yijv ¢Bértepov (“but it is stupid
to mix earth with heaven”).

119. These events may be from the Syndeipnoi (of which no relevant fragments
survive) when Agamemnon forgot to invite Achilles to a symposium. The story was
mentioned also in the Cypria (Proclus, Chrestomathy: Severyns 1938: 144-47 = West
2003, 76-77), and in Aristotle, Rhet. 2.24, 1401b16-20.
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not even treated unjustly at all,'>° I mean. [24] And as for dogs, if a guard
dog barks at hunting dogs as they pass by, they do not pay any attention,
and they say that Alexander’s dog did not pay attention when any other
beast than a lion was roused, but the poets’ gods come near to behaving
angrily to sows.!! [34] Why should I mention kings? And those who have

this goal are also hindered from growth in philosophy for many reasons
122

Column 19

[circa seven lines missing]

... (one should?) [1] consider that in many things they are out of
control and distracted (sc. from their studies) as they watch for oppor-
tune times for retaliation, and they come to be caught up in remorse and
obsessed with it, and ... [8] [by those] who have been outraged ...

120. See the introduction, §§3 and 4, on éArywpia, ¢dixia, and PAdPy as incite-
ments to anger in Aristotle, the Stoics, and Philodemus.

121. An allusion (so Wilke and Indelli) to the proverb {c mot’ Abavaiav Zpw Aipicev
(“a sow once quarreled with Athena”; cf. Theocritus, Id. 5.23); in Latin, sus Minervam).

122. Here (18.35-21.40) Philodemus’s diatribe becomes a more serious discus-
sion of the problem that anger poses to students of philosophy. See Asmis 2001 on

Philodemus’ “school.” It was no doubt these columns that most inspired Ringeltaube
(1913, 39) to compare the diatribe to a voyage by time-travel into an ancient class
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those who have become enemies ... are not allowed to study. [12] They!?3
necessarily become incapable of progress'?* because they can put up with
neither their teachers nor their fellow students, whenever these rebuke
and correct them, just as the malignant kinds of ulcers cannot endure the
application of even the mildest medicines,!?* [21] but whenever they (sc.
the teachers) reprove others (sc. students), they necessarily suspect, most
unreasonably, that everything is always being said against themselves—
nor can they share in the good of studying together: for one thing, because
no one can endure associating with them, and for another, [30] even if
they find (someone who can endure it), their irritations not only make
them inattentive, but even to the point of

room (cf. note 51 in the introduction). On lexical parallels between this part of the
diatribe and On Frank Speech, see n. 142 in the introduction.

123. In this long and complicated sentence, Gvayxy (1. 13) serves as the main verb
and takes two infinitives (yivecBat, 1. 13; Omomtedew, 1. 24, coordinated by aMa, 1. 21).
The first of these infinitives is modified by a pair of articular infinitives dependent
on only one 7@t avéyechat in line 15 and petéyew in lines 26-27 (!). Interwoven into
the infinitives are three uite’s, the first two paired neatly with xafyyntac (1. 14) and
cucyoralovtac (Il 15-16) but the third preceding the second infinitive: “by enduring
neither their teachers nor fellow students ... nor by participating” Rounding out the
sentence are several subordinate clauses: one conditional clause (&v in L. 16), from
which a comparison hangs (wc in 1. 17); and a second conditional clause in 1. 21, onto
which several other clauses are loosely attached. The end of the sentence is lost in the
lacuna in col. 20.

124. “Incapable of progress” translates ampéfatoc, from mpoPaivw, the original
Epicurean term for “to make progress (in philosophy)”; cf. Epicurus, Hdt. 35; Philode-
mus, Mort. 18.9-10 and 38.21-22. The Stoics originally used mpoxom and mpoxdmTw,
but by Philodemus’s day, these had become philosophical jargon; cf. Lib. frags. 10.10
and 33.3 (mpoxomy), Mort. 17.33, 38 and 23.8 (mpoxdmtw). On moral progress in Hel-
lenistic philosophy, see the papers collected in Fitzgerald 2008b, especially Fitzgerald
2008a and Armstrong 2008.

125. The medical metaphors in On Frank Speech about therapeia by means of
“harsh” and “mild” frank speech are echoed here; see Konstan et al., 1998, 20-23;
McOsker 2020a; and the explicit cross-reference to On Frank Speech at 36.23-28.
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Column 20

1 éxtpéx[ev amo ol PuA-
TaTov T €[Vfela
xal Aowdopelv [ .
epuerapevol . -

5 dovta xal Aax[til-
.Joucov[

.......... ml,
10 .. Jwvor

... (O)x]adoupev(-)
_]e xal mpoc
v codla

.......... JTi xgv yap
15 .. Jaac

TV, §Tav [xatd mav-
Twv 1) éml pfxe]poic [dvay-
xa{n exvbpwmdlet[v

20 I wal Aotdopetv ama] A UTwe
xat oefBaMew xal TALT-
TEW T Wi Ye[ylovoTa xal
T undevd[ 0] ¢’ &&io] ' Adyou
ueyaAvvew, va ™y el-

25 Aoyov épynv émideiéy-
T, Xl QUCTIXOUC AGYOUC

__xal mpdeic E[v] ' xaldmTew.

Tl yap Oel A€yew T MOA-
Aovc €0’ BéTouc dvtac eic

20.1-2 Gomperz : éxtpé[xewv éx Indelli || 3 [un] * || Tov]| Gand. || 4 édictapevolv
Gomperz || [xai] Gand.: [w)te] * | 4-5 wij]|dovta Gomperz || 5 Aax[ti{ovta Janko :
Aax[tilew Wilke || 6 &v[tac Janko || 11 Janko || 13 ¢]v Gomperz || 16-17 d]ex-
|Tiedv * (cf. ad frag. 16.24-25) : | éx|tixév Wilke || 17 Henry, cf. Lib. frag. 79.4-6 ||
18-19 Hayter || 22 Gomperz
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Column 20

running away [from their dearest friend] [straight down the road?] ... and
reviling ...

[nine lines missing or untranslatable]

... wisdom ... capable ... [17] whenever it compels him to glower at
everyone or over trifles and to revile people in filthy language and slan-
der them and make up things that have not happened and magnify things
not worthy of any mention, to display (sc. to his teachers) his reasonable
anger,'26 and reveal secret words and deeds.'?” [28] Why should I say that
many who are well-suited to

126. “Reasonable” anger is natural anger. Philodemus means that the students try
to justify their empty fits of anger to their teachers as “natural”

127. By Philodemus’s day, puctinée often meant simply “secret” or “private”; see
Cicero, Att. 4.2.7 (74, Shackleton Bailey 1965, 2:74) cetera quae me sollicitant pvctixd-
tepa sunt (“the other things that worry me are more private”) and 6.4.2 (118, Shack-
leton Bailey 1968, 3:122), where puctixwtepov introduces a brief passage written allu-
sively and in Greek for secrecy. The angry students blurt out the secrets that had been
entrusted to them, which ruins existing friendships and makes forming future ones
harder. See also Cicero Amic. 22 and Fin. 2.85; Seneca Ep. 3.2-3; and Pliny the Younger
Ep.5.1.12.
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20.30  drhiay, unmw 0t mapet-
Anupévoue, &[c]tpotc -
uaivechar v xat pévov
mpbeodov xal Bewplay
TGV TOLOUTWY; UTTOpE-

35 vet 0" adtolc 000¢ cupfBou-
Aelical ye TGv 6Twednmo-
T’ a0TOTC TPOCHROVTWY
o00eic, oUte adTOXAYTOC
olUte mapaindbeic, b’ é-

40 xdc]toluc épelBu]ilopévorc i
Column 21
1 7 ut]covpévorc émapi-

vew x]atpol e mapame-
cdvtoc x]al cuvemiTi-
Becbaut]. ¥ Exouct 0€, xal

5 wc ¢yt Y’ ofypat, dveleu-
Bépouc Yuyac . . Jda
desunt duo lineae

10 yevéch|at

15 2
ey T Eq[uTdy ) Wi da-

20. 31 Gomperz || 35 super auto, Indelli o legit (solum 0 O) || 39 (dofnbeic) éd’
Gomperz || 39-40 £|[xdc]to[uc Wilke || 40 £pe]f[u]ilopévoic Gomperz, “Icdilo (Y vel
littera deleta)” Wilke, v linea obliqua deletam esse coniecimus || 21.1-3 Gomperz ||
3-4 cuvemti|[BecBat] Cobet || 5,6 Wilke || 6 xal] McO || 6-7 da|[vep- Janko ||
21.10 Wilke || 14-15 of me]|pi Janko | 15 KXewja[v Wilke || 15-16 épn]|ufov vel
000e] |piav * : piav Wilke || 16 éq[utédv Gand. : ég[uTol Henry : é)[eubBepiav dub. Wilke ||
) * Il 16-17 ow]|y[ayldyrec * post d]|y[ay]évrec Delattre-Monet
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friendship but have not yet become firm friends want to reckon even the
approach and the sight of such people by the stars? 128 [34] Not one of
those who have any relationship to them whatever wants even to give
them advice, whether spontaneously or by request, irritated as they are
with everyone,

Column 21
or to defend them when they are hated and, when occasion arises, to join
with them in attack.!?® They have, [as I supp]ose, slav[ish souls] ...
[ten lines missing or untranslatable]

. [16] [by not having led]

128. An amusing hyperbole: those who are well-suited for friendship want to be
so far away from angry men that they must use astronomical methods of calculating
long distances to determine where the angry men are or when they will next see them.
See Indelli’s note for a collection of parallels and discussion.

129. Or possibly “join with them in their defense,” LS], s.v. “cuvemtifnui,” 11.1
and 2.
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21.17  ylaylgyrec Loy il . |
VoV TGV oixelwy €& &-
x]actov xpet[@]v drevxtolclt,
20 néM[ov] 0 xal THic dvev
drhiac xal cuyyevelac é-
mmAoxiic év'i‘olc xal cuA-
Aadcewe Otarywyyy é-
xovenc xal pailcta Tolc
25 i01Talc écTépnVTaL. To-
colito yap éxactoc amo-
Aeimet ToU mpocmeA-
Cew Tolc TotoUToLC Opel-
Mcwv, W xal devyel Te-
30 ptAndheic amd TUxnC év
xo[v]pelotc ) pupoTwAi-
otc [#] cupmociotc % mapa-
xabicac év featporc we
xVwY TeToxvla: TapamAy-
35 clw[c 0]¢ 000’ elc TadTO TOA-
uét w[A]olov [é]uBalvety
000t yettovevew- ga yap [T]
TO x0WWVELY TIvoC 7
mpéc Tt TotoliTo cuvxa-
40  __tafaivew [ o

21.17 y (vel o) [ ]matec leg. Wilke || 17-18 x[ot][vov * || 18-19 ¢|[x]dcTou xpet[&]v
Gomperz, Spengel || 19 dreuxtoiic[t] Wilke post Gomperz (dteuxtotic|w) || 20 i\
Alov Spengel : xéMot Wilke || 31, 32, 35, 36 Gomperz, Spengel || 37 £z Henry : éé
Spengel, Gand.
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their life ... they fail to meet their own needs from anyone, or rather, they
are deprived of even that involvement and conversation—without friend-
ship or kinship!3®—with others that provides entertainment, particularly
for normal people.!®! [25] Everyone avoids approaching such people to
converse with them to such an extent that they even run away when by
chance (such a person) is encountered in barber shops or perfume shops
or at drinking parties or has sat down in the next seat in a theater “like a
bitch that has just given birth”132 [34] Similarly, no one dares to embark
on the same ship or live next door, let alone engage in a business deal or go
along with them in some such thing ...

130. Le., they do not even have a superficial relationship (émmAox) or ability
to converse (cuMatycic) with other people, not to mention a close relationship like
friendship or kinship, and cannot get the pleasure and utility that people usually do
from their relationships.

131. An idtwtyc is a “non-philosophical person, layperson” (LS], s.v. III). Such a
one is contrasted with philosophy students at Lib. frags. 14.3, 31.11; col. 11b.1-2; and
with {dtwTinde, col. 8b.3.

132. The xVwv Tetoxvia may be a relic of a hexameter verse end, perhaps from a
proverb in metrical form. Several proverbs and fables involving dogs are known, but
not this one, though as Gigante (1987) points out, it must be akin to the description
of a protective mother dog at Od. 20.14-15. Ennius may parody the proverb: tanti-
dem quasi feta canes sine dentibus latrat (“worth as much as the barking of a toothless
pregnant bitch [or “bitch protecting her litter”]). (frag. 528 Vahlen 1903, 96 = Ixxxv
Skutsch).
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Column 22

desunt ca. 8 lineae

ever Jpal ... L.

.. Ju e xal mpol

toldtotc emay[ . . .

T]o depebicalvroc . .,

] motfjcar mpo(
.. Jev mpoce|
. Jrew map(
. Jwc aval|

eipnxwlc .. ] obtwcl
molncolv . . ..
yidlew [ . Jec

7] Bprl[w]uév[ouc ado]xn-
Twe, Ta [0]& mp[oc avTo]lc,
rav [el]pnxév]al Tt dox]é-
aw ¥ mempay[€]va[t x]a-

0 abtév, [ot] elt’ émaxoou-
Bolict peta Tév cuve-
TMICTWUEVWY EXXAXYA-

{ovTec xal movmelov-

TeC, Axpt av xal mapaxo- [1]
Yat Taic aAnleiatc T
XPOVWL Tolcwety. Ta-
paxorouBel §” adroic,

®AV LOVOTPOTIOV ExXw-

22.1 Tla]pd Wilke || 2-4 mpd[c Toic Tot|o]UTote emTy[peitar Omd | T]ob diepebica[vToc
Gomperz || 3 to]utotc Indelli || émry[det- * || 6 plév mpdc é[Tépouc Gand. || 8 wc
aveg[iouc Gand. || 11 eipnxa[c Gomperz || 11-12 [adTdt,] “oVtwcl | motjco[v” Wilke ||
12-13 x]pav|[yldlev Gomperz || 14 Wilke (3] iam Gand.); vel Bpipe[o0]pev[ouc
possis || 15 ta [0]¢ Wilke : t¢ [t]e Gomperz || mp[oc adTo]vc Gomperz : mp[dc
moMo]ic Delattre-Monet || 16 ei]pnxév[at Tt Hayter || 16-17 dox]é&|wv Gomperz ||

17-18 mempay[é]va[t x]a|0’ Hayter || 21 lege mour-
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Column 22

[eleven lines missing or untranslatable]
... [4] of the one who irritated ... to do ...
(five lines untranslatable]

... [11] having said ...“do thus” (?) ... to yell ...

. or [unex]pectedly indignant, but as for what concerns [them-
selves], whenever they [thi]nk that anyone has done or said [something]
against them, [18] then they pursue (him), guffawing and yelling insults,
with others dragged along, until in time they make (themselves) go mad
in very truth. [24] And if they lead a solitary life,
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2227 c Biov, O THc épnui-
ac xal Tic apmayijc Ty
vmapxd[vltlwly [x]atl T¥c
30 Udopacewe T[@]v x¥Anpo-
vopwy éyRa[M]eclat. [x]
®&v yipact, T[] yvvarxd wf |l

Fragment E
1 v éxxarolv- |
mpoTinTE[WW | .
o cupPaiyfovra | .
Tt uebodeu| | . ..
5 devpa. mepl O[¢ . .
o Nuele [
lmov[ ... oL
Column 23
desunt ca. 9 lineae
0 1 écpopy-
T ... ... mpodc dmavtac

et yepovTwy
_]etv ducxoht-

15 ool o Jet

22.29, 30, 31 Gomperz || 32 m[dM(v) *; cetera v. app. ad frag. EL 1 || E.1 &]|xufic
Janko : mpdc] | (A)0une Schoene, mept] | (A)Opne Gand. || exxado legit Wilke, O (hodie P
legi nequit) : éyxaio[Uvtac Biicheler : éxxalo[upévnt Gand. || 2 Gomperz || 3-5 cup-
Batvovra # dMo] | Tt ueBodevlovrac uebd]|Sevpa Wilke I 4-5 émrh]|Sevpa * ||
5 §[¢ Philippsonx || 23.10-11 ddopn|[t- * || 11 Gomperz || 12 mat]ci Gomperz ||
13-14 Ymoypddlew ducxoi|[ac Gomperz
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they come to be outcasts because of their isolation, the theft of their goods,
and their suspicion of their heirs. [32] And if they marry, to their wife ...

Fragment E!33

... accusing!3... to occur'® ... things happening ... but about ... we

Column 23

[circa ten lines missing or untranslatable]
... [11] to(ward) all ... of old men ... bad temper]...

[six lines untranslatable]

133. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, p. 109.

134. This word (only éxxaAo[v- in the Greek) and the end of the previous column
have suggested the emendation (A)Ounc for the first word of the fragment. Emenda-
tion seems required: Homeric dufjc (Od. 9.284), from duéc = duétepoc, is hardly pos-
sible, and no other known word would divide this way across the line boundary. The
scribe makes several errors of line division, but they are all corrected—perhaps the
column-end interfered?

135. Cf. mpomecotene ad[Tél, frag. 28.24.
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2318 powpl. ... ...,
—poviacO[ ... ... .
20 moMa xa[l TGV Tpo]xeLue-

vy Abyolv ait]olvtéc
e {¢} [x]ata [Tu]xvov mpoc-
evducav[tw]v mapayw-
yéc, amod\bovtee ‘e’ die
25 Tovc Bupode éxouciwe
ox OAlya, xal O THY
dppntov émbupiay
ToU weteAbeiv Tvac
8hac Tac ovclac Eéava-
30 Alcxovtec, éviote 8 U-
mo TGV yeyovoTwy Exbpiiv
xatadalbuevol xal
mavTeNG¢ avayxals-
uevol tév [v] o[v] n’apxév-
35 TWY EXTITTEW. adln-
UL Y&p TOUC EXXOTITOME-
vouc Bupata dovAouc,
moM\[d]xic 0¢ dovevoue-
vou[c, &]v 0¢ Ba Aw’ct xaAdc,
40 dpa[me]Tevovtac. mapé-
meTon 0°] adTolc xal o ||

23.18-19 (pet’) eddat]|poviac Gand. vel (uetar) xaxodat]|poviac * || 19 post pwoviac
signum :- legitur || 20-21 xa[i 6v mpo]xeiué|vwy Gand., Indelli : xa[l Té@v] xetpé|vewy
Wilke : t@v Tapa]xetyué|vwy Delattre-Monet || 21 Aéyo[v ait]olivtéc Wilke : Aoyo[mot]-
olivtéc Delattre-Monet : Adyw[v vdpatplodvréc Gand. (longius) || 22 e {¢} Hayter :
{rec} Wilke || cetera supp. Wilke, Gand. || 22-23 * post 7Tpo<:|evq>1’)cav['rec] Wilke et
mpoc|evoucdv[tw]v Delattre-Monet || 31 lege éx0pév || 38-40 Gomperz || 41 Wilke :
mapé|[xouct 8’] Gand.
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... [20] much of what is before them, both demanding an account
from people who have often!*¢ implanted!®” falsehoods (?) and losing
voluntarily not a few (of their possessions) because of their rages and
spending their entire fortunes [26] because of their unspeakable desire
for vengeance on others, and sometimes condemned by those who have
become their enemies, and compelled to be deprived completely of their
property. [35] For I pass over the slaves with their eyes knocked out or
often murdered or, if they have good luck,!*® becoming runaways. [40]
And another consequence for them is ...

136. The phrase xata Tuxvév = muxvov, used adverbially (LS], s.v. “muxvdc,” B.II).
137. It is not clear what force mpoc- has here.
138. Literally, “if they happen to throw well,” a metaphor from dice or draughts.
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Fragment F

1 and]elc 0t yivovtar xai
yovel]ct xat ¢[d]eAdoic xal
Téxvo]ic xal to[i]¢c &Motc &-
mact didot]c, a[v] xatl puymo-

5 T’ adTOUC dva]vxacwcty
.......... mo] Mt
.......... At Jra

8 L. ] mop

Column 24

ca. 8 lineae desunt

10 Bovl..... .....

15 mrl ... o dpoul .
dodeto[
_c'uvacwilsw. v 8ca [O¢ mé-
duxev €€ oixeTdv, odx [¢-
Xa’r’rcbya’ra uovoy v
20 OTnpeciatc, GMa xat ofuc-
xpnetiat) xal copdopddv fi-

F.1-3 Gomperz (1 Papleic Gand.) || 3-4 &|[mact didot]c &[v Wilke post Gomperz
(é&|[macw) : &|[vayxaiotlc Gand. || 5 Gomperz || 6 Wilke || 24.17 [0¢ Gand. : [te
Gomperz || 17-18 mé]|duxev Hayter || 18-19 [¢]|Aattwpata Gomperz, Spengel ||
20-21 ofuc]|xpnerialt) (pl.) Hayter : 8[uc]|xpnctia Spengel : d[uc]|xpnctia(c) Gand.
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Fragment F!%

... and they become [unpleas]ant to [parents] and brothers and [chil-
dren] and [all] their other [friend]s, even if they never [co]mpel [them] ...
often ... much ...

Column 24

[circa sixteen lines missing or untranslatable)

... (no one is willing?) [17] to share a shield (with him?) in battle. And
as for what comes from slaves, not just failures in services performed,!
but difficulties'*! and all sorts of

139. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, pp. 109-10.

140. As with the man who quarreled with his single slave; see frag. 24.10-17.

141. For ducypyctia, cf. Polybius’s usage of this noun and the verb ducypneréw
(both first and frequent in him) and Cicero, Att. 16.7.6 (415 Shackleton Bailey 1967,
6:178): mirifica enim ducypyctia est propter metum armorum (“for owing to the fear
of war, there is marvelous difficulty [sc. in getting cash]”). On the possible Roman
context for this, see n. 143 in the introduction.
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2422 oy mavta map[n] e xolovbelt,
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Fragment G
L ] év Toic
.............. lacte
.............. Iyue
4 L Iy

24.22, 34, 36, 37, 38 Gomperz, Spengel || 39-40 Biicheler || 40-41 &|dpocd]vny
Delattre-Monet (longius) | 41 # #do]v)v Janko | #vdymot[e Wilke post Gomperz
(oiavdnmote) || ad fin. dpetiv Gand. || G.4 Yi|[A- Janko
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misfortunes result, because of their (sc. the masters’) rages, abuse, threats,
[25] and unmotivated, continual, and excessive punishments of their
slaves, who are incited to anything and everything, who, if they can kill
their masters, do it with great pleasure, and if they cannot, their children
and spouses, or if not even those, they burn down their houses or destroy
the rest of their property.!*? [36] But in fact, even if they should have many
impulses to philanthropy, justice or mildness ... whichever ...

Fragment G143

[nothing legible]

142. Another of Philodemus’s complicated sentences. The initial clause, 8ca Te
méduxev, “as for what comes from slaves,” provides the connection to the previous
sentence. The main verb (mapaxoovbel, 1. 22) is singular because &idy is the closest
subject. Then we find a lengthy prepositional phrase (di& ... Umeppétpouc, 1l. 23-27)
somewhat loosely connected to an objective genitive: rages, abuse, threats, and pun-
ishments inflicted on the slaves, Tév do0Awv, who are provoked to every outrage (gic
mév). Then we have a series of further genitive participles, each with a subordinate
conditional clause (Il. 29-36), each still depending on Té@v dovAwv.

143. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, p. 110.
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Column 25
desunt ca. 5 lineae
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25.1-8 valde difficiles || 1 dduelc Wilke : 008” (xal oty Gand.) ofof Te Gomperz :
advvator* || ta] Gomperz || 2-3 xpi[vew xai xa]|xdwidot Gomperz || 3-4 ywépe[vol
xa]|te Gomperz, xal ins. Janko || 4 dmavtd[vrwy * (cf. 14.31) : amdvtw[v Gomperz ||
4-5 moA]|Ae Gomperz : gmm]|Aa * | 6 dvatpémo[ucty Gomperz || oi Janko |l
6-7 mot]|oUvrec Wilke || 7 dvBpwmot[c Gomperz || ad fin. xdv Gomperz : év Gand. ||
8 xatat[ptfaic Wilke || 10-11 x]al ma[pa | Toic Gomperz || 11 mpocn]xoucwy Biiche-
ler : cuvot]xolicty Gomperz || 15 Gomperz
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Column 25

[circa five lines missing]

....and people ... the just ... and are bad company [even to those they
casually meet.] And they cause much disturbance ... things discreditable
in the eyes of all persons ... doing ...

[two lines untranslatable]

... (at odds?) [10] both among [his relatives] and among strangers,
since each one deems it right to repay the uncompanionable man with
similar actions, as he deserves. [15] In their anger, they often reveal con-
spiracies they have been part of and other secret practices,'** so that for
this very reason they fall victim to great misfortunes. [22] They cannot
even enjoy a public spectacle because of their anger, or a bath or drinking
party or a trip

144. On secrets, see 20.26-27 with n. 127. The students grow up and betray more
dangerous confidences than mere school gossip.



244 Philodemus, On Anger
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25.27 Gomperz, Spengel || 33 Hayter || 35 diz[PBoAédv Delattre-Monet : o &
[xaxdc emoincay, petdyvwery Wilke in apparatu || H.1-2 |x&v Wilke : od][x &v * ||
3 xatadppov[ijt McO
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with any sort of people whatever or any of the things considered plea-
surable, [29] but in everything their irritations are mixed in because of a
nod, a whisper, a laugh, or a reminder of the things over which they were
enraged by someone, and of the ...

Fragment H!%

... even if ... [have] contempt ... in all ... and the ... to be ... young

) ...

145. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, p. 110.
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Column 26-27.1
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Column 26-27.1

[circa six lines missing]

[... even if they] shout at their [wife] or slave or any[thing else] of that
sort, and not just human beings but dumb brutes and indeed inanimate
things, and well-nigh even ...

[two lines illegible]

... [10] a thing even more bitter than their angry emotions: both their
nature and that which is mixed with it (sc. their nature) are filled with mis-
erable bitterness. [14] They live with terrors and agonies and disturbances
both while they are acting and afterwards, sometimes because they cannot
get their revenge, sometimes because they consider how many enemies
they have, and those who hate them especially or'4® despise them, both
from among their kinsmen and people outside the family. [25] Often they
do not even await death at the hands of others,

146. The phrase dMwc 7 usually means “otherwise than, differently than,” but it
does not seem have that force here. Rather, the words are separate, with &Mwc “espe-
cially” or “in particular” construed with the participle and # meaning “or”
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but, because they cannot get their vengeance or because they got their ven-
geance and now expect fatal consequences [31] or because of their remorse
for what they have done [or something] like that, they throw themselves
off a cliff or [slit their own throats]'47...

Column 27.12-28.5

lafter a restored first line, circa ten lines missing at the top of column 27;
28.1-5, which follow directly on 27.39 and form column 28 supra, were
erroneously pasted above column 32]

... [14] [we say] that slanders and faultfinding and a myriad of other
evils spring up, through which very things they are exceedingly severely
punished. [19] And to this unyielding and ungentle and harsh disposition,
the most destructive diseases of all,!*8 the emotion is yoked, (characteris-
tics) from which it (sc. the emotion) leads him on to every outrage against
the one who appears to have wronged him, and it compels him not to
spare even his dearest friends, with a craving that buys at any price [29]
what it desires'*® and with a beastly rage that never rests, as that

147. Gomperz’s supplement would mean “or throw themselves into the sea.”

148. The plural é\eBpiwtdtaic vécoic is surprising after the singular diafécet, but
the plural refers to the characteristics of the bad diathesis: inflexibility, lack of gentle-
ness, and harshness. The plural relative that follows has no antecedent if the phrase is
emended to the singular.

149. Wilke rightly compares Heraclitus B85 D.-K.: “thymos is hard to fight with,
for it buys whatever it wants at the price of spirit”
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of lions does whenever the person harming them is out of sight, or when-
ever they cease from their hunger, but that progresses to defilement of
corpses, and at last transforms (him) into something like vengeance her-
self.150 [39] It is also conjoined with distemper in eating and drinking and
relations with friends and performing one’s duties and everything [like
that] ...

Column 28.7-40

[after the five lines printed at the end of the last column, eight lines missing
or untranslatable]

... [14] of both reviling and ... and to strive for victory, [give pain],
disparage people, and do many other unpleasant things, and, as it grows
stronger,

150. The absence of the article probably shows that Philodemus is using Tipwpia
as a proper name, lightly personifying it.
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it becomes a cause even of misanthropy—[21] and (sometimes) even
of doing injustice, since neither a juryman nor a council member nor a
member of an assembly nor an archon can be just while in the grip of
angry emotions, nor, to put it simply, can any human being. [28] Becom-
ing despotic is the consequence for those who have it (a bad disposition?
the emotion?), and suspicious, liars, slavish, tricky, false, ungrateful, and
self-centered, for reasons it is easy to comprehend. [35] Why mention
what is well known, that throughout their whole life they have no taste of
the good things that come from the acceptable kind of good temper, mild-
ness, self-control,'>! and by Zeus ...

Column 29

[circa six lines missing]

... [2] makes wild ... and to ... cry out ... if there could be sal[vation
through]

151. The word Babityc is found three times as a description of character in letters
of Cicero to Atticus (4.6.3 [= 83 Shackleton Bailey 1965, 4:98]; cf. 5.10.3 [= 103, 1968,
5:26]; and 6.1.2 [= 115, 1968, 5:78]): et simul ne Babiys mea, quae in agendo apparuit,
in scribendo sit occultior et aliquid satisfactio levitatis habere videatur (“moreover the
self-control I have shown in conduct might not be so apparent in writing, and such an
apologia might seem rather lacking in dignity)” The word is said to be synonymous
with edopyncia and mpadtyc at X Euripides, Hipp. 1038-1039. On the “acceptable kind
of good temper” that is not lazy or overindulgent, see Indelli 1988, 199.
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drugs that [tear open one’s wounds],'*2... [7] but [i]f they should not con-
ceal well [all that] happened ...

[one and a half lines untranslatable]

... [11] and philosophy is shamed because of it (anger) and the actions
that follow because of it, whenever those who seem to be in command of
themselves!>* are caught red-handed being such people. [17] Many times
many misfortunes happen both to friends and others who are close (sc.
to them), sometimes also to fatherlands and kingdoms, not only of old
when that “wrath” “gave the Achaeans countless pains,’!>* but every day,
and nearly, as Democritus says, “as many” evils “as one could conceive
of’155 all come about through excessive [fits of anger]. [29] But we have
only mentioned those (sc. evils) that can be sketched out, the moderate
and ordinary ones. [33] But now we point out, in order that we may fear
more ...

152. The term dvaéaivw is frequently used in medical authors of tearing off scabs
to get access to a wound, therefore a painful but occasionally necessary procedure.

153. Gomperzs reading (followed by Delattre-Monet); cf. LS], s.v. “mpoictnut,”
AlILL

154. Homer, II. 1.1-2.

155. Democritus B143 D.-K. Philodemus has a predilection for quotations from
Democritus; cf. Mort. 29.27-30, 39.13-15; and Mus. 4.150.29-39 (Delattre 2007), as
well as Gigante and Indelli 1980.
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Column 30

[circa seven lines missing or untranslatable]

... [4] all and ... and because they are most [irritat]ed at both friends
and companions and they rend[er] the enmity or the slight [unbearable to
themselves] ... [11] nor as not having the emotion, we remind them that,
not only are some continually enraged, but sometimes they are liable to
separate!®® fits of anger that are of long duration and hard to recover from,
and which, if they should be repressed, often swell up again, [20] and some
stay with them even until death and are often handed down to children’s
children,'>” and that they naturally make even great men completely lose
their minds, and if they relax for a while,

156. Here xat’ aptBuév, “countable, individual” (Indelli: “singoli”), as opposed to
cuveydic, “continually”

157. For maidec maidév, “descendants,” cf. Plato, Resp. 2.363d4 and 366a7 with
notes in Adam 1965. This part of the Republic is on Philodemus’s mind in his perora-
tion to the diatribe; see n. 160. The resentments and grudges held between two indi-
viduals are thus passed down to descendants and become feuds spanning generations
(like that of the Hatfields and McCoys).
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they recur, and if ever a person is free from (sc. fits of anger?), [29] they
can be engendered in him through many causes, and that they get hold of
every kind of person ... of the most sluggish people, whom ... sometimes
we see ... (are?) the most profoundly rage-filled ...

Column 31.1-24

[circa seven lines missing]

... and that!>® ... [2] a limit to fits of anger ... so far as ... (nothing can
save a person from this?) [10] but can[onic] reasoning.!® On the other
hand, everyone is an opponent: the outsider who provokes anger in every
imaginable way, parents and every relative who often rejoice as if over brave
fellows,'®0 [17] and the philosophers, the ones who babble

158. It may be that xal 0tétt in line 1 echoes 87t in 30.13 and xal dtétt in 30.24-25
and 30.31, all following on vmopprncxopey in 30.12. For Wilke’s idea that a fragment
from the top of col. 26 is to be placed between the end of col. 30 and the beginning of
col. 31, see the introduction, p. 110.

159. The concluding sentences of the “diatribe” are in a tone of rhetorical seri-
ousness: the final revelation is that not merely diatribe but the knowledge of canonic
and the rest of Epicurean philosophy is necessary to conquer anger completely, as
Philodemus already hinted in col. 2 (those who only censure anger). But notice the
contemptuous drop back down to earth at the end.

160. Here Philodemus means to be taken as speaking to (or about) the younger
students of his school (note “parents and other relatives”). He has a passage of Plato’s
Resp. 2 in mind, where Plato’s brother Adeimantus complains to Socrates that fathers
tell their sons that they must be just, but only for the material rewards that come from
a good reputation: “for fathers say and recommend to sons, and all family members
responsible for others tell them, that yes, one must be just, but not by praising justice
for itself, but the good reputation to be got from it” (Aéyouct 0¢ mou xai mapaxelev-
ovtal matépec Te Décv xal mdvrec TV xndbpevor, we xpn dixatov elval, odx adTd
dixatochvny émawolvrec dMa The am’ adTiic eddoxiprcetc, 362e5-363a2). The rela-
tives quote the poets, Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, and the rest, to support their argument
(363a5-e3). The argument of material reward and punishment is all the praise and
blame that these relatives and the poets offer when they recommend justice and dis-
courage injustice (363e4-5). Indeed, if you press them, they do not really believe that
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in their attempts to assuage it [anger] and the others who strengthen it by
advocacy!®'—and I pass over orators and poets and all that kind of trash.

THE PERIPATETICS

Column 31.24-32.40

Now some of the Peripatetics, as we also mentioned at some point earlier
with citations by name,'®? claim that people cut out the nerves of the soul
when they deprive it of its anger and its wrath,!6? [31] without which there
can be neither punishment nor self-defense, for conjoined with that! is
[32.1] fawning and flattering with utter baseness; and some of them also
(claim) [one submits to] unprovoked [assaults], and not even ...

[nine lines missing or untranslatable]

... [15] [in] wars and at [comparable] crucial moments, it is n[ot

justice is always rewarded nor injustice punished, even materially (364a-366b2). This
is an appropriate passage for Philodemus to evoke here at the end of his own diatribe
against anger.

161. Philodemus briefly summarizes the opponents of the Epicurean view of
anger: among nonphilosophers, there are close friends and family as well as outsiders;
both groups provide harmful messages. Among philosophers, the inept “assuagers”
are Stoics, advocating total suppression of all emotions, while the “advocates” are the
Peripatetics (notice the chiasmus: babbling : attempts to assuage it :: strengthening it :
advocacy).

162. The terms &viot and especially 0t mpocwmwy suggest that in the earlier attack
on the Peripatetics (see the notes on frags. 7-11) several Aristotelian philosophers
were listed by name. Fleischer has shown that in the Index Academicorum Philode-
mus describes a hitherto unknown revival of the school in his day, converting several
lifelong friends of his from the Academy to the Peripatos; for these, see the introduc-
tion, §6.4.

163. Here, as Philodemus will argue later and as often in Aristotle himself, orge
and thumos are clearly synonyms; see the introduction, pp. 77-78.

164. Le., the soul deprived of anger.
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pos]sible to go on the offensive without anger, which makes one coura-
geous and takes away all shrinking and cowardice and makes one endure
steadfastly even unto death. [23] In the same way; it creates a spirit of ven-
geance against one’s enemies, a thing that is noble and just and profitable
individually and communally and, in addition, pleasurable. [30] That is
why they think that both the rational courage'®> of some people and their
irrational “possession,” so to speak, constitute the angry emotion!¢® that
we are talking about. [35] And (sc. this argument or he!®”) overlooks the
fact that it is possible to fight and grapple and inflict bitter defeat without
anger, but (that?) with anger...168

165. For ebloyoc ... mapdctacte, cf. ebhoyoc dpyn (20.24-5) and pabupic 7 dmode-
%71 (28.38-39); in Epicurean theory, emotions and behaviors can be vicious or accept-
able, but the Peripatetic idea is different: the rational (sJAoyov) in the mature and wise
is to the irrational (&Aoyov) as ruler is to subject and, like ruler and subject, they have
different but complementary virtues (Aristotle, Pol. 1.12, 1260a3-7, Eth. nic. 1.13,
1102b13-28). For mapdctactc, see LS], s.v. I1.7.b, and Indelli’s note on 32.23-29.

166. The word Buyéc, here meaning just “anger;” not “rage,” is probably borrowed
from his Peripatetic opponents.

167. Probably map[opé sc. 6 Adyoc “their argument overlooks” (or possibly map[w-
pé(cv) “they overlook”).

168. The sentence continues in the next column, where évéyecBat is translated.
Wilke’s suggested supplements are intended to mean “with anger that compels the
person [who goes forth (into battle)] to be liable to [damages]....”
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Column 33

... that compels (the soldiers) to be liable to ... and often weaponless,
and blinds them to keeping watch,'® and wears down their bodies, and
indeed [disposes] them worse than their enemies ... and ... punish ...

[ten lines missing or untranslatable]

... (prevents?) [18] [not only] getting vengeance on someone but even
punishing him. [20] There will be more discussion of this as we go on. But
why should we dwell on how the “soldiers” babbled about (sc. by them)
are disobedient to their general, overpowering him and committing every
evil,!70 [28] or why (dwell on) these nerveless “nerves” that are quick to
collapse and will be in a state of violent confusion but

169. We take Philodemus to mean that soldiers who have lost their weapons must
be even more cautious in battle but that anger can make them heedless of the precau-
tions that they ought to take. Keeping watch requires calm and alertness, not dis-
tracting anger. Another possibility is to assume the loss of words such as cuufdMety
glc pdyny dvayxalodeyc after dvémhouc and translate “and often compels them to join
battle unarmed and blinds them to their own protection,” but supplementation is not
really necessary.

170. More sarcasm about the supposed rule of the rational as commander over
the irrational as its “soldiers,” couched as yet another praeteritio.
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never create health in them? [34] Antipater!”! asks whether anger!7? is also
of use for those defending themselves against wild beasts or against oppo-
nents in athletic contests, given that the trainers shout “Do not get angry!”
and for horse trainers for punishing

Column 34.1-15

horses, and for grammarians [and] other craftsmen for punishing [their]
students, and he claims ... [with]out anger ...

[circa ten lines missing or untranslatable]

THE “ANGER” OF SAGES AND THEIR STUDENTS

Column 34.16-40173

[... if we see those who are not irascible being like] the irascible, we
must know that all the other things whose description we have set out
occur without the emotion itself, the disposition, and all the things that
are up to them personally because of those things (i.e., the emotion and
disposition).!74

171. Antipater of Tarsus (d. 130/129 BCE, DPA 1.220-23) was the student and
successor of Diogenes of Babylon as head of the Stoic school in Athens. This is another
sign, if it were needed, that Philodemus and his Epicurean sources use Stoic-Cynic
diatribe sources freely in arguing against “empty” anger.

172. Again Buyéc, not dpy%; Philodemus is paraphrasing Antipater’s argument
against the Peripatetics and does not change his terms.

173. In the lacuna of eight to ten lines, the argument against the Peripatetics was
concluded, and the topic of the Epicurean sage’s “natural” anger, which lasts to the end
of the treatise, was reintroduced with a view to combatting “minimalist” and “maxi-
malist” views of it; see the introduction, pp. 66-71.

174. If the conditional clause is restored correctly, Philodemus is trying to explain
why Epicurean sages, who are not irascible by disposition, sometimes appear to be. He
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[24] Sometimes, however, it comes about that they even become irascible
in truth, both because of people driving them crazy and because of the
intensification of the characteristics because of which they appear iras-
cible. [31] But generally we should know that someone who is, in the full
sense of the words, “not irascible” will not give an impression of being iras-
cible for a long time or, if he does give that impression for a longer time,
will not be profoundly so, but just not the sort of person that he seems to
be. [39] At any rate, people do appear (irascible) to that extent even when
their disposition is quite opposite,!”>

Column 35

so that even a sage (sc. might give), as, for instance, even Epicurus gave
the impression of (being) such a person to some.!”¢ [5] The characteristics
[indicated] might be [so many] and such that ...

says that they might give an appearance of being angry, but without the emotion, dis-
position, or their own moral responsibility for actions caused by “empty” anger being
in play. Philodemus usually uses épyidoc in the meaning “irascible (by a bad disposi-
tion).” Thus, someone “who is, in the full sense of the word, not irascible (&6py»toc)”
is of a good disposition with regard to anger and experiences only natural anger, like
the sage.

175. As Wilke notes (1914, xxviii), this is a deliberate reference to the Epicurean
saying that “when once one has become a sage, it is impossible he should ever take on
the opposite disposition” (v évavtiav...Sdbectv, Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.117).

176. One expects a potential optative after xdv in the result clause: “so that even
a sage might give the impression of being such,” but Philodemus’s use of Epicurus
as an example led him to an aorist indicative (“for instance, even Epicurus gave this
impression ... to some,” hence the odd construction. Philodemus knew very well that
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[nine lines missing]

. [17] [and] th[en] (there follows?), because of his (the sage’s)
af[fection] (for them),!”” frequent and quite intense rebuking of all or most
of his disciples—often even reviling, out of quickness of spirit—and before
fully realizing over what sort of things their misbehavior (occurred); [26]
fits of anger occasionally seen in him, though some!”® have made it an
axiom that the good person should be unmoved (sc. by emotion), [30] his
reserved manner!” in his relations—for the most part—with the public;
a severe style of refutation, in both writing and lecturing, of those who
have committed errors in their arguments; [37] desertion by some of his
friends because of his frank speaking or their having been refused some-
thing; sometimes even

Epicurus had appeared irascible from time to time (e.g., when discussing his teachers)
but denies that he was actually so.

177. For the supplement ¢[tAeiv] here, see Lib. col. 3b.10-14. Here, 35.5-36.30
contain a list of possible instances of anger in a sage that may be forgivable or even
praiseworthy. The definite article is omitted with émtiuncic, dpyal, chwoia, Eeyxoc,
and @méctacte; not any single sage but various sages show various instances of these
behaviors. The list here parallels the defense of the Epicurean sages from accusations
of being flatterers in On Flattery, PHerc. 222 col. 2 and 1457 cols. 10-12, and in Epic.
1232 col. 2.8, and from accusations of arrogance in Sup. cols. 5-9; see Tsouna 2007a,
136-42.

178. The Stoics and heterodox Epicureans such as Nicasicrates.

179. For ctvvota (“a worried and downcast look”), see [Plato], Alc. 2 138a.
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Column 36

[hatred again]st him from those who are emblittered], because they (the
sages) are sharp-tempered; falling afoul of servants who had done wrong;
and because of many other actions ...

[circa ten lines missing or untranslatable]

... [17] just as some sages will present the impression of being irascible
more than others, (namely,) those in whom there is more natural [anger]
present,'80 as we said before, or who are more given to frank criticism for
the reasons we listed at length in our On Frank Speech,'8! or because such
things happen to them more often. [28] But those in whom it is not pres-
ent, and to whom those things that we mention did not happen, will not
present such an appearance.

[31] Now of those who are not sages and who do not approach their
level,'82 some will be supposed to be more irascible because of the bitter-
ness and intensity of their speech, [36] and sometimes also

180. On the interrelation of emotion with temperament and disposition, cf.
Lucretius, Rer. nat. 3.288-323 (see excursus 3 in the introduction). Philodemus makes
the same point about irascible and nonirascible dispositions, which do not affect one’s
ability to live happily or be a sage. Lucretius ascribes anger to heat, fear to cold, pla-
cidity to air (lion, deer, and cow, respectively), i.e., to different kinds of atoms pre-
dominating in the soul. No surviving text of On Anger corresponds to this claim, but
the words xafa mpoeimapey (“as we said before”) show that an earlier mention of the
physical and ethical dimensions of diathesis may be lost.

181. A crucial passage of On Frank Speech argues at length that some philoso-
phers use the angry style of frank criticism with their pupils more, others less, accord-
ing to their “nature,” but all mean well and are equally motivated by affection and good
will (Lib. cols. 3a-7b). We give some of this passage of On Frank Speech, and some
similar material from the fragments, in the introduction, pp. 67-71.

182. The description of the nonphilosophical dyskolos, or ill-tempered person, at
36.31-37.4 is a warning to those not yet perfect in Epicurean philosophical discipline,
for example, the audience of students addressed in cols. 18-21, because of the poten-
tial for self-harm. Like the description of various kinds of harmless anger forgivable in
sages, it sounds like a brief exercise in the genre of Theophrastus’s Characters. Philode-
mus refers frequently to various “characters” of flatterers and parasites and the like in
On Flattery. Philodemus does not accept Nicasicratess view that the sage sometimes
harms himself in his anger, if that means he does himself great or serious harm (cf.
39.31-33; see DPA N34 [Dorandi] for bibliography).
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by their use of terms of revilement, by their having a certain tendency to
think the worst, and by playing the (role of a) hater of base behavior,

Column 37

and by their acting the part of one who reckons on the complete [ill temper]
of most people or of humanity in general, or by harming themselves, [5]
which Nicasicrates says even the sage will sometimes do, and for other
causes, against which we will later recommend precautions ...

[circa six lines missing or untranslatable]

ON THE PAINFULNESS OF NATURAL ANGER

... [16] [some] supposing [the emotion] itself to be a blessed thing, others
an evil because they experience its sting. [20] But because a kind of false
reasoning occurs because of the word,'®*> we do not make a simple judg-
ment but show that the emotion itself, taken in isolation, is an evil, since it
is painful or is analogous

183. The Tva goes with mapaioyicpdv, not dwvry, and the word in question is
“anger;” which is confusing because of its various significations; cf. 16.34-40.
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to something painful, but if taken in conjunction with one’s disposition,
we think that it is something that may even be called!84 a good. [32] For it
(anger) results from seeing what the nature of states of affairs is and from
not having any false beliefs in our comparative calculations of our losses
and in our punishments of those who harm us.'®° [39] And so, in the same
way as we were calling

Column 38

em[pty] anger an evil because it results from an utterly base disposition
and entails countless troubles, one must say that natural one is not an evil,
but, insofar as it is something biting, [8] it happens in relation to very few
things, and in the way in which we apply ...

[seven lines missing or untranslatable]

... [18] (as, when it comes?) from a good (disposition), it is not an evil
but even a good, thus we will say it is an evil

184. Philodemus allows &v with the future infinitive or participle regularly (per-
haps permissible even in Attic; cf. the introduction, §14.1 with n. 258).

185. Even natural anger, qua anger, is painful and an evil. To be accepted by the
sage, it must survive the symmetresis, by which the Epicurean opts to endure pain
to secure greater overall pleasure (Epicurus, Men. 130). Procopé (1998, 176-82) is
very good on the symmetrésis involved in the sage’s accepting anger, though at 178
he wrongly considers Epicurean natural anger to be a natural desire. In Philodemus’s
view, if anger is experienced as a desire in any way, it is ipso facto empty and unnatural
(see especially 43.41-44.35).
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not to accept natural anger—[22] for he who “is not enraged when men
speakill ofhim” and maltreathim “is giving the greatest proof of baseness, 186
as Menander says, and sometimes of a predisposition (to excitement) or of
insanity regarding other matters; [29] that is why he obviously will fly out
of his mind suddenly about utter trifles that appear in front of him,!¥” but
it is a good thing to submit to the natural kind of anger.

[34] Now in Nicasicrates it is said that “the natural kind of anger is
painful not only in its own nature, but also it darkens one’s reasonings, to
the extent that is in its power,”

Column 39

and “impairs the perfect tolerability and untroubled character of one’s
communal life with friends” and brings with it many of the disadvantages

186. The quotation xaxéc dxodwv Sctic ovx Spyiletar / movnplac mhelctov Tex-
unptov pépet is a fragment of Menander (513 Kassel and Austin 1998, 288; they print
Nauck’s conjecture mietév for mhAelctov). Philodemus thinks not only the bite of “nat-
ural” anger but the impulse to “punish” those who have made one angry are pain-
ful (and therefore inherently bad); however, in the right circumstance and with the
proper treatment, they can be good. According to the social contract not to harm or be
harmed, people have the right to punish those who harm them. Philodemus is careful
to specify that being actually harmed (xaxdc macyetw) is prerequisite to natural anger,
not just being slandered (xaxéc dxoverv).

187. A digression clarifies the Menander quotation still further. For the meaning
of the hapax mpoxivycia, cf. Plutarch’s use of mpoxivéw at Adol. poet. aud. 36d: “and
moreover, poems preopen and premove the souls of the young to the arguments in
philosophy” (7t 02 [sc. T& motjuata] Tpoavolyel xal mpoxtvel TV Tol véou Yuxny Tolc
év drhocodlat Adyotc). Asmis (2011, 165) notices the air of uneasy self-correction here,
which may be deliberate: Philodemus considers various alternatives for what to call
natural anger—a good? a nonevil, even though painful?—and settles on “it is a good
thing to submit to the natural kind of anger” Nothing painful is good in itself, though
it may be choice-worthy after the alternatives are evaluated.
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that have been e[nu]merated.!8 [7] But since he did not compare it (natu-
ral anger) with empty (anger), even ... good ...

[seven lines missing or untranslatable]

... [17] being called a sage and keeping away from futile things, nor could
it ever be given this appellation (sc. natural), if it is so great an evil. [21] Or
how could we still say anything frankly against the arguments of those who
take away anger entirely from the sage? 18 How can that which impedes
such important things and causes so many evils be natural? [29] If it is ines-
capable, and therefore called natural,!®® then how is it not a great evil that
must be endured even by sages?'! Or how are there not outbursts of anger
manifested even in the case of good men? [35] Because (sc. these outbursts)
are free from everything that is attached to them by those (sc. other phi-
losophers) and they bring only some little amount of embarrassment upon

188. In the diatribe, 8-31.24. For “enumerated,” cf. é£apiBuolpev (7.22): diatribes
enumerate evils, and Philodemus has now enumerated them. Nicasicrates believes
that sages experience natural anger, that the crucial objection to anger is that it is pain-
ful “in its very nature”; he believes in ataraxia and living in community with friends.
Philodemus expects him to argue against the Stoics about emotion instead of siding
with them. All these are strong indications that he is an Epicurean. Asmis (2011, 166)
argues that he was an Academic satirizing the very idea of Epicurean natural anger.
It seems to us that Philodemus reproaches him for agreeing too much with the Stoics
and making the Epicurean view too nearly identical with theirs; he was “letting down
the team.” See further Ringeltaube 1913, 43-46; Procopé 1998, 188-89.

189. The Stoics. Nicasicrates’s position is too close to theirs for Philodemus to
distinguish them, he claims.

190. In conformity to the theory of what counts as natural given by Demetrius
Laco, On Textual and Exegetical Problems in Epicurus (col. 67); see above, pp. 41-43.

191. As Philodemus refuses to believe. They do suffer pain in their anger but not
serious anguish. The phrase méc o0 introduces an incredulous question: “How is it not
s0?” meaning “It is surely so.” A conversation with Nicasicrates is imagined, of which
only his side is given: Nicasicrates: “How can something that impedes important
activities and causes pain be natural?” Philodemus: “Because it is inescapable” Nica-
sicrates: “If it is natural because it is inescapable, then surely it is a great evil that even
sages must endure, and surely good men have outbursts of anger, right?” Philodemus:
“No, because anger is not as you (and the Stoics) describe it, and fits of anger are not
really embarrassing for the angry man in the judgment of those who understand that
the fit was of natural anger”
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Column 40

those who will make out that it (the emotion) is both natural and, in the
case of the sage, brief.!'2 The [convi]ncing ar[gume]nt, [then,] leaves much
more in place, (namely) that this kind (sc. the “natural” one) is inescapable
for every person. [6] For [at the beginning,] it appears small, but [later],
after it has grown [from] the additions...

[four lines missing or untranslatable]

... [15] obvious ... (sc. evils?) with which we could not say the reason-
able man meets, but assuredly he falls into natural (anger), and for that
reason we showed that it is inescapable for human nature.!®® [22] In fact,
even this man (sc. Nicasicrates), I suppose, since he shares in it (human
nature), could not escape all anger but would as a matter of course be
receptive to some of it.

192. The term éxaptaiov is frequently glossed in ancient lexicons and scholia with
Bpayd. Anger is Ppayvc at 42.39, felt Bpayéwe at 45.11 and 47.37, is dxapiaioc here, od
cOvtovoc at 44.9, and felt 00 cuvtévwc at 48.6 and 10. Asmis (2011, 167 n. 51) wishes her
reading to mean “they” (i.e., the Stoics) “assign only something slight without (inter-
nal) approval (i.e. assent) to those who will make something natural and momentary
[happen] also in the case of the sage” But how can “they” assign this to “those who,”
meaning themselves? Both dvevdoxncia here and dvevdéxnroc in 25.6 are hapax lego-
mena: it matters little or nothing to Philodemus (or any other ancient philosopher) if
the sage does things that rouse murmurs in ordinary people.

193. As opposed to the Epicurean gods, as Wilke notes.
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[26] It is possible, if someone wishes to offer an account!” of this subject
specifically, to insert “the sage” in place of “a human being in general” and
in that way to arrive at the same result: [32] when he has been intentionally
harmed by someone or has received the impression he will be harmed, will
he experience an indifferent feeling, [37] as if someone looked at him, or a
painful'® one, since calling it attractive to him is senseless?

Column 41

Well, certainly calling it indifferent is forced, but if it is painful, and he
(the sage) knows that, when punished, he (the adversary) will be checked
and will rein in the others,'%¢ he (the sage) would be insane not to grit his
teeth!®” and come back at him in one way or another. [8] We call that sort
of thing anger. But the man who, in fits of anger against what merely harms
him, but separately (?) ... against the alienation ...

[four lines missing]

194. For Adyov ¢épew, cf. [Plato], Epin. 973c2.

195. For aMdtpioc “alienating,” ergo painful, and oixeloc “attractive,” ergo pleasur-
able, see the introduction, pp 74-75.

196. Presumably his example will deter anyone else considering such a course of
action, perhaps including the confederates of the enemy (if “the others” can bear that
sense). Both the feeling of pain and the prospect of successfully punishing the adver-
sary, thereby discouraging both him and others from further outrages, are essential to
“natural” anger.

197. For this translation, see Procopé 1998, 180 with n. 41, who compares
Menander’s Samia 356: daxv Gvdcyov, xapTépycov ebyevéic (“grit your teeth and
endure it; bear up like a good fellow”).
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... [17] so, then, fits of anger do happen in the cases of good men,
both whenever someone wrongs their friends and whenever a friend has
behaved badly to his own loss, even when no fresh!?8 ill is either distinctly
or indistinctly expected to occur to him personally. [26] But we are focused
on the case of harm coming to the man himself personally. For it is suffi-
cient to demonstrate the general proposition that the sage will be liable to
certain fits of anger. [31] Someone will say, “But if he is angered because he
is harmed intentionally, and he is harmed by certain people to the greatest
extent, how will he not experience a great anger and have a violent desire
for revenge?” [39] We will reply to him that, toward the person who harms
him in these ways or is obviously

198. ILe., “additional,” beyond the harm that provoked the original fit of anger.
Philodemus means that the sage does not expect to be injured by his friend, even
though the friend has already injured himself or been injured. This is an interesting
topic, but, unfortunately, Philodemus does not discuss it.
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Column 42

going to harm him greatly, he is alienated in the highest degree and hates
him!*—that is consistent—but nonetheless he does not experience great
disturbance in any way, [6] nor is any external thing all that important,
seeing that he is not liable to great disturbances even through the presence
of great pains, and much less through his fits of angers. For ... dreadful ...

[about two lines missing or untranslatable]

... [15] is ... this can ... and it has countless misfortunes both inter-
woven with and consequent on it. But the sage, who sees into these
(misfortunes) most clearly, could not fall into them. [21] And desiring (to
inflict) punishment as if it were something enjoyable, which is conjoined
to great fits of anger,

199. In Epicurean terms, his being “alienated” means he expects only pain from
further relations with the offender, which is explained as hatred: picéw and Latin odi
imply aversion and avoidance as well as hatred. On the relation between hatred and
anger in general, see Procopé 1985.
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is the folly of those who think?® it the greatest good and who turn to it as
to a thing in itself worthy of pursuing and who believe they cannot punish
others in any other way, and it is interwoven with an untamed disposition,
as we have demonstrated and will further establish as we go on. [34] And
so, it could not happen to him (the sage), who, at the same time, knows
that the bitterest vengeance such a person takes is on his own self. Thus ...
brief ...

Column 43

... is liable, and with differences of name, but by Zeus it is not some-
thing that resembles either the concept that underlies this name or the
other things (that) we call by this (name).?°! [7] [Nor shou]ld one, [on
account of the name, ignore] the difference that the emotion

200. The Peripatetics.

201. Only the feeling, not its further developments, which are inevitable in fools,
is “natural” and “inevitable” to the wise man. The text of 42.39-43.7 is difficult, and
we are not convinced that any of the attempts to make sense of it are satisfactory. The
scribe perhaps found the passage too technical for him. Our supplement makes Toiito
in line 4 and ToUTwt in line 6 refer to an dvopa (cf. 1. 2), that of “rage” or “great anger”
The phrase 6 U6 ToliTo TatTépevoy would then be equivalent to T6 OmoTeTayuévov
Toltwt T@t $Ooyywt (“what underlies this word,” Epicurus, Hdt. 37). For other texts
and exegesis, see Arrighetti 1993 and Verde 2010b ad loc., as well as Long and Sedley
(1987, 1:87-90, 2:91-93).
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has in comparison with the case of what happens in the cases of many
people, (sc. namely, their) putting a halt to someone’s actions and getting
vengeance on him—not even if we should call it [rage].2%2

[14] But [saying that anger is] a [weakness] and applying it to the wise
man, so as to make him weak too, will not trouble us, as it does some,?%
who, writing against the Kyriai Doxai, thought it was outrageous that
someone?** had dared to say that “anger, gratitude, and all that sort of
thing are in weakness,” [25] since Alexander, by far the strongest of all,
was liable to frequent fits of anger and conferred favors on countless men.
For it is not the weakness opposite to the (strength) of athletes and kings
that is meant?®® in his (sc. Epicurus’s) argument, but the constitution and
nature that is capable of death and pains, [35] which Alexander, one would
suppose, and every human being in general share,?%¢ although they most
of all (sc. athletes and kings)

202. A difficult sentence: without the verb, it is not clear to which type of anger
“the emotion” (10 wdboc) refers, and the infinitives in lines 10-11 do not have a clear
grammatical relationship to the rest of the sentence. “We must recognize in the name
the difference the emotion has with respect to that which in most men springs up to
restrain someone or avenge oneself on him, nor can we call that [anger],” so Indelli.
We would rather take the alpha in &v as long (= édv); [dpy#v] (“anger”) is equally pos-
sible as a supplement.

203. Peripatetics are the obvious choice. Heterodox Epicureans such as Nica-
sicrates or Timasagoras are also possible, but why would they write against a sum-
mary work by the school founder? The contention, however, that Alexander’s violent
angers and extravagant favors were a sign of strength, not weakness, sounds more
like a rhetorical point against the Epicureans than a philosophical argument. For the
“philosophical” tradition about Alexander, see p. 76 of the introduction.

204. Epicurus did say that in Kyr. dox. 1, part of which Philodemus closely para-
phrases here.

205. For AapPdvew meaning “understand (sc. in a certain sense),” see LS], s.v.
Al9.c.

206. A gnomic perfect.
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are called??” the most “powerful” in that regard. So, then,

Column 44

the wise man will also be said to be capable even of rage; in one way, I
suppose, we are accustomed to use this appellation for the most general
case, but in another we could certainly not use it for something intense in
its greatness or for an impulse (to revenge) as if to something enjoyable.?%8
[9] For he neither falls prey to intense emotions of such a sort, because
that is madness, because ... of myriads of evils in his power (?) ... we will
avoid ...

[one line missing]

. [16] [nor as to something enjoyable]—because it offers noth-
ing sweet—but he approaches it as something most necessary but most
unpleasurable, like drinking wormwood or the doctor’s knife.?? [22] For
the untamed man is,

207. For a participle used like this without eici, see the introduction, p. 119.

208. The question is, “In what sense can an Epicurean say ‘the sage is capable of
thymos’?” In its most common sense, thymos is synonymous with orgé and just means
anger without further specification; this usage is acceptable. But if thymos is used to
mean rage (i.e., empty anger or a type of it), then Epicureans could not say that the
sage is capable of thymos.

209. For this imagery, see Lib., col. 2b.2-7: “if one asks which [sc. the sage; cf.
2a.10-11] does with more pleasure [i.e., praise or blame his students], he is asking the
obvious, for it is obvious the sage does the one with great pleasure and endures the
other with no pleasure at all, like a drink of wormwood.” See also Lib. 17a.1-8: “but
when they (the students) see that their disposition is faulty, they are stung (3dxvovtar),
and (become) like those who call in wise physicians for an operation, who apply the
scalpel to the sick”
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as Homer says, “tribeless and lawless” and genuinely “loves war” and
getting vengeance on people, but the sage is the most gentle and most
reasonable. [28] And the person who desires punishment is thus inclined
toward vengeance, as if toward a thing choice-worthy in itself,?!? even if he
is choosing to drown himself together with (his victim), but it is insanity
even to imagine a sage being inclined to punishment as if it were such a
thing.

THE MAXIMALISTS

[35] It is possible also to make use of arguments for the explanation?!! (of
this problem) that take account of the present subject, among which are
those we will presently bring forward in its support,?!? changing the treat-
ment. But also

Column 45

the Founders accept the idea that “the wise man will be enraged,” not
according to that preconception, but according to the more general one.?!?
[5] In fact, Epicurus makes clear in his First Appellations®'* both that the
sage “will experience rage” and (will experience it) “in moderation,” and

210. “Something choice-worthy in itself” to Epicureans can only be something
pleasurable. Philodemus sets punishment as the goal of natural anger, as vengeance is
the goal of empty anger, and it becomes as contemptible as vengeance, if pursued for
its own sake as a pleasure.

211. The term for argument is émAoyicudc, though Philodemus does not appear
to be using its technical meaning; if he is, it is in a way that escapes us. He calls one of
their arguments a Aéyoc (49.27). For “explanation,” see LS], s.v. “mapauvfic,” A.4.

212. See below, 46.16-47.41.

213. Philodemus means that the Founders understood thymos not in the sense in
which Philodemus’s opponents use it, “rage,” but in a more general one, as a synonym
for “anger” generally. See n. 208. On the quotation from Metrodorus, see n. 98.

214. The Anaphonéseis is mentioned only here, and this is its only fragment. Sedley
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Metrodorus, if he says “the rage of the wise man” in its proper sense, shows
also that he feels it “very briefly” [12] That “he will feel rage”... also to
Hermarchus ...

[two lines missing or untranslatable]

. [16] so that I am amazed at those who want to be textbook
Epicureans,?!> that they ignored these and the things I mentioned before,
and as a result?!® tried to demonstrate that, according to our Founders,
“the sage will become wrathful” [23] And their proofs that he will become
enraged are very far from establishing that he will become enraged accord-
ing to every notion of rage, as they ought to have, since nowhere do they
establish both anger and rage as separate categories,?!” nor that “he (the
wise man) will become angry” in the sense common (to both words), as
we will show. [33] It is clear that both in magnitude and quality rage differs
from anger and is not natural. [37] But they have reasoned wrongly about
when anger and rage are referred to the same thing and when they are not,

(1973, 5) argued that these avadwwiceic should be identified with the “natural” and
primal meanings of words; cf. Demetrius Laco, On Textual Criticism, 67.7-9: ¢pucet Tac
mpéiTac TEY dvopatwy qvaduwvycelc yeyovéval Aéyouev (“we say that the first appella-
tions of words came into being by nature”); see further in the introduction, pp. 41-43.

215. The Pifhiaxoi are “Epicureans by the book,” or at least so they claimed. The
school encouraged verbal disputations over the texts of the founders like those in
Demetrius Lacos Textual Problems. See Sedley 1998, 62-93; and Del Mastros (2014,
184-87) reconstruction of the title TTpoc Tovc pacxoBiBAtaxovc A, in P.Herc. 1005/862
(partially published in Angeli 1988a).

216. LSJ (s.v. “dxoroubia”) singles out this passage for &§ dxoloubiac “as a con-
sequence.” According to the TLG, it occurs in Galen fifteen times also, frequently of
erroneous as well as correct inference (as opposed to observation).

217. For the translation of €i as “since,” see Smyth §$2246 and 2698b and d. xaty-
yopoupévwe should mean something like “categorically” or perhaps “by categories,”
which is what it appears to mean in its only other appearance in the TLG, in the anon-
ymous commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation edited by Taran (1978).
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just as they fail in their opinion about whether

Column 46

the sage does or does not fall into a “rage”—I think this clear to those
who have followed what we have indicated in our discussion of the sub-
ject.218 [6] So, then, having laid down these things on our own behalf and
concerning us, with arguments that prove it, in support of there being a
natural kind of anger, we have [indeed] replied that the sage will become
angry.

[13] But certain (philosophers) (claim that that the sage?) will become
“enraged” ...

[most of two lines missing]

... [So,] in addition to these arguments, they use arguments by anal-
ogy su[ch as the following]:2"°

[18] (A) If a sage will feel gratitude to those who have treated him
well of their own free will, he will also become angry with those who have
intentionally harmed him. If he will not get angry with

218. Wilke supposes that Philodemus refers especially to 39.41-44.35.
219. For analysis of the arguments, see the introduction, §6.7. We mark the paired
parts of each of the three epilogismoi with A, B, and C to make the structure clearer.
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the latter, he will not feel gratitude to the former.?2 [25] For the one emo-
tion appears in the one case to correspond to the other in the other case,
and just as the intentional element provokes gratitude, so also it provokes
anger. For as we are grateful neither to inanimate active causes nor to
those animate ones that achieved something by no choice of their own,
so also we are not annoyed at them. [36] Others say that we are naturally
impelled to anger, as to gratitude, through the corresponding cause.??! (B)
And, because we have encountered many men,

Column 47

who, whenever they take wine, get drunk—not just fools, but also intelli-
gent men, and the latter no less than the former—we understand that their
drunkenness happens not because of irrationality, [7] but, whenever even
the sag[es are drunk,] because [of wisdom] ...

220. This argument relies on the implication of Kyr. dox. 1 that, though the gods,
being incorruptible, are free of anger and gratitude, humans are not; indeed, their
weakness compels them to feel both emotions. If the wise man is liable to anger (Sext-
xbc 8pyfic), as Kyr. dox. 1 implies, he must also be liable to gratitude (dextixdc ydpiroc)
on the same grounds, set forth already in 43.14-44.14. So far Philodemus agrees. Note
that map’ éautolc (46.19), éxouciwe (46.21, 48.7-8), T éxolciov (46.30), and xata Tpo-
aipecty (48.11-12; cf. 39.29) are used throughout the first epilogismos as synonyms for
“intentional(ly), voluntary/voluntarily” Philodemus takes for granted, along with the
maximalists, that gratitude is felt because of good intentionally done to us.

221. Harm done us intentionally, as opposed to good done us intentionally. Kharis
is the emotional response to good done to us intentionally. So both for the maximalists
and for Philodemus, kharis and orgé are to that extent mirrors of each other.
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not only ... whenever they are intentionally harmed by someone ... then
... say ... cause.??? [18] (C) And it is not because lightning hit the fool-
ish person??* that he is liable to foolish fits of anger but according to the
suppositions??* that lead him on: [23] one man thinking that he has been
harmed, or another thinking even (that he has been harmed) greatly ...
not having these suppositions, but having them concerning other things,
he is not angered by the former but is driven mad by the latter; and so, if
being irritated follows generally on suppositions, [32] and the wise man,
being harmed by someone intentionally, supposes that he is harmed,??
but only to that extent that he has actually been

222. Here, too, Philodemus agrees with his opponents: that the wise man can in
some sense get drunk is analogous to his being in some sense capable of anger.

223. Le., not for an arbitrary or random reason.

224. “Suppositions” last appeared as the cause of “compelled” behavior by fools
in frags. 24, 28, and 32, but see n. 78 above on Yevdodo&iav at col. 6.14-15. They now
reappear as necessary parts of the definition both of natural and empty anger.

225. The phrase Umé Twvoc éxouciwe is placed ambiguously between BAamtope-
voc and UmodapBaver Pramrecbal, and word order suggests that it should go with the
main verb rather than the participle. But the rebuttal at 48.27-33 divides the prereq-
uisites for anger into (1) “a supposition of being harmed” and (2) “the sage’s being
harmed intentionally,” which shows that the translation printed above is most likely
how Philodemus understood it.
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harmed, as a matter of course he will be angered, but briefly, because he
never receives an impression of being greatly harmed, as he never takes
any external thing to be all that important.??¢ But some

Column 48

have used these arguments about (the possibility of) the sage becoming
enraged as well. [3] (A) Very well, then, as for the first (argument), an
argument such as the following can be set alongside it: if we are naturally
impelled to intense gratitude to those who have voluntarily done us good,
we are also naturally provoked to intense anger against those who have
harmed us intentionally. [12] But as even a wise man is thankful ...

[four lines missing]

... [18] since he considers even external benefits unimportant. The
rule “nothing external is important” is laid down not only with reference
to evils alone but also to goods. “But he is greatly thankful not just to those
who made him a sage,

226. Here also Philodemus agrees with the argument—but only as he qualifies it.
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but also to those who provided certain other things for him.” [28] But if
someone will claim that he does this looking to their intentions, then obvi-
ously he will accept the same claim concerning anger.??”

[33] (B) And it is obvious what one must say against the next (argu-
ment), changing the argument only in the manner of handling it.??® Indeed,
one should consider the next argument simply wretched. For concerning
the claim that the wise man, too, will get drunk, [39] if they mean Epicu-
rus’s circle

Column 49

used (the argument) that intelli[gent] people,??® too, (will get drunk), they
are talking [no]nsense; but if they mean themselves, it is obvious from the
following (considerations) that they are reasoning about that man (sc. the
sage) illegitimately: [4] by proceeding in a similar way, someone will dem-
onstrate that he (sc. the sage) will be anxious for glory, will fall in love, and
will be afflicted by innumerable other

227. In fact, the wise man is chiefly thinking about results—damage done or
benefits conferred—not other people’s intentions, however essential it is to anger and
gratitude that the damage or benefit be intentional. Wisdom is the greatest gift, but no
harm that can be done to the sage compares with it in importance.

228. Philodemus “changes the manner” because, if the opponents claimed that
drunkenness was appropriate to the sage, they could justify any other vice by the anal-
ogy, which, he implies, is not worth arguing against.

229. The term xapielc, literally “endowed with graces, accomplished” (Asmis sug-
gested “people of finer feelings” to us), is used here and in lines 11-12 as a synonym
of cuvetéc (“intelligent”), which appeared in the parallel passage at 47.3, where epilo-
gismos B was first stated.
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passions, [10] if indeed others among highly intelligent men constantly
have troubles (like those?) ...

[five lines missing]

... [18] getting drunk ...

... is easy, and it is necessary to accept that “the sage is more liable than
some unthinking people to fall into fits of anger” [22] and that “he suffers
this no less than fools, since he gets drunk no less than they do,” in the
sense they are using “be drunk?23¢

[27] (C) The last argument is invalid,?! since from the statements that
“anger cannot occur without a supposition of having been harmed” and
that “the sage is intentionally harmed”?3? it leads to the statement “he is
angered.” [33] For just as without learning one’s letters it is not possible to
become a sage, but, if someone has learned his letters, it will not be con-
cluded that he is also a sage, [39] so also (it does) not

230. The opponents are accused of arguing that the sage will get extremely drunk,
not merely tipsy, in order to support their thesis that he will also get extremely angry,
or “enraged” Philodemus replies by reductio ad absurdum.

231. So in Peripatetic logic; cf. Mates 1953, 134.

232. Gomperz noted that we might have expected this to read in its full form “the
sage <supposes he> is being intentionally harmed””
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(follow) for him who has established

Column 50

that “anger follows upon suppositions of having been harmed, but is impos-
sible otherwise” that “he who has received an impression of being harmed
will as a matter of course?3® be angered,” [5] unless someone should dem-
onstrate that the supposition of harm is indeed an efficient cause of anger.?**

Philodemus’s
On] Anger
3,735 stichoi*?®

233. For mavtwe, cf. 40.18-19, 25-26, and 47.36-37. Here it means “in every case,”
“as a (strict) rule”

234. The phrase dpactixdv aitiov occurs only here in an Epicurean context; it
means that the supposition of being harmed intentionally is a sufficient cause of anger.
By contrast, Philodemus holds that it is only a necessary antecedent condition to feel-
ing anger, which we can refuse to feel for many reasons. More usually, the expression is
o TIXOV aiTlov, as opposed to TafnTixov aiTiov “passive cause.” The phrases dpactixdy
altiov and momTixdv aitiov are used as synonyms, e.g., in Galen, Caus. puls. 9 (Kithn
1821-1833,9:5,9-10): ) ... OpacTin Te xal momTien xal Snuioupytxd) [note explanatory
Te xal ... xal “that is ... and”] tfjc évepyelac aitia (“a ‘drastic; that is, active and cre-
ative cause”); and Plen. 34.5-6 Otte = Kithn 1821-1833, 7:524,13-15: dpdcxovtec adThy
aitiav elvat dpacticiy, Gc 00ty diddepov eimely ot dpactueny ¥ momTiehy (“we claim
it is an active cause, as it makes no difference whether we say drastikén or poiétiken”).
See the introduction, pp. 79-80.

235. On the subscription, see the introduction, §12.
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All fragments are explicitly marked as such; “col” is used to mark the point
in the list where references to column numbers begin. We have not indexed
xal, 0¢, Te, o0, W), or the article, nor ye, wév, or 0% except in combination
with other particles. Citations are to the line on which the word begins.
Words that are badly damaged, wholly restored, or the result of emenda-
tion are enclosed in square brackets; words that may not actually belong
to the lemma under which they are listed or are otherwise questionable
for some reason are marked with a question mark. Words that are (or are
suspected of being) quotations are marked with the name of the author or,
failing that, the note (poet.); (tit.) stands for title. The apparatus has not
been systematically indexed, but some important or interesting readings
have been included with the note (ap.). Regular comparatives and super-
latives and regular adverbs are included under the positive form of the
adjective; irregular forms are indexed separately. All verb forms are found
under the dictionary entry (e.g., eimov is indexed under Aéyw).

dyabéc 19.27; 28.36; 37.315 38.19, 33;  40ixéw frag. 5.7; col. 18.23; 27.25; 28.21

41.18;39.9 (?); 42.26; 48.21 adoxnTwe 22.14
GyavaxTéw 14.3 (ap.); 46.35  &doAécywe 1.10
Gyavaxtrcic frag. 21.14 (ap.)  &duvatéw frag. 28.10 (?); col. 24.31; 50.2
GyavaxTnTixoc frag. 21.[13]  &dVvatoc 6.[8]
dryevctoc 2837 el frag. 27.31; col. 15.7; 19.24
ayvoiw 3.6;5.13;43.[14]  éépuoc 39.18
dyptoc frag. 18.11 (ap.)  &ndvc frag. E[1]; col. 44.19
aywvic 8.26;26.15  abéuctoc 4424 (Homer)
dywvilopat 3237  afymic 43.30
aderdy 16.23  dbAwoc 48.36
adehddc 12.29; frag. F2  dfpowc 3.12
adeMjmrwe 4123 aidéopat frag. 31.15 (?); col. 16.21
adravénToc 6.22 (Homer)
adradbpnroc 23.10  duxia 27.24; 32.[5]
adtddopoc 40.35;41.1  aipnpée frag. 18.15
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aips'réc 42.28; 44.30
alcyoc 7.24 (ap.)
aicyivew 24.11
aitéw 23.21
aitia 16.13; 18.40; 19.9 (ap.); 28.34;

30.30; 36.24; 37.[7]; 40.19; 46.39; 47.17

altioc 28.20; 39.28; 50.6
axaptaioc 40.2
axlvyroc 32.23;35.29
Qe frag. 27.8; col. 10.20
axo 11.3
dxolovféw frag. 32.14, 18
dxoloubia 45.20
dxdéhouboc 423
axodw 9.34; 38.23 (Menander)
axpayohoc 36.3
axptfBnc 35.33
dxpiroc 33.31
dxpoc 422,36
aXynddv 42.9;43.35
dXxyoc 29.24 (Homer)
dAeimTne 33.38
aAnbeia 14.105 22.23; 34.30
aAnbwéc 30.1 (ap.)
alcxopat frag. 12.15 (ap.)
aMd frag. 3.34; frag. 20.16;

frag. 24.5; frag. 32.5, 12, 15; 6.10, 26;
frag. D.2; col. 11.6; 13.13; 15.11; 16.37;
18.30; 19.21, 33; 24.20; 25.29; 26.4, 28;
27.35; 29.24; 30.14; 33.19, 32; 34.37;
37.24;38.6, 19, 38; 40.11 (?), 25; 41.26,
32; 43.3, 33; 44.18; 45.4; 47.3, 7, 21;
48.21, 24, 26; 49.36; AN Wiy 24.36;
ol uny aMa 22.22

aMayn frag. 23.27

&Moc frag. 5.5; frag.
12.[13]; frag. 21.24, 25 (?); frag. 24.23;
frag. 32.[27], [29]; col. 1.14; 4.7; 7.[3],
4; 14.13, 27; 18.29; frag. E3; 24.35;
25.8, 18, 27; 26.[3], 23; 27.16; 29.20;
34.3,22;36.[5]; 37.7, 41.5; 42.29; 43.6;
47.26; 48.27; 49.9, 10; 50.2

aMéTploc

aMotpiwetc

aApupoc

40.38; 41.2
41.12
frag. 18.[19]

Philodemus, On Anger

dAoyéw 6.30 (ap.); 14.1
dAoytctio 47.7
GAdytetoc 49.21
dhoyoc  6.2515.6 (ap.); 19.23; 26.5; 32.32
fua 9.38; 42.35
auapTavE 41.19
auapTwAOC 36.4
aueifw 25.13
GueAel 14.16; 15.[10]; 35.3
Guenic 4.12
auétoxoc 30.29
duuva 31.32
auive 33.35

av (cf. éav) frag. 24.25; col. 1.19; 3.22;
17.29; 22.22; 29.26 (Democritus);
30.33 (ap.); 35.2, 6; 37.31; 39.19; 40.16,
23;41.6; 42.20, 34; 43.11; 44.8

dvayevvaw 2.19
avayxdlw 15.25; 20.[18]; 23.33; frag. E.5;
36.6 (ap.)
avaryxaioc 44.19
avayxy frag. 21.[14]; frag. 24.5; col.
19.13
avaypddw 3.[6]
avayw frag. 21.6
avaywyoc 28.41 (ap.)
avadéyopar 38.22,33;40.36; 41.37; 42.5
avaivopal 1.[5]
avaitioc 24.25
avelappave 11.8,22
Gvddoyoc 32.16;37.28
dvayévw 26.27
Gvauvncte 25.34
dvabaive 29.[6]
avdéioc 22.8 (ap.)
dvamydaw frag. 27.3; col. 10.21
avaptBuntoc 2.17
GvacTéNw 414
Gvacyetoc 2.2 (ap.)
QvaTpémw 255
avadaivew 25.15
avadwrcte 45.6 (tit.)
avexToc 39.2
avéxdeuxtoc  frag. 33.[19]; col. 39.29;

40.4, 14 (ap.), 20
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averevfepia 32.[1]
dveredfepoc 21.5;28.31
QVETIEIXNC 27.19
GvemAoyLcTéw 3.9
GvemAdyLcToc 7.7
dvemietacia 13.14
dvemictatoc 19.31
dvev 21.20; 36.8
dvevdoxycia 39.39
dveuddanToc 25.6
avéhevBepoc 21.[5]; 28.31
dveupoc 33.29
avéxw 19.15
avixectoc 26.30
aviuepoc 27.20; 42.30; 44.22
dvip 30.25; 45.22; 46.20
dvlpwmoc 11.9; 25.1, 7, 265 26.4, 25;
28.27; 30.32; 34.27; 37.3; 40.21; 43.37;
44.26
GvixnTwe 32.22
&vota 42.13 (ap.)
dvoldéw frag. 18.17; col. 30.20
dvolxetoc 113
dvomAoc 33.2
YTy WVICTYC 33.38
G 17.24 (ap.); 40.29
avTiypadw 43.21
dvtidixoc 31.12
avtifetoc 43.31
avTAéyw 46.11
avtictpodoc 46.25, 39
avumépBatoc 18.[15]
a&loc frag. 27.23; col. 20.23
adpyyToc 34.[16], 33; 47.28
dmoic 17.7 (ap.)
amavTaw frag. 27.15; col. 14.31; 25.4;
29.17
amo 11.23
amapevéyiyroc 39.3
amac frag. 13.29; frag. 27.30; frag.
28.16; col. 3.[26]; 9.23; 18.3; 23.11;
frag. E.[3]; 25.4 (ap.); 28.38
amatycic frag. 24.7
ametbrc 33.25
amehéw 17.21,29

Qe 24.24
dmeiut 17.12
amépavtoc 13.28 (ap.); 49.27
gmepyalopat frag. 24.7; col. 33.27
améxw  frag. 7.5 (ap.); col. 27.27; 39.18
amolic 28.27;37.23
amATWC 20.20

amé  frag. 32.30; col. 2.16; 14.20; 21.30;
27.23; 37.33; 38.2, 18; 20.[1];

amofaive 7.11
amoBdMw 15.22
amodebrvupt 8.27;45.22; 49.6
amodexTéc 28.39
amodéw 45.25
am00nAdw frag. 19.[7]
amoonuia 25.25
amodidwt 34.34, 36; 35.[4]; 36.18, 30
Gmdbecic 6.19 (ap.)
amoxpUTTwW 29.8
GmoxTelvw 24.29
dmodauctéc 42.22;44.7, [17]
Gmoleimw 21.26
amoMVLL 23.24
amélucic 6.[19]
amoptpuopal 14.5
AmOTANXTOC 40.40
amoppyToc 25.19
amoctacte 35.37
dmérpwlic 13.22
amoTupASw 33.3
amodaivw frag. 24.[3]; col. 37.26; 48.40
amédacte 37.24
amodpelyw 3.17; 6.9 (ap.), 26
amoduyn 4.13
amoypaw 41.28
ampoatpéTwc 46.33
ampéPatoc 19.12
ATTW frag. 7.[5]; col. 30.31
amwbin 13.12
apyuptov 15.27
Gpéckw 44.41
aptude 30.16
apmay 22.28
&ppntoc 23.27

Gppwetia 10.32
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aptt 10.18
apyn 40.[6]
dpyw frag. D.2
dpxwy 28.24
deadela frag. 11.1 (ap.)
deeféw 14.23
dchévela 43.23,31
acbewnc 43.[14]; 18
Gcbua 8.38
actabnc 8.34
detpov 20.31
acupmepidopoc 25.14
dre frag. 24.17
ateMic 42.40 (ap.)
drevilw 48.29
ATEUXTEW frag. 24.16; col. 21.19
atomia 35.26
&tomoc 12.20; 14.5 (ap.); 49.2
ad 14.[1]
adbdvew 34.28
adctnpdc frag. 6.8 (ap.)
adTébev 11.11
adTéxANTOC 20.38
adTépatoc 324

adTdc (et 6 adTdc)

frag. 6.7 (?); frag.

13.26; frag. 15.16; frag. 19.12; frag.
24.14, 22; frag. 28.2[4]; col. 1.[26];
3.16;4.6;5.17;7.5, 8, 21; 8.37; 9.28, 29,
36; 10.34; 12.[33]; 13.7; 14.26; 16.26;
17.24; 18.26; 19.12; 20.35, 37; 21.35;
22.25; 23.41; frag. F[5]; 24.29; 25.20,
225 27.17, 38; 28.29; 29.13, 14; 31.30,
[33]; 33.5, 27; 34.19, 21; 35.38; 36.27;
37.[17], 20, 25; 40.20, 23, 32, 38; 41.22;
42.19, 35; 43.12; 45.24, 38, 39; 46.22;
48.31; 49.25, 38

ddatpéw  frag. 24.21; col. 32.20; 39.24
ddeldéw 14.26
ddiqu 23.35;31.21
adixvéopat 3.8
adopnToc 23.[10]; 30.[8]
adopur 24.38
adpnTwp 44.23 (Homer)
adpocivy 24.40 (ap.)
ddpwv 47.2;49.23

GdbuldxTwc 11.16
Axaide 29.24 (Homer)
dxdpletoc 28.33
dxpt 2222
aivbiov 4421
auyoc 26.6; 46.31
Badilw 15.24 (poet.); 27.36
Babic frag. 19.9; col. 34.37
BabiTyc 28.40
Batbe 1.16; 12.[20]; 48.20
Baraveiov frag. 27.27
BéMw frag. 27.11 (?); col. 23.39
Bapdbupoc 30.34
Baplvw frag. 15.[6]
Baplc  frag. 15.5 (?); col. 11.20 (Plato)
Bacireia 29.22
Bacthede  frag. 24.20; frag. 31.16 (ap.);

col. 11.14; 18.35; 43.30
Bidlw frag. 28.11; col. 27.26; 28.5 (ap.),
21 (ap.); 33.1

Biaoc 33.32;41.2
BiBharbe 45.17
Bioc 9.23;22.27;28.37
BAdB7 frag. 1.4; frag. 28.22, 23; col.

32.40 (ap.); 41.28, [41]; 47.39; 50.5, 8
Braxeia 31.6 (ap.)
ﬁ?w'm'rw 13.6; 15.32 (ap.); 27.33; 37.4, 39;

40.32, 34;41.10, 32, 34,40; 42.1; 46.21;

47.11, 23, 32, 34, 35; 48.11; 49.30, 31,
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Bracdnuia 16.26
Brémw frag. 18.10; col. 28.35; 37.33
Bonbéw 6.[2], 11
o 1222
BovAeutic 28.23
Bovdopat frag. 27.22 (ap.); col. 40.27
Bpaxvc 42.39; 45.11; 47.37
Bprudopar (vel -dopat) 22.14
Bpiuwctc frag. 19.9; col. 8.24; 17.21;
24.23;27.30
Bpdcte 28.2
BuPAtaxiée 45.17
YAUETY 24.33
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yauéw 22.32

yap frag. 13.27; frag. 21.17; frag.
23.[22]; frag. 32.9; col. 1.5; 6.[9], frag.
C.1; frag. D.3; col. 10.18; 11.21; 12.25;
13.11;14.16; 18.23, 34;20.14, 28; 21.26,
37; 23.36; 26.7; 28.35; 31.[33]; 37.33;
38.23;40.6; 41.28; 42.3, 125 43.29; 44.9,
11, 17, 22; 46.25, 30; 48.38; 49.33

yap 0 3.18
xal yap  frag. 28.21; col. 4.19; 15.9;
40.22;45.5

®év yap 17.16
YE uny 27.19; 48.36
Yé T frag. 28.22 (ap.); col. 42.[6]
YelrToveL® 21.37
Yéhwc 25.32
Yéuw 26.14; 44.12 (ap.)
yevvaioc 3.21
yewaw 9.28,40
yév(v)nue 17.25 (ap.)
yévoc  frag. 32.17 (ap.); col. 6.16; 30.32;

[40.5]
Yépwy 23.12
vi frag. 17.[16]; col. 18.[17]
yiyvouar  frag. 17.20; frag. 21.10; frag.

27.24; frag. 32.17 (ap.); col. 2.2 (ap.);
4.6; 7.8; 9.29; 13.18; 16.28; 19.7, 10,
13; 20.22; 21.10; 23.31; frag. F1; 25.3,
17, 23; 27.33; 28.20, 30; 29.5, 9; 34.22,
25; 38.2, [8]; 41.[17]; 43.9, [15]; 46.26;
47.20; 49.30, 35

Yryveexw 41.3;42.35
yvwpLupoc 35.[20]
yvéicic frag. 28.[16]
yvecTde 7.12
Yoveic frag. E.[2]; col. 31.14
yolv 15.21; 31.24; 48.21
ypaupa 49.34, 36
ypapupatinée 34.2
ypadn 35.34
YpuuEa 31.24
yupvée frag. 27.12; col. 10.22
yuvy 22.32;26.[1]
daiopat 8.31 (poet.)
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daxvnpée 37.19
ddxvew frag. 19.[4]; col. 12.18; 41.8

0l frag. 21.23; col. 7.13; 13.12; 18.34;
19.1 (ap.); 20.28; 26.6; 28.35 (bis);
29.25; 33.24; 34.6 (ap.); 38.[5]

delxevupt 30.10 (ap.); 40.20
dethia 32.21
Jdewdc 8.24;15.19;17.19; 42.12
dextixée  frag. 32.24; col. 20.[16]; 43.33,
44.1
d¢pxopal frag. 18.9 (poet.)
OecToTIXdC 28.29
By frag. 27.[16], 27; frag. 31.19

(Homer); frag. 32.20; col. 3.[21]; 6.26;
7.[21]; 26.[6];

uev 0 1.8
Onwetixde 38.7
dnovéTt 48.31
dfjroc 15.30; 45.33
onmou 40.22; 43.36
dnmoubev 44.8

i 31.3 (?) (gen.) 1.7; 3.22; 9.29; 19.26;
27.17; 29.[5); 31.27; 45.28; (acc.) 2.17;
4.6; 5.20; 6.13, 30; 10.24, 28; 13.9, 14;
18.39; 23.24, 26; 24.23; 25.20, 23, 31;
26.28, 29, 31; 28.34; 29.13 (bis), 28;
30.30; 33.9; 34.21, 25, 27, 29; 35.18,
38; 36.4, 23; 39.30; 40.19; 41.32; 42.28;
44.30; 46.39; 47.37

defdMw 20.21
dtafor) 16.30; 25.35 (ap.); 27.15
didyw 21.[16]
darywy 21.23
dtadidwpt 8.32
didfecic 2.15; 7.[3]; 27.21; 34.20; 35.1;

37.30; 38.2; 42.31

Stwvilw frag. 17.3 (?)
draxovia 28.4
draxpive 12.25
drehapBave frag. 7.7
daréyopal 32.34
drdAqic 37.25
OLMATTEW 44.40; 48.35
dapéva 30.22
dlavoéw frag. 28.[13]; col. 44.33
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dravbunua 43.5
omelfo 40.[4]
olamimTw 35.35; 45.41
diaptbuéw 15.26
diappintw frag. 19.10
dacadéw frag. 11.1; col. 45.7
diacmacude 10.29
duactactc 8.36
dtachpw 28.17
dratifyut 12.17; 18.34; 33.[6]
datptPn 35.34
diatpifew 33.24
diadépw 45.35
diadbeipw 24.36
diadopd 7.4;43.1,8
dladpwvéw 17.[26]
Oidwut 34.4
OLEtAnLpévee 41.22
dtepebiln 22.4;31.13; 47.30
dtepebicpde 8.23;10.36; 19.30
dixatoc 25.2;28.25;32.27
dixatochvy 24.38
duxatdw 25.15
dixactic 28.22
dixen 11.11;12.38
aié 32.305 38.29; 42.39;
diémep 3.5
droidncie 8.22
dtopyilopat frag. 24.11
dtopBow frag. B.1 (ap.); col. 19.17
didt 19.[1]; 30.4, 24, 31; 31.1; 39.35;

41.3;42.1, 36

doxéw frag. 21.[20]; frag. 28.11, 13, [24];
col. 22.16; 25.28; 27.25; 29.11, 16; 34.38;
47.24

déhoc 28.32

06ka  frag. 19.20, 23 (?); frag. 32.9; col.
15.5 (2); 43.21 (tit.)

doalw 46.2

dofoc frag. 21.18; frag. 31.15 (ap.); col.
23.37;24.28; 36.3

dpameTévw 23.40
dpactinde 50.6
SprpdTye 5.24
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dvvapat 2.11; 6.25; 8.265; 10.39; 24.30;
26.19, 28; 28.24; 42.16

duvatéc 10.40; 29.30; 43.39
JUCATOXATACTATOC 30.18
ducxoAia 23.13;28.1
ducxepic 7.23;28.18;38.4
ducyprctia 4.7;24.20

éav (@) frag. 21.[6]; frag. 27.[15], 19,
27; frag. 28.13, 19 (ap.); col. 3.19 (ap.);
7.6; 10.26; 11.11; 13.17; 15.[8]; 18.25;
19.16, 21, 30; 20.14; 22.26, 32; 23.[39];
frag. F4; 24. 29, 31, 33, 37; 26.[1], 3;
29.[7]; 30.18, 27, 29; 24.[16]; 41.18,
20; 47.7; 50.5

EauTod frag. 6.7 (?); col. 4.23; 13.7;
15.14, 23, 31; 19.23; 21.[16]; 22.[16],
18; 25.17; 26.33; 30.[9]; 37.4; 38.40;
41.20, 26; 42.28, 38; 44.12 (ap.), 30;
46.19; 49.2

1) 12.25; 19.[11]; 21.37; 30.27
gyylyvopat 27.14;30.29
gyxatéw frag. E.1 (ap.)
gyndxioc 10.25
gyxupéw 11.15;40.17
Eyxelpéw 1.10
gyxenie 5.12
éyw 21.5]

€0éAw v. Bédw

0w v. elwbo

el frag. 16.26; frag. 19.3, 9; frag.
21.13; frag. 24.25 (ap.); frag. 28.21;
col. 1.12; 3.11; 5.14; 8.19, 26; 16.27;
29.5; 33.34; 39.20, 29; 40.27; 41.2, 32;
43.22, 38; 44.31; 45.9, 28; 46.18, [22];
47.29; 48.5, 28, 39; 49.2, 36

eldov (v. dpaw)

eldoc 24.21
elndTwc 25.13
ellieplvela 7.16

elul frag. 6.4; [frag. 7.1]; frag. 18.5; frag.
21.12, 13, 20; frag. 24.[18], 23; frag.
27.19; frag. 28.[12]; frag. 29.9; frag.
32.26, 27; col. 1.6, 9, 24, [26]; 2.14;
3.16; 5.22, 25; 6.10, 25, 27, 29; frag.
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C.2, 45 7.24 (2); 9.35; 11.22; 14.17;
15.7; 16.13 (ap.), 35; 17.17; 18.3 (ap.),
5, [15]; 20.29; 25.28; frag. H.6; 28.25,
37; 29.20; 30.29; 31.32; 32.[17], 34,
36; 33.20; 34.24, 31, 33, 36; 35.5, 29;
36.3, 23; 37.28; 38.[7], 30; 39.21, 32;
40.5, 24, 26; 41.[41]; 42.[6], 15 (?), 25,
26, 34; 44.1; 45.17, 36; 46.9; 47.28, 40;
48.22, 37; 49.[19], 28; 50.7

elmep

glmov v. Méyw

eic  frag. 7.[3]; frag. 18.11; col. 3.8; 4.22;
9.[25]; 10.31; 12.21, 40; 13.15; 14.23,
25; 15.29; 19.[4]; 20.29; 21.35; 24.27,
38; 27.24, 38; 34.30; 41.19, 20, 22, 26,
35;42.27; 44.37; 48.29; 49.22

elc  frag. 24.12; frag. 28.22; col. 15.22,
21.16 (ap.); 28; 41.7; ud¢ €lc 1.15

49.[10]

gita 8.32;11.17; 22.18
lwba 1.12;7.19; 13.19; 44.3
éx, e 2.22; 8.21; 12.33, 36; 13.[23],

26; 16.13 (ap.), [24]; 21.18; 24.18;

28.38; 40.9; 42.38; 45.20; 49.3, 28
éxactoc frag. 5.5 (ap.); frag. 19.16 (?);

col. 20.[39]; 21.18, 26; 25.12
éxfBaxyedw 14.28; 30.26
éxfaMw 2231
gxeivoc 1.5; 29.23; 43.39; 46.24; 47.4, 27;
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éxfecic 34.24
éxbupaive frag. 31.21
énxayxdlw 22.20
éxxadéw frag. E.1; col. 24.27; 48.8
EXNAAVTITW 20.27
éxxdnclactic 28.23
€xxom 13.21
EXNOTTW 23.36
&M 33.30
éxolcloc  23.25; 40.33; 41.33; 46.21, 30;

47.(10], 33; 48.7; 49.31
ExTimTw 23.35
éxmipucic 8.22
EXTEUVW 31.28
éxTixée frag. 32.24 (ap.); col. 20.16 (ap.)
éxToc 27.32
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ExTpéyw 20.1
ExTpod 9.25
Exdépw 15.[16]
éxdedyw 40.24
xyEw 15.30
éddttwpa  frag. 15.7; col. 24.18; 37.37;

39.6

gAdyLetoc 14.20; 28.9 (ap.); 38.8, 30
Eleyyoc 35.33
élevfepoc frag. 21.19, 21
€Axoc 19.18
¢upaive 21.36
¢uprémw 40.37
gumipmpnut 24.34
EUTITTR 13.17; 42.20
¢umodilw 18.355 39.4, 27
umodwy frag. 27.25
gUMoLéw 3.14;33.33
gudacic 40.34; 47.38; 50.4
guuyoc 46.34
év frag. 18.3; frag. 27.16, 27; col.

1.16, 18; 3.13; 6.[13], 19; 15.27; 18.37;
19.[2]; 21.30, 33; 24.19; 31.19; 32.[15];
35.33; 36.24; 37.36; 40.[6]; 41.9; 43.23;
45.6, 41; 46.5

évavTtioc 31.11; 33.6; 34.40
gvdela 27.35
gvdov frag. 27.6
gvelul frag. 32.22
gvexa 16.24
Evexey 5.11;43.[13]
évempedlw frag. 24.13
évepyew 26.17
évevpebinc frag. 18.14
) 30.17; 32.40
évlouctacude 32.32
évfupcopat 4.20; 35.24

gviot frag. 18.14, [15]; col. 16.[18]; 21.22;
26.7; 31.24; 32.3; 35.4, 28, 37; 43.19;
44.38;47.41; 48.27;49.21

gvioTe 4.8;12.23; 13.14; 15.14; 16.31,

38; 23.30; 28.[21]; 30.15, 35; 36.36;
37.5; 38.27

5.7

évictnwt

> ’

EVVOE

4.14
26.20
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éwvonua 43.5 (ap.)
gwvola 45.26
EVTATTW 40.30
évtaliba 4.19
dvtelvw frag. 18.16
EVTENEW frag. 28.19 (ap.)
gvtepoy 8.30
EVTpEYW 37.22
¢apy1dw 29.2
gaiptn frag. 27.5; col. 31.30
gavaticxw 23.29
geapibpin 7.22
e 40.26; 44.35
&iic 48.34,37
31 frag. 12.17
letnu 19.[2]; 38.32; 47.29
gbouéMw 14.21
éw 2.9

gwhev frag. 18.2; col. 26.24; 31.12; 42.7;
47.40; 48.19, 23

gowxat frag. 18.7
émain frag. 1.2 (?)
gmaxorovféw  22.18;28.28;47.31; 50.1
émapdve 21.1
EmavaTpew 30.28
gmavdpoc 31.17
gmel 6.24; 44.11
émeddv  frag. 28.[5]; col. 12.38; 18.[16]
E”TrElar'j 7.13;37.27; 40.39; 48.18
émednmep 28.21;49.24
gmequt (eint)  frag. 30.12; col. 35.5 (ap.)
gmelut (elwt) frag. 1.2 (2);
et 12.30; 15.30; 16.14; 35.[17]
émeudnuéw 16.20
éméxw 30.19

émi frag. 5.6; frag. 13.33; (gen.) frag.
24.8; col. 7.18; 10.27; 26.35; 30.3
(ap.); 41.26; 46.26; 48.20, 21, 31; (dat.)
col. 14.29; 15.10, 13; 20.18; 25.33;
frag. H.4; 26.19, 32; 38.30, 40; 45.16;
46.16; 47.27, 28; (acc.) frag. 18.13;
frag. 19.19; col. 2.20; 5.14; 8.32; 10.15;
20.39; 30.3 (ap.), 27; 35.31; 44.2, 5, 6,
21; 45.38 (bis); 46.37 (bis); 48.6, [9]
¢mPBaNw frag. 12.14 (ap.)

Philodemus, On Anger

émPBatéc frag. 21.20
¢mpPrénw 9.36
gmyév(v)nua 17.24
¢moevin 7.10; 20.25; 41.29; 50.5
gmdexTixnée 40.25
Emienc 4427
¢minrén 15.28
émbewpéw 5.29 (ap.)
¢mbupéw 42.21;44.28

¢mbuple  7.20; 8.25; 14.18; 23.27; 27.28;
41.38; 44.13 (ap.)

EMXaTACPATTW 15.15
émixivduvoc 10.31
¢mlapBave 12.19
émideyw frag. 31.18
EmIATTINOC 9.21
émroyifopat 7.17; 45.40
émhoyLcpbe 46.17
gmhoyLeTinde 4.11; 44.39
EmpeMc 5.8
Emuyavaopal 11.10
gmyuéia 35.31
EMTANTTW 19.22
EMITAOXN 21.21
émimovoc 11.13
EMIppWIVUULL 31.20

émenuaivw  frag. 18.9; col. 29.33; 45.19;
46.6

ETICXOTEW 38.39
émictapat 2.19
émictpedyc 4.17
EmcTpédw 18.27
¢mrelvw 35.21
EMTEUVL 42.40 (ap.)
EmITEPTIC 25.27
EMITETAUEVLIC 36.35
¢mm)detoc 22.3 (ap.)
¢mT)devpa frag. E.4 (ap.)
¢mTnpéw 22.3 (ap.)
émTifnw 11.12
EMITINAW 1.13;19.16
émiTiuncie 35.18
¢mTpifuw 9.24
émoaivw 36.39

Emdépw 9.33; 13.13; 38.[9]; 49.37
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émixetpoc 12.32
motcTinée 11.6
gmopat frag. C.3; col. 13.27 (ap.)
gmoc 12.18
gpapal 44.24 (Homer); 49.[7]
gpyov 17.17
¢pebilw 20.40; 30.[4]
épebicpdc 25.30
Epew V. Aéyw

épnuia 21.15;22.27
gplov frag. 19.17 (ap.)
gpxopat 41.6,27
EpuTINAC 7.19; 14.18
gcte 17.[28]
£CTIdW 18.19
gcyatoc 14.21
érepoc  3.11; 16.15; 19.21; 26.26; 28.18;

34.6 (ap.); 38.29; 46.26, 27
gl frag. 32.25 (ap.); col. 26.10; 39.21;

42.33
edavacetctoc 16.27
eddatpovia 23.18 (ap.)
EVEUTTWTOC 49.20
eDepyeTEW 48.[8]
elletoc 20.29
g0Buc 15.12; 20.[2]; 38.32
edxwycla 35.23
gOAdyLeTOC 40.17
eUAoyoc 6.11;20.24; 32.31
edmapadytctoc 16.29
evplexnw 19.30
elicnuoc 46.3
evTovia 33.33
ebduyc 19.4
gbyapletéw  46.20, 24, 30; 48.7, [13], 25
elyaptetio 46.28, 38
elyouat 8.29
ébtetavew (Edletyw)  19.15 20.4 (2); 41.55

43.10
édopaw 5.29 (ap.)
éxBpa 11.8; 30.[7]
éxBpoc 16.12 (ap.), 32; 19.11; 23.31;

26.21; 32.25
Exw frag. 18.4; col. 2.[14]; 6.18, 21;

7.4, 10; 14.33; 15.19; 21.4, 23; 22.26;
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24.37; 26.21; 28.28; 30.12; 33.32; 35.1;
36.38; 37.34; 41.38; 42.17; 43.8; 47.26,

27;49.[12]
wc 13.20; 27.35
e 11.21 (Plato); 12.37
Ohrneie frag. 28.[17]
o) 21.17
{Bov 26.5

7 frag. 20.8, 11; frag. 27.24; frag. 28.23;
frag. 32.25, 27; col. 1.16; 7.5; 11.14;
12.39; 13.16, 21, 22; 14.13; 15.32; 17.7
(ap.), 10; 18.[21]; 20.18; 21.[1], 31, 32
[bis], 38; 22.[14], 17; 24.35, 39 [bis];
26.1.,2 (bis), 23, 29, 31, [33], 34; 27.34;
30.7; 35.20, 39; 36.22, 26; 37.3, 4, 28;
38.28; 39.21, 33; 40.33, 38;41.41; 43.5,
11; 44.6; 46.1, 8; 47.4; [49.7]

nv. 8¢
NPBatéc 1.16 (ap.)
Nyéopar  16.1 (ap.); 43.20; 47.41; 48.19

#ion  frag. 18.12; frag. 22.3; frag. 27.30;
col. 3.4

NdUc 24.30;5 25.22; 32.29; 44.17
NBuxde frag. 2.1
xicta 3.22;13.6
Nuele  2.12; frag. D.[3]; 16.17; frag. E.6;

29.29; 37.20; 41.26; 46.7, 8, 36

Yuepoc frag. 30.16; col. 44.26
NUETEPOC 6.14
#jmioc 19.19
Neuydlw 10.26
HTTWY 5.13;49.23, 25
Bdvatoc  9.33; 11.13; 26.27; 32.23; 43.34
Bappéw 32.19
Badpa 16.15 (Homer)
Bavpalw frag. 33.14 (ap.); col. 45.16
féa 25.22
Béatpov 21.33
Beloc 14.26
6édw 4.22;45.17
Bede 14.4; 16.18 (ap.); 18.32

Bebdrroc frag. 27.10 (ap.)
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fepameia 4.18,23;5.9; 7.3 (ap.)
fepametw 10.33
fBewpéw 3.12;6.19; 35.27; 42.19
fewpla 20.33
bpa 18.25
Bnpiov 18.30; 33.[35]
bnprwdnc 19.17; 27.30
Bolvy frag. 27.10 (ap.)
Buyatyp 16.25

Bupoc  8.16 (2); 12.26; 15.8; 23.25; 31.30;
32.33; 33.36; 43.[12], 41; 45.10, 26, 30,
37,39; 46.2

Bupbopa frag. 19.4; col. 7.6; 13.9, 28
(ap.); 14.[3]; 15.20; 25.33; 30.14; 33.40;
45.3,7,12,21, 24, [27]; 46.13; 48.1

Bvpa frag. 19.[5], 13
latpéc  2.22 (ap.); 4.4; 5.11; 9.34; 10.40
{doc  frag. 18.12; col. 6.30 (ap.); 32.28;
38.37;40.28
i01étnc 21.25
lepelc 14.23; 16.21 (Homer)
lepée 18.15 (ap.)
ixétyc 14.25
fuepoc 15.19
va 20.24;29.34
ImTIe6e 34.1
immoc 34.1
icoc 5.14
fetnut 1.20; frag. D.4 (?); 41.27
lcxupéc 12.24
lexbw 43.26
xafo (xab’ &) 36.20

xafdmep frag. 32.28; col. 1.11; 5.23;
frag. C.3; 7.18; 8.27; 14.6; 14; 16.19;
35.2;42.22, 32; 43.19, 40; 44.20; 45.32;
46.28; 49.33

xabapdc 4.21;11.3;34.32
xafnyeuny 45.1
xafbnynric 19.14
xdfnuat 15.12
xabictnur 2.7 (ap.), 9; 3.[27]; 4.15; 6.23
xafd  frag. 28.15; col. 38.7; 45.34 (bis),

40; 49.26
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xabBbrov 1.21; 4.10; 34.31
xabopdw frag. 19.15
xeLéc frag. 13.[28]; col. 41.24
xalmep 7.9
xatpée 19.5;21.2;32.17
xaitot 5.22
xaxnyopla 24.24
xaxia 27.17
xaxodatpovio 9.26; 23.18 (ap.)
xaxodaipovinde 26.13

xaxomabéw frag. 18.21 (ap.)

waxbe 1.[6], 22; 2.18, [20]; 5.17;
6.22, 24, 29; frag. C.[4]; 7.18; 14.19;
29.27; 33.6, 28; 37.18, 27; 38.1, [6],
19, 20, 22 (Menander); 39.21, 28, 32;
41.24; 44.12; 48.20

XaAEW col. 5.7; 16.38; 39.17; 41.9

xaléc frag. 30.12 (2); col. 23.39; 29.8;
32.26;45.37; 46.18

AUV 4.11
xavovixéc 31.[10]
xapdia (v. xpadin) 8.41;10.[1] (ap.)
XAPTEPEW frag. 27.4

xata  4.24; 1.4 (2); (gen.) 16.[32]; 22.17;
25.3; (acc.) frag. 12.10; frag. 13.31;
frag. 19.21; frag. 24.10; col. 11.18;
12.20; 18.21; 20.[17]; 23.22; 26.16;
28.2 (bis), 4; 29.26; 30.16; 33.31; 35.30,
35;37.21, 25, 29, 40; 38.9, 26, 37; 39.2;
40.27; 41.7, 33; 42.8, 12; 43.32, 39;
44.6,22;45.2, 4, 21, 26; 47.21; 48.11

XATAYENACTOC 1.24, [27]
xatadind{w 23.32
xaTadlwxw 10.22
xataxpyuvilw 26.34
xatadapPdve 47.5
XATAAEITTW frag. 24.15; col. 40.2

xatavayxdlw frag. 24.8; frag. 28.14, 20;
frag. 32.[2], [16]; frag. 33.15, 21

KATAVTAW 41.25
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