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CHAPTER §

Not all politicians are Sisyphus: what Roman
Epicureans were taught about politics

Jeffrey Fish

When it comes to political involvement, some of our most important
sources on early Epicureanism frame the question in terms regularly
employed by their Stoic rivals: “Will the sage engage in politics?” Epi-
curus and Chrysippus apparently both discussed this question in works
sharing the title On Modes of Life (TTept Pieov).’ Of Epicurus’ treatment
we have a two-word summary: 008t ToAiTsUosTon (‘and the sage will not
participate in politics’).* But if the question were really as simple as its
traditional wording makes it seem, this answer would appear to create
complications for some, especially for converts in oligarchic aristocracies.
What was someone like Cassius, the tyrannicide, to do once he came to be
a late-life convert to Epicureanism? On the face of i, if Epicureanism has
really taken hold, he would lay down his political influence, withdraw from
the larger society and live the rest of his life unnoticed with his Epicurean
friends. Otherwise, if he clings to his political career and influence, and
even risks his life for them, as Cassius did, we would suspect that he is just
dabbling in Epicureanism. As for Epicurean philosophers, we might expect
the more rigorous ones to help princes and courtiers find ways to descend
from their positions of authority and influence, as Epicurus did with his
friend Tdomeneus, a politician from Lampsacus.” And we might imagine
Epicurean philosophers who would not give such advice as parasitic pro-
fessionals, mere flatterers unwilling to forego the benefits of having rich
and powerful patrons. Where would they be if their patron were to forfeit
his own power of patronage?

This line of thinking has coloured nearly all interpretation of Epicure-
anism and politics. A rare exception is the recent ground-breaking work
of Geert Roskam, who demonstrates that there was always a flexibility in

I am grateful to David Armstrong, Kirk Sanders and Michael Wigodsky for helpful comments cn
carlier drafts of this paper.

T See Joly 1956. * DL 10.119. 3 For Idomeneus’ biography and fragments, sez Angeli 198z
grapiy g £
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Epicureanism regarding issues like political involvement* Prohibitions
were notdogmatic, buc rather suggestions that should be considered accord-
ing to circumstances. According to the relevant calculus, a political career
might prove the best choice in certain cases. In general, however, the views
of Cicero and Plutarch continue to predominate, and nowhere mote so than
in the interpretation of Epicurean statesmen in the Lare Roman Republic.?
This tendency has a long history in modern scholarship. For example, one
of the reasons Usener thought that the Key Doctrines (KD) was a compila-
tion made by a not very intelligent follower rather than by Epicurus himself
was its lack of a clear affirmation of pf TroArTetecfen (forego politics’)
and A&fe Provoos (live unnoticed’). Epicurus, thought Usener, would
surely have unambiguously stated the principle of non-involvemens in
politics.®

In the light of all this, it is no surprise that Philodemus’ On #he Good
King according vo Homer (De bono rege) has occasioned scepticism towards
both its author and its addressee, Lucius Calpurnius Piso Caesoninus. The
work assumes that a good man can deal well and to his own profit with
princely responsibilities, and that Homer’s princes provide useful models
of good and bad behaviour. As for the addressee himself, many modern
assessments hold thac Piso’s commitment to Epicureanism did not run
deep. So, for instance, Elizabeth Rawson:

One might suggest that Piso read this [i.e., On the Good King] . . ., glanced at some
of the other so-called diatribes, sometimes looked in on the dinner parties on the
twentieth of the month to which we saw him being invited, and for the rest felt

* Roskam 2007 has anticipated me on several imparrant points, alchough I differ from him, as T point
out, at cercain significanc juncrures. Koch 2005 strikes some of the same notes 25 Roskam bur is
less informed and sometimes overspeculative (see the review by Warren (= Warren 2007)). The
celebrated trearment of Momigliano 1941 serves as 2 fine starting point. Benferhar 2005 gives a useful
review of many of the Important figures burt lacks Roskam’s analysis. Fowler 1989, despite many
insights, ignores much of the evidence. Miriam Griffin’s informeel study in Griffin and Barnes 1989
which contains a thorough bibliography thar is updated in Griffn and Barnes 1997 — shows how
difficult it can be w0 establish connections berweer: the philosophical commitment of a ruler and a
particular political course of action {cf. Jocelyn 1977}, but this fact does not prove a lack of genuine
philosophical commitment on the part of Roman statesmes. Such a commirment may rather be seen
rore cleasly in the emphasis of certain character qualities and artivudes, as Griffin herself shows with
regard to Piso in Griffin zoor.

Castner 1988, for example, assumes throughout her prosopography of Epicurean statesmen in the
Late Republic thar political activity equates with an insineers or uninrelligent commirment to
Epicureanism. So she says by way of comment on Trebatius’ commitment to Epicureanism: ‘such
adherence among Romans was superficial in that it presented Litde hindrance to a full range of the
political activities traditional for the upper elasses’ (72).

6 Usener 1887: xliv.

-
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that a tame Greek philosopher about the villa was a status-symbol, and should be
aliowed to get on with his worle.”

Recent work on Piso by Miriarm Griffin has waken a much more positive
approach. According to Griffin, Cicero’s [n Pisonem ‘provides us with clear
evidence that Piso himself openly expressed his Epicurean convictions
and explained his actions in terms of them’.* Moreover, she demonstrates
that there is a remarkable correspondence between Philodemus’ good king
and what we know of Piso’s own character and career’ When one also
considers the inscriptional and other evidence attesting that Piso’s daughter,
Calpurnia, and even their freedmen and freedwomen were committed
Epicureans,™ the possibility that Piso himself was earnestly committed to
his philosophy must itself be taken seriously.

More devastating charges have been directed against Philodemus as the
author of such a work. The issue is not advising a ruler per se, since
several Epicurcans are known to have dope this,” but the nature of the
treatise itself. In the influential article ‘Lucretius and politics’, Don Fowler
argued forcefully that a positive case for Epicurean kingship and political
leadership cannot be made. The issue of On the Good King sutfaces only
briefly, and Fowler states simply that he hopes to deal with the treatise
at some later date but that perhaps, as Oswyn Murray once claimed, the
treatise does not have important connections with Epicurean philosophy
after 2l The implication is clear: if On the Good King were genuinely

7 Rawson 1985: 59; of. Rawson 1989: 233, ‘Philodemus’ On the Good King according to Homer is writeen
by the author rather as poet and critic than as Epicurean philosopher.” CE also Jocelyn 19771 352,
[t is interesting that Philodemus went against all Epicurean wradition and dedicated a wreatise on &
dryaids Peatieys to his Roman parron Piso.” Roskam 2007: 1235, is right 1o claim that there is no
contradiction between Philodemus’ philesophy and the substance of On the Good King according to
Homer.

Griffin zoor: go. Grimal 1966 also takes Piso’s Epicureanism seriously,

Griffin zo01: 89--90. Misbet 1961 xvi, plays down the possible influence of his philosophy: TH]is
political moderation depended on native common sense rather than on philosophical theory’. Even
1o open the possibility that philosophers might make a difference in their patrons I to go against
the grain of some scholarship, e.g. Jocelyn 1977: 352 of. Dorandi 2005.

See Armstrong 1993: 200-1 0. 29; Boyancé 1955,

For a useful survey, see Benferhat 2005: 43—56.

Fowler 1989: 133, [Plerhaps we have o alternative but to return to Murray’s view of that treatise
[s. in Musray 1965: 165) as not in essence an Epicutean work’. Fowler was more emphatic in his
ceview of Dorandi’s edition of O the Good King (= Fowler 1986); “There is no doubt that the work
is unorthodox [sc. with regard to Epicurean attitudes towards poetry and polidcs], bur I suspect
Dorandi is right to point to works like Epicurus’ On Kingship as possible forerunness.” Cf. also
Murray 1984a: 236, which states that On the Good King “belongs not with Philodemus’ philosophy
but with his poetry’. I agree with Murray and Fowler thar the wreatise is notan intra-school work, but
would argue that it is very much in keeping with Philedemus’ philosophy. It had been previously
supposed, for example, that On the Good King was inconsistent with Philodemus’ own teaching in

wom
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Epicurean — written by an Epicurean to an Epicurean it would argue that
power never truly creates safety, which can only be found by withdrawing
from public life to the company of Epicurean friends.

I'maintain instead that Oz the Good Kingitself constitutes a positive case
for a form of Epicurean statesmanship.® Although Philodemus” analysis of
Homeric kings makes use of several stock eements from kingship literature,
he concentrates on one theme especially compatible with Epicureanism,
and one, I think, especially articulated within the school, X 7 identifies
glory as a risky pleasure, but adds thar there would be no reason not to enjoy
it were it risk-free. A ruler’s virtuous exercise of power leads to, or at least
tends to promote, his safety.™ I suggest that, with the help of Philodemus
and others like him, Roman statesmen were able to connect two strands
of Epicurean thought in order to justify their political life: one, that a
person’s virtues are productive of the good will and love of others, acrual
pleasures in themselves;” the other, that power can in fact lead to safety.
Combining the two could result in the claim that the virtuous exercise of
political power can sometimes provide safety as well as pleasure to a ruler.
Epicurean statesmen in previous generations likely held a similar point of
view.

The suggestion that Epicurus and his followers believed power capable
of producing personal safety has itself been controversial. Safety, we are
told, can only be found by withdrawing aftogether from public life to the
company of like-minded friends. Epicureans of the Late Republic dlearly
thought otherwise, and I maineain thar there is a good case to be made in
their defence on Epicurean terms. Rather than something inexplicable,™ or
a reflection of an inability or unwillingness to reconcile their philosophical
commitments with their public life,” the decision of such men to engage

On Poems, in which he denies thar moral teaching belongs to poetry’s essence, and suggests that
peetry is a poor medium for conveying philosophical thoughts; however, Asmis 19971 has shown how
It is entirely consistent with Philodemus’ views o discover moral teaching in Homer nonetheless.

¥ Others have already made the suggestion, albeit withoue the kind of derajled suppore [ provide
here, that On the Good King was written in the tadition of earlier Epicurean thought {(now lest) on
kingship; see, e.g., Warren 2002 156—7.

" Constrast Schofield 2000: 455, “The treatise contains nothing distinctively Epicurean in doctrine,
bur probably chis is due principally to the conventions of the genre, which seems 1 have dealt in
variations of stock themes inherited from Tsocrates’ 7o Nieocles and similar writings rather than
in argument from first principles.” My own forthcoming edition of the teatise reveals the need to
modify this assessment.

% On this see Cassius’ reply to 2 leteer of Cieero’s {Fam. 15.19) and Armstrong’s discussion of it in
ch. 6 of this velume (pp. m2-13).

® Cf. Momigliano 1941 157.

"7 CE Maslowsld 1978: 222, ‘Epicureanism with them was more of a personal marter than a doctrine
guiding their public activities.’
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in politics was perfectly reasonable within an Epicurean frameworlk, given
cheir life situations. Without denying that the best life was one of complete
withdrawal from pOlitiCS,Ig these men affirmed that someone who for
justifiable reasons was unable completely to avoid politics, could still enjoy
many of the benefits of Epicureanism. Epicurus and his followers did not
discourage the possession. of power per se, only the ambitious pursuit of it.
Their position was much more nuanced than Cicero and Plutarch or their
modern counterparts would have us believe.

I shall begin not with Epicurus’ own opinions on politics and power,
but with the Sisyphus allegory as found in Lucretius (3.995—1002), which
nowadays is thought to show the vanity and futility of all politics. [ shall
then move on to discuss other passages in De rerum naiura (DRN) (in
particutar 5.1120-34) that are thought to present a view of power and safety
according to which political life is afways the worst choice. In conj unction
with these verses, I will examine Epicurus’ Key Doctrine 7 as well as a
passage from Philodemus’ On Vices, which contrasts with Lucretius by
discussing how a virtuous, as opposed to a viclous, person may pursue
safety through a good reputation. Finally, 1 shall consider how power,
safery and politics are treated by Torquarus in Cicero’s De finibus and by
Philodemus in his own On the Good King.

In Lucretius we find a stiking ambiguity abour poiitics. The poem
begins with a prayer to Venus that she and Mars embrace, since in time
of trouble (pasriai tempore iniguoy Lucretius cannot engage in his philo-
sophical writing, and Memmius must dedicate himself to politics for the
common good (1.41-3). Memmius’ political activities are portrayed as legit-
imate duties. Lucretius does not want him to abandon them during this
time of the Republic’s need. This opening has proven difficult to reconcile
with the prevailing interpretation of other passages, including that of the
allegory of Sisyphus in 3.995-1002:

Sisyphus in vita quoque nobis ante oculos est, 995
qui petere a popolo fasces saevasque secures

imbibit et semper victus tristisque recedit.

nam petere imperivm quod inanest nec datur umquant, 998

18 This is expressed clearly at the end of KD 14, according to which ‘the purest security is that
which comes from a quiet life and withdrawal from the many’ (ir. Inwood/Gerson). The nature
of Epicurean withdrawal from society is generally misunderstood, as Asmis 2004: 135 has noted:
“While opposing traditional values, Epicureanism does not zemove the individual from the rest of
society. It keeps a person integrared in the daily routine of ordinary life while shifting his or her
aims away from those of the rest of society.” Further (140): “The life that they shared with cther
Epicureans was especially imporrant; it was, in a sense, the only real life. Yet there was also a life,
however attenuated, outside the Gardes, and Epicurus gave instructions on how to cope with it
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atque in eo semper durum sufferre laborem,

hoc est adverso aixantem rrudere monte 1000
saxum quod tamen € SumMmo iam vertice rursum

volvitur et plani raptim peric aequora campi.

Sisyphus, too, is here in life before our eyes, he who thirsts to seek the rods and
awesome axes from the people and always goes away defeated and dejected. For
to seck an imperivm that is in vain and s not ever granted, and always to undergo
hash labors in the process, this is to struggle to push up the face of a mountain
a stone which rolls still yet again from the highest summir and rapidly seeks the
level areas of the even plain. {Tk. Englert, with minor changes)

The last 100 years has witnessed the emergence of a nearly universal schol-
arly consensus regarding the meaning of line 998. The view, first hinted at
by Lemaire in 1838, was fully articulaced by Giussani:

Power is in essence illusory; one never has true power, because it is always con-
nected with much servitude, with too many obligations and concerns for oth-
ers. .. Lucretius compares to Sisyphus not only the candidates who repeatedly
remain at the bottom of the ladder, but also the forrunate. For that reason, quod
inanest nec datur umquam is essential: even Pompey and Caesar are among the
Sisyphuses.”

This declaration of existential despair, we are to understand, makes even the
winners of elections resembie Sisyphus, because imperium itselfis essentially
empty and never conferred, no matter the actual election outcome.?® David
West starts from this position and then takes it a step further.™ According
to West, the rock making for the level plain (plani petir aequora campi)
is itself a reference to successful candidates who, after their year’s term in
office, return to the Campus Martius ‘to stand for election again’.?>

¥ Giussani 1896-8: vol. 111, p. 125. [ present Lemaire’s comment below.

** Subsequent commentatoss have followed suit; cf, e.g., Kenney 1971 4 loc., "For the false idea that
power confers security cf. 59-86n. rec darur umguam means that the émperizon that men promise
themselves s illusory and unobrainable.” So also T Brown 1997 a4 loc. Heinze's Commentary on
Book 3 (= Heinze 1897) was published in the same year-as Giussani’s. Unferwunately, Heinze does
Not comument upen. rer dasir utnguant, and so we cannor tell the full extent of his agreement with
Giussani, but he does agree that imperium is something empty per se.

D. West 1969: 101, “To be a candidate for power, which is an illusion, and is never given” can mean
only thar ali political power is hollow, that even those who win elections have achieved nething,”
1bid.: 1012, West reiterates the point on p. 102: ‘{E]ven if you ger to the top, you must down
again to the Campus, that is to say even if you are elected you must presently demit office and
prepare to fight your next election’. West’s view has, 1o my knowledge, gone unchallenged, with
the single exception of a brief criticism in a review of the book by M. L. Clarke (= Clarke 1971):
‘Lucretius says definitely that the Sisyphus of this world is the politician who is always defeared
in elections; West, in some confusing paragraphs, tries t show thar he also had in mind electoral
success, because Sisyphus’ stone reached the top before it rolled down again.” Fowler :989: 140

2

2
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Whatever its attractions on a literary-critical level, such an interpre-
tation entails major anachronisms and ignores basic facts of the Roman
constitution for the period under consideration. Only two senatorial offices
conferred imperium, the praetorship and the consulship. West’s suggestion
of successful candidates returning immediately after their year as consul or
praetor for another term to explain the allegory of Sisyphus and his rock is
not easily reconciled with Roman history. Lucretius presumably describes
a phenomenon current in his own day (zobis ante oculos), which neither
successive consulships nor a consulship following directly upon a praetor-
ship were. Not since Marius had consulships been consecutively repeated,
and no one was praetor twice.” Pompey held the consulship three times
(7¢, 55 and s2) but never consecutively: As far as we know, no statesmmen in
Lucretius’ day tried for the consulship in the year immediately following a
term as practor or for consecutive consulships. We can say with certainty
that none succeeded in doing so. Moreover, as with the preceding allegories
(3.981—94) on ¥pcos and ingratitude respectively, we would expect the Sisy-
phus allegory to describe a general phenomenon, not something that could
have applied at most to a handful of statesmen of the day, even were we to
assign the poem a date later than the ante 54 Bc usually supposed.* The
reasons are not hard to find as to why a second consulship was attempted
only in the rarest of circumstances, even after an interval of some years.
Holding the consulship once marked a man for life and meant both the
entrance into a privileged inner circle of the Senate and the attainment (if
desired) of near kingly power as a proconsul whose tenure usually lasted
for several years.” Accordingly, there was rarely any reason, at least when
Lucretius was writing his poem, why anyone would even want to hold che
consulship more than once. West's interpretation seems to conflict with
these important facts of Roman political life.

Against the prevailing existentialist interpretation of the passage, I pro-
pose seviving the view held by some {perhaps all) commentators prior to
Lemaire. Simply put, the passage refets to a perennial candidate for praetor

endorses West's view, as does Gale zoon: 94, although Gale never loses sight of the fact thar the
passage is primarily abour ambition. Others following West include Gigandet 1998: 70, 377-8 and
Edwards 2007: 82. Nussbaum 1994: 218-19, embraces an existential view of the passage, if not West's
explicit formulation. Benferbar 2005: 83, views Lucretius as not departing from Epicurus here, bus
claims that politieal activity ‘szems to be thoroughly condemned’ in the passage.

¥ Marius held the consulship seven times: 107, 104—100, and 86, Q. Caecilius Metellus Numidicus,
consul in 109, tried unsuccessfuily for a second consulship in 100 (see Broughton 1991: 9).

=+ For the possibility of 2 later dare, see Hurchinson 2001 and Canfora 1993.

* Proconsuls were often considered as counterparts to Hellenistic kings, on which see Rawson 1975,
In the 505, when DRN was probably written, the pericd of tenure abroad was longer than usual (see
Badizn and Lintotr 1996).
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or consul, one who cannot win election but continues 1o try; and noth-
ing more. Certainly, this is the how the earliest surviving commentary on
the passage, contained within remarks by Servius on Aeneid 6.596, inter-

qui “saxum volvunt ambitum vuly ot repulsam significari, quia semel repulsi
petitores ambive non desinyns ("By those however who “roll their stone”
Lucretius will have it that political ambition and the “repulsa” [ie. elec-
toral loss], is signified, because once they become “repulsi” [i.e. electorally
defeated) the candidates do not quit campaigning’). This corment almost
certainly exrends back to earlier Interpretations, perhaps even to Probus,
who published a critical edjtion of Lucretius. Beginning here and extend-
ing through to Lemaire in 1838, I have been unable to find any evidence
that the Sisphyus passage was ever taken to refer to anything other than
a perennial candidate.** Lemaire’s own commentary on the passage func-
tions as something of an interpretative bridge, in that he presents both the
older view and (only tentatively) the newer one. Commenting on the word
mane in 998 he writes: gz quid nungquam datur; vel Potius per se vanum est,
neque ad hominis veram felicitatem quidguam confers? (‘Perhaps because “it
is never granted”; or rather becauge it is empty in iwself and contributes
nothing to the true happiness of a man?) Of course, the fact that the newer
reading seems not to have held any currency in pre-modern Interpretation
of the poem does not mean that the current consensus Is incorrect, but it
does suggest that the old view, all but forgotten, is worth re-examining.
To begin with the most obvious aspect of earlier interpretation, nec dasir
umguam does not mean that power is never in any context conferred, or
that power is unreal,” but thar it is Never in this particular case conferred,
because the politician never gets elected to an office with imperium.® The

Jrustra petitur, nec wmguam datur & in eo petends improbur leborem semper sustinere, id profects
et conart saxum volvere adverss monte ("For 1o seek imperium, which is sought in vain “and never
granted” and always o undergo tiresome labor in seeking i, this is truly o try to roll a stone with
& meuncan [slope] opposing ir'). Creech clearly intends guoq Jrustra petitur wo pataphrase guod
inanest as (petere imperium) quod inane est petere, nec umguam datur; nee datur umquan is explained
as identical with inane g5 pevere. This is reflected in his translaton (Creech 1682) a5 well in orher
translations of the period, €.g- Dryden’s: ‘For scili to aim at pow’r and still to fil, / Bver to strive
and never to prevail’. For the period after Lemaize bur before Giussani, Bockemiiller 1874 clearly
hotds to the traditional view, remarking on guod inane e ‘welches fisr den eifrigen Biusteller in so
veit gar nicht vorhanden ist, als er es niemals erhils’.

*7 On this passage, cf, Minyard 1985: 48, “Tmperism s 2 name without reference in the world of things,
Itis, in Epicurean terms, part of the void.”

* It is imporeant to keep in mind thac imperium here is not ‘power’ in general, but rather (see QLD
5. 3) ‘an office, magistracy, or command involving supreme power’.
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imperium is thus never granted. But how do we understand inane on this
reading? For Creech inane describes an imperium that is sought in vain
(quod frustra petitur). Seeking consular imperium in vain, l.e. not getting
elected, is to be Sisyphus.

A similar line of interpretation yields a better account of inane. A Roman
reader would bave understood that the kind of person envisioned in the
passage has already advanced to the lower levels of the Senate, a prerequisite
for someone seeking imperium. And yet there is no indication that there
was anything Sisyphean about his earlier efforts to become quaestor or
aedile. Nor is there any reason to suppose that Lucretius means to convey 2
general principle to the effect that political invelvementatthe lower levels of
gOVEINMEDt is permissible for the virtuous person, but forbidden to him at
its higher levels. The passage is better understood as a satire of the politician
who does not know his limits.?® He has managed to attain the lower levels
of the czrsus, but to try to go further, and fail continually in the actempt,
is to be like Sisyphus. This object of satire may be someone attempting to
become a 7ovus homs without the necessary backing, but whose ambition
drives him to run repeatedly for office. Or he may be someone from the
nobility who, despite his social connections, proves incapable of making it
to the top bur continues trying nonetheless.” His resulting embarrassment
is called repulsa, as part of the common vocabulary of Roman politics, and
was feared as a disgrace3* The imperium here is inane because repeated
failed efforts have shown that it is beyond reach, a vain and unachievable
goal. Alternatively, we may understand imperium as something empty per
se, though without the implications assumed by modern interpreters. Like
wealth or luxurious food, political power should never be treated as a final
goal. Anyone who treats it as such, and fails repeatedly in the process,
is like Sisyphus.® Even this view does not imply that power is sornehow

B

9 Creech 1695 ad loc.

3 Godwin 2004: 74 also reads che Sisyphus passage as satire, but for him a major part of the saire
depends on the idea that even apparent winners in polirics are really losers, An unqualified claim of
this sort about political involvement would seem to me o spoil the satire.

The most famous American perennial candidate, Harold Scassen, provides a good example. After
winning a term as goversor of Minnesora, Stassen ran for the Republican nomination for president
nine rimes withour success.

Cf. Cic. Fin. 1.71; on repubsi see Broughton 1993: 4, who suggests that losing the first time might have
helped candidates ger eleceed on the second try. According to Hopkins 1983 33, ‘losing elections
was tolerable to upper-class Romans, because it involved only political, not social demise’. Whether
this is rrue or not, perpesual political defeat must have been held in contempt.

3 Desires that are both non-narural and non-necessary are referred to in Clc. Fin. 1.59 as inanes
(e= xeved): animi autem morbi sunt cupidates immensac ¢t inanes divitiarum, gloriae, dominationis,

3

¥
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unreal. The paraphrase ‘imperium is not given because it does not really
exist’ is unjustifiable. The words nec datur umguam refer to the fact that
imperivm 15 not granted to the candidate, because he continually loses.
Thus, on any acceptable construal of imperium, the passage cannot be read
as a prohibition of politics zout court. Rather, it satirizes the destructive
desire for prestige and power.

The existentialist interpretation of the passage is also untrue to Epicurus
and the history of Epicureanism. Like most other philosophical schools,
Epicureanism denies that political and military authority is all it may seem.
Such authority is often precarious and limited. In 5.1226—33, Lucretius
describes how even the prayers and vows of a consul may not prevent
a flerce storm from obliterating the fleet. He follows this by remarking
(in an echo of 3.996) how a hidden power similarly crushes humanicy
‘and seems to wrample upon the noble rods and the cruel axes (puichros
Jascis saevasque secures proculcare), and hold them in derision’ (5.1234—
5). But while authority may be tenuous and subject to other powers, it
is not therefore unreal or incapable of ever actually being conferred. This
distinction has too seldom been appreciated. Bailey’s commentary on Lucr.
3.998 includes the claim that ‘power is always futile, i.e., as Epicurus says, it
does not give asphaleia’ ** A. A. Long, citing KD 7 and 14, approaches the
same opinion: ‘He [se. Epicurus] diagnoses political ambition as a “desire
for protection from men”, and argues that this [i.e. security from men] in
fact can only be secured by a quiet life in retirement from public affairs.’”s

The words ‘always’ and ‘only’ in these respective commentaries are poten-
tially deceptive. Let us examine what Epicurus says in XD 7:

libidinosarum etiam volupsasum (‘Ulnesses of the mind zre boundless ancl empty desires For riches,
glory, dominion and even sexual pleasures’). Phld. De eleir. cel. 5,11—7 Indelli/ Tsouna-McKirahan
illustrates the limits to which one may go in trying o realize such empty desizes: fvexa yép 6]
EelvoTdToov dis dvaryraneTe|Tew T yakewaTaT dvabiiy[o]vral Kakd, SuvagTeias | Abyoo kal
Aapmpis 53Ens | kad wlelplovoias dmepayollans kel T{pulefv ToweiTwv | kal Tév duoica[v]
{'For on account of the most alien and unnecessary desires (I mean desires for power and a glorious
repuration and excravagant surplus and such luxuries and the like) they assume the harshest evils”,
34 Iralics mine.
Long 1986a: 71 (iralics mine); Long 1986k, however, seems ta eguivocate on this: ‘But he [ie.
Epicurus] does not categorically deny that the head of General Motors or the President of the USA
could achieve an Epicurean happiness’ (293). He then goes on te quote XD 7 in support. However,
in a reply to Gigon recorded in a transeription of conference discussion, Long seems to lean against
this possibility (324). After stating that deleting &pyfis ked Paoiieios from XD 6, as do Usener
and Bailey, is a mistake, he adds: ‘But I am inclined to read KD 7, the clearer and fuller statement,
counterfactually: political power could not be impugned it if actually generated dopéa, bur in
practice it fails o achieve this’ {emphasis Lang’s). Fowler 1989: 131 n. 51, involees the zuthority of this
lacter statement for his own positon.

w
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"EvSofor kot TepiPherrrol Twes Epoudnbnoov yevéoBow, Thv £ &vlpdTreov
dopdsiav oltw veplfovtes Teprmooeodon doTe, € pEv dogaiis & Tév
TowUTwy Plos, &méhafov TS TS ploews dyobdv- e 3& uny dopodds, ovk
Eyouoty ol Bveka &E &pyiis xord 16 i gUosws olkelov dpéyfnoav.

Some people conceived awish to become famous and held in high honous, thinking
that they would thus acquire security from men. Consequendy, if the life of such
men is safe, they received a natural good; but if it is not safe they do not possess
that for the sake of which from the start they conceived a desire which was in
accord with whar is suitable to nature.

The subject is clearly public prominence, and most likely political promi-
nence in particular. The limited context provided by the ordering of the
Key Doctrines already suggests as much: the immediately preceding maxim
deals with power and kingship.?® Certainly Lucretius understood KD 7 (or
perhaps the larger context of Epicurus from which it derives, probably also
a cultural-historical account) in this way.

In fact, Lucr. 5.1120-34 can shed some light on how this Key Doctrine
should be read. Long and Sedley’s commentary on KD 7 implies, correctly
I think, that Epicurus’ own maxim allows for the possibility of the people
it describes attaining safety. Like Bailey, however, they maintain that the
passage from Lucretius does not.’”

at claros homines volueruart se atque porentes, 1120
ut fundamento stabili formna maneret

et placidam possent opulend degere vitam —

nequiguam, quoniam ad summum succedere honorem

certantes iter infestum fecere via,

et tamen € summo, quasi fulmen, deicit ictos 1125
invidia interdum contemptim in Tartaza taetra,

invidia quoniam, ceu fulmine, summa vaporant

plerumque et quae sunt aliis magis edita cumque;

ut satius multo lam sit parere quietum

quam regere imperio res velle et regna tenere. m3e
proinde sine incassum defessi sanguine sudent,

6 KD 6: "Evexa Tol Bappeiv iE cvlpdmoov A korrd guow dpyfis kal Pootielas dyaddy, EE Hv &v
e tolro ofds T | mapaokeudleoBon ("The natural good of public office and kingship is for
the sake of getting confidence from (other) men, (at least) from those from whom one 4 able to
sometimes provide this'; tr. Inwood/Gerson, slightly altered). Usener deleted &pyfis wod Paciteias
on the grounds that they must have been a gloss on & &v.

37 1S vol. il, p. m31: ‘Lucrecius develops the point [se. of KD 7] at length, Lucr. mzoff, buc withour
entertzining the theoretical possibility that such & life could achieve dogpéhaa.’ Cf. Roskam 2007
94, comparing Lucretius and Epicurus mote generally: "It is clear thar Lucretius is here much more
radical and apodictic than Epicurus, as he fundamentally excludes any possibilicy of achieving a
more permanent political success.” For an extreme statement of this view, see Nichols 1975: 142.
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angustum per iter luctantes ambitionis,
quandoquidem sapiunt alieno ex ore petunique
res ex auditis potius quam sensibus ipsis.

Still, human beings wanted to be famous and powerful so that their good fortune
would stand fast on a firm foundation 2nd they with their wealth would be able
to lead a smooth life — all in vain, since struggling to advance to the height of
honour they saw 10 it that the path of their life was flled with danger. And yet
envy, like a thunderbolt, somerimes strikes and huls them down with great scorn
iato bitter Tartarus, since envy, like a thunderbols, usually sets ablaze the heighrs
and whatever raises up higher than the rest. Thus it is much better to obey quietly
than to desire supreme command over things and to rule kingdoms. Therefore
ler them get exhausted and sweat blood in vain, struggling with difficulty along

Lucretius appears to interpret the conditional if the life of such men is
safe they achieved a natural good’ from KD 7 as a counterfactual express-
ing an ironic impossibility. The attempt of these men to create safety has
been in vain (nequiquam). Their struggle to reach the top creates its own
unintended perils (1123—4). But Lucretius’ subsequent description of how
their path is made dangerous contains some surprises. He says that ‘resent-
ment from time to time (interdum) strikes and hurls them down with great
scorn into bitter Tartarus, since resentment, like a thunderbols, ustally
(plerumaque) sets ablaze the heights and whatever rajses up higher than the
rest’ (1126-8). Odds that [je somewhere between ‘sometimes’ and ‘usually’
admitcedly do not inspire much confidence. Nevertheless, the character-
ization of these men’s search for SECUNty as neguiguam seems excessively
strong, almost misleading. Long and Sedleys translation of lines 12§~
6 suggests one way of removing this difficulty: ‘Even from the sumuenit,
resentment iz 2 while, like a thunderbolt, strikes and hurls them down
with ignominy into a foul abyss.”®® This way of rendering interdum creates
continuity by maintaining the absolute tone of nequiguam. These safety-
scekers may not meet their destruction immediately, but it is certain to
happen eventually. Any contingency that plerumgue might have suggested
in the next line is thus obscured. Despite its attractions here, however, this

# The Freach translacion of Long and Seldey by Brunschwig and Pellegrin (= Long and Sedley 2001)
does not translate the word Fusergum at all, unless as ‘soudain™ ‘Meme Pparvenus au sommiet, Penvie,
comme la foudre, les frappe soudain er les précipite ignominieusement dans Phorrible Tartare’

(1225-6).
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meaning for interdum is otherwise unattested.”® The correct translation is
therefore almost certainly ‘from time to time’. We are left with the apparenc
incongruity berween the certainty of neguiquam and the more qualified
vocabulary that follows it.*° Rather than attempr to eliminate the incon-
gruity, I suggest that we see this passage as one example of a pattern found
throughout the DRY, according to which Lucretius first stakes out an
extreme position before intentionally providing the reader something of an
out in choice places. Without abandoning his extreme rhetoric, Lucretius
nevertheless acknowledges the possibility (however remote) that safety may
indeed come from prominence and political power. His acknowledgement
of this more moderate position lends autherity to reading KD 7 in the same
way. An allowance is made, though cautiously and perhaps even somewhat
begrudgingly, for finding safery through political power. Lucretius’ ulsi-
mate position is virtuaily identical to that of Philodemus, for whom the
political faculty brings its possessors ‘sometimes greater (good) things than
what is to be found in private life, and offen greater evils’.#

The pursuit of safety by means of one’s reputation is also discussed,
albeit in a very different light, in Philodemus’ On Flattery (De adulatione)
col. 4:

. kS Adyes fipe koxd Th|Awkalf Groptvelv Bxtiv(ew] | elvexa TRV
meprwoiheov an| [ Jnoef. ] 86€a Tolvuv yépiv dopahelas Eioxbn kaTa puiow,
fiv Beoriv Exewv kol iSidTm kol erhocdgot, xoxials | & o] waons, v
ols ) xchareia | [rploTalylovifot)d kal pe[lel|va [y] &otilev dx]f
wielprriglnlow dtav e]Udotiov &moTeh6llv TpocBokdTon ... #*

... the argument demonstrates that they endure to pay such a great price in evils on
account of . . . ; so therefore, good repute was pursued according to nature for the
sake of secarity (from men), good repute which is open 1o non-philosophical men
and philosophers alike; not for the sake of any vice, among which [sc. vices] flattery
plays the first role, and recklessly® puts upon one greater disrepute whenever it is
supposed 1o accomplish good repute.. . .

¥ The only other meaning given in the OLD is ‘in the meantime’, ‘meanwhile’; for the time being,
bu this is a very late usage (Silius Tralicus and Apuleius).

4 Tnzerdum ts like the woTe in KD 8, quoted above in note 36 of this chapter, p. 82, and in DL

ro.121b: kol YTrEp iAoy Toté Tedvn SacBen {‘on occasion the sage will die on behalf of a friend’).

This obviously does not happen always nor {in a given person’s lifel} frequendy, but it can happen

and must be taken into account. Cf also the wote in DL 10.119, quoted below in note 82 of this

chapter, p. 93.

Phld. Rber. 2 col. 142,26~8 Hammerstaedt: ¥oTiv &7e | wheies 1 &v iB[jesrel|q, modAduas &

wfew] & mAe| o,

4 The texr is from Gargiulo 1981: 107.

4 e[ in place of Gargiulo’s ad{i}fi, which is a poedcform, was suggested to me by David Armstrong,
On &ixf, of. Chadwick 1996: 97. This portion of On Flattery survives only in a disegno.

4

=
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The situation the papyrus describes is not entirely clear. Someone, perhaps
Epicurus himself, is being defended against the charge of flattery % The
text would seem to have a political dimension, or at least be open to
such an application. It initially appears that Philodemus departs from the
position expressed by Epicurus in KD 7 and elsewhere.¥ Michael Erler
has suggested that this statement constirues 3 concession on the part of
Philodemus to his Roman audience 46 The focus is certainly different from
that of XD 7. In the first place, this fragment deals with seeking merely a
good reputation, nor celebrity status and fame, This observation in turn
Suggests a more imporeant point about the sort of people under discussion
in the fragment. Unlike Lucretius in the passages cited and Epicurus in XD

> Philodemus has in mind a good person who pursues a good reputation
for the sake of security. Such a person, unlike a flatterer, can seek good
repute KAt @Uotv, in accordance with nature, and ‘not for the sake of any
vice’.#7 This characterization implies that his reasons are based in fact and
an accurate assessment of his own advantage, not perverted by any false
opinion.#

Why does Lucretius by contrast never explicitly consider the possibility
that safety can be acquired through political power? Hedonic calculations,
though crucial to Epicureanism, did nor present him with rhetorically and
therapeutically compelling prospects. The therapeutic effectiveness of his

* Gargiulo 1981: 103, polats our thar Epicurus was accused of Hatrering Mithres, minister to Artigonus
(DL 10.4), and suggests alternatively that Philodemus may aiso have his own defence in mind, in
view of tie kind of accusations that arose from his service to Piso.

# DL 10.120a: ebofias &l Tosalrov frpovofieeotal, i’ Soov 1) keaToppovhoerta (“The sage
will pay just so much regard to his reputation as not to be {ocked down upon’).
Erler 1992a: 196. Gargiulo 1981: 105, takes a similar view, Roskam 2007: 11112, disagrees with Eder
and associates this passage with XD 6 and &0 7; however, he fails w note the crucial fact thar KD
7 primarily deals with vicious persons, whereas this fragment from On Vicer refers to the virtuous
pursuit of reputation. It is true, 2s Roskam affirms (113) that fame is not Philodemus’ preferred road
to security, but the viges against which Philodemus elsewhere warns {(prAoTiniz and Sofoxorria} are
not shared by the person here referred to, Asa result, Roskam’s discussion on the perils of ambition,
while accurate and insigheful in frself, does not seem to me to follow naturally from a discussion of
this fragment,

Gargiulo’s rendering of kaxiafs | & ofU Téiong as e non esclusivamente per vizio’ cannot be

correct. Roskam (2007: 113) was aware of the grammatical difficulty, and accordingly left the texc

unsupplemented. Bur while Gargiulo’s construal of the passage cannot be defended, his text jtself
can. The phrase o &5 can be used a3 an equivalent of aUBels (see LS] s.v. 85 B.vi). Such a usage
is in fact frequent in the Greek of the New Testament, on which see Arnds e al. 2000 s.v. s La.a

s finem. Regarding the use of oV s for oUBeis in Philodemnus, Richard Janko has kindly drawn

my attention to the following parallel, ar rather parallels, from On Paems 4 col. 107,36 in Janko

2o10: T[d & {Bliov [ot oo uinln]olis dxold stlon, ob] 1§ Umlouvos] T35 ToU kel [ofan] |
Thiv me&6v] Tept Tompar(1][fis (Bus s particularity will nor be understood a3 just any mimesis,
nor will anyone [o0. .. 85| make mention of [his claim] that “action is essential to the definition
of the arc of versification™),

# Cf. Demetrius Laco Opus incertum col. 67 Pugiia.

=Y

4

4

Ry



86 JEFFREY FISH

exempla is directly connected to their extreme and absolute nature, which
results in occasional oversimplifications and the reduction of the more
careful and detailed casuistry found in other writers to mere qualifying
adverbs.* We see an example in the case of Lucretius’ initial severity, which
he later softens, regarding people’s emotional reactions to the prospect of
death.5® At times Lucretius 2lso adopts the same harshness towards religion
that he does towards politics, conveying the impression that there could be
nothing but evil associated with it. Elsewhere, however, he shows a more
moderate attitude that conforms with Epicurean orthodoxy.” In the case of
DRN 5’s discassion of politics, despite having opened the door slightly to
a third possibility, the two options Lucretius explicitly entertains are either
abstention from politics (‘obeying quietly’ parere guietum) or embrace of
the foolish desire ‘to rule with smperium and to hold kingdoms’ (5.1129-30).
Those who opt for the latter course depend for their ‘wisdom’ on other
people’s opinions rather than their own feelings, and Lucretius suggests that
one would do best simply to leave them ‘struggling on the narrow path
of ambition’ (1131—4). Their disillusionment results from blindly treating a
non-natural and non-necessary desire as though it were instead both natural
and necessary. As described in DRN 3, the bad man animated by the fear of
death is full of ambitio and invidia and driven by greed and ‘blind lust for
honours’ (bonorum caeca cupido) (3.59). He is friendless and treacherous.
It comes as no surprise that his position is unlikely to be secure, given that
he makes one wrong choice after the other both as a human being and as
a ruler. Such a man is quite the opposite of the one Philodemus considers
in the fragment from Oz Flattery, whose pursuit of a good reputation is
prompted by nature and not by any vicious motive.

One unfortunate result of Lucretius’ choice to focus exclusively (with
the exception of Memmius) on vicious people in politics has been the

4 In the diatribe’ portion of Philedemus’ On Anger there are descriptions of angry people so extreme
as 1o seemn absurd to us, but this was part and parcel of the therapeutic technique: ‘as for emotions
in our soul thar are consequent upen our own entertainment of false opinion — some (bad for us)
in kind, some by their intensicy — the chief cause of their dismissal lies in our perceiving their intensity
and the mass of evils they contain and bring along wirh thert’ (col. 6,13-22). Extreme examples were
apparently regarded as the most efficacious. On the technique in Philodemus, see Tsouna 20012 a3
well as her ch. ¢ of this volume.

¢ Cf. Fish 1998 on Lucr. 3.933—4 and 3.952-3.
Without = theology that removes the fear of the gods, one cannot ‘approach their shrines with a
peaceful heart’ (delubra dewm placids cum pectore adibis) (6.75). Bailey comments on this lne: “We
may perhaps guess that Lucretius himself did not show the same devotion as his master.” But newer
studies have focused more on Lucretius’ developing expectations of the reader over the course of
the poern (see esp. both Volk 2002 and Solemon 2004). By this late poiat in the poem one can be
confident that Lucretius expects his reader to know the truth about religion. dhus allowing him
join in conventional wozship with 2 peaceful heart.
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shared assumption over the last century of scholarship that he regards
anyone in a position of political power as necessarily filled with greed
and ambition. Whereas in fact it is only ‘desiring to rule with imperium
and to hold kingdoms’ that Lucretius denounces (5.1130), commentators
have mistakenly taken ruling generally or the possession of any political
power whatsoever as also coming in for condemnation. It is difficulrt o
find fault with those who advocate such a reading, insofar as they seem
to have been led to it by a kind of Lucretian sleight of hand. It may even
be that Lucretius wants his readers to embrace this more negative view
of politics. Nevertheless, there remains within DRN both space for the
orthodox view and even some acknowledgement of it. Thus, for example,
Lucretius acknowledges both the nobility by birth of the poem’s addressee
Memmi clara propago), and the need for him to attend to politics more
than philosophy in the trying times Rome currently faces (patriai tempore
iniguo) (1.41-3). Ex hypothesi, the purpose of the poem cannot have been to
withdraw Memmius from politics.s In the end, Lucretius’ position is both
faithful to Epicurus and compatible with that of his own contemporary,
Philodemus, even if Lucretius’ own treatment of the subject lacks the
nuances found in their works.

Any discussion of Epicurean sources treating the idea that a ruler might
obrain safety through a reputation for virtue muer also include the first book
of Cicero’s De finibus, 2 work roughly contemporancous with Lucretius’
poem, in which T. Manljus Torquatus plays the role of the Epicurean
spokesman. In the course of discussing the bravery of his ancestor, Manlius
Torquatus Imperiosus, who as general put his own son to death for insub-
ordination, the younger ‘Torquatus credits the elder’s bravery with securing
‘honour and affection {laudem er caritatem), which are the strongest guar-
antees of leading a life withour fear (vitze sine mesy degendae praesidia
Jrmissima)’ 3 His infamous severity is said to have been aimed at securing
the safety of his fellow citizens ‘on which he knew his own depended’.
Cicero of course rejected the idea that the principal value of political viroue
is to create safety for the statesman himself. He represents the risks he
himself underwent in quite the opposite terms, claiming to have sacrificed

 As Benferhar 2009: 395 righty notes. Cf Maslowski 1974: 77, “The political career of Memmius
was of course the main inirial obstacle 10 his conversion to Epicureanism.”

B Fin. 135 of. .52, where caritas is described as ‘most suited for living a life of peace’ (apsssimum est
ad guiete vivendum) and L$3: nam diligi er carum esse fucundum est Proptered guia tutiorem vitam et
volupiater pleniorem efficiz (for to be esteemed and held dear is pleasant moreover because it makes
life safer and pleasure fuller.

* TIbid.
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his own safety for that of others,” something no true Epicurean could ever
consistently do. Cicero’s intention in selecting Torquatus as his Epicurean
spokesman was presumably to enforce a paradoy, aithough the creation
of a backdrop that served to subvert Torquatus’ argument may also have
been a factor. The fact that Torquatus had died as a hero in battle less than
two years before the composition of De finifus will have been constantly
present to the minds of its audience. Cicero is hardly alone in doubting
that a willingness to take political risks, even while attempting to minimize
these through virtuous behaviour, could lay claim to an authentic Epi-
curean provenance. In commenting on the account of virtue attributed to
Torquatus in Fin. 1, Phillip Mitsis points to a perceived Stoic taint as well
as to the fact that Torquatus’ arguments ‘are generousky sprinkled with such
common terms of Roman public approval as fiberalizas (liberality), caritas
(esteern), and benevolentia (kindness)’ in support of the conclusion thart the
entire account is infused with. ‘strong overtones of social class and social
obligation that are absent from Epicurus’ own account [of ethics}5® In
response to Mitsis, David Sedley has argued convincingly for an alternative
explanation as to why the four Stoic cardinal virtues figure so prominently
in Torquatus’ ethical discussion: the widespread acceptance of these virtues
as somehow foundational makes them ‘the most prominent explananda’
for Epicurean hedonists and so a necessary subject of discussion within
cheir ethical theory."” I would like to suppiement Sedley’s response with
the suggestion thac Torquatus’ account is also indebted to Epicurean 4ing-
ship lirerature, which would have explored the virtues of liberality, esteem
and kindness in addition to the cardinal virtues.*®

55 See, e.g., Rep. 301 non dubitaverim me gravissimis tempestatibus ac paens fulminibus ipsis obvium ferre

conservandaruim civium causa mefsque propriis peviculis pavere commune religuis otium (yer T could

not hesitate to expose myself to the severest storms, and, 1 might almost say, even to thunderbolts,
for the sake of the safety of my fellow citizens, and ro secure, at the cost of my own personal danger,

a quiet Jife for all the rest’). For further discussion of this point, see Asmis 2001

Mitsts 1988a: 70. Annas 200I: xvi, offers zn even more negative assessment of Torquatus’ exposition,

or rather of Ciceros presentation of him.

57 Sedley 1998b: 149.

% Obviously discussion of these particular virtues was not exclusive to Epicurean kingship lirerarure,
but the emphases within Torquatas’ discussion of his ancestor’s life suggest a specifically Epicurean
source. Philodemus (though not specificalty his treatise On he Good King) has previously been
suggested as 2 possible source for the Torquatus material in Fin. 1. This proposal gains a certain
credence from the fact that Torquarus himself apparently regarded Philodemus and Siro as Epi-
curcan authorities (sce Cic. Fin. 2.119 and Fam. 6.11.2), On the general question of Cicero’s use of
Philodemus for Torquatus’ exposition of Epicurean ethics, see Tsouna 2001b and the response to it
in Erer 2001h. For more or less positive valuations of Cicero’s presentation of Epicurean ethics, see
LS val. 1, p. 122; Mitsis 19882: 49 and Stokes 1995: 145—70. For a decidedly negative assessment, see
Gosling and Taylor 1982: 375-94

)
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Philodemus devotes several columns in his Oz the Good Kingto showing
that a king wins safety by his virtue. When he praises kingly virrues, it is
not because of any intrinsic value they possess, but because they lead to a
sound monarchy:

&md Bh tév roilodTtw(y &vaywpnioavTes, | wéht T[8)] omoutaioy Bagihs |
Tapet [V ey agat[npd)v | uiv kafi] Tporyy [1 Ao xad] | Tikpov ExO[p]alper [v
ked] m{atgadltnTa Siaoksiv K[al] Emigf [xeiqy kol TO PalorAd]ws filuepov ki
oulyiyyleluovijrdy, &’ doov mhdoTov, d5 | popaliviTa m[plés elorad
kolvapy [fa]v [kai] uh Bec[roTikéd] | poPear Suva[o]Teilav.

Departing therefore from such topics, let us again recommend that which is good
for a king, to be averse to0 a hagsh, austere and biter characrer, and ro practise
gentleness, goodness and a king’s mildness and leniency as much as possible, since
these lead to a sound (sUoTodf) monarchy and not arbitrary rule based on Jear of a
despot. (Col. 24,6-18 Dorandi, with minor changes)

Philodernus finds the idea of a king’s deriving safety from his virtue in
Homer's fliad, particularly in the contrasting attitudes of the Trojans
* towards Hector and Paris. They have tender love (prhooTopyia, cf. caritas
above in Cicero) for Hector, and when Achilles drags his body around
the city walls, it is as though all of Troy were burning. Newly recovered
quotations from the /fad in the earliest surviving portion of the treatise
show that this theme occupied Philodemus for several columns. Paris, by
conurast, is despised by the Trojans. When he is faced with danger, they
‘would not hide him our of friendship if someone were to see him’ (L
3.453).% Helen wishes he had perished on the barttlefield (7 3.248). And
when Paris and Menelaus are abour to fight in a duel, a prayer is offered
requesting that the guilty party perish and go down to Hades (/7. 3.321-2).5

Philodemus elsewhere emphasizes that a king’s gentleness should be
apparent in order that he may be loved.®* The concern that there be 2 bond
of love between a ruler and his subjects is a common theme in kingship
literature.® But there is also a great deal in Philodemus’ treatment of this

#® Cal. 5.t7-22 Dotandi quotes J. 22.47—12: ‘It was most like what would have happened, if all
lowering Ilion had been busning top to bottom in fire.’ Of course Hecror perishes, but by his own
folly, according to Philodemus (col. 36 Dorandi).

8 Col. 5 Fish (in preparation). 8 (ol. 2 Fish (in preparation), % Col. 25,1314 Dorandj.

% CE Cairns 1989: 21 5.v. K 6 fii, On the imporzance of the love of a ruler’s peaple, of. Pseudo-Aristeas
265: 7l ko1 BuoAel krfions dvaykanoTdTn); T8y IroreTay péveov piiavipeTic kel dydmnos:
Bk y&p TolTev dhutos elvoicas Seouds yiveTen ("Whar is the most necessary possession for a
king? The benevolence and love of his subjects, for through these, an indissoluble bond of good
will arises?). The closest paraliel thar clearly refers to the bond of love between ruler and ruled
deriving from the king’s own virtue is found in Plut. Preec. ger. reip. 8217 oUroas dmrérreoy Epditiov
i updTaTos &pat Ko Badrards EoTv & TToAest xal Bliuols Tpds Bva 51° dpeThy gy yryvépevos
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theme that is suited to a specifically Epicurean viewpoint, and foreign
to other philosophical points of view. The value of virtues is described
in unabashedly instrumental terms, as means to the end of a secure and
prosperous reign. So Philodemus claims that a king should avoid shameful
behaviour in symposia, ‘lest he not be loved with reverence, since there
is a use for this (xpelos [bmadpxov[c]ns)’.® The Epicureans’ practical
approach to the virtues makes ¥ peic, usefulness, paramounr.

Although there is an understanding that the just ruler will reign over a
prospering and peaceful kingdom, Philodemus’ focus is the well-being and
happiness of the ruler.% In a quotation already known to earlier editors,
through the just and pious king a land is said to flourish for him, and its
peopleare said to prosper (Od. 19.111-14). Of crucial importance ro Philode-
mus, Homer affirms that there is enjoyment in living and ruling justly. Such
a view of virtue js entirely foreign to Stoicism, a point overlooked in pre-
vious attempts to view the treatise through thar lens.®¢ It would also have
proven unappealing to Peripatetics or Platonists.” Although Cicero stresses
the importance and utility of a good reputation in his letter to his brother
Quintus on how to best govern a province,* he is commitred to viewing
the happiness of 2 ruler and the happiness of his people as essentially two
separate things. The goal of happiness for those governed will often mean
the unhappiness of the virtuous ruler, a false dichotomy for Philodemus.%
By exploring how a ruler, through his virrue, creates as safe and stable a rule
as possible, Philodemus’ treatise also presents the inverse of what we find
in the discussion of politics by his contemporary and fellow Epicurean,

{("Thus of ali loves the strongest and most godlike is the cne which is engendered in cities and

peoples rowards an individual on account of his virtue?).
54 Col. 20,18~20 Dorandi.
% Even the hardest virtues, in Epicurus’ system, are subservient 1o pleasure, and he admitred that
glory, honour and power confer real pleasure. There are at least suggestions in On the Good King
that the ability to do good ro friends and to one’s people is a pleasure, in the remackable passage {col.
37 Dorandi} on how it is entirely justified that Homer's kings are called ‘godlike’ (theoeideis), and
certainly also his use of O4. 19.109-14, the only Homeric verse which Philodemus quotes twice in
the treatise {cols. 4 and 30 Dorandi). Roskam 2¢07: 147, notes that in the perspective of Philodemus,
‘the Epicurean needs no longer to remain blind to the grear merits of some famous statesmen and
he can even praise their actions and accomplishments if they are based on a rational calmdus and
serve their persenal security and their pleasure’.
See, e.g., Paolucci 1955: 489-90. 67 CF 7L Rep. 3632,
See the astute observarions cn Cicero’s leteer (Q. /7. 1.1} in D. Braund 1996: 24-36. In observing that
much of Philodemus’ advice in On the Gead King could benefit a provincial governor, he suggests
(p- 33) that On the Good King was composed ‘in the eatly 50s BC, when Piso was a sort of monarch,
first as consul in 58, and then as governor of Macedonia from 57—55".
Cf. Long 2006: 189, ‘That these virtues actually “generare” the pleasurable life (tov f50v yewé
Piev) is a suiking claim. Among other things, it denies any perch to the Greek notion, ubiquitous
in Greek popular morality, that justice and pleasure are natural antagonists.”
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Lucretius. In this regard I suspect that On the Good King picks up a theme
that may have been at the hearr of Epicurus’ own lost work On Kingship.7°

Another contrast provided by Oz the Good King lies in the area of friend-
ship between statesmer. Whereas in Philodemus’ On Rbetoric (De rhetorica)
the thing most inimical to friendship is politeia, because of the Jealousy
(phthonos) it produces,™ in On the Good King we are told unambiguously
that relationships withour chese emotions, apparently friendships, are pos-
sible between statesmen. Statesmen such as Nestor and Odysseus, the ‘most
prudent’ (phronimétatos) of Homer's heroes according to Philodemus, are
depicted as ‘so far removed from these passions (sc. jealousy and the like)
that “neither in war nor in counsel did they walk apart, but worked out how
things would go best for the Argives” (Od. 3.127~9).7* When this statement
is paired with thatin On Rbetoric, it seems plausible to conclude thar, while
politics may engender envy, it is not impossible for friendships to develop
between politicians for sake of the greater good.” Finding like-minded
friends normally entails withdrawing from public life.74 Philodemus may
have had in mind here friendships berween Epicurean statesmen such
as Piso, Cassius, Torquatus, Gaius Pansa and perhaps even Julius Caesar
himself, men all seriously committed (albeit some more than others) to
Epicureanism, and for whom leaving public life was simply not an option.
Or he may have envisioned friendships crossing philosophical and ideo-
logical boundaries between statesmen working together for the common
good.

But the crucial question remains: why would any Epicurean want to be
in politics? The answer is straightforward. All things being equal, a genuine
Epicurean would never aspire to public life. On this point the school never
compromised. From the beginning che school’s position remained that one
should not desire a political career, as a fragment of Metrodorus makes
clear: Aéyaiv Bef, oy &pioTa o THs pUoscs Téhog cCUVTNpTfoE kol

7 Warren 2002: 1567 suggests that On zhe Good King recalled earlier Epicurean trearments of kingship.

' Bock 2 col. 158. See Roskarn 2007: 115.

7 Col. 29 Dorandi. Philodemus singles our T InAdTuroy (begrudging someone else what he has},
rather than @fdvos, in the passage preceding Lis reference ro Odysseus and Nestor, but ‘these
passions’ probably refers o jealousy and strife of al] Jinds.

7 This poine also gives further support to something Murray 1965 already noted about the trearise,
namely thar Philodemus intended to speak not to liberal ‘monarchs’ bur 1o the Roman dynamic
of an oligarchy; for more on this point see also Rawson 1989: 254, Braund 1996: 32—4 emphasizes
those parts of On the Geod Kingwhich could apply in particular to a Roman proviacial governor as
a quasi-monarch.

7 CE Long 1986b: 314, ‘He withdraws from rouch of civic lifs, not simply to avoid pain to himself,
bur to secure the kinds of pleasures thar only the like-minded, the similarly commirted, can provide
for each other,
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TrEds Tis Excov glvon pi) TTpocaaty B &pyfis i Tds TéV TTATBGY &pXds
{‘It is necessary to tell how a person will best uphold the puspose of his
nature and how, as far as it depends on his own will, ke is not to present
himself for public office in the first place’).” All Epicurean injunctions
about withdrawal from or avoidance of public life must have similarly
had atrached to them the implicit or explicit caveat: if you are able to do
so without bringing greater troubles and disturbances to yourself and your
loved ones.”® Cicero conveniently omits this fact when he atribuzes to the
Epicureans the claim that rem publicam capessere hominem bene sanum non
oportere (‘a truly sane man oughe not to undertake affairs of state”).”7? His
original source presumably contained the far more innocuous assertion
that anyone without a need to enter politics, and for whom doing so was
likely to make life more troublesome, would be insane to embark on a
public career.

Nevertheless, it seems clear from the writings of both Epicureans and
their opponents that the best possible life, the one belonging to the sage,
will be free from major political entanglements. Just as the Epicurean gods
do not involve themselves in directing the affairs of the universe, so the
sage will refrain whenever possible from involvement in directing human
affairs. Diogenes Laertius includes no such qualifier when he summarizes an
entire book of Epicurus’ On Modes of Life with the words ‘the sage will not
engage in poli'cics’ﬁ'8 Seneca and Cicero, however, tell us that Epicurus had
in face said that ‘the sage will not enter public life exceps in an emergency’ .7
Other passages in Diogenes suggest an occasional tendency on his part
to overgeneralize when summarizing Epicurus’ views. On the subject of
whether the wise man will ever compose poetry, for example, Diogenes
credits Epicurus with an unequivocal denial.® In the course of a recent
re-evaluation of this claim, however, Michael Wigodsky has contrasted it
with Diogenes’ neighbouring description of Epicurus’ views on marriage.”

75 Fr. 41 Koree = Plut. Adv. Col. 1125¢; on which, see Roskam 2007: so. Piso’s reluctance to take the
censorship (Dio 40.63.2) may have been in respense to such considerations; or it may, as Griffin
2001: 39 suggests, indicate a reluctance to undertake ‘this disagreeable role of moral censure and
punishment’.

7€ Epicurus’ encouragement to Idomeneus (Sen. Bp. 22.5-6) to withdraw ewsequam aligua vis maior
interveniar et auferat lbertatem recedends (‘before some great force intervenes and takes away the
liberty of withdrawing’) indicates that this could indeed happen.

77 Q. Rosc. 23. 78 DL 10, 119.

79 Sen. De Orig 3.2 = fr. 9 Us. (emphasis mine); cf. Cic. Rep. 1.10: fila aurem exceptio cui probari tandem
potest, quod negant sapientem suscepturum ullam rvei publicae partem, extra quam si eum tempus et
necessitas coegerst? (Who in the world is able to approve of that exception, their saying that the sage
will not undertake any part in public affairs unless some crisis compels him?’).

8 DL 10.121b. 8 Wigodsky 1995: 6r-2.
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The two passages begin similarly, but that on marriage tempers Its ini-
tial, apparent absolurism with an additional sentence: ‘Moreover, the wise
man will both marry and father children . . . Bur he wil] 0n occasion marry
in accordance with the circumstances of his life’ % I seems possible that
Epicurus’ On Modes of Life also discussed the issue of ‘circumstance of
life’ {trepioraois ToU piov), including factors such as inhericed respon-
sibilities and individual dispositions, with regard to the sage’s political
involvement.® Fven if it did 50, however, any concession made must have
been relatively minor. Even Philodemus, who is often regarded 25 more
accommodating on such matters, is adamant on this point. In contrast to
even his most talented students, who may practise politics, the professed
and professional philosopher will observe from the sidelines.?+

% DL 10.119; [ prine here the rext of Arrighecti: Kai MV kol yeudoev kai TERVOTTOINTE ToV gopdy,
s Errikovpos v Taly Aiamopians kol & Tols Tept guioeeos, xeard TepioTaow 8¢ mote plov
yannoew. There is some uncertainty abour the texe (see, &g, Brennan 1996), which may require

the best thing o do. In noting char the Epicureans ‘rejected the family just as they did polirtical
life’, Asmis 2004: 166 comments upon this same passage: “The Epicurean position does not, of
course, mean that a person who becomes an Epicurean will abandon spouse or children, nor wiil
he oz she necessarily remain unmarried. Raher, if'a person has a choice, he or she will not marry
ot have children. Epicurus himself was unmarried and childless. His close friend Metrodorus was
not matried, bur lived with a woman, Leontion, and had children.” With regard o exceptional
circumstances that would permir 2 S2gE L0 marry or raise chiidren, see Brennan 1996: 350 {though
Brennan does not, I chink, sufficiendly take into account the bostilicy of certain later sources and
their readiness to misreport or oversimplify Epicurean positions),

A somewhar surprising passage from Plutarch (De trang. an. 4557—4664) indicares thar Epicurus
considered a individual’s consrituion in this tegard: oUE Ewikovpos oletar Sefy nouxalaw, i
T puoE Xpficda rohrtevopdvous kad TIPOCTDUTHS T KOV Tols prretiuous kal piAoBdEous,
s pdArov e &rmparyuooivns TapérTesfo kol kenoliote TEpURSTas, &v v SpEyovTon pi)
TUYXQVeITTV. SAR Ekelvos pev &romos ol Tous Buvapévous Tér ko mp&ooey TPOTPETTOUEVDS
EAAE Tous Aouyiay oyew uhy Buvaptvous {‘Not even Epicurus thought men who were in love with
fame and honour should lead a quiet life, but they should indulge their narure by raking part in
polizics and public life, on the grounds that they are constitutionally more likely to be disturbed
and corrupted by inactiviy, if they do not obrain whar they want. Bue he is a fool to encourage to
participate in public affairs, not those who are most able, but these who cannor live g quiet life) .’
On this passage see Wigodsky 1995: 61 n. 18 and Fowler 1989: 126.

In PHere. 1o15 col. 36, which belongs to an unidenzified book of Philodemus’ On Rbetoric, Philode-
mus sharply criticizes those who do not understand the sage’s relarion to politics: & 82 [Blavpdd. v,
&l vopgecios A arpat(n]yics § TIOAITIKT]S aikov]e]ias & oopds AAASTPIOS, oUSLY 61BE Tre T
gooias dyadiv, ouf Guehoyioarto, Tivwy oiTiov koxdy & AT ov kel Tiveov atitas EkaoToS
oTéou, TepocéTt & o[U]5E mwéds SAASTPIOT TGV To1OU T & TOPOS T} TS oUK GAASTPIOS BiéhaPey,
oUSE BigTAg, péyp1 Tivos wlpahdoton T TTAREn HE{éclTen wa[l] kovpi[eoba . . . . (‘Bur if anyone
Is surprised that legislation or generalship or political economy daes not come naturally to the sage,
he has never seen any of the good things proper to wisdam, nor has he reasoned out which bad
things one’s neighbour is the cause of and which each man is the cause of to himself, and in addition,
neither has he grasped in what way these things do not come naturally to the sage and in what way
they do come narurally to him, nor has he defined to what extent people can be helped and relieved
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Witnesses hostile to Epicureanism seized upon the directive that the
sage not be a statesman and twisted it into something it was not, namely,
the claim that a political career is never the best choice for anyone, and
that the fruits of Epicureanism are forbidden to all who are engaged in
statesmanship. The reductive presentations of Epicureanism in Cicero and
Plutarch are prime examples of this phenomenon. For both men the Epi-
curean viewpoint was tantamount to & denial of their own careers and
ideals. In a letter to Trebatius, who had just converred to Epicureanism,
Cicero asks ‘what will the people of Ulubrae do, if you have decided that
one ought not engage in politics (quid fier porro populo Ulnbrano, si statueris
mroATevestan non oportere?).® The implication is that Trebatius’ new alle-
giance to Epicureanism should preclude him from participaring in politics
even to the extent of being the patron of an insignificant, small town. The
first chapters of Cicero’s De republica offer a similar misdirection. Although
it takes wisdom to be a good politician, according to Cicero the Epicureans
not only believe that a wise man should not be involved in governing the
state but in fact forbid his participation. Given that politics is off limits to
an Epicurean, what practical benefit could any politician hope to get from
Epicureanism? Subsequent scholarship has almost without demur believed
Cicero. Thus we hear of ‘Epicurean arguments against participation in
politics’ instead of ‘Epicurean arguments against the sage’s participation in
politics’ or simply recommendations that one avoid politics.®® But Cicero’s
characterization conveniently omits any reference to the explicit claims by
Epicureans that a statesman could benefic greatly from philosophy.®?

Were it not for Vesuvius, Cicero and Plutarch would have likely had
the last word on this subject. Thanks to the rediscovery of the Hercula-
neum papyri, however, we are now in possession of the philosophical works
of Cicero’s Epicurean contemporary, Philodemus of Gadara, and his pre-
sentation of Epicurean attitudes towards politics provides a stark contrast

to Cicero’s own. The end of the third book of Philodemus’ O Rbetoric

en masse (as opposed to individually)’) I thank David Blank for the use of his forthcoming rext for
this passage. For addiricnal references to passages in which Philodemus states that a philosopher
should not engage in politics, see Roskam 2007: 108, with n. 76.

¥ Fam, 7.12. ¥ E.g. Maslowski 1974: 64.

87 Reinhardt 2005 offers a fascinating study of the reductive and tendentious nature of the very
vocabulary Cicero uses to describe the Epicurean theory of atomism. Reinhardt notes in particular
how ‘the doctrine of pleasure and Cicero’s artitude ro i exercise an influence even in contexts where
there is no connection whatsoever with pleasure. The reason for these “irrational” influences is
thar the Epicurear: tener thar pleasure is the highest good caused such an outrage ameng traditional
Romans and intellectuals of Steic persuasion that they brought it to bear on each and every Epicurean
position’ (174).
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offers an especially bold statement about politics and philosophy.®® Speak-
ing of someone who lacks philosophical traiping but is naturally virtuous,
Philodemus asserts thar the political faculty is

ToAAGKIS of 1oV Kad cupgopdv &unikéoToov . . . WETA pévTol Kohokary o ios Acy-
Pavopévny Tods pév TroAecty &y add TToAA SUUBAAAesfon kol PEYGAQ, TOTs BE
KEKTT|WEVOLS BaTiv 678 TrAslco TV v Bleoreiq, TOAASKE B8 kakd Thcico.

often the cause of incurable evils. .. but when taken up with perfect virtue it
conuibutes many and grear good things to cities, on the one hand, but to its
possessors sometimes greater [sc. good] things than what is to be found in private
life, and often greaer cvils.?s

He goes on to say that although philosophy is certainly not a necessary
condition of success as a politician,

KaAdv piv olv yévorr &v, d kol PprAogopion yopedoeey & Trodermikds, va kad
VECUIKQTEPLoS dryobos f), kal Sid Tolre Afyouev, &T1 plAooopia kal ko
TpooTelelon wohertik SicBéoe kol kaT& uépos Urmroffkas Tpogexsls T
TOAEITIKT) Bio1krioel Tapadolion Siagopdy oUpavopnkn Trofoe Tpds T KpeiT-
Tow.

it would be a fine thing, to be sure, if the politician were also practised in philoso-
phy, that he migh be still more vividly and energetically a good man; and for this
reason we [sc. Epicureans] say thar philosophy, both generally, when it accompa-
nies a personal disposition for politics and when it gives suggestions appropriate
for political arrangements, will make an astronomical difference for the beteer.?®

The virtuous statesman can ‘sometimes’ have greater goods {(and Philode-
mus must mean reaf rather than illusory ones) than those found in private
life. More often, however, political activity leads to greater evils. This
expression of a political life’s unfavourable odds matches what we saw in
Lucretius, although Philodemus explicitly mentions at least the possibility
of success. But the most striking contrast to the Ciceronian presentation of
Epicureanism and politics appears in the final sentence of the latter passage,
which affirms that philosophy enables the naturally good statesman to be
even better and to do even greater good rhan he could have otherwise done.
Such an affitmation speaks primarily to the hope of good achievements
and the consequent pleasure these afford a statesman, but other benefits,
including greater personal security, may not be alrogether out of the pic-
ture. The more a statesman makes his country prosper, the more likely he

% (rn this passage see Roskam 2007: 1223, bur of. akso the observations by Armstrong in ch. 6 of this
volume (pp. 119—23).
% Rbet 3 cals.142,26-153,6 Hammerstaedr, 9° Rhet. 3 col. 15a,16—31 Hammerstaeds,
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is himself to prosper along with it. It is significant that Philodernus claims
here to be speaking as a member of the Epicurean school (‘we’) rather than
giving his own individual opinion.”

What did Philodemus, Siro, and other Epicurean sages really think
of Piso, Cassius, Pansa and Epicurean statesmen like them? Were they
generally regarded as individuals who could benefit from Epicurean wisdom
despite having taken the low road of political activity, or were they seen as
people whose best choice, given the possibilities before them, was to lead 2
statesman’s life that accorded as much as possible with Epicurean teaching?
Whether or not these men had a political disposition would obviously
come into consideration.”” I suggest, however, that the commitments and
responsibilities of those who had inherited position would also play a
central role in any judgements made about such individuals as well as
in the advice given to them.?”” One can easily imagine that withdrawing
from, or even refusing to embark upon, a public career would create more
disturbances than it would remove for some with hereditary responsibilities
towards subjects, family members, connections and clients. Rather than
leading to the truest kind of safety, withdrawal under these circumstances
might even entail increased risk. The injunction Adfe Bicdoas would be
rendered absurd in such cases. Heeding it was arguably never, from the day
he was born, a possibility for someone like Calpurnius Piso, whose family
had before him held the consulship eight times.

Epicureanism’s flexibility concerning life choices is aiso evident in
Philodemus’ On Household Management (Oeconomicus), which is irself
based on Metrodorus’ lost work by the same name. This treatise discusses
the various ways someone committed to Epicureanism can earn a living.®4

9 In ch. § of this volume, David Armstrong makes a compelling case thar Philodemus’ authority in
this portion of the rhetoric is Metrodorus himself.
92 While I doubr that possessing the relevant diathesis alone would have justified a career in politics,
see Plut. De trang. an. 4657—466A above in note 83 of this chaptes, p. 93. A person’s disposition was
clearly a serious considerzticn for Epicurus in this regard, but one detects in the passage an element
of likely exaggeration by Plutarch in oxder to convey the impression that the only people Epicureans
enceuraged to participate in politics were those hopelessly addicred 1o glory.
The issue of inherited status has received hardly any attention. Benferhat zo0s: 69, refers o ir in
passing in her discussion of the Epicurean T. Albucius, where in justifying his ascension through the
cursus bonorum she notes: ‘Pour le fils d'une famille sénatoriale, parcourir le eursus Aonorum n’étaic
pas spécialement une marque d'ambition, mai¢ le minimum de ce que Fon pouvaic attendre de lui:
il mérait pas question de se soustraire 2 ces obligations.” See also Benferhat 2005: 97 and Schofield
2007. Jocelyn 1977: 362, speaks of the pressure exerted upon the sons of senators to enter the Senate,
though he provides no supporting textual evidence. Hopkins 1983 suggests thar the pressures were
not zs great as have been supposed.
94 Cf. Asmis 2004: 164, ‘'In On Household Economics, Philodemus is concerned not only with the
occupation of being a wise person, but with the entire range of occupations suitable for persons who

9
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The ideal occupation, naturally, is to teach philosophy among friends, as
Epicurus had done. But the best alternative, according to Philodemus,
is to be a landowning farmer who dedicates his resources and Jeisure to
enabling a group of friends w do philosophy together. Philodemus here
departs from pseudo-Theophrastus and Xenophon, who serve as frequent
foils throughout the treatise. Their landowning farmer uses his leisure
for politics. Philodemus does not, however, offer blanket disparagements
of a political career. Instead, following Metrodorus’ lead, he disparages
only a certain kind of politician, namely, one who accumulates wealth
through military aggrandizement.?” Such criticism seerns courageous when
directed at Roman nobility, who were known for occasionally plundering
the provinces where they served as governors. More significant for our pur-
poses is the fact that Philodemus concentrates his criticism of the political
life on military aggrandizement.?® As Asmis has suggested, Philodemus’
presentation involves some accommodation for his Roman aristocratic
audience,””. but there is no reason to think that he in any way contravenes
either Metrodorus or Epicurus.®® From Philodemus’ treatise we are able
not only to confirm Epicureanism’s flexibility with regard 1o one’s choices
in life generally but also to see how someone like Piso in particular was
able to combine an occupation that Philodemus heartily endorsed, that
of a wealthy landowner who opens his estate to philosophical discussion,
with one that he could ar least accommodate, a pelitical career. While
Piso was certainly no Epicurean sage, his involvement in political life did
not prevent Philodemus, on the basis of good Epicurean precedent, from
making concessions and offering approval and support to him, and others
like him, in accordance with the wisdom of Epicurus.

live philosophically. All of these people are “philosophers”™ in 2 broad sense. In the serict sense, as
Philodemus points out, a philosopher does not engage in business dealings at all. In a broad sense, 2
philosopher is anyone who does philosophy, even if he kas just 2 little time for philosophical study.”
Col. 22,1720 24-26: fuelis] 5& [MEyeopsy droroBotvres [1o] piv offes]Ben Topiopdy &lpioTo]v
elvor tdv SopixtnTov Kall ¥] pficw. .. Bofordmev dvlpommeny elvon kard copicy olde-
Tépav. .. {tr. Asmis) (‘Bue let us say, following (Metrodorus) that to think that the best procurement
and use is by the spear belongs to people who court fame in accordance with neither wisdom . ., ).
CE Asmis 2004: 173, ‘All political participation is likely vo disturb, bur using political office to enrich
oneself through war is especially bad. .., Philodermus appears 1o be extending a message 10 Romuan
aristocrats and others who have broken into their circle: dan’t pursue the military life, and avoid
political intrigue as much as possible by transforming your estates invo philosophical havens for
friends.” It is worth noting, however, thar Philodemus does nar criticize warfare in general, but only
warfare undertaken for the sake of marerial gain.
97 Thid.
9% Nos does Asmis herself suggest a contradiction; see, e.g., p. 150 ‘Everything Philodemus says {in
On Household Economics] is compatible with Epicurus’ own teachings. Bur there is 2 change of
emphasis.’
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Itis no accident that the most direct and proverbial proscriptions against
politics ateributed to Epicurus are short fragments preserved in secondary
sources, and not part of either the Key Docrines or any entirely exrant
letters.?? Rather than being intended for general consumption, ‘maxims’
like Adfe Pre>oos and un ToArTeVecen may well have been excerpted from
lecters addressed to individuals coverous of social connections or status that
they lacked.**® The likely result of such people’s eagerness to win renown
would be an unhappier life than before.™ A fragment from Metrodorus
preserved by Plutarch contains similar advice to someone concerned abour
being uneducated: ‘Do not be disturbed, because, as you say, you do
not know on which side Hecror fought, or the first lines of Homer’s
poem.”™* Instructions on the subject of political prominence, like those
regarding education, must have been situational rather than dogmaric.*?
That is to say, they were not maxims at all. Their basic message was that
individuals born into obscurity should be grateful for thar fact and should
not strive for fame or attract unnecessary attention to themselves. The
kind of person at whom this message was directed would have been quite
opposite to someone who, to borrow a phrase from Cicero, had been
‘consul-designate from birth’.** The Epicureans had advice for both kinds
of people, and a method for evaluating options that promised to maximize
happiness whatever the relevant circumstances. There is no suggestion in
any surviving source that a person born to the kind of station referred to by
Cicero would be expected to go through the tumultuous process of trying
to dismantle all of his inherited privileges and responsibilities. Wealth offers
a useful analogy to political privilege in this regard. According to Vatican
Sayings (VS) 67, it is the pursuit of wealth, rather than wealth itself, that is
likely to imperil one’s happiness; wealth obtained by chance may even be
used to gain the goodwill of others.

# I have been antcipared somewhar in this by this Roskam 2007: 33, who notes the importance of

the fact that the saying AdBe Picseas is not found in the Key Dactrines.

It was Usener (1977: Ixviliwxiv) who suggested, for reasons obviously different than my own, thac

these precepts may have come from letters of Epicurus. Closer ro iy line of thought here is Roskam

2007: 43.

The ancient evidence regarding the statements ‘live unnoticed” and ‘do not engage in politics’ is

surprisingly slender and for the most part late. On AdBe Bievaos see . 551 Us.; on pf) ToMTedeafa,

see frr. 8, 9 Us. For a full discussion, see Roskam 2007.

9% Plur. Non posse 1094E.

3 f. Roskam 2007 36, ‘Devoid of any context, it should have been understood as absolute and
unqualified advice that has <o be followed under all circumstances. This, of course, runs counter
to the caloudus, which implies that the maxim has its exceptions.” See also pp. 40~1, 146.

%4 Fam. 4.6.1-2.
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For the same reasons thar the Epicureans made certain allowances with
respect to political participation for people of inherited status, I suggest that
they would have in almost CVely case criticized any attempt to use politics
a5 a means of securing positions higher than one’s social standing and
family connections would normally allow. This kind of ambitious upward

looking down from patrician heights or, as with Horace’s satires, of an
eques looking up from below. %5 We do, however, learn something arguably
more important: Lucretius’ own political perspective, and probably that
of other Epicureans in the Late Republic, was deeply conservative. Piso’s
circle, like no doube many others of prominent Romans, was united in the
belief that outsiders wishing to accede to the ranks of the nobility were
precisely the sort of people who should be kept out. In this respect, their
Epicureanism was easily allied with aristocratic political ideals, since it gave
the nobility a theoretical basis for Justifying their own political careers while
opposing others’ attempts to rise into their own ranks 1%

Piso’s own ascent of the cursus honorum would seem in keeping with
Epicurean principles, since he was able to win on the first Uy at every

defeat. The context of Piso’s statement, what Cicero calls his boast, may
have been that he was able to artain them with little sweat, to go back to
the Lucretian way of putting it*® The relative case of the journey itself
would have constituted a justification for going through the cursus while

% On Lucretjus’ origins see Holford-Serevens 2002, which rniakes 2 case that Lucretius was not from
a noble or patrician family, though he may have been at least Horace’s equal in social ranjc.
¢ CF. the comment in Asmis 2004 that the orientation of Philodemus’ (O Household Eeonomy is
‘blatanely aristacratic in g orientation’. Cf, Momigliano 1941 151.
"7 The passage that immediately follows, in which Cicero complains of the advantages the nobility
enjoyed in political life, is also relevans.
1seman 1971: 106, emphasizes the ease with which the nobilis could arwin offices,
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still professing a commitment to Epicureanism, which must otherwise
have struck some as disingenuous.™® Cicero was happy to capitalize on
Piso’s theme by adding his own twist. For Cicero, the difficulty and self-
sacrifice he had experienced served to ratify and ennoble his own career, in
contrast to that of the nobilis. These same facts must have made Cicero’s
life paradigmatically undesirable for some Epicureans.*® His own political
theory, borrowed in part from the Stoics, maintained the existence in
everyone of an inborn impulse to help the larger community.™ Epicureans
could not have disagreed more. To them, Cicero’s political rise implied an
underlying ambition for political pre-eminence, and the amount of toil and
risk required was neither necessary nor ultimately merited. ™ According to
the Epicurean view, if Cicero had to be in politics, he should have stayed
back at Arpinum. He may not have been 2 Sisyphus - that is, a perennial
loser who refuses to give up — but he was certainly not to be admired.

There is good reason to believe that Cicero recognized that his own
status as a novus homo was almost the opposite of the life recommended by
the Epicureans, despite their willingness to excuse the political career of a
successful nobilis. His evocation of the elder Cato’s similar career as a novus
homo can be read in this light:

M. vero Catoni, homini ignoto et novo, quo omnes, qui isdem rebus scudemus,
quasi exemplari ad industriam vireutemque ducimur, certe licuit Tusculi se in otio
delecrare salubri et propinquo loco. sed homo demens, ut isti putant, cum cogeret
eum necessitas nulla, in his undis et tempestatibus ad summam senectutem maluit
lactari quam in illa tranquillitate atque otic iucundissime vivere.

9% As Griffin 2001 91 shows, Piso’s claim thar he never wanted a triumph (P 56-7, 63, 92) was
framed in Epicurean terms and probably part of 2 defence of his Epicureanism. New readings in
the papyrus of On the Good King, col. 36 Dorands, have revealed chat Philodemus there treats the
imporeance of not taking pleasure in the defear of one’s foes, no marter how arrogant and base
they are; see Fish 2004. It is also clear from Pis. 65 that Piso had attempted to frame a defence of
himself in philosophical terms.

Clcero himself may imply as much at Rep. 1.4-6, where he states that quietists (apparently including
Epicureans) included him in their roster of statesmen who had suffered misforrune, to dissuade
people from a career in politics.

E.g. Rep. 1.1: wrmum hoc definio, tawtam esse necessitazem virruzis generi hominum o natura tanumgue
amorent ad commuznen salutem defendendam datum, ur ea vis omnia blandimenta voluptatis otique
vicerit ('] make this one assertion; nature has given men such a need for virtue and such a desire to
defend the common safecy thar this force has overcome all the enticements of pleasure and ease’;
tr. Zetzel). On this concep, see Asmis 2001

Atalow point in his career, Cicero speaks candidly to his brother Quintus of his lifelong passion to
be at the top: illud vero guod 2 puero adamaram, oINSV [sic; albv MSS) dpioTeleay kel Utreipoyos
Eppeven SAMGY (I 6.208) torum occidisse (‘and the deep love T have had since I was a boy, “to be
the best by far and to excel all others™ is ruined’; Q. . 3.5.4). An Epicurean would no doubt have
viewed this abiding ambition as the real motivation behind Cicero’s carcer, and his theery of an
innate desire 10 help the community as mere pretence.
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Marcus Cato, an unknown man of no pedigree — a man who serves as a model
of industry and virtue ro all of us who share his goals ~ could have remained
at Tusculum, 2 healthy spot and not far off, enjoying peace and quiet, but that
madman (as some people think), under no compulsion, chose to be tossed in the
waves and storms of public life to an advanced old age rather than live happy life
In peace and calm. ™

As Zetzel points our, Cato’s obscure origins (ignoto et novo) are ‘emphasized
because Cato’s lack of inherited reputation and family tradition would have
made a life of otium an acceprable alternative to public service’. Here
we have further indication that Cicero was getting the message, whether
implicidy or explicitly, from ar Jeast some Epicureans that people like
Caro and himself were wrongly motivated and had brought unnecessary
cares upon themselves. Cicero responded by trivializing and simplifying
the Epicureans’ arguments. It is a pity that we do not have more replies to

bluster (= Fam. 7.19), analysed in full in this volume by David Armstrong,
shows that there were standard replies ready.™ But it is no wonder that
Roman Epicureans seem to have been uninterested in detailed, serious
correspondence with Cicero about their philosophy.

The fact that Epicureanism did not produce much political theory ran-
kled the sensibilities of Cicero and Plutarch. Both men portrayed this
relative silence as evidence that the Epicureans were indifferent to the
health of the state," since if their sages cared about good government,
they would have produced their own equivalents to Cicero’s De Repub-
lica. But such criticism is spurious. Epicureanism obviously had a strong
libertarian bent, and non-involvement in politics was indeed the ideal,
but the primary reason Epicurean sages were not given to much political
theorizing is simply thar they believed that people could flourish under a
variety of governments. If there was a preference for monarchy, as many
have argued, it is hard 1o detect in the sources.™ In all likelihood, what
Epicurean philosophers generally supported, when consulted, was the szz-
tus quo. Their chief concern was with the character of political leaders.
Virtuous statesmen, they believed, were the key to good government and
the greatest contributors to 2 country’s stability, which in turn enabled its
people (and themselves) to get on with the business of being happy. This

™ Rep, 1.1 {tr. Zetzei). 14 Zetzel 1995: 96; cf, Cic. Rep. 1.10.

™ For a similar reduction of Epicurean thought in general, including politics, see Q. Rose., 23.

"¢ Cic. Rep. r.1v; Pluc. Ade, Col 11274,

"7 This is the upshet of Benferhar 2004, on which see Schoheld 2007. Westmann 1955 and Salem
1989 both argue for 2 preference for monarchy.
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much, if nothing else, we learn from Philodemus’ On Rhetoric 3 and On
the Good King.

In intra-school literature, and sometimes even in writings intended for
a more general public, Epicurean philosophers could admitredly look with
condescension upon people with political engagements,”™ but the effect of
much of this abuse is mitigated when seen in the correct light, Plutarch,
for example, reports that Metrodorus reviled certain men as “Lycurguses
and Solons’.™ An earlier passage, however, describes the specific objects
of this ridicule as ‘certain sages’ carried away with ‘the same desires as
Lycurgus and Solon’.® This earlier reference makes clear that the men
in question were philosophers, a group for whom participation in politics
was generally forbidden by the Epicureans.™ Plutarch also complains that
Epicureans mentioned statesmen in their writings ‘only for the purpose of
having a laugh at them and destroying their reputation’** There may be
some substance behind this charge, since even the surviving portion of On
the Good King brings up post-Homeric statesmen, with one or two possible
exceptions, only to condemn them.™ The examples offered of good kings
all come from Homer. Nevertheless, the specific rulers that come in for
criticism by Epicureans arguably deserve it. While Plutarch expresses his
indignation at Epicurean criticism of Epaminondas, for example, the man
in fact seems to have possessed few virtues as a leader.# It is clear in any
case that Roman Epicureans did not condemn all contemporary poliricians.
The hope Philodemus extends at the end of On Rbetoric 3 of a statesman
making a great contribution is genuine.

With regard to the attitudes and positions of early Epicureans towards
politics, we are faced again and again with a fundamental choice: whether
to trust the testimony of hostile witnesses such as Plutarch and Cicero or
that of the Epicurean Philodemus, whose deliberate use of the first person
plural at the end of On Rbetoric 3 seems to imply a claim to speak on

® This is richly documented by Fowler 1989: 134, though he dees not make this distinction with
regard tw the intended audiences of Epicurean works.

19 Plae. Adv. Col. s127¢: ‘Tt Is therefore firting to buzst into the laughter of one truly free at all men
and more particulatly ar these Lycurguses and Solons.”

120 Thid., xz7b.

Cf. Westman 1955: 125. Fowler 1989: 21314, assumes on the basis of the Plutarch passage that the

early Epicureans simply despised all politicians.

22 Adv. Col. xz7a.

123 Those criticized include Cambyses, Nicomedes I1I and Demerrius Paliorceres.

24 See Cawhkwell 1972; Buckler 1980; Roy 1994. Epicurus is also said (WVen posse 1097¢) 10 have
disparaged the accomplishments of Themistocles and Miltiades, but one can easily see how these
two would have been thought worthy of his harsh judgement. Idomeneus apparently criticized
several Athenian statesman in Or Demagogues; see Fowler 1989: 124.
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behalf of the school. Epicureans, he suggests, have always believed that
a virtuous man with a good disposition can rule well, and thar if he is
trained in philosophy, he can rule all the better and make an even greater
contribution. Our knowledge of the actual interactions of Epicureans and
rulers leads me to conclude that Philodermus is the one deserving our trust.

If Epicurus Jooked upon politicians with a certain contempt in his writings
intended for internal consumption, T am quite confident that he was more
positive, and no less sincere, in his lost work On Kingship, as well as in
his personal contacts with politicians who had hereditary commitmens.
In this respect, I disagree with Oswyn Murray, for whom ‘Epicurus’s Ox
Kingship was clearly a satirical attack on the idea that kings should be seen
with philosophers: it was a waste of everyones time.”™ The lives and works
of subsequent Epicureans would seem to belie this interpretation, The Epi-
curean Philonides reportedly converted Demetrius I Soter (160~152 BC) 10
Epicureanism. ™ King Demerrius is said 1o have made good progress in
Epicurean philosophy, and there is no indication thar his teacher tried to
persuade him to renounce his kingship. On the contrary, it scems that
Philonides believed Demetrius could enjoy many of the benefits of Epi-
cureanism in spite of his kingly duties. While our knowledge of Philonides

¥ Murray 20e7: 19, which aiso suggests that “Epicurus had dlearly set out ro explode the whole idea of
the intellectual at cours.' In support of this view, Murray first cites Pluzarch: “The Epicureans write
on kingship w persuade us to avoid living with kings’ {Ady. Cal. vzz74). Plutarch’s claim may have
been inspired by efforts on Epicurus’ part not to privilege the relationship between philosopher
and ruler, a5 other schools had, and above all, for the philosopher not to lose his freedom of speech,
Murray maintsins thaz the only surviving fragment of On Kingship discourages the relationship
beoween king and philosopher; of. also Fowler 1989: 132. The fragment in question portrays
Epicurus a5 ‘not giving a place even ar drinking parties to the literary and learned discussions of
scholars, but advising even cultured kings to submit to mifirary anecdotes and coarse horse-play ac
symposia rather than talk about literary and poetic problems’ (Plut. Men passe ragsc, . Murray).
Even if Epicarus discouraged liverary conversation, it does not follow thac he likewise discouraged
discussion abour politics, philosophy or the characrer of 2 good ruler. Whar I expect he in fact
discouraged was discussion {literary or otherwise) thar had no practical bearing on the ruler’s life,
I doubt Philodemnus would expect Pisa or others like him wo foliow the arguments in a work like
On Poems, By contrast, On the Goed King and portions of Philodemus’ O Rbesoric, part of which
was dedicated to Vibius Pansa, deal with issues directly relevant to ruling,

Murray is of course familiar wich this subsequent history, bur his trust in Piutarch seems to have
led him to see discontinuity within the Epicurean school on these matrers. On Philonides, see Eiler
1994: 251-5; Benferhar 2005: 48—50. The key passage is from the life of Philonides, fi. 30, 24 Gallo:
pds i [v] adpeow, | DiAeovidng alrev] aiperic]Tiv @y Moywv gméneer (As for the sect,
Philonides made Demetrius into z partisan for their doctrines”), The word choice is imporant.
Demetrius was not wurned into a philosopher, but ‘2 partisan”. There are other precedents for
Epicureans advising rulers (for a brief survey, see Warren 2002: 156-7; for an in-depth cne, sce
Benferhar 2004), bur the case of Philonides offers the dearest indication of the involvement of
specifically Epicurean training, There s lerge inscriptional evidence that Philonides and his brothers
inherited wealth and political position from their father, For the larest survey of his life, see Koch
2005: 62—71. Gera 1999 contains several important improvements to Gallo’s texr.
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is somewhat sketchy and uncertain, the message of Philodemus’ On zhe
Good King is quite clear: the virtuous exercise of power could, at least on
the average, provide a ruler with a secure life. This same message is articu-
lated by Torquartus in Cicero’s own De finibus, and by Cassius in his canny
reply to Cicero’s disparaging letters.® This broad agreement gives good
reason for supposing that the theme has its origins in even earlier Epi-
curean writings, and most likely in Epicurus’ On Kingship itself. Of course
safety is only the starting point for an Epicurean.™® A political life affords
many distractions that could interfere with one’s philosophical progress.
A newly restored passage of On the Good King makes reference to both
avoidable and unavoidable disturbances.”*? Philodemus’ On Anger (De ira)
and On Death (De morte) provide confirmation that certain disturbances
are unavoidable aspects of the human condition. As with Epicurean eth-
ical theory generally, the goals of Epicurean pronouncements on politics
are to distinguish clearly the relevant disturbances that genuinely cannor
be avoided from those that can, and to help in mitigating the former and
avoiding the latter. More than this is not possible. Not even the best human
life is entirely free from disturbance.®®

7 See Armstrong, ch. 6 of this volume, pp. m2—13.

28 [ 13: “There was never any use in securing safery from other men, if the heavens, and what is
beneath the earth, and in general what is in infinire space are suspect 1o us.”

9 Col. 27,27—9 Dorandi. My new text reads fug [ufy..]...[Toly &]|vaykalors &mokTtoius
Tpoclidywar Sopifeus (‘in order that. . . they not introduce unnecessary troubles and add them
to the unavoidable ones™).

B2 Qn this point see ch. 10 by Kick Sanders in this volume, pp. 231-4.



CHAPTER G

Epicurean virtues, Epicurean ﬁz’ends/ﬂip.' Cicero
vs the Herculaneum papyri

David Armstron 14

Philodemus claims in On. Deasp (De rmorte) that Epicureans, ‘though
unaware through some unavoidable cause that now, and quickly, the
paragraph-mark and end of life was approaching, the minute this becomes
visible to the eye, can rake swifrest survey of it in a manner that js a mystery
unspeakable to the uninitiate {&pp1iToss rois &yvoolow). Because of their
having enjoyed everything, and because of the complete lack of perception
that they know will engulf them, they breathe their [ast in such calm as if
they had never turned their artention away from death for a momen. ™
Similar language of mystery and initiation is frequent in Epicurean eth-
ical discourse, The ‘mystery’ of friendship is set forth in VS s2; ‘Friendship
dances round the whole civilized world, heralding to us in very deed to
awake and call each other blessed’ () purfer Trepiyopeter Thy olkoupédvny
KNPUTTOUSE 87 Tdow fufv Eyelpeobon i Tov waxapionov). Cyril Bai-
ley ignores the mystery-initiation language in his note on the passage.®
A. J. Pestugiére, however, showed convincingly that ‘[tJhe whole sentence
is full of reminiscences of the language peculiar to Greek mysticism’.? The
‘heralding’ is that of the Eleusinian mysteries, which from the very start
had hereditary heralds, or Kerykes — as well as thar of Hermetic mysticism.
fAWQking’ isalso a term with mystic connotations, as in the Pauline sentence
‘Awake thou that sleepest (Eyepe & ka@ei8wv) and arise from the dead,
and Christ shall give thee [ight.™ ‘Calling each other blessed’ (uoxapiopds)
evokes the typical greeting berween initiates: ‘thou art blessed’ (aKéprog
&l). Festugitre did not mention TepIxopeYst (‘dances round about’), but

This chapter was first given as the Clack Lecrure in Classics ar Brigham Young University in February
2007; I am graveful ro the audience’s comments there, especially to Richard Lounsbury for reminding
me that many ancient sources rank Cassius higher than Brurus. Many thanks for criticism and help
with this chapter are also due ro Participants av the Mackinac conference, especially Jeff Fish, Kiric
Sanders and Michael Wigodsicy.

! Col. 39,15-25. * Bailey 1926: 383—4.

¥ Pestugitre 1955: 46—7 1. 45. On Epicurean mysticism about friendship and the gods, ¢f. Kock z00s.

* Eph. 514,
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