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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.1 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.2 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 Ἀτθὶϲ ἐν Ἀϲϲυρίοιϲ ναιομένα Γάδαρα (“Gadara, an Athens built among Assyrians”). 
A later grave epigram (1070 in Peek 1988) calls Gadara πατρὶϲ δέ μου καὶ πᾶϲι κοινὴ 
Γάδαρα χρηϲτομουϲία (“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 -
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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 82.3 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.4 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.5 

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’s life from recent work on the 
so-called Index Academicorum (or History of the Academy, primarily pre-
served in P.Herc. 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’s lifetime to Philodemus’s 
own. It is preserved by two papyri, P.Herc. 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 88–86.9 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], I 
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.10 
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.11 He was also friendly with 
several of his students, “especially my close friends (ϲυνήθειϲ) 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).12 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 ἤδη and what “taking 
over the school” (διακατεῖχεν) means: they could refer to a caretaker who took over 
in Philo’s absence or to the next scholarch to take office after Philo’s death. Fleischer 
inclines to the former understanding, as do we. The former understanding puts Philode-
mus’s 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.13 
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.15 
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.16 The Peripatetic school of Zeno’s and Philodemus’s days in 
Athens was in a flourishing state and worth debating; the school was 
making converts around the time of Philodemus’s 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 (Dorandi).
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.17 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).18 He may have met Cicero during 
his time there, when Cicero and Atticus attended Zeno’s lectures around 
78/79.19 Unfortunately, little is known for sure about Zeno and his views.20 
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.21

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.22 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” (ἐκ τῶν Ζήνωνοϲ 
ϲχολῶν). 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 ἕωϲ προ̣[ϲ]ῆ̣ν with Blank (followed by Fleischer) instead 
of Dorandi’s earlier πρ[ώι]ην. For the story about Himera, see Sider 1997, 9–10; Raw-
son 1985, 36 n. 90; and now Fleischer 2017c, 77–79. Sider reconstructed the story of 
Philodemus’s 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 70.23 Presumably Philodemus joined his entourage at 
that time. So far as we can tell, they remained connected for the rest of 
their lives.24 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 εἰκάϲ, 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.26 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.27

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 P.Herc. 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 Cicero’s 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.28 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,”29 and “Porcius” is an appropriate 
pseudonym for another Epicurean companion.30 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).31 

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.32 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). 
Socratiŏn transliterates Ϲωκράτιον, the diminutive, not Ϲωκρατίων.

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.33 Horace would later pay Philodemus the compliment 
of a citation (Sat. 1.2.121, published 35) and many imitations.34 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 
1.35 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’s 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, Cicero’s 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.36 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.37 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, orgē and kharis, were paired in the first Kyria Doxa: 
they are as necessary for humanity as they are irrelevant to the gods.38 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.39

2. Previous Philosophical Scholarship40

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.41 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.42 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, l–
li).43 Wilke also believed, following Crönert, 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.44

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 Göttingen under 
Max Pohlenz (1872–1962). Paul Wendland (1864–1915), one of his examiners, had 
taught at Kiel with Sudhaus before moving to Göttingen 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.45 

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, Crönert, and Hense to be quotations 
from Bion of Borysthenes have disappeared from the editions and scholar-
ship on that author.46 

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.47 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” (διερεθιϲμὸϲ ἐπακολουθῶν ὑπολήψεϲιν 
βλαπτόντων ἢ βλάψειν μελλόντων, 1913, 46–47); he also notes that harm 
(βλάβη) 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).49 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: ὀργὴ ἐπιθυμία 
τοῦ μετελθεῖν τον βλάπτοντα ἑκουϲίωϲ). 

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).50 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 ” (ἀναλογιϲτέον δὲ ὡϲ τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν αἱ μέν εἰϲι φυϲικαί, 
αἱ δὲ κεναί, καὶ τῶν φυϲικῶν αἱ μὲν ἀναγκαῖαι, αἱ δὲ φυϲικαὶ μόνον. τῶν δὲ ἀναγκαίων 
αἱ μὲν πρὸϲ εὐδαιμονίαν εἰϲὶν ἀναγκαῖαι, αἱ δὲ πρὸϲ τὴν τοῦ ϲώματοϲ ἀοχληϲίαν, αἱ δὲ 
πρὸϲ αὐτὸ τὸ ζῆν).

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” (τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν αἱ μέν εἰϲι φυϲικαὶ καὶ ⟨ἀναγκαῖαι, αἱ δὲ φυϲικαὶ καὶ⟩ 
οὐκ ἀναγκαῖαι, αἱ δὲ οὔτε φυϲικαὶ οὔτε ἀναγκαῖαι, ἀλλὰ παρὰ κενὴν δόξαν γινόμεναι). 

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” (ἐν αἷϲ τῶν φυϲικῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν, μὴ ἐπ’ 
ἀλγοῦν δὲ ἐπαναγουϲῶν, ἐὰν μὴ ϲυντελεϲθῶϲιν, ὑπάρχει ἡ ϲπουδὴ ϲύντονοϲ, παρὰ κενὴν 
δόξαν αὗται γίνονται, καὶ οὐ παρὰ τὴν ἑαυτῶν φύϲιν οὐ διαχέονται ἀλλὰ παρὰ τὴν τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου κενοδοξίαν).



	 Introduction	 15

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).51 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 Odysseus’s 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.52

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.”53 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.54 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.”55 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 (adiastrophōs), such as needing nourishment; (2) what comes 
about by unavoidable necessity (katēnangkasmenōs), such as being liable 
to pain; (3) what comes about to our advantage (sumpherontōs), such as 
pursuing the virtues; and (4) the natural or “first” uses of words (prōtai 
anaphōnēseis), 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.56 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.57

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.58 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.59 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).60 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.61 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 Anger62

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” (ὑπογραφή, hypographē) of the “preconception” (πρόληψιϲ, 
prolēpsis) of anger that the Epicureans set up against Aristotle’s definition 
of anger in the Rhetoric.63 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 prolēpsis, see Verde 2013a, 64–72, with further bibliography at 248–50; 

on prolēpsis and hypographē, 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, symmetrēsis, 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 (ὀλιγωρία), and the pleasure mixed with it, that of first 
imagining and then executing revenge (τιμωρία), 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. 

Protagoras’s 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 
[θυμοῦται], reproves [νουθετεῖ], teaches, or punishes [κολάζει] 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 [θυμοί] and punishments [κολάϲειϲ] 
and reproofs [νουθετήϲειϲ], 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 hypographē 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 
[ἀλογίϲτωϲ] goes after revenge [τιμωρεῖται]. A person who punishes with 
reason [μετὰ λόγου] 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 [τοῦ μέλλοντοϲ χάριν, ἵνα μὴ αὖθιϲ ἀδικήϲηι μήτε οὗτοϲ μήτε ἄλλοϲ ὁ 
τοῦτον ἰδὼν κολαϲθέντα].  (Plato, Prot. 323d–324b)

Here we find almost exactly the same distinction as Philodemus makes in 
On Anger between punishment (κόλαϲιϲ), 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 has learned 
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: εἰ 
δ’ ἀλλότριον καὶ γινώϲκει, διότι κολαϲθεὶϲ ἀναϲταλήϲεται καὶ τοὺϲ ἄλλουϲ 
ἐπιϲτήϲει, μανικῶϲ οὐκ ἂν ἔλθοι πά[λι]ν καθ’ ἕνα γέ τινα τρόπο[ν] δακών. 
τὸ δὲ τοιοῦτο[ν ὀ]ργὴν [κ]αλοῦμεν (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 so).”64 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” (ὀργὴν καὶ φόβον καὶ πόθον καὶ θρῆνον καὶ 
ἔρωτα καὶ ζῆλον καὶ φθόνον καὶ ὅϲα τοιαῦτα) as being “kinds of distresses 
of the soul itself ” (αὐτῆϲ τῆϲ ψυχῆϲ … λύπαϲ τινάϲ)—which, however, are 
also “full of irresistible pleasures” (ἡδονῶν μεϲτάϲ … ἀμηχάνων). 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’ ” (τὸ “[sc. χόλοϲ,] ὅϲ τ’ ἐφέηκε πολύφρονά περ 
χαλεπῆναι / ὅϲ τε πολὺ γλυκίων μέλιτοϲ καταλειβομένοιο”; Il. 18.108–109).65 

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 χόλοϲ [‘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:

ἔϲτω δὴ ὀργὴ ὄρεξιϲ μετὰ λύπηϲ τιμωρίαϲ φαινομένηϲ διὰ φαινομένην 
ὀλιγωρίαν εἰϲ αὐτὸν ἤ τῶν αὐτοῦ, τοῦ ὀλιγωρεῖν μὴ προϲήκοντοϲ. 

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.66

As Cooper and others have pointed out, it is necessary to understand 
φαινομένη as “apparent” rather than “obvious, notorious.”67 That provides 

66. On Aristotle and the emotions in general, see Dow 2015 and Gastaldi’s 2014 
commentary on the Rhetoric.

67. We take φαινομένη 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.68 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 off 
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: διὰ 
θυμὸν δὲ καὶ ὀργὴν τὰ τιμωρητικά, διαφέρει δὲ τιμωρία καὶ κόλαϲιϲ· ἡ μὲν γὰρ κόλαϲιϲ 
τοῦ πάϲχοντοϲ ἕνεκά ἐϲτιν, ἡ δὲ τιμωρία τοῦ ποιοῦντοϲ, ἵνα πληρωθῆι (“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:

ἔϲτι δὲ τὰ πάθη, δι’ ὅϲα μεταβάλλοντεϲ διαφέρουϲι πρὸϲ τὰϲ κρίϲειϲ, οἷϲ 
ἕπεται λύπη καὶ ἡδονή, οἷον ὀργὴ ἔλεοϲ φόβοϲ καὶ ὅϲα ἄλλα τοιαῦτα, καὶ τὰ 
τούτοιϲ ἐναντία.

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.69 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:

καὶ πάϲηι ὀργῆι ἕπεϲθαί τινα ἡδονήν, τὴν ἀπὸ τῆϲ ἐλπίδοϲ τοῦ τιμωρήϲαϲθαι· 
ἡδὺ μὲν γὰρ τὸ οἴεϲθαι τεύξεϲθαι ὧν ἐφίεται, οὐδεὶϲ δὲ τῶν φαινομένων 
ἀδυνάτων ἐφίεται αὑτῶι, ὁ δ’ ὀργιζόμενοϲ ἐφίεται δυνατῶν αὑτῶι. διὸ 
καλῶϲ εἴρηται περὶ θυμοῦ· ὅϲ τε πολὺ γλυκίων μέλιτοϲ καταλειβομένοιο 
ἀνδρῶν ἐν ϲτήθεϲϲιν ἀέξεται· ἀκολουθεῖ γὰρ καὶ ἡδονή τιϲ διά τε τοῦτο 

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 (πρακτικώτερον) than hatred, because the 
pain of anger makes reasoning (λογίζεϲθαι) 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 (ἀλλοτρίωϲιϲ) and 
hatred (μῖϲοϲ) in return for being harmed (41.39–42.3; cf. 41.15–16).



	 Introduction	 27

καὶ διότι διατρίβουϲιν ἐν τῶι τιμωρεῖϲθαι τῆι διανοίαι· ἡ οὖν τότε γινομένη 
φανταϲία ἡδονὴν ἐμποιεῖ, ὥϲπερ ἡ τῶν ἐνυπνίων.

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.70 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 τεύξεϲθαι ὧν ἐφίεται (“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” (τοῦ τιϲ ἐρᾶι τὸ τυχεῖν). 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 selfhood 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.71 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” (ἀνοήτωϲ … ὠλιγώρηϲεν) 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 (τοῖϲ θεῶν ἐγγὺϲ οὖϲι) from those outside 
their circle” (Problemata Homerica frag. 174 Rose 1886 = ΣHTQ(M) Od. 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.73 The right state is “mildness” (ἡμερότηϲ, 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” (εἴτ’ ἀοργηϲία τιϲ εἴθ’ ὅτι δή ποτε, 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” 
(ὀργιλότηϲ τιϲ, Eth. nic. 4.5, 1125b29–30), and the “irascible” (ὀργίλοι) 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 aorgētos means “with a good person’s, or a sage’s, dispositional 
resistance to empty anger.”75

Aristotle identifies several types of irascible people. One is the 
sharp-tempered (ἀκράχολοι; 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” (πικροί), who are hard to deal with and stay angry over time.76 
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: κἂν μὴ τὴν δίκην 
αὐτόθεν ἐπιθῶϲι). A third type includes those whom “we call those diffi-
cult people (χαλεποί; cf. Ir. 37.2) … who cannot be reconciled until they 
get vengeance or punishment” (Eth. nic. 4.5, 1126a26–28). Here Aristotle 
treats timōria (vengeance) and kolasis (punishment) as interchangeable, 
despite taking kolasis as the proper “healing” or “cure” for an offense in 
Rhet. 1.77 

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”).78 The Rhetoric’s 
definition of anger is mirrored in Philodemus’s list of elements for describ-
ing the prolēpsis 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. πικρόϲ at Ir. 36.34 and Lib. frag. 60.4, 2a.7, and 16a.11; and πικρία at Ir. 

26.14.
77. Rhet. 1.14, 1374b33: ἡ γὰρ δίκη καὶ κόλαϲιϲ ἴαϲιϲ (“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 aorgētos 
person as being “mild” but the orgilos as “manly and fit for command” (Eth. nic. 4.5, 
1126b1–2: ἀνδρώδειϲ καὶ δυναμένουϲ ἄρχειν; 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” 
(ἀνδραποδῶδεϲ, 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).79 

Historically, Aristotle was taken to approve of pleasure in imagining 
and inflicting vengeance.80 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.81 But he provides later philosophers with what they thought 
were more appropriate words to define the grounds for anger: “injustice” 
(ἀδικία), used by the Stoics; and “harm” (βλάβη), 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 1136a1, where anger figures importantly, 
he says:

ὅταν μὲν οὖν παραλόγωϲ ἡ βλάβη γένηται, ἀτύχημα· ὅταν δὲ μὴ παραλόγωϲ 
ἄνευ δὲ κακίαϲ, ἁμάρτημα (ἁμαρτάνει μὲν γὰρ ὅταν ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῶι ἦι 
τῆϲ αἰτίαϲ, ἀτυχεῖ δ’ ὅταν ἔξωθεν)· ὅταν δὲ εἰδὼϲ μὲν μὴ προβουλεύϲαϲ 
δέ, ἀδίκημα, οἷον ὅϲα τε διὰ θυμὸν καὶ ἄλλα πάθη, ὅϲα ἀναγκαῖα ἢ φυϲικὰ 
ϲυμβαίνει τοῖϲ ἀνθρώποιϲ…διὸ καλῶϲ τὰ ἐκ θυμοῦ οὐκ ἐκ προνοίαϲ κρίνεται· 
οὐ γὰρ ἄρχει ὁ θυμῶι ποιῶν, ἀλλ’ ὁ ὀργίϲαϲ. ἔτι δὲ οὐδὲ περὶ τοῦ γενέϲθαι 
ἢ μὴ ἀμφιϲβητεῖται, ἀλλὰ περὶ τοῦ δικαίου· ἐπὶ φαινομένηι γὰρ ἀδικίαι ἡ 
ὀργή ἐϲτιν…ἂν δ’ ἐκ προαιρέϲεωϲ βλάψηι, ἀδικεῖ.

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.82 … 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 prolēpsis, 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 [φρόνηϲιϲ] should do nothing at all in anger, 
for rage [θυμόϲ] 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 [τιμωρίαι] for misdeeds [ἁμαρτήματα], either from slaves or 
from anyone else, in order that you may always do what (seems) best to 
reason [λογιϲμόϲ], not what is dear to rage, and that you may extract a 
penalty from your enemies, as a result of which you will harm [βλάψειν] 
them, without causing yourself distress [ϲαυτὸν μὴ λυπῶν]. For taking 
revenge on someone while injuring yourself is no less to pay a penalty 
than to extract one.83 

82. For Philodemus, natural anger is inescapable (ἀνέκφευκτον, Ir. 39.29; 40.4–5, 
20) and most necessary (ἀναγκαιότατον, 44.19). Some translators take θυμόϲ 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,84 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.85 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 something is good or bad, which in turn entails an impulse 
that exceeds the bounds of reason and is disobedient to it.86 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 (ἐπιθυμίαι, φόβοι, λυπαί, and ἡδοναί; 
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 (oligōria). 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 Bénatouïl 2016. 

86. See, in general, Chrysippus at SVF 3.377–94.
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the individual emotions.87 Anger is now defined as “a desire for vengeance 
on the person who appears to have wronged us undeservedly” (ἐπιθυμία 
τιμωρίαϲ τοῦ ἠδικηκέναι δοκοῦντοϲ οὐ προϲηκόντωϲ; 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.88

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.89 (For that matter, the sage never really 
“thinks” something is so; she knows it to be so.) 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.90 

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 εὐπάθειαι, or “rational 
emotional experiences”: χαρά, joy, which corresponds to pleasure; βούληϲιϲ, 
will, which corresponds to desire; and εὐλάβεια, caution, which corre-
sponds to fear. (Nothing corresponds to λυπή, 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.91 

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” (ἐπανόρθωϲιϲ), 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.92 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” (βούληϲιϲ). 

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.93

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 off 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., ὀλιγωρία) 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., ἀδικία) 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 θυμόϲ as “anger at its outset,” μῆνιϲ as 
“anger become inveterate,” πικρία as “anger expressed immediately,” χόλοϲ as “swelling 
anger,” and κότοϲ as “anger waiting its time for vengeance.” Cicero translates this list 
at Tusc. 4.21. But as Graver (2002, 147) notes ad loc., θυμόϲ is being (falsely) etymolo-
gized from θυμιάω, and it appears from Nemesius, Nat. hom. 20, a later citation of this 
list, that similarly μῆνιϲ is supposedly from μένω and κότοϲ from κεῖϲθαι. 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 (ὅροι), the staples of Stoic teaching 
and memorization, and preferred to rely on common language backed up 
by empirically derived “preconceptions” (προλήψειϲ, prolēpseis), by which 
instances of a previously known general type could be identified.94 Instead 
of definitions, they used sketch outlines (ὑπογραφαί, 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 prolēpsis of anger; he 
says that it covered both orgē and, insofar as the word could be used as a 
synonym, thymos (45.2).95 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 ὑπόληψιϲ ἑκουϲίαϲ βλάβηϲ 
(“a supposition of intentional harm”) as central to Philodemus’s prolēpsis 
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.96

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 orgē.

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: βλαβεὶϲ 
ὑπό τινοϲ ἑκουϲίωϲ and διὰ τὸ βλάπτεϲθαι καθ’ ἑκούϲιον τρόπον ὀργίζεται, respectively.



	 Introduction	 37

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).97 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.98 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.”99 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: τὴν δὲ δόξαν καὶ ὑπόληψιν λέγουϲιν, 
ἀληθῆ τέ φαϲι καὶ ψευδῆ (“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” (ψευδοδοξία) or 
the result of “false opining” (ψευδοδοξεῖν). 

98. The word ἑκουϲίωϲ (“intentionally”) can be paraphrased both with παρ’ ἑαυτόν 
(“on one’s own responsibility”) and κατὰ προαίρεϲιν (“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. βλάβαϲ ἐξ ἀνθρώπων ἢ διὰ μῖϲοϲ ἢ διὰ φθόνον ἢ διὰ καταφρόνηϲιν γίνεϲθαι, 
ὧν τὸν ϲοφὸν λογιϲμῶι περιγίνεϲθαι (frag. 536 [Usener 1887, 323] = frag. [I] 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 ἀϲφάλεια ἐξ 
ἀνθρώπων (“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 to 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 (τὸ τῆϲ φύϲεωϲ δίκαιον), 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” (ϲύμβολον τοῦ ϲυμφέροντοϲ εἰϲ τὸ μὴ βλάπτειν 
ἀλλήλουϲ μηδὲ βλάπτεϲθαι, KD 31).100 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 
(ϲυμμέτρηϲιϲ, symmetrēsis101) 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 symmetrēseis of the harm 
done, and (thus) into the chastisements of those who harm us” (Ir. 37.32–
39; cf. Epicurus, Men. 129).102 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 Heßler’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).103 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 (daknēron, 
37.19) or mental distress (lypēron, 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.”104 Nor is natural 
anger even an orexis, as Aristotle said. It is evidently a painful but natural 
impulse (φυϲικὴ ὁρμή105) 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 (ὁρμή) (to 
revenge) as if to something enjoyable,” which does not exclude its being an impulse to 
something painful. At 46.38, we are “impelled (ὁρμᾶν) 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 (φυϲικῶϲ ὁρμῶμεν) to intense gratitude to those who 
have voluntarily done us good, we are also naturally provoked (ἐκκαλοῦμεθα φυϲικῶϲ) 
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” 
(τὴν εὔλογον ὀργήν, 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.106

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 (ταραχή) 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.107 A good 
disposition assists with the symmetrēsis 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.”108 The context is Demetrius’s defense of Epicurus’s argument that 
parents’ love for their children is not natural.109

-2	 [φύϲει γὰρ λέγεται ὁ] 
-1	 [ἄνθρωποϲ ποριϲτικὸϲ τρο-]||
1	 φῆϲ, ἐπειδήπερ ἀδιαϲτρό-

φωϲ, φύϲει δὲ πόνων εἶ-
ναι δεκτικόϲ, ἐπειδὴ κα-

[… man is said to be “by nature” a 
procurer of fo]od, since he does so 
by unperverted instinct; to be “by 
nature” susceptible to pain, since he 
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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τ{αν}ηναγκαϲμένωϲ, φύ-
5	 ϲει δὲ τὴν ἀρετὴν διώ-

κειν, ἐπεὶ ϲυμφερόντωϲ,
φύϲει δὲ τὰϲ πρώταϲ τῶν
ὀνομάτων ἀναφωνήϲειϲ

9	 γεγονέναι λέγομεν, καθὸ…

pursue virtue, since he does so to 
his advantage; and we say that the 
first utterances of names were “by 
nature,” since…

Demetrius replies to a Stoic that loving one’s children is not compulsory, 
for it is characteristic of what is compulsory to be involuntary (ἀκούϲιον), 
and a consequence (παρακολούθημα) of compulsion is an attempt to resist 
and fight back (ἀντίπραξιϲ), “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 It 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” (ἀνέκφευκτον καὶ διὰ 
τοῦτο φυϲικὸν λεγόμενον, 39.29–31; cf. 40.18–26). It is something “most 
necessary and most unpleasant” (ἀναγκαιότατον, ἀηδέϲτατον δέ, 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,111 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.”112 There is no reason not to apply 

110. For ἀδιαϲτρόφωϲ, 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 (ἀδιάϲτροφα ὁρμᾶν) 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 
(φυϲικῶϲ καὶ ἀδιδάκτωϲ) from the moment it is born, but not as yet enslaved to mere 
belief (μηδέπω τοῖϲ κατὰ δόξαν δουλεῦον).”

111. In Kyr. dox. 36, natural justice is “to our advantage in our dealings with each 
other” (κατὰ τὸ ϲυμφέρον τῆϲ πρὸϲ ἀλλήλουϲ κοινωνίαϲ). 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.”113 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 symmetrēsis, 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” (ἀναδέχεϲθαι) anger, however strong one’s resistance to it, and can 
certainly retaliate under the right conditions with confidence.

As we 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” (κενόϲ) 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.114 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.115 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. “κενόϲ, (τὸ) κενόν, 
κενῶϲ.” 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 (§6.4) 
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” (βλάβη, frag. 1.4), and “get angry” (ὀρ]γίϲαϲθαι, 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 (τιμ̣[ω]ρί[αϲ, l. 5) to relieve one’s mental pain (λύπην, l. 
2; λυπεῖϲθ̣[αι, l. 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 (τίϲεωϲ, l. 29) and in general…” (ll. 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 (ἀνάγκη, τὸ κατηναγκαϲμένον) 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 ll. 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.116 In fact, empty anger comes about because fools 

116. For compulsion, see Demetrius Laco, Textual Problems col. 67, discussed 
above. For ἀναγκη, see οὐχ ὑπὸ τῆϲ ἀ[νάγκηϲ (frag. 21.14–15) (οὐ τῆϲ ἀνάγκηϲ 
ἀπεργαζομένηϲ, frag. 24.5). For καταναγκάζω, see frags. 24.8–9; 28.14–15 and 20–21; 
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(frag. 22.6117) 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 (ll. 17–20); 
(3) the tyrant who is always beheading people (ll. 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;119 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 βε]βιαϲμένον, see frag. 28.11–12; for [ἀνέκ]φευκτον, 
see frag. 33.19–20. 

117. Cf. 42.24; 47.19, 20; literally “people who act in vain” (μάτην).
118. Cf. especially frags. 24.3–10 and 22.4–5; note that φανταϲία is used synony-

mously with ὑπολήψιϲ 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.120

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 [νήφων λογιϲμόϲ] 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 (τὸ παρ’ ἡμᾶϲ) is free, and on those 
grounds alone do blame and its opposite (praise) follow (παρακολουθεῖν).” 
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 Plato’s 
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 (ἀκολουθοῦ[ϲι]ν, frag. 32.14, ἠκ]ολού[θ]η̣κεν, 18) or 
are “attached” to it (ϲυναφθη-, 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, παρακολουθέω 
(“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 (καὶ ϲυμπεπλη[γ]μέναϲ καὶ ϲυνακολουθούϲαϲ) 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 (ἐπιλελογιϲμένου) 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” (ἢ γὰρ 
διὰ φόβον τιϲ κακοδαιμονεῖ ἢ δι’ ἀόριϲτον καὶ κενὴν ἐπιθυμίαν· ἅ τιϲ χαλινῶν 
δύναται τὸν μακάριον ἑαυτῶι περιποιῆϲαι λογιϲμόν). 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.”121 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 ]υϲ ἐπιλέγω[ν (“applying rational appraisal”) and τέτλαθι δή, 
κραδίη, 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 [πείϲηι]. (Od. 20.17–24)122 

121. Frag. 469 (Usener 1887, 300) = frag. [240] Arrighetti 1960, 567: χάριϲ τῆι 
μακαρίαι Φύϲει, ὅτι τὰ ἀναγκαῖα ἐποίηϲεν εὐπόριϲτα, τὰ δὲ δυϲπόριϲτα οὐκ ἀναγκαῖα.

122. The line and the scene, like Il. 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 ἐπιλέγω[ν 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.123 

24		  ὁ ⟨δὲ⟩ [τυ]φλώϲαϲ τὸν
25	 “οὐ⸥ γὰ̣ρ Κύκλ̣⸤ωπεϲ Διὸ⸥ϲ αἰ-

γ⸤ι⸥ό̣χου ἀλ̣έγ̣ουϲ⸤ιν οὐδ⸥ὲ 
θ⸤εῶ⸤ν ἄλλ̣ων ἐπ̣⸤ε⸥ὶ̣ ἦ πο-
λὺ φ]έρτεροί̣ ἐϲμ̣ε̣ν̣” φ[λυ-
αρήϲα]ν̣τα κ̣[  ̣ ̣  ̣ ̣]τωι μεν̣ 

30	 το̣ιαύτ̣η[  ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣  ̣ ̣]ενη[  ̣]ιν 
  ̣]   ̣ιτ  ̣ νε[  ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣ ̣  ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣]ηκέναι φ̣αϲ̣̣[κ-  ̣ ̣ ̣
οὐκ ἐ]ῶν ἐπολολ̣ύ̣ζειν
τοῖ]ϲ̣ ἐνδίκω̣ϲ̣ τετιμω-

35	 ρη]μ̣ένοιϲ, καὶ ἐπιφωνῶν
ὡ̣ϲ “οὐχ ὁϲίη φθιμένοιϲιν

37	 ἐπ’ ἀνδράϲιν εὐχετάαϲθαι.”

But he [sc. Odysseus] who 
blinded the one who foolishly 
said (?) “for the Cyclopes are not 
heedful of aegis-bearing Zeus nor 
the other gods, since we are far 
better” [Od. 9.275–276] … 
[ca. 15 words lost]
… affirming that he [Odysseus?] 
[one or two words missing] … 
forbidding crying out in triumph 
even over those justly avenged, 
and exclaiming that “it is not 
piety to glory over slain men.”124

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’ (πεῖϲα),” 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” (epilegō[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 Θεραπευτικὸϲ λόγοϲ125) 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 Reply126 

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.127 

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 school’s 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 ἐπιλογιϲμόϲ. 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.128 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 Timasagoras’s “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.129 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.130 

Timasagoras’s 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.131 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 (πρὸ ὀμμάτων) 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).133 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 ψόγοϲ ὀργῆϲ, 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 ἀνεπιλόγιϲτοϲ 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” (ἐπιλογιϲτικῶϲ, 
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” (παραλογιϲμοί, 
7.14–15). As philosophical therapists, teachers aim to “rationally appraise 
(ἐπιλογίϲαϲθαι) 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 (τὸ πανηγυρικόν) 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).134 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 Heßler 2015.
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rus mocked epidictic rhetoric as an amusement fit only for lazy minds.135 
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.136 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.137 

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 ἐπιλεγ-/ἐπιλογ- 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.138 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).139 Several instances of praeteritio have the same effect of sprez­
zatura and self-conscious irony.140 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.141

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 ἀφίημι (“I dismiss”) used of further details (23.35; 31.21) and ⟨τὸ⟩ βλεπόμενον 
at 28.35, “what everyone can see” (cf. Timasagoras’s πᾶϲι φανερόν, “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…?” (τί γὰρ δεῖ λέγειν) 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: 
Apollo’s 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 (χιτωνίϲκουϲ), 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 (ὡϲ καταφρονούμενοι, 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.142 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 orgē), 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: καθηγητήϲ “teacher,” 19.14 (On Frank Speech 
eight times); ϲχολάζω “study,” 19.11–12; ϲυϲχολάζω, “study together,” 19.15–6 (On 
Frank Speech twice); ὁμιλέω, “converse together,” 21.28 (On Frank Speech four times, 
and ὁμιλία twice); cf. also ϲυζήτηϲιϲ, 19.26, “study together” (On Frank Speech ζητέω 
five times); and ϲυλλάληϲιϲ 21.22 “conversation together” (On Frank Speech λαλέω four 
times). Teachers rebuking and correcting: ἐπιτιμάω 19.16 (twelve times in On Frank 
Speech, ἐπιτίμηϲιϲ seven times); διορθόω 19.17 (five times in On Frank Speech , διόρθωϲιϲ 
three times); and ἐπιπλήττω 19.22 (once in On Frank Speech, ἐπίπληξιϲ twice) are key 
words for “rebuke” and “correct” in the theory of “frank speech” expounded in On 
Frank Speech. Bad attitudes of students: ὑποπτεύω, “suspect,” 18.24 (On Frank Speech 
twice); λοιδορέω “revile” 20.20 (On Frank Speech three times); πλάττω “make up sto-
ries” about another pupil, 20.21 (cf. On Frank Speech πλάϲμα, three times); ἐκκαλύπτω 
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); ἐρεθίζειν “irritate” (On Frank Speech frag. 13.4, 
cf. ἐρεθιϲμόϲ Τ12Μ.2, ἐρεθιϲτόϲ ΙΙa.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,’144 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 prolēpseis, symmetrēsis, 
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.”145 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 Il. 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” (γρυμέαν), 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.146 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.147 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?148 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 Glaucon’s 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.149 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).150

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).151 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.152 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.153 
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. 
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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.154 The Epicurean sage is not the Stoic sage; 

154. For Philodemus’s On Arrogance (P.Herc. 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” (authadēs), “a know-it-all” (panteidēmōn), “contemptuous” 
(hyperoptēs), 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.155 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).156 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.157 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 parrhēsia 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.158 

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

156. The words ἐπιτίμηϲιϲ (35.18) and λοιδορία (cf. 35.22 and 36.36) are theme 
words for the negative side of the therapist’s task in On Frank Speech (ἐπιτιμ- twenty-
three times, λοιδορ- 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” (ἄνευ 
δὲ …, 36.15) any very serious consequences after all. At any rate (if we read ὥ[ϲτε, 
“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 
et al. 1988.
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Philodemus, Lib. 3b (Olivieri 1914)

1	 καὶ κ]α̣θάπερ ἐντ̣[έχνωϲ
χοροδ̣[ι]δαϲκαλούντ[ω]ν,
ἐν φιλ̣οϲοφίαι· καὶ τὸ̣[ν] μὲν
ἀκράχ̣ολον εἶναι κα[ὶ] κυνώ-

5	 δη πρὸϲ ἅπανταϲ, ὡϲ πάλιν
ἄλλοι [τ]ινέϲ εἰϲιν· τ[ὸ]ν δ’ ἀ-
εὶ βληχ̣ρόν· καὶ τὸν μὲν εὖ
κατὰ πᾶ̣ν, τὸν δ’ ἐλλε[ι]πόν-
τωϲ κατά τι παρρηϲιάζε-

10	 ϲθαι. π̣άντεϲ γὰρ ὁμοίωϲ
καὶ φιλοῦϲι κατ’ ἀξίαν̣ ἑκά-
ϲτου κα̣ὶ̣ τὰϲ ἁμαρτίαϲ

13	 βλέπουϲι καὶ τὰϲ διὰ παρ-||
[ρηϲίαϲ …

[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 love159 [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.

 Philodemus, Lib. 5a (Angeli 1988b)

οἱ δ’ [ἀκρι-
5	 βέϲτεροί πωϲ ὑπάρ[ξουϲιν

ἐν ϲπάνει τῶν πρὸϲ [εὔνοι-
αν καὶ φιλίαν εὐθέτων 
γενηθέντεϲ καὶ παρ[ὰ τὴν
ἀπομίμ⟦ν⟧ηϲιν δὲ τὴν πο-

… 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. φιλοῦϲι: this supports the supplement of Mewaldt, διὰ τὸ φ[ιλεῖν], at Ir. 35.18: 
the sage rebukes his students for love.
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10	 λυχρόνιον τῶν καθηγηϲα-
μένων, ἢ ϲφοδρ[ῶ]ν κατὰ

12	 τὸ [γέ]νοϲ ὄντων ἤ πω[ϲ  ]̣ϲ̣

vehement in the usual way of their 
kind, or somehow …

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)

1	  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣επι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
τονοιπ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣με- 
τὰ πολλῆϲ ̣πεποιθήϲεωϲ
ἄλλουϲ νουθετήϲομεν

5	 καὶ νῦν καὶ διαπρέψαν- 
τεϲ οἱ καθ’ [α]ὑτῶν οὕτωϲ
ἀπότομοι γενηθέντεϲ.
κα[ὶ] τὸ ϲυνέχον καὶ κυ[ρι-
ώτατον, Ἐπικούρωι, κα-

10	 θ’ ὃν ζῆν ἡ⟨ι⟩ρήμ[ε]θα, πει- 
θαρχήϲομεν, ὡ̣ϲ καὶ παρ-|| 
[ρηϲ-

… with great confidence we shall 
admonish others, both now and 
when we have become eminent, we 
who have been so severe against 
ourselves. And—the principal and 
most important thing—we shall 
obey Epicurus, according to whom 
we have chosen to live, as also frank 
…

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 (παρρηϲία) 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 ἀκράχολοϲ, 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.161

Philodemus, Lib. frag. 70 (Henry)

6	 πῶϲ χρήϲεται τοῖϲ διὰ 
τὴν παρρηϲίαν ὀργίλωϲ 
πρὸϲ αὐτὸν ἐϲχηκόϲιν; 
ἐπεὶ δ’ ἐνίουϲ ϲυνβαίνε[ι 

10	 πα[ρ]ρηϲιαϲαμένου τοῦ 
ϲο[φ]οῦ [δι]ατί̣[θεϲ]θαι πρὸϲ
αὐτὸν ὀργίλωϲ, ἐὰν μὲν

13	 ἔνμονον ἔχωϲι τὴν [ὀ]ρ||[γήν

How will (the sage) deal with 
people who have become angry 
with him because of his frank 
speech? Since it happens that some, 
when the sage exercises frank 
speech on them, are made angry in 
their disposition to him, if, on the 
one hand, the anger they have is 
persistent …

Philodemus, Lib. frag. 87 (Henry) 

3			          … διότι 
τὸν   [̣ ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]ϲ ̣[ἀ]ν̣ὴρ ἀ- 

5	 ληθινῶι ϲυνουϲιάζων 
π̣[ολ]ὺ̣ κρείττων ἀγέληϲ
πτηνῶν μαθητῶν. ἐ- 
ὰν δ’ ἀνεκτ̣[ὴ]ν καὶ λήξειν
προϲδοκωμ̣ένην, οὐκ ἀν- 

… because [one?] man who keeps 
company with true … is worth 
far more than a flock of winged 
disciples. But if, on the other hand, 
the anger is endurable and can be 
expected to cease, the anger with 
which he responds will

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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10	 τοργιεῖτα[ι τ]ὴν μιϲοῦϲαν
ὀργὴν ἀλλὰ τὴν μεμφο- 
μ]έ[νην] τὰ[ϲ] ἀβελτερία[ϲ…

not be the kind that hates but the 
kind that blames the person’s follies 
…

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.162 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: Nicasicrates163 

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.164 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 (symmetrēseis) of our losses and in 
our punishments of those who harm us.”165 

Or perhaps—Philodemus pretends to hesitate over the right formula 
here—it is a nonevil (οὐ κακόν, 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 (ἀγαθὸν δὲ τὸ ἀναδέχεϲθαι, 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).166 It is good to submit to natural 
anger, therefore, but only if those conditions are fulfilled.167 

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 prolēpsis 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 
(ἀλλότριον, allotrion), since calling it attractive (οἰκεῖον, oikeion) to him 
is senseless?”168 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 pathē of pleasure and pain, 

165. On symmetrēsis, see above, p. 21. 
166. See 38.8: περὶ ἐλάχιϲτα γίνεται (περί + acc. “concerned practically with,” LSJ 

s.v. “περί,” C.I.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.169 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 symmetrēsis: 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 (akrōs), 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 
Obbink’s (1996, 472–73) note to On Piety part 1, ll. 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 
pathē, 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” (πάθη 
δὲ λέγουϲιν εἶναι δύο, ἡδονὴν καὶ ἀλγηδόνα, ἱϲτάμενα περὶ πᾶν ζῶιον, καὶ τὴν μὲν 
οἰκεῖον, τὴν δὲ ἀλλότριον· δι’ ὧν κρίνεϲθαι τὰϲ αἱρέϲειϲ καὶ φυγάϲ ); 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.170

 At 43.41–35, Philodemus engages in a discussion of technical ter-
minology, specifically orgē and thymos. The sage is certainly capable of 
thymos, in the word’s commonest meaning, that is, synonymous with orgē, 
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.171 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; Nachstädt (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 Nachstädt 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.”172 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” 
(θυμωθήϲεϲθαι), a word that they understand to indicate a particularly 
intense degree of anger rather than as a synonym of ὀργιϲθήϲεϲθαι (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 prolēpsis by 
which thymos and orgē 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”173), which these heterodox Epicureans use to prove that 
rage, which they include in natural anger, is appropriate.174 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.175 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.176 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.177 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 orgē 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 ἔνιοι at 47.41 and τινεϲ 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” (τὸ μακάριον καὶ ἄφθαρτον οὔτε αὐτὸ πράγματα 
ἔχει οὔτε ἄλλωι παρέχει· ὥϲτε οὔτε ὀργαῖϲ οὔτε χάριϲι ϲυνέχεται· ἐν ἀϲθενεῖ γὰρ πᾶν τὸ 
τοιοῦτον).

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’s response is lost in a lacuna, but he seems to argue that 
external goods, like external evils, are not that important to the sage.178 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.179 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 
[πά]ντωϲ180] 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.”



80	 Philodemus, On Anger

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.181 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.182 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: P.Herc. 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.183 

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 Sidon’s 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.184 Philodemus also used Zeno’s lectures as the basis for his On 
Frank Speech, which shows that he agreed with their doctrines.185 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: ϲυγκ]ρίνομεν τρόπουϲ, τῶ[ν] μετὰ τὴν 
Ἑρμάρχου̣ τελευτὴν ϲυντάξειϲ ἐγδεδωκότων, εἰ̣ δ̣έ τιϲ βούλετ̣α̣ι, καὶ μετὰ τὴν ἔγλειψιν 
τῶν Ἐπικούρου̣ διακηκοότων ἁπάντων, ἵν’, ἐὰν ἦ[ι] τ̣ο̣ιαῦθ’ ὁποῖα… (“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, Πρὸϲ τοὺϲ φαϲκοβυβλιακούϲ, see Del Mastro 2014, 184–87.
185. The subscriptio of On Frank Speech bears the note ἐκ τῶν τοῦ Ζήνωνοϲ ϲχολῶν, 

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 Pathē: Against (or “To”) 
Timocrates (Περὶ παθῶν δόξαι πρὸϲ Τιμοκράτην, 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.”186 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 orgē 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: εἰ γὰρ κατὰ τὸ δέον ὀργαὶ γίνονται τοῖϲ γεννήϲαϲι 
πρὸϲ τὰ ἔκγονα, μάταιον δήπουθέν ἐϲτι τὸ ἀντιτείνειν καὶ μὴ παραιτεῖϲθαι ϲυγγνώμηϲ 
τυχεῖν· εἰ δὲ μὴ κατὰ τὸ δέον ἀλλὰ ἀλογώτερον, γελοῖον πάν⟨τωϲ⟩ (add. von der Muehll) 
τὸ προϲεκκαίειν τὴν ἀλογίαν θυμοκατοχοῦντα καὶ μὴ ζητεῖν μεταθεῖναι κατ’ ἄλλουϲ 
τρόπουϲ εὐγνωμονοῦντα. 
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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 orgē 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 (Anaphōnēseis, col. 45.5–8) as well as Metrodorus (ll. 
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 orgē.187 Philodemus 
and the maximalists reserve thymos for rage, an attack of empty anger, 
where orgē is just the general word for anger (though they have very 
different views about the appropriateness of thymos).188 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 
hypographē, “supposition of intentional harm.”189 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. 77.190 These statements discuss the life of the 
gods but contrast it with human life, specifically with human liability to 

187. Certainly thymos and orgē 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 prolēpseis 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)” (οὐ 
γὰρ ϲυμφωνοῦϲι πραγματεῖαι καὶ φροντίδεϲ καὶ ὀργαὶ καὶ χάριτεϲ μακαριότητι, ἀλλ’ ἐν 
ἀϲθενείαι καὶ φόβωι καὶ προϲδεήϲει τῶν πληϲίον ταῦτα γίνεται). 
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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.191 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.192 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.193 
This agreement might have the same origin as their agreement in the use 
of orgē 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.194 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: ὑπόληψιϲ ἑκουϲίαϲ εὐεργηϲίαϲ vel sim.
193. The maximalists’ understanding of the life of the sage is quite different from 

Philodemus’s, 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 Guerra195 

1	  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ] ἀνεϲ͙ταλ[κέ]ναι
τινῶν ἀδικίαϲ, κα-
τὰ [δὲ τ]ο[ὺ]ϲ τρόπουϲ ὅμω[ϲ
χωρεῖν πρὸϲ τὰϲ τιμω-

5	 ρ]ίαϲ οὐ κατὰ τὸν φιλό-
ϲ]οφον ἡγ[ε]ῖτο, καθ[ά]περ 
ἥ τε γραφὴ παρέϲτηϲεν
α]ὐτοῦ καὶ πᾶϲ ὁ βίο[ϲ ἐ]μαρ-
τύρηϲεν· [ο]ὔτε γὰρ ὑπ’ ἐ-

10	 ξουϲίαϲ ὄχλων ἢ μοναρ- 
χ]οῦντοϲ ἢ γυμνα[ϲι]αρ-
χοῦντο[ϲ ἀ]νδρὸϲ ἄ[λ]λωϲ
πι]εϲ̣θ̣ε[̣ὶϲ] ϲυνεκρ[ί]θη

14	 ϲ]οφιϲτῶ̣[ν τιϲ]ιν̣ αν [ ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

[perhaps: although Epicurus 
thought it right] to put a stop 
to the wrongdoings of some 
[people?], nonetheless he 
thought that habitually resort-
ing to acts of vengeance does 
not become a philosopher, as 
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 δέ is correctly restored in line 3, it is worth noting that δέ … ὅμωϲ (“but 
nonetheless”) is often preceded by the protasis of a condition or by καίπερ, as at col. 
7.9–13; cf. LSJ s.v. “ὅμωϲ,” II.1–3. For ll. 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” (ἐλεύθεροϲ βίοϲ οὐ δύναται κτήϲαϲθαι χρήματα πολλὰ διὰ τὸ τὸ 
πρᾶγμα μὴ ῥάιδιον εἶναι χωρὶϲ θητείαϲ ὄχλων ἢ δυναϲτῶν). For ἀναϲτέλλω, “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 (ἀναϲτελλομέναϲ) 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.196 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.197 
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	 πᾶϲιν †εξειειϲιν· οὐ γὰρ
εἰϲ ϲάρκα πημα[ί]νειν,
ἀλλ’ [ο]ὐδὲ μελή[ϲε]ιν·
οὐδ’ ἀπὸ τα[ρ]αχῆϲ ἰδί- 

5	 αϲ οὐ[δ]ὲ ϲυνμολ[υ]νούϲηϲ
ἑαυτ[ό]ν τε καὶ τ[ὴ]ν αἵ- 
ρ[ε]⌈ϲιν⌉ ὅλην βλαϲφημί- 
⌈αϲ μ⌉[ε]τῆλθεν αὐτούϲ, 
⌈ἀλλ’ οἷ⌉ϲ μεθώδευεν λό-

10	 ⌈γοιϲ τ⌉ὴν ἀλ[ο]γίαν, μᾶλ-
λ]⌈ον δ⌉[ὲ] μαν[ία]ν ἐπεκά-
λεϲ]⌈αν⌉, [ο]ἳ ϲυνήιϲ[θ]οντο [τῆ]ϲ
κατεχ]ούϲηϲ α[ὑ]τοὺϲ λ̣[υ]τ-

14	 τῆϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]π⌈ν⌉ε[  ̣  ̣ ]  ̣  ̣  ̣[  ̣  ̣

… to all going out (?), for (he said?) 
that it (?) was not afflicting (them?) 
corporally, but was not even going 
to matter; nor even because of the 
disturbance to himself nor because 
of slander that damaged at once 
himself and his whole sect did he 
go after them (for vengeance),198 
but, using the arguments he was 
creating, those who charged them 
with unreasonableness, or rather 
madness, who perceived the insan-
ity that had hold of them …

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. τε … και can mean “not only … but also”; see Denniston 1950, 511–13. 
198. The term μετελθεῖν 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.199 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.200 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 Timocrates’s mix of malicious 
slander and philosophical criticism with a reasoned defense of his own 
positions.201 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-
rus’s 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.202 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.203 
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 orgē 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.204 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, recommended 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.205 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.206 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.207 
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 (διάθεϲιϲ, diathesis) is a fairly straightforward concept when 
applied to moral character in general.208 From Hippocrates onward, doc-
tors used it to denote patients’ bodily disposition or state (ἕξιϲ), 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 
of the blood or warm substance surrounding the heart’”(1.1, 403a27–3b1).209 
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 (ϲύϲταϲιϲ). Like Plato, they sometimes use ἕξιϲ to mean the same thing as 
διάθεϲιϲ; cf., e.g., Rhet. 2 (P.Herc. 1674, col. 38.5 Longo Auricchio) ἕ]ξιϲ ἢ δ̣ιάθ[ε]ϲι[ϲ. 
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.

310	 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

315	 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,

320	 usque adeo naturarum vestigia linqui
parvola, quae nequeat ratio depellere nobis,
ut nihil inpediat dignam dis degere vitam.

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.210 
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.211 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.”212 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 (παρ᾽ ἡμᾶς) 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 
ἐφ’ ἡμῖν, 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 παρ’ ἡμᾶϲ. 
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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 25213

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.214

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

 ̣ ( ̣)] νουθε[τ]εῖν τ’ ἀλλήλουϲ καὶ μ̣άχε[ϲ]θαι καὶ μεταρυθμίζειν ὡϲ ἔχονταϲ 
καὶ ἐν ἑα[υ]τοῖϲ τὴν αἰτίαν καὶ οὐχὶ ἐν τῆι [ἐ]ξ ἀρχῆϲ μόνον ϲυϲτάϲει καὶ ἐν 
τῆι τοῦ περιέχοντοϲ καὶ ἐ̣πειϲίοντοϲ κατὰ τὸ αὐτόματον ἀν̣άγκῃ. εἰ γάρ τιϲ 
καὶ τῶι νουθετεῖν καὶ τῶι νουθετεῖϲθαι τὴν κα̣τὰ τὸ αὐ[τό]ματον ἀνάγκην 
προϲτ̣ιθ̣[εί]η καὶ (ἀεὶ) τοῦ (πο]θ’ ἑ̣αυτῶ[ι]) ὑπάρχο̣[ντοϲ [ca. one line illeg­
ible] [ϲυ]νιέναι [μεμ]φόμενοϲ ἢ ἐπαινῶν, ἀλλ’ ε[̣ἰ] μ̣ὲν τοῦτο πρ̣άττοι, τὸ 
μὲ[ν] ἔ̣ργ[ο]ν ἂν εἴη̣ καταλείπων ὃ ἐφ’ ἡμῶν̣̣ αὐ̣τ̣ῶ̣[ν κατ]ὰ̣ τὴν τῆϲ αἰτίαϲ 
πρόληψιν ἐνν̣οοῦμ̣εν, τ̣ὸ δ̣’ ὄ[νο]μ̣[α] μετατε[θει]μ̣έ̣νο̣[ϲ…

… 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 prolēpsis 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 prolēpsis 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 2006a, 8c. See also Furley 1967, 187. In this passage, one witness reads καταλεῖπον 
for καταλείπων.
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and encouragement by praise and blame.216 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. 25217 

ἐπειδὰν ἀπογεννηθῆι τι ̣λαμβάνον τινὰ ἑτερότητα τῶν ἀτόμων … ἰϲχάνε[ι] 
τὴν ἐξ [ἑ]αυτοῦ αἰτίαν· εἶτα ἀναδίδωϲιν εὐθυϲ μέχρι τῶν πρώτων φύϲεων 
καὶ μίαν πωϲ ἅπαϲαν αὐτὴ[ν] ποιεῖ.

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 πρὸϲ ψό]γου[ϲ ἢ ἐπαί]νουϲ 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 
νουθετεῖν, νουθέτηϲιϲ, “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 2006a, 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.”218

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

Epicurus, Nat. 25219

… ἀπ[ὸ τῆϲ πρ]ώτηϲ ἀρχῆϲ ϲπέρμ̣[ατα ἡμῖν ἀγ]ωγά, τὰ μὲν εἰϲ ταδ̣[ί], 
τὰ δ’ εἰϲ τα̣δί, τὰ δ’ εἰϲ ἄμ̣φ[ω ταῦ]τά [ἐ]ϲτιν ἀεὶ [κα]ὶ̣ πράξε̣ω̣ν κ̣[αὶ] 
διανοήϲεων καὶ διαθέ[ϲε]ω̣ν καὶ πλεί[ω] καὶ ἐλάττω, ὥϲτε παρ’ ἡμᾶϲ 
π̣[οθ]’ ἁπλῶϲ τὸ ἀπογεγεννημ̣έ̣ν̣ον ἤδη γίνεϲθαι τ̣οῖ̣α ἢ τοῖα καὶ τὰ ἐκ 
τοῦ π̣εριέχοντοϲ κ[α]τ’ ἀνάγκη̣ν διὰ τοὺϲ πό[ρο]υ̣ϲ εἰϲρέο[ν]τα παρ’ ἡμᾶϲ 
π̣[ο]τε γίγ[νε]ϲθαι καὶ παρὰ τ̣ὰϲ̣ ̣ἡμετ̣έ̣ρα̣ϲ [ἐ]ξ ἡμῶ̣ν αὐτ̣ῶν δόξ[αϲ], καὶ̣ 
εἰ παρὰ τὴν φύ̣[ϲιν…

… 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 ἀπογεγεννημένον. 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 διὰ τοὺϲ πόρουϲ, one witness apparently reads δι]ὰ τ[ῶ]ν̣ 
πό[ρων, which is possibly correct (διά + 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 Orazî (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.220 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 P.Herc. 182 was drawn in 1806, again by Carlo Orazî, 
and is now preserved in the Officina dei papiri in Naples. They are called 
the Neapolitan disegni and have the siglum N.221 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.223 (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 è] 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 (stiff 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.

Dürr (followed by Capasso and Travaglione) mistakenly states that 
the hand of cornici 17–20 is different from that of cornici 1–16.225 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.226 Dürr also was unaware of the 
evidence of the cartoncini of cornici 17–20.227 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.228 (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. Dürr 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 dì 
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 h x 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.229 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, è fissato un sovrapposto (l 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.230 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 Scognamiglio’s 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)
135 h x 103 w

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, F, 
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 |γαιϲ ἔχει τοὺϲ ὀ̣φθα̣λ̣μούϲ| now reads |γ̣α̣[ ̣  ̣]εχ̣ειτου[. 
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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 off 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 (ll. 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 31.231

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.232 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 κἄν 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.233

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 ὥϲτε 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 παθεῖν 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 ⟨λ⟩ύμηϲ and the unusual syntax, especially the preposition, of the 
resulting phrase τ[ῆι] ⸌γυναι⸍κὶ π[ερὶ] | ⟨λ⟩ύμηϲ ἐγ͙καλο[ῦνταϲ.234 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: παρέ|[πεται δ’] 
αὐτοῖϲ καὶ τὸ ⟨***⟩ || [ἀηδ]εῖϲ δὲ γίνονται καὶ | γονεῦ]ϲι καὶ ἀ̣[δ]ελφοῖϲ κτλ), 
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. Bücheler 1864 changed εκκ- to εγκ-, and Schoene is responsible for the con-
jecture π[ρὸϲ] | ⟨λ⟩ύμηϲ. 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 1.8.235 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 P.Herc. 182’s subscriptio is damaged, and the scribe has not 
used stichometric numbers in his text.

The subscriptio reads ]XX𐅅𐅅ΗΗ̣ΔΔΔΠ̣ (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]XX𐅅𐅅ΗΗ̣ΔΔΔΠ̣ (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.236 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).237 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.238 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.239 

If we use Janko’s method240 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.241 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.242 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.243 Further, ὀργῆϲ 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 Περὶ κακιῶν (“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 Περὶ ἠθῶν καὶ βιῶν ἐκ τῶν Ζήνωνοϲ ϲχολῶν, 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 Περὶ ἠθῶν ὅ ἐϲτι (with a 
book number). Indelli suggested περὶ παθῶν, and the nontechnical use of 
πάθοϲ 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: φιλοδημου | ὑπομνημα περὶ οργηϲ | 
Α. ΧΧ𐅅𐅅ΗΗΔΔΔ αριθμοϲ 2730. Del Mastro suggests that, because the sti-
chometric number is included, the whole is more likely to be a note about 
a reading rather than a conjecture.244 Ὑπόμνημα and related terms are very 
slippery, and their meanings may have changed over time or never have 
been very precise in the first place.245 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 ὀργῆϲ with the stichos numeral (but not αριθ 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 περὶ τῶν 
παθῶν 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 ὑπομνήματα but then 
refers to the fifth book as a ϲύγγραμμα in the same passage, at On Poems 5.29.13–22. 
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subscription.246 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.247 

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.248 

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.
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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.249 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 ει for ῑ, regularly writes 
κ before θ in ἐχθρόϲ and ἔχθρα (as if they were compound words), once 
writes ἐκκακχάζοντεϲ for ἐκκαγχάζω in 22.20–21, does not assimilate ν 
before a labial, and once drops the gamma in ὀλιγάκιϲ at 10.19 (but writes 
ὀλιγ- in all other instances). He probably wrote μυριάκι in 12.35; there are 
no other instances of this spelling in TLG (cf. Crönert 1903, 143 with n. 
3). The scribe also writes ἐπιγένημα for ἐπιγέννημα; 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 μιγνύωϲι (instead of μειγ-) at 18.17 and μειϲοπόνηρον at 
36.39. In compound words, he varies between writing one rho (διαρίπτει, 
frag. 19.10) and two (ἄρρητον, 23.27). The varyingly aspirated αθρόοϲ is 
clearly felt to have a smooth breathing at 3.12 in the phrase οὐκ ἀθρόωϲ. 

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 μαιτουτοπαϲιγαρωϲεκεινο 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 ΟΥΜΑΔΙΑ and wrote ΟΥΜΑΛΙϹΤΑ, which was subsequently corrected. 
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not marked in our text.250 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.251 
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 v 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.253 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.254 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 stigme (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).255 In words with prefixes, both breaks after the prefix and within it 
are found (e.g., προϲ|τιθέαϲιν̣ at 3.18–19 and δι|ατίθηϲι at 12.17–18). The let-
ters πτ are always on the second line. Double consonants—most commonly 
λλ and ττ—are usually split in the middle, and the scribe breaks ρ + conso-
nant and ν + consonant in the middle as well. A ϲ + 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 (Κά⟦δ⟧|δμον) shows, espe-
cially when taken with spellings such as ἐ|χθρούϲ (26.21–22), ὑπε|μνήϲαμεν 
(29.32–33), πολυ|χρονίοιϲ 30.16–17, and περιπί|[π]τει (44.9–10). 

Two peculiarities should be noted: οὐ|[κ (frag. 32.26–27) and μὲ|ν 
οὖν (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, οὕτωι 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 (κα⟦τ⟧⸌κ⸍ὰ), 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 Crönert 1903, 10–19; Turner 1987, 
17; for the epigraphic forerunners to this practice, see Threatte 1980–1996, 1:64–73.



118	 Philodemus, On Anger

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 (Δημόκρ⟦η⟧⸌ι⸍τον), 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: τὰ μηδενὸ⟦θ⟧⸌ϲ⸍ ἄξι⟦ο⟧⸌α⸍ λόγου. 
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 
(ὀρ⟦ι⟧⸌γ⸍ὴν) and the dropped gamma in ὀλιγάκιϲ 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 Γ and Ι. Identical misspellings 
of ἐν⸌ί⸍οτε in 13.14 and 15.14, as well as ἐν⸌ί⸍οιϲ 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.256 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 μή is used with participles generally rather 
than only with conditional participles and generally shows its tendency 
to encroach on the territory of οὐ, though our impression is that he is still 
fairly strict.257 The optative is used correctly, though rarely. In our treatise, 
the conditional particle is consistently written ἄν rather than ἐάν; this is 
probably scribal, given that spelling is inconsistent across Philodemus’s 
corpus. The modal particle ἄν 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.258 In this 
treatise, κἄν is not used in the sense of “even” (as if καί). Notable also is the 
use of κατά with the neuter accusative of an adjective in an adverbial sense; 
examples are κατὰ πυκνόν (23.22) and κατ’ ἄκριτον (33.31).

Philodemus is willing to omit forms of εἰμί, even in cases where this 
impedes understanding, notably with participles where a finite verb seems 
normal, as in 39.26–31: πῶϲ φυϲικὸν τὸ πρὸϲ τὰ τηλικαῦτα ἐμποδίζον 
καὶ τοϲούτων αἴτιον κακῶν; εἰ δὲ ἀνέκφευκτον καὶ διὰ τοῦτο φυϲικὸν 
λεγόμενον.… The repeated rhetorical questions show that the tone is indig-
nant (and therefore abrupt). An ἐϲτι must be understood three times: once 
in the first question, then with ἀνέκφευκτον, and again with λεγόμενον. The 
nuance of the last is perhaps “if there is something inescapable and there-
fore called ‘natural’.…” An εἰϲι is also missing ϲυνεχόμ[ενοι in 2.18 (and the 
μ is securely read, ruling out ϲυνέχονται).

Philodemus uses the late/Ionic forms of εἶπον (and of οἶδα, but these 
do not appear in this treatise259), as in 40.16: ο̣ἷϲ οὐκ ἂν εἴπαιμεν (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. GΜΤ §§197, 208, and 
216, Moorhouse (1946 and 1959), the latter in reply to Hulton (1957), and Macleod 
(1956) on Lucian’s usage.

259. For οἶδα, see Philodemus, Lib. frag. 75.5 (οἴδαϲι for ἴϲαϲι) and col. 8b.13 
ε⟨ἰ⟩δήϲου[ϲι for εἴϲονται.
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εἴποιμεν). On the other hand, he consistently uses spellings in -ττ- rather 
than -ϲϲ- (e.g., he writes πράττειν, not πράϲϲειν). Similarly, note χάριτα 
(43.24) as the accusative of χάριϲ instead of Attic χάριν. 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 ἀλογιϲτία (47.7) is uncommon and proba-
bly Koine. Similarly, Philodemus prefers ὑπομενητόϲ (29.33) to the equally 
Koine form in –νετόϲ.

Philodemus usually prefers thematic verbs to athematics, such as 
κιρνάω (26.12) for κεράννυμι, παραμίϲγω (25.29–30) for παραμείγνυμι, 
and ἐπιδεικνύειν (7.10) for ἐπιδεικνύναι. The thematics ἐφιϲτάνειν (19.1) 
for ἐφιϲτάναι and παριϲτάνουϲι (45.33) for παρίϲταϲι are particularly sur-
prising, since he uses the athematic forms of the simplex ἵϲτημι. Note also 
Koine καταϲφάττω for the older καταϲφάζω (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 Cicero’s, it is significant that 
his vocabulary sometimes corresponds with the Greek words that Cicero 
uses in his letters; see our notes on βαθύϲ (34.37), βαθύτηϲ (28.40), and 
μυϲτικόϲ (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, ἀνεπιλογιϲτούμενα (3.19–20), 
εὐανάϲειϲτοϲ (16.27–28), ἀνευδόκητοϲ (25.6), ἀνευδοκηϲία (39.39), and 
προκινηϲία (38.28) are hapax legomena. The last might be a technical term 
from psychiatry, and the first is built on an Epicurean technical term 
(ἐπιλόγιζομαι). If rightly conjectured, προϲπαροινέω (frag. 19.2–3) is found 
only once elsewhere, while ἀπρόβατοϲ 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, 
ἔνοχλοϲ is an addendum lexicis.260 At 28.30 and 36.38, καχυπόνοοϲ is a rare 

260. Cf. ἐνοχλήϲ with the same meaning, attested at SB 14587.17 (fourth century 
CE).
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by-form of καχύποπτοϲ; at 30.18, δυϲαποκατάϲτατοϲ is also rare. Additionally, 
Delattre and Monet suggested προϲενδύω at 23.22–23, a further compound 
of ἐνδύω 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 (προκόπτω and related 
words), an originally Stoic technical term has passed into common usage, 
and other instances of this are possible. The technical senses of ἐπιλογιϲμόϲ 
and related words remain (see below). Philodemus keeps ὀργή (anger, fit of 
anger) carefully distinct from θυμόϲ (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.261 The main lines of his practice are as follows: 

1.	 Any short vowel, including “short” -αι in verb endings such 
as -εται, is presumed to be elided in pronunciation before any 
other vowel (i.e., scriptio plena is irrelevant), but υ and many 
instances of ι (as in ὅτι 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 μέν/δέ).262

3.	 Hiatus is excused when the words are part of a “chain of con-
cordant nouns”; for example, in the phrase τῶι ἀξίωι ἀνδρί 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) ὅτι, ἤ, ἐπεί, 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.263

4.	 There are other miscellaneous exceptions: monosyllables 
or disyllables that end with a long or unelidible vowel (e.g., 
μή, ἐπεί, που, ὅτι, 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 ἤ, 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.264 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.265 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 (τῶξίωνδρί vel sim.), or (3) that 
there was a glide (τῶy ἀξίωy ἀνδρί) 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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1.	 ‒⏑‒ ‒⏑‒	 two cretics = 2Cr
2.	 ‒‒‒ ‒⏑‒	 molossus + cretic = Mo+Cr
3.	 ‒⏑ ‒‒	 two trochees = 2Tr
4.	 ‒⏑‒ ‒‒	 cretic + trochee = Cr+Tr
5.	 ‒⏑‒⏑‒	 hypodochmiac = Hd

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.266 Philodemus’s treatment of 
diphthongs before vowels (e.g., in ποιεῖν) 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.267 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.268 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: 
⏑⏑⏑⏑⏑‒ against ‒⏑⏑⏑⏑⏑‒.

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 cutoff 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.269 Comparable authors for this part are Iambli-
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 Allegorist270 (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) ἀπ̣[ο]φ{ε}υγεῖν at 
6.26, where the aorist infinitive could be preferable as connoting success; 
(2) retaining τοῖϲ at 10.25, where the article is idiomatic, and (3) read-
ing αὐτῶν͙ 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 
(τοιούτου̣ [φανταϲ]ίαν·) 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.”271 Unrhythmic endings have been noted 
before punctuation but not elsewhere. Note that some analyses depend 
on resolutions.

Diatribe

Column 8.20–9.1

ὡϲπερεὶ ϲυνκείμενον ἐξ ̣ ἐκπυρώϲεωϲ (Hd) καὶ διοιδή[ϲ]εωϲ (2Cr) καὶ 
διερεθιϲμοῦ (Cr+Tr) καὶ βριμώϲεωϲ (*Mo+Cr) καὶ δεινῆϲ |25 ἐπιθυμίαϲ 
(Mo+Cr) τοῦ μετελθεῖν (2Tr) κ(αὶ) ἀγωνίαϲ (*Mo+Cr), εἰ δυνήϲεται (Hd), 
καθάπερ ἀποδεί̣ξο̣υ[ϲ]ιν̣̣ αἱ φωναί, (Cr+Tr) τοτὲ μὲν εὐ̣χομένων (Cr+Tr) 
περιζώ|30ϲαϲθαι τοῖϲ ἐντέροιϲ (Mo+Cr) τοῦ λυπήϲαντοϲ (Cr+Tr), τοτὲ δ̣’ 
“ὠ̣μὰ δάϲαϲθαι.” (quotation) εἶτ’ ἐπὶ τὰϲ διαδιδομέναϲ (Cr+Tr) τῶι ϲώματι 
κεινήϲειϲ ἀϲταθεῖϲ (Mo+Cr), οἷον λέ|35γω τὴν ὑπὸ τῆϲ κ[ρ]αυγῆϲ διάϲταϲιν 
(Hd) [τ]οῦ πλεύμονοϲ ϲὺν αὐταῖϲ πλευραῖϲ (2Sp), τὸ μετεωρότερον ἆϲθμα 
(Cr+Tr) τῶν χ͙ίλ̣ια δεδρα|40μηκότων ϲτάδια (Cr+Tr) καὶ τὴν πήδ[ηϲι]ν τῆϲ 
[κ]αρδί||[αϲ (Mo+Cr)

Column 18.14–40

πα|15ρὰ χαλκοῦν ἐϲ[̣τιν ἀνυ]πέρβατοϲ (2Cr), ἐπ[ειδὰν τὴν γῆν οὐρ]ανῶι 
μιγνύωϲι̣ (2Tr) [π]αραπεμφθέντεϲ ὑπό [τ]ινοϲ ἑϲτιῶντοϲ (2Tr),  ὥϲπερ  |20 [ὁ] 
Ϲοφοκλέουϲ Ἀχιλλεύϲ (2Tr), [ἢ] κατά τι τοιοῦτο παρολιγωρηθέντεϲ (2Sp)· 
οὔπω γ̣ὰρ “ἀδικηθέντεϲ” λέγω (Mo+Cr). καὶ τῶν μὲν κυνῶν (*Mo+Cr) |25 
οἱ πρὸϲ τὰϲ θήραϲ (2Sp), ἂν οἰκουρὸϲ αὐτοὺϲ (2Tr) ὑλακτῇ παριόνταϲ (2Da), 
οὐκ ἐπιϲτρέφονται (2Tr), v τὸν δ’ Ἀλεξάνδρ̣ο̣υ φαϲὶ (2Sp) μηδ’ [ὅ]ταν ἄλ|30λο 
κ̣ιν̣̣ηθῇ θηρίον (Mo+Cr) ἀλλ’ ὅταν λέων (Hd)—οἱ δὲ τῶν ποιητῶν θεοὶ (2Cr272) 
μικροῦ καὶ τα̣[ῖ]ϲ ὑ̣ϲὶν (Mo+Cr) ὀργίλωϲ διατίθενται (Cr+Tr). v τί γὰρ δεῖ |35 
το[ὺϲ β]α̣ϲιλεῖϲ λέγειν (Mo+Cr); ἐμπο[δίζ]ονται (Cr+Tr) δὲ καὶ πρὸϲ τὴν ἐν 
φιλοϲοφίαι ϲυναύξηϲιν (Cr+Tr), οἷϲ μεταδιώκεται τοῦτο (Cr+Tr), διὰ πολλὰϲ 
|40 αἰτία[ϲ (Mo+Cr)

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

πλὴν τ̣[οῦ] καν[ονικοῦ] λόγου (2Cr). v τοὐναντίον δὲ πᾶϲ ἀντίδικοϲ (Sp), ὁ 
μὲν ἔξωθεν καὶ διερεθίζων παντοδαπῶϲ (Sp), γονεῖϲ δὲ |15 καὶ πᾶϲ προϲήκων 
τὰ πολλὰ (2Tr) καὶ ϲυνχαίροντεϲ ὡϲ ἐπάνδροιϲ ̣(2Tr), τῶν δὲ φιλοϲόφων (Hd) 
οἱ μὲν φλυαροῦντεϲ (Cr+Tr) ἐν ταῖϲ παρ̣αμυθίαιϲ (Mo+Cr), οἱ δὲ |20 καὶ μετὰ 
ϲυ̣νηγορίαϲ (Cr+Tr) ἐπιρρωννύντεϲ (2Sp)· ἀφ[ί]η̣μ[ι] μὲν ῥήτοραϲ (2Cr) καὶ 
ποιητὰϲ (2Tr) καὶ πᾶϲαν τὴν τοιαύτην γρυμέαν (E!273).

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

 ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ οὐ]δ̣’ [ἀνα]ίνομαι τοῦτο (Cr+Tr). πᾶϲι γὰρ ὡϲ ἐκεῖνο φα[νερόν ἐϲτιν] 
(2Tr) ὅτι κα[κόν], ο̣[ὕ]τ̣ω κ[αὶ] τοῦτο (Sp). διὰ̣ [μ]ὲ̣ν̣ δὴ τοιούτων (2Tr274), 
v ὅτι ληρῶδέϲ ἐϲτι (2Tr) τὸ ψέ|10γειν ἐγκεχείρηκεν (Cr+Tr), ἀδολέϲχωϲ δὲ 
καὶ καθάπερ εἴωθεν (2Tr275). v εἰ μὲν οὖν ἐπ̣ετ̣ίμα τοῖϲ ψέγουϲι μ[ό]νον 
(Cr+Tr), ἄλλο |15 δὲ μηδὲ ἓν ποιοῦϲιν ἢ βαι[̣ό]ν (Hd276), ὡϲ Βίων ἐν τῶι 
Περὶ τῆϲ ὀργῆϲ καὶ Χρύϲιπποϲ ἐν τ[ῶ]ι Πε[ρ]ὶ παθῶν Θ̣ερ̣α̣πευ[τι]κῶι 
(Mo+Cr), κἂν |20 μετρ̣ίωϲ ἵϲτατο (2Cr). νῦν δὲ τ[ὸ] καθόλ̣[ο]υ̣ (Hd) τὰ 
παρακολουθοῦν[τ]α̣ κακὰ τιθέναι πρὸ ὀμμάτων καταγέλαϲτ̣[ο]ν εἶναι (2Tr) 
|25 καὶ ληρῶδεϲ ὑπολαμβάνων (2Cr), αὐ[τόϲ ἐϲτι ληρώδηϲ (Cr+Tr) καὶ 
κα[ταγέλαϲτοϲ… (Cr+Tr?)

Columns 49.1–50.8

τῶι καὶ τοὺϲ χα[ρ]ίεν[ταϲ (2Da), φλ]υα̣ροῦϲιν (*Cr+Tr)· v εἰ δ’ ἑα[υ]τούϲ 
(2Tr), ἀτόπωϲ περὶ ἐκείνου φ[ανερὸ]ν ἐκ τούτων (Cr+Tr) ϲυλλογίζ[ε]ϲ[θ]αι 
(Cr+Tr)· v τῶι τε |5 παραπληϲίωι τρόπωι (Hd) πορευόμενόϲ τιϲ ἀπ̣οδ[εί]ξει 
(Cr+Tr) τ̣ὸ καὶ φ[ιλ]οδοξ[ή]ϲει[ν ἢ ἐραϲ]θήϲε[ϲθ]αι τὸ[ν ϲο]φὸν (Mo+Cr) 
[καὶ μυ]ρίοι[ϲ ἄ]λλοιϲ (Cr+Tr) ϲ[υϲ]χεθήϲ[εϲθαι] |10 π[άθ]εϲιν (2Sp), εἴ[περ 

273. If the -οι- 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 -οι- is scanned long, we have the nonrhythmic 2Sp.
275. If the -ει- is scanned long, we have the equally rhythmic Cr+Tr.
276. If the -αι- is scanned long, we have the equally rhythmic Cr+Tr.
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ἄλ]λο[ι (2Tr) κ]αὶ τῶν [πά]νυ χα[ριέν]τω͙[ν (2Tr) ϲυ]νεχ[ῶϲ πό]νουϲ 
ἔ[χου]|13ϲιν (2Tr)…|19…θ̣αι πρόχειρό[ν ἐϲτ]ι (2Tr), καὶ ⟨τὸ⟩ τὸν ϲο|20φὸν 
προϲδε[κ]τέον εὐεμπτωτό̣τερον ἐνίων ἀλογίϲτων εἰϲ τὰϲ ὀργὰϲ ὑπάρχειν 
(2Tr). v καὶ τὸ μὴ τῶν ἀφρόνων ἧττον τοῦτο πάϲχειν (2Tr), ἐπειδήπερ |25 
οὐχ ἧττον αὐτῶν μεθύϲκεται (Hd), καθὸ λέ[γ]ετ̣αι μεθύειν (Sp). ὁ δ[ὲ] 
τελευταῖοϲ λόγοϲ ἀπέραντόϲ ἐϲτιν (2Tr) ἐκ τοῦ τὴν ὀρ[γ]ὴ̣ν χωρὶϲ ὑπολήψεωϲ 
(Hd) τοῦ |30 βε[β]λάφθαι μὴ γίνεϲθαι καὶ τοῦ τὸν ϲοφὸν ἑκουϲίω[ϲ] 
βλάπτεϲθαι ϲυνά[γ]ων τὸ καὶ [ὀ]ργίζεϲ[θ]αι. (Sp) καθάπ[ε]ρ̣ γὰρ χωρὶϲ 
τοῦ γράμματα μαθεῖν (2Tr) οὐχ οἷ|35όν τ̣[ε] γενέϲθαι ϲοφόν (Mo+Cr), ἀλλ’ 
οὐκ, εἰ γράμματά τιϲ ἔμαθεν (Mo+Cr), ἐποιϲθήϲε̣ται τὸ καὶ ϲοφὸν αὐ̣τ̣ὸν 
ὑπάρχειν (2Da), οὕτωϲ οὐδὲ |40 τῶι προϲτ̣ηϲαμέν[ωι τὸ ὑ]π̣ο̣λ̣ή̣ψ̣εϲιν τοῦ 
βεβλάφθαι ||1 τὴν ὀργὴν ἐπακολουθεῖν (2Tr), ἄλλω̣ϲ δ̣’ ἀδυνατεῖν (2Tr), 
τὸ [πά]ντωϲ ὀ̣[ργ]ιϲθήϲεϲ[θ]α̣ι τὸν ἔμφαϲιν εἰληφό̣τ̣α̣ |5 βλάβηϲ (2Tr), ἂμ 
μή τιϲ ἐπιδ̣εί̣ξηι κ̣[α]ὶ̣ δραϲτικὸν αἴ[τι]ον ὀ̣ρ̣γ̣ῆϲ εἶνα̣ι τ[ὴ]ν̣ ὑπόληψιν τ[ῆ]
ϲ [βλ]άβηϲ (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 τὸ τὸν ϲοφὸν προϲδεκτέον εὐεμπτωτό̣τερον 
ἐνίων ἀλογίϲτων εἰϲ τὰϲ ὀργᾱϲ̀ ὑ̆πᾱ́ρχεῑν (2Tr). It is difficult to find shorter 
phrases in this: τὸν ϲοφὸν is a cretic, and ἐνίων ἀλογίϲτων 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.277 His sentences can be long 
and occasionally difficult to follow, but they always turn out to be correct 
when completely preserved.278 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.279 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 εἰϲ τοὺϲ οἷϲ ὀργίζεται (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.280 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 γρύμεα, “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 (HV2, 1:16–73), in 1862. In both publications, the papyrus was 
officially anonymous, but HV2’s table of contents suggests Philodemus as 
the author and the Περὶ κακιῶν καὶ ἀρετῶν as the ensemble to which it 
belongs; Gomperz was convinced that the author was Philodemus.281 Both 
HV and HV2 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.282 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.283 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. 
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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).285 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 Wilke’s. 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 
Gomperz’s 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”).



	 Introduction	 133

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.286 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.287 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, è 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 (α͙) 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 Wilke’s 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., παρα[ or 
-ε]ιναι) 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: μετέρχομαι 
is “get revenge”; βλάβη and βλάπτω are “harm” and “to harm”; κόλαϲιϲ and 
κολάζω are “punishment” and “to punish,” though the ideas of “retalia-
tion” and “deterrence” are always present or implied; τιμωρία and τιμωρέω 
are “revenge” or “vengeance” and “get revenge.” Epicurean technical terms 
have been given the same treatment: λογιϲμόϲ is “reasoning,” ἐπιλογιϲμόϲ 
is “(rational) appraisal,” ὑπόληψιϲ and ὑπολαμβάνω are “supposition” 
and “suppose,” ἑκούϲιοϲ is “intentional,” and διάθεϲιϲ 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 HV2

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
28 14 6 6 5
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This edition Indelli Wilke Gomperz HV2

29 15 J pars sin.
30 app. 15 J pars dex.
31 app. 17 8b 8 7 pars dex.
32 16 7 7 6
33 17 8 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	 Papyrus Herculanensis 182 (I BCE)
MSI	 The infrared photographs made by the Brigham Young Uni-

versity team in cooperation with the Biblioteca Nazionale di 
Napoli

N	 The Neapolitan Disegni
Nac	 N before correction
Npc	 N after correction
O	 The Oxford Disegni
⟦α⟧	 scribal deletion
⸌α⸍	 scribal supplement (above the line, unless otherwise noted in 

the apparatus)
{α}	 editorial deletion
⟨α⟩	 editorial supplement
α͙	 editorially emended letter
α̣	 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
⸢α⸣	 a letter preserved on a sotto- or sovrapposto
⸤α⸥	 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

v	 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.)	 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.

Asmis	 Elizabeth Asmis, per litt.
DA	 Armstrong, suo Marte
Gand.	 the notes of one or more anonymous scholars in a copy of 

Gomperz’ edition in the library of the University of Ghent. 
Hayter	 reports of Hayter’s unpublished edition are taken from Indelli 

(1988)
Henry	 W. Benjamin Henry, per litt. (some subsequently published in 

2017)
Janko	 Richard Janko, per litt.
McO	 McOsker, suo Marte
*	 Armstrong and McOsker together



Text, Translation, and Notes
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⟨Φιλοδήμου⟩ 
⟨Περὶ ὀργῆϲ⟩

Fragment 1

1	      ]ντο ̣λε[
     ]  ̣ ἐπή̣ιε̣ι ̣[ 
ϲφ]οδρὸν̣ ϲ[̣

4	 τῆ]ϲ βλάβη̣[ϲ

2  vel ἐπῆ̣ιε̣ν̣  ‖  3, 4 *

Fragment 2

margo superior exstare videtur
] ἠθικὸν [ 

Fragment 3 

1		             ]  ̣ν  ̣νε
     	            ] τῆϲ χά-

3	 ριτοϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣ ]  ̣  ̣  ̣τ̣υν-

2–3  * vel χα|[ρᾶϲ *
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⟨Philodemus⟩ 
⟨On Anger⟩

The Initial Fragments

Fragment 11

… went2 …
… [in]tense …
… [of the] harm …

Fragment 23

… ethical …

Fragment 34

… of fa[vor]5 …

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

2. From ἐπιέναι; “understood” from ἐπαΐω is also possible. βλάβηϲ in line 4 is the 
first of some thirty occurrences in the treatise of the root βλαβ- (“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

|1 - - - ]υτ̣[  ̣  ̣]  ̣  ̣[ - - - | - - - ]ττομ̣[ - - - | - - - ]  ̣ημ̣  ̣[ - - - | - - - ]ουκο  ̣ϲ[ - - - 
|5 - - - ] ̣[- - - | - - - ]αφηϲι  ̣α| - - - ]  ̣ιν παρα  ̣| - - - ]  ̣ζο  ̣  ̣[ - - - | - - - ]τοιϲ το 
̣[ - - - |10 - - - ]π̣ν  ̣[  ̣]εω̣[ - - - | - - - ]αθουχω[ - - - | - - - ]τη κλε[ - - - | - - - ]  
̣τον ϲε[̣ - - - | - - - ] ̣κα[]  ̣[ - - - |15 - - - ]τεμ ̣[ - - - | - - - ϲ]υ̣ν̣βαι[̣ν-  - - - | - - - ]
ευ̣̣[  ̣  ]̣υ̣ο̣[ - - - | - - - ]ϲο  ̣ν π̣ου̣[ - - - |19 - - - ]  ̣  ̣κ̣τ[ - - -

11  ἀγ]αθοῦ Janko  ‖  16  *, ν̣: non μ̣  

Fragment 5

desunt ca. 16 lineae
1	  ἐ]πιμε[

   ]ρ[  ̣]υϲ[
 ὅ]ϲτιϲ κ[
   ]νουϲιν επ[

5 	  ἄ]λλων εκ̣α[
   ]αι ἐπ[ὶ] το[
   ] ἀδικήϲει[ν
   ] μέλλει  [̣

9 	    ]α[  ̣  ]̣εινειδ[
restant vestigia 15 linearum

Frag. 5 = Indelli 2.  ‖  1 Janko  ‖  3, 5, 6, 7  Wilke  ‖  5  ἕ̣κα[ϲτ- *
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Fragment 46

… happen …

Fragment 57

… whoever …
… of others…
… to …
… will commit injustice …
… about to …

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 

1	 κ̣αχλαζ[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  
τεθ  ̣  ̣θ  [̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  (̣ )̣ ὀρ- 
γίϲαϲθαι [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  
εἶναι τ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  (̣ )̣ ὀρ-

5 	 γίϲαϲθ[αι
ἀλλα το[
αυτὸν ο̣λ̣[

8	 α̣ιτ̣ονα̣υϲ[ 
margo fort. adest

Frag. 6 = Indelli 1 app.  ‖  1  κ̣ vel ϲ;̣ ζ ̣vel δ̣  ‖  2–3, 4–5  Indelli  ‖  8  τὸν α̣ὐϲ[τηρὸν tempt. 
Janko

Fragment 7

desunt ca. 30 lineae
1 	 τὴ]ν ὀργ̣ὴ̣[ν λέγουϲιν εἶ-

ν]α̣ι λύπην [μεγάλην τοῖϲ
ὀ]ργιζομέν[οιϲ εἰϲ τὸ
πᾶν, ὅταν μὴ [κατιϲχύω-

5 	 ϲι̣ τῆϲ τιμ̣[ω]ρί[αϲ ἅπτεϲ-
θαι. μακάριοϲ ο̣[ὖν ὅϲτιϲ
διελάμβανεν, [ὅτι τό-
τε λυπεῖϲθ̣[αι   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ]̣ρ̣ο[ 

10	   ̣]οντιπ[
margo adest

Frag. 7 = Indelli 1.  ‖  0  [χωρὶϲ δὲ τοῦ τιμωρεῖϲθαι] Philippson (e.g.)  ‖  1  τὴ]ν ὀργ̣ὴ̣[ν 
Wilke  ‖  1–2  λέγουϲιν εἶ|ν]α̣ι Indelli : νομιζεϲ|θ]α̣ι Wilke  ‖  2–4  Delattre-Monet (e.g.)  ‖   
3  ὀ]ργιζομέν[ουϲ Wilke  ‖  διὰ]| Indelli : περὶ]| Wilke  ‖  4–5  κατιϲχύω]|ϲι̣ τῆϲ τιμ̣[ω]
ρί[αϲ Wilke  ‖  5–6  ἅπτεϲ]|θαι Philippson : ἀπέχεϲ]|θαι Wilke  ‖  6  ο̣[ὖν ὅϲτιϲ Wilke  ‖   
7  ὅτι Wilke  ‖  7–8  τό]|τε λυπεῖϲθ̣[αι Henry (vel τό] | τε Janko) : τό]|τε λυπεῖ ϲῶ[μά τε 
καὶ ψυχὴν Wilke (τε eiecit Ιndelli) : τό]|τ’ ἐλύπει ϲῶ[μα καὶ ψυχὴν * : [ὡϲ, ὅ]|τε λυπεῖ 
ϲῶ[μα ἡ ὀργή Delattre-Monet
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Fragment 68

… plash9 …
… to get angry …
… to be …
… to get angry …
… but (?) …
… him(self?) …

Fragment 710

… [they say11], 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, [that12 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. καχλάζω (“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 διαλαμβάνω ὅτι, cf. Philodemus, Sign. 19.4–5, and see also our note on 
διειλημμένωϲ (41.22).
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Fragment 8

|1 - - -]να̣[ - - - | - - - ]ι[  ̣]  ̣  ̣[ - - - | - - - ]τηϲ αδ  ̣  ̣[ - - - | - - - ]  ̣ρομει|̣5 - - - ]
γ̣η̣  (̣ )̣ο̣υ[ - - - | - - - ]κ  ̣  ̣επ̣[ - - - |7 - - - ]λ̣ιτων[ - - - |vestigia ca. 9 linearum 
|17 - - - ]ενο[ - - - | - - - ]ιϲται [ - - - | - - - ]ο̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣] ̣ο[ - - - |20 - - - ]λ̣λ̣ον  ̣  ̣   ̣
[ - - - |vestigia ca. 5 linearum

Fragment 9

desunt 4 lineae vel plures |1 - - - ]θ[ - - - | - - - ]ν̣κο| - - - ]ϲομε| - - - ]υ̣κα|5 
- - - ]νο [̣

2  ν̣ vel α̣ι ̣

Fragment 10

desunt ca. 29 lineae | vestigia 8 linearum | - - - ]νοτερον θ̣[ - - - | vestigia 2 
linearum

τερπ]νότερον vel κοι]νότερον Janko  ‖  θ̣ vel ε̣

Fragment 11

- - - δι]αϲαφεῖν̣, ἀλλ[ - - - | - - -  ]εν  ̣  ̣ ειναι  ̣  ̣ [ - - - |vestigia duarum lin­
earum

1  δι]αϲαφεῖν̣ Henry : ἀϲάφεια̣ *
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Fragment 813

[no words legible]

Fragment 914

[no words legible]

Fragment 1015

[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 	 τ̣[  ̣  ]̣ν̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἄλ-

λων οὐδ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣βα̣λ[  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣-
15 	 νων αλ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ϲθαι κλ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣-

τεϲ π̣ιϲ̣ε̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣] φήϲε[ι τὴν
ἕ]ξιν [  ̣  ̣  ̣ π]ᾶϲιν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣

18	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ϲι[

Frag. 12 = Indelli 4.  ‖  13–16  ἄλ|λων οὐδ[ὲν ἐπι]βα̣λ[λομέ]|νων ἁλ[ίϲκε]ϲθαι κλ̣[αί
ον]|τεϲ Wilke  ‖  15–16  κλ[ηθέν]|τεϲ Janko  ‖  16  π̣ιϲ̣ ̣vel η̣κ̣  ‖  16–17  φήϲε[ι τὴν | ἕ]ξιν 
Wilke in apparatu  ‖  17–18  [τοῖϲ π]ᾶϲιν * : [τῶν π]ᾶϲιν [ὀργιζομέ|νων Philippson

Fragment 13 

desunt ca. 5 lineae
adsunt reliquiae 18 linearum

24	   ̣  ̣  ̣ [  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ταϲο 
25 	 νονδ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ιϲα

τὰ ποιο[ῦντα  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣]  ̣  ̣ αὐ- 
τοῦ γὰρ ἀλλα̣γ̣ὴ̣ν [] †αποδι

⸏ δολην†. v καὶ κα̣ι[νὸν] πε-
ρὶ τῆϲ ἁπ[ά]ϲηϲ τίϲεωϲ

30 	 ὅλ[ω]ϲ οὐδὲν εἰρήκαϲι
καὶ καθ’ ὅλον ω̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ον-
τοϲ τοῦ μὴ το[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν
  ̣  ]̣νον ἐπ[ὶ] του[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ϲι[  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ε[ι]ν ἀλλ’ ὅπερ

35	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣μο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  
vestigia unius lineae

Frag. 13 = Indelli 5.  ‖  24–25  ὄ|νον possis  ‖  26  χάρ]ιν̣̣ Janko  ‖  27  ἀλλα̣γ̣ὴ̣ν, quod 
voluit Asmis, legi videtur in MSI : αλλο[  ̣]ην[ Indelli  ‖  27–28  ἀποδι|δο[  ̣]ην legit Indel-
li : αποτ̣ε ̣| δ’ ὅλην Wilke (δολην P, ut vid.); fortasse ἀποδί|⟨δομεν μέροϲ τι μόνον, οὐ⟩|δ’ 
ὅλην McO vel ἀποδί|δομ͙εν͙ Janko  ‖  29  κα̣ι[νὸν]  ‖  29, 30, 33, 34  Wilke  ‖  31 ὡ[ϲ *
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Fragment 1217

… of others, nor (?) …
… he will say the state (of) …
… for all …

Fragment 1318 

… things making … for … a retribution of it (sc. the offense?).19 [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 
it is 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 ἀποδιδοί͙ην, 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 ⟨ἄν⟩, or the surviving words restate an apodosis 
with ⟨ἄν⟩ immediately preceding these words (e.g., ] ἴϲα | τὰ ποιο[ῦντα ἂν εἴη, αὐ|τοῦ 
γὰρ…). Another possibility is that a line fell out between lines 27 and 28 (see the appa-
ratus for a suggestion).
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Fragment 14 

|1 α[  - - - | (deest una linea) | - - - ]ο[ - - - | - - - ]τ|5 - - - ]π| - - - ]θυ[ - - - | 
- - - ]ο| (desunt 4 lineae) |12 - - -]α[ - - - |ο̣υ̣ν̣[ - - - |14 (desunt 5 lineae) |19 - - - 
]τ[ - - - | (deest una linea) |21 - - - ]ο̣[ - - - | (desunt 5 lineae) |27 - - - ]μ[ - - -

Frag. 14 = Indelli 3 app.

Fragment 15

1–5 	 ]τ̣[ - - - | - - -]επω̣[ - - - | - - - ]τακα[ - - - | - - - ]ϲμη[  ̣]ι[ - - - | - - - ]ν 
βαρυ[

6 	 β]αρυνομ[-
ἐ]λαττ̣ωμ[α

8 	   ̣]ωται[
ca. 5 lineae desunt

14 	 ]ατοιϲ διο[
15 	 ] Νικαϲικ[ράτ-

] αὐτῶι προϲτιθ[-
] τῆι [- - -]επιτα[

18 	 ]πα[
margo fortasse adest

Frag. 15 = Indelli 7.  ‖  6, 7  *  ‖  8  ιϲ̣ν̣̣⟦τ⟧ superpositae ad init.  ‖  15  Wilke  ‖  16  προϲ
τίθ[εται Wilke 
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Fragment 1420 

[no words legible]

Fragment 1521

… heavy … 
… weighed down …
… loss …
… Nicasic[rates]22 …
… is ascrib[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.
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Fragment 16

|2 - - -]δε[̣ - - - | - - - ]αιτο[ - - - | - - - ]ογ̣ι[ - - - |5 - - - ]ο̣τ[| - - - ]επι[ - - -| 
(deest una linea) |8 - - - ]θ̣αι εἰϲ α[ - - - | - - - ]νκ[ - - - |10 - - - ]ε[ - - - | - - - ]
ω[ - - - | - - - ]α[ - - - | - - - ]θ[ - - - |15 - - - ]τ̣α̣ιπ̣̣[ - - - | - - - ]μενουτ[ - - - |17 
- - - ]κα̣[  ̣  ]̣ν[  ̣]ε[  - - - | (deest una linea) |19 - - - ]ιν̣τ[  ̣   ̣ ]̣ιϲ[  ̣]υ̣[ - - - |20 
- - - ]α[  ̣  ̣  ̣]καρ̣εδ̣̣[ - - - | - - - ]οντο[ - - - | - - - ]πιε[ ̣]ο[ - - - | - - - ]ετα[  ̣]
ων[ - - - | - - - ]τοϲ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ε[ - - - |25 - - - ]θ[  ̣  ]̣τ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣κ̣α[- - -
26	 ]ϲ. εἰ δὲ καὶ με [̣

]αντι δε ̣κ[
] ὡϲ ὀρ̣γ̣ίλοϲ ο̣ν̣[

29	 ]υ[  ̣]ν[ - - - |30 - - - ]δοπ̣α̣[  ̣  ̣]τα[ - - - | - - - ]ττειν [  ̣  ̣]α[ - - - | - - - ]
λ̣ε[ - - - |33 - - - ]τη[

Frag. 16 = Indelli 5.  ‖  16  ϲμεν legit Wilke  ‖  17  κεκα legit Wilke  ‖  26  ]πε[ Wilke  
‖  ad fin. τ̣ vel γ̣  ‖  28  ὄ̣ν̣[τωϲ *  ‖  31  π̣τειν legit Wilke  ‖  32  ]γο ̣μεγι[ legit Wilke  ‖  
33  ]ατηϲ δ[ legit Wilke  ‖  34  ]  ̣εα ̣πι[ legit Wilke

Fragment 17

desunt ca. 11 lineae
|1  - - - ]  ̣ηυ[ - - - | - - - ] ̣αυτον εν[ - - - | - - - δι]ακνίζει το[ - - - | - - - ] 
̣  ̣φ ̣αρυπ[ - - - |5 - - - ]ϲ καὶ τὸν μη[ - - - | - - - ]ι πτωϲ[ - - - | - - - ]ν καταρ̣[ 
- - - | - - - ]π[- - - | - - - ]ϲτ[- - - | (desunt duae lineae) 
12 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣αλ[ 

  ̣γραφε[
δ’ ὁρῶν α[ 

15 	 καὶ μητ[
τὴν γῆ[ν
τύπτει [ 
λέγων [ 

⸏ τι[ϲ] καὶ [
|20 γίνεται [ - - - ] |21 κ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣[ - - - ] |γοϲ ωϲ[ - - - ] | καὶ τολ[- - - ] |λειν το̣[ - - - ] 
|25  ̣  ̣αρατ[ - - - ] |  ̣  ̣ϲτρα[ - - - ] |  ̣  ̣χαι[ - - - ] |  ̣  ̣ατα[ - - - ] |29   ̣  ̣αλ[ - - -

6  πτῶϲ[ιϲ Wilke dub.  ‖  16, 19  Wilke  ‖  21–22  λό]|γοϲ*  ‖  23  τολ[μᾶι Wilke
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Fragment 1623

… and if even …
… like an irascible man …

Anger, Reasoning, and the Critique of Timasagoras

Fragment 1724

… tears into pieces …
… write[ …
… seeing …
… the earth …
… beats25 …
… 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 	 μοϲιν[  ̣  ]̣π̣αν̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣

ο̣ὐ̣κ ἔξω[θε]ν ω[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ̣
μαιν]ομ[έ]νων ἐν τ̣[αῖ]ϲ ὀρ-
γαῖϲ ἔχει τοὺϲ ὀ̣φθα̣λ̣μούϲ,

5 	 ἔϲτιν δ’ ὅτε καὶ ϲτιλβηδό-
ναϲ προ[ϊ]εμέν[ο]υϲ, ὅπερ ἐ-	
οίκα⟨ϲι⟩⸌ν⸍ {μηουτονπρωτ̣} οἱ 
πρῶτοι τῶν ποιητ̣ῶ̣ν
ἐπιϲεϲημάνθαι, καὶ δε-

10 	 δορκόταϲ καὶ βλ̣έπον- ⟦τ⟧
ταϲ [λοξὰ] εἰϲ τοὺϲ οἷϲ ὀρ-
γίζεται, καὶ ἰδίωϲ ἤ̣δ̣η̣
τὸ πρόϲωπον ὡ[ϲ] ἐπὶ τ̣ὸ	
πλεῖϲτον ἐνερ[ευ]θ[έϲ· ἔ]-

15	 ⸏ νιοι δὲ [αἱ]μηρόν͙· [ἔ]ν[ιοι δὲ	
τὸν τράχηλον ἐντε[τα-
μένον καὶ τὰϲ φ[λέ]βα̣[ϲ ἀ]ν̣-
οιδούϲαϲ κα[ὶ] τὸ ϲ[ί]α[λο]ν	
περίπικρον καὶ [ἁλμυ-

20 	 ρόν, καὶ το[ιοῦτόν τ]ινα
21 	 τρόπον κ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣

margo adest

Frag. 18 = Indelli 6.  ‖  2  Wilke  ‖  ὥ[ϲπερ τῶν Janko  ‖  3  μαιν]ομ[έ]νων Wilke  ‖  τ̣[αῖ]ϲ 
Gomperz  ‖ 6  Gomperz  ‖  7  add. Gomperz  ‖  del. Wilke (“an μὴ οὐ recipiendum?”)  
‖  11  Bücheler : [ἄγριον] Gomperz in apparatu  ‖  ante ειϲ, hasta horizontalis in summa 
linea cum hasta verticali ad dextram (π̣ vel η̣?) N  ‖  ⟨τού⟩τουϲ Janko  ‖  13  Wilke  ‖   
14  Gomperz     15  αἱ]μηρό[ν Gomperz (]μηροϲ[ N)  ‖  ἔ]ν[ιοι Wilke  ‖  16–18 Gomperz  ‖   
19, 20  Wilke  ‖  21  κ[ακοπαθοῦϲι Indelli
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Fragment 1826

… (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),27 and “gazing,” [10] that 
is looking, [“askance”28] 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 (ϲημεῖα; cf. ἐπιϲεϲημάνθαι, l. 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. LSJ, s.v. “λοξός” (if λοξά is 
restored), cites Tyrtaeus, Theocritus, and Apollonius Rhodius for various forms of the 
idea “looking askance.” βλέπω does not occur in Homer, but δέδορκα does (e.g., Od. 
19.446: πῦρ ὀφθαλμοῖϲι δεδορκώϲ) and is glossed in the scholiasts with βλέπω. 
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Fragment 19

desunt ca. 16 lineae
1 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣πα

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ρι προϲεπιπο- 
νήϲει], εἰ καὶ τὴν κλεῖ-
δα δάκνων] τιϲ θυμοῦτα[ι

5 	 θύραϲ κεκλει]μένηϲ, κα[ ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ν μὴ προ̣ϲ
δη[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣ ἀποδ]ηλοῖ
πολ[λοῖϲ], πολλάκιϲ δὲ
βαθ[εῖαι] β̣ριμώϲει̣ϲ, εἰ

10 	 καὶ [λίθον] διαρίπτει καὶ
απο[  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]τηνου κ̣αν αμα
αρα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ωϲε̣ϲ αὐτὴν
ων[  ̣  ̣ κατ]ατέμοι θ̣ύρα[ν
π̣ωϲ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣] δὲ καὶ τῶν πο̣[   ̣

15	  ̣]αϲι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣τωϲ καθεώρ[α-
κ[ε]ν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εκ̣αϲ⟦τ̣ο⟧ϲπ̣ο[  ̣  ]̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
δρωι[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣κιϲ εριω̣ν βλα
τ̣ωϲο[  ̣  ̣  ]̣υϲευμ̣α̣τ̣αϲ καὶ τὰ
παρεν̣[τι]θέμενα δὲ ἐπὶ 

20 	 δόξα[ν] απε[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ϲαν[ ̣]πο
λειν[  ̣  ]̣ κατὰ τοὺϲ ϲο[φούϲ
θη[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣λ̣η̣μενουϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣
ον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣νει δοξα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

24 	 ο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣]υτον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
margo adest

Frag. 19 = Indelli 8.  ‖  2–3  προϲεπιπο|[νήϲει] * : προϲεπιπο|[λεμεῖν] Wilke  ‖  3–4  κλεῖ|[-
δα Wilke  ‖ 4  [δάκνων] (vel [ἐνθεὶϲ]) Castiglioni  ‖  θ̣υμοῦτα[ι Wilke  ‖  5  Philippson  ‖  
6  ἂ]ν Janko  ‖  7, 8  Wilke  ‖  9  Wilke post Gomperz (βαθεί[αϲ β]ριμώϲεωϲ)  ‖  ] ̣ριμ N  
‖ 10  Wilke  ‖  11  κ̣ vel ι,̣ γ̣  ‖  12  ἀρά[ττοι Janko  ‖  ϲ ̣vel μ̣  ‖  13  Wilke  ‖  14  ad fin πο̣[ 
N  ‖  15–16  Wilke  ‖  16  π̣ο[ potius quam τ̣ο[  ‖  ϲπ̣ό[γγ]ο̣ν̣ McO  ‖  17  ἐρίω̣ν vel ἔριο̣ν 
Wilke, εργων N  ‖  19, 20  Bücheler  ‖  21  Wilke
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Fragment 1929

… [will be] yet more [troubled]30 …
… even though someone [bites] his key31 in a fit of rage [when the 

door stays cl]osed …
… [7] he shows to ma[ny], and often pro[found] bursts of indignation,32 

if he even throws [a rock] and …33

… [13] might cut down the door …
… has seen …
… [17] balls of wool (?)34 …
… 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 προϲεπιπονέω is found only at Aesch. Fals. Leg. 44.5; ΣF ad loc. 
glosses it as πρὸϲ τῶι ἤδη πόνωι ἔτι πονῆϲαι (“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 (ϲπόγγον 
ἔχοντεϲ ἢ ἔριον ἐν ταῖϲ χερϲὶν τοῦτο διαράμενοι βάλλομεν), 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 (τὰϲ κλεῖϲ δάκνομεν καὶ τὰϲ θύραϲ τύπτομεν) 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 (πρόϲ 
τε τοὺϲ λίθουϲ, ἐὰν προϲπταίϲωμεν, τιμωρητκῶϲ προϲφερόμεθα καταγνύντεϲ καὶ ῥίπτο-
ντεϲ αὐτοὺϲ εἴϲ τιναϲ τόπουϲ ἐπιλέγοντεϲ καθ’ ἕκαϲτα τούτων ἀτοπώτατα).” 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 |1 φα[ - - - ]|απο̣θ̣[ - - - |πεπρα̣  ̣[ - - - ]|  ̣   ̣ ( )̣]α̣ καὶ 
η̣[ - - - ]|5 ϲτεπ̣α[ - - - ] |  ̣ ( )̣]τ[ - - - ]|δετ̣ο̣[ - - - ]|  ̣] ἢ καὶ [ - - - ]|προϊον ϲ[ 
- - - ] |10 ταῦτα δε[ - - - ]|γεϲ ἢ τουτ[ - - - ] |το[ῦ]τ̣ο μαλ[ - - - ] | (deest una 
linea) |τιζομεν[ - - - ] |15 ται λαλοῦ̣[ϲι - - - ]| (desunt duae lineae) |μ[ό]νον, 
ἀλλὰ [ - - - ]|ηκουϲιν καὶ τ̣[ - - - ]|20 καιπ̣̣οαυαν[ - - - ] |   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]ελαρι[ - - - ]|  
 ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]ωνελϲ[

Frag. 20 = Indelli 9.  ‖  3  πεπραγ̣[μέν- *  ‖  4–5  ὥ]|ϲτε Janko  ‖  12  Wilke  ‖  13–14  
τραυμα]|τίζομεν[- e.g. *  ‖  15  Wilke  ‖  18  Philippson  ‖  18–19  προϲ]|ήκουϲιν Janko  ‖  
20  καιπ̣̣ο[ vel fort. καπ̣ιο̣[ legit McO : κλητοαυαν leg. Wilke

Fragment 21

desunt ca. 14 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣νυϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣]ϲεφεν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣γ[  ̣
  ̣  ]̣ο̣θαϲγ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]τ[  ̣  ]̣ν ἢ 

5  	   ̣  ̣  ]̣λ̣λο̣ν, ὀ[δύρ]ονται δέ̣,
ἐὰν] ϲτάϲιμο[ν] ἀνάγη- 
ται·] κ̣αὶ μὰ τ̣ὸν Δ̣ία τὸ το[ ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ϲυ[ ̣]ν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣αλ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣νε[  ̣

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣] παραλλὰ[ξ] γενό-̣
μέν]ων δε[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ζε πα 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣νο[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ εἶναι λέγ[ε- 
ται ὅπ]ερ εἰ ἦν̣ ἀγανακτ[η- 
τικόϲ], ὅθ̣[ε]ν οὐχ ὑπὸ τῆϲ ἀ- 

15 	 νάγκηϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ϲαλ̣λο̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ται κα 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ γ]ὰρ ὑπὸ τ͙ῶν 
φί]λων, ὃ καὶ [δ]ούλοιϲ π[  ̣
  ̣  ]̣τ̣ειν οἷϲ ἐλευθέροιϲ
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Fragment 2035

[no significant words legible]

Fragment 2136

… but they l[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 	 γ’ ἐ]π̣ιβα̣τὸϲ εἶναι δο-
κεῖ]· ὃ δ’ ἐλευ[θ]έροιϲ καὶ
κρείτ]τοϲιν, οὐχ ὁμοίω[ϲ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣]τερον· ἔ[̣δ]ει τοίνυν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣των ἄλλων ἐχ[  ̣  ̣  ̣

25	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]αλλον[  ]̣εων ὀργί̣{ζ}̣-	
26 	 ζε]ται ̣κα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣( )̣

margo adest

Frag. 21 = Indelli 10.  ‖  3  ἐφεν[ακ- vel φεν[ακ- Janko  ‖  4–5  ἥ]τ[το]ν ἢ | [μᾶ]λλον 
Janko  ‖  5  ἄ]λ̣λον Henry : [ἔνο]χ̣λο̣ν *  ‖  5  ὀ[δυρ]ονται Wilke  ‖  6  Wilke  ‖  ]ταϲι[  ̣]
ο[  ]̣ϲαναγη O  ‖  7  Wilke  ‖  8 ]ϲυ[ν]ν[ temptavit Wilke  ‖  10–11  γενο|[μέν]ων * : 
γενό|[μενοι] ὧν Wilke  ‖  11  δε ̣leg. McO : δι ̣Wilke, Indelli  ‖  δ’ ἐ̣[νόμι]ζε Janko  ‖  12– 
14  Wilke : λέγ[ε|θ’ ὥϲπ]ερ Janko  ‖  14–15  ἀ|[νάγκηϲ Gomperz, cf. frag. 24.5 : ἀ|[γανακ
τήϲεωϲ Janko  ‖  17  Philippson : ]αρυπογων O, ]αρ ὑπογων̣ Wilke  ‖  18  φί]λων McO, 
aeque possis ἄλ]λων *  ‖  18–19  π[ο|ρί]ζε̣ιν Janko  ‖  19  τ̣ vel π̣ vel γ̣ sic Wilke legit  ‖  
20–21  Wilke  ‖  22  κρεῖτ]τοϲιν Philippson  ‖  23  ἐφ’ ἕ]τερον Wilke : ἑκά]τερον Janko  ‖ 
ἔ̣[δ]ει McO  ‖  25  μ]ᾶλλον [θ]εῶν Janko  ‖  25–26  ὀργί|[ζε]ται Janko : ὀργ̣ιϲ̣⟨̣θή⟩|[ϲε]ται 
Wilke  ‖  26  κα[ὶ *

Fragment 22

desunt ca. 30 lineae
1 	 ατρα[ - - -

τατε[ - - -
ἤδη [ - - -
τητα [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ὑπο- 

5	 /	 ⟦δυϲ⟧⸌λήψ⸍εϲι [
ματαίοι[ϲ - - -
  ̣]υροϲ[ - - -
λογον [  - - -
ελο[  - - -

10 	 επι⟦ου⟧κ[  - - -
margo adest

Frag. 22 = Indelli 11.  ‖  4–5  Wilke  ‖  6  vel μάταιοι [  ‖  8  λόγον vel e.g. εὔ]|λογον *  ‖  
10   Ἐπι⟦ου⟧κ[ουρ- 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 suppositions38 … 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” (ὑπολήψεϲι) with “foolish” or “vain” 
(ματαίοιϲ, to be understood as synonymous with κεναῖϲ, “empty”), see 47.18–23 with 
Philippson 1916, 432. Epicurus already used the adjective as epicene in a similar 
phrase: τῆι ματαίωι δόξηι (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 |17 - - -]  ̣α̣ϲ|̣ - - - ]ον̣| - - - ]ο  ̣|20 - - - ]το| - - - ]αι| - - - 
γ]ὰρ| - - - ]ια̣ϲ| - - - ]εδ̣ι| margo non adest

Frag. 23 = Indelli 11 app.  ‖  22  *

Fragment 24

desunt ca. 13 lineae
1 	 εμ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  

κα[  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]υϲεα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
ε[  ̣  ̣]αθ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἀπο-
φα[ί]ν̣ει τὸ λε[γόμενον,

5 	 ὡϲ οὐ τῆϲ ἀνάγκηϲ ἀλ- 
λὰ [τῶ]ν ὑπολήψεων τὰϲ
ἀπ̣[α]τ̣ήϲειϲ ἀπεργαζομέ-
νω̣[ν], ὅπερ ἐπ̣ὶ τ[ῶ]ν̣ κατη-
ναγκαϲμένων [πεπ]όν- 	

10 	 θαϲι. κ[αθ’ ὃν] λ[όγον] πένη̣ϲ̣
μὲν̣ καὶ διω͙ργιϲμένο̣[ϲ
ὑφ’ ἑνὸϲ οἰκέτου φέρει
πολλάκιϲ ἐνεπηρεα- 
ζόμενοϲ ὑπ’ α[ὐ]τοῦ. λο-

15 	 γιϲμῶι ͙τοί̣⟨νυν⟩ [κ]α̣τ̣αλειφθεὶϲ
τῶν χρειῶ[ν ἀτ]ευκτή-
ϲει. [καὶ πλούϲιοϲ] δέ, ἅτε
ϲεμνότεροϲ ὤν], καὶ πολ-
λάκι[ϲ ὀ]ρ̣[γί]ζε̣ται καὶ κο-

20	 ⸏ λάζ[ε]ι,̣ βα[ϲ]ιλεὺϲ δὲ καὶ
τὰϲ κεφαλὰϲ ἀφαιρεῖ, καὶ
τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ πενόμε- 
νον μὲν ἄλλον ἔϲτιν̣
ἰδε[ῖν], πλου[τ]ήϲαντα δ’ ⟦ε⟧ ⸌ὁ-⸍

25 	 πο[ίω]ϲ ἂν μεταβεβλη-
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Fragment 2339

[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.41 [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,42 
he will fail to get what he needs.43 [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).…44 

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” (ὑπολήψειϲ, with its 
synonym δόξαι; cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.34) and “compulsion” (τὸ κατηνα-
γκαϲμένον) are a recurrent theme in the later fragments (frags. 21, 28, 32, and 33). The 
word πεπόνθαϲι is a “gnomic perfect,” or “empiric perfect” (Smyth §1948).

42. Literally “abandoned by reasoning.” 
43. For ἀτευκτεῖν τῶν χρείων, “fail to meet one’s needs,” see Indelli 1988, 140, and 

P.Herc. 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 “off 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.



166	 Philodemus, On Anger

26 	 κό̣τ̣[α  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣δοταιϲ καὶ		
  ̣  ]̣ω[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ε[  ̣  ̣
margo adest

Frag. 24 = Indelli 12.  ‖  1–5  P legi non potest  ‖  1  εμ̣[ N : ε[ O  ‖  2  O : κα[  ̣  ̣  ̣]με[ N  ‖   
3 ε[  ̣  ]̣αθ[ N : ε[  ̣ ]̣αε[ O  ‖  3–4  ἀπο]|φα[ί]ν̣ει Gomperz (φα[  ̣]νει O, κ[  ̣  ̣]ν̣ει N  ‖   
4  λε[γόμενον Gomperz : λε[λεγμένον * : λε[λογίϲθαι Angeli (λε[ O, λη[ N)  ‖  6  Gom-
perz  ‖  7  ἀπ̣[α]τ̣ήϲειϲ Wilke  ‖  7–8  Gomperz  ‖  9–10  [οὐ πεπ]όνθαϲι Delattre (lon-
gius)  ‖  10  Gomperz : κ[αὶ ἄλ]λ[οϲ δὲ] Philippson : κ[ρατεῖ]ν͙ [ἐϲτί· Angeli  ‖  11  Wilke 
(ω͙ : ο P)  ‖  14  Gomperz  ‖  14–15  λο|γιϲμωι ͙Gomperz (-μωϲ O, ]ϲ N)  ‖  τοί⟨νυν⟩ Wilke 
(τ̣ο̣ legit McO, τ̣ο ̣[ O, τ̣αι ̣N) : γ̣ὰρ̣ legit Delattre-Monet  ‖  [κατ]αλειφθεὶϲ Bücheler  ‖   
16  χρειῶ[ν  Gomperz  ‖  16–17  ἀτ]ευκτή|ϲει Wilke  ‖  17  * post [πλούϲιοϲ] Bücheler 
et [καὶ ἄλλοϲ] Indelli post Wilke ([καὶ ἕτεροϲ])  ‖  18  * : πλούϲιοϲ ὢν Wilke (brevius) : 
ὑβριϲτὴϲ ὢν Angeli (brevius)  ‖  19–20  fere Gomperz (ὀργίζ]εται καὶ κο|λάϲ[ε]ι) : 
[πορίζ]εται {κα} κο|λαϲ[ι]ν̣ Wilke : κο|λάϲ[ε]ι ̣ Indelli  ‖  20  βα[ϲ]ιλεὺϲ Gomperz  ‖   
24  ἰδε[ἰν Gomperz  ‖  πλου[τ]ήϲαντα Bücheler  ‖  24–25  ⸌ὁ⸍|πο[ίω]ϲ ἂν DA (cf. Anon.
Lond. 6.40–41: ὁποίωϲ ἂν ἡ μεταβολὴ γένηται)  ‖  25 in marg. sin. Giuliano vestigium 
noti legit  ‖  25–26  μετ̣α̣  ̣ ε ̣  ̣  ̣η|κο̣τ̣[ legit McO : μεταβεβλη|κα legit Wilke, qui 
μεταβεβλη|κ⟨ότ⟩α coni. : μεταβαλλη|κα[ O  ‖  26  ἐν προ]δόταιϲ Janko

Fragment 25

|1 - - - ]πον[  - - - | - - - ]του[ - - - | - - - ]τεν[ - - - | - - - ]ν̣ωμ[ - - - |5 - - - ]
κα[ - - - | - - - ]φε[ - - - |7 - - - ]ϲαι[ - - - | (desunt lineae ca. 13) |20 - - - ] ̣α̣ϲ|̣  
- - - ]ον̣| - - - ]ο  |̣ - - - ]το[ - - - | - - - ]αι[ - - - |25 - - - ]αρ[ - - - | - - - ]ιαϲ[ 
- - - |27 - - - ]εδι[ - - -| - - -

Frag. 25 = Indelli 12 app.  ‖  21  ν̣ vel λ̣, δ̣, α̣

Fragment 26

vestigia plurium linearum |24 - - - ]κα[ - - - |25 - - - ]νομεν[ - - - | - - - ]τ[ - - - | 
- - - ]νο[ - - - |28 - - - ]π̣ε[̣ - - -

Frag. 26 = Indelli 12 app.
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Fragment 2545

[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
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ταλ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ν[  ̣  ]̣ετ[  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἀ̣να[π]ηδᾶν οὐδὲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εγω[  ]̣ καρτερεῖν

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣ οἰκ]ίαϲ ἐξέλῃ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ιϲ ἔνδον ε-
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣ ]ϲθαι καὶ δει ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἀκμὴν οι
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣α̣καδετ̣̣ειν

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣οφιλαθοι 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ βε]βλημένοϲ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣] γ̣υμνῶ[ι
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣αιϲημ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣αδε
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣μενων ἧι πα̣ρ̣εῖται

15 	 κἂν] ἀ̣παντήϲαϲ τιϲ εἴπηι 
πρὸϲ] τοῦτον [δ]ή, ἐν ὧι λα- 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣πτ[  ̣  ]̣εἰπεῖν χαι 
  ̣  ̣]αιϲ πολλ[ά]κιϲ δεν̣α
  ̣]αϲιϲ[̣  ̣  ]̣ν, ἐὰν δέ τιϲ ᾖ

20 	 τῶ[ν] τ[υχ]όντων ὁ εἰρ̣ηκὼϲ
αλ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣χανε πολλά-
κι[ϲ] ου[  ]̣ουλομαι  ̣αιρ̣ο̣εν̣ 
π[  ̣ ἄξιο]ν οὐδενὸϲ παι- 
δάριόν [τι] λαλῆϲαν ἢ γι- 

25 	 νόμενον̣ ἐμποδὼν καὶ
τύπ̣τειν καὶ λακτίζειν.
κἂν ἐμ βαλανείωι δὴ 
  ̣  ̣  ]̣τρα[  ̣  ]̣ϲτ̣[  ]̣ ὁμολογῆι 
  ̣  ̣]ϲτα[  ̣  ]̣ον, ὁ [δὲ] νουθε-

30 	 τεῖν̣ περὶ ἁπάντων ἤδη
31 	 δ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἀεὶ τ[  ]̣ πολλά[κι]ϲ ὑ- 

margo adest			 
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Fragment 2747

… to leap up,48 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.
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Frag. 27 = Indelli 13.  ‖  3  Wilke  ‖  4  λ]έγω[ν Janko  ‖  5  Bücheler, post quem [ἐκ 
τῆϲ  Janko  ‖  6  το]ῖϲ Janko  ‖  9  sic legit McO : ]ακαδεξε̣ιν N : ]ικαδιζειν O : κ]α̣κὰ δ’ 
ἕ̣ξε̣ιν Janko  ‖  10–11  θε]όφιλα θοι|[ν- Janko  ‖  11  Wilke post Bücheler (περιβε-)  ‖   
12  Bücheler  ‖  14  πα̣ρεῖται legit Henry (α̣ valde incertum) : πο̣ρ̣ευ͙⟨έ⟩ται * : ποθ̣εῖται legit 
Wilke  ‖  15  Bücheler  ‖ 16  Wilke  ‖  18–19  initia superposita esse suspicamur  ‖  18, 
20  Bücheler  ‖  21 ἀλ[λ’ ἐτύγ]χανε Gomperz  ‖  21–22  Gomperz  ‖  22  sic legimus 
(μαιδ̣αι ?) : ]ουλομαιταιρεν O : οὐ [β]ούλομαι δ̣’ vel “οὐ [β]ούλομαι” Philippson, cf. col. 
22.11–12  ‖     23  π init. O tantum  ‖  ἄξιο]ν McO  ‖  24  Wilke  ‖  28  ξύϲ]τρα Schoene : 
λου]τρά Philippson  ‖  29, 31  Wilke  ‖  31  τ[ὸ] Janko

Fragment 28

desunt ca. 15 lineae
1 	 δ[  ]̣ζ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 

τ[  ]̣ιϲω[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν[  ̣  ]̣νεϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣
πι[  ]̣ω[  ̣  ]̣νε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣ 	

5	   ̣  ̣  ]̣τοτηϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣ ἐ]-	
πειδ[ὰν] ε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
α[  ]̣γηνη πάϲηϲ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  
ονοϲαμ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  
τατηι[  ]̣χ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣ 

10 	 αδυνατ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
παθεῖν δόξ[αι, τὸ δὲ βε-
βιαϲμένον [οὐκ ἔϲτιν.
κἂν παθεῖν δό[ξαϲ δια-
νοῆται τὸ κατη[ναγκαϲ-

15 	 μένον, καθὸ λέγε[ι, καὶ
χ]ωρὶϲ ἁπάϲηϲ γ[νώϲεωϲ
καὶ λογικ̣ῆ̣[ϲ ζητήϲεωϲ
η[  ]̣ναλαϲοι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣]ν τελούμενον [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

20 	 τι τίνωμεν οὐ κατ[ηνάγ-
καϲται. καὶ γὰρ εἰ μυρ̣[ιά-
κιϲ βλάβηϲ μιᾶϲ γέ τ̣[ου
ἢ φ̣ανταϲίαϲ βλά[βηϲ
π̣ρ̣οπ̣εϲούϲηϲ αὐ[τῶι δο-
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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 
app[ears] to have suffered what is com[pulso]ry, and (thinks this?) even 
apart from all [knowledge] and logical49 [inquiry] … (it) [has not been 
made compul]sory. [21] For even if, ten thousand times over,50 because 
some one, single harm or appearance of harm has befallen hi[m, it se]ems 
…

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 inquiry, there are those about reality and those about language alone” (τῶν 
τε ζητήϲεων εἶναι τὰϲ μὲν περὶ τῶν πραγμάτων, τὰϲ δὲ περὶ ψιλὴν τὴν φωνήν). In Galen, 
logikē zētēsis 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 εἰ μυριάκιϲ, cf. κἂν μυριάκιϲ … λανθάνηι (Epicurus, Kyr. dox. 35).
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25 	 κεῖ ϲυ̣νημ̣ε[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

Frag. 28 = Indelli 14.  ‖  4  π[  ̣]ω[ O : πλω[ N  ‖  5–6  Wilke  ‖  10–11  τὸ μόνον] | παθεῖν 
δόξ[αι Delattre : δόξ[ηι Gomperz  ‖  11  τὸ δὲ * : τό γε Philippson  ‖  11–12  βε]βιαϲμένον 
Gomperz  ‖ 12  οὐκ ἔϲτιν Philippson  ‖  13  δό[ξαϲ Janko : δο[κεῖν Wilke  ‖  13–14  δια]|-
νοῆται Wilke  ‖  14–15  κατη[ναγκαϲ]|μένον Gomperz  ‖  15  McO : λέγε[ται Gomperz : 
λέγε[ται καὶ Wilke  ‖  16, 17  Wilke  ‖  19  ἐ]ντελούμενον Wilke  ‖  19–20  ἐάν] | τι 
McO : ὅ]|τι Delattre-Monet  ‖  20–21  κατ[ηνάγ]|καϲται Gomperz  ‖  22  τ̣[ου * (τ̣[ινοϲ 
longius ut vid., cf. MGH 195–96) : τ̣[ιϲ Philippson: γέ π̣[ωϲ Wilke in editione : γε π̣[λὴν 
Wilke  ‖  24  π̣ρ̣οπ̣εϲούϲηϲ legit McO (cf. Demetri Laconis [Sulla grandezza del sole] 
P.Herc. 1013.12.4–5 Romeo; Philodemi, Poem. 2.99.6 Janko)  ‖  αὐ[τῶι * (αυ[ N : ατ[ 
O : P hodie non exstat)  ‖  24–25  δο]|κεῖ Janko, fort. longius : κεἰ (=καὶ εἰ) ϲυ̣νῆμ̣ε[̣ν  *

Fragment 29

desunt ca. 22 vel pauciores lineae |1 - - -]  ̣  ̣ι  ̣  ̣[ - - - | - - - ]ακιϲ[ - - - | - - - ]
τουϲ[  ̣]αι[ - - - | - - - ]νποτε[ - - - |5 - - - ]μψατ̣  ̣  ̣ν[ - - - | - - - ]μ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν̣[  ̣]
ν̣τ̣[ - - - | - - - ]ν[ - - - | - - - ]κατ[  ̣  ̣  ̣]πιτα[ - - - |9 - - - ]οϲ οὐκ ἔϲτ[ι - - - | (una 
linea deest) |11 - - - ]υϲι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ταλ[ - - - | - - - ]πο̣ντ[  ̣]ϲτ̣̣οο̣μη[ - - - | - - - ]
ρ[ - - - | - - - ]ϲιϲα[  ̣  ]̣ν[ - - - |15 - - - ]ϲαυτο[ - - - | - - - ]ητο[ - - - | - - - ]τ 
[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εδοκι[ - - - | - - - ]ενκ[  ]̣μα[ - - - |19 - - - ]μεν[  ]̣μο[ - - - | (incertum 
quot lineae desint)

Frag. 29 = Indelli 15.  ‖  5  ἐμέ]μψατο̣ Janko : ἐπέμψατο̣ *  ‖  12  τ̣ὸ Ὁ̣μη[ρικὸν Philippson 

Fragment 30

9 	 π[ - - |10 - - - ]και[ - - - |παρη̣[
12	   ̣]δ’ ἔπεϲτ̣ι ̣κ̣αλο[ν - - -

  ̣]επαϲ[̣  ̣  ]̣και τοὺϲ [ - - - 
  ̣]ομ̣[ - - -

15 	 ενοιϲ[ - - -
ἡ]μερ[ω]τάτοιϲ [ - - -
  ̣]θεν[  ̣  ]̣εϲταϲ[̣ - - -

18 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣νο[  ]̣ου[ - - -

Frag. 30 = Indelli 15 app.  ‖  12  Wilke  ‖  16  Wilke
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Fragment 2951

[no significant words legible]

Fragment 3052

… is on … fine …
… to very gentle-tempered53 (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 	   ̣  ]̣μηταιτα[ - - - 
15 	  οὐ]κ αἰδουμ̣[εν-    - - -

  ̣]ειδεϲ[̣ - - -	
λευϲυ̣[	- - - 
  ̣]υϲ ἐπιλέγω[ν - - -
“τέτλαθι δ⸤ή, κραδίη [” - - - 

20 	 ο̣υμενοϲ[ - - -
ἐκθυμαν[εῖ - - -
  ̣]αμεν[ - - -
  ̣]παρα[ - - -
  ̣]η[ - - -

25	   ̣]αθ[ - - -

Frag. 31 = Indelli 17 app.  ‖  15  δουμ̣[ legit Indelli : ἀθυμ̣[- legit Wilke : καἰδουμ̣[εν- (= 
καὶ αἰδουμ̣[εν-) * : καὶ δοῦλ̣[οϲ Henry  ‖  16  ιϲ ̣δεϲ[   ‖  16–17  βαϲι]|λεὺϲ Philippson  ‖  
17  ὑ[πὲρ *  ‖ 17–18  Ὀδυϲ|ϲε]ὺϲ fort. longius *  ‖  18  Wilke : ἐπιλέγω[μεν Rabbow  ‖  
19  Gomperz primus citationem Homericam notavit, κραδίη add. Janko; cf. Aeliani, 
Nat. An. 5.54; Philostrati, Vit. Apoll. 1.14; Himerii, Or. 69.31  ‖  19–20  νο]|ούμενοϲ 
Janko  ‖ 21  Wilke

Fragment 32

incertum quot lineae desint
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣πα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣ 

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣αθαλ[  ̣  ̣ κατη-
ναγκ]αϲμέν[-  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ πάντ[ω]ϲ ̣ ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣α[  ]̣ ἀλλὰ καθ[ ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ]̣μεν[  ]̣ϲ[  ]̣οιϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣οῦνταϲ ϲυν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ι πάντωϲ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ γὰρ δό̣ξαιϲ

10 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ]̣ουϲιμ̣αν̣ [  ̣  ̣  ]̣υ[  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣κ̣ατα̣[  ̣  ]̣ϲε 
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Fragment 3154

… not reverenc[ing (?) …
… applying rational appraisal … “endure, indeed, [O my heart”55 … 
… he will be utterly enraged …

Fragment 3256

… [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 (κραδίη); 
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 	   ̣  ̣ ἀ]λ̣λά τιϲιν οὐ γ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν 
  ̣  ̣ μ]η̣δ’ ὀργα[ῖϲ] γο[  ̣  ̣  ]̣α̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ ἀκολουθοῦ[ϲι]ν

15	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ϲ πάντ̣ωϲ, [ἀ]λ̣λ’ οὐ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ κατ]ηνα[γκα]ϲμ̣ένοιϲ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣ ]λ̣[  ]̣γενη 
  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἠκ]ολού[θ]η̣κεν δὲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ην ϲυ̣ναφθη- 

20	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣μεν δὴ τὰϲ τού̣-
των ὑπ]ο̣λήψειϲ ου νο̣
κα[  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἐ]νεῖναι τὴν ὀργὴ̣ν 
  ̣  ̣  ]̣κ[  ̣  ]̣, ἧι δὲ νοεῖται φύ- 
ϲιϲ τ]οιοῦτο, v οὐ δεκτι-

25 	 κὴ π]άντωϲ, ἢ τοῦδέ τι-
ν]ό[ϲ] ἐϲτιν φύϲιϲ καὶ οὐ- 
κ ἄλλων] ἐϲτίν, ἢ ϲὺν τού-
τωι, κα]θάπερ καὶ ϲὺ̣ν τῶι 
ἄλλωι,] τὸν μὲν ὁρμᾶν

30	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ ἀπ̣ὸ τοῦ ν[  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ω[  ̣  ̣  ̣
incertum quot lineae desint

Frag. 32 = Indelli 16.  ‖  2  ἀγ]αθ’ ἀλ[λὰ Janko (vel ἄλλα *)  ‖  2–3  * (]αϲ μεν[ Willke)  ‖  
11  ]ν̣ατ[ N  ‖  12–15  Wilke  ‖  12–13  γ[ίνο]ν|[ται Janko, fort. longius  ‖  15  οὐ | [τοῖϲ 
* : οὕ|[τωϲ Janko  ‖ 16 *  ‖  17–18  γένη vel γένη|[ται Janko  ‖  18  Philippson  ‖  19– 
20  ϲυ̣ναφθή|[ϲεϲθαι] μὲν DA : ϲυ̣ναφθή|[ϲομαι] μὲν Janko : ϲυ̣ναφθῇ Philippson  ‖  20– 
21  * : τού|[του] Wilke  ‖  21  McO : ἐπιπλήξειϲ legit Wilke (επι[  ̣  ]̣ληψειϲ O, επι[  ̣  ]̣- 
ληξειϲ N, sed επι superpositas vidit McO)  ‖  21–22  οὕνε|̣κα [τοῦ] Janko  ‖  22  * : ν εἶναι 
Bücheler  ‖  ad init. κα̣[ ̣] N, fortasse superpositae  ‖  ante νειναι, litteras τακ superposi-
tas esse vidit McO  ‖  23  [φυϲι]κ[ὴν Bücheler, fort. longius  ‖  23–24  φύ|[ϲιϲ Bücheler  ‖   
24  τ]οιοῦτο leg. McO (τ]οιούτο[υ] Wilke) : ]οιουτο  ̣  ̣ουδε O : ]οιουϲπ:  ̣  ̣ουδε N  ‖ 24–25 
Delattre-Monet (cf. 43.33, 44.1) : οὐδ’ ἑκτι|κὴ Wilke (cf. 20.18)  ‖  25 π]άντωϲ Wilke  ‖  
25–26  τοῦδέ τι|[ν]ό[ϲ] Philippson : τοῦδ’ ἔτι | [π]ο[ύ Wilke  ‖  26–27  * vel  οὐ | [πάν
των] possis : οὐ|[χ ὁμοία] Wilke  ‖  27–28 τού|[τωι, κα]θάπερ Wilke  ‖ 28  leg. McO : 
καὶ ουπτω legunt Wilke et Indelli  ‖  28–29  ϲὺ̣ν τῶι | [ἄλλωι] e.g. * (vel ϲύν τωι ἄλλωι, 
cf. MGH 195–96)  ‖  30–31 ν[ο|ουμένου Janko
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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 

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” (ll. 2–3 and 16) and “(mere) suppositions” (ll. 9 
and 20–21) are visible or probable here and there in the text.
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Fragment 33

(incertum quot lineae desint) |1 τιν[ - - - |μεν̣ωϲ [- - - |φιλαυ̣τ[-  - - - |τ[  ̣]ϲ[- 
- - |5 και φ[ - - - |αϲο̣ρο̣[ - - - |τουϲ και[ - - - |νυν τη[ - - - |εϲτιν̣ [ - - - |10 ο̣ἵαϲ 
α[  ̣  ̣  ]̣υο[- - - |ημε[ - - - |δεϲε[ - - - |μεναπ[ - - - |του και [  ]̣αϲ[̣- - - |
15 	 μαϲαμεντ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣κατη- 

ναγκα̣ϲμένα̣ [ - - -
φύϲει ταϲ[̣ - - -

⸏  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εν̣μεν[ - - - 	 εἰ-
πόντεϲ ὅτ[ι ( )̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ἀνέκ-

20 	 φευκτον [ - - -
τοῦτο δὲ κ̣[αὶ κατηναγ-
καϲμένου, ἧ̣ι[̣ - - - 	
οὕτω ηρα[ - - -
π[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ον ὥϲτε[ - - - 

25	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣α[ - - -
incertum quot lineae desint

Frag. 33 = Indelli 17.  ‖  3  Wilke  ‖  14–15  ἐθαύ]|μαϲα μέν[τοι Janko : [ὠνο]|μάϲαμεν 
Philippson  ‖  15–16  Wilke : -μένα̣[ϲ Philippson  ‖  18–19  εἰ]|πόντεϲ ὅτ[ι Janko  ‖  19– 
20  ἀνέκ]|φευκτον Philippson : φευκτόν Wilke  ‖  21–22  * vel δ’ ἐκ̣ [τοῦ κατηναγ]|καϲμέ-
νου *  ‖ 22  καϲνενηυ[ O , καιτωντη[ N)  ‖  23  οὕτω, ηρα[- (ἢ ῥα-?) * potius quam 
οὕτω⟨ϲ⟩ ηρα[- * (ουτωπ[  ̣ (  )̣]ρα[ O, ουτωϲ[  ̣]ξ[ N)

Column 1

desunt ca. 13 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣γοι ̣

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ηϲαι ̣την
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣πρ[  ]̣υ̣ϲιν ων
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣   ̣  ]̣ν̣ει̣α̣ κατα

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ οὐ]δ̣’ [ἀνα]ίνο⸌μαι⸍ ⸌τοῦτο. πᾶϲι γὰρ ὡϲ ἐκεῖνο⸍ φα-

1.5  μαι supra lineam et τοῦτο – ἐκεῖνο in margine dextro addidit librarius  ‖  οὐ]δ’ 
Philippson  ‖  [ἀνα]ίνομαι Schoene
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Fragment 3358

… 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 …
… so as to …

Column 159

[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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1.6 	 νερόν ἐϲτιν] ὅτι κα-
κόν], ο̣[ὕ]τ̣ω κ[αὶ] τοῦτο. δι-
ὰ̣ [μ]ὲ̣ν̣ δὴ τοιούτων, v ὅ-
τι ληρῶδέϲ ἐϲτι τὸ ψέ-

10	 γειν ἐγκεχείρηκεν, ἀ-
δολέϲχωϲ δὲ καὶ κα-

⸏ θάπερ εἴωθεν. v εἰ μὲ-
ν οὖν ἐπ̣ετ̣ίμα{ι} τοῖϲ 
ψέγουϲι μ[ό]νον, ἄλλο

15	 δὲ μηδὲ ἓν ποιοῦϲιν
ἢ βαι[̣ό]ν, ὡϲ Βίων ἐν τῶι
Περὶ τῆϲ ὀργῆϲ καὶ Χρύ-
ϲιπποϲ ἐν τ[ῶ]ι Πε[ρ]ὶ πα-
θῶν Θ̣ερ̣α̣πευ[τι]κῶι, κἂν

20	 μετρ̣ίωϲ ἵϲτατο. νῦν
δὲ τ[ὸ] καθόλ̣[ο]υ̣ τὰ πα-
ρακολουθοῦν[τ]α̣ κακὰ
τιθέναι πρὸ ὀμμάτων
καταγέλαϲτ̣[ο]ν εἶναι

25 	 καὶ ληρῶδεϲ ὑπολαμ-
βάνων, αὐ[τόϲ ἐϲτι ληρώ-

27	 δηϲ καὶ κα[ταγέλαϲτοϲ ‖

1.6, 7  Wilke  ‖  8  Gomperz  ‖  13  del. Hayter  ‖ 14  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  16  Hayter :  
ἠβαι[̣ό]ν Hayter  ‖  18  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  19, 21  Gomperz  ‖  22, 24  Gomperz, 
Spengel  ‖  26–27  αὐ[τὸϲ ληρώ]|δηϲ καὶ κα[ταγέλαϲτοϲ Hayter; ἐϲτι Gomperz
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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,”60 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,61 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].…62 

60. What Τimasagoras meant is that the ψόγοϲ ὀργῆϲ, the “diatribe” assailing 
anger, is not legitimate therapeia, but mere epidictic oratory (see the introduction, 
pp. 54–57). Cf. cols. 5.12 ψέγειν and 6.31 ψέγοντεϲ (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 
θεραπευτικὸϲ λόγοϲ (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 n. 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

1	 - - - ]μ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν μ[ - - -
- - - ]τ̣ε κατα̣λ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ακ[ - - -
- - - ]γ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣απ̣ν[ - - -
- - - ]ϲ ὥϲτε [ - - -

5	 - - - ]α̣ιτω[ - - -
- - - ]ω[ - - -
- - - ]ν̣ω̣ϲ[̣ - - -

Column 2 

desunt ca. 16 lineae
1 	 φυϲικ̣αι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣( )̣

πάθει γιν̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣(-)
ϲχετο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣   ̣-
ϲιν ωϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣   ̣-

5	 νομεθα̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ον
τῶν λογιϲ[μῶν. ὁπό]τ̣αν
δὲ καταϲτο[χάϲη]τ̣α̣ι ̣
τὸ λανθανόμ[ενον—τὰ
δὲ ἔξω φανερ̣[ὰ κα]θέ-

10 	 ϲτ̣ηκε καὶ μάλι[ϲτ]α̣ τῶι
δυναμένωι πα̣[θο]λο-

⸐ γεῖν—οὔτε π[αρῆχεν] ἡ-
μᾶϲ, καὶ̣ [πᾶϲι]ν̣ φανε-
ρόν ἐϲτι[ν ἔχειν] ὡ̣ϲ εἴ-

15 	 ρηκε· τό τ̣ε ̣[τῆϲ δι]αθέ-
ϲεωϲ, ἀφ’ ἧϲ [περιϲ]π̣ῶ[ν-

2.1  φυϲικαὶ Wilke vel φυϲικαῖ[ϲ *, sc. ὀργαὶ, ὀργαῖϲ  ‖  1–3  ἐν] | πάθει γιν̣[όμενοι 
ἀνα]|ϲχετο[ί Wilke (fort. hiatus: γιν̣[όμενον ἀνα]|ϲχετό[ν Philippson : γίν̣[εϲθαι vel  
sim. *)  ‖  4–5  (ἐ)γι]|νόμεθα Janko  ‖  6  Wilke  ‖  7  Philippson (ex καταϲτο[ ON) : 
fort. καταϲτο[χάζη]τ̣α̣ι ̣* : καταϲτή[ϲει εἰϲ ὄψιν Wilke (hiatus)  ‖  8–9  [τὰ] … φανερ̣[ὰ * :  
[τὸ] Wilke … φανερ̣[ὸν Gomperz  ‖  9–11  Gomperz  ‖  12  π[αρῆχεν Philippson : 
π[αρῆγεν McO : π[αράγει Wilke  ‖  13–16  Wilke
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Fragment A63

[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) inf[ers] 
what is hidden from him64—what is external is obvious, especially to a 
person who can reason about emotions65—he has not m[isled] us, and it 
is “obvious to all”66 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 ϲτοχαϲτικὴ τέχνη, an art of 

plausible conjecture; see Ierodiakonou 1995. Philodemus in this respect compares 
it to ethical therapy by παρρηϲία (“frankness”), which is also a stochastic art. See 
his Lib. frags. 1.5–10; 23.9–12; and especially 57.5–12: “reasonable conjectures 
[εὐλόγιϲτα ϲτοχαϲτά, 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: φυϲιολογεῖν, παθολογεῖν, διαλεκτικεύεϲθαι). 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 πᾶϲι … 
φα|νερόν (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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2.17 	 ται, δι’ ἣν ἀν̣[αριθμ]ήτοιϲ
ϲυνεχόμ[ενοι] κ̣ακοῖϲ,
ἀναγεν[ν]ᾶ[ν πάλι]ν ἐπι-

20 	 ϲτάμεθα κα[κὰ ἐ]π̣ὶ πο-
λύ, φιλολογια[  ̣  ]̣ ουχω 
  ̣  ̣  ]̣τρο[  ̣ ἐκ πί]ϲτ̣ε⟦ϲ⟧ω̣ϲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]τε[  ̣  ̣  ]̣απε	

24	     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣υδια[  ̣  ]̣αλα‖

Column 3

desunt ca. 13 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ωϲδ̣[  ̣  ̣

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣θαι τὴν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣εναπο
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ρ ἤδη τ[  ̣

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣λ̣λωι. v διόπερ
ἀναγράφ]ων τὰ μὲν ἀ-
γ]νοο[ύμεν]α τελέωϲ, τ[ὰ
δ’ εἰϲ λήθην ἀφιγμένα,
τὰ δ’ ἀνεπιλογιϲτού-

10 	 μενα—τοῖϲ γε μεγέθε-
ϲιν, εἰ μηθὲν ἕτερον—τὰ

⸐ δ’ οὐκ ἀθρόωϲ γε θεωρού-
μενα, καὶ τιθεὶϲ ἐν ὄ-
ψει μεγάλ̣[ην] ἐνποιεῖ

15	 φρίκην, ὥ̣[ϲ]τ̣ε τοῦ πα-
ρ’ αὐτὸν εἶναι προϲυ⸌πο⸍μνη-
⸌ϲ⸍θέντοϲ ἀποφυγεῖν ῥᾳ-
δίωϲ· τοῦτ[ο] γὰ[ρ] δὴ προϲ-

2.17  ἀν̣[αριθμ]ήτοιϲ Bücheler  ‖  18–20  Wilke  ‖  19  ἀναγεν[ν]ᾶ[ϲθαι ἡμῖ]ν Delattre 
(longius: -ϲθ’ possis)  ‖ 21  φιλολογία Wilke  ‖  [δὲ] *  ‖  22  ἰα]τρὸ[ϲ McO (vel ἰα]τρο[ῖϲ) 
post Gomperz (ἰα]τρο[ὶ)  ‖  ἐκ πίϲ]τεω̣ϲ DA (cf. Sexti, Pyr. 2.141 = Math. 8.308)  ‖ 
3.4  ὥϲπε]ρ Wilke  ‖  6  ἀναγράφ]ων Wilke : ὑπογράφ]ων * : παριϲτάν]ων Gomperz  ‖  7, 
14  Hayter  ‖  15  Bücheler  ‖  18  Gomperz
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through which (they are) afflicted67 by numberless evils, we know begets 
new evils all over again, in most cases.68 [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,69 can escape it with ease. [18] For this is what 

67. For this use of the participle with εἰϲί understood, see p. 119 in the 
introduction and λεγόμενοι 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 ἀναγεννάω, 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 παρά + 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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3.19 	 τιθέαϲιν̣ [οἱ κ]α̣ὶ̣ μέτρι-
20	 ο̣[ι] τῶν φιλ[οϲ]όφων, οἱ

δὲ] γενν[αῖοι] κ̣αὶ τοὺϲ τρό-	
πο]υϲ, δ[ι’ ὧν] ἂν ἥκιϲτα
τοῖϲ ὀργί͙[λοιϲ] πάθεϲιν
περιπίπτ̣[οι]μεν, ὑπο-

25	 ⸏ γράφουϲιν. v ὅθεν δὴ καὶ
λέγων ὡϲ [ἅ]π͙[αϲιν] φ[ανε-	

27	 ρώτερον καθ[έϲτηκε ‖

Fragment B

1	 - - - ]θ̣ωϲαντα ψ[ - - -
- - - ]α̣ντουδε[ - - -
- - - ]ο παθεῖν εγ[ - - -
- - - ]α̣[  ]̣π̣ομενο̣ν[ - - -

5	 - - - ]χολ[  ̣  ]̣θ̣[ - - -

Column 4

desunt ca. 16 lineae
1	   ̣  ]̣πα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣

γαιτα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
  ̣]εγεϲθ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣ -
μ]ενοιϲ τ[ῶν ἰα]τρῶν τό τε

5 	 μέγεθοϲ [τῆϲ] νόϲου καὶ
τὰ γει[νόμεν]α δι’ αὐτὴν
πάθη καὶ [τὰϲ] ἄλλαϲ δυϲ-

3.19–20  οἱ κ]α̣ὶ̣ μέτρι|ο̣[ι Henry : κἂ]μ̣ μετρί|ω̣[ϲ Wilke, fort. longius  ]αϲμετ- Nac :  
]μμετ- Npc  ‖  20  φιλ[οϲ]όφων Gomperz  ‖  21  δὲ] Henry : δὴ] Crönert  ‖  γενν[αῖοι 
Gomperz  ‖  21–22  τρό|[πο]υϲ Hayter  ‖  22  δ[ι’ ὧν] Bücheler  ‖  23  Hayter (οργα[ N)  ‖   
24  Bücheler  ‖  26  λεγωνωϲ  ̣τ[  ̣  ̣  ̣]φ[ O (P post νω non legitur)  ‖  [ἅ]π͙[αϲιν Bücheler :  
[]πᾶ͙ϲιν : τ[οῦτο] Gomperz (longius)  ‖  26–27  Bücheler : ϲ]φ[αλε]|ρώτερον Gomperz  ‖  
27  καθ[έϲτηκε Gomperz  ‖  B.1  κατορ]θ̣- vel διορ]θ̣- *  ‖  ψ[ευδ- vel ψυχ- Janko  ‖  3  τ]ὸ 
Wilke  ‖  4.2–3  ὀ|ρ]έγεϲθ[αι Wilke : ψ]έγεϲθ[αι * : λ]έγεϲθ[αι Philippson  4  -μ]ένοιϲ 
Janko  ‖  τ[ῶν ἰα]τρῶν Gomperz  ‖  5  Hayter  ‖  6  Bücheler  ‖  7  Gomperz
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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 everyone70 … (sc. that Timasagoras is mistaken?) …

Fragment B71

… 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,72 

70. If correctly restored, ἅπαϲιν φανερώτερον is Philodemus’s mocking amplifica-
tion of Timasagoras’s πᾶϲι φανερόν.

71. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, p. 109.
72. For δυϲχρηϲτία in Philodemus, Polybius, and Cicero, see n. 141.



188	 Philodemus, On Anger

4.8 	 χ]ρηϲτίαϲ, ἐ[νί]οτε [δ]ὲ καὶ
τ]οὺϲ κινδύ[ν]ουϲ, ⟦α⟧ λ̣α̣νθά-

10 	 ν]ει τὰ μὲν [κα]θόλου τοὺϲ
κάμνοντ[αϲ], τὰ δ’ ἐπιλο-
γιϲτικῶϲ, ὅ̣[θ]εν ἀμελέϲ- 
τεροι πρὸϲ τὴν ἀποφυ-
γ]ὴ̣ν ὡϲ μετρίων ἐνεϲτη-

15 	 κότων καθίϲτανται, τε-
θ̣έ̣ντα δὲ̣ π̣ρὸ ὀμμάτων
ἐ]πιϲτρ[εφ]εῖ̣ϲ πρὸϲ τὴν
θ]εραπεία̣ν παραϲκευ-

⸏ άζει. καὶ γὰρ ἐνταῦθα, τὰ
20 	 μὲν οὐδ’ ὅλωϲ ἐνθυμού- 

μ]ενοι, τὰ δ’ [ο]ὐ καθαρῶϲ, οὐ-
δ]ὲ κ͙εχρῆ[ϲθ]αι θέλουϲιν εἰϲ
θερ]απείαν ἑαυτούϲ,

24 	 μαθ]όντεϲ δὲ κατὰ το‖

Column 5

desunt ca. 10 lineae
1 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ατε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     

καὶ τοῦτο κ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣
ουτο[  ]̣προϲτ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
τεκ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣οτ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣

5 	   ̣]οντ[ ]̣αλειπο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ν νῦν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ]̣ωϲ, οἱ δὲ κ͙α-
λο]ῦϲ[ι] προϲέχειν ἐπι-

4.8  Hayter  ‖  9–10  λ̣α̣νθά|[ν]ει Gomperz  ‖  10–12  Hayter  ‖  11  ⟨ἀν⟩επιλογιϲτ{ικ}ῶϲ  
possis *  ‖  14  Gomperz  ‖  17  Hayter  ‖  18  Gomperz  ‖  21–23  Gomperz (22: ]επεχρη[ 
leg. Wilke, O; corr. iam N2 : οὐ|[κ] ἐγ͙χε͙͙ι͙[ρί]ϲαι Schoene)  ‖  24  Gomperz : διδ]όντεϲ 
Bücheler  ‖  ad fin. sic O : κατατων N : P legi nequit  ‖  5.2–3  κ̣[αὶ ἄλλο τοι]|οῦτο  
Wilke  ‖  7–8  Wilke (δεχα P, corr. iam N2)
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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,73 [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,74 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 τὰ δ’ ἀνεπιλογιϲτούμενα (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 παθητικῶϲ “emotionally”: “what is 
[just] and good and [becoming] our philosophers affirm to be the same as what most 
people conceive them to be (τοῖϲ ὑπὸ τῶν πόλλων νοουμένοιϲ), with the sole differ-
ence that we conceive them not just passively but by applying rational appraisal to 
them (τ̣[ῶι] μ̣ὴ παθητικῶϲ μόνον ἀλλ’ [ἐ]πιλογ[ι]ϲτικῶϲ αὐτὰ κατανοεῖν).” 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 one’s plight (whether emotional or physical) rather than passively 
submit to it; epilogismos leads to seeing καθαρῶϲ (l. 21). 

74. Putting the consequences of evildoing before one’s eyes for rational appraisal 
(τιθέναι πρὸ ὀμμάτων; cf. 1.21–23 and 3.13–14), is key to Epicurean therapy; it also 
appears at Lib. frag. 26.4–5; cf. frag. 78Ν.1–3 (ἐπιδεικνύναι πρὸ ὀμμάτων) 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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5.9 	 μελέϲτερον τῆι θερα-
10 	 πείαι καὶ μὴ παρολιγω-

ρεῖν οὐδ’ ὧν ἕνεκεν ἰα-
τροῖϲ [ἐ]νχρῄζ[ει] τὸ ψέγειν
ἧττο̣ν ἀγνοουμένων,
εἰ δὲ μή γ’, ἐπ’ ἴϲον, τῶν τε

15 	 μεγεθῶν καὶ τῶν ϲυνα-
πτομένων τα[ῖϲ] νόϲοιϲ
κακῶν καὶ ταῖϲ ὀργαῖϲ. αὐ-
τῶι μ̣[ὲ]ν αἱ μ̣έλ⸌λ⸍ουϲαι πα-
ρακολου[θήϲ]ειν ϲυμφοραὶ

20 	 διὰ τὴ[ν ὀργ]ὴν τὴν πρὸϲ
Βαϲιλ̣εί[δ]ην καὶ Θέϲπιν
οὐκ ἦϲαν φανεραί, καίτοι 
πέρατα, καθάπερ ὤ[ι]ετο,
προϲ[τιθε]μένωι δριμύ-

25	 ⸏ τητο̣[ϲ]. οὕτω⟦ι⟧ δ’ ἐϲτὶ τυ-
φλόϲ, ὥ̣[ϲ]τε μακρῶι προὐρ-
γιαίτε[ρ]ον ὑπάρχ⟦ει⟧⸌ο⸍ν τὰ
τ⟦α⟧⸌ο⸍ῖϲ λ̣ογ̣ίμ̣οι[ϲ ϲοφ]οῖϲ νο-
μ̣ου[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣

30 	 ῥαι[δίωϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣‖

5.12, 13, 16  Gomperz  ‖  18  Hayter : μ̣[ὴ]ν Philippson : μ̣[ὲ]ν ⟨δὴ⟩ Wilke (hiatus)  ‖ 
19–20  Hayter  ‖  21, 23  Crönert  ‖  24  Hayter  ‖  25, 26  Gomperz  ‖  27  Hayter : 
ὑπάρχοντα Wilke  ‖  5.28  Crönert  ‖  28–29  νο|μ̣ο⟨θετο⟩ύ[μενα ἐπιθεωρεῖν] Crönert :  
νο|ϲο̣ὺ[ϲ ποιήϲαντα ἐφορᾶν] Delattre-Monet (29 ad init. ϲο̣υ[ O) : νό|ϲο̣υ Janko : alia 
possis  ‖  30  ῥαι[δίωϲ λέγειν Indelli
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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.75 
[17] So the misfortunes76 that were going to follow from his anger toward 
Basilides and Thespis were not “obvious” (sc. to him),77 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 àmbito 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 μέν 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. I.e., 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

desunt ca. 9 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣δ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣

  ̣  ̣ τ]ῶν̣ ἀλό̣γ̣ωϲ [βοηθούν-
των] περιττο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣α̣ι[  ]̣π[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣νεπ̣ι[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣ε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
ν̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ϲο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣	
δ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣ ἀδύνα-
το̣[ν γὰρ τὰϲ νόϲουϲ ἀπο-

10	 φυ[γεῖ]ν οὐκ ἔϲτ[ι]ν, ἀλλὰ
τῶ̣[ν εὐλ]όγωϲ μ[ό]νον βο-

⸏ η̣θού[ν]των προ[ϲ]δεῖϲθαι.
τὰ [δ’ ἐν τῆι ψ]υχῆι πάθη δι-
ὰ τὴ̣[ν ἡμ]ετέραν ψευδο̣-

15 	 δοξ[ί]α͙ν παρακολουθοῦν- 
τα, τ[ι]νὰ μὲν καὶ τῶι γέ-
νει, [τι]νὰ δὲ τ[ῶ]ι μεγέ-
θε[ι, τὸ] ϲυν[έ]χον [ἔ]χει τῆϲ
ἀπ[ολύ]ϲεωϲ ἐν [τ]ῶι θεω-

20 	 ρῆϲ[αι τ]ὸ μέγεθοϲ καὶ τὸ 
πλ[ῆθ]οϲ ὧν ἔχει̣ καὶ ϲυν-
επι[ϲπ]ᾶ̣ται ̣κακῶν, ἀδια-
νο[ήτ]ο̣υ̣ καθεϲτῶτοϲ, ὅ-
τι δ[  ̣  ̣ ( )̣]επει κ[α]κὸν και

25	   ̣  ̣  ]̣ι ̣τοῦτο καὶ δύναται

6.1–7  P tantum  ‖  2–3  Wilke, cf. l. 11  ‖  3  περιττο[ὶ λόγοι Wilke  ‖  7  ad init. ν O, μ N  ‖   
8–9  ἀδύνα]|το̣[ν γὰρ Philippson : τοῦ]|το[ν γὰρ Janko  ‖  9  τὰϲ νόϲουϲ Indelli (e.g.)  ‖  
9–10  ἀπο]|φυ[γεῖ]ν Gomperz  ‖  10–11  Gomperz  ‖  12–18  Hayter (15 ]ενπαρα N)  ‖  
19  Asmis : ἀπ[οθέ]ϲεωϲ Gomperz  ‖  20, 21  Hayter  ‖  22, 23  Gomperz  ‖  23–24  ἔ͙|τι 
Gomperz  ‖  24  locus desperatus: δ[εῖ] Delattre-Monet : δ[έοι Janko : δ[ὲ] Gomperz  
‖  ἐπεὶ vel βλ]έπει (e.g. *) possis  ‖  24  πρ]έπει Janko κ[α]κὸν Gomperz  ‖  25  ἐϲτ]ι ̣
Delattre-Monet : νοε]ῖ̣ Mewaldt : οὐχ ὅτ]ι ̣Bücheler
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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,78 
which are consequent, some on the kind (sc. of emotions), others on their 
magnitude, [18] have the principal means79 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 ψευδοδοξία stands for ψευδεῖϲ ὑπολήψειϲ/δόξαι. 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 τὸ ϲυνέχον, see Lib. frag. 45.7–9: καὶ̣ τὸ ϲυνέχον καὶ κυρ̣ιώτ[α]τον, Ἐπι-
κούρ̣ωι καθ’ ὃν ζῆν ᾑρήμεθα, πειθαρ̣χήϲομεν (“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 τὸ ϲυνέχον effecisti (“clearly, you 
did the most important thing”). Polybius uses the term about a dozen times.
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6.26 	 ⸏ ἀπ̣[ο]φεύγειν. v ἀλ̣λὰ δὴ ⟦π⟧ ⸌κ⸍αὶ 
τὸ κ̣ύντατον, οὕτωϲ ἐϲ- 
τ[ὶ π]ᾶ̣ϲι φανερ̣ὸ̣ν̣ τὸ τὴν 
ὀργὴ]ν̣ ὅλον εἶναι κακόν—

30 	 καὶ διὰ τοῦτο λογ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ιν̣ 
οἱ ψ[έγ]ο̣ντεϲ—ὥ[ϲ]τε καὶ με- ‖

Fragment C  

1	 οὔτε γὰρ[ - - -
μαϲ ἐϲτ[ι] τὸ παθε[̣ῖν - - -
  ̣ ]α̣ ἕπεται, καθάπ̣[ερ καὶ ἡ-
μῖν, οἷόν ἐϲτι κα[κὸν - - -

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ]̣ινωϲ[ - - -	

Column 7

desunt ca. 14 lineae
1 	 δ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣

μ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
τῶν ἄ[λλ]ων [ἡ διάθεϲιϲ
τὰϲ ἄλ[λα]ϲ ἔχει διαφορ[άϲ,

5 	 μὴ πρότ[ε]ρον αὐταῖϲ ἢ
⸏ θυμωθῆναι χρῆϲθαι. κἂν

λέγῃ Τιμαϲαγό⟦γ⟧⸌ρ⸍αϲ ἀνε-
πιλογίϲτουϲ αὐτοὺϲ γεγο-
νέναι τῶν παθῶν, καίπε[ρ

10 	 ἔχοντεϲ ἐπιδεικνύειν̣ 	

6.26  Gomperz : ἀπ̣[ο]φ{ε}υγεῖν McO (cf. p. 124)  ‖  28  Gomperz  ‖  29  |[ὀργὴ]ν̣ Hayter 
(spatio convenit, ut vid.) : ⟨ὀρ⟩|γὴ]ν̣ Wilke  ‖  30  κἀιδία⟨ι⟩ (= καὶ ἰδίαι) Delattre-Monet  ‖  
⟨ταὐτο⟩λογ[ουϲ]ιν Janko cf. Poem. 2.214.17 : ⟨ἀ⟩λογ[οῦϲ]ιν̣ Bücheler, cf. 14.1 : λέγ̣[ουϲ]ιν̣ 
Delattre-Monet : ν͙ο[οῦϲ]ιν Wilke (νο[ legit Wilke; λο[ O : λογ[ N)  ‖  31  Gomperz  ‖  
C.1–2  ἡ]|μᾶϲ DA  ‖  2  “an πάθο̣[ϲ?” Wilke  ‖  3, 4  Wilke  ‖  5  ad init.  ̣]ενειϲ[ (Wilke) vel 
]εν̣τε[ (Indelli) subpositae sunt  ‖  7.2  [ὥϲτ’ ἐπεὶ] Philippson  ‖  3  ἄ[λλ]ων Croenert  ‖   
[ἡ διάθεϲιϲ] Philippson : [ἡ θεραπεία] 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 C80

… 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.81 [6] Even if Timasagoras should say that “they have 
become unable to use rational appraisal82 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 αὐταῖϲ in line 5 
refers. As restored, we take the sense to be that each person’s disposition is different, 

82. The term ἀνεπιλόγιϲτοϲ is rare and used in philosophical contexts only by 
Epicureans: Epicurus, Gnom. vat. 63; Philodemus only here (cf. ἀνεπιλογιϲτούμενα, 
a hapax, 3.19–20); Diogenianus frag. 3 apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.8.30; [Plato], Ax. 
365d2, 369e3 (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 	 καὶ τῶν ἀποβαινόντων
ἃ γνωϲτὰ ϲαρκὸϲ θηϲόμε-
θ’, ὅμωϲ, ἐπειδὴ δέον τοῖ[ϲ
προϲφερομένοιϲ τοὺϲ πα-

15 	 ραλογιϲμοὺϲ ὑποδεῖξ⟨αι π⟩άν-
ταϲ, οὕτω δὲ τὴν εἰλικρί-
νειαν ἐπιλογίϲαϲθαι τοῦ
κακοῦ, καθάπερ καὶ ἐπὶ
τῆϲ ἐρ̣[ωτ]ικ[ῆ]ϲ εἰώθα-

20 	 μεν ποιεῖν ἐπιθυμίαϲ,
τότε ̣[δὴ] πᾶ[ν τὸ λυποῦν αὐ-
τοὺϲ ἐξαριθμ̣οῦμεν [καὶ
τὰ παρακολουθοῦντα [δυϲ-
χερέ͙ϲτα[τα  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν̣η εϲτ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

25 	 ]α[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ λυπη[  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣υνει[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣   ̣‖

Fragment D

1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣πνη̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
ἄ]λ̣λα γ’ ἀ̣ρξαμ[έν]ηϲ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    
γὰρ τῆϲ παρ’ ἡμ[ᾶϲ  ̣  ̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣π̣αιδ̣[  ]̣ϲτηκα[  ̣  ̣

5 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εϲτιν καὶ ου[  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ] οὐδὲν

7.15–16  ὑποδεῖξ⟨αι π⟩άν|ταϲ Crönert  ‖  19  Hayter  ‖ 21  τότε ̣[δὴ] Mewaldt (τοτο ̣ ̣πα  ̣[  
O, τοτο ̣ν ̣[ N)  ‖  21–22  Wilke  ‖  23–26  Gomperz : [δυϲ]|χερέϲ͙τα[τ’ αἴϲ]χ̣η, ἔϲτ[ι δ’ 
ὅτε] | [κ]α[ὶ Mewaldt : [δυϲ]|χερέϲ͙τα[τα κοι]ν̣ῇ, ἔϲτ[ι δ’ ὅτε | κ]α[ὶ τὰ ἰδίαι] λυπή[ϲαν|τα 
κακά Philippson (24: χεριϲτα[ O)  ‖  D.2  Wilke  ‖  3  ἡμ[ᾶϲ *
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which of the consequences we can establish as recognizable physical 
symptoms,83 [13] nevertheless, since one must demonstrate all their false 
reasonings to those who are carried away (sc. by anger), and thus rationally 
appraise the purity84 of this evil, just as we are accustomed to do in the case 
of erotic desire,85 [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 D87

… other things … (when anger?) has begun …
… for that which is up to us …

83. Physiognomonic symptoms (e.g., glaring eyes, redness of face, swelling veins) 
such as those discussed in frag. 18.

84. I.e., its unmitigated nature; εἰλικρίνεια 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 Περὶ ἔρωτοϲ (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 Crönert’s reading at lines 15–16 provides. It begins at line 6 with κἄν and 
continues beyond the end of the surviving text. The main verb is ἐξαριθμοῦμεν in line 
22, and the participle ἔχοντεϲ in line 10 agrees with it. The participle and main verb 
are separated by a subordinate clause starting in line 13 with ἐπειδή. Its verb, δέον (sc. 
ἐϲτι), has two dependent infinitives: ὑποδεῖξ⟨αι⟩ in line 15 and ἐπιλογίϲαϲθαι 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
14	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣πρ[  ̣
15	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]πα

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ο̣ι τῶι θυ-
μ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ων ὀργ[  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣ποτ̣[ ]̣π̣ανω
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣υ[  ̣  ]̣α̣[  ̣  ̣  ]̣γ̣ειν εἰ πα-

20	   ̣  ]̣ο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣μου[  ̣  ]̣ ὅ̣λον, ὡϲ-
περεὶ ϲυνκείμενον ἐξ̣
ἐκπυρώϲεωϲ καὶ διοιδή-
ϲ]εωϲ καὶ διερεθιϲμοῦ
καὶ βριμώϲεωϲ καὶ δεινῆϲ

25	 ἐπιθυμίαϲ τοῦ μετελ-
θεῖν καὶ ἀγωνίαϲ, εἰ δυ-
νήϲεται, καθάπερ ἀπο-
δεί̣ξο̣υ[ϲ]ιν̣̣ αἱ φωναί, τοτὲ
μὲν εὐ̣χομένων περιζώ-

30 	 ϲαϲθαι τοῖϲ ἐντέροιϲ τοῦ λυ-
πήϲαντοϲ, τοτὲ δ̣’ “ὠ̣μὰ δά-
ϲαϲθαι.” εἶτ’ ἐπὶ τὰϲ διαδι-
δομέναϲ τῶι ϲώματι κει-
νήϲειϲ ἀϲταθεῖϲ, οἷον λέ-

35 	 γω τὴν ὑπὸ τῆϲ κ[ρ]αυγῆϲ
διάϲταϲιν [τ]οῦ πλεύμο-
νοϲ ϲὺν αὐταῖϲ πλευραῖϲ,
τὸ μετεωρότερον ἆϲθμα

/	 τῶν χ͙ί{ν}⟦ηϲεων⟧λ̣⸌ι⸍α δεδρα-
40 	 μηκότων ϲτάδια καὶ 
41 	 τὴν πήδ[ηϲι]ν τῆϲ [κ]αρδί-‖
9.1 	 [αϲ

8.14–15  legit Wilke (hodie non extant)  ‖  16–17  θυ|[μῶι Wilke  ‖  17–18  ὀργ[ι|ζομένων] 
Wilke  ‖  2  (τοῦ *) θυ]μοῦ [τὸ] Janko  ‖  ὅλ̣ον legit McO, ut iam ci. Gomperz : λ̣ον legit 
Wilke  ‖  23  Gomperz  ‖  28  Henry  ‖  32  εἶτ’ Wilke : εἴτ’ Gomperz ‖ 35, 36  Gomperz ‖  
39  κιν⟦ηϲεων⟧λ̣⸌ι⸍α legit McO; χίλια 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.”88 [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,89 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 χ͙ίλ̣⸌ι⸍α. We can read 
κι- 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
18 	 τρόμουϲ καὶ κ[εινήϲειϲ

τῶν μερ̣ῶν κ[αὶ παραλύ-
20 	 ϲειϲ, οἷα ϲυμβ[αίνει κ]αὶ̣

τοῖϲ ἐπιληπτ̣[ικ]οῖϲ, [ὥ]ϲ-
τε ϲυνεχῶϲ π̣[α]ρακολ̣ου-
θούντων τὸν [ἅ]π̣αντα βί-
ον ἐπιτρίβεϲ[θα]ι καὶ τὸν

25 	 πλείω χρόνον̣ [εἰ]ϲ ἐκτρο-
φὴν κακο[δ]αιμ̣[ο]νίαϲ λαμ-
βάνειν. τὸ δ’ ὅτ[ι] π̣ολλοῖϲ
ἐγέννηϲεν α[ὐ]τό τε καὶ
τὰ γινόμενα δ̣[ι’] αὐτοῦ ῥή-

30 	 ξειϲ πλευμό[ν]ων καὶ
πλευρῶν πόν[ο]υ̣ϲ καὶ πολ-
λὰ τοιουτότρο[π]α πάθη
θανάτουϲ ἐπ[ιφ]έροντα,
καὶ παρὰ τῶν ἰατρῶν ἀ-

35 	 κούειν ἔϲτι⟦ϲ⟧ν κ̣αὶ παρα-
τηροῦϲιν αὐτο[ὺϲ] ἐπιβλέ-
πειν. v καὶ πρὸϲ μ̣ελανχο-
λίαϲ δὲ π⟦ε⟧⸌α⸍ριϲ[τ]ᾶϲιν ἅμ̣[α
ϲυνεχεῖϲ, ὥ[ϲτε] πολλά-

40 	 κιϲ] κα[ὶ τὰϲ] μελαίναϲ γεν-‖
10.1 	 [νᾶν

9.18  Wilke (κ[ιν-, sed cf. 8.33) ‖ 19, 20  Gomperz (μερ̣ων O,  με  ̣ων PN) ‖ 21–28  Hayter 
‖ 29  Gomperz ‖ 30–33  Hayter ‖ 36  Wilke : αὐτο[ῖϲ] Gomperz  ‖  38  π⟦ε⟧⸌α⸍ριϲ[τ]ᾶ- 
ϲιν Wilke  ‖  ἅμ̣[α Gomperz  ‖ 39  Hayter  ‖  39–40  πολλά|[κιϲ] Gomperz  ‖  9.40–
10.1  γεν|[νᾶν καρδίαϲ Wilke : πικρίαϲ 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.90 [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 them91 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] black92 …

90. A striking image: the angry man “nourishes” his own misery. Asmis compares 
Plato, Resp. 605a–b, where artistic mimesis is said to “nourish” (τρέφει) the evil pas-
sions of the soul and damage its faculty of reasoning.

91. The verb παρατηρέω means “to watch over (sc. a patient)” several times in 
Galen, a sense not recognized in LSJ.

92. The phrase μέλαινα καρδία, 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
12 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣μ̣α̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣δενι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣

15 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ν ἐπὶ τὸ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ακαταϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ]̣ τοῖϲ μετρ[ίωϲ

⸏ ταρ[ακτοῖϲ]· v ἄρτι γὰρ ῥάι-
δ[ιον ἦν]. οὐκ ὀλ̣ιάκιϲ δὲ

20 	 καὶ νοϲο̣ῦντεϲ ἀκμ[ὴ]ν̣ 
ἀνα͙πηδῶϲιν, πολλάκ̣[ι
δὲ καὶ γυμνοί, καὶ κατα-
διώκουϲί̣ τιναϲ κ̣αὶ ϲυμ-
πλέκοντ̣[α]ι διὰ δ̣ὴ ⟨τὸ⟩ μεγά- 

25 	 λοιϲ ἐνκύκ̣λ̣ιον ⟦τ̣οιϲ⟧ ϲυμ-
πτώμαϲιν. κἂν ἡ̣ϲυχά-
ζωϲιν ἐπὶ τῆϲ κ̣λ̣ίνηϲ,
διὰ τὴν [φλεγ]μ͙ονὴν καὶ
τὸν τῆϲ ψυχῆϲ διαϲπαϲ-

30 	 μὸν τρέπο[υ]ϲιν τὸ ϲωμά-
τιον φορῶϲ εἰϲ ἐπικιν- 
δύνουϲ ἀρρωϲτίαϲ· ὅθεν
καὶ παραινοῦϲιν οἱ θερα-
πεύοντεϲ αὐτοῖϲ τε τοῖϲ

35 	 ϲυνεχομέ[νο]ιϲ φυλάττεϲ-
θαι τοὺϲ διερεθιϲμοὺϲ κ[αὶ
τοῖϲ παρεδρεύουϲ[ι] μη-
δὲν ὅλωϲ ποιεῖν τῶν κι-

⸏ νῆϲαι δυναμένων, τὸ δὲ
40 	 δυνατὸν [κ]αὶ τοῖϲ ἰα̣τροῖϲ ‖

10.17–19  Wilke (cf. 3.17–20)  ‖  19  lege ὀλιγάκιϲ  ‖  20  Hayter  ‖  21  Hayter (ανεπη P)  ‖   
24  πλέκοντ̣[α]ι Gomperz  ‖  δὴ ⟨τὸ⟩ DA : ⟨τὸ⟩ δὴ Diels : ⟨ἰ⟩δίᾳ δ̣ὴ Delattre-Monet  ‖  
25  τοῖϲ def. McO (cf. p. 124)  ‖  28  Gomperz : ἐ]π̣[ι]μ͙ονήν Diels : διατην[  ̣  ̣  ̣ ( ̣)]τ̣ονην 
(]τ̣ vel ]γ̣, ]π̣) P  ‖  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 [inflammation93] and the agony of their souls, they 
accordingly94 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 φλεγμονή, a fiery or inflamed condition, is appropriate for the con-
text, but the traces do not support the mu.

94. The adjective φορόϲ usually means “favorable, helpful,” but in Philodemus the 
adverb means “in accordance with” and is used with the dative or with πρόϲ + 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
1	   ̣]α[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

μεν̣[  ̣  ̣  ]̣αγ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣αϲ
καὶ [κ]α̣θ̣α̣ρῶν ἀκο{υ}ῶν ἀ-   
νοικ̣είοιϲ καὶ †προϲταθει- 

5	 /	 οιϲ†̣ κ̣[αὶ] τῶν προϲώπων,
ἀλλ[ὰ π]ανπόλλων ἐποι-
ϲτικὰ̣ϲ ϲυμ[φ]ορῶν, ὅ̣ταν
μηνί̣[ϲ]αντεϲ̣ ̣[ἔ]κθραϲ ἀ-
ναλάβωϲιν [ἅν]θ̣ρωποι

10	 καὶ πᾶν ἐπ̣ιμ̣η̣χανῶν-
ται, κἂν μὴ τὴν δίκην αὐ- 

⸏ τόθεν ἐπιθῶϲι, πολλάκιϲ
δὲ καὶ θανάτων ἐπιπό-
νων, ὅ̣τ[α]ν βαϲιλεῦϲιν ἢ 

15	 τυράννοιϲ [ἐγ]κυρήϲω-
ϲιν ὁμοιο̣[τρόποι]ϲ ἀφυλά-
κτωϲ ὁμ[ι]λήϲαντεϲ, εἶ-
τα κα̣τὰ τὸν Πλάτ[ων]α
κομί[ζ]ωνται “κούφων καὶ

20	 πτ̣ην̣ῶν λόγ̣ων βαρυ- ⟦νε⟧
τά⟦ι⟧ταϲ ζημίαϲ·” οὐ γὰρ
ἔϲτιν ἀναλαβεῖν τὴν

23	 πρ[ο]ε[̣ι]μ̣ένην ἅπαξ φω- ‖
12.1 	 [νὴν

11.3  Delattre-Monet (]α̣θαρων ON) : μ̣ια̣ρῶν Wilke  ‖  del. Wilke  ‖  4–5  προϲτα⟨χ⟩- 
θεῖ|ϲι̣ν̣ ὑ̣[πὸ] Delattre-Monet : προϲπα͙θεί|α͙ιϲ * ? ‖  5  κ̣[αὶ Wilke  ‖  6, 7  Gomperz  ‖   
7  ὅταν ⟨γε⟩ Wilke  ‖  8  Henry : μὴν πάντ[ω]ϲ ̣Wilke : μὴν  π̣ᾶν τ[ὰ]ϲ ̣Delattre-Monet : μὴν 
π̣αντ[ὸ]ϲ ̣Wilke in apparatu  ‖  9  [ἅν]θρωποι Janko : [ἄν]- Gomperz  ‖  14–15  Hayter  ‖   
16  Gomperz  ‖  17–18  Hayter  ‖  19  Gomperz  ‖  23  πρ[ο]ε[̣ι]μ̣ένην Bücheler  ‖  
11.23–12.1  φω|[νὴν 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 forth95 …

95. Leg. 717d, on bearing patiently the anger (θυμόϲ) 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” (διότι κούφων καὶ πτηνῶν λόγων βαρυ-
τάτη ζημία· πᾶϲι γὰρ ἐπίϲκοποϲ τοῖϲ περὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἐτάχθη Δίκηϲ Νέμεϲιϲ ἄγγελοϲ). 
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
14 	 τιζ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
15 	 νεϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

μενο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣] καὶ χείρ[ο]ν[αϲ δὲ δι-
ατίθηϲι δάκν̣[ων, ὥϲτ’ ἐ-
πῶν ἐπιλαμ[βάνεϲθαι

20 	 ἀτόπων· v κατὰ [δὲ βαι-
ὸν καὶ	καταφέ[ρεϲθ’ εἰϲ 
λί[θ]ων̣ βολάϲ. οὐ μὴν [ἀλ- 
λ’ ἐ[̣ν]ί[ο]τε καὶ παρὰ̣ πολ[ὺ
ϲυμβ̣άλλουϲιν ἰϲχυρ[ο-

25	 τέρ[οι]ϲ—οὐ γὰρ ἐᾶι διακ[ρί-
νειν ὁ θυμόϲ, ὡϲ καὶ Τι-
μοκράτην φηϲὶν ὁ Μη-
τρόδ̣ω̣ροϲ τῶι πρεϲβυ-
τάτωι τῶν ἀδελφῶν Μ̣[εν-

30 	 τορίδηι—κἄπειτα τῆϲ
προπετείαϲ πικρὰ κο-
μίζονται τἀπίχειρα.
ϲυμβαίνει δ’ αὐ[τοῖϲ] ἐ[̣κ 
τῶν τοιούτων χειρο-

35 	 κραϲιῶν καὶ μυριάκι ̣
ταῖϲ ἐκ τῶν νόμων πε-
ριπίπτειν ζημίαιϲ,
ἐπειδὰν ὄφλωϲιν δ[ί-
κην ὕβρεωϲ ἢ̣ τραύμ[α-

40 	 τοϲ ὁτὲ [μ]ὲν εἰϲ [  ̣  ]̣ϲυ̣ν̣[   ̣‖

12.17  Gomperz  ‖  18  δάκν̣[ων ὥϲτ’ Gomperz : δακν̣[ηρῶν Wilke  ‖  18–19  ἐ]|πῶν 
Wilke  ‖  19  ἐπιλαμ[βάνεϲθαι Gomperz : ἐπιλαμ[βάνειν ἢ Wilke : ἐπιλαμ[βάνειν καὶ 
Indelli  ‖  20–21  Henry : κατὰ [τελευταῖ]|ον ⟨δὲ⟩ Wilke  ‖  21  McO : καταφε[ρεῖϲ εἰϲ 
Gomperz  ‖ 22  λί[θ]ων Hayter  ‖  22–23  [ἀλ]|λ’ Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  23  ἐ̣[ν]ί[ο]τε 
… πολ[ὺ Gomperz  ‖  24–25  Gomperz  ‖  29–30  Wilke  ‖  33  αὐ[τοῖϲ Hayter  ‖  ἐ̣[κ 
Spengel  ‖  35  -άκ[ιϲ 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 language96 and little by little sink so low as even to 
throw stones.97 [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, Mentorides98—
[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 ἄτοποϲ shifts from simply “out of place” to “strange” and 
from there to “monstrous, bad, wicked, vile” (see LSJ, s.v. 3); cf. ἀτοπία 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
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ιουτο

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ δ̣ὲ καὶ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ τοῖϲ ϲω-
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]ε[ ]̣ϲ καὶ παν-

5 	 τα̣[χῶϲ τὸν] μὲν τυπτό-
μενον ἥκιϲτα βλάπτου-
ϲιν, v αὐτοὶ δ’ ἑαυτοὺϲ λυμαί-
νονται παντοδαπῶϲ, καὶ
διὰ τοῦτο πάλιν θυμοῦν̣-

10 	 τα]ι καὶ ϲυμπλεκόμε[ν]ο̣ι
προ]ϲπ̣αροινοῦνται. τ[ί γ]ὰ̣ρ 
δ]εῖ λέγειν τὸ μηδ’ ἀπ[ω]ϲ-̣ 
μ̣ένουϲ ἀλλ’ ἐπιφερομέ- 
νουϲ v ἐν⸌ί⸍οτε διὰ τὴν ἀνε-

15 	 πιϲταϲίαν εἰϲ ξύλα καὶ
τοίχουϲ καὶ τάφρουϲ ἤ τι
τοιοῦτον ἐνπίπτειν; ἂν
δὲ οὖν γενόμενοι κρείτ-
τουϲ προβῶϲιν, ὥϲπερ εἰώ-

20 	 θ]α[ϲι]ν, ἕωϲ ὀφθαλμῶν
ἐ̣κκοπῆϲ ἢ μυκτήρων
ἀποτρώξεωϲ ἢ καὶ φόνου,
τὸ περιπίπτειν ἐκ τῶν
νόμων τε καὶ τῶν ϲυνορ-

25 	 γιζομένων, τοτὲ μὲν τοῖϲ
ὁ̣μο[ί]οιϲ, το⟨τὲ⟩ δὲ φυγαῖϲ ἐκ τῶν

13.3–4  τοῖϲ ϲώ|[μαϲι ϲυνεχ]ε[ῖ]ϲ Wilke (brevius)  ‖  4–5  παν|τα[χῶϲ Wilke  ‖  5  [τὸν] 
Gomperz  ‖  9–10  Gomperz  ‖  10  ad fin. Hayter  ‖  11 ad init. McO : ]ι ON : 
ἐπ]ιπαροινοῦνται vel ἔτ]ι παροινοῦνται Wilke (utrumque propter hiatum reiciendum), 
post ται, puncta super et sub lineam scripta sunt, spatio non relicto  ‖  τ[ί Gomperz  ‖   
γ]ὰρ Hayter  ‖  12  Gomperz  ‖  20  Hayter  ‖  26  ὁμ̣ο[ί]οιϲ Hayter  ‖  το⟨τὲ⟩ 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 
get involved in drunken brawls still further.99 [11] Why should I mention100 
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 eyes101 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,102 some-
times of similar punishments (sc. to thοse they inflicted), but sometimes 
to exile from their 

99. The word προϲπαροινέω appears elsewhere only at Philostratus’s Imag. 2.23.4 
in the active, where it means “add a further indignity”; cf. παροινέω, 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 τί δεῖ λέγειν (praeteritio), Indelli notes 18.34–35, 
20.28, and 28.35; cf. also τί δεῖ διατρίβειν 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. I.e., those of their enemies.
102. The verb ϲυνοργίζομαι usually means “be angry together with someone,” i.e., 

on their behalf, but that sense seems unsuitable here.
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13.27 	 πατ[ρίδ]ων; επ̣ον[  ̣  ̣]ι ̣τοῖϲ
28 	 απε  [̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣αθ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ‖

Column 14

desunt ca. 7 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἀ]λογοῦϲιν [α]ὖ

καὶ πικραίνο]ντα[ι] καὶ 
θυμοῦνται τ]ὰϲ τῶν πα-
ραδεδομέν]ων θεῶ̣ν ὀρ-

5 	 γὰϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ]̣ ἀ̣π[ο]μιμού-
μενοι  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ κα]θ̣ά̣π̣ερ ου
desunt duae lineae
φινειϲϲυγ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ταῖϲ 

10 	 ἀληθείαιϲ, ὡϲ πολλ[οὶ] π̣α-
ραπ̣λήϲιοι τοῖϲ Οἰδίπ̣[ο]δοϲ
υἱοῖϲ v καὶ τοῖϲ Πέλοποϲ
ἢ Πλειϲθένουϲ τῶ[ν] τ̣’ ἄλ- 
λων προϲηκ̣[ό]ντων, κα-

15 	 θάπερ μυρίοι καὶ πάλαι καὶ 
⸏ νῦν. v ἀμέλει γὰρ καὶ φιλο-

τιμότερόν ἐϲτι καὶ τῆϲ
ἐρωτικῆϲ [ἐ]πιθυμίαϲ
τὸ κακόν, καὶ καταρχόμε-

20 	 νον ἀπ’ ἐλαχίϲτου μέχρι
καὶ τῶν ἐϲχάτων ἐξοκέλ-

⸏ λειν ποιεῖ. v προάγεται δ̣ὲ
καὶ ἀϲεβεῖν εἰϲ ἱερεῖϲ ὑ-
βρίζονταϲ καὶ παροινοῦν-

13.27  πατ[ρίδ]ων Hayter  ‖  27–28  ἕπ̣ον[τα]ι ̣ τοῖϲ | ἀπέ[ραντ]α θ̣[υμουμένοιϲ Wilke :  
ἕπ̣ον[τα]ι ̣ ⟨δὲ⟩ *  ‖  14.1–6  e.g. tantum  ‖  1–2  Wilke (1 πολυ]λογοῦϲιν Delattre-
Monet)  ‖  3  [θυμοῦνται Wilke : [ἀγανακτοῦϲι Indelli  ‖  3–6  Gomperz (5 ἀτόπωϲ] 
Wilke)  ‖  9  φινειϲϲυγ[ P : Φινεῖ{ϲ} ϲύγ[γονοι Janko φο͙νεῖϲ ϲυγ[γενῶν McO : Φινέω͙ϲ υἱ̣[οί 
dub. Gomperz  ‖  ϲυγ̣[γένειαν Philippson  ‖  [ταῖϲ] ad fin. Gomperz  ‖  10, 11, 13, 14, 
18  Gomperz, Spengel
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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,103 just as … not (?) …

…104 [9] [in] truth, as many resembling Oedipus’s sons and those 
of Pelops or Pleisthenes and the rest of that family,105 just like countless 
others, both in the past and now. [16] For certainly this evil is even more 
extravagant than erotic desire106 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 πα[ραδεδομένων], see Polystratus, Cont. 13.2–6: πότερον δυνατὸν ἢ οὐ 
δυνατὸν ὑπάρχειν ἐν τῆι φύϲει (sc. τῶν θεῶν) τὰϲ τοιαύταϲ δυνάμειϲ οἷαι παραδέδονται 
(“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 Φινεῖ {ϲ} ϲύγ[γονοι (“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 φο͙νεῖϲ ϲυγ[γενῶν (“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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14.25 	 ταϲ εἰϲ ἱκέταϲ καὶ τῶν
θείων αὐτῶν ἀφειδοῦν-
ταϲ καὶ περὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ
τῶν τοιούτων ἐκβακχεύ-

⸏ ονταϲ· v ὅθεν ἐπὶ πολλ[οῖϲ
30 	 τῶν ϲυντελουμένων τε

καὶ ἀ̣π̣αντών⟨των⟩ {μενων} αἱ
ψυχ[αὶ τ]ῶν ὀ̣ργίλων ϲυ̣ν̣-

33 	 ταράττονται]. ἔχουϲι [δὲ ‖

Column 15

desunt ca. 8 lineae
1 	 χθη[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

γα  [̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
νευ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
του γε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣

5 	 δόξα̣̣ϲ ̣ε[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣
το [̣  ]̣ογου[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
ἐϲτιν ἀεὶ κ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
ἐ]ὰ̣ν̣ θυμω[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
τα[  ]̣. καὶ γὰρ οὐδὲ μ̣[ε]τὰ

10 	 χρόνον ἐπὶ [πᾶϲιν ἀμέ-
λει τοῖϲ πραχθεῖϲιν, ἀλ-
λ’ εὐθέωϲ κάθηνται τ[ι]λλό-
μενοι καὶ κλαίοντεϲ ἐφ’ οἷϲ
ἐπαρῴνηϲαν, v ἐν̣⸌ί⸍οτε δ’ αὑ-	

15 	 τοὺϲ ἐπικαταϲφάττοντεϲ.
οὕτω δὲ κ[α]ὶ ἐ̣κ̣φ[έρε]ι τὸ
πάθοϲ, ὥϲτε ̣καὶ προίεϲ-

14.29  Gomperz  ‖  31  καιαπαντωνμενωναι P, corr. Wilke : καὶ ἀπ̣α̣ντω{ν}μένων αἱ Gomperz  
‖  32  Hayter  ‖  33  Wilke  ‖  15.6  ἄ̣[λ]ογου Wilke : τοῦ̣ [λ]όγου Janko  ‖  8–9  ἐ]ὰ̣ν̣ θυμῶ[ι 
χαρίζων]|τα[ι vel ϲυνέχων]|τα[ι Wilke : θυμῶ[νται κατ’ αὐ]|τα[ϲ Janko  ‖  9  μ̣[ε]τὰ Gomperz  ‖   
10  ἐπὶ [πᾶϲιν Henry : ἐπὶ [πᾶν (= καθόλου) McO  ‖  10–11  ἀμέ]|λει Gomperz : μετα-
μέ]|λει Cobet, cf. 18.2  ‖  12  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  16  Hayter
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suppliants and not sparing the holy things themselves107 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]

… if in a rage.… [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.108 [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, Il. 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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15.18 	 θαι ποιεῖ ταῦθ’ ὧν μάλιϲ-
τα δεινοὺϲ ἔχει τοὺϲ εἱ-

20 	 μέρουϲ ὁ θυμούμενοϲ.
Φοίνικα γοῦν τρώκτην,
ὃ̣ϲ ̣ἕνα χαλκοῦν ἀποβαλὼν
αὑτὸν πνείγει v “χάϲκων
βαδίζειϲ, οὐ προϲέχειϲ

25 	 ϲαυτ̣ῶι” λέγων, ἀναγκάζει
διαριθμοῦντα πολλάκιϲ
⟨τ⟩ἀργύριον ἐν πλοίωι καὶ
τετρᾶχμον ἓν ἐπιζητοῦν-
τ̣α [τὸ] πᾶν ε[ἰ]ϲ ̣τὸ πέλαγοϲ

30 	 ἐκχεῖν. κἄπειτα δῆλον
ὡϲ ἑαυτὸν καὶ φίλαρχον

32 	 ἢ φιλόδοξον, οὕτω [  ̣  ̣   ̣‖

Column 16

desunt ca. 8 lineae
9	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣ ]καὶ τὸν ηγου[  ̣  ̣
10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣ηϲειατ[  ̣  ̣   ̣

παντι[̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣δεε[ ̣]ωμ̣[  ̣  ̣
Ὕπνοϲ, ὧ[ι] γ̣ε ̣Ζεὺϲ εχε[̣ 
  ̣]η̣ τῆϲ τυχούϲηϲ αἰτι-
αϲ] ῥεῖψαι, κἄπειτα πᾶϲι

15	   ̣  ̣  ]̣ον̣[  ̣  ̣ ἕ]τερο[ν] “θαῦμα
ἰδέϲθαι” ̣  ̣ ( )̣] ̣  [̣ ( )̣ οὐ]χ̣ οὕτωϲ

15.27 add. Croenert  ‖  29  Hayter  ‖  15.32–16.2  οὕτω [καὶ | φιλοχρήματον ὄντα |  
βλάπτειν τὰ μέγιϲτα] supplevit Wilke, redegit Indelli in lineas  ‖  9–10  ἡγού[με|νον] 
Gomperz  ‖  12  ὥ[ι] Wilke : ὥ[ϲ] Bücheler  ‖  εχε[ legit McO, ON: εχθ̣[ legit Wilke, ex 
quo ἐχθ̣[ρόϲ Bonn Seminar (saepius autem librarius scribebat ἐκθρόϲ, sed cf. 26.21–22)  ‖   
12–13  ὅ[͙ν] γ̣ε ̣Ζευϲ ἔθ͙ε|[λε]ν̣ ⟨ἐκ⟩ Janko (⟨ἐκ⟩ iam Wilke)  ‖  13  ν̣ vel η̣  ‖  ἦ]ν̣ Delattre-
Monet : ὤ]ν̣ Bonn Seminar  ‖  13–14, 15, 16  Wilke  ‖  16  ]η̣ρ̣[ vel ]η̣ι[̣ legit McO : ]ιο̣̣[ 
leg. Wilke  ‖  οὐ]χ̣ οὕτωϲ 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,109 who strangles himself because he lost a penny, “saying, ‘you’re 
walking about gaping; you’re paying no attention to yourself,’”110 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”111 … 
not thus … as we do, 

109. In some lost comedy, such as Menander’s Carchedonios, with Carthaginian 
characters. 

110. χάϲκων βαδίζειϲ, οὐ προϲέχειϲ ϲαυτῶι λέγων scans as a comic iambic trimeter 
(see Indelli ad loc.; Sauppe 1864, 5; Cobet 1878, 376). λέγων was probably not origi-
nally part of the line. The fragment is now adespoton 476 in Kassel and Austin 2001.

111. Cf. Homer, Il. 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: καί κέ μ᾽ ἄϊϲτον ἀπ᾽ αἰθέροϲ ἔμβαλε πόντωι (“he would 
have thrown me out of his sight from heaven into the sea”). The word ῥῖψε 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 θαῦμα ἴδεϲθαι 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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16.17 	  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣αν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ὡ]ϲ [ἡ-
μεῖϲ, [ἔνιο]ι δὲ καὶ τι[μω-
ροῦνται, καθάπερ Ἀπόλ-

20 	 λων τοὺϲ ἐπευφημοῦν- 
ταϲ “αἰδεῖϲθαι θ’ ἱερῆα” {ι}
καὶ τὰ τέκνα τῆϲ Νιόβηϲ
ἡ ἀδελφὴ καὶ [τὸν] Κά- ⟦δ⟧
δμον ὁ [Δι]όνυ[ϲοϲ] ἕνε-

25	 κα τῆϲ τῶν θυγ̣[ατέ]ρων
αὐτοῦ βλαϲφη[μίαϲ]. οὐ-
δ’, εἰ πρὸϲ τοῦ πάθο̣[υϲ] εὐα- 
νάϲειϲτοι γίνοντ[αι], κα⸌ὶ⸍ τε-
λέωϲ εὐπαραλόγ[ι]ϲτοι

30 	 καὶ διαβολαῖ[ϲ τῶν] τυ- 
χόντων, v ἐνίοτ̣[ε δὲ] κ̣αὶ
τῶν ἐκθρῶν, κ[ατὰ] τ̣ῶν
φιλτάτων π[ιϲτεύ]ον-
τεϲ. μανίαϲ τ[ο]ιγ̣̣α̣[ρο]ῦν

35 	 οὐχ ὁμο⟦ιτον⟧γεν[ῆ γ’] εἶ-
ναι ϲυμβέβηκε [τὴν] ὀρ-
γήν—⟨ὧ⟩δέ τιϲ εἴρ[ηκεν—ἀ]λ-
λ’ ἐνίοτ[ε] τὴν [κυρίωϲ κα- 
λουμένην μ[ανίαν ὀρ- 

40 	 γ̣ὴν προϲ[αγορεύομεν ‖

16.17  ὡ]ϲ Bücheler  ‖  17–18  ἡ]|μεῖϲ Wilke  ‖  18  Wilke : [θεο]ὶ Delattre-Monet  ‖  
21  del. Gomperz  ‖  23, 24  Hayter  ‖  25  Gomperz  ‖  26–31  Hayter  ‖  32  Gomperz  ‖   
32  lege ἐχθρῶν  ‖  33  Bücheler  ‖  34  Gomperz  ‖  35  * post Wilke (-γ]εν[ῆ], hiatus) :  
ὁμο⟦ιτον⟧γεν[ὲϲ] Crönert  ‖ 36  Hayter  ‖  37  ⟨ὧ⟩δέ Delattre-Monet : ⟨ὀλιγοχρόνιον 
μανίαν⟩ δέ Wilke  ‖  37–38  εἴρ[ηκεν—ἀ]λ|λ’ ἐνίοτ[ε] Gomperz  ‖  38  [κυρίωϲ] Delat-
tre-Monet : [ὄντωϲ] Gomperz : [ἰδίωϲ] Gand.  ‖  38 fin.–40  Gomperz (προϲαγορεύουϲιν 
Gand.)
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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!”112 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.113 [34] 
It is for that reason that it turns out that anger is not something similar in 
type to madness—someone114 has put it ⟨that way⟩—but sometimes we 
[call madness, properly] so[-called, an]ger115 …

112. Homer, Il. 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. I.e., the word ὀργή can be used to refer to insanity as well (originally, it was 

any temper of mind; see LSJ, s.v. A.I.).
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Column 17

desunt ca. 8 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ζοντα

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣προϲκο-
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣χοιϲ εμ-
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ν ἐπιϲτα-

5 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ π̣άντων
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ων[ ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣  ̣  ̣παιϲ
  ̣]γα[ ̣  ̣  ]̣ηϲ λ̣[ακτίζοντα τὰ
τ]έκνα καὶ καταϲχί[ζον-

10 	 τα{ϲ} τοὺϲ χιτωνίϲκου̣[ϲ ἢ
καὶ μετὰ φωνῆϲ λοιδορού-
μενον πρὸϲ τοὺϲ ἀπόνταϲ
ὡϲ πρὸϲ παρόνταϲ, καὶ πάν-
πολλα τούτοιϲ παραπλή-

15 	 ϲια ϲυντελοῦντα. περὶ
μὲν̣ γὰρ τοῦ μι[κ]ρὸ̣[ν] τό[δε
εἶναι τὸ πάθο[ϲ] ἔργον λ̣έ-
γειν, ὅταν καὶ [μ]υίαιϲ φό-̣
νο[υ]ϲ μηχανῶνται δε[ι-

20 	 ν]οὺϲ ⟦αιϲ⟧ ⟨καὶ⟩ κώνωψιν μετὰ 
βριμώϲεωϲ καὶ ἀπειλῶ-
ϲι καὶ ῥαπίζωϲιν ὡϲ κα-

⸏ ταφρονούμενοι. v παρα-
κολουθεῖ δ’ αὐτοῖϲ [ἐξ ἐπι-

25 	 γενήματοϲ καὶ [τοῖϲ φιλ-
τ̣άτοιϲ ϲυνοῦϲιν [διαφω-
νεῖν καὶ προϲκ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     (̣ )̣

17.7  ἢ ̣ἄπ̣αιϲ Wilke  ‖  8–10  Wilke (9–10 καταϲχί[ζον]|ταϲ dub. Gomperz)  ‖  16  μι[κ]-
ρὸ̣[ν] vel μι[α]ρὸ̣[ν] Wilke  ‖  τό[δε Wilke : το[ῦτ’ Philippson (elisione insolita)  ‖  
17–19  Gomperz  ‖  20  Gomperz (αιϲ P) : ⟨τ⟩αῖϲ Bücheler  ‖  24–25  Gomperz : [ἀντὶ] | 
γενήματοϲ Delattre-Monet  ‖  25–26  [τοῖϲ φιλ]|τ̣άτοιϲ Gomperz  ‖  26–27  [διαφω]|νεῖν 
Bonn Seminar  ‖  27  προϲκ̣[ρούειν dub. Gomperz
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Column 17

[circa twelve lines missing or untranslatable]

… of all … 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 consequence116 
for them that they [diff]er from their nearest and dearest to their faces, 

116. The word ἐπιγέννημα often appears in manuscripts with one ν (e.g., Epicte-
tus, Diatr. 3.7.7 bis; Philodemus, Mort. 22.29; 30.35; and 35.38). 
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17.28 	   ̣  ]̣ν̣ειν καὶ μα̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἔ-
ϲτ̣’ ⟨ἂν⟩ ἀπ̣ειλ͙ῶν̣ται φιλοϲο-

30 	 φία[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ιϲε[  ̣  ̣  ]̣μενα
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ετ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣αυτ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣μ‖
margo fortasse exstat

Column 18 

1 	   ̣  ̣  ̣ ν]⟦ο⟧υκτερεύουϲα[ν
τὴν μ]εταμέλειαν πα[ ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν̣οντων ἁπάντων
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣οιποιουναπε

5 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣πον ἐϲτιν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣αια
desunt duae lineae
μ[  ]̣κρο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣

10 	 θ[  ̣  ̣  ]̣μ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
ϲ[  ̣  ]̣ω[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  -̣
νουντα̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
κρεάδια̣ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  -̣    
μενουλ̣ου[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  πα-

15	 ρὰ χαλκοῦν ἐϲ[̣τιν ἀνυ-
πέρβατοϲ, ἐπ[ειδὰν τὴν
γῆν οὐρ]ανῶι μιγνύωϲι̣
π]αραπεμφθέντεϲ ὑπό
τ]ινοϲ ἑϲτιῶντοϲ, ὥϲπερ

20 	 ὁ] Ϲοφοκλέουϲ Ἀχιλλεύϲ,
ἢ] κατά τι τοιοῦτο παρο-

17.28  μά̣[λιϲτα Philippson  ‖ 28–29  ἔ]|ϲτ̣’ ⟨ἂν⟩ Wilke  ‖  29  Wilke (απ̣ελλ P)  ‖  18.1– 
2  Gomperz  ‖  2–3  πα[γ|κακω]ν̣ ὄντων Philippson (3 ad init. νο- O et legit Indelli, 
χο- N)  ‖  11–12  πο]|νοῦντα Janko  ‖  14–15  πα]|ρὰ Gomperz  ‖  15  ε[ legit McO :  
εϲ ̣vel εθ̣ O, ex quo ἐϲ[̣τιν * : ιε[ legit Wilke (ex quo ἱε[ρὸν)  ‖  15–16  [ἀνυ]|πέρβατοϲ * : 
ὑ]|περβατόϲ Wilke  ‖ 16  ἐπειδὰν Gomperz  ‖  16–17  τὴν] | γῆν οὐρ]ανῶι Hayter : τὰ | 
κάτω] ἄνω{ι} Gomperz  ‖  18–19  Hayter  ‖  20–21  Gomperz
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and … [so long as] they threaten … philosophy …

Column 18 

… [1] passing the night117 … 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 heaven118 because 
they were passed over by someone giving a feast, [19] like Sophocles’s 
Achilles,119 or were slighted in similar circumstances—

117. In spite of the daring metaphor here, νυκτερεύω (“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 
P.Flor. 2.113, a Sōkratikos logos, perhaps Antisthenic; see Luz 2015. 

118. Cf. Plutarch, Rom. 28.7: οὐρανῶι δὲ μειγνύειν γῆν ἀβέλτερον (“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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18.22 	 λιγωρηθέντ⟦ο⟧εϲ· οὔπω
γ̣ὰρ “ἀδικηθέντεϲ” λέ-
γω. καὶ τῶν μὲν κυνῶν

25 	 οἱ πρὸϲ τὰϲ θήραϲ, ἂν οἰ-
κουρὸϲ αὐτοὺϲ ὑλακτῇ
παριόνταϲ, οὐκ ἐπιϲτρέ-

⸏ φονται, v τὸν δ’ Ἀλεξάν-
δρ̣ο̣υ̣ φαϲὶ μηδ’ [ὅ]ταν ἄλ-

30 	 λο κ̣ιν̣̣ηθῇ θηρίον ἀλλ’ ὅ-
ταν λέων—οἱ δὲ τῶν ποι-
ητῶν θεοὶ μικροῦ καὶ
⟦ταυ⟧ τα̣[ῖ]ϲ ὑ̣ϲὶν ὀργίλωϲ
διατίθενται. v τί γὰρ δεῖ

35	 ⸏ το[ὺϲ β]α̣ϲιλεῖϲ λέγειν; ἐμ-
πο[δίζ]ονται δὲ καὶ πρὸϲ
τὴν ἐν φιλοϲοφίαι ϲυν- 
αύξηϲιν, οἷϲ μεταδιώ-
κεται τοῦτο, διὰ πολλὰϲ

40 	 αἰτία[ϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣‖

Column 19

desunt ca. 7 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣ ( )̣] ἐ̣φιϲτ̣άνειν διό[τι 

ἐν] πολλοῖϲ ἐξί[ϲτανται 
κ]αὶ παρατηροῦντ[εϲ
εἰϲ] κόλαϲ[ι]ν̣ εὐφυε[̣ῖϲ

5 	 κα]ιροὺϲ περιϲπῶν[ται καὶ
μ]ετ̣αμελείαιϲ ϲυνεχό-̣
με]ν̣ο̣[ι] περὶ ταύταϲ γίνον-
ται καὶ ὑπὸ τῶ]ν ὑβριϲμέ-

18.29  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  33  Wilke  ‖ 35, 36  Hayter  ‖  40  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  
19.1  δεῖ δ’] Indelli  ‖  1–2  Wilke  ‖  3–6  Gomperz (5 fin. καὶ ins. Delattre-Monet)  ‖  
6–7  ϲυνεχό|̣[με]ν̣ο̣[ι] Wilke in apparatu  ‖  7–8  γίνον|[ται Gomperz  ‖  8  καὶ Bonn 
Seminar : ὥϲθ’ Gomperz  ‖  8–9  ὑπὸ τῶ]ν ὑβριϲμέ|[νων Gomperz
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not even treated unjustly at all,120 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.121 [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 ὀλιγωρία, ἀδικία, and βλάβη as incite-
ments to anger in Aristotle, the Stoics, and Philodemus.

121. An allusion (so Wilke and Indelli) to the proverb ὗϲ ποτ’ Ἀθαναίαν ἔριν ἤριϲεν 
(“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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19.9 	 νων  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣λη[  ̣  ]̣ται
10 	   ̣  ]̣αϲε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣ϲ ̣γεγονότων

ἐκθρ̣ῶν ο̣ὐ̣κ̣ ἐ[ῶν]ται ϲχο-
λάζειν. ἀπροβάτουϲ δ’ αὐ-
τοὺϲ ἀνάγκη γίνεϲθαι καὶ
τῶι μήτε καθηγητὰϲ

15 	 ἀνέχεϲθαι μήτε ϲυϲχο-
λάζονταϲ, ἂν ἐπιτιμῶϲι
καὶ διορθῶϲιν—ὡϲ τὰ [θ]η-
ριώδη τῶν ἑλκῶν οὐδὲ
τὰϲ τῶν ἠπιωτάτων

20 	 φ̣αρμάκων ὑπομένει 
προϲαγωγάϲ—ἀλλὰ κἂν ἑ-
τέροιϲ ἐπιπλήττωϲιν,
ἀλογώτατα πρὸϲ ἑαυτοὺϲ
ὑποπτεύειν ἀεὶ τὰ πάν-

25	 ⸏ τα λέγεϲθαι—μήτε [τ]ο̣ῦ
διὰ ϲυζητήϲεωϲ ̣μ̣ε-
τέχειν ἀγαθοῦ· τοῦτο
μὲν οὐδενὸϲ ὑπομένον-
τοϲ ϲυνκαταβαίνειν, τοῦ-

30 	 το δ’, ἂν εὕρωϲι, τῶν διε-
ρ̣εθ̣ιϲμῶν οὐχ οἷον ἀνε-
π[ι]ϲτάτουϲ παρεχομέ-

33 	 ν̣ων, ἀλλὰ καὶ μέχρ̣[ι τοῦ ‖

19.9  λ̣ηπ̣τ̣αι leg. Wilke  ‖  10  αϲειτ leg. Wilke  ‖  9–10  ἢ δι’ οἱαϲ]δ̣ή[πο]τ’ αἰ|[τί]αϲ 
ἑ[αυτοῖ]ϲ ̣γεγονότων Gomperz  ‖  11  McO  ‖  17  Gomperz  ‖  25  Hayter  ‖  19.32, 33 
Gomperz
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those who have become enemies … are not allowed to study. [12] They123 
necessarily become incapable of progress124 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,125 [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, ἀνάγκη (l. 13) serves as the main verb 
and takes two infinitives (γίνεϲθαι, l. 13; ὑποπτεύειν, l. 24, coordinated by ἀλλά, l. 21). 
The first of these infinitives is modified by a pair of articular infinitives dependent 
on only one τῶι: ἀνέχεϲθαι in line 15 and μετέχειν in lines 26–27 (!). Interwoven into 
the infinitives are three μήτε’s, the first two paired neatly with καθηγητάϲ (l. 14) and 
ϲυϲχολάζονταϲ (ll. 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 (ἄν in l. 16), from 
which a comparison hangs (ὡϲ in l. 17); and a second conditional clause in l. 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 ἀπρόβατοϲ, from προβαίνω, 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 προκοπή and προκόπτω, 
but by Philodemus’s day, these had become philosophical jargon; cf. Lib. frags. 10.10 
and 33.3 (προκοπή), Mort. 17.33, 38 and 23.8 (προκόπτω). 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 	 ἐκτρέχ[ειν ἀπὸ τοῦ φιλ-
τάτου τὴν ε[ὐθεῖαν ( )̣
καὶ λοιδορεῖν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
ἐφιϲταμενο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     -̣

5 	 φοντα καὶ λακ[τιζ-   ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ουϲον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ]̣οιϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
deest una linea	
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]πι[  ̣

10 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ]̣ωνοι
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ (-)κ]αλουμεν(-)
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ε καὶ προϲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ν ϲοφίαι
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣τι· κἂ̣ν γὰρ

15	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣κ̣ιαϲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ δ]εκ- 
τικόν, ὅ̣ταν̣ [κατὰ πάν-
των ἢ ἐπὶ μ[ικ]ροῖϲ [ἀναγ-
κάζῃ ϲκυθρω̣πάζει[ν				  

20	 /	 καὶ λοιδορεῖν ἀπ⟦α⟧⸌λ⸍ύτωϲ	
καὶ διαβάλλειν καὶ πλάτ-
τειν τὰ μὴ γε[γ]ονότα καὶ
τὰ μηδενὸ⟦θ⟧⸌ϲ⸍ ἄξι⟦ο⟧⸌α⸍ λόγου
μεγαλύνειν, ἵνα τὴν εὔ-

25 	 λογον ὀργὴν ἐ̣πιδείξη-
ται, καὶ μυϲτικοὺϲ λόγουϲ

⸏ καὶ πράξειϲ ἐ⟦ν⟧⸌κ⸍καλύπτειν. 
τί γὰρ δεῖ λέγειν τὸ πολ-
λοὺϲ ε⸌ὐ⸍θέτουϲ ὄνταϲ εἰϲ	

20.1–2  Gomperz : ἐκτρέ[χειν ἐκ Indelli  ‖  3  [μὴ] *  ‖  τὸν]| Gand.  ‖  4  ἐφιϲτάμενο[ν 
Gomperz  ‖  [καὶ] Gand. : [μήτε] *  ‖  4–5  νή]|φοντα Gomperz  ‖  5  λακ[τίζοντα Janko :  
λακ[τίζειν Wilke  ‖  6  ὄν[ταϲ Janko  ‖  11  Janko  ‖  13  ἐ]ν Gomperz  ‖  16–17  δ]εκ- 
|τικὸν * (cf. ad frag. 16.24–25) : ] ἑκ|τικόν 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,126 and reveal secret words and deeds.127 [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, μυϲτικόϲ often meant simply “secret” or “private”; see 
Cicero, Att. 4.2.7 (74, Shackleton Bailey 1965, 2:74) cetera quae me sollicitant μυϲτικώ-
τερα sunt (“the other things that worry me are more private”) and 6.4.2 (118, Shack-
leton Bailey 1968, 3:122), where μυϲτικώτερον 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 	 φιλίαν, μήπω δὲ παρει-
λημμένουϲ, ἄ[ϲ]τροιϲ ϲη-
μαίνεϲθαι τὴν καὶ μόνον
πρόϲοδον καὶ θεωρίαν
τῶν τοιούτων; ὑπομέ-

35 	 νει δ’ αὐτοῖϲ οὐδὲ ϲυμβου- 
λεῦϲαί γε τῶν ὁπωϲδήπο-
τ’ αὐτοῖϲ προϲηκόντων
οὐδείϲ, οὔτε αὐτόκλητοϲ
οὔτε παραληφθείϲ, ἐφ’ ἑ-

40 	 κάϲ]τ̣ο̣[υϲ ἐρε]θ̣⟦υ̣⟧ιζ̣ομένοιϲ ‖

Column 21

1	 ἢ μι]ϲο̣υμένοιϲ ἐπαμ̣ύ-
νειν κ]αιροῦ τε παραπε-
ϲόντοϲ κ]αὶ ϲυνεπιτί-
θεϲθαι]. v ἔχουϲι δέ, καὶ		

5	 ὡϲ ἐγώ γ’ οἶ]μ̣αι, ἀνελευ-
θέρουϲ ψυχὰϲ  ̣  ̣  ]̣φα
desunt duo lineae
λεμ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣

10	 γενέϲθ[αι  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
εϲπ̣οδ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
διαβ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
εκ̣[  ]̣ν[ ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣
α̣ν καὶ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣   ̣

15	 ρικλεινια̣̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
μ̣ια̣ν τὴν ἑα̣[υτῶν ( )̣ μὴ δια-

20. 31  Gomperz  ‖  35  super αυτο, Indelli το legit (solum ο O)  ‖  39  ⟨φοβηθεὶϲ⟩ ἐφ’ 
Gomperz  ‖  39–40  ἑ|[κάϲ]τ̣ο̣[υϲ Wilke  ‖  40  ἐρε]θ̣⟦υ̣⟧ιζ̣ομένοιϲ Gomperz, “]ϲψ̣ιζ̣ο (ψ vel 
littera deleta)” Wilke, υ linea obliqua deletam esse coniecimus  ‖  21.1–3  Gomperz  ‖   
3–4  ϲυνεπιτί|[θεϲθαι] Cobet  ‖  5, 6  Wilke  ‖  6  καὶ] McO  ‖  6–7  φα|[νερ- Janko  ‖  
21.10  Wilke  ‖  14–15  οἱ πε]|ρὶ Janko  ‖  15  Κλεινί̣α̣[ν Wilke  ‖  15–16  ἐρη]|μ̣ί̣αν vel 
οὐδε]|μ̣ί̣αν * : μ̣ί̣αν Wilke  ‖  16  ἑα̣[υτῶν Gand. : ἑα̣[υτοῦ Henry : ἐλ̣[ευθερίαν dub. Wilke  ‖   
μὴ *  ‖  16–17  δια]|γ̣[αγ]ό̣ν̣τεϲ * post ἀ]|γ̣[αγ]ό̣ν̣τεϲ 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.129 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,” LSJ, s.v. “ϲυνεπιτίθημι,” II.1 
and 2.
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21.17 	 γ̣[αγ]ό̣ν̣τεϲ ζωὴν ι[̣  ̣  ̣ 
νον τῶν οἰκείων ἐξ ἑ-
κ]ά̣ϲτου χρει[ῶ]ν ἀτευκτοῦϲ[ι,

20	 μ̣ᾶλλ[ον] δὲ καὶ τῆϲ ἄνευ
φιλίαϲ καὶ ϲυγγενείαϲ ἐ-
πιπλοκῆϲ ἐν⸌ί⸍οιϲ καὶ ϲυλ-
λαλήϲεωϲ διαγωγὴν ἐ-
χούϲηϲ καὶ μάλιϲτα τοῖϲ

25	 ἰδιώταιϲ ἐϲτέρηνται. το-
ϲοῦτο γὰρ ἕκαϲτοϲ ἀπο-
λείπει τοῦ προϲπελά-
ζειν τοῖϲ τοιούτοιϲ ὁμει-
λήϲων, ὡϲ καὶ φεύγει πε-

30	 ριληφθεὶϲ ἀπὸ τύχηϲ ἐν
κο[υ]ρ̣είοιϲ ἢ μυροπωλί-
οιϲ [ἢ] ϲυμποϲίοιϲ ἢ παρα-
καθίϲαϲ ἐν θεάτροιϲ ὡϲ
κύων τετοκυῖα· παραπλη-

35	 ϲί̣ω[ϲ δ]ὲ οὐδ’ εἰϲ ταὐτὸ τολ̣-
μᾶι π̣[λ]οῖον [ἐ]μβαίνειν
οὐδὲ γειτονεύειν· ἔα γὰρ ⟦τ⟧	
τὸ κοινωνεῖν τινοϲ ἢ
πρόϲ τι τοιοῦτο ϲυνκα-

40	 ⸏ ταβαίνειν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣   ̣‖

21.17 γ̣ (vel ιο̣̣) [  ̣  ̣]π̣ατεϲ leg. Wilke  ‖  17–18  κ̣[οι]|νὸν *  ‖  18–19  ἑ|[κ]άϲ̣του χρει[ῶ]ν 
Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  19  ἀτευκτοῦϲ[ι] Wilke post Gomperz (ἀτευκτοῦϲ|ιν)  ‖  20  μ̣ᾶλ-
λ[ον Spengel : κ̣ἄλλοι Wilke  ‖  31, 32, 35, 36  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  37  ἔα Henry : ἐᾷ 
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 kinship130—with others that provides entertainment, particularly 
for normal people.131 [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. I.e., they do not even have a superficial relationship (ἐπιπλοκή) or ability 
to converse (ϲυλλάληϲιϲ) 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 ἰδιώτηϲ is a “non-philosophical person, layperson” (LSJ, s.v. III). Such a 
one is contrasted with philosophy students at Lib. frags. 14.3, 31.11; col. 11b.1–2; and 
with ἰδιωτικόϲ, col. 8b.3.

132. The κύων τετοκυῖα 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 = lxxxv 
Skutsch). 
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Column 22

desunt ca. 8 lineae
1	 ευϲπ̣̣[  ]̣ρα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ι ̣τε καὶ προ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
το]ύτοιϲ ἐπιτη[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
τ]οῦ διερεθίϲα[ντοϲ  ̣   ̣( )̣

5	   ̣] ποιῆϲαι προ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εν προϲε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣τειν παρ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ωϲ αναξ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ν[  ̣  ̣  ̣

10	   ̣]ηθε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣αδ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
εἰρηκὼ[ϲ   ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ οὑτω̣ϲὶ̣
ποίηϲο̣[ν  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣ κ]ραυ-
γ]άζειν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣εϲ̣
ἢ] βριμ̣[ω]μέν̣[ουϲ ἀδο]κή-

15	 τωϲ, τὰ [δ]ὲ πρ[ὸϲ αὑτο]ύϲ,
ὅταν [εἰ]ρηκέν[αι τι δοκ]ῶ- 
ϲιν ἢ π̣επ̣ραχ[έ]να[ι κ]α-
θ’ αὑτῶν, ⟦οι⟧ εἶτ’ ἐπακολου-
θοῦϲι μετὰ τῶν ϲυνε-

20	 πιϲπωμένων ἐκκακχά-
ζοντεϲ καὶ πονπεύον-
τεϲ, ἄχρι ἂν καὶ παρακό- ⟦ι⟧	  
ψαι ταῖϲ ἀληθείαιϲ τῶι
χρόνωι ποιήϲωϲιν. πα-

25	 ρακολουθεῖ δ’ αὐτοῖϲ,
κἂν μονότροπον ἔχω-

22.1  π̣[α]ρὰ Wilke  ‖  2–4  πρὸ[ϲ τοῖϲ τοι|ο]ύτοιϲ ἐπιτη[ρεῖται ὑπὸ | τ]οῦ διερεθίϲα[ντοϲ 
Gomperz  ‖  3  το]ύτοιϲ Indelli  ‖  ἐπιτη[δει- *  ‖  6  μ]ὲν πρὸϲ ἑ[τέρουϲ Gand.  ‖  8  ὡϲ 
ἀναξ[ίουϲ Gand.  ‖  11  εἰρηκὼ[ϲ Gomperz  ‖  11–12  [αὐτῶι,] “οὑτω̣ϲὶ̣ | ποιήϲο[ν” Wilke  ‖   
12–13  κ]ραυ|[γ]άζειν Gomperz  ‖  14  Wilke (ἢ] iam Gand.); vel βριμ̣[ού]μεν̣[ουϲ 
possis  ‖  15  τὰ [δ]ὲ Wilke : τά [τ]ε Gomperz  ‖  πρ[ὸϲ αὑτο]ύϲ Gomperz : πρ[ὸϲ 
πολλο]ύϲ Delattre-Monet  ‖  16  εἰ]ρηκέν[αι τι Hayter  ‖  16–17  δοκ]ῶ|ιν Gomperz  ‖  
17–18  π̣επ̣ραχ[έ]να[ι κ]α|θ’ Hayter  ‖  21 lege πομπ-
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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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22.27 	 ϲι βίον, ὑπὸ τῆϲ ἐρημί-
αϲ καὶ τῆϲ ἁρπαγῆϲ τῶν
ὑπαρχό[̣ν]τ̣[ω]ν̣ [κ]αὶ τῆϲ

30	 ὑφοράϲεωϲ τ[ῶ]ν κληρο-
νόμων ἐγβά[λλ]εϲθαι. ⟦κ⟧
κἂν γήμωϲι, τ[ῆι] ⸌γυναι⸍κὶ π[  ̣  ̣   ̣‖

Fragment E

1	 υ̣μηϲ ἐκκαλο[υ-  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
προπίπτε[ιν  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
τὰ ϲυμβαίν̣[οντα   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
τι μεθοδευ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣   ̣

5	 δ̣ευμα. περὶ δ[ὲ   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἡμεῖϲ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣πον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

Column 23

desunt ca. 9 lineae
10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ ἀφορη-

τ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣ π]ρὸϲ ἅπανταϲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ϲι γερόντων		
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ειν δυϲκολι-
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣οι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ται

15	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ]ει
θ̣ε[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
μηδ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 

22.29, 30, 31  Gomperz  ‖  32  π[άλι(ν) *; cetera v. app. ad frag. E l. 1  ‖  E.1  ἀ]|κ̣μῆϲ 
Janko : πρὸϲ] | ⟨λ⟩ύμηϲ Schoene, περὶ] | ⟨λ⟩ύμηϲ Gand.  ‖  εκκαλο legit Wilke, O (hodie P 
legi nequit) : ἐγ͙καλο[ῦνταϲ Bücheler : ἐκκαλο[υμένηι Gand.  ‖  2  Gomperz  ‖  3–5  ϲυμ-
βαίν̣[οντα ἢ ἄλλο] | τι μεθοδεύ[ονταϲ μεθό]|δευμα Wilke  ‖  4–5  ἐπιτή]|δευμα *  ‖  
5  δ[ὲ Philippsonx  ‖  23.10–11  ἀφορη|[τ- *  ‖  11  Gomperz  ‖  12  παι]ϲὶ Gomperz  ‖  
13–14  ὑπογράφ]ειν  δυϲκολί|[αϲ 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 E133

… accusing134… to occur135 … 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 ἐκκαλο[υ- in the Greek) and the end of the previous column 

have suggested the emendation ⟨λ⟩ύμηϲ for the first word of the fragment. Emenda-
tion seems required: Homeric ὑμῆϲ (Od. 9.284), from ὑμόϲ = ὑμέτεροϲ, 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. π̣ρ̣ο̣π̣εϲούϲηϲ αὐ[τῶι, frag. 28.24. 
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23.18 	 μοιρ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣ 
⸏ μονιαϲ δ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣

20	 πολλὰ κα[ὶ τῶν προ]κειμέ-
νων̣ λόγο[ν αἰτ]οῦντέϲ 
τε {ϲ}̣ [κ]ατὰ [πυ]κνὸν προϲ-
ενφ̣υϲάν[τω]ν παραγω-
γάϲ, ἀπολλύοντέϲ ⸌τε⸍ διὰ

25	 τοὺϲ θυμοὺϲ ἑκουϲίωϲ
οὐκ ὀλίγα, καὶ διὰ τὴν
ἄρρητον ἐπιθυμίαν
τοῦ μετελθεῖν τιναϲ
ὅλαϲ τὰϲ οὐϲίαϲ ἐξανα-

30	 λίϲκοντεϲ, ἐνίοτε δ’ ὑ-
πὸ τῶν γεγονότων ἐκθρῶν	
καταδικαζόμενοι καὶ
παντελῶϲ ̣ἀναγκαζό-
μενοι τῶν ⟦ν⟧ ὑ⟦ν⟧⸌π⸍αρχόν-

35	 των̣ ἐκπίπ̣τειν. ἀφίη-
μι γὰρ τοὺϲ ἐκκοπτομέ-
νουϲ ὄμματα δούλουϲ,
πολ̣λ[ά]κιϲ δὲ φονευομέ-
νου[ϲ, ἂ]ν δὲ βά⸌λω⸍ϲι καλῶϲ,

40	 δρα[πε]τεύονταϲ. παρέ-
πεται δ’] αὐτοῖϲ καὶ τὸ ‖

23.18–19  (μετ’) εὐδαι]|μονίαϲ Gand. vel (μετὰ) κακοδαι]|μονίαϲ *  ‖  19  post μονιαϲ 
signum :- legitur  ‖  20–21  κα[ὶ τῶν προ]κειμέ|νων̣ Gand., Indelli : κα[ὶ τῶν] κειμέ|νων 
Wilke : τῶν παρα]κειμέ|νων Delattre-Monet  ‖  21  λόγο[ν αἰτ]οῦντέϲ Wilke : λογο[ποι]- 
οῦντέϲ Delattre-Monet : λόγω[͙ν ὑφαιρ]οῦντέϲ Gand. (longius)  ‖  22  τε {ϲ}̣ Hayter : 
{τεϲ} Wilke  ‖  cetera supp. Wilke, Gand.  ‖  22–23  * post προϲ|ενφ̣ύϲαν[τεϲ] Wilke et 
προϲ|ενδ̣υϲάν[τω]ν Delattre-Monet  ‖  31  lege ἐχθρῶν  ‖  38–40  Gomperz  ‖ 41  Wilke :  
παρέ|[χουϲι δ’] Gand.
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… [20] much of what is before them, both demanding an account 
from people who have often136 implanted137 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,138 becoming runaways. [40] 
And another consequence for them is …

136. The phrase κατὰ πυκνόν = πυκνόν, used adverbially (LSJ, s.v. “πυκνόϲ,” B.ΙΙ).
137. It is not clear what force προϲ- has here.
138. Literally, “if they happen to throw well,” a metaphor from dice or draughts.
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Fragment F

1	 ἀηδ]εῖϲ δὲ γίνονται καὶ
γονεῦ]ϲι καὶ ἀ̣[δ]ελφοῖϲ καὶ		
τέκνο]ιϲ καὶ το[ῖ]ϲ ̣ἄλλοιϲ ἅ-
παϲι φίλοι]ϲ, ἂ[ν] καὶ μήπο-		   

5	 τ’ αὐτοὺϲ ἀνα]ν̣κάϲωϲιν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣πο]λλάκιϲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣τ̣α[  ]̣τ̣αι

8	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ πολλὴν

Column 24

ca. 8 lineae desunt
9	 τα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    -̣

τη̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
10	 β̣ον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

και [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
ειτε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ̣
μενο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ̣

⸏ εξων̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣και[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
15	 πιτ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ]̣ρομ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣

φ̣ο̣δετο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣παρο[  ̣  ̣  ̣
⸏ ϲυναϲπίζειν. v ὅϲα [δὲ πέ- 

φ̣υκεν ἐξ οἰκετῶν, οὐκ [ἐ-
λαττώματα μόνον ἐν 

20	 ὑπηρεϲίαιϲ, ἀλλὰ καὶ δ[υϲ-
χρηϲτία⟨ι⟩ καὶ ϲυμφορῶν ε[ἴ-

F.1–3  Gomperz (1 βαρ]εῖϲ Gand.)  ‖  3–4  ἅ|[παϲι φίλοι]ϲ ἂ[ν Wilke post Gomperz 
(ἅ|[παϲιν) : ἀ|[ναγκαίοι]ϲ Gand.  ‖  5  Gomperz  ‖  6  Wilke  ‖  24.17  [δὲ Gand. : [τε 
Gomperz  ‖  17–18  πέ]|φ̣υκεν Hayter  ‖  18–19  [ἐ]|λαττώματα Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  
20–21  δ[υϲ]|χρηϲτία⟨ι⟩ (pl.) Hayter : δ[υϲ]|χρηϲτία Spengel : δ[υϲ]|χρηϲτία⟨ϲ⟩ Gand.
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Fragment F139

… 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,140 
but difficulties141 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 δυϲχρηϲτία, cf. Polybius’s usage of this noun and the verb δυϲχρηϲτέω 

(both first and frequent in him) and Cicero, Att. 16.7.6 (415 Shackleton Bailey 1967, 
6:178): mirifica enim δυϲχρηϲτία 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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24.22 	 δη πάντα παρ⟦η⟧⸌α⸍κολουθε[ῖ,
διά τε τὰϲ βριμώϲειϲ καὶ
τὰϲ κακηγορίαϲ καὶ τὰϲ ἀ-

25	 πειλὰϲ καὶ τὰϲ ἀναιτίουϲ̣
κολάϲειϲ καὶ ϲυνεχεῖϲ καὶ
ὑπερμέτρουϲ εἰϲ πᾶν ἐκ-
καλουμένων τῶν δού-
λων, ἂν μὲν αὐτοὺϲ ἀπο-

30	 κτεῖναι δύνωνται, ϲφόδρ’ ἡ-
δέωϲ ποιούντων, ἂν δ’ ἀ-
δυνατήϲωϲι, τέκνα καὶ
γαμετάϲ, ἂν δὲ μηδὲ ταῦ̣-
τα, τὰϲ οἰκ[ί]αϲ ἐμπιμπράν-

35	 των̣ ἢ τἄλλα κτήματα
διαφθειρ[ό]ντων. ἀλλὰ μὴν
ἐὰν καὶ πο̣λλὰϲ ἔχωϲ[̣ιν
ἀφορμὰϲ εἰϲ φιλανθρ̣[ω-
πίαν ἢ δικαιοϲύνην [ἢ προϲ-	

40	 ήνεια̣ν̣ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣νην ἡνδήποτ[ε  ̣   ̣‖

Fragment G

1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἐν τοῖϲ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣α̣ϲτε
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣η̣με

4	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ηψι ̣

24.22, 34, 36, 37, 38  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  39–40  Bücheler  ‖  40–41  ἀ|φροϲύ]νην 
Delattre-Monet (longius)  ‖  41  ἢ ἡδο]νὴν Janko  ‖  ἡνδήποτ[ε Wilke post Gomperz 
(οἱανδήποτε)  ‖  ad fin. ἀρετὴν Gand.  ‖  G.4  ψι|̣[λ- 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.142 [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, ὅϲα τε 
πέφυκεν, “as for what comes from slaves,” provides the connection to the previous 
sentence. The main verb (παρακολουθεῖ, l. 22) is singular because εἴδη is the closest 
subject. Then we find a lengthy prepositional phrase (διὰ … ὑπερμέτρουϲ, ll. 23–27) 
somewhat loosely connected to an objective genitive: rages, abuse, threats, and pun-
ishments inflicted on the slaves, τῶν δούλων, who are provoked to every outrage (εἰϲ 
πᾶν). Then we have a series of further genitive participles, each with a subordinate 
conditional clause (ll. 29–36), each still depending on τῶν δούλων.

143. On the placement of this fragment, see the introduction, p. 110.
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Column 25

desunt ca. 5 lineae
1	 κἄνθρωπο[ι  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ( )̣ τὰ	  

δίκαια κρ̣ι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣ ( )̣ καὶ κα-
χόμιλοι γινόμε[νοι καὶ κα-	  
τὰ τῶν ἀπαντώ[ντων. πολ-

5	 λὰ δὲ ἀ̣νατρέπο̣[υϲι   ̣  ̣  ̣ ( )̣
ἀνευ[δ]όκητα πᾶϲ[̣ιν οἱ ποι-
οῦντεϲ ἀνθρώποι[ϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣	
ταῖϲ ἄλλαιϲ κατατ[  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣( )̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ιπ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ϲ[  ̣ κ]αὶ πα[ρὰ
τοῖϲ προϲή]κουϲιν καὶ παρὰ
τοῖϲ ὀθνεί̣ο̣ιϲ̣, ἑκάϲτου τοῖϲ
ὁμοίοιϲ εἰκότωϲ ἀμε⟦ρ⟧⸌ί⸍βεϲ-
θαι τὸν ἀϲυμπερίφορον

15	 ⸏ δικαιοῦντοϲ. v ἀναφ⟦ρ⟧⸌α⸍[ί]νουϲι
δὲ πολλάκιϲ ὑπ’ ὀργῆϲ καὶ
γεγονυίαϲ ἑ̣αυτῶν ϲυν-
ωμοϲίαϲ καὶ πράξειϲ ἄλ-
λαϲ ἀπορρήτουϲ, ὥϲτε καὶ

20	 μεγάλα⸌ι⸍ϲ δι’ αὐτὸ τοῦτο
περιπίπτειν ϲυμφοραῖϲ.
ἡδεῖα δ’ αὐτοῖϲ οὐδὲ θέα
γίνεται διὰ τὴν ὀργήν,
οὔτε λουτρὸν οὔτε ϲυμ-

25	 πόϲιον οὔτε ἀποδημία

25.1–8  valde difficiles  ‖  1  ἀφυεῖϲ Wilke : οὐδ’ (καὶ οὐχ Gand.) οἷοί τε Gomperz : 
ἀδύνατοι *  ‖  τὰ] Gomperz  ‖  2–3  κρ̣ί[νειν καὶ κα]|χόμιλοι Gomperz  ‖  3–4  γινόμε[νοι 
κα]|τὰ Gomperz, καὶ ins. Janko  ‖  4  ἀπαντώ[ντων * (cf. 14.31) : ἁπάντω[ν Gomperz  ‖   
4–5  πολ]|λὰ Gomperz : ἔπιπ]|λα *  ‖  6  ἀ̣νατρέπο̣[υϲιν Gomperz  ‖  οἱ Janko  ‖  
6–7  ποι]|οῦντεϲ Wilke  ‖  7  ἀνθρώποι[ϲ Gomperz  ‖  ad fin. κἀν Gomperz : ἐν Gand.  ‖  
8  κατατ̣[ριβαῖϲ Wilke  ‖  10–11  κ]αὶ πα[ρὰ | τοῖϲ Gomperz  ‖  11  προϲή]κουϲιν Büche-
ler : ϲυνοι]κοῦϲιν 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,144 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.
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25.26 	 μεθ’ ὡνδήποτε ἀνθρώ-
πων [ο]ὔτ̣ε ̣ἄλλο τῶν ἐπι-
τερπῶν εἶναι δοκούντων
οὐδέν, ἀλλὰ πάντα πα-

30	 ραμιϲγομένων τῶν ἐ-
ρεθιϲμῶν διὰ νεῦμα καὶ
ψιθυριϲμὸν καὶ γέλωτα
καὶ τῶν ἐφ̣’ [ο]ἷ̣ϲ ἐθυμώθη-
ϲαν ὑπό τινοϲ ἀνάμνη- 

35	 ϲιν καὶ τῶν δια[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣‖

Fragment H

1	 μα  ̣  ̣ινα̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣μο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  
κἂν περ̣ι[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣		
καταφρον̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣
ἐπὶ πᾶϲιν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣

5	 καὶ τὰ̣ ϲυμ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣
  ̣  ̣  ]̣ εἶναι [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
  ̣  ̣  ]̣νεοιϲ ου̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  
  ̣  ̣  ]̣ων ευ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣πο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣

10	 deest una linea
οϲω[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
τ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣ 
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ϲονο[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣ 
deest una linea	 

15	   ̣  ]̣ετ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣   ̣

25.27  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  33  Hayter  ‖  35  δια[βολῶν Delattre-Monet : δι’ ἃ 
[κακῶϲ ἐποίηϲαν, μετάγνωϲιν Wilke in apparatu  ‖  H.1–2  |κἂν Wilke :  οὐ]|κ ἂν *  ‖ 
3  καταφρον̣[ῆι 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 H145

… 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

desunt ca. 6 lineae
1	 κἂν κρ]αυγάϲωϲιν ἢ [γυ-

ναῖ]κ̣’ ἢ παιδάριον ἤ τι
ἄλλο] τῶν τοιούτων, κἂν
μὴ ὅτι] ἀνθρώπουϲ, ἀλλὰ

5	 καὶ] ἄλογα ⟦ι⟧ ζῶια καὶ
δὴ κἄ]ψυχα καὶ μικροῦ δεῖν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣ ( )̣]η̣ γὰρ ἐνίων ου
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ρα
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ϲ[̣  ̣

10	 γ’] ἔτ[ι] πικ[ρότερον] τ̣ῶν
ὀργίλων π̣αθῶν, ἥ τε φύ-
ϲιϲ καὶ τὰ κιρνάμενα	
ταύτηι κακοδαιμονικῆϲ
γέμει [π]ικρίαϲ. καὶ ϲυνοι-

15	 κοῦϲι δὲ φόβοιϲ καὶ ἀγω-
νίαιϲ καὶ ταραχαῖϲ, καὶ κα-
θ’ ὃν ἐνεργοῦϲι χρόνον καὶ
μετὰ ταῦτα, τοτὲ μὲν
ἐπὶ τῶι μὴ δύναϲθαι με-

20	 τελθ[ε]ῖν, τοτὲ δὲ ἐννο-
οῦντεϲ ὅϲουϲ ἔχουϲιν ἐ-
χθρούϲ, τοὺϲ δὲ μιϲοῦνταϲ
ἄλλωϲ ἢ καταφρονοῦν-
ταϲ, οἰκείουϲ τε καὶ τῶν ἔ-

25	 ⸏ ξωθεν ἀνθρώπουϲ. v πολ-
λάκιϲ δ̣ὲ καὶ τὸν παρ’ ἑτέ-
ρων οὐκ ἀναμένουϲιν θά-

26.1  κἂν  Wilke  ‖  ὑβρίϲωϲιν ἢ κρ]αυγάϲωϲιν Bücheler  ‖  1–2  [γυ|ναῖκ’] Wilke post 
Gomperz (γυ|ναῖκα in apparatu)  ‖  2–3  τι | [ἄλλο] Gomperz  ‖  4  Bücheler post Gom-
perz (οὐχ ὅτι)  ‖  5  Crönert  ‖  6  Wilke  ‖  7  ad init. [πάντα] Bücheler : [λίθουϲ] Janko :  
[ϲκιάϲ] Wilke : [αὑτοὺϲ] Gomperz  ‖  ἤδ]η̣ *  ‖  10  τί γὰρ] ἔτι πικ[ρότερον Gomperz (γ’ 
ad init. Wilke)  ‖  14, 20  Gomperz, Spengel
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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 or146 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 ἄλλωϲ ἤ usually means “otherwise than, differently than,” but it 
does not seem have that force here. Rather, the words are separate, with ἄλλωϲ “espe-
cially” or “in particular” construed with the participle and ἤ meaning “or.”
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26.28 	 νατον, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ μὴ δύ-
ναϲθαι μετελθεῖν ἢ διὰ 

30	 τὸ μετ̣ελθόνταϲ ἀνήκεϲ-
τα προϲδοκᾶν ἢ διὰ τὴν

/	 ἐφ’ οἷϲ ⟦τ⟧ [ἔ]πραξαν μετάγνω- 
ϲ[ιν ἤ τι] τοιοῦτον ἑαυτοὺϲ

34	 κατε]κ̣ρ̣ήμνιϲαν ἢ κατέ- ‖
27.1	 [ϲφαξαν 

Column 27.12–28.5

desunt ca. 10 lineae
12	 /	 δ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣ 

δι[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣ 
νο[ ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣ λέγο]με[ν ἐγ-

15	 γενέϲθαι καὶ διαβολ⟦η⟧⸌ὰϲ⸍ καὶ
μωμητικὰ καὶ μυρίαϲ ἄλ-
λαϲ κακίαϲ, δι’ ὧν̣ καὶ αὐ-
τῶν ὑπερμεγέθωϲ κολά-
ζονται. τῆι γε μὴν ἀνεπι-

20	 εικεῖ καὶ ἀνημέρωι καὶ
τραχείαι διαθέϲει, παϲῶν
ὀλεθριω⟦ν⟧τάταιϲ ̣νόϲοιϲ,
ϲυνέζευκται τὸ πάθοϲ, ἀ-
φ’ ὧν εἰϲ πᾶϲαν ἀικείαν τοῦ

25	 δοκοῦντοϲ ἠδικη̣κέναι
προάγει, καὶ βιάζεται μη-
δὲ τῶν φιλτάτων ἀπέχεϲ-
θαι μετ’ ἐπιθυμίαϲ παν-

/	 τὸϲ ὠνουμένηϲ ἃ ποθεῖ
30    	 καὶ βριμώϲεωϲ θηριώδουϲ

ο⸌ὐ⸍δὲ παυομένηϲ ὡϲ τῆϲ

26.32–34  Hayter  ‖  26.34–27.1  κατέ|[ϲφαξαν Bücheler : κατε|[πόντιϲαν Gomperz  ‖  
14–15  Indelli  ‖  15  sic legit Indelli, διαβολ⟦η⟧⸌αιϲ⸍ legit Wilke)
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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]147…

Column 27.12–28.5

[after 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,148 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 desires149 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 ὀλεθριωτάταιϲ νόϲοιϲ is surprising after the singular διαθέϲει, 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 Β85 D.-K.: “thymos is hard to fight with, 
for it buys whatever it wants at the price of spirit.”
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27.32 	 /	 τῶν λεόντων, ὅταν ἐκτὸϲ
ὁ βλάπτων γένηται τῆϲ
ὄψεωϲ ἢ παύϲωνται τῆϲ

35	 ἐνδείαϲ, ἀλλ’ ἕωϲ καὶ νε-
κρῶν προπηλακιϲμοῦ βα-
διζούϲηϲ καὶ τὸ πέραϲ ὥϲ-
περ εἰϲ αὐτὴν τιμ̣̣ωρίαν

39	 μετ]α̣τ[ρ]επ̣̣ούϲηϲ. v ϲυνήρ- ‖
28.1 	 τηται δὲ καὶ δυϲκολίαι

καὶ] κατὰ βρῶϲιν ⸌καὶ πόϲιν⸍ καὶ κατὰ
ϲυμ]περιφορὰν φίλ̣οιϲ καὶ
κατὰ δ]ιακονίαν καὶ πᾶν τ̣[οι-

5	 οῦτο.  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣αι δὲ τὸ πα-

Column 28.7–40

post quinque lineas suppletas, una linea deest
7	 απ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣ 

θοϲ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
νανδ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣

10	 χιϲτα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
περὶ το[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣
ϲυμβαιν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
δὲ̣ καὶ καχ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
τ[ῆ]ϲ τε λ̣οιδ[ορίαϲ   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣		

15	   ̣  ̣  ]̣πε τ̣ὸν κ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣ 		
καὶ φιλονικε[ῖν καὶ λυπ]εῖ[ν	
καὶ] διαϲύρειν καὶ πάν[π]ο̣λ̣-
λα ποιεῖν ἕτερα δυϲχερῆ,
ϲυναυξόμενον δὲ καὶ μι-

27.38  αὐτὴν ⟨τὴν⟩ Janko  ‖  39  Wilke  ‖  28.2  Hayter  ‖  3  Gomperz  ‖  4  init. supp. Hayter  
‖  4–5  τ̣[οι|οῦτο Wilke  ‖  5  βιάζετ]αι Wilke  ‖  5–6  δὲ τὸ πά|[θοϲ Gomperz  ‖ 
28.7–8  πά]|θοϲ Janko  ‖  8–9  Μέ]|νανδ[ροϲ tempt. Wilke (cf. 38.27)  ‖ 9–10  (τὰ) ἐλά]|-
χιϲτα * : τά]|χιϲτα Janko  ‖  12–13  ϲυμβαίν[ει, πολλάκιϲ] | δὲ̣ καὶ καχ[ομίλοιϲ εἶναι Wilke 
(καχ[ύποπτοϲ Gand.)  ‖  13  καχ[λάζ- Janko  ‖  14  Mewaldt  ‖  16–17  Gomperz
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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 τιμωρία 
as a proper name, lightly personifying it.
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28.20	 ϲανθρωπίαϲ αἴτιον γίνε-
⸏ ται, ⟨ἐνίοτε⟩ δὲ καὶ ἀδικεῖν, v ἐπει-

δήπερ οὔτε δικαϲτὴϲ οὔ-
τε βουλευτὴϲ οὔτ’ ἐκκλη-
ϲιαϲτὴϲ οὔτ’ ἄρχων δύνα-

25	 ται δίκαιοϲ εἶναι πάθεϲιν
ὀργίλοιϲ ϲυνεχόμενοϲ, οὐ-
δ’ ἄνθρωποϲ ἁπλῶϲ εἰπεῖν.
ἐπακολουθεῖ δὲ τοῖϲ ἔχου-
ϲιν αὐτὸ καὶ τὸ δεϲποτικοῖϲ

30	 γίνεϲθαι καὶ καχυπ⸌ό⸍νοιϲ καὶ
ψεύϲταιϲ καὶ ἀνελευθέροιϲ
καὶ δολίοιϲ καὶ ὑπούλοι⸌ϲ⸍ καὶ 
ἀχαρίϲτοιϲ v καὶ φιλαύτοιϲ,		
δι’ ἃϲ αἰτίαϲ ῥᾴδιον ϲυνι-

35	 ⸏ δεῖν. v τί γὰρ δεῖ λέγειν ⟨τὸ⟩ βλε-
πόμενον, ὅτι τῶν ἀγαθῶν
εἰϲιν ἄ̣γευϲτοι παρὰ τὸν βί-
ον ἅπαντα τῶν ἐκ ῥαθυμί-
αϲ τῆϲ ἀποδε⟦ι⟧κτῆϲ καὶ πρα-

40	 ότητοϲ καὶ βαθύτητοϲ καὶ
νὴ τὸν Δ̣[ί]α̣ [  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣οϲ ‖

Column 29

desunt ca. 5 lineae
1	   ̣]ωϲαν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣

ἐξαγριοῖ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣
καὶ πρὸϲ τ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣
ὀρθιάζε[̣ιν  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 

5	 εἰ γένοιτο ϲω[τηρία διὰ

28.21  add. Wilke, post quem ⟨τοτὲ⟩ Janko : ⟨βιάζεται⟩ Henry : ⟨προάγεται⟩ Gomperz  ‖  
35  * post Wilke (⟨τὸ πᾶϲι⟩)  ‖  41  supp. Hayter  ‖  sic legit Indelli : [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]ω[  ̣]π̣οϲ ̣legit 
Wilke, ϲεμ]ν[ότητ]οϲ Janko : κοι]ν[ότητ]οϲ Mewaldt : ἀ]ν[άγωγ]οι͙ tempt. Philippson  ‖  
29.5  Gomperz
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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,151 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 βαθύτηϲ 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 βαθύτης 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 εὐοργηϲία and πραότηϲ at Σ 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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29.6 	 τῶν ἀναξα[ινόντων
φαρμάκων· [ἂ]ν δ[ὲ μὴ  ̣  ̣  ̣
καλῶϲ ἀποκρύπτ[ωϲι
πάντα τὰ] γεγονότα [  ̣  ̣  ̣

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣ιν[  ̣  ̣  ̣
π̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ν̣αι δοκῆ[ι. αἰ-
ϲχ̣[ύ]νεται [δ]ὲ̣ καὶ φιλοϲο-
φία{ι} δι’ αὐτὴν καὶ τὰϲ δι’
αὐτὴν παρακολουθούϲαϲ

15	 πράξειϲ, ὅταν οἱ προεϲτά-
να[ι] δοκοῦντεϲ αὑτῶν φω-
ρῶνται τοιοῦτοι. κἀπαν-
τῶ[ϲι] δὲ πολλάκι πολλαὶ
ϲυμφοραὶ καὶ φίλοιϲ καὶ ⟦π⟧

20	 προϲήκουϲιν ἄλλοιϲ, ἔϲ-
τιν δ’ ὅτε καὶ πατρίϲι καὶ
βαϲιλεία⸌ι⸍ϲ, οὐ πάλαι μόνον
ὅθ’ ἡ “μῆνιϲ” ἐκείνη “μυρί’
Ἀ⟦κ⟧⸌χ⸍αιοῖϲ ἄλγη ἔθηκεν,” ἀλ-

25	 λ’ ὁϲημέραι·  v καὶ μικροῦ δεῖν
“ὅϲα τιϲ ἂν νώϲαιτο” κατὰ
Δημόκρ⟦η⟧⸌ι⸍τον κα⟦τ⟧⸌κ⸍ὰ πάν-
τα παρακολουθεῖ διὰ τὰϲ
ὑπερμέτρουϲ [ὀργάϲ. ἡ]⟦μ⟧- 

30	 μεῖϲ δὲ τὰ δυνατ[ὰ π]ερι-
γραφῆναι καὶ ϲύμμετρα
καὶ πρόϲχειρα μόνον ὑπε-

⸐ μνήϲαμεν.  v ἐπιϲημαινό-
μεθα δὲ νῦν, [ἵ]ν̣α μᾶλλον

35	 φοβώμεθα δ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣‖

29.6  Gomperz  ‖  7  [ἂ]ν δ[ὲ Gomperz  ‖  μὴ Janko  ‖  8–9  Wilke (ἀποκρύπτ[ηται 
Gomperz)  ‖  11–12  Gomperz (⟨κατ⟩αι|ϲχ̣[ύ]νεται Cobet)  ‖  13  del. Gomperz  ‖  
16  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  αὑτῶν (i.e., ‘qui semet ipsos gubernare videntur’) Gomperz : 
αὐτων Spengel  ‖  18  Gomperz  ‖  29–30  Hayter  ‖  32  πρό{ϲ}χειρα Cobet et Gand.  ‖  
34  Hayter
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drugs that [tear open one’s wounds],152… [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 
themselves153 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,”154 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 ἀναξαίνω is frequently used in medical authors of tearing off scabs 
to get access to a wound, therefore a painful but occasionally necessary procedure.

153. Gomperz’s reading (followed by Delattre-Monet); cf. LSJ, s.v. “προΐϲτημι,” 
A.II.1. 

154. Homer, Il. 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

desunt ca. 5 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ]̣ιϲθ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣

  ̣  ̣  ]̣ιν̣ωϲ εἶπε λ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣
  ̣  ̣  ]̣ πάνταϲ καὶ επ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ]̣ καὶ διότι μάλιϲτ’ [ἐρεθί-  	

5	 ζον]τ̣αι πρὸϲ τοὺϲ φίλ[ουϲ
τε κα]ὶ ϲυνόνταϲ, καὶ [τὴν
ἔκθ]ραν ἢ τὴν ὀλιγωρίαν
ἀφόρη]τον παραϲκευά-
ζουϲιν ἑαυτοῖϲ  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣δ̣ε

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣υωμεν
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣κ̣οϲι μη-
δ’ ὡϲ οὐκ ἔχουϲι τὸ πάθοϲ, ὑ-
πομιμνῄϲκομεν, ὅτι οὐ
μόνον ϲυνεχῶϲ θυμοῦνταί

15	 τινεϲ, v ἀλλ’ ἐνίοτε καὶ ταῖϲ
κατ’ ἀριθμὸν ὀργαῖϲ πολυ-
χρονίοιϲ ἐνέχονται καὶ
δυϲαποκαταϲτάτοιϲ, κἂν
ἐπιϲχ̣εθῶϲι, πάλι καὶ πυ-

20	 κνὸν ἀνοιδούϲαιϲ, τιϲὶ
δὲ καὶ μέχρι τῆϲ τελευ-
τῆϲ διαμενούϲαιϲ, πολλά-
κιϲ δὲ καὶ παρατιθεμέ- ⟦ν⟧
ναιϲ παιϲὶ παίδων, καὶ δι-

25	 ότι καὶ μεγ̣άλουϲ ἄνδραϲ
ἐκβακχεύειν πεφύκαϲι,
κἂν ἐπὶ ποϲὸν ἐαθῶϲι⟦ν⟧,

30.1–2 [ἀ]|ληθ]ιν̣̣ῶϲ *  ‖  3  ad init. κατὰ] * : ἐπὶ] Philippson  ‖  3–4  ἐπ[ὶ πάν|των] 
Philippson  ‖ 4–5  Wilke, qui etiam coni. [μά|χον]ται  ‖  5  φίλ[ουϲ Gomperz  ‖  6, 
7  Wilke (ἔχθ-)  ‖  8 ἀφόρη]τον Gomperz  ‖  8–9  παραϲκευά|[ζουϲιν Wilke  ‖  9  ἑαυτοῖϲ 
Philippson  ‖ 9–10  ὅταν] δὲ Janko : ἵνα] δὲ | [μὴ Gand.  ‖  10  κωλ]ύωμεν Janko : -δεικν]ύ- 
ωμεν *  ‖  11  ad init. [ὡϲ τοῖϲ] *  ‖  εἰρη]κόϲι Janko  ‖  13  ὅτε ͙Gomperz
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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 
separate156 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,157 and that they naturally make even great men completely lose 
their minds, and if they relax for a while, 

156. Here κατ’ ἀριθμόν, “countable, individual” (Indelli: “singoli”), as opposed to 
ϲυνεχῶϲ, “continually.”

157. For παῖδεϲ παιδῶν, “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).



258	 Philodemus, On Anger

30.28 	 πάλ[ι]ν ἐπανατρέχουϲι,
/	 κἂν ἀμέτοχοϲ ἦι ̣τιϲ ⟦ιϲ⟧, ἐν-

30	 γίνονται δι’ αἰτίαϲ πολλάϲ·
καὶ διότι παντὸϲ ἅπτον-
ται γένουϲ ἀνθρώπων, ο̣λ̣ο
  ̣  ̣ ]  ̣ν̣ τῶν νωχελεϲτά-
των], ο̣ὓϲ ια  ̣  ̣  ̣ α βαρυθυ-

35	 μοτά]τουϲ ἐνίοθ’ ὁρῶ[μεν ‖

Column 31

desunt ca. 7 lineae
1	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣καὶ διότι [  ̣  ̣	

  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣ ] ὀ̣ρ[γ]αῖϲ ̣μέτρο̣ν̣		
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣ατα δια ϲυ̣ν̣-
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣  ̣καὶ μέχρι

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣ ]  ̣  ̣  ̣ον̣ται[  ̣  ]̣ι
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣ακειαϲ με
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣  ̣ιϲ πτωμα
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣ δ̣ιο̣
deest una linea

10	 πλὴν τ̣[οῦ] καν[ονικοῦ 
λόγου. v τοὐναντίον δὲ
πᾶϲ ἀντίδικοϲ, ὁ μὲν ἔ-
ξωθεν καὶ διερεθίζων
παντοδαπῶϲ, γονεῖϲ δὲ

15	 καὶ πᾶϲ προϲήκων τὰ πολ-
λὰ καὶ ϲυνχαίροντεϲ ὡϲ 

⸏ ἐπάνδροιϲ,̣ τῶν δὲ φιλοϲό-
φων οἱ μὲν φλυαροῦντεϲ

30.28  Gomperz  ‖  32  ο̣λ̣ο legit McO, ϲλ̣̣ο legit Wilke : ἀδ̣̣ό|[λωϲ Janko : ϲφ̣͙ό|[δρα ἂ]ν Phi-
lippson : ο̣ὐ͙   ͙χ | [οἷο]ν Gomperz  ‖  33–34  νωχελεϲτά|[των, ο]ὓϲ  Gomperz  ‖  34  υϲιαι  ̣  ̣  ̣α  
O : υϲιαιδ  ̣  ̣α N : υϲιαλ̣̣ια̣ legit Wilke : τ̣ἄλ̣̣α Janko : κ̣[αὶ μάλ]α Bücheler : κ̣[αὶ ἅμ]α 
Gomperz  ‖  34–35  Gomperz  ‖  31.2  Wilke  ‖  6  κο]λ̣ακείαϲ vel β]λ̣ακείαϲ Gand.  ‖  
7–8  τ̣ο̣ῖϲ πτώμα|[ϲι(ν) Janko  ‖  10  Wilke  ‖  17  ἐπάνδρω͙ι͙ Spengel
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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 that158 … [2] a limit to fits of anger … so far as … (nothing can 
save a person from this?) [10] but can[onic] reasoning.159 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,160 [17] and the philosophers, the ones who babble 

158. It may be that καὶ διότι in line 1 echoes ὅτι in 30.13 and καὶ διότι in 30.24–25 
and 30.31, all following on ὑπομιμήϲκομεν 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” (λέγουϲι δέ που καὶ παρακελεύ-
ονται πατέρεϲ τε ὑέϲιν καὶ πάντεϲ τινῶν κηδόμενοι, ὡϲ χρὴ δίκαιον εἶναι, οὐκ αὐτὸ 
δικαιοϲύνην ἐπαινοῦντεϲ ἀλλὰ τὰϲ ἀπ’ αὐτῆϲ εὐδοκιμήϲειϲ, 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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31.19 	 ἐν ταῖϲ παρ̣αμυθίαιϲ, οἱ δὲ
20	 καὶ μετὰ ϲυ̣νηγορίαϲ ἐ-

πιρρωννύντεϲ· ἀφ[ί]η̣μ[ι
μὲν ῥήτοραϲ καὶ ποιητὰϲ
καὶ πᾶϲαν τὴν τοιαύτην

/  ⸏ γρυμέαν. v ἔνιοι γοῦν τῶν 
25	 Περιπατητικῶν, ὥϲ που

καὶ πρότερον παρεμνήϲ-
θημεν διὰ προϲώπων,
ἐκτέμνειν τὰ νεῦρα τῆϲ
ψυχῆϲ φαϲι τοὺϲ τὴν ὀρ⟦ι⟧⸌γ⸍ὴν

30	 καὶ τὸν θυμὸν αὐτῆϲ ἐξαι-
ροῦνταϲ, ὧν χ⟦α⟧⸌ω⸍ρὶϲ οὔτε κό-
λαϲιν οὔτ’ ἄμυναν εἶναι·

33	 ϲυ̣̣[νε]π̣εζεῦ̣χθαι γ̣[ὰ]ρ αὐ- ‖

Column 32

1	 τῶι τὸ μ]ετὰ τῆϲ πάϲηϲ [ἀν-
ελευθε]ρίαϲ ὑποτρέχε[̣ιν
καὶ κο]λ̣ακ[ε]ύειν· ἔνιοι
δὲ καὶ α]ὐτο[μ]άταϲ ὑπ[οφέ-		   

5	 ρειν ἀικεί]αϲ οὐδὲ [  ̣  ̣   ̣       	
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ]̣ο̣λοπ  ̣  ̣  ̣
vacant 6 lineae

13	 νε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣
δρο̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣       ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

15	 α̣π̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἐν τοῖϲ
πολέμοιϲ κα̣[ὶ τοῖϲ ἀνα-
λόγοιϲ καιροῖϲ ο̣[ὐκ εἶ-

31.21  Hayter  ‖  33  Wilke post Gomperz (ἐ]π̣εζ-, iam fere Gand.)  ‖  32.1  τῶι τὸ 
μ]ετὰ Wilke  ‖  1–2  [ἀν|ελευθε]ρίαϲ Schoene  ‖  2  ὑποτρέχε[̣ιν Wilke  ‖  3–5  Mewald  
‖  5  ἀικεί]αϲ Wilke  ‖  15–17  fere Gomperz (15 ἐν τε τοῖϲ Gomperz, 17 ο̣[ὐκ iam 
Hayter)
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in their attempts to assuage it [anger] and the others who strengthen it by 
advocacy161—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,162 claim that people cut out the nerves of the soul 
when they deprive it of its anger and its wrath,163 [31] without which there 
can be neither punishment nor self-defense, for conjoined with that164 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 ἔνιοι and especially διὰ προϲώπων 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, orgē 
and thumos are clearly synonyms; see the introduction, pp. 77–78.

164. I.e., the soul deprived of anger.
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32.18 	 ναι προϲφέρεϲθαι χω[ρὶϲ
ὀργῆϲ, ἣ θαρρεῖν ποιε[ῖ

20	 καὶ πάντα ὄκνον ἀφα[ι-
ρεῖται καὶ δειλίαν κα[ὶ
ἀνικήτωϲ ποιεῖ μέχρ[ι

⸏ καὶ θανάτου μένειν· [ὡϲ-
αύτωϲ δὲ τὸ τιμωρητ̣[ι-

25	 κὸν τῶν ἐκθρῶν κατα-
ϲκευάζειν, ὃ καλόν τε ὑ- 
πάρχειν καὶ δίκαιον καὶ
ϲύμφορον ἰδίαι καὶ κοι-

⸏ νῆι καὶ πρὸϲ τούτοιϲ ἡδύ.
30	 διὸ τήν τε παράϲταϲιν

/	 τὴν εὔλογόν ⟦η⟧ τινων
καὶ τὸν ἄλογον οἷ[ον ἐν-
θουϲιαϲμὸν οἴον[ται θυ-
μὸν εἶναι τὸν περὶ ο[ὗ δι-

35	 αλεγόμεθα. καὶ παρο[ρᾷ
ὅτ[ι] χω[ρ]ὶϲ ὀργῆϲ ἔϲτι ̣[τὸ
πολεμε[̣ῖν κ]α̣[ὶ] ἀγω[νί-
ζε[ϲ]θαι κ̣[αὶ πι]κρῶϲ χει[ροῦν,

/	 μετ̣’ ὀργ[ῆϲ δ]ὲ τον  [̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣
40	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἐνέ[χ]εϲθ[αι ‖

32.18–23  Gomperz  ‖  24  Wilke  ‖  25  lege ἐχθρῶν  ‖ 32–34  Hayter  ‖  35  * post Wilke  
(παρ[ορῶ⟨ϲιν⟩, iam fere Gand.) : γὰ͙ρ ο[ὐχ Gomperz  ‖  36  ὅτ[ι] χω[ρ]ὶϲ Gomperz  ‖   
ἔϲτι [τὸ Wilke : ἔϲτι[ν Gomperz  ‖  37  πολεμε[̣ῖν Gand, Wilke  ‖ 37–38  κ]α̣[ὶ] ἀγω[νί]- 
|ζε[ϲ]θαι  Gomperz  ‖  38–39  Wilke (ἄ]κρωϲ enim brevius censuit)  ‖  32.39–40  τὸν 
[προϲι|όντα βλάβαιϲ] ἐνέ[χ]εϲθ[αι] Indelli post Wilke (eadem, βλάβηι excepto)
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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 courage165 of some people and their 
irrational “possession,” so to speak, constitute the angry emotion166 that 
we are talking about. [35] And (sc. this argument or he167) overlooks the 
fact that it is possible to fight and grapple and inflict bitter defeat without 
anger, but (that?) with anger…168 

165. For εὔλογοϲ … παράϲταϲιϲ, cf. εὔλογοϲ ὀργή (20.24–5) and ῥαθυμία ἡ ἀποδε-
κτή (28.38–39); in Epicurean theory, emotions and behaviors can be vicious or accept-
able, but the Peripatetic idea is different: the rational (εὔλογον) in the mature and wise 
is to the irrational (ἄλογον) 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 παράϲταϲιϲ, see LSJ, s.v. II.7.b, and Indelli’s note on 32.23–29. 

166. The word θυμόϲ, here meaning just “anger,” not “rage,” is probably borrowed 
from his Peripatetic opponents.

167. Probably παρ[ορᾷ sc. ὁ λόγοϲ “their argument overlooks” (or possibly παρ[ω-
ρῶ⟨ϲιν⟩ “they overlook”).

168. The sentence continues in the next column, where ἐνέχεϲθαι 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].…”



264	 Philodemus, On Anger

Column 33

1	 βιαζομένηϲ v καὶ̣ πολ̣λ̣[ά-
κιϲ ἀνόπλουϲ καὶ πρὸϲ τ[ὴν
φυλα̣κὴν̣ ἀποτυ[φλ]ούϲηϲ
καὶ τὸ ϲ]ῶμα ϲυντριβ̣ο̣ύϲηϲ

5	 καὶ μὴ]ν̣ μᾶλλον α[ὐ]τοὺϲ
τῶν ἐναν]τίων κα[κ]ῶϲ δι-
ατιθείϲηϲ] κ̣αὶ κολα[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣μ̣ηριϲε  [̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ]̣ δ̣ιὰ τὰϲ α[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ιμ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
desunt 6 lineae

17	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣  ̣  [̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣	
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ]̣ οὐχ ὅ[τι τὸ τι- 
μω[ρεῖϲ]θ̣αί τινα ἀλλὰ̣ κ[αὶ

20	 τὸ κολ̣άζειν. ἔϲται δ[ὲ] πε-
ρὶ τούτου καὶ προβαίν̣ο̣υ-

⸏ ϲιν πλείων λόγοϲ. v πε[ρὶ δὲ
τῶν φληναφωμένω[ν
ϲτρατιωτῶν τί δεῖ [δια-

25	 τρίβειν, ὡϲ ἀπειθ⸌ε⸍ῖϲ [τῶι
ϲτρατηγῶι καὶ κρατ̣[οῦ]ν̣-
τεϲ αὐτοῦ καὶ πάντ’ ἀ[περ-
γαζόμενοι κα{ι}κά̣, τ̣[ί δ]ὲ 
περὶ τῶν νεύρων τῶν̣ ἀ-

30	 νεύρων καὶ ταχέωϲ [ἐ-
γλυόντων [κ]αὶ κατ’ ἄκριτον 
ἑξόντων [β]ιαίωϲ, ἀλλὰ

33.1–2 Hayter  ‖  3  Gomperz  ‖  4  Hayter  ‖  5  Wilke  ‖  6–7  Gomperz (qui etiam 
κολά[ζειν scripsit)  ‖   8  ἤριϲε Janko  ‖  17–18  μ[ετὰ θυμοῦ] | καὶ ὀργῆϲ Indelli post 
Philippson (μ[ετ’ ὀργῆϲ | θυμοῦ τε])  ‖  18  ὅ[τι Janko : ο[ἷον Gomperz  ‖  18–19  τὸ 
τι]|μω[ρεῖϲ]θ̣αί Gomperz  ‖  19  κ[αὶ Hayter  ‖  20, 22–26  Hayter (25 [εἰϲι Gom-
perz)  ‖  27  Wilke post Gomperz (-τα [κἀπερ-)  ‖  28  del. et supp. Wilke  ‖  30– 
33  Gomperz
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Column 33

… that compels (the soldiers) to be liable to … and often weaponless, 
and blinds them to keeping watch,169 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,170 [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 ϲυμβάλλειν 
εἰϲ μάχην ἀναγκαζούϲηϲ after ἀνόπλουϲ 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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33.33 	 οὐκ εὐτον[ί]αν ἐνποιούν-
των; ὁ δ̣’ Ἀντίπατροϲ εἰ καὶ

35	 πρὸϲ τὰ θη͙ρ͙ί͙α͙ τοῖϲ ἀμυνο-
μένοιϲ θυμοῦ χ⟦ε⟧ρεία πυν-
θάνεται ⟦α⟧ καὶ πρὸϲ τοὺϲ
ἀνταγωνιϲτάϲ, τῶν ἀλει̣-̣
πτῶν κραυγαζόντων “μ̣ὴ

40	 ⸏ θυμοῦ·” [κα]ὶ̣ π̣ρ̣ὸ̣ϲ ̣τὸ̣ κο̣λάζε̣ιν ‖

Column 34

1 	 τοῖϲ ἱππικοῖϲ τοὺϲ ἵππ̣[ο]υϲ
καὶ τοῖϲ γραμματικοῖ[ϲ
καὶ] τοῖϲ ἄλλοιϲ τεχνίτα̣ιϲ
τοὺϲ μ]α̣θητάϲ, καί φηϲι

5	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ̣  ( )̣ χω]ρὶϲ ὀργῆϲ
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣   ]̣τερων πολ-  
desunt 9 fere lineae

16	 [  ̣  ̣  ̣ἐὰν τοὺϲ ἀοργήτουϲ]
ὁμοίουϲ ὁρῶ]μεν ὀρ̣- 

⸏ γίλοιϲ, [ἰϲτ]έον ὅτι χω-
ρὶϲ αὐτ[οῦ τοῦ] πάθουϲ καὶ

20	 τῆϲ δια[θ]έϲεωϲ καὶ [τ]ῶ̣ν
ὅϲα παρ’ αὐτοὺϲ διὰ ταῦ-
τα γίνεται [τ]ἄλλα πάντα
ὅϲων ἐποιηϲάμεθα τὴν

33.35 θη͙ρ͙ί͙α͙ coni. Gomperz : θιτ̣[]ρ̣ι ̣legit McO : ειτ̣[ ̣] N : ειτ̣ρ̣ι O : ει  ̣πι legit Indelli :  
ειτ̣[  ]̣ρι legit Wilke, cui τ̣ deleta videbatur)  ‖  40  [καὶ] Wilke : [φηϲὶ] Crönert  ‖  
π̣ρ̣ὸϲ̣ ̣ τὸ̣ κο̣λάζε̣ιν legit Crönert, P hodie haud legitur : τ]ὸ̣ τε͙ κ[ο]λά-[ζ]ειν Wilke 
(qui leg. ο̣τϲι)̣  ‖  34.1, 2  Gomperz  ‖  3–4  ad init. λει et εδω̣ superpositas esse dis-
pexit Crönert, ut vid., et Henry, v. 35.3–4  ‖   3  Henry  ‖  4  Gomperz  ‖  5  κολάζειν 
χω]ρὶϲ Wilke  ‖   6–7  ἑ]τέρων πολ|[λῶν Gomperz, post quem 6 περὶ vel περὶ (δ’)] 
Janko : ἐπὶ (δ’)] McO  ‖  7  τεχνῶν] McO  ‖  16–17  Wilke in apparatu (e.g., cf. 24– 
31)  ‖  18  Hayter  ‖  19, 20  Gomperz  ‖  21–22  διὰ ταὐ|τά Delattre-Monet  ‖ 22  Gom-
perz : γίνεται ⟨καὶ ταῦτα καὶ⟩ add. Mewaldt : γίνεται, ⟨ἔϲτι καὶ προϲφέρεϲθαι καὶ τιμω-
ρεῖϲθαι (vel sim.) καὶ⟩ dub. Gomperz
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never create health in them? [34] Antipater171 asks whether anger172 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).174 

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 θυμόϲ, not ὀργή; 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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34.24 	 ⸏ ἔκθεϲιν. v ἔϲτιν δ’ ὅτε καὶ
25	 περι⸌ί⸍ϲταϲθαι γίνεται δι-

ά τε τοὺϲ μαν[ι]οποιοῦνταϲ
ἀνθρώπουϲ καὶ διὰ τὸ τὰϲ
κοινότηταϲ αὔξεϲθαι, 
δι’ ἃϲ ὀργίλοι φα̣ίνονται,

30	 καὶ εἰϲ τὸ ταῖϲ ἀ[λ]ηθείαιϲ
⸏ ὀργίλουϲ εἶναι. v καθόλου

δὲ ἰϲτέον, ὅτι καθαρῶϲ
τιϲ ὢν ἀόργητοϲ οὐ πο-
λὺν χρόνον ἀ̣ποδώϲει

35	 φανταϲίαν ὀργίλου· πλεί-
ω δὲ ἀποδιδ[ο]ὺϲ οὐκ ἔϲ-
τιν βαθύϲ, ἀλλὰ μόνον

⸏ οὐ τ̣[οι]οῦτοϲ [ο]ἷο̣ϲ ̣δ̣οκεῖ.  
φαί[νο]νται δ’ [οὖ]ν πρὸϲ τ̣ό-

40	 ϲον καὶ τὴν [ἐν]αντιωτ̣ά- ‖

Column 35

1	 τη]ν ἔ̣χ̣ο̣ντεϲ διάθεϲιν,
ὥϲτε κἂν ϲοφόϲ, καθάπερ
ἀμέ⸢λει⸣ καὶ Ἐπίκουροϲ
ἀπέ⸢̣δω⸣[κεν ἐ]νίοιϲ τοιού-

5	 ⸏ του̣ [φανταϲ]ίαν· εἴ̣̣ηϲαν
δ’ ἂ[ν] αἱ πα[ρ]α[δεδειγ]μέναι
κοινότη[τεϲ τόϲαι] κ̣α̣ὶ τοι-
αῦται γ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ω[  ̣  

34.26, 30, 36, 38, 39  Gomperz  ‖  39–40  τ̣ό|ϲον Wilke (τ ON, τ̣ potius quam π̣ P) :  
π̣ο|ϲὸν Gomperz  ‖  40  Gomperz  ‖  35.1  Hayter  ‖  3–4  litteras λει et εδ̣ω super-
positas huc ex 34.3–4 transtulit Henry  ‖   3  Henry legit ut Hayter coni.  ‖  4  Gom-
perz  ‖  5  [φανταϲ]ίαν Gomperz  ‖  εἴ̣̣ηϲαν Henry : [ἐ]π̣ῆϲαν Mewaldt  ‖  35.6  δ’ ἂ[ν] 
Henry : δ’ ἄ[ρ] Wilke : δ’ [ἐν] Jensen (δ[ ̣] O, δα̣[ ̣] N)  ‖  αἱ πα[ρ]α[δεδειγ]μέναι Henry :  
αἱ πα[ρ]α[δεδο]μέναι Wilke (ad init., ]αιτ̣[ leg. Indelli, sed αιπ̣[ mavult McO : αιπα[ 
ON)  ‖  7  κοινότη[τεϲ Gomperz  ‖  τόϲαι] Wilke  ‖  8  γ[ενόμεναι Gomperz  ‖  τ]ῶ[ν 
Janko
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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,175

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.176 [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 ὀργίλοϲ in the meaning “irascible (by a bad disposi-
tion).” Thus, someone “who is, in the full sense of the word, not irascible (ἀόργητοϲ)” 
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” (τὴν ἐναντίαν…διάθεϲιν, Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 10.117).

176. One expects a potential optative after κἄν 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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35.9 	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣ ]υ
10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ]̣μ

desunt 6 lineae
17	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣       ̣  ̣κ]ἄπ[ει-

τα διὰ τὸ φ[ιλεῖν] ἐπιτί-
μηϲιϲ πυκν[ὴ καὶ] πᾶϲι

20	 τοῖϲ γ̣ν̣[ωρ]ίμο[ιϲ] ἢ̣ τοῖϲ πλεί-
ϲτοιϲ καὶ ἐπιτεταμένη—
πολλάκιϲ δὲ καὶ λοιδορη-
τικὴ ψυχῆϲ εὐκινηϲίαι—
καὶ πρὶν ἐνθυμηθῆναι

25	 ϲυντετελεϲμένωϲ τὴν
/	 ἀτοπίαν ἐπὶ π⟨ο⟩ίων, ὀργαί

ποτε θεωρούμεναι κα-
τηξιωκότων ἐνίων ὅ-
λωϲ ἀκίνητον εἶναι τὸν

30	 ϲπουδαῖον, ϲύννοια κατὰ 
τὰϲ ἐπιμειξίαϲ ὡϲ ἐπὶ
τὸ πολὺ τὰϲ τοῖϲ πολλοῖϲ,
ἔλεγχοϲ ἀκριβὴϲ ἔν τε
γραφαῖϲ καὶ διατριβαῖϲ 

35	 τῶν κατὰ τοὺϲ λ[ό]γουϲ δι-
απεπτωκότων φιλο-
ϲόφων, ἀπόϲταϲιϲ ἐνίων
φίλων διὰ τὰϲ ὑπ̣’ αὐτοῦ
παρρηϲίαϲ ἢ καὶ τῶι πα-

40	 ⸏ ρῃτῆϲθα̣ι· v ποτὲ δὲ καὶ ‖

35.17  Gomperz  ‖  18  Mewaldt, ut iam Gand. coni, cf. Lib. 3b.10–14 : φ[ορὸν Büche-
ler  ‖   19  πυκν[ὴ Hayter  ‖   καὶ Gand. : μὲν Hayter  ‖  20  Hayter  ‖  26  Henry post 
Jensen (ἐπι π⟨ο⟩ιῶν) : ἐπὶ π⟨ο⟩ϲὸ͙͙ν Gand.  ‖  35  Gomperz
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[nine lines missing]

… [17] [and] th[en] (there follows?), because of his (the sage’s) 
af[fection] (for them),177 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 some178 have made it an 
axiom that the good person should be unmoved (sc. by emotion), [30] his 
reserved manner179 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 φ[ιλεῖν] 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 ἐπιτίμηϲιϲ, ὀργαί, ϲύννοια, ἔλεγχοϲ, 
and ἀπόϲταϲιϲ; 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, P.Herc. 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 ϲύννοια (“a worried and downcast look”), see [Plato], Alc. 2 138a. 
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Column 36

1	   ̣  ̣ ( )̣ μῖϲοϲ πρ]ὸϲ τοῦτον
π̣ι[̣κραινο]μένων, ὥϲ
εἰϲιν ἀ̣κ̣ρ̣ά̣χ̣ολοι—δούλοιϲ
περίπτωϲ[ιϲ] ἁμαρτωλοῖϲ ̣    

5	 καὶ δι’ ἄ̣λ̣[λα π]ο̣λ̣[λὰ] πρά- 
γματα [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣γ-
  ̣]αζουϲι [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ]̣νοιϲ 
ἄνευ δε[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣

9	   ̣  ]̣κ̣α̣ν[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣   ̣
desunt ca. 7 lineae

17	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ε[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ν, ὥ̣[ϲπερ] τινὲϲ
ϲο]φοί τινων μ̣[ᾶλ]λον ἀ-
π̣ο̣δώϲουϲι φα[ντ]αϲίαν

20	 ὀ[̣ρ]γίλων, οἷϲ ἡ φυ̣ϲικ[ή, καθ’
ἃ π̣ροείπαμεν, πρόϲεϲ-
τ̣[ι] μᾶλλον, ἢ παρρηϲι-
αϲτικοὶ μᾶλλόν εἰϲι, δι’
ἃ̣[ϲ] α̣ἰτίαϲ ἐν τῶι Περὶ ⟦π⟧	

25	 π[αρ]ρηϲίαϲ λόγωι κατε-
τάξαμεν, ἢ τὰ τοιαῦτα
ϲυνκεκύρηκεν αὐτοῖϲ
μᾶλλον. οἷϲ δ’ οὐ πρόϲεϲτιν
οὐδὲ ϲυνέτυχεν ἃ λέ-

30	 ⸏ γομεν, οὐδ’ ἀποδώϲουϲι.
τῶν δὲ μὴ ϲοφῶν μηδὲ
ϲυνεγγιζόντων ὑπολη-
φθήϲονταί τινε[ϲ] ὀργιλώ-
τεροι καὶ τῶι πικρῶϲ λα-

35	 ⸏ λεῖν καὶ ἐπιτετα{γ}μένωϲ, 
ἐνίοτε δὲ καὶ λοιδόρουϲ

36.1–2  Wilke  ‖  4  Bücheler  ‖  5  Wilke post Gomperz  ‖  6  [παρέχει] Wilke  ‖ 
6–7  ἀνα]γ|[κ]άζουϲι Wilke  ‖  17  Wilke  ‖  18–20  Hayter  ‖  22, 24, 25, 33, 35 Gom-
perz
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Column 36

[hatred again]st him from those who are emb[ittered], 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,180 as we said before, or who are more given to frank criticism for 
the reasons we listed at length in our On Frank Speech,181 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,182 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 καθὰ προείπαμεν (“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 Nicasicrates’s 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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36.37 	 τιθέναι φωνὰϲ καὶ τῶι
κ̣[α]χυπόνουν ἔχειν τι καὶ
τῶι τὸν μειϲοπόνηρον ἐ-

40	 πιφαίνειν καὶ τῶι τὸν λογι- ‖

Column 37

1	 ζόμ̣[ενον] ὑποκ[ρ]ίνεϲθαι
χα[λεπότητα] ὅλην [πλειϲ-
των ἢ κοιν̣ῶϲ ἀνθρώπων,

⸏ ἢ τ̣[ῶ]ι βλά[π]τειν ἑαυτόν,
5	 ὅ φ[η]ϲι Νικαϲ[̣ικ]ράτηϲ [ἐ-

νίοτε ποιεῖν̣ κ̣αὶ τὸ[ν] ϲο̣-
φ̣[ό]ν, καὶ παρ’ ἄλλ[αϲ αἰτί]αϲ,
ὧν̣ φυλακὴν ὕϲτ̣̣[ερον] πα- 

⸐ ρα[ι]νέϲομε[ν  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣δε
10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ο̣φ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣

desunt fere 5 lineae
16	 οἱ μὲν τὸ πάθοϲ ὑπάρχ]ειν̣ 

αὐ[τὸ μ]ακά[ρ]ιον [ὑπο]λαμ-  
⸏ βά[ν]οντεϲ, v οἱ δὲ κακό̣ν,

τῶ[ι] δακνηρῶι προϲ⟦ε⟧πί-
20	 πτ⸌οντ⸍εϲ αὐτῆϲ. ἡμεῖϲ δὲ τῶι

καὶ̣ κ̣ατὰ φωνήν τινα πα-
ραλογιϲμὸν ἐντρέχειν
οὐχ ἁ̣πλῆν ποιούμεθ̣α
τὴν ἀπόφαϲιν, ἀλλὰ τὸ

25	 μὲν πάθοϲ αὐτὸ κατὰ δι-
άληψιν ἀποφαινόμε-
θα κακόν, ἐπειδὴ λυπη-
ρόν̣ ἐϲτιν ἢ ἀνάλογον

36.38 Gomperz  ‖  37.1  Gomperz  ‖  2  χα[λεπότητα Hayter (-τηθ’ Wilke)  ‖  2–3  Delat-
tre-Monet : τού]|των Gomperz  ‖  4–7  Gomperz  ‖  8  Bücheler  ‖  8–9  πα|ρα[ι]νέϲομε[ν 
Gomperz  ‖  9–10  μὴ]δὲ |[φιλοϲ]ο̣φ̣[- Janko  ‖  παρὰ] δὲ | [τοὺϲ ϲ]ο̣φ[οὺϲ Mewaldt  ‖  
16  * e.g. post Delattre-Monet ([τὸ πάθοϲ τι ὑπάρχ]ειν)  ‖  17–19  Gomperz



	 On the Painfulness of Natural Anger (Cols. 37.16–44.35)	 275

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,183 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 τινα goes with παραλογιϲμόν, not φωνήν, and the word in question is 
“anger,” which is confusing because of its various significations; cf. 16.34–40.
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37.29 	 λυπηρῶι, κατὰ δὲ τὴν
30	 ϲυνπλοκὴν τῆι διαθέϲει

κἂν ἀγαθὸν ῥηθήϲεϲθαι
νομίζομεν· ϲυνίϲταται
γὰρ ἀπὸ το̣[ῦ] βλέπειν ὡϲ ἡ
φύϲιϲ ἔχει τῶν πραγμά-

35	 των καὶ μηδὲν ψευδο-
δοξεῖν ἐν ταῖϲ ϲ[υ]μμε-
τρήϲεϲι τῶν ἐλα[ττ]ω̣-
μάτων καὶ ταῖϲ κολά̣ϲε̣-̣
ϲι τῶν βλαπτόντων. ὥϲτε

40	 καθ’ [ὃ]ν̣ τρόπον̣ ἐλέγομ̣[εν ‖

Column 38

1	 τὴν κ̣[ενὴν ὀρ]γὴν κακόν,
ὅτι ἀπὸ διαθέϲεωϲ γί-
νεται παν̣πονήρου
καὶ μυρία δυϲχερῆ ϲυν-

5	 επιϲπᾶται, δ̣[εῖ] λέγειν [οὐ
κα̣κ̣[ὸν τὴ]ν φυϲική̣[ν, ἀ]λ̣-
λά, κ̣α̣θὸ δηκτικόν ἐ[ϲτ]ί
τι, π̣[ερ]ὶ ἐλάχ̣ιϲτ̣[α γ]ί̣ν̣[ε-
ται,̣ [κ]α̣ὶ̣ καθ̣’ [ὃν τρόπον ἐ-

10	 πιφ[ερ-   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣
desunt 6 lineae

17	 κ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ον
δὲ τ[ὸ] ἀπὸ ϲπουδαίαϲ, οὐ
κακόν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀγαθόν,

20	 οὕτωϲ κακὸν ἐροῦμεν

37.33, 36, 37  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  40  [ὃ]ν̣ Gomperz  ‖  ἐλέγομ̣[εν Bücheler : ἔλεγον̣ [ 
Gomperz  ‖  38.1  Gomperz  ‖  3  legit McO, sic N : πα[ ̣]τιπονηρου O  ‖  5  δ̣[εῖ] λέγειν 
Hayter : τ̣[ῶι] λέγεϲ[θαι Wilke (λεγε[ P hodie)  ‖  οὐ Indelli  ‖  6  Wilke  ‖  6–7  ἀ]λ|λά 
Gomperz  ‖  7  ἐ[ϲτ]ί Gand., Wilke  ‖  8–9  ]ιν̣̣[ legit McO, γινε]|ται iam Wilke (vel 
ο]ὐ̣[κ ἐϲ]|ται McO)  ‖  9  Wilke  ‖  9–10  ἐ]|πιφ[έρομεν Mewaldt  ‖  18  Janko
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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 called184 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.185 [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 ἄν 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 symmetrēsis, 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 symmetrēsis 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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38.21 	 τὸ μὴ τὴν φυϲικὴν ὀρ- 
⸏ γὴν ἀναδέχεϲθαι—“κα-

κῶϲ” γὰρ “ἀκούων” καὶ πάϲ-
χων “ὅϲτιϲ οὐκ ὀργίζε-

25	 ται, πονηρίαϲ πλεῖϲτο[ν
τεκμήριον φέρει” κα̣[τὰ
τὸν Μένανδρον, ἐνίοτε
δὲ π̣ροκινηϲίαϲ ἢ λύτ-
τηϲ περὶ ἕτερα· διὸ φα-

30	 νερόϲ ἐϲτ̣[ι]ν ἐπὶ τοῖϲ ἐ-
λαχίϲτοιϲ παρὰ πόδαϲ 
εὐθέωϲ ἐξϲτηϲόμε-

⸏ νοϲ v —ἀγαθὸν δὲ τὸ ἀνα-
⸐ δέχεϲθαι. v παρὰ δὲ Νι-

35	 καϲικράτει λέγετα[ι] τὸ
τὴν φυϲικὴν ὀργὴν μὴ
μόνον κατὰ τὴν ἰδίαν
φύϲιν λυπεῖν, ἀλλὰ καὶ
ἐπιϲκοτεῖν τοῖϲ λογι[ϲ-

40	 ⸏ μοῖϲ, ὅϲον ἐφ’ ἑαυτῆι, κα[ὶ τὸ ‖

Column 39

1	 πρὸϲ ̣τὴν̣ [μετὰ] φ̣ίλων
ϲυμβίωϲι[ν] ἀν[ε]κ̣τὸν κα-
τὰ πᾶν καὶ ἀπ[αρ]ενόχλη-
τον ἐμποδ̣ίζ[̣ειν, καὶ] π̣ολ-

38.25  Hayter : πλείϲτη͙[ϲ Dobree  ‖  26, 30, 35  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  32  lege ἐκϲτ-  ‖  
40  κα[ὶ Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  τὸ Wilke  ‖  39.1  Wilke  ‖  2–3  Hayter  ‖  4  Hayter : 
ἐμποδιζ[ειν, τὰ δὲ] Gomperz
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not to accept natural anger—[22] for he who “is not enraged when men 
speak ill of him” and maltreat him “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,187 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 κακῶϲ ἀκούων ὅϲτιϲ οὐκ ὀργίζεται / πονηρίαϲ πλεῖϲτον τεκ-
μήριον φέρει is a fragment of Menander (513 Kassel and Austin 1998, 288; they print 
Nauck’s conjecture πιϲτὸν for πλεῖϲτον). 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 (κακῶϲ πάϲχειν) is prerequisite to natural anger, 
not just being slandered (κακῶϲ ἀκούειν).

187. A digression clarifies the Menander quotation still further. For the meaning 
of the hapax προκινηϲία, cf. Plutarch’s use of προκινέω at Adol. poet. aud. 36d: “and 
moreover, poems preopen and premove the souls of the young to the arguments in 
philosophy” (ἔτι δὲ [sc. τὰ ποιήματα] προανοίγει καὶ προκινεῖ τὴν τοῦ νέου ψυχὴν τοῖϲ 
ἐν φιλοϲοφίαι λόγοιϲ). 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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39. 5	 λὰ τ̣ῶ̣ν κ̣[ατη]ριθμ[ημέ-
νω[ν] ἐλα[ττ]ω̣μάτω[ν
ϲυνε[πι]φέρει̣ν̣· μὴ ϲυ[ν-
κ[ρίνα]ϲ δὲ̣ τ̣ῆι κεν[ῆι
καὶ τ[  ̣  ̣  ̣ ( )̣]ι  ̣ ἀγαθὰϲ [   ̣

10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ]̣υ[  ]̣την[  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
desunt 6 lineae

17	 τὸ ϲοφ̣[ὸν] κ̣αλεῖϲθαι, τῶν̣
δ’ ἀερίω̣ν ἀπέχειν, μη-
δ’ ἂν τεύξεϲθαι ⸌τῆϲ⸍ προϲη-

20	 γορίαϲ ταύτηϲ, εἰ τηλικοῦ-
τόν ἐϲτι κακόν. ἢ πῶϲ ἔ-
τι μετὰ παρρηϲίαϲ ἐροῦ-
μέν τ[ι] πρὸϲ τοὺϲ λόγουϲ
τῶν ἀφαιρούντων τοῦ ⟦ϲ⟧

25	 ϲπουδαίου ⟦ϲ⟧ πᾶϲαν ὀργήν; 
πῶϲ φυϲικὸν τὸ πρὸϲ τὰ
τηλικαῦτα ἐμποδίζον
καὶ τοϲούτων αἴτιον κα-

⸐ κῶν; εἰ δὲ ἀνέκφευκτον
30	 καὶ διὰ τοῦτο φυϲικὸν

λεγόμενον, πῶϲ οὐχὶ μέ-
γα κακὸν καὶ ϲοφοῖϲ ἐϲτιν
ὑπομενητόν; ἢ πῶϲ οὐχὶ
καὶ περὶ τοὺϲ χαρίενταϲ

35	 ὀργαί τινεϲ ὁρώμεναι; δι-
ότι παντὸϲ ἐϲτέρηνται
τοῦ προϲ⟦εν⟧⸌αν⸍αρτηθέντοϲ
ὑπὸ τούτων, ὀλίγον δέ
τι μόνον ἀνευδοκηϲίαϲ

40	 ϲυνε[πι]φέρονται τοῖϲ φυ- ‖

39.5–6  Gomperz  ‖  7  ϲυνε[πι]φέφει̣ν̣ Hayter  ‖  7–8  ϲυ[ν]|κ[ρίνα]ϲ Wilke  ‖  8  κεν[ῆι 
Gomperz  ‖  10  sub lineae initium, το O, iam deletae, quas Wilke superpositas cen-
suit  ‖  17  Bücheler  ‖  τῶν̣ Gomperz : τῶι ̣Hayter  ‖  23  Gomperz  ‖  25 ϲ expunctum 
in O (P non exstat hodie)  ‖  40  Gomperz, Spengel
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that have been e[nu]merated.188 [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? 189 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,190 then how is it not a great evil that 
must be endured even by sages?191 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. ἐξαριθμοῦμεν (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 πῶϲ οὐ introduces an incredulous question: “How is it not 
so?” 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

1	 ϲικὸν καὶ π̣ερὶ [τ]ὸν ϲοφὸ[ν
ἀκαριαῖ[ον] ποιήϲουϲι; κα-
ταλεί̣π[ει δὴ] καὶ πολὺ μᾶλ-
λ]ον ὁ [διαπ]είθ̣ων λ[όγο]ϲ, ἀ-

5	 νέκφ]ευκ̣τον [εἶναι τ]ὸ γέ-
νοϲ π]αντ[ί]. ὡϲ γὰ[ρ ἐν ἀρ-
χῆι] μ̣ικρὸν φαίνε[ται, ὕ- 
ϲτερον] δ̣’ ὡϲ ϲυνηυξ[η-
μένον ἐ]κ τῶν προϲθέ[ϲε-

10	 ων  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ενον τω̣[  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ν ἀλλ[  ̣  ̣
tres lineae desunt

15	 φευχ[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ]̣ομεν, [φα-
νερόν, ο̣ἷϲ οὐκ ἂν εἴπαιμεν
ἐγκυρεῖν τὸν εὐλόγιϲτον,
τῆι δὲ φυϲικῆι πάντωϲ πε-

⸏ ριπίπτειν, δι’ ἣν αἰτίαν
20	 ἀνέκφευκτον αὐτὴν ἐ-

δείκνυμεν ἀνθρώπω͙ν
⟦η⟧ φύϲει. ⸌καὶ⸍ γὰρ οὗτοϲ δήπου
μετέχων αὐτῆϲ οὐκ ἂν
οἷόϲ τ’ εἴη {ι} πᾶϲαν ἐκφεύ-

25	 γειν, ἀλλά τινοϲ ἐπιδεκτ[ι-
⸐ κ[ὸ]ϲ εἶναι πάντωϲ. v ἔξεϲ̣-̣

40.1  Gomperz  ‖  2  ἀκαριαῖ[ον Hayter  ‖  2–3  Gigante post Wilke (κα|ταλεί̣π[ε-
ται] ⟨δὴ⟩)  ‖  4  Wilke post Gomperz (ὁ [ἡμᾶϲ π]είθων) : [ϲυμπ]είθ̣ων Delattre-Mon-
et  ‖  5–6  εἶναι τ]ὸ γέ|[νοϲ Gomperz : [τοιοῦτ]ό γε | [ὂν Delattre-Monet  ‖  6  π]αντ[ί] 
Wilke : ἅπ]αντ[ι] Delattre-Monet  ‖  6–8  Wilke, qui etiam ci. ὡϲ γὰ[ρ ἀρχό⟨μενον⟩ | 
μὲν  ‖  7–8  μ]ικρὸν  φαίνε[ται, ὕ|ϲτερον] Wilke  ‖  8–9  ϲυνηυξ[η|μένον δ’ ἐ]κ Gom-
perz (δ’ om. Wilke)  ‖  9–10  προϲθέ[ϲε|ων Gomperz  ‖  10  ὀξὺ γενόμ]ενον Wilke : 
μέγα γενόμ]ενον Mewaldt  ‖  10–15 τῶ̣[ι | ματαίωι κακό]ν, ἀλλ’ [οὐ | τῶι ϲοφῶι· ὅτι 
γὰρ τούτωι  | τὰ τῶι πάθει παρακολου|θοῦντα κακὰ οὐχ ὡϲ ἀνέκ]|φευκ͙[τα ϲυνάψ]ομεν 
Philippson (15 “ἀνέκφευκ͙τον?” iam Wilke, ἐκ]|φεῦχ[θ’ Janko)  ‖  15  ἡμάρτο]μεν e.g. 
Janko  ‖  15–16  [φα]|νερόν Hayter  ‖  21  corr. Wilke (ανθρωπον P)  ‖  24  del. Gom-
perz  ‖  25–26  Gomperz, Spengel
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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.192 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.193 [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 ἀκαριαῖον is frequently glossed in ancient lexicons and scholia with 
βραχύ. Anger is βραχύϲ at 42.39, felt βραχέωϲ at 45.11 and 47.37, is ἀκαριαῖοϲ here, οὐ 
ϲύντονοϲ at 44.9, and felt οὐ ϲυντόνωϲ 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 ἀνευδοκηϲία here and ἀνευδόκητοϲ 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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40.27 	 τι δ’, εἴ τιϲ βούλεται καὶ κα-
τ’ ἰδίαν τούτου λόγον φέ- 
ρειν, ἀντὶ τ̣ο̣ῦ κοινοῦ τὸν

30	 ϲοφὸν ἐντ[ά]ξαι, καὶ τοῦ-
τον δὲ τὸν τρόπον κατα-
ϲκευάϲαι ταὐτό· βλαβεὶϲ
ὑπό τινοϲ ἑκουϲίωϲ ἢ
λαβὼν ἔνφαϲιν τοῦ βλα-

35	 βήϲεϲθαι, πότερον ἀδι-
άφορον ἀναδέξεται πά-

⸏ θοϲ, v ὥϲπ̣ερ ἐμβλέψαν-
τοϲ αὐτῶι τινοϲ, ἢ ἀλλό-
τριον, ἐπειδὴ τό γε οἰκεῖ-

40	 ον λέγειν ἀπόπληκτο[ν; ‖

Column 41

1	 ἀδιάφ[ορον μὲν] οὖν φά-
ναι βίαιον, εἰ δ’ ἀλλότριον
καὶ γινώϲκει, διότι κολαϲ-
θεὶϲ ἀναϲταλήϲεται καὶ

5	 τοὺϲ ἄλλουϲ ἐπ̣ιϲτήϲει, μα-
νικῶϲ οὐκ ἂν̣ ἔλθοι πά[λι]ν   
καθ’ ἕνα γέ τινα τρόπο[ν
δακώ̣ν. v τὸ δὲ τοιοῦτο[ν
ὀ]ργὴν [κ]α̣λοῦμεν. v ὁ δ’ ἐν̣

10	 ὀ]ρ̣γαῖ[ϲ πρ]ὸ̣ϲ τὰ μόνον βλ̣[ά-	
π]τοντ[α, χ]ωρὶ⟦α⟧ϲ δὲ πρὸ[̣ϲ
τὴν ἀλ]λ̣οτρίωϲιν [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
desunt 4 lineae

40.30  ἐντ[ά]ξαι Gomperz  ‖  τοῦτον {δε} Janko : {του} τόνδε Spengel : τοῦ|τον δὲ Gomperz  ‖   
40  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  41.1  ἀδιάφ[ορον  Hayter  ‖  μὲν] Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  6  Wilke  ‖   
7  Hayter  ‖  8  Gomperz  ‖  9  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  10  ὀ]ρ̣γαῖ[ϲ Gomperz  ‖  πρ]ὸ̣ϲ spatio 
convenit, ut vid., ⟨π⟩ρ]ὸ̣ϲ sic Wilke : ε]ἰ̣ϲ Gomperz  ‖  10–11  βλ̣[ά|π]τοντ[α Gomperz  ‖  
11  χ]ωρὶ⟦α⟧ϲ Wilke  ‖  πρὸ̣[ϲ Gomperz  ‖  12  Gomperz
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[26] It is possible, if someone wishes to offer an account194 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 
painful195 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,196 he (the sage) would be insane not to grit his 
teeth197 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 λόγον φέρειν, cf. [Plato], Epin. 973c2.
195. For ἀλλότριοϲ “alienating,” ergo painful, and οἰκεῖοϲ “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: δακὼν ἀνάϲχου, καρτέρηϲον εὐγενῶϲ (“grit your teeth and 
endure it; bear up like a good fellow”).
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41.17	 ⸏ θαι. v γί[νονται μ]ὲν οὖ[ν] πε-
ρὶ τοὺϲ ἀγαθοὺϲ ὀργαί, κἂν
εἰϲ τοὺ̣ϲ φίλουϲ ἁμάρτῃ

20	 τιϲ, κἂν εἰϲ ἑαυτὸν φίλοϲ
πληνμελήϲῃ, τοῖϲ ὅλοιϲ
εἰϲ αὐτὸν οὔτε διειλημ-
μένωϲ ο̣ὔτ’ ἀδιαλήπτωϲ
καινοῦ κακοῦ προϲδο-

25	 κωμένου καταντήϲειν.
ἀλλ’ ἡμεῖϲ ἐπὶ τῆϲ εἰϲ ἑ-
αυτὸν ἐρχομένηϲ ἔϲτη-

⸏ μεν βλάβηϲ. v ἀπόχρη γὰρ
ἐπιδεῖξαι τὸ κοινόν, ὅτι

30	 ϲυϲχεθήϲετ͙α͙ί͙ τιϲιν ὀρ-
⸏ γαῖϲ ὁ ϲοφόϲ. v καὶ φήϲει τιϲ,

ἀλλ’ εἰ διὰ τὸ βλάπτεϲθαι
καθ’ ἑκούϲιον τρόπον ὀργί-
ζεται, βλάπτεται δ’ ὑπό

35	 τινων εἰϲ τὰ μέγιϲτα, πῶϲ
οὐχὶ καὶ ⟦ου⟧ μεγάλην ὀργὴν
ἀναδέξεται καὶ ϲφοδρὰν
ἐπιθυμίαν ἕξει τοῦ μετελ-
θεῖν; v πρὸϲ ὃν ἐροῦμεν, ὅτι 

40	 τῶι βλάπτοντι τὰϲ τοιαύταϲ
β]λά[β]α̣ϲ ἢ φανερῶι [γ’ ὄν]τι ‖

41.17  γί[νονται Hayter  ‖  μ]ὲν οὖ[ν] Wilke  ‖  24  κο͙ινοῦ Rabbow  ‖  30  Hayter : ϲυϲ-
χεθηϲεϲθαι P  ‖  41  Hayter : φανερώϲ[͙αν]τι * post Spengel (-ον]τι) : φανερωι[ O φανει[̣ 
P, N
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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 fresh198 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. I.e., “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

1	 /	 διότι μ̣[ε]γά[λ]ω̣ϲ β̣λάψει,
προϲαλλοτριοῦται μὲν ἄ- 
κρωϲ καὶ μιϲεῖ (τοῦτο γὰρ ἀ-
κ̣[όλο]υθον), οὐ μέντοι γε τα-

5	 ρα[χ]ὴν ἀνα[δ]έχεται μεγά-
λη[ν], οὐ[δ’] ἔ[ϲτ]ιν̣ γέ [πώϲ] τ̣[ι] πα- 
ρὰ [μέγα] τ̣ῶν ἔξωθεν, [ὅ]τ’ οὐ-
δὲ κ̣[α]τὰ τὰϲ παρουϲία̣[ϲ] τῶν
μεγάλων ἀλγηδόνω̣[ν] με-

10	 γάλαιϲ ϲυνέχεται τ[αρα-
⸏ χαῖϲ, [πο]λλῶι δὲ μᾶλ̣λ[ο]ν̣

κατὰ [τὰ]ϲ ὀργάϲ· τὸ γὰ[ρ] δ̣ει-
ν̣ὰ̣ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣υετα̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
deest una linea

15	 ἐϲτι [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ην[  ̣  ]̣ τοῦ-
το δύναται, μυρίαϲ τε ϲυμ-
φορὰϲ ἔχει καὶ ϲυμπεπλε-
γ]μέναϲ καὶ ϲυνακολουθού-
ϲαϲ, v ὁ μ̣άλιϲτ’ αὐτὰϲ θεω-

20	 ⸏ ρῶν ϲοφὸϲ οὐκ ἂν ἐμπίπτοι.
τό τε [] ἐπιθυμεῖν τῆϲ κολά-
ϲεωϲ καθάπερ ἀπολαυ-
ϲτοῦ τιν̣οϲ, ὃ ϲυνέζευκται
ταῖϲ μεγάλαιϲ ὀργαῖϲ, μάται-

42.1  μ[ ̣]γα[ ̣]ω̣ϲ legit McO (μ[εγ]ά[λ]ωϲ iam Gomperz), sed hasta verticalis gammae 
longior et hasta horizontalis ad alpham ligata est : μ̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣]⟦α⟧⸌η⸍[ ̣  ̣]ιϲ̣ O (η super α scrip-
ta)  ‖  4, 5  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  6  μεγά|λη[ν] Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  οὐ[δ’] ἔ[ϲτ]ιν̣ γέ 
[πώϲ] τ̣[ι] Wilke : οὐ[δ]ὲ [φηϲ]ιν γ’ ε[ἶν]αι Delattre-Monet  ‖  7  [μέγα] Gomperz, 
Spengel  ‖  [ὅ]τ’ Hayter : [ὅ]τ⟨ι⟩ Wilke in apparatu  ‖  8  κ̣[α]τὰ Hayter  ‖  παρουϲία̣[ϲ 
Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  10  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  11  πο]λλῶι Spengel  ‖  μᾶλ̣λ[ο]ν ⟨ἢ⟩ 
Gomperz  ‖  12  Gomperz  ‖  13  [παθεῖν Philippson  ‖  λ]ύετα̣[ι Gomperz : κωλ]ύετα̣[ι 
Janko : φ]ύετα̣[ι Philippson  ‖  13–14  ἐξ ἀ|νοίαϲ] Philippson  ‖  14  [εἴ τιϲ οὖν μάταιόϲ] 
Indelli  ‖  15  [ϲυναφθ]ῆν[αι] Philippson  ‖  18  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  21  [δ’] Indelli
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Column 42

going to harm him greatly, he is alienated in the highest degree and hates 
him199—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: μιϲέω 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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42.25	 όν ἐ[ϲ]τιν οἰομένων μέ-
γιϲτον ἀγαθὸν εἶναι καὶ
καταϲτρεφόντων ὡϲ εἰϲ
δι’ αὑτὸ αἱρετὸν καὶ κο-
λάϲε[ι]ν οὐκ ἄλλωϲ νομι-

30	 ζόντων, καὶ ἀνημέρω⟦ϲ⟧ι
ϲυμπέπλεκται διαθέ-
ϲει, κα[θ]άπερ ὑπεδεί⸌ξ⸍αμεν
καὶ πρ̣οϊόντεϲ ἔτι παρα- 
ϲτήϲομεν. ὥϲτ’ οὐκ ἂν εἴ-

35	 η περὶ αὐτὸν ἅμα καὶ γι-
νώϲκοντα διότι τὴν ἀ-
κροτάτην ⟦νο⟧ ⸌κο⸍[μ]ίζετα[ι] τι-
μωρίαν ὁ τοιοῦτοϲ ἐξ ἑ-

⸏ αυτοῦ. v διὸ καὶ βραχείαιϲ̣ ̣
40	 ο̣[ ̣  ]̣τε[ ]̣νεινα̣ τελεωϲ[̣ ‖

Column 43

1	 ⸏   [̣ ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ( )̣] ϲυ̣νέχεται, καὶ δι- 
α[φ]ορα̣[ῖϲ] μὲν ὀνόματοϲ,
ἀ[λ]λ̣’ οὐ μὰ Δί⟦ϲτ⟧α ⟦δε⟧ ϲυνέγ-
γ̣[ι]ζο̣ν τ[ῶι] ὑπὸ τοῦτο τατ-  

5	 τ̣ο̣μ̣ένω[ι δια]νοήματι ἢ ⟦ι⟧
τοῖϲ ἄλ̣λ[ο]ιϲ ⟨ἃ⟩ τούτωι π[ρ]οϲα-
γορεύ]ο̣μεν. [οὐδὲ χρ]ὴ̣ τὴν
δ[ι]αφοράν, ἣν τὸ π[άθο]ϲ ἔ-

42.25, 29, 32  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  37  Gomperz  ‖  39  ad fin. ⟨καὶ⟩ Wilke  ‖  40  sic 
legit Wilke, fere O,  ̣  ̣  ̣τε  ̣νειν  ̣  ̣τ̣εμθωϲ N;  ἐ̣[πι]τέμ̣νειν ἀτέλε[ϲιν Wilke : ὡ̣[ϲ ἔ]ποϲ εἰπεῖν 
ἀτ̣έλεϲι̣ν̣̣ Delattre-Monet : ὀ[̣ργ]α͙ῖ͙ϲ ͙coni. Janko  ‖  43.1  ὁ̣ [ϲοφὸϲ Janko : ὀ̣[ργαῖϲ] Wilke 
(vel ϲ[̣), fort. τ̣[ leg. McO dub.  ‖  2  Wilke, qui etiam de δι|α[φ]όρο͙[ιϲ cog.  ‖  3  ἀ[λ]λ̣’ 
Wilke  ‖  i.e., μαλιϲταδε correxit librarius in μὰ Δία  ‖  ⟨τὸ⟩ ϲυν- Philippson  ‖  3–4  ϲυ-
νεγ|γ̣[ί]ζο̣ν Gomperz (ϲυνεγ| P) : ϲυνεπ̣[ό]|μ̣[ε]ν̣ον perperam Wilke  ‖  4–5  τ[ῶι] … 
τατ|τ̣ο̣μ̣ένω[ι Gomperz  ‖  5  δια]νοήματι Henry : ἢ ἐν]νοήματι Gomperz  : ἐν]νόημά τι 
Delattre-Monet  ‖  6  ⟨ἃ⟩ *  ‖  6–7  π[ρ]οϲα|[γορεύ]ο̣μεν Gomperz  ‖  7  [οὐδὲ Indelli et 
χρ]ὴ̣ Philippson : κατὰ δ]ὴ̣ Wilke post Gomperz  ‖  8  Hayter
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is the folly of those who think200 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).201 [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 τοῦτο 
in line 4 and τούτωι in line 6 refer to an ὄνομα (cf. l. 2), that of “rage” or “great anger.” 
The phrase τὸ ὑπὸ τοῦτο ταττόμενον would then be equivalent to τὸ ὑποτεταγμένον 
τοῦτωι τῶι φθόγγωι (“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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43.9 	 χει πρὸϲ τὸ γινόμε[ν]ον πε-		
10	 ρὶ [τ]ο̣ὺϲ πολλούϲ, ἐπ̣[ιϲ]τ̣ῆϲαι

ἢ [μετ]ελθεῖν τιν[α, μ]η̣δ’ ἂν
θυμὸν] αὐτὸ προϲ[αγο]ρεύ- 
ωμεν, τ]ο[ῦ] ὀν[όματοϲ ἕνε-
[κεν ἀγνοεῖν. τὸ δ’ ἀϲθενέϲ]

15	 τι [λέγειν ὀργὴν] γ̣[ί]ν[εϲ-
θαι καὶ τῶι ϲοφῶι περιά- ⟦π⟧
πτειν, ὥϲτε καὶ τοῦτον
ἀϲθενῆ ποιεῖν, οὐ παρενο-
χλήϲει, καθάπερ ἐν[ί]οιϲ, οἳ

20	 πάνδεινον ἡγήϲαντο, ταῖϲ
Κυρίαιϲ Δόξαιϲ ἀντιγρά-
φοντεϲ, εἰ τετόλμηκέ τιϲ
ἐν ἀϲθενείαι λέγειν ὀ̣ργὴν
καὶ χάριτα καὶ πᾶν τὸ τοι-

25	 ⸏οῦτον, v Ἀλεξάνδρο[υ] τοῦ
πάντων πλεῖϲτον ἰϲχύϲαν-
τοϲ ὀργαῖϲ τε πολλαῖϲ ϲυν-
εϲχημένου καὶ κεχαριϲ-
μένου μυρίοιϲ. οὐ γὰρ ἡ ⟦ι⟧ τῆι

30	 τῶν ἀθλητῶν καὶ βαϲι-
λέων ἀντίθετοϲ ἀ[ϲ]θέ-
νεια λαμβάνεται κατὰ
τ⟦ι⟧⸌ὸν⸍ λόγον, ἀλλ’ ἡ δεκτικὴ 
καταϲκευὴ καὶ φύϲιϲ θανά-

35	 του καὶ ἀλγηδόνων, ἧϲ καὶ
Ἀλέξανδροϲ δήπου καὶ
πᾶϲ ὅλωϲ ἄνθρωποϲ με-
τέϲχηκεν, εἰ μὴ καὶ μάλιϲ-
θ’ οἱ κατ’ ἐκεῖνο δυνατώ-

43.9  Gomperz  ‖  10–11  Hayter (ἐπ̣[ιϲ]τ̣ῆϲαι cf. 41.5)  ‖  11  i.e., ἐάν  ‖  12  θυμὸν] Delat
tre-Monet : ὀργὴν] Wilke  ‖  12–13  προϲ[αγο]ρεύ|[ωμεν Wilke  ‖  13–14  Philippson 
post Wilke (τ]ὸ [δ’] ὄν[ομα)  ‖  15  [λέγειν ὀργὴν] Indelli  ‖  15–16  γ̣[ί]ν[εϲ]|θαι Wilke  ‖   
19  Gomperz  ‖  25  Gomperz, Spengel
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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].202 

[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,203 
who, writing against the Kyriai Doxai, thought it was outrageous that 
someone204 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 meant205 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,206 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” (τὸ πάθοϲ) 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 ἄν as long (= ἐάν); [ὀργὴν] (“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 λαμβάνω meaning “understand (sc. in a certain sense),” see LSJ, s.v. 
A.I.9.c.

206. A gnomic perfect.
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43.40	 τατοι λεγόμενοι, καθά-
⸐ περ οὗτοϲ. v καὶ θυμ[οῦ τοί- ‖

Column 44

1	 νυν δεκτικὸϲ εἶναι ῥηθή- 
ϲετα[ι] ὁ ϲοφόϲ, ἧ⸌ι⸍ που κἀπὶ τὸ
κοινότατον εἰώθαμεν φέ-
ρειν ταύτην τὴν προϲηγο-

5	 ρίαν· ἧι δ’ ἐπὶ τὸ ϲύντονον
κατὰ [τ]ὸ μέγεθοϲ ἢ καὶ ἐπὶ
τὴν ὡϲ πρὸ̣[ϲ] ἀπ[ολ]αυϲτὸν ὁρ-
μήν, οὐ δήπουθε[ν ε]ἴπαιμ⟨εν⟩ ἄν̣.
ο]ὔ̣τε γὰρ ϲυντόν̣[οι]ϲ περιπί-

10	 π]τει πάθεϲι το̣[ιού]τοιϲ· μα-
νί]α γάρ, ἐπεὶ κ[αὶ] μυρίων	
ὅϲων κ]ακῶν [  ]̣ παρ’ αυτο[  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ια[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ( )̣] φευξό̣μ[ε- 	
[θα   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣      ̣

15	 deest una linea
[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣ οὔτε ὡϲ πρὸϲ]
ἀ]π̣ο̣[λαυϲτ]όν (οὐδὲ γὰρ ἡ̣δ[ύ
τι προϲφέρεται) ἀλλ’ ὡϲ πρὸ[̣ϲ
ἀναγκαιότατον, ἀηδέϲτα-

20	 τον δὲ παραγίνεται, καθά-
περ ἐπὶ πόϲιν ἀψινθίου καὶ
τομήν. ἀνήμεροϲ γάρ, κα-

43.41  Hayter  ‖  44.2, 6, 7  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  8  ε]ἴπαιμ⟨εν⟩ ἂν Wilke : ε]ἴπαιμ’ ἂν 
Gomperz (elisione insolita)  ‖  9–10  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  11  Gomperz  ‖  12  ad init. 
ὅϲων] Janko : γέμει] Gomperz  ‖  κ]ακῶν Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  [ἡ] Philippson  ‖  παρ’ 
αὑτὸ[ν Indelli : παρ’ αὐτο[ὺϲ Gomperz, Spengel : παραυτό[θεν Delattre-Monet (fort. 
longius)  ‖  13  τιμωρ]ία Delattre-Monet (spatio quadrat) : ἐπιθυμ]ία Philippson (fort. 
longius)  ‖  [ἣν καὶ] φευ- Philippson  ‖  13–14  φευξό̣μ[ε|θα Wilke  ‖  14–15  [πᾶϲαν ὡϲ 
μέγιϲτον οὖ|ϲαν κακόν] Philippson  ‖  15–16  [οὔτε πρὸϲ (τὴν) | κόλαϲιν ὁρμᾶι, ὡϲ πρὸϲ] 
Bücheler (τὴν ins. Indelli)  ‖  16  * e.g. post Bücheler et Indelli  ‖  17  ἀ]π̣ο̣[λαυϲτ]όν 
Bücheler  ‖  ἡ̣δ[ύ Gomperz  ‖  18  Gomperz, Spengel
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are called207 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.208 
[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.209 [22] For 
the untamed man is, 

207. For a participle used like this without εἰϲί, 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 orgē 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 (δάκνονται), 
and (become) like those who call in wise physicians for an operation, who apply the 
scalpel to the sick.” 
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44.23 	 τὰ τὸν Ὅμηρον “ἀφρήτωρ”
καὶ “ἀθέμιϲτοϲ,” ὄντωϲ “ἔρα-

25	 ται πολέμου” καὶ τιμωρίαϲ
ἀνθρώπων, ὁ δὲ ϲοφὸϲ ἡμε-
ρώτατοϲ καὶ ἐπιεικέϲτα-
τοϲ. ὅ τε ἐπιθυμῶν τῆϲ κο-
λάϲεωϲ οὕτω⟦ι⟧ παρίϲταθ’ ὡϲ

30	 πρὸϲ αἱρετὸν δι’ αὑτὸ τὴν 
τιμωρίαν, εἴ γε καὶ ϲυνκα-
ταδύνειν προαιρεῖται, ϲο-	
φὸν δὲ μανία καὶ διανοεῖϲ-
θαι παριϲτάμενον ὡϲ πρὸϲ 

35	 τοιοῦτο τὴν κόλαϲιν. ἔξεϲ-
τιν δὲ καὶ τῶν προενεχθη-
ϲομένων εἰϲ τὴν παραμυ-
θίαν ἐνίοιϲ χρήϲαϲθαι λό-
γοιϲ ἐπιλογιϲτικοῖϲ τοῦ προ-

40	 κ̣ει̣μ̣̣ένου χειριϲμῶι διαλ-
⸐ λάξανταϲ. v ἀρέϲκει δὲ καὶ ‖

Column 45

1	 τοῖϲ καθηγεμόϲιν οὐ τὸ
κ̣ατ̣[ὰ] τὴν πρόληψιν [τ]α̣ύ-
την θυμωθήϲεϲθαι τὸν ϲο-
φ]όν, ἀλλὰ τὸ κατὰ τὴν κοι-

5	 ν]ο̣τέραν. καὶ γὰρ ὁ Ἐπίκου-
ρ]ο̣ϲ ̣ἐν ταῖϲ Ἀναφωνήϲεϲιν
δ]ιαϲαφεῖ [τό] τε θυμωθή- 
ϲεϲθαι καὶ̣ [τὸ] μετρίωϲ· καὶ

45.2  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  4  Hayter  ‖  5, 6  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  7  τό] τε Gomperz, 
Spengle [πο]τε Delattre-Monet  ‖  8  Spengel : καί[τοι] Delattre-Monet
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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,210 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 explanation211 (of 
this problem) that take account of the present subject, among which are 
those we will presently bring forward in its support,212 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.213 
[5] In fact, Epicurus makes clear in his First Appellations214 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 ἐπιλογιϲμόϲ, 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 λόγοϲ (49.27). For “explanation,” see LSJ, s.v. “παραμυθία,” 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 Anaphōnēseis is mentioned only here, and this is its only fragment. Sedley
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45.9	 ὁ Μητρόδω̣[ρ]οϲ, εἰ κυρ[ί]ωϲ
10	 λέγει τὸ̣ [τοῦ] ϲοφοῦ θυμόϲ,

ϲυνεμφα[ίνε]ι τὸ λίαν βρα-
χέωϲ· v τ[ὸ] δ’ [ὅτ]ι θυμωθή̣[ϲ]ε-
ται v καὶ τῶ̣[ι Ἑρ]μ̣άρχωι π̣[  ̣  ]̣αι
  ̣  ̣]τον[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ην

15	 deest una linea
ὥϲτε θαυμάζειν ἐπ̣[ὶ τοῖϲ
βυβλ⸌ι⸍ακοῖϲ εἶναι θέλουϲιν,
ὅτι ταῦτα καὶ τὰ πρότερον
ἐπιϲημανθέντα παρα-

20	 λιπόντεϲ ἐξ ἀκολουθίαϲ
τὸ θυμωθήϲεϲθαι κατὰ
τοὺϲ Ἄνδραϲ τὸν ϲοφὸν ἀ-
πεδείκνυον. v αἵ τε πίϲτειϲ
αὐτῶν αἱ περὶ τοῦ θυμωθή-

25	 ϲεϲθαι v τοϲοῦτον ἀποδέουϲι
τοῦ κατὰ πᾶϲαν ἔννοιαν θυμοῦ
θυμωθ[ήϲεϲθα]ι προϲάγειν,
ὅπερ ὤφειλον, εἰ διὰ παν-
τ̣ὸϲ οὐ καὶ τὴν ὀργὴν καὶ τὸν

30	 θυμὸν κατηγορουμένωϲ οὐ-
δὲ τὸ κοινῶϲ ὀργιϲθήϲεϲ-
θαι, καθάπερ ὑποδείξομεν,
παριϲτάνουϲι. δῆλον δ’ ὅτι
καὶ καθὸ μεγέθει καὶ καθὸ

35	 ποιότητι διαφέρει τῆϲ
ὀργῆϲ, οὐδὲ φυϲικόϲ ἐϲτιν
ὁ θυμόϲ· οἱ δὲ μὴ καλῶϲ πό-
τ’ ἐπὶ ταὐτὸ καὶ πότ’ οὐκ ἐπὶ
ταὐτὸ φέρετ’ ὀργὴ καὶ θυ- ⟦μ̣⟧

45.9  ὁ Μητρόδω̣[ρ]οϲ Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  κυρ[ί]ωϲ Gomperz 10  τὸ̣ [τοῦ] Henry :  
τὸ̣ [μὲν] * post Spengel (τὸ̣ [μὲν ὡϲ]) : το̣[ῦ δὲ] Gigante : τή̣[κει] Delattre-Monet  ‖  
11–12  Hayter  ‖  13  τῶ̣[ι Ἑρ]μ̣άρχω[ι Gomperz  ‖  ad fin. π̣ legit Wilke : κ O  ‖  13–
14  π̣[αρ]αι|[τη]τὸν [μὲν οὐ δοκεῖ, ἀλλὰ Wilke  ‖  14–15  τ]ὴν | [ϲύντονον μόνον ὀργήν·] 
Philippson  ‖  16  Spengel  ‖  27  Hayter
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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,215 that they ignored these and the things I mentioned before, 
and as a result216 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,217 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 ἀναφωνήϲειϲ should be identified with the “natural” and 
primal meanings of words; cf. Demetrius Laco, On Textual Criticism, 67.7–9: φύϲει τὰϲ 
πρῶταϲ τῶν ὀνομάτων ἀναφωνήϲειϲ γεγονέναι λέγομεν (“we say that the first appella-
tions of words came into being by nature”); see further in the introduction, pp. 41–43.

215. The βιβλιακοί 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 Laco’s Textual Problems. See Sedley 1998, 62–93; and Del Mastro’s (2014, 
184–87) reconstruction of the title Πρὸϲ τοὺϲ φαϲκοβιβλιακούϲ Α, in P.Herc. 1005/862 
(partially published in Angeli 1988a).

216. LSJ (s.v. “ἀκολουθία”) singles out this passage for ἐξ ἀκολουθίαϲ “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 εἰ as “since,” see Smyth §§2246 and 2698b and d. κατη-
γορουμένωϲ 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 Tarán (1978). 
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45.40	 μὸϲ ἐπ̣ιλ̣̣ελογιϲμένοι, κα-
θ]ὸ διαπίπτουϲι κἀν τῶι πε- ‖

Column 46

1	 ριπίπτειν ἢ μὴ περιπί-
πτειν θυμῶι δ̣οξάζειν
τ̣ὸ̣ν ϲοφόν ⟦δ⟧ v —εὔϲημ[ον] οἶμαι
τοῖϲ παρηκολουθηκό[ϲ]ιν̣ οἷϲ

5	 ἐν τῶι λόγωι τῶι περὶ τού-
των ἐπεϲημηνάμεθα. v ταῦ-
τα μὲν ο̣[ὖ]ν τὰ παρ’ ἡμῶ[ν
ἢ κα[ὶ] τὰ περὶ [ἡ]μ̣ῶν [ὑπὲρ
τοῦ φυ̣[ϲι]κήν τι[ν]α ὀρ[γὴν εἶ-

10	 ναι κατ̣αϲκευάζουϲ[ι] λό-
γοιϲ [π]ρ̣ο̣θέντε[ϲ] ἀ̣ντείπα-
μεν [δὴ] τὸ τὸν ϲο[φ]ὸ̣ν ὀργιϲ-

⸏ θήϲε[ϲθαι]. τ̣ιν̣̣ὲϲ [δὲ καὶ] θυμω- 
θή[ϲεϲθαι τὸν ϲοφό]ν̣ φα-

15	 ϲι   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣   ̣( )̣]ν και
  ̣ ( )̣]ον. ἐπὶ̣ τ̣ούτ[οιϲ οὖν κέ-  		
χρηνται καὶ τοι[ούτοιϲ ἐ-
πιλογιϲμοῖϲ. εἰ τ̣[οῖ]ϲ καλῶϲ
παρ’ ἑαυτοὺϲ κ[εχ]ρημένο[ιϲ

20	 εὐχαριϲτήϲει ϲοφὸϲ ἀνήρ,
καὶ τοῖϲ ἑκουϲί⟦οι⟧⸌ω⸍ϲ βλάψα-

⸏ ϲιν αὐτὸν ὀργιϲθήϲεται· [εἰ
δ’ οὐκ ὀργιϲθήϲεται τού-

45.41  Gomperz  ‖  46.3, 4  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  7  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  8  κα[ὶ] … 
[ἡ]μ̣ῶν Wilke  ‖  ad fin. [ὑπὲρ Delattre-Monet : [τε καὶ Gomperz  ‖  9–10  Gomperz, 
Spengel  ‖  11  Wilke post Gomperz ([οἷϲ π]ρο-)  ‖  12  [δὴ] Wilke  ‖  ϲο[φ]ὸ̣ν Gom-
perz, Spengel  ‖  12–13  ὀργιϲ|θήϲε[ϲθαι Gomperz  ‖  13 [δὲ καὶ] Gomperz, Spengel : 
[δ’ ἡμῶν] Delattre-Monet  ‖  14  θυμω|θή[ϲεϲθαι Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  14–15  τὸν ϲοφό]ν̣ 
φα|[ϲίν Wilke  ‖  15  οὐχ ἧττον ἢ τὸ]ν Philippson : οὐχ οὕτωϲ ὡϲ τὸ]ν Delattre-Monet  ‖   
15–16  κο͙ι|[ν]όν Indelli  ‖  16  Wilke  ‖  17–19, 22, Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  22  αὐτῶ͙ν 
McO (cf. p. 124)
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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]:219

[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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46.24 	 τοιϲ, οὐδ’ ἐκείνοιϲ εὐχαρι[̣ϲ-
25	 τήϲει. τὸ γὰρ ἀντίϲτρο- ⟦φ⟧

φον γίνεται πάθοϲ ἐπὶ θα-
τέρου πρὸϲ θάτερον, καὶ
κινεῖ, καθάπερ τὴν εὐχα-
ριϲτίαν, οὕτω καὶ τὴν ὀρ-

30	 γὴν τὸ ἑκούϲιον. ὡϲ γὰρ εὐ-
χαριϲτοῦμεν ο[ὔ]τε τοῖϲ ἀψύ-
χοιϲ τῶν ποιητικῶν οὔτε
τοῖϲ ἀπροαιρέτ⟦οι⟧⸌ω⸍ϲ τι πα-
ραϲκευάζουϲι τῶν [ἐμ]ψύχων,

35	 οὕτωϲ οὐδ’ ἀγανακτοῦμεν.
οἱ δὲ φυϲικῶϲ φαϲιν ἡμᾶϲ
ἐπὶ τὴν ὀργὴν ὥϲπερ ἐπὶ
τὴν εὐχαριϲτίαν ὁ̣[ρ]μᾶν
διὰ τὴν ἀντίϲτροφ̣ο̣ν̣ αἰ-

40	 ⸏ τίαν. v ὥϲπερ τε πολ[λο]ῖϲ πε-
ριπεϲό̣ντεϲ, ὅτ[α]ν οἶνο[ν] ⟦π⟧ ‖

Column 47

1	 προϲενέγκωνται, μεθυϲ-
κομένο̣ιϲ̣—̣[οὐ] μόνον ἄφρ̣ο-
ϲιν, ἀλλὰ κα̣ὶ ϲυνετοῖϲ, καὶ
οὐ μᾶλλ[ον ἐ]κείνοιϲ ἢ τού-

5	 τοιϲ—καταλ̣αμβάνομεν ὅ-
τ[ι] τὸ μεθ̣ύειν ο̣[ὐ] ϲυμβαί-
ν̣[ει] πα[ρ’] ἀλογ̣ιϲτίαν, ἀλ̣λά, κἂν
οἱ] ϲοφ[οὶ μεθύωϲι, π]α̣ρὰ̣ [ϲοφί-

46.24  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  31, 34  Gomperz  ‖  38  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  40  Hayter  ‖  
41  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  47.2  Hayter  ‖  4  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  6  Hayter  ‖  7  Gom-
perz  ‖  8–9  Wilke : π]α̣ρά̣[λογον, | οὕτω καὶ ϲαφ]ὲϲ Delattre
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the latter, he will not feel gratitude to the former.220 [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.221 (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 (δεκτι-
κὸϲ ὀργῆϲ), as Kyr. dox. 1 implies, he must also be liable to gratitude (δεκτικὸϲ χάριτοϲ) 
on the same grounds, set forth already in 43.14–44.14. So far Philodemus agrees. Note 
that παρ’ ἑαυτούϲ (46.19), ἑκουϲίωϲ (46.21, 48.7–8), τὸ ἑκούϲιον (46.30), and κατὰ προ-
αίρεϲιν (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 orgē are to that extent mirrors of each other.
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47.9 	 αν,  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ]̣εϲ̣ οὐ μόνο̣[ν
10	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   ̣  ̣  ]̣ιο̣υϲ, ὅταν ἑκο̣[υ-

ϲίωϲ ὑπό τι]ν̣οϲ βλαβῶϲ[ιν,
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]υ̣ϲ τῆϲ τοὺϲ [  ̣  ̣
  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣]το μὲν οὖ[ν] ερου- 

14	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣αται ο̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣   
desunt 2 lineae

17	 αἰτίαν ο̣[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ προϲ-
⸏ άπτεϲθα̣[ι]. v ϲυνέχεταί τε

οὐδὲ τ[αῖϲ] μ̣αταίοιϲ ὀργαῖϲ
20	 ὁ μάταιοϲ ̣[γε]νόμενοϲ κε-

ρ]αυνόπλ̣[ηκ]τοϲ, ἀλλὰ κα-
τὰ τὰϲ ὑπολήψειϲ τὰϲ προ-
η]γουμέναϲ· v ὁ μὲν βεβλά-
φ]θαι δοκ[ῶ]ν, ὁ δὲ̣ κ̣αὶ μεγά-

25	 λ̣⟦οι⟧⸌ω⸍ϲ, [  ̣  ̣ ( )̣]εν[  ̣  ̣τ]ὰϲ ὑπολήψειϲ
οὐκ ἔχων [ταύ]ταϲ, ὑπὲρ ἄλ-
λων δ’ ἔχω[ν], ἐπ’ ἐκείνοιϲ
μὲν ἀόργητόϲ ἐϲτιν, ἐπὶ
δὲ τούτοι[ϲ ἐ]ξίϲταθ’· ὥϲτ’ εἰ

30	 τὸ διερεθί[ζε]ϲθαι κοινῶϲ ⟦υ⟧
ὑπολήψε[ϲι]ν̣ ἐπακολουθεῖ,
βλαπτόμ̣⸢ενοϲ⸣ δ’ ὁ ϲοφὸϲ ὑ-
πό τινοϲ [ἑ]⸢κου⸣ϲίωϲ ὑπο- 
λαμβάνει βλάπτεϲθαι, τη-

35	 λικοῦτο δὲ μόνον ὅϲον βέ-

47.9–18  οὕτωϲ ϲαφ]ὲϲ οὐ μόνο̣[ν |10 τοὺϲ ματα]ί̣ουϲ, ὅταν ἑκο̣[υ|ϲίωϲ ὑπό τι]ν̣οϲ βλα-
βῶϲ[ιν, | ἐπιδεκτικο]ὺ̣ϲ τῆϲ ⟨ὀργῆϲ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ⟩ τοὺϲ [ϲο|φούϲ. διὰ τοῦ]το μὲν οὖ[ν] 
ἐροῦ|μεν, ὥϲπερ δύν]αται ὁ̣ [ϲοφὸϲ |15 μεθύϲκεϲθαι κατὰ φύϲιν, | οὕτωϲ χρὴ διὰ τὴν αὺτὴν] 
| αἰτίαν ὀ̣[ργὴν αὐτῶι] προϲ|άπτεϲθα̣[ι] Philippson post 10–11 ἑκο̣[υ|ϲίωϲ Wilke et 13–14 
διὰ τοῦ]το μὲν οὖ[ν] ἐροῦ|[μεν Gomperz  ‖  13–14  οὐ[κ] ἐροῦ|[ϲι Janko  ‖  14  τοῖϲ 
μ]αταίο̣[ιϲ Gomperz  ‖  17–18  περ͙͙ι|͙άπτεϲθα[ι Delattre-Monet, cf. 43.16–17  ‖  20 Hay-
ter : γι]νόμενοϲ Spengel  ‖  21  Spengel  ‖  23  Gomperz  ‖  24  Hayter  ‖  25  [  ̣  ̣ ( ̣)]εν[  ̣  ̣  ̣]αϲ  
P : [ἐν] ἐν[ίοιϲ] Delattre-Monet (longius?) : παρ’] ἔν[ια DA : ἐφ’] ἐν[ίων McO : κ]εν[ὰϲ 
Janko : τῶν μ]ὲν [τ]ὰϲ Gomperz (non quadrat) : [ὑπὲρ μὲν ἐνίων τ]ὰϲ Wilke (e.g., valde 
longius)  ‖  26  Spengel : [πιϲ]τὰϲ Delattre-Monet  ‖  27, 29, 30, 31  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖   
32–33  collocavit hic litteras subpositas ex col. 48 Wilke, ut coni. Hayter



	 The Maximalists (Cols. 44.35–50.8)	 305

not only … whenever they are intentionally harmed by someone … then 
… say … cause.222 [18] (C) And it is not because lightning hit the fool-
ish person223 that he is liable to foolish fits of anger but according to the 
suppositions224 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,225 
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. I.e., 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 ψευδοδοξίαν at col. 6.14–15. They now 
reappear as necessary parts of the definition both of natural and empty anger.

225. The phrase ὑπό τινοϲ ἑκουϲίωϲ is placed ambiguously between βλαπτόμε-
νοϲ and ὑπολαμβάνει βλάπτεϲθαι, 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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47.36 	 βλαπται, πάντωϲ μὲν ὀργιϲ-
θή̣ϲεται, βραχέωϲ δὲ διὰ
τὸ μηδέποτε μεγάληϲ ἔμ-
φαϲιν βλάβηϲ λαμβάνειν, οὐ-

40	 δὲν εἶναι παρὰ μέγα τῶν ἔ-
ξωθεν ἡγού[με]νοϲ. ἔνιοι δὲ ‖

Column 48

1	 καὶ περὶ τοῦ θυμωθήϲε[ϲ-
/	 θαι τὸν ϲοφὸν ⸌τού⸍τοιϲ προϲεχρή-
⸏ ϲαντο. τῶι πρώτωι τοιγαρ-

οῦν π̣α̣ρ̣αβληθήϲεται τ[οι-
5	 οῦτοϲ λόγοϲ· εἰ φυϲικῶϲ ὁ̣ρ̣-

μῶμεν ἐπὶ τὸ ϲυντόνωϲ
εὐχ̣[αριϲ]τεῖν τ̣[ο]ῖϲ ἑκουϲ[ί-
ωϲ εὐ[εργετήϲα]ϲιν, ἐκκα-
λού]μεθα φ[υϲικ]ῶϲ κἀ[πὶ

10	 τὸ] ϲυ̣[ν]τόνω[ϲ ὀρ]γίζεϲθαι
τ̣[ο]ῖ̣ϲ β[λ]άψ̣[αϲ]ι κατὰ [π]ρο-
αίρε]ϲι[ν]· ὡϲ [δὲ κ]αὶ ϲοφὸ[ϲ

13	 εὐχα]ρ[ι]ϲτεῖ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
desunt 4 lineae

18	   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ἐ]πειδὴ καὶ τ̣[ὰϲ ὠφε-
λίαϲ ἡγεῖται τὰϲ ἔξωθ[εν

20	 βαιάϲ· οὐκ ἐπὶ τῶν κακῶν
γοῦν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀγα-
θῶν τίθεται τὸ μηθὲν̣ εἶ-
ναι παρὰ μέγα τῶν ἔξω-
θεν. ἀλλ’ οὐ μόνον τοῖϲ ϲο-

25	 φὸν ποιήϲαϲιν εὐχαριϲ-

47.41  Hayter  ‖  48.1, 4  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  7  Hayter  ‖  8  Gomperz  ‖  8–9  ἐκ-
κα|[λού]μεθα φ[υϲικ]ῶϲ Hayter  ‖  κ[ἀπὶ Wilke  ‖  10–11  Gomperz  ‖  11–12  [π]ρο-| 
[αίρε]ϲι[ν] Wilke  ‖  12–13  [δὲ κ]αὶ ϲοφὸ[ϲ] |  εὐχα]ρ[ι]ϲτεῖ Gomperz : ϲοφὸ[ν] | εὐχα-]
ρ[ι]ϲτεῖ[ϲθαι Janko vel εὐχα]ρ[ι]ϲτεῖ[ν *  ‖  18–19  Gomperz
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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.226 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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48.26 	 τεῖ μεγάλωϲ, ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖϲ
ἔνια τῶν ἄλλων παρα-
ϲκευάϲαϲιν. εἰ δ’ ἐρεῖ τιϲ
εἰϲ ̣[τ]ὴν προαίρεϲιν [ἀ]τε-

30	 νίζοντα τοῦτο πράττε[ι]ν,
ταὐτὸ δηλονότι καὶ ἐ-

/	 πὶ τῆϲ ὀργῆϲ προϲδέξεται.
φανερὸν δ’ ὃ χρὴ λέγειν καὶ
πρὸϲ [τὸ]ν̣ ἑξῆϲ, χειριϲμῶι

35	 δ̣ὲ μ[ό]νον διαλλάττον-
⸐ τα λόγον. v ἄθλιόν γε μ̣ὴν

οἰητέον εἶναι τὸν ἑξῆϲ·
περί τε γὰρ τοῦ μεθυϲθή-
ϲεϲθαι καὶ τὸν ϲοφόν, εἰ μὲν

40	 ἀποφαίνονται τοὺϲ πε-
ρὶ τὸν Ἐπίκουρον κ[ε]χρῆϲθαι ‖

Column 49

1	 τῶι καὶ τοὺϲ χα[ρ]ίεν[ταϲ, φλ]υ-
α̣ροῦϲιν· v εἰ δ’ ἑα[υ]τούϲ, ἀτόπωϲ
περὶ ἐκείνου φ[ανερὸ]ν ἐκ τού-

⸏ των ϲυλλογίζ[ε]ϲ[θ]αι· v τῶι τε
5	 παραπληϲίωι τρόπωι πορευ-

όμενόϲ τιϲ ἀπ̣οδ[εί]ξει τ̣ὸ
καὶ φ[ιλ]οδοξ[ή]ϲει[ν ἢ ἐραϲ- 
θήϲε[ϲθ]αι τὸ[ν ϲο]φὸν [καὶ μυ-	
ρίοι[ϲ ἄ]λλοιϲ ϲ[υϲ]χεθήϲ[εϲθαι

48.29, 30  Hayter  ‖  34  Spengel  ‖  35, 41  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  49.1  Hayter  ‖  
⟨αὐ⟩τῶι add. et καὶ τοὺϲ χαρίενταϲ del.  Gomperz  ‖  3  Wilke : φ[αῖεν ἂ]ν Henry  ‖  
4  Gomperz  ‖  6  Hayter  ‖  7  φ[ιλ]οδοξ[ή]ϲει[ν Gomperz  ‖  ἢ Wilke : καὶ Gomperz  ‖  
7–8  ἐραϲ]|θήϲε[ϲθ]αι Gomperz, Spengel, sed μα  ̣  ‖  legit Wilke (μ habet O) quae for-
tasse ad lineam sequentem pertinent  ‖  8–10  Gomperz (9 ἄ]λλοιϲ iam Hayter)
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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.227

[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.228 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,229 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 χαρίειϲ, 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 ϲυνετόϲ (“intelligent”), which appeared in the parallel passage at 47.3, where epilo­
gismos B was first stated. 
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49.10	 ⟦το[ν ϲο]φον⟧ π[άθ]εϲιν, εἴ[περ ἄλ- 
λο[ι κ]αὶ τῶν [πά]νυ χα[ριέν-
τω͙[ν ϲυ]νεχ[ῶϲ πό]νουϲ ἔ[χου-

13	 ϲιν  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣     ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ε ολοϲ[̣  ̣  ̣  ̣
desunt 4 lineae

18	 τὸ μεθύει̣[̣ν  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣    ]̣ι[̣  ̣  ]̣ι[̣  ̣  ]̣δ[  ̣
θ̣αι πρόχειρό[ν ἐϲτ]ι, καὶ ⟨τὸ⟩ τὸν ϲο- 

20	 φὸν προϲδε[κ]τέον εὐεμπτω-
τό̣τερον ἐνίων ἀλογίϲτων
εἰϲ τὰϲ ὀργὰϲ ὑπάρχειν. v καὶ
τὸ μὴ τῶν ἀφρόνων ἧττον
τοῦτο πάϲχειν, ἐπειδήπερ

25	 οὐχ ἧττον αὐτῶν μεθύϲ-
κεται, καθὸ λέ[γ]ετ̣αι μεθύειν.
ὁ δ[ὲ] τελευταῖοϲ λόγοϲ ἀπέ-
ραντόϲ ἐϲτιν ἐκ τοῦ τὴν
ὀρ[γ]ὴ̣ν χωρὶϲ ὑπολήψεωϲ τοῦ

30	 βε[β]λάφθαι μὴ γίνεϲθαι καὶ
τοῦ τὸν ϲοφὸν ἑκουϲίω[ϲ] βλά-
πτεϲθαι ϲυνά[γ]ων τὸ καὶ [ὀ]ργί-
⟦ϲ⟧⸌ζ⸍εϲ[θ]αι. καθάπ[ε]ρ̣ γὰρ χωρὶϲ
τοῦ γράμματα μαθεῖν οὐχ οἷ-

35	 όν τ̣[ε] {μαθεῖν οὐχ οἷόν τε} γε-
⸏ νέϲθαι ϲοφόν, ἀλλ’ οὐκ, εἰ γράμ-

ματά τιϲ ἔμαθεν, ἐποιϲθή-
ϲε̣ται τὸ καὶ {τὸν} ϲοφὸν αὐ̣-
τ̣ὸν ὑπάρχειν, οὕτωϲ οὐδὲ

49.10  εἴ[περ Philippson : εἴ [γε Delattre-Monet : εἰ [γὰρ Janko  ‖  10–11  ἄλ]|λο[ι 
Philippson : πολ]|λο[ὶ Delattre-Monet  ‖  11–12  κ]αὶ τῶν [πά]νυ χα[ριέν]|τω͙[ν Hayter 
(12 ad init. το[ P, τοι[̣ legit Wilke)  ‖  12–13  ϲυ]νεχ[ῶϲ πό]νουϲ ἔ[χου]|ϲιν Philippson  ‖  
ϲυ]νεχ[εῖϲ McO  ‖  18  Gomperz  ‖  18–19  ἥ]δ[εϲ]|θ̣αι Janko  ‖  19  πρόχειρό[ν ἐϲτ]ι 
Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  ⟨τὸ⟩ add. McO  ‖  20, 26  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  27  Hayter  ‖  
29–33  Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  35  τ̣[ε] Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  del. Gomperz, Spengel  ‖  
35–36  γί͙|νεϲθαι Bücheler  ‖  38  del. Gomperz
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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.”230 

[27] (C) The last argument is invalid,231 since from the statements that 
“anger cannot occur without a supposition of having been harmed” and 
that “the sage is intentionally harmed”232 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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49.40	 τῶι προϲτ̣ηϲαμέν[ωι τὸ ὑ]π̣ο̣-
λ̣ή̣ψ̣εϲιν τοῦ βεβλάφθαι ‖

Column 50

1	 τὴν ὀργὴν ἐπακολουθεῖν,
ἄλλω̣ϲ δ̣’ ἀδυνατεῖν, τὸ 
πά]ντωϲ ὀ[̣ργ]ιϲθήϲεϲ[θ]α̣ι
τὸν ἔμφαϲιν εἰληφότ̣α̣

5	 βλάβηϲ, ἂμ μή τιϲ ἐπιδ̣εί̣-
ξηι κ̣[α]ὶ̣ δραϲτικὸν αἴ[τι-
ον ὀ̣ρ̣γ̣ῆϲ εἶνα̣ι τ[ὴ]ν̣ ὑπό-

⸏ ληψιν τ[ῆ]ϲ [βλ]άβηϲ. ‖

Subscriptio 

1		  Φιλοδ]ή̣[μου
πε]ρ̣ὶ̣ ὀργῆϲ

ἀ[ρι]θ` ]ΧΧΧ𐅅ΗΗ̣ΔΔΔΠ̣

49.40  Hayter (τὸ add. Henry)  ‖  50.3  πά]ντωϲ Gomperz  ‖  ὀ[̣ργ]ιϲθήϲεϲ[θ]α̣ι Hayter  ‖   
6  κ̣[α]ὶ̣ Gomperz  ‖  6–8  Hayter  ‖  s.1  Genovesi  ‖  2  περὶ παθῶν ὅ ἐϲτι] Indelli : 
ὑπόμνημα] Genovesi : περὶ ἠθῶν ὅ ἐϲτι] Wilke, v. intro., §12
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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 course233 be angered,” [5] unless someone should dem-
onstrate that the supposition of harm is indeed an efficient cause of anger.234

Philodemus’s
On] Anger

3,735 stichoi235

233. For πάντωϲ, cf. 40.18–19, 25–26, and 47.36–37. Here it means “in every case,” 
“as a (strict) rule.”

234. The phrase δραϲτικὸν αἴτιον 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 
ποιητικὸν αἴτιον, as opposed to παθητικὸν αἴτιον “passive cause.” The phrases δραϲτικὸν 
αἴτιον and ποιητικὸν αἴτιον are used as synonyms, e.g., in Galen, Caus. puls. 9 (Kühn 
1821–1833, 9:5,9–10): ἡ … δραϲτική τε καὶ ποιητικὴ καὶ δημιουργικὴ [note explanatory 
τε καί … καί “that is … and”] τῆϲ ἐνεργείαϲ αἰτία (“a ‘drastic,’ that is, active and cre-
ative cause”); and Plen. 34.5–6 Otte = Kühn  1821–1833, 7:524,13–15: φάϲκοντεϲ αὐτὴν 
αἰτίαν εἶναι δραϲτικήν, ὡϲ οὐδὲν διάφερον εἰπεῖν ἤτοι δραϲτικὴν ἥ ποιητικήν (“we claim 
it is an active cause, as it makes no difference whether we say drastikēn or poiētikēn”). 
See the introduction, pp. 79–80.

235. On the subscription, see the introduction, §12.
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ἀγαθόϲ	 19.27; 28.36; 37.31; 38.19, 33; 
41.18; 39.9 (?); 42.26; 48.21

ἀγανακτέω	 14.3 (ap.); 46.35
ἀγανάκτηϲιϲ	 frag. 21.14 (ap.)
ἀγανακτητικόϲ	 frag. 21.[13]
ἄγευϲτοϲ	 28.37
ἀγνοέω	 3.6; 5.13; 43.[14]
ἄγριοϲ	 frag. 18.11 (ap.)
ἀγωνία	 8.26; 26.15
ἀγωνίζομαι	 32.37
ἀδελφή	 16.23
ἀδελφόϲ	 12.29; frag. F.2
ἀδιαλήπτωϲ	 41.23
ἀδιανόητοϲ	 6.22
ἀδιαφόρητοϲ	 23.10
ἀδιάφοροϲ	 40.35; 41.1

ἀδικέω	 frag. 5.7; col. 18.23; 27.25; 28.21
ἀδοκήτωϲ	 22.14
ἀδολέϲχωϲ	 1.10
ἀδυνατέω	 frag. 28.10 (?); col. 24.31; 50.2
ἀδύνατοϲ	 6.[8]
ἀεί		 frag. 27.31; col. 15.7; 19.24
ἀέριοϲ	 39.18
ἀηδήϲ	 frag. F.[1]; col. 44.19
ἀθέμιϲτοϲ	 44.24 (Homer)
ἀθλητήϲ	 43.30
ἄθλιοϲ	 48.36
ἀθρόωϲ	 3.12
αἰδέομαι	 frag. 31.15 (?); col. 16.21  

(Homer)
ἀικία	 27.24; 32.[5]
αἱμηρόϲ	 frag. 18.15
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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 
καί, δέ, τε, οὐ, μὴ, or the article, nor γε, μέν, or δή 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., εἶπον is indexed under λέγω).
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αἱρετόϲ	 42.28; 44.30
αἶϲχοϲ	 7.24 (ap.)
αἰϲχύνω	 24.11
αἰτέω	 23.21
αἰτία	 16.13; 18.40; 19.9 (ap.); 28.34;  

30.30; 36.24; 37.[7]; 40.19; 46.39; 47.17
αἴτιοϲ	 28.20; 39.28; 50.6
ἀκαριαῖοϲ	 40.2
ἀκίνητοϲ	 32.23; 35.29
ἀκμή	 frag. 27.8; col. 10.20
ἀκοή	 11.3
ἀκολουθέω	 frag. 32.14, 18
ἀκολουθία	 45.20
ἀκόλουθοϲ	 42.3
άκούω	 9.34; 38.23 (Menander)
ἀκράχολοϲ	 36.3
ἀκριβήϲ	 35.33
ἄκριτοϲ	 33.31
ἄκροϲ	 42.2, 36
ἀλγηδών	 42.9; 43.35
ἄλγοϲ	 29.24 (Homer)
ἀλείπτηϲ	 33.38
ἀλήθεια	 14.10; 22.23; 34.30
ἀληθινόϲ	 30.1 (ap.)
ἁλίϲκομαι	 frag. 12.15 (ap.)
ἀλλά	  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; ἀλλὰ μήν 24.36; 
οὐ μὴν ἀλλά 22.22

ἀλλαγή	 frag. 23.27
ἄλλοϲ	 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. F.3; 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

ἀλλότριοϲ	 40.38; 41.2
ἀλλοτρίωϲιϲ	 41.12
ἁλμυρόϲ	 frag. 18.[19]

ἀλογέω	 6.30 (ap.); 14.1
ἀλογιϲτία	 47.7
ἀλόγιϲτοϲ	 49.21
ἄλογοϲ	 6.2; 15.6 (ap.); 19.23; 26.5; 32.32
ἅμα	 9.38; 42.35
ἁμαρτάνω	 41.19
ἁμαρτώλοϲ	 36.4
ἀμείβω	 25.13
ἀμέλει	 14.16; 15.[10]; 35.3
ἀμελήϲ	 4.12
ἀμέτοχοϲ	 30.29
ἄμυνα	 31.32
ἀμύνω	 33.35
ἄν	(cf. ἐάν) 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

ἀναγεννάω	 2.19
ἀναγκάζω	 15.25; 20.[18]; 23.33; frag. F.5; 

36.6 (ap.)
ἀναγκαῖοϲ	 44.19
ἀνάγκη	 frag. 21.[14]; frag. 24.5; col.  

19.13
ἀναγράφω	 3.[6]
ἀνάγω	 frag. 21.6
ἀνάγωγοϲ	 28.41 (ap.)
ἀναδέχομαι	 38.22, 33; 40.36; 41.37; 42.5
ἀναίνομαι	 1.[5]
ἀναίτιοϲ	 24.25
ἀναλαμβάνω	 11.8, 22
ἀνάλογοϲ	 32.16; 37.28
ἀναμένω	 26.27
ἀνάμνηϲιϲ	 25.34
ἀναξαίνω	 29.[6]
ἀνάξιοϲ	 22.8 (ap.)
ἀναπηδάω	 frag. 27.3; col. 10.21
ἀναρίθμητοϲ	 2.17
ἀναϲτέλλω	 41.4
ἀναϲχετόϲ	 2.2 (ap.)
ἀνατρέπω	 25.5
ἀναφαίνω	 25.15
ἀναφώνηϲιϲ	 45.6 (tit.)
ἀνεκτόϲ	 39.2
ἀνέκφευκτοϲ	 frag. 33.[19]; col. 39.29;  

40.4, 14 (ap.), 20



	 Index Verborum	 339

ἀνελευθερία	 32.[1]
ἀνελεύθεροϲ	 21.5; 28.31
ἀνεπιεικήϲ	 27.19
ἀνεπιλογιϲτέω	 3.9
ἀνεπιλόγιϲτοϲ	 7.7
ἀνεπιϲταϲία	 13.14
ἀνεπίϲτατοϲ	 19.31
ἄνευ	 21.20; 36.8
ἀνευδοκηϲία	 39.39
ἀνευδόκητοϲ	 25.6
ἀνέλευθεροϲ	 21.[5]; 28.31
ἄνευροϲ	 33.29
ἀνέχω	 19.15
ἀνήκεϲτοϲ	 26.30
ἀνήμεροϲ	 27.20; 42.30; 44.22
ἀνήρ	 30.25; 45.22; 46.20
ἄνθρωποϲ	 11.9; 25.1, 7, 26; 26.4, 25;  

28.27; 30.32; 34.27; 37.3; 40.21; 43.37; 
44.26

ἀνικήτωϲ	 32.22
ἄνοια	 42.13 (ap.)
ἀνοιδέω	 frag. 18.17; col. 30.20
ἀνοίκειοϲ	 11.3
ἄνοπλοϲ	 33.2
ἀνταγωνιϲτήϲ	 33.38
ἀντί	 17.24 (ap.); 40.29
ἀντιγράφω	 43.21
ἀντίδικοϲ	 31.12
ἀντίθετοϲ	 43.31
ἀντιλέγω	 46.11
ἀντίϲτροφοϲ	 46.25, 39
ἀνυπέρβατοϲ	 18.[15]
ἄξιοϲ	 frag. 27.23; col. 20.23
ἀόργητοϲ	 34.[16], 33; 47.28
ἄπαιϲ	 17.7 (ap.)
ἀπαντάω	 frag. 27.15; col. 14.31; 25.4; 

29.17
ἅπαξ	 11.23
ἀπαρενόχλητοϲ	 39.3
ἅπαϲ	 frag. 13.29; frag. 27.30; frag. 

28.16; col. 3.[26]; 9.23; 18.3; 23.11; 
frag. F.[3]; 25.4 (ap.); 28.38

ἀπάτηϲιϲ	 frag. 24.7
ἀπειθήϲ	 33.25
ἀπειλέω	 17.21, 29

ἀπειλή	 24.24
ἄπειμι	 17.12
ἀπέραντοϲ	 13.28 (ap.); 49.27
ἀπεργάζομαι	 frag. 24.7; col. 33.27
ἀπέχω	 frag. 7.5 (ap.); col. 27.27; 39.18
ἁπλοῦϲ	 28.27; 37.23
ἀπλύτωϲ	 20.20
ἀπό	 frag. 32.30; col. 2.16; 14.20; 21.30; 

27.23; 37.33; 38.2, 18; 20.[1]; 
ἀποβαίνω	 7.11
ἀποβάλλω	 15.22
ἀποδείκνυμι	 8.27; 45.22; 49.6
ἀποδεκτόϲ	 28.39
ἀποδέω	 45.25
ἀποδηλόω	 frag. 19.[7]
ἀποδημία	 25.25
ἀποδίδωμι	 34.34, 36; 35.[4]; 36.18, 30
ἀπόθεϲιϲ	 6.19 (ap.)
ἀποκρύπτω	 29.8
ἀποκτείνω	 24.29
ἀπολαυϲτόϲ	 42.22; 44.7, [17]
ἀπολείπω	 21.26
ἀπόλλυμι	 23.24
ἀπόλυϲιϲ	 6.[19]
ἀπομιμέομαι	 14.5
ἀπόπληκτοϲ	 40.40
ἀπόρρητοϲ	 25.19
ἀπόϲταϲιϲ	 35.37
ἀπότρωξιϲ	 13.22
ἀποτυφλόω	 33.3
ἀποφαίνω	 frag. 24.[3]; col. 37.26; 48.40
ἀπόφαϲιϲ	 37.24 
ἀποφεύγω	 3.17; 6.9 (ap.), 26
ἀποφυγή	 4.13
ἀποχράω	 41.28
ἀπροαιρέτωϲ	 46.33
ἀπρόβατοϲ	 19.12
ἅπτω	 frag. 7.[5]; col. 30.31
ἀπωθέω	 13.12
ἀργύριον	 15.27
ἀρέϲκω	 44.41
ἀριθμόϲ	 30.16
ἁρπαγή	 22.28
ἄρρητοϲ	 23.27
ἀρρωϲτία	 10.32
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ἄρτι	 10.18
ἀρχή	 40.[6]
ἄρχω	 frag. D.2
ἄρχων	 28.24
ἀϲάφεια	 frag. 11.1 (ap.)
ἀϲεβέω	 14.23
ἀϲθένεια	 43.23, 31
ἀϲθενήϲ	 43.[14]; 18
ἆϲθμα	 8.38
ἀϲταθήϲ	 8.34
ἄϲτρον	 20.31
ἀϲυμπερίφοροϲ	 25.14
ἅτε	 frag. 24.17
ἀτελήϲ	 42.40 (ap.)
ἀτενίζω	 48.29
ἀτευκτέω	 frag. 24.16; col. 21.19
ἀτοπία	 35.26
ἄτοποϲ	 12.20; 14.5 (ap.); 49.2
αὖ		  14.[1]
αὐξάνω	 34.28
αὐϲτηρόϲ	 frag. 6.8 (ap.)
αὐτόθεν	 11.11
αὐτόκλητοϲ	 20.38
αὐτόματοϲ	 32.4
αὐτόϲ (et ὁ αὐτόϲ)	 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, 
22; 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

ἀφαιρέω	 frag. 24.21; col. 32.20; 39.24
ἀφειδέω	 14.26
ἀφίημι	 23.35; 31.21
ἀφικνέομαι	 3.8
ἀφόρητοϲ	 23.[10]; 30.[8]
ἀφορμή	 24.38
ἀφρητωρ	 44.23 (Homer)
ἀφροϲύνη	 24.40 (ap.)
ἄφρων	 47.2; 49.23

ἀφυλάκτωϲ	 11.16
Ἀχαιόϲ	 29.24 (Homer)
ἀχάριϲτοϲ	 28.33
ἄχρι	 22.22
ἀψίνθιον	 44.21
ἄψυχοϲ	 26.6; 46.31

βαδίζω	 15.24 (poet.); 27.36
βαθύϲ	 frag. 19.9; col. 34.37
βαθύτηϲ	 28.40
βαιόϲ	 1.16; 12.[20]; 48.20
βαλανεῖον	 frag. 27.27
βάλλω	 frag. 27.11 (?); col. 23.39
βαρύθυμοϲ	 30.34
βαρύνω	 frag. 15.[6]
βαρύϲ	 frag. 15.5 (?); col. 11.20 (Plato)
βαϲιλεία	 29.22
βαϲιλεύϲ	 frag. 24.20; frag. 31.16 (ap.); 

 col. 11.14; 18.35; 43.30
βιάζω	 frag. 28.11; col. 27.26; 28.5 (ap.),  

21 (ap.); 33.1
βίαιοϲ	 33.32; 41.2
βιβλιακόϲ	 45.17
βίοϲ	 9.23; 22.27; 28.37
βλάβη	 frag. 1.4; frag. 28.22, 23; col.  

32.40 (ap.); 41.28, [41]; 47.39; 50.5, 8
βλακεία	 31.6 (ap.)
βλάπτω	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, 
41

βλαϲφημία	 16.26
βλέπω	 frag. 18.10; col. 28.35; 37.33
βοηθέω	 6.[2], 11
βολή	 12.22
βουλευτήϲ	 28.23
βούλομαι	 frag. 27.22 (ap.); col. 40.27
βραχύϲ	 42.39; 45.11; 47.37
βριμάομαι (vel -όομαι)	 22.14
βρίμωϲιϲ	 frag. 19.9; col. 8.24; 17.21;  

24.23; 27.30
βρῶϲιϲ	 28.2
βυβλιακόϲ	 45.17

γαμετή	 24.33
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γαμέω	 22.32
γάρ	 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, 12; 43.29; 44.9, 
11, 17, 22; 46.25, 30; 48.38; 49.33	

	 γὰρ δή	 3.18 
καὶ γάρ	 frag. 28.21; col. 4.19; 15.9; 

40.22; 45.5
μὲν γάρ	 17.16
γε	μήν	 27.19; 48.36
γέ	πωϲ	 frag. 28.22 (ap.); col. 42.[6]
γειτονεύω	 21.37
γέλωϲ	 25.32
γέμω	 26.14; 44.12 (ap.)
γενναῖοϲ	 3.21
γεννάω	 9.28, 40
γέν(ν)ημα	 17.25 (ap.)
γένοϲ	 frag. 32.17 (ap.); col. 6.16; 30.32; 

[40.5]
γέρων	 23.12
γῆ		 frag. 17.[16]; col. 18.[17]
γίγνομαι	 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. F.1; 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

γιγνώϲκω	 41.3; 42.35
γνώριμοϲ	 35.[20]
γνῶϲιϲ	 frag. 28.[16]
γνωϲτόϲ	 7.12
γονεύϲ	 frag. F.[2]; col. 31.14
γοῦν	 15.21; 31.24; 48.21
γράμμα	 49.34, 36
γραμματικόϲ	 34.2
γραφή	 35.34
γρυμέα	 31.24
γυμνόϲ	 frag. 27.12; col. 10.22
γυνή	 22.32; 26.[1]

δαίομαι	 8.31 (poet.)

δακνηρόϲ	 37.19
δάκνω	 frag. 19.[4]; col. 12.18; 41.8
δεῖ		 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]

δείκνυμι	 30.10 (ap.); 40.20
δειλία	 32.21
δεινόϲ	 8.24; 15.19; 17.19; 42.12
δεκτικόϲ	 frag. 32.24; col. 20.[16]; 43.33, 

44.1
δέρκομαι	 frag. 18.9 (poet.)
δεϲποτικόϲ	 28.29
δή		 frag. 27.[16], 27; frag. 31.19 

(Homer); frag. 32.20; col. 3.[21]; 6.26; 
7.[21]; 26.[6]; 

	 μὲν δή	 1.8 
δηκτικόϲ	 38.7
δηλονότι	 48.31
δῆλοϲ	 15.30; 45.33
δήπου	 40.22; 43.36
δήπουθεν	 44.8
διά		 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

διαβάλλω	 20.21
διαβολή	 16.30; 25.35 (ap.); 27.15
διάγω	 21.[16]
διαγωγή	 21.23
διαδίδωμι	 8.32
διάθεϲιϲ	 2.15; 7.[3]; 27.21; 34.20; 35.1; 

37.30; 38.2; 42.31
διακνίζω	 frag. 17.3 (?)
διακονία	 28.4
διακρίνω	 12.25
διαλαμβάνω	 frag. 7.7
διαλέγομαι	 32.34
διάληψιϲ	 37.25
διαλλάττω	 44.40; 48.35
διαμένω	 30.22
διανοέω	 frag. 28.[13]; col. 44.33
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διανόμημα	 43.5
διαπείθω	 40.[4]
διαπίπτω	 35.35; 45.41
διαριθμέω	 15.26
διαρρίπτω	 frag. 19.10
διαϲαφέω	 frag. 11.1; col. 45.7
διαϲπαϲμόϲ	 10.29
διάϲταϲιϲ	 8.36
διαϲύρω	 28.17
διατίθημι	 12.17; 18.34; 33.[6]
διατριβή	 35.34
διατρίβω	 33.24
διαφέρω	 45.35
διαφθείρω	 24.36
διαφορά	 7.4; 43.1, 8
διαφωνέω	 17.[26]
δίδωμι	 34.4
διειλημμένωϲ	 41.22
διερεθίζω	 22.4; 31.13; 47.30
διερεθιϲμόϲ	 8.23; 10.36; 19.30
δίκαιοϲ	 25.2; 28.25; 32.27
δικαιοϲύνη	 24.38
δικαιόω	 25.15
δικαϲτήϲ	 28.22
δίκη	 11.11; 12.38
διό		 32.30; 38.29; 42.39; 
διόπερ	 3.5
διοίδηϲιϲ	 8.22
διοργίζομαι	 frag. 24.11
διορθόω	 frag. B.1 (ap.); col. 19.17
διότι	 19.[1]; 30.4, 24, 31; 31.1; 39.35;  

41.3; 42.1, 36
δοκέω	 frag. 21.[20]; frag. 28.11, 13, [24];  

col. 22.16; 25.28; 27.25; 29.11, 16; 34.38; 
47.24

δόλιοϲ	 28.32
δόξα	 frag. 19.20, 23 (?); frag. 32.9; col. 

15.5 (?); 43.21 (tit.)
δοξάζω	 46.2
δοῦλοϲ frag. 21.18; frag. 31.15 (ap.); col. 

23.37; 24.28; 36.3
δραπετέυω	 23.40
δραϲτικόϲ	 50.6
δριμύτηϲ	 5.24

δύναμαι	 2.11; 6.25; 8.26; 10.39; 24.30; 
26.19, 28; 28.24; 42.16

δυνατόϲ	 10.40; 29.30; 43.39
δυϲαποκατάϲτατοϲ	 30.18
δυϲκολία	 23.13; 28.1
δυϲχερήϲ	 7.23; 28.18; 38.4
δυϲχρηϲτία	 4.7; 24.20

ἐάν	 (ἄν) 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. F.4; 24. 29, 31, 33, 37; 26.[1], 3; 
29.[7]; 30.18, 27, 29; 24.[16]; 41.18, 
20; 47.7; 50.5

ἑαυτοῦ	 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

ἐάω	 12.25; 19.[11]; 21.37; 30.27
ἐγγίγνομαι	 27.14; 30.29
ἐγκαλέω	 frag. E.1 (ap.)
ἐγκύκλιοϲ	 10.25
ἐγκυρέω	 11.15; 40.17
ἐγχειρέω	 1.10
ἐγχρῄζω	 5.12
ἐγώ	 21.[5]
ἐθέλω v. θέλω
ἔθω v. εἴωθα	
εἰ		  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

εἶδον (v. ὁράω)
εἶδοϲ	 24.21
εἰκότωϲ	 25.13
εἰλικρίνεια	 7.16
εἰμί 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, 4; 7.24 (?); 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

εἴπερ	 49.[10]
εἶπον v. λέγω
εἰϲ		 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

εἷϲ		 frag. 24.12; frag. 28.22; col. 15.22, 
21.16 (ap.); 28; 41.7; μηδὲ εἷϲ	 1.15

εἶτα	 8.32; 11.17; 22.18
εἴωθα	 1.12; 7.19; 13.19; 44.3
ἐκ,	ἐξ	 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

ἕκαϲτοϲ	 frag. 5.5 (ap.); frag. 19.16 (?);  
col. 20.[39]; 21.18, 26; 25.12	

ἐκβακχεύω	 14.28; 30.26
ἐκβάλλω	 22.31
ἐκεῖνοϲ 1.5; 29.23; 43.39; 46.24; 47.4, 27; 

49.3
ἔκθεϲιϲ	 34.24
ἐκθυμαίνω	 frag. 31.21
ἐκκαγχάζω	 22.20
ἐκκαλέω	 frag. E.1; col. 24.27; 48.8
ἐκκαλύπτω	 20.27
ἐκκληϲιαϲτήϲ	 28.23
ἐκκοπή	 13.21
ἐκκόπτω	 23.36
ἐκλύω	 33.30
ἑκούϲιοϲ	 23.25; 40.33; 41.33; 46.21, 30; 

47.[10], 33; 48.7; 49.31
ἐκπίπτω	 23.35
ἐκπύρωϲιϲ	 8.22
ἐκτέμνω	 31.28
ἑκτικόϲ	 frag. 32.24 (ap.); col. 20.16 (ap.)
ἐκτόϲ	 27.32

ἐκτρέχω	 20.1
ἐκτροφή	 9.25
ἐκφέρω	 15.[16]
ἐκφεύγω	 40.24
ἐκχέω	 15.30
ἐλάττωμα	 frag. 15.7; col. 24.18; 37.37; 

39.6
ἐλάχιϲτοϲ	 14.20; 28.9 (ap.); 38.8, 30
ἔλεγχοϲ	 35.33
ἐλεύθεροϲ	 frag. 21.19, 21
ἕλκοϲ	 19.18
ἐμβαίνω	 21.36
ἐμβλέπω	 40.37
ἐμπίμπρημι	 24.34 
ἐμπίπτω	 13.17; 42.20
ἐμποδίζω	 18.35; 39.4, 27
ἐμποδών	 frag. 27.25
ἐμποιέω	 3.14; 33.33
ἔμφαϲιϲ	 40.34; 47.38; 50.4
ἔμψυχοϲ	 46.34
ἐν		  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

ἐναντίοϲ	 31.11; 33.6; 34.40
ἔνδεια	 27.35
ἔνδον	 frag. 27.6
ἔνειμι	 frag. 32.22
ἕνεκα	 16.24
ἕνεκεν	 5.11; 43.[13]
ἐνεπηρεάζω	 frag. 24.13
ἐνεργέω	 26.17
ἐνευρεθήϲ	 frag. 18.14
ἐνέχω	 30.17; 32.40
ἐνθουϲιαϲμόϲ	 32.32
ἐνθυμέομαι	 4.20; 35.24
ἔνιοι	 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

ἐνίοτε	 4.8; 12.23; 13.14; 15.14; 16.31, 
 38; 23.30; 28.[21]; 30.15, 35; 36.36; 
37.5; 38.27

ἐνίϲτημι	 4.14
ἐννοέω	 26.20
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ἐννόημα	 43.5 (ap.)
ἔννοια	 45.26
ἐντάττω	 40.30
ἐνταῦθα	 4.19
ἐντείνω	 frag. 18.16
ἐντελέω	 frag. 28.19 (ap.)
ἔντερον	 8.30
ἐντρέχω	 37.22
ἐξαργιόω	 29.2
ἐξαιρέω	 frag. 27.5; col. 31.30
ἐξαναλίϲκω	 23.29
ἐξαριθμέω	 7.22
ἔξειμι	 40.26; 44.35
ἑξῆϲ	 48.34, 37
ἕξιϲ	 frag. 12.17
ἐξίϲτημι	 19.[2]; 38.32; 47.29
ἐξοκέλλω	 14.21
ἔξω	 2.9
ἔξωθεν	  frag. 18.2; col. 26.24; 31.12; 42.7; 

47.40; 48.19, 23
ἔοικα	 frag. 18.7
ἐπαΐω	 frag. 1.2 (?)
ἐπακολουθέω	 22.18; 28.28; 47.31; 50.1
ἐπαμύνω	 21.1
ἐπανατρέχω	 30.28
ἔπανδροϲ	 31.17
ἐπεί	 6.24; 44.11
ἐπειδάν	 frag. 28.[5]; col. 12.38; 18.[16]
ἐπειδή	 7.13; 37.27; 40.39; 48.18
ἐπειδήπερ	 28.21; 49.24
ἔπειμι (εἰμί)	 frag. 30.12; col. 35.5 (ap.)
ἔπειμι	 (εἶμι) frag. 1.2 (?); 
ἔπειτα	 12.30; 15.30; 16.14; 35.[17]
ἐπευφημέω	 16.20
ἐπέχω	 30.19
ἐπί		 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]

ἐπιβάλλω	 frag. 12.14 (ap.)

ἐπιβατόϲ	 frag. 21.20
ἐπιβλέπω	 9.36
ἐπιγέν(ν)ημα	 17.24
ἐπιδεικνύω	 7.10; 20.25; 41.29; 50.5
ἐπιδεκτικόϲ	 40.25
ἐπιεικήϲ	 44.27
ἐπιζητέω	 15.28
ἐπιθεωρέω	 5.29 (ap.)
ἐπιθυμέω	 42.21; 44.28
ἐπιθυμία	 7.20; 8.25; 14.18; 23.27; 27.28; 

41.38; 44.13 (ap.)
ἐπικαταϲφάττω	 15.15
ἐπικίνδυνοϲ	 10.31
ἐπιλαμβάνω	 12.19
ἐπίλεγω	 frag. 31.18
ἐπιληπτικόϲ	 9.21
ἐπιλογίζομαι	 7.17; 45.40
ἐπιλογιϲμόϲ	 46.17
ἐπιλογιϲτικόϲ	 4.11; 44.39
ἐπιμελήϲ	 5.8
ἐπιμηχανάομαι	 11.10
ἐπιμιξία	 35.31
ἐπιπλήττω	 19.22
ἐπιπλοκή	 21.21
ἐπίπονοϲ	 11.13
ἐπιρρώννυμι	 31.20
ἐπιϲημαίνω	  frag. 18.9; col. 29.33; 45.19; 

46.6
ἐπιϲκοτέω	 38.39
ἐπίϲταμαι	 2.19
ἐπιϲτρεφήϲ	 4.17
ἐπιϲτρέφω	 18.27
ἐπιτείνω	 35.21
ἐπιτέμνω	 42.40 (ap.)
ἐπιτερπήϲ	 25.27
ἐπιτεταμένωϲ	 36.35
ἐπιτήδειοϲ	 22.3 (ap.)
ἐπιτήδευμα	 frag. E.4 (ap.)
ἐπιτηρέω	 22.3 (ap.)
ἐπιτίθημι	 11.12
ἐπιτιμάω	 1.13; 19.16
ἐπιτίμηϲιϲ	 35.18
ἐπιτρίβω	 9.24
ἐπιφαίνω	 36.39
ἐπιφέρω	 9.33; 13.13; 38.[9]; 49.37
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ἐπίχειροϲ	 12.32
ἐποιϲτικόϲ	 11.6
ἕπομαι	 frag. C.3; col. 13.27 (ap.)
ἔποϲ	 12.18
ἔραμαι	 44.24 (Homer); 49.[7]
ἔργον	 17.17
ἐρεθίζω	 20.40; 30.[4]
ἐρεθιϲμόϲ	 25.30
ἐρέω v. λέγω	
ἐρημία	 21.15; 22.27
ἔριον	 frag. 19.17 (ap.)
ἔρχομαι	 41.6, 27
ἐρωτικόϲ	 7.19; 14.18
ἔϲτε	 17.[28]
ἑϲτιάω	 18.19
ἔϲχατοϲ	 14.21
ἕτεροϲ	 3.11; 16.15; 19.21; 26.26; 28.18; 

34.6 (ap.); 38.29; 46.26, 27
ἔτι		  frag. 32.25 (ap.); col. 26.10; 39.21; 

42.33
εὐανάϲειϲτοϲ	 16.27
εὐδαιμονία	 23.18 (ap.)
εὐέμπτωτοϲ	 49.20
εὐεργετέω	 48.[8]
εὔθετοϲ	 20.29
εὐθύϲ	 15.12; 20.[2]; 38.32
εὐκινηϲία	 35.23
εὐλόγιϲτοϲ	 40.17
εὔλογοϲ	 6.11; 20.24; 32.31
εὐπαραλόγιϲτοϲ	 16.29
εὑρίϲκω	 19.30
εὔϲημοϲ	 46.3
εὐτονία	 33.33
εὐφυήϲ	 19.4
εὐχαριϲτέω	 46.20, 24, 30; 48.7, [13], 25
εὐχαριϲτία	 46.28, 38
εὔχομαι	 8.29
ἐφιϲτάνω (ἐφίϲτημι)	 19.1; 20.4 (?); 41.5; 

43.10
ἐφοράω	 5.29 (ap.)
ἔχθρα	 11.8; 30.[7]
ἐχθρόϲ	 16.12 (ap.), 32; 19.11; 23.31;  

26.21; 32.25
ἔχω	 frag. 18.4; col. 2.[14]; 6.18, 21; 

7.4, 10; 14.33; 15.19; 21.4, 23; 22.26; 

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]

ἕωϲ	 13.20; 27.35
 
ζημία	 11.21 (Plato); 12.37
ζήτηϲιϲ	 frag. 28.[17]
ζωή	 21.17
ζῷον	 26.5
 
ἤ	 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] 

ἧι v. ὅϲ
ἠβαιόϲ	 1.16 (ap.)
ἡγέομαι	 16.1 (ap.); 43.20; 47.41; 48.19
ἤδη	 frag. 18.12; frag. 22.3; frag. 27.30; 

 col. 3.4
ἡδύϲ	 24.30; 25.22; 32.29; 44.17
ἠθικόϲ	 frag. 2.1
ἥκιϲτα	 3.22; 13.6
ἡμεῖϲ	 2.12; frag. D.[3]; 16.17; frag. E.6; 

29.29; 37.20; 41.26; 46.7, 8, 36
ἥμεροϲ	 frag. 30.16; col. 44.26
ἡμέτεροϲ	 6.14
ἤπιοϲ	 19.19
ἡϲυχάζω	 10.26
ἥττων	 5.13; 49.23, 25

θάνατοϲ	 9.33; 11.13; 26.27; 32.23; 43.34
θαρρέω	 32.19
θαῦμα	 16.15 (Homer)
θαυμάζω	 frag. 33.14 (ap.); col. 45.16
θέα	 25.22
θέατρον	 21.33
θεῖοϲ	 14.26
θέλω	 4.22; 45.17
θεόϲ	 14.4; 16.18 (ap.); 18.32
θεόφιλοϲ	 frag. 27.10 (ap.)
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θεραπεία	 4.18, 23; 5.9; 7.3 (ap.)
θεραπεύω	 10.33
θεωρέω	 3.12; 6.19; 35.27; 42.19
θεωρία	 20.33
θήρα	 18.25
θηρίον	 18.30; 33.[35]
θηριώδηϲ	 19.17; 27.30
θοίνη	 frag. 27.10 (ap.) 
θυγατήρ	 16.25
θυμόϲ	 8.16 (?); 12.26; 15.8; 23.25; 31.30; 

32.33; 33.36; 43.[12], 41; 45.10, 26, 30, 
37, 39; 46.2

θυμόομαι	 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

θύρα	 frag. 19.[5], 13

ἰατρόϲ	 2.22 (ap.); 4.4; 5.11; 9.34; 10.40
ἴδιοϲ	 frag. 18.12; col. 6.30 (ap.); 32.28; 

38.37; 40.28
ἰδιότηϲ	 21.25
ἱερεύϲ	 14.23; 16.21 (Homer)
ἱερόϲ	 18.15 (ap.)
ἱκέτηϲ	 14.25
ἵμεροϲ	 15.19
ἵνα		 20.24; 29.34
ἱππικόϲ	 34.1
ἵπποϲ	 34.1
ἴϲοϲ	 5.14
ἵϲτημι	 1.20; frag. D.4 (?); 41.27
ἰϲχυρόϲ	 12.24
ἰϲχύω	 43.26

καθὰ (καθ’ ἅ)	 36.20
καθάπερ	 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

καθαρόϲ	 4.21; 11.3; 34.32
καθηγεμών	 45.1
καθηγητήϲ	 19.14
κάθημαι	 15.12
καθίϲτημι	 2.7 (ap.), 9; 3.[27]; 4.15; 6.23
καθό	 frag. 28.15; col. 38.7; 45.34 (bis),  

40; 49.26

καθόλου	 1.21; 4.10; 34.31
καθοράω	 frag. 19.15
καινόϲ	 frag. 13.[28]; col. 41.24
καίπερ	 7.9
καιρόϲ	 19.5; 21.2; 32.17
καίτοι	 5.22
κακηγορία	 24.24
κακία	 27.17
κακοδαιμονία	 9.26; 23.18 (ap.)
κακοδαιμονικόϲ	 26.13
κακοπαθέω	 frag. 18.21 (ap.)
κακόϲ	 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

καλέω	 col. 5.7; 16.38; 39.17; 41.9
καλόϲ frag. 30.12 (?); col. 23.39; 29.8; 

32.26; 45.37; 46.18
κάμνω	 4.11
κανονικόϲ	 31.[10]
καρδία (v. κραδίη)	 8.41; 10.[1] (ap.)
καρτερέω	 frag. 27.4
κατά	  4.24; 1.4 (?); (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

καταγέλαϲτοϲ	 1.24, [27]
καταδικάζω	 23.32
καταδιώκω	 10.22
κατακρημνίζω	 26.34
καταλαμβάνω	 47.5
καταλείπω	 frag. 24.15; col. 40.2
καταναγκάζω	 frag. 24.8; frag. 28.14, 20; 

frag. 32.[2], [16]; frag. 33.15, 21
καταντάω	 41.25
καταξιόω	 35.27
καταποντίζω	 26.34 (ap.)
καταριθμόω	 39.5
κατάρχω	 14.19
καταϲκευάζω	 32.25; 40.31; 46.10
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καταϲκευή	 43.34
καταϲτοχάζομαι	 2.7
καταϲτρέφω	 42.27
καταϲφάττω	 26.[34]
καταϲχίζω	 17.9
κατατάϲϲω	 36.25
κατατέμνω	 frag. 19.13
κατατριβή	 25.8 (ap.)
καταφερήϲ	 12.21 (ap.)
καταφέρω	 12.21
καταφρονέω	 17.22; frag. H.3; 26.23
κατηγορουμένωϲ	 45.30
κατιϲχύω	 frag. 7.[4]
κατορθόω	 frag. B.1 (ap.)
καχλάζω	 frag. 6.1; col. 28.13 (ap)
καχόμιλοϲ	 25.2; 28.13 (ap.)
καχυπόνουϲ	 28.30; 36.38
καχύποπτοϲ	 28.13 (ap.)
κενόϲ	 38.[1]; 39.8
κεραυνόπληκτοϲ	 47.20
κεφαλή	 frag. 24.21
κίνδυνοϲ	 4.9
κινέω	 10.38; 18.30; 46.28
κίνηϲιϲ	 8.33; 9.[18]
κιρνάω	 26.12
κλαίω	 frag. 4.15 (ap.); col. 15.13
κλείϲ	 frag. 19.3
κλείω	 frag. 19.[5]
κληρονόμοϲ	 22.30
κλίνη	 10.27
κοινόϲ	 7.24 (ap.); 21.17 (ap.); 32.28; 

37.3; 40.29; 41.24 (ap.), 29; 44.3; 45.4, 
31; 46.15 (ap.); 47.30

κοινότηϲ	 28.41 (ap.); 34.28; 35.7
κοινωνέω	 21.38
κολάζω	 frag. 24.19; col. 27.18; 33.7  

(ap.), 20, 34.5 (ap.); 40; 41.3; 42.28
κολακεία	 31.6 (ap.)
κολακεύω	 32.[3]
κόλαϲιϲ 	 19.4; 24.26; 31.31; 37.38; 42.21; 

44.16 (ap.), 28, 35
κομίζω	 11.19; 12.31; 42.37
κουρεῖον	 21.31
κοῦφοϲ	 11.19 (Plato)
κραδίη (v. καρδία)	 frag. 31.[19] (Homer)

κρατέω	 33.26
κραυγάζω	 22.12; 26.1; 33.39
κραυγή	 8.35
κρεάδιον	 18.13
κρείττων	 frag. 21.[23]; col. 13.18
κρίνω	 25.2 (ap.)
κτῆμα	 24.35
κύντατοϲ	 6.27 (poet.)
κύριοϲ	 16.[38]; 43.21 (tit.); 45.9
κύων	 18.24; 21.34 (paroem.?)
κωλύω	 30.10 (ap.)
κώνωψ	 17.20

λακτίζω	frag. 27.26; col. 17.[8], 20.5 (ap.)
λαλέω	 frag. 20.15; frag. 27.24; col. 36.34
λαμβάνω	 9.26; 40.34; 43.32; 47.39; 50.4
λανθάνω	 2.8; 4.9
λέγω	  frag. 7.[1]; frag. 13.30; frag. 17.18;  

frag. 21.[12] frag. 24.[4]; frag. 27.15, 
17 (?), 20; frag. 28.15; frag. 33.19; 
col. 2.14; 3.26; 7.7; 8.34; 13.12; 15.25; 
16.[37]; 17.17; 18.23, 35; 19.25; 20.28; 
22.11, 16; 27.[14]; 28.27, 35; 30.2; 
36.29; 37.31, 40; 38.5, 20, 35; 39.22, 31; 
40.16, 40; 41.39; 43.[15], 23, 40; 44.1, 
8; 47.13 (ap.); 48.28, 33; 49.26

λέων	 18.31; 27.32
λήθη	 3.8
ληρώδηϲ	 1.9, 25, [26]
λίαν	 45.11
λίθοϲ	 frag. 19.[10]; col. 12.22; 26.7 (ap.)
λογίζομαι	 36.40
λογικόϲ	 frag. 28.17
λόγιμοϲ	 5.28
λογιϲμόϲ	 frag. 24.14; col. 2.6; 38.39
λογοποιέω	 23.21 (ap.)
λόγοϲ	 frag. 22.8 (?); frag. 24.1; col. 11.20 

(Plato); 20.23, 26; 23.21; 36.25; 31.11; 
33.22; 35.35; 39.23; 40.[4], 28; 43.33; 
44.38; 46.5, 10; 48.5, 36; 49.27

λοιδορέω	 17.11; 20.3, 20
λοιδορητικόϲ	 35.22
λοιδορία	 28.14
λοίδοροϲ	 36.36
λοξόϲ	 frag. 18.[11]
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λουτρόν	 frag. 27.28 (ap.); col. 25.24
λυμαίνω	 13.7
λύμη	 23.1 (ap.)
λυπέω	 frag. 7.8; col. 7.21, 25 (ap.); 8.30; 

28.[16]; 38.38
λύπη	 frag. 7.2
λυπηρόϲ	 37.27, 29
λύττα	 38.28

μά		 frag. 21.7; 43.3
μαθητήϲ	 34.4
μαίνομαι	 frag. 18.[3]
μακάριοϲ	 frag. 7.6; 37.17
μακρόϲ	 5.26
μάλιϲτα	 2.10; 15.18; 21.24; 30.4; 42.19; 

43.38
μᾶλλον	 21.20; 29.[34]; 33.5; 36.18, 22,  

23, 28; 40.3; 42.11; 47.4 
μανθάνω	 4.[24]; 49.34, 37
μανία	 16.34, 37 (ap.), [39]; 44.10, 33
μανικῶϲ	 41.5
μανιοποιέω	 34.26
μάταιοϲ	  frag. 22.6; col. 42.24; 47.10  

(ap.), 19, 20
μάχομαι	 30.4 (ap.)
μεγαλύνω	 20.24
μέγαϲ	 frag. 7.[2]; col. 3.14; 10.24;  

25.20; 30.25; 39.31; 41.35, 36; 42.5, 
[7], 9 (bis), 24, 25; 47.38, 40; 48.23; 
μεγάλωϲ 42.[1]; 47.24; 48.26

μέγεθοϲ	 3.10; 4.5; 5.15; 6.17, 20; 44.6; 
45.34

μεθόδευμα	 frag. E.4 (ap.)
μεθοδεύω	 frag. E.4
μεθύϲκω	 47.1; 48.38; 49.25
μεθύω	 47.6, [8]; 49.18, 26
μειγ–, μειξ– v. μιγ–, μιξ–
μελαγχολία	 9.37
μέλαϲ	 9.40
μέλλω	 frag. 5.8 (?); col. 5.18
μέμφομαι	 frag. 29.5 (ap.)
μὲν οὖν	 1.12; 41.[1], 17; 46.7; 47.13
μέντοι γε	 42.4
μένω	 32.23
μέροϲ	 frag. 13.27 (ap.); col. 9.19

μετά	 (gen.) 17.11, 20; 22.19; 25.26; 
27.28; 31.20; 32.1, 39; 39.[1], 22; (acc.) 
15.9; 26.18

μεταβάλλω	 frag. 24.25
μεταγιγνώϲκω	 25.35 (ap.)
μετάγνωϲιϲ	 26.32
μεταδιώκω	 18.38
μεταμέλεια	 15.10 (ap.); 18.2; 19.6
μετατρέπω	 27.[39]
μετέρχομαι	 8.25; 23.28; 26.19, 29, 30; 

41.38; 43.11
μετέχω	 19.26; 40.23; 43.37
μετέωροϲ	 8.38
μέτριοϲ	 1.20; 3.19; 4.14; 10.[17]; 45.8
μέτρον	 31.2
μέχρι	 14.20; 19.33; 30.21; 31.4; 32.22
μηδέ	 frag. 32.13; col. 13.12; 18.29;  

24.33; 27.26; 30.11; 36.31; 39.18; 43.11; 
μηδὲ ἕν 1.15

μηδείϲ (μηθείϲ)	 3.11; 10.37; 20.23; 37.35; 
48.22; μηδὲ εἷϲ 1.15

μηδέποτε	 47.38
μήν	 11.8 (ap.); 33.[5]
μῆνιϲ	 29.23 (Homer)
μηνίω	 11.8
μήποτε	 frag. F.4
μήπω	 20.30
μήτε	 frag. 17.15 (?); col. 19.14, 15, 25
μηχανάομαι	 17.19
μιαρόϲ	 11.3 (ap.)
μίγνυμι	 18.17
μικρόϲ	 17.16; 18.32; 20.18; 26.6; 29.25; 

40.7
μιϲανθρωπία	 28.19
μιϲέω	 21.1; 26.22; 42.3
μιϲοπόνηροϲ	 36.39
μῖϲοϲ	 36.[1]
μόνον	 frag. 13.27 (ap.); frag. 20.18; 

col. 1.14; 6.11; 20.32; 24.19; 29.22, 32; 
30.14; 34.37; 38.37; 39.39; 41.10; 47.2, 
9, 35; 48.24, 35

μονότροποϲ	 22.26
μυῖα	 17.18
μυκτήρ	 13.21
μυριάκιϲ	 frag. 28.21; col. 12.35
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μυρίοϲ	 14.15; 27.16; 29.23 (Homer);  
38.4; 42.16; 43.29; 44.11; 49.8

μυροπώλιον	 21.31
μυϲτικόϲ	 20.26
μωμητικόϲ	 27.16
νεκρόϲ	 27.35
νέοϲ	 frag. H.7 (?)
νεῦμα	 25.31
νεῦρον	 31.28; 33.29
νή 		 28.41
νήφω	 20.4 (ap.)
νοέω	 frag. 32.23; col. 29.26  

(Democritus)
νομίζω	 37.32; 42.29
νομοθετέω	 5.28 (ap.)
νόμοϲ	 5.28 (?); 12.36; 13.24
νοϲέω	 10.20
νόϲοϲ	 4.5; 5.16, 28 (ap.); 6.[9]; 27.22
νουθετέω	 frag. 27.29
νυκτερεύω	 18.1
νῦν	 1.20; 5.6 (?); 14.16; 29.34
νωχελήϲ	 30.33

ξύλον	 13.15
ξύϲτρα	 frag. 27.28 (ap.)

ὅδε		 frag. 32.25; col. 17.[16]
ὀδύρομαι	 frag. 21.[5]
ὅθεν	 frag. 21.14; col. 3.25; 4.12; 10.32; 

14.29
ὀθνεῖοϲ	 25.12
οἶδα	 24.[18], 32
οἰκεῖοϲ	 21.18; 26.24; 40.39
οἰκέτηϲ	 frag. 24.12; col. 24.18
οἰκία	 frag. 27.[5]; col. 24.34
οἰκουρόϲ	 18.25
οἶνοϲ	 46.41
οἴομαι	 5.23; [21.5]; 32.33; 42.25; 46.3; 

48.37
οἷοϲ	 frag. 33.10; frag. C.4; col. 8.34; 9.20; 

19.31; 32.32; 33.18 (ap.); 34.38
οἱοϲδήποτε	 19.10 (ap.); 24.41 (ap.)
οἷόϲ τε	 40.24; 49.34
ὄκνοϲ	 32.20
ὀλέθριοϲ	 27.22

ὀλιγάκιϲ	 10.19
ὀλίγοϲ	 23.26; 39.38
ὀλιγοχρόνιοϲ	 16.37 (ap.)
ὀλιγωρία	 30.7
ὅλοϲ	 frag. 13.30, 31; col. 4.20; 6.29; 8.20; 

10.38; 23.29; 37.2; 35.28; 41.21; 43.37
Ὁμηρικόϲ	 frag. 29.12 (ap.)
ὁμιλέω	 11.17; 21.28
ὄμμα	 1.23; 4.16; 23.37
ὁμογενήϲ	 16.35
ὅμοιοϲ	  frag. 21.22; col. 13.26; 25.13; 

34.[17]
ὁμοιότροποϲ	 11.16
ὁμολογέω	 frag. 27.28
ὅμωϲ	 7.13
ὄνομα	 43.2, [13]
ὀνομάζω	 frag. 33.14 (ap.)
ὄνοϲ	 frag. 13.24 (ap.)
ὄντωϲ	 frag. 16.28 (ap.); col. 44.24
ὀξύϲ	 40.10 (ap.)
ὁποίωϲ	 frag. 24.[24]
ὁπόταν	 2.[6]
ὁπωϲδήποτε	 20.36
ὁράω	  frag. 17.14; frag. 24.24; col. 

16.16 (Homer); 30.[35]; 34.[17], [18], 
32; 39.35

ὀργή	  frag. 7.1, frag. 18.3; frag. 32.13, 
22; col. 5.17, [20]; 6.[29]; 14.[4]; 16.36, 
[39]; 20.25; 25.16, 23; 29.[19]; 30.16; 
31.2, 29; 32.19, 36, 39; 34.5; 35.26; 
38.1, 21, 36; 39.25, 35; 41.9, 10, 18, 30, 
36; 42.12, 24; 43.[15], 23, 27; 45.29, 36, 
39; 46.[9], 29, 37; 47.19; 48.32; 49.22, 
29; 50.1, 7

ὀργίζομαι	 frag. 6.2, 4; frag. 7.3; 
frag. 18.11; frag. 21.25; frag. 24.[19]; 
col. 38.24 (Menander); 41.33; 45.31; 
46.12, 22, 23; 47.36; 48.10; 49.32; 50.3

ὀργίλοϲ	 frag. 16.28; col. 3.[23]; 14.32;  
18.33; 26.11; 28.26; 34.17, 29, 31, 35; 
36.20, 33

ὀρθιάζω	 29.4
ὁρμάω	 frag. 32.29; col. 44.16 (ap.); 46.38; 

48.5
ὁρμή	 44.7
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ὅϲ	 frag. 18.11; frag. 21.18, 19, 21; frag. 
24.10; frag. 27.14, 16; frag. 32.23; col. 
2.16, 17; 3.[22]; 5.11; 6.21; 7.12; 15.13, 
18, 22; 16.12; 18.38; 25.[33]; 26.17, 

ὅϲ (cont.)
32; 27.17, 24, 29; 28.34; 30.34; 31.31; 
32.19, 26, [34]; 34.29; 36.20, [24], 
28, 29; 37.5, 8, [40]; 38.[9]; 40.16, 19; 
41.39; 42.23; 43.6, 8, 19, 35; 44.2, 5; 
46.4; 48.33

ὁϲδήποτε	 24.41; 25.26
ὁϲημέραι	 29.25
ὅϲοϲ	 24.17; 26.21; 29.26 (Democritus); 

34.21, 23; 38.40; 44.[12]; 47.35
ὅϲπερ	  frag. 13.34; frag. 18.6; frag.  

12.[13]; frag. 24.8; col. 45.28
ὅϲτιϲ	 frag. 5.3; frag. 7.[6]; col. 38.24
ὅταν	 frag. 7.4; col. 11.7, 14; 17.18;  

18.29, 30; 20.[17]; 22.16; 27.32; 29.15; 
46.41; 47.10

ὅτε		 frag. 18.5; col. 29.21, 23; 34.24; 42.7
ὁτέ		 12.40; 28.21 (ap.)
ὅτι	frag. 7.[7]; frag. 33.19; col. 1.6, 8; 

6.23; 9.27; 26.[4]; 28.36; 30.13; 32.36; 
33.[18]; 34.18, 32; 38.2; 41.29, 39; 
42.[7]; 45.[12], 18, 33; 47.5

οὐδέ	 frag. 27.3; col. 1.5; 4.20, 21; 
5.11; 15.9; 16.26; 19.18; 20.35; 21.35, 
37; 25.22; 27.31; 28.26; 32.5; 36.29, 30; 
42.6, 7; 43.[7]; 44.17; 45.30, 36; 46.24, 
35; 47.19; 49.39

οὐδείϲ	 frag. 12.14 (ap.); frag. 13.30; 
frag. 27.23; frag. D.6; col. 19.28; 20.38; 
21.15 (ap.); 25.29; 47.39

οὖν	 frag. 7.[6]; col. 13.18; 34.[39]
οὔπω	 18.22
οὐρανόϲ	 18.[17]
οὐϲία	 23.29
οὔτε	 2.12; Fr. C.1; 20.38, 39; 

25.24 (bis), 25, 27; frag. H.7 (?); 28.22 
(bis), 23, 24; 31.31, 32; 41.22, 23; 44.9, 
[16]; 46.31, 32

οὗτοϲ	 frag. 20.10, 11 (?), 12; frag. 27.16;  
frag. 32.[20], [27]; frag. 33.21; col. 1.5, 
7; 3.18; 5.2; 6.25, 30; 13.9; 15.18; 17.14; 

18.39; 19.7, 27, 29; 22.3; 24.33; 25.20; 
26.13, 18; 32.29; 33.21; 34.21; 36.1; 
37.2 (ap.); 39.20, 30, 38; 40.22, 28, 30; 
42.3, 15; 43.4, 6, 17, 41; 44.4; 45.2, 18; 
46.5, 6, 16, 23; 47.4, [26], 29; 48.2, 30; 
49.3, 24

οὕτω(ϲ) frag. 33.23; col. 1.7; 5.25; 6.27; 
7.16; 15.16, 32; 16.16; 38.20; 44.29; 
46.29, 35; 49.39; οὑτωϲί 22.11

ὀφείλω	 45.28
ὀφθαλμόϲ	 frag. 18.4; col. 13.20
ὀφλιϲκάνω	 12.38
ὄψιϲ	 2.7 (ap.); 3.13; 27.34

πάγκακοϲ	 18.2 (ap.)
παθολογέω	 2.11
παθόϲ 	 2.2; 3.23; 4.7; 6.13; 7.9; 9.32; 

15.17; 16.27; 17.17; 26.11; 27.23; 28.5 
(ap.), 7 (ap.), 25; 30.12; 34.19; 37.[16], 
25; 40.36; 43.8; 44.10; 46.26; 49.10

παιδάριον	 frag. 27.23; col. 26.2
παῖϲ	 frag. D.4 (?); col. 23.12 (ap.); 30.24 

(bis)
πάλαι	 14.15; 29.22
πάλιν	 2.[19]; 13.9; 30.19, 28; 41.6
πάμπολυϲ	 11.6; 17.13; 28.17
παμπόνηροϲ	 38.3
πάνδεινοϲ	 43.20
πανταχῶϲ	 13.4
παντελῶϲ	 23.33
παντοδαπῶϲ	 13.8; 31.14
πάνυ	 49.[11]
παρά	 (gen.) 9.34; 26.26; 46.7; (dat.) 25.10, 

11; 38.34; (acc.) 3.15; frag. D.3; 12.23; 
18.[14]; 28.37; 34.21; 37.7; 38.32; 42.6; 
44.12 (ap.); 46.19; 47.7, 8, 40; 48.23

παραβάλλω	 48.4
παραγίγνομαι	 44.20
παραγωγή	 23.23
παραδείκνυμι	 34.[6]
παραδίδωμι	 14.[3]; 35.6 (ap.)
παραινέω	 10.33; 37.8
παραιτέομαι	 35.39
παραιτητόϲ	 45.13 (ap.)
παρακαθίζω	 21.32
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παρακολουθέω 1.21; 5.18; 6.15; 7.23; 9.22; 
17.23; 22.24; 24.22; 29.14, 28; 46.4

παρακόπτω	 22.22
παραλαμβάνω	 20.30, 39
παραλείπω	 45.19
παραλλάξ	 frag. 21.10
παραλογιϲμόϲ	 7.14; 37.21
παράλυϲιϲ	 9.[19]
παραμιμνήϲκομαι	 31.26
παραμίϲγομαι	 25.29
παραμυθία	 31.19; 44.37
παραπέμπω	 18.18
παραπίπτω	 21.2
παραπλήϲιοϲ	 14.10; 17.14; 21.34; 49.5
παραϲκευάζω	 4.18; 30.8; 46.33; 48.27
παράϲταϲιϲ	 32.30
παρατηρέω	 9.35; 19.3
παρατίθημι	 30.23
παραυτόθεν	 44.12 (ap.)
παρεδρεύω	 10.37
πάρειμι [εἰμί]	 17.13
πάρειμι [εἶμι]	 18.27
παρενοχλέω	 43.18
παρεντίθημι	 frag. 19.19
παρέπομαι	 23.[40]
παρέχω	 2.[12]; 19.32; 36.6 (ap.)
παρίημι	 frag. 27.14 (?)
παρίϲτημι	 9.38; 42.33; 44.29, 34; 45.33
παροινέω	 13.11 (ap.); 14.24; 15.14
παρολιγωρέω	 5.10; 18.21
παροράω	 32.35
παρουϲία	 42.8
παρρηϲία	 35.39; 36.25 (tit.); 39.22
παρρηϲιαϲτικόϲ	 36.22
πᾶϲ (cf. ἅπαϲ)	  frag. 1.4; frag. 12.17;  

frag. 28.7; frag. 32.4, 8, 15, 25; col. 1.5; 
2.[13]; 6.28; 7.15, 21; 11.10; 15.[10], 
29; 16.14; 17.5; 19.24; 20.[17]; 24.22, 
27; 25.6, 29; frag. H.4; 27.21, 24, 28; 
28.4; 29.[9], 27; 30.3 (bis ap.), 31; 
31.12, 15, 23; 32.1, 20; 33.27; 34.22; 
35.19; 39.3, 25, 36; 40.[6], 18, 24; 26; 
43.24, 26, 37; 45.26, 28; 47.36; 50.3

πάϲχω	  frag. 24.9; frag. 14.11 (?), 13;  
frag. B.3; frag. C.2; col. 38.23; 49.24

πατρίϲ	 13.27; 29.21
παύω	 27.31, 34
πέλαγοϲ	 15.29
πέμπω frag.	 29.5 (?)
πένηϲ	 frag. 24.10
πένομαι	 frag. 24.22
πέραϲ	 5.23; 27.37
περί	 col. 28.11; frag. E.5 (gen.) frag.  

13.28; frag. 27.30; col. 17.15; 32.34; 
33.20, 22, 29; 36.24 (tit.); 45.24; 46.5, 
8; 48.1, 38; 49.3; (acc.) 14.27; 19.7; 
38.[8], 29; 39.34; 40.1; 41.17; 42.35; 
43.9; 48.40

περιάπτω	 43.16
περιβάλλω	 frag. 13.11 (ap.)
περιγράφω	 29.30
περιζώννυμι	 8.29
περιίϲτημι	 34.25
περιλαμβάνω	 21.29
Περιπατητικόϲ	 31.25
περίπικροϲ	 frag. 18.19
περιπίπτω	  3.24; 12.36; 13.23; 25.21;  

40.18; 44.9; 45.41; 46.1, 40
περίπτωϲιϲ	 36.4
περιϲπάω	 2.[16]; 19.5
περιττόϲ	 6.3
πήδηϲιϲ	 8.41
πικραίνω	 14.[2]; 36.[2]
πικρία	 26.14
πικρόϲ	 12.31; 26.[10]; 32.38; 36.34
πιϲτεύω	 16.[33]
πίϲτιϲ	 2.[22]; 45.23
πλάττω	 20.21
πλεῖϲτοϲ 	 frag. 18.14; col. 35.20; 37.[2]; 

38.25 (Menander); 43.26
πλείων	 9.25; 33.22; 34.35
πλεύμων	 8.36; 9.30
πλευρά	 8.37; 9.31
πλῆθοϲ	 6.[21]
πλημμελέω	 41.21
πλήν	 31.10
πλοῖον	 15.27; 21.36
πλούϲιοϲ	 frag. 24.[17]
πλουτέω	 frag. 24.24
πνίγω	 15.23
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ποθέω	 27.29
ποιέω	 frag. 13.[26]; col. 1.15; 

7.20; 10.38; 14.22; 15.18; 22.5, 13, 24;
ποιέω (cont.)

24.31; 25.[6]; 28.18; 32.19, 22; 34.23; 
37.6, 23; 40.2; 43.18; 48.25

ποιητήϲ	 frag. 18.8; col. 18.31; 31.22
ποιητικόϲ	 46.32
ποῖοϲ	 35.[26]
ποιότηϲ	 45.35
πολεμέω	 32.37
πόλεμοϲ	 32.16; 44.25 (Homer)
πολλάκιϲ	 frag. 19.8; frag. 24.13, 

18; frag. 27.18, 21, 31; col. 9.39; 10.21; 
11.12; 15.26; 23.38; frag. F.6; 25.16; 
26.25; 29.18; 30.22; 33.1; 35.22

πολυλογέω	 14.1 (ap.)
πολύϲ	 frag. 19.[8]; col. 2.20; 9.27,  

31; 12.23; 14.10, 27, 29; 18.39; 19.2; 
20.28; 23.20; frag. F.8; 24.37; 25.[4]; 
29.18; 30.30; 31.15; 34.6 (?), 33; 35.32 
(bis); 36.[5]; 39.4; 40.3; 42.11; 43.10, 
27; 46.40

πολυχρόνιοϲ	 30.16
πομπεύω	 22.21
πονηρία	 38.25 (Menander)
πόνοϲ	 9.31; 49.12
πορεύω	 49.5
πόϲιϲ	 28.2; 44.21
ποϲόϲ	 30.27; 34.39 (ap.); 35.26 (ap.)
πότε	 45.37, 38
ποτε	 35.27, 40
πότερον	 40.35
που	 frag. 32.26 (ap.); col. 31.25; 44.2
πούϲ	 38.31
πρᾶγμα	 36.5; 37.34
πρᾶξιϲ	 20.27; 25.18; 29.15
πραότηϲ	 28.39
πράττω	 15.11; 22.17; 26.32; 48.30
πρέϲβυϲ	 12.28
πρίν	 35.24
πρό	 1.23; 4.16
προάγω	 14.22; 27.26; 28.21 (ap.)
προαιρέομαι	 44.32
προαίρεϲιϲ	 48.[11], 29

προβαίνω	 13.19; 33.21
πρόειμι	 frag. 20.9; col. 42.33
προηγέομαι	 47.22
προΐημι	 frag. 18.6; col. 11.23; 15.17
προΐϲτημι	 29.15; 49.40
πρόκειμαι	 23.20; 44.39
προκινηϲία	 38.28
προλέγω	 36.21
πρόληψιϲ	 45.2
προπέτεια	 12.31
προπηλακιϲμόϲ	 27.36
προπίπτω	 frag. 28.24; frag. F.2 
πρόϲ	 frag. 19.6 (?); col. 29.3; (gen.)  

16.27; 22.32 (ap.); (dat.) 32.29; (acc.) 
frag. 27.[16]; col. 4.13, 17; 5.20; 9.37; 
17.12, 13; 18.25, 36; 19.23; 21.39; 
22.[15]; 23.11; 30.5; 33.2, 35, 37, 40; 
34.39; 36.[1]; 39.1, 23, 26; 41.[10], 11, 
39; 43.9; 44.7, [16], 18, 30, 34; 46.27; 
48.34

προϲαγορεύω	 16.[40]; 43.6, 12
προϲάγω	 45.27
προϲαγωγή	 19.21
προϲαλλοτριοῦμαι	 42.2
προϲαναρτάω	 39.37
προϲάπτω	 47.[17]
προϲδέομαι	 6.12
προϲδέχομαι	 48.32; 49.20
προϲδοκάω	 26.31; 41.24
πρόϲειμι	 36.21, 28
προϲεμφύω	 23.22
προϲεπιπολεμέω	 frag. 19.2 (ap.)
προϲεπιπονέω	 frag. 19.[2]
προϲέχω	 5.8; 15.24 (com.)
προϲηγορία	 39.19; 44.4
προϲήκω	 14.14; 20.37; 25.11; 29.20;  

31.15
προϲήνεια	 24.[39]
πρόϲθεϲιϲ	 40.9
προϲκρούω	 17.26 (ap.)
πρόϲοδοϲ	 20.33
προϲπάθεια	 11.4 (ap.)
προϲπαροινέω	 13.11
προϲπελάζω	 21.27
προϲπίπτω	 37.19
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προϲτάττω	 11.4 (ap.)
προϲτίθημι	  frag. 15.16 (ap.); col. 3.18;  

5.24
προϲυπομιμνήϲκω	 3.16
προϲφέρω	 7.14; 32.18; 44.18; 47.1
πρόϲχειροϲ	 29.32
προϲχράομαι	 48.2
πρόϲωπον	 frag. 18.13; col. 11.5; 31.27
πρότερον	 7.5; 31.26; 45.18;
προτίθημι	 46.11
προὔργου	 5.26
προφέρω	 44.36
πρόχειροϲ	 49.19
πρῶτοϲ	 frag. 18.8; col. 48.3
πτηνόϲ	 11.20 (Plato)
πτῶμα	 31.7 (ap.)
πτῶϲιϲ	 frag. 17.6 (ap.)
πυκνόϲ	 23.22; 30.19; 35.19
πυνθάνομαι	 33.36
πῶϲ	 39.21, 26, 31, 33; 41.35

ῥᾴδιοϲ	 3.17; 5.[30]; 10.18; 28.34
ῥαθυμία	 28.38
ῥαπίζω	 17.22
ῥῆξιϲ	 9.29
ῥήτωρ	 31.22
ῥίπτω	 16.14

ϲάλιον v. ϲίαλον	
ϲάρξ	 7.12
ϲεαυτοῦ	 15.25 (com.)
ϲεμνόϲ	 frag. 24.[18]
ϲεμνότηϲ	 18.21 (ap.)
ϲημαίνω	 20.31
ϲίαλον	 frag. 18.[18]
ϲκιά	 26.7 (ap.)
ϲκυθρωπάζω	 20.19
ϲοφία	 20.13, 47.[8]
ϲοφόϲ	 frag. 19.21 (ap.); col. 5.[28];  

35.2; 36.18, 31; 37.6, 10 (ap.); 39.17, 
32; 40.1, 30; 41.31; 42.20; 43.16; 44.2, 
26, 32; 45.3, 10, 22; 46.3, 12, [14], 20; 
47.[8], 32; 48.2, 12, 24, 39; 49.8, 19, 31, 
36, 38

ϲπουδαῖοϲ	 35.30; 38.18; 39.25

ϲτάδιον	 8.40
ϲτάϲιμοϲ	 frag. 21.6
ϲτερέω	 21.25; 39.36
ϲτιλβηδών	 frag. 18.5
ϲτρατηγόϲ	 33.26
ϲτρατιώτηϲ	 33.24
ϲυγγένεια	 14.9 (ap.); 21.21
ϲυγγενήϲ	 14.9 (ap.)
ϲύγγονοϲ	 14.9 (ap.)
ϲυγκαταβαίνω	 19.29; 21.39
ϲυγκαταδύνω	 44.31
ϲύγκειμαι	 8.21
ϲυγκρίνω	 39.[7]
ϲυγκυρέω	 36.27
ϲυγχαίρω	 31.16
ϲυζεύγνυμι	 27.23; 42.23
ϲυζήτηϲιϲ	 19.26
ϲυλλάληϲιϲ	 21.22
ϲυλλογίζομαι	 49.4
ϲυμβαίνω	  frag. 4.16; col. 9.[20]; 12.33; 

16.36; frag. E.3; 28.12 (?); 47.6
ϲυμβάλλω	 12.24
ϲυμβίωϲιϲ	 39.2
ϲυμβουλεύω	 20.35
ϲυμμέτρηϲιϲ	 37.36
ϲύμμετροϲ	 29.31
ϲυμπείθω	 40.4 (ap.)
ϲυμπεριφορά	 28.3
ϲυμπλέκω	 10.23; 13.10; 42.17, 31
ϲυμπλοκή	 37.30
ϲυμπόϲιον	 21.32; 25.24
ϲύμπτωμα	 10.25
ϲυμφορά	 5.19; 11.7; 24.21; 25.21; 29.19; 

42.16
ϲύμφοροϲ	 32.28
ϲύν		 frag. 32.27, 29; col. 8.37
ϲυνάγω	 49.32
ϲυνακολουθέω	 42.18
ϲυνάπτω	 frag. 32.19; col. 5.15; 40.15  

(ap.); 42.15 (ap.)
ϲυναρτάω	 27.39
ϲυναϲπίζω	 24.17
ϲυναυξάνω	 28.19; 40.8
ϲυναύξηϲιϲ	 18.37
ϲυνεγγίζω	 36.32; 43.3
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ϲύνειμι	 frag. 28.25 (ap.); col. 17.26; 30.6
ϲυνεμφαίνω	 45.11
ϲυνεπιζεύγνυμι	 31.33
ϲυνεπιϲπάω	 6.21; 22.19; 38.4
ϲυνεπιτίθημι	 21.3
ϲυνεπιφέρω	 39.7, 40
ϲυνέπομαι	 43.3
ϲυνετόϲ	 47.3
ϲυνεχήϲ	 9.22, 39; 13.3 (ap.); 24.26; 30.14; 

49.[12]
ϲυνέχω	 2.18; 6.18; 10.35; 15.8 

(ap.); 19.6; 28.26; 41.30; 42.10; 43.1, 
27; 47.18; 49.9

ϲυνηγορία	 31.20
ϲυνίϲτημι	 37.32
ϲύννοια	 35.30
ϲυνοικέω	 26.14
ϲυνοράω	 28.34
ϲυνοργίζομαι	 13.24
ϲυνταράττω	 14.[32]
ϲυντελέω	 14.30; 17.15
ϲυντετελεϲμένωϲ	 35.25
ϲύντονοϲ	 44.5, 9; 48.6, 10
ϲυντρίβω	 33.4
ϲυντυγχάνω	 36.29
ϲυνωμοϲία	 25.17
ϲυϲχολάζω	 19.15
ϲφαλερόϲ	 3.26 (ap.)
ϲφόδρα	 24.30
ϲφοδρόϲ	 frag. 1.3; col. 41.37
ϲχολάζω	 19.11
ϲῶμα	 frag. 7.9 (ap.); col. 8.33; 13.3 

 (ap.); 33.4
ϲωμάτιον	 10.30
ϲωτηρία	 29.[5]

ταρακτόϲ	 10.[18]
ταραχή	 26.16; 42.4, 10
τάττω	 43.4
ταὐτολογέω	 col. 6.30 (ap.)
τάφροϲ	 13.16
ταχέωϲ	 33.30
τεκμήριον	 38.26 (Menander)
τέκνον	 16.22; 17.9; frag. F.[3]; 24.32
τελευταῖοϲ	 49.27

τελευτή	 30.21
τελέω	 frag. 28.19 (?)
τελέωϲ	 3.7; 16.28; 42.40 (?)
τετρᾶχμον	 15.27
τέχνη	 35.7 (ap.)
τεχνίτηϲ	 34.3
τηλικοῦτοϲ	 39.20, 27; 47.34
τίθημι	  1.23; 3.13; 4.14; 7.12; 29.24 

(Homer); 36.37; 48.22
τίκτω	 21.34 (paroem.?)
τίλλω	 15.12
τιμωρέω	 16.18; 33.[18]
τιμωρητικόϲ	 32.24
τιμωρία	 frag. 7.5; col. 27.38; 42.37; 44.13 

(ap.), 25, 31
τίνω	 frag. 28.20
τιϲ		 frag. 18.20; frag. 19.4; frag. 

27.15, 19, [24]; frag. 28.20 (?), 22 (?); 
frag. 32.12, [25], 28 (ap.); col. 6.16, 17; 
10.23; 13.16; 16.37; 18.19, 21; 21.38, 
39; 22.16; frag. E.4 (?); 23. 28; 25.34; 
26.2, [34]; 29.26; 30.15, 20, 29; 32.31; 
33.19; 34.33; 36.17, 18, 33, 38; 37.21; 
38.8; 39.23, 35, 39; 40.25, 27, 33, 38; 
41.7, 20, 30, 31, 35; 42.[6], 23; 43.11, 
15 (?), 22; 44.18; 46.9, 13, 33; 47.[11], 
33; 48.28; 49.6, 37; 50.5

τίϲ		 13.11; 18.34; 20.28; 28.35; 33.24, 28
τίϲιϲ	 frag. 13.29
τλάω	 frag. 31.19 (Homer)
τοιγαροῦν	 16.34; 48.3
τοίνυν	 frag. 21.23; frag. 24.[15]; col. 

43.[41]
τοιοῦτοϲ	 frag. 18.[20]; frag. 32.24; col.  

1.8; 12.34; 13.17; 14.28; 18.21; 20.34; 
21.28, 39; 26.3, 33; 28.[4]; 29.17; 
31.23; 34.38; 35.4, 7; 36.26; 41.8, 40; 
42.38; 43.24; 44.10, 35; [46.17]; 48.4

τοιουτότροποϲ	 9.32
τοῖχοϲ	 13.16
τολμάω	  frag. 17.23 (ap.); col. 21.35;  

43.22
τομή	 44.22
τόϲοϲ	 34.39; 35.[7]
τοϲοῦτοϲ	 21.25; 39.28; 45.25
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τότε	 frag. 7.[7]; col. 7.21
τοτέ	 8.28, 31; 13.25, 26; 26.18, 20
τραῦμα	 12.39
τράχηλοϲ	 frag. 18.16
τραχύϲ	 27.21
τρέπω	 10.30
τρέχω	 8.39
τρόμοϲ	 9.18
τρόποϲ	 frag. 18.21; col. 3.21; 37.40;  

38.[9]; 40.31; 41.7, 33; 49.5
τρώκτηϲ	 15.21
τυγχάνω	 frag. 27.20; col. 16.13, 30;  

39.19
τύπτω	 frag. 17.17; frag. 27.26; col.	

13.5
τύραννοϲ	 11.15
τυφλόϲ	 5.25
τύχη	 21.30

ὑβρίζω	 14.23; 19.8; 26.1 (ap)
ὕβριϲ	 12.39
υἱόϲ	 14.12
ὑλακτέω	 18.26
ὑπάρχω	 5.27; 22.29; 23.34; 32.26;  

37.[16]; 49.22, 39
ὑπέρ	 46.[8]; 47.26
ὑπερβατόϲ	 18.15 (ap.)
ὑπερμεγέθωϲ	 27.18
ὑπέρμετροϲ	 24.27; 29.29
ὑπηρεϲία	 24.20
ὑπό	 (gen.) frag. 21.14, 17; frag.  

24.12, 14; col. 8.35; 18.18; 19.[8]; 
22.27; 23.30; 25.16, 34; 35.38; 39.38; 
40.33; 41.34; 47.[11], 32 (acc.) 43.4

ὑπογράφω	 3.6 (ap.), 24; 23.13 (ap.)
ὑποδείκνυμι	 7.15; 42.32; 45.32
ὑποκρίνω	 37.1
ὑπολαμβάνω	 1.25; 36.32; 37.17; 47.33
ὑπόληψιϲ	 frag. 22.4; frag. 24.6; frag.  

32.21; col. 47.22, 25, 31; 49.29, 40; 50.7
ὑπομενητόϲ	 col. 39.33
ὑπομένω	 19.20, 28; 20.34; 39.33
ὑπομιμνήϲκω	 29.32; 30.12
ὑποπτεύω	 19.24
ὑποτρέχω	 32.2

ὕπουλοϲ	 28.32
ὑποφέρω	 32.[4]
ὗϲ	 	 18.33
ὕϲτερον	 37.[8]; 40.[8]
ὑφαιρέω	 23.21 (ap.)
ὑφόραϲιϲ	 22.30

φαίνω	 34.29, 39; 40.7
φανερόϲ	 1.[5]; 2.9, 13; 3.26; 5.22; 6.28; 

38.29; 40.15; 41.41; 48.33; 49.[3]
φανερόω	 41.41 (ap.)
φανταϲία	  frag. 28.23; col. 34.35; 35.[5]; 

36.19
φάρμακον	 19.20; 29.7
φέρω	  frag. 24.12; col. 38.26 

 (Menander); 40.28; 44.3; 45.39
φεύγω	 21.29; 44.13
φευκτόϲ	 frag. 33.19 (ap.); col. 40.15 (ap.)
φημί	 frag. 12.16; col. 12.27; 18.29;  

31.29; 34.4; 37.5; 41.1, 31; 46.14, 36
φιλανθρωπία	 24.38
φίλαρχοϲ	 15.31
φιλαυτ-	 frag. 33.2
φίλαυτοϲ	 28.33
φιλέω	 35.[18]
φιλία	 20.30; 21.21
φιλοδοξέω	 49.7
φιλόδοξοϲ	 15.32
φιλολογία	 2.21 (?)
φιλονικέω	 28.16
φίλοϲ	 frag. 21.[18]; col. 16.33; 17.25;  

20.[1]; frag. F.[4]; 27.27; 28.3; 29.19; 
30.5; 35.38; 39.1; 41.19, 20

φιλοϲοφία	17.29; 18.37; 29.12; 37.10 (ap.)
φιλόϲοφοϲ	 3.20; 31.17; 35.36; 37.10 (ap.)
φιλότιμοϲ	 14.16
φιλοχρήματοϲ	 15.32 (ap.)
φλεγμονή	 10.[28]
φλέψ	 frag. 18.17
φληναφάω	 33.23
φλυαρέω	 31.18; 49.1
φοβέω	 20.39 (ap.); 29.35
φόβοϲ	 26.15
Φοίνιξ	 15.21
φονεύϲ	 14.9 (ap.)
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φονεύω	 23.38
φόνοϲ	 13.22; 17.18
φορόϲ	 10.31; 35.18 (ap.)
φρίκη	 3.15
φυγή	 13.26
φυλακή	 33.3; 37.8
φυλάττω	 10.35
φυϲικόϲ	 2.1; 36.20; 38.6, 21, 36; 39.26,  

30, 40; 40.18; 45.36; 46.9; φυϲικῶϲ 
46.36; 48.5, [9]

φύϲιϲ	 frag. 32.[23], 26; frag. 33.17; col. 
26.11; 37.34; 38.38; 40.22; 43.34

φύω	 24.17; 30.26; 42.13 (ap.)
φωνή	 8.28; 11.23; 17.11; 36.37; 37.21
φωράω	 29.16

χαλεπότηϲ	 37.[2]
χαλκοῦϲ	 15.22; 18.15
χαρά	 frag. 3.2 (ap.)
χαρίειϲ	 39.34; 49.1, 11
χαρίζομαι	 15.8 (ap.); 43.28
χάριϲ	 frag. 3.[2]; col. 43.24
χάϲκω	 15.23 (com.)
χειριϲμόϲ	 44.40; 48.34
χειροκραϲία	 12.34
χειρόω	 32.[38]
χείρων	 12.17
χίλιοι	 8.[39]
χιτωνίϲκοϲ	 17.10
χράομαι 	 4.22; 7.6; 44.38; 46.16, 19; 48.41
χρεία	 frag. 24.16; col. 21.19; 33.36
χρή	 43.[7]; 48.33
χρόνοϲ	 9.25; 15.10; 22.24; 26.17; 34.34
χωρίϲ	  frag. 28.16; col. 31.31; 32.[18],  

36; 34.[5], 18; 41.11; 49.29, 33

ψέγω	 1.9, 14; 5.12; 6.31
ψευδοδοξέω	 37.35
ψευδοδοξία	 6.14
ψεῦδοϲ	 frag. B.1 (ap.)
ψεύϲτηϲ	 28.31
ψιθυριϲμόϲ	 25.32
ψι[λ-	 frag. G.4
ψυχή	 6.13; 10.28; 14.32; 21.[6]; 31.29; 

35.23

ὧδε	 16.37
ὠμόϲ	 8.31 (poet.)
ὠνέομαι	 27.29
ὡϲ		 frag. 16.28; frag. 18.13; frag. 24.5;  

col. 1.5, 16; 2.14; 3.26; 4.14; 12.26; 
14.10; 15.31; 16.[17]; 17.13, 22; 19.17; 
21.[5], 29, 33; 27.31; 30.12; 31.16, 25; 
33.25; 35.31; 36.2; 37.33; 40.6, 8; 42.27; 
44.7, [16], 18, 29, 34; 46.30; 48.12

ὡϲαύτωϲ	 32.23
ὥϲπερ	 13.19; 18.19; 27.37; 35.[17];  

40.37; 46.37, 40
ὡϲπερεί	 8.20
ὥϲτε	 frag. 33.24; frag. A.4; 3.15; 5.26; 

6.31; 9.21, [39]; 12.[18]; 15.17; 25.19; 
35.2; 37.39; 42.34; 43.17; 45.16; 47.29

ὠφέλεια	 48.[18]

Personal Names

Ἀλέξανδροϲ	 18.28; 43.25, 36
Ἀντίπατροϲ	 33.34
Ἀπόλλων	 16.19
Ἀχιλλεύϲ	 18.20
Βαϲιλείδηϲ	 5.21
Βίων	 1.16
Δημόκριτοϲ	 29.27
Διόνυϲοϲ	 16.24
Ἐπίκουροϲ	 frag. 22.10 (ap.); col. 35.3; 

45.5; 48.41
Ἕρμαρχοϲ	 45.13
Ζεύϲ	 frag. 21.7; col. 16.12; 28.[41]; 43.3
Θέϲπιϲ	 5.21
Κάδμοϲ	 16.23
Κλεινίαϲ	 21.15 (ap.)
Μένανδροϲ	 28.8 (ap.); 38.27
Μεντορίδηϲ	 12.29
Μητρόδωροϲ	 12.27; 45.9
Νικαϲικράτηϲ frag. 15.15; col. 37.5; 38.34
Νιόβη	 16.22
Οἰδίπουϲ	 14.11
Ὅμηροϲ frag. 29.12 (ap.); 44.23
Πέλοψ	 14.12
Πλάτων	 11.18
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Πλειϲθένηϲ	 14.13
Ϲοφοκλῆϲ	 18.20
Τιμαϲαγόραϲ	 7.7
Τιμοκράτηϲ	 12.26
Ὕπνοϲ	 16.12
Φινεύϲ	 14.9 (ap.)
Χρύϲιπποϲ	 1.17

Ancient Authors and Works

Antipater	 33.34-40
Bion, Περὶ τῆϲ ὀργῆϲ	 1.17
Chrysippus, Περὶ παθῶν θεραπευ- 

τικὸϲ (λόγοϲ)	 1.18
Democritus	 29.26
Epicurus, Ἀναφωνήϲειϲ	 45.6
Epicurus, Κύριαι Δόξαι	 43.21
Epicurus, Rata Sententia I	 43.22-24
Fragmentum comicum adesp.	 15.23–25
Heraclitus	 27.28 sq.
Hermarchus, Opus incertum	 45.12–15
Homer, Ilias

1.2	 29.23 sq.
1.23 sq.	 16.21
8.63 sq.	 44.23–25
23.21 (= Odyssea 18.87)	 8.31

Menander	 28.8 (ap); 38.22–26
Metrodorus	 12.26-29
Philodemus, Περὶ παρρηϲίαϲ	 36.24
Plato, Leges

4.717d	 11.19–21
Sophocles, Ϲύνδειπνοι (?)	 18.20




