Epicurean Emotions

Julia Annas

theory on this topic has been somewhat neglected. This is partly
because there does not seem to be much theory in our sources;
and I shall admit at the start that the theory I find 1s inferred rather
than read off from our sources—a frequent situation in Epicurean
studies. Partly also it may be because one of our best sources is
Philodemus’ On Anger, a work that, like all Philodemus, is fre-
uently scholastic, baffling, and difficult even to construe.! This
?ascinating treatise is nevertheless useful in many ways, for it shows
us Philodemus adjusting Epicureanism to a changing philosophical
climate; and his main line oF analysis of the emotions 1s, I shall argue,
an adaptation of one of Epicurus’ ideas developed in a different con-
text. ‘

In writing an extended essay on anger, Philodemus is going
beyond Epicurus, who does not devote such care to particular
emotions.?2 By Philodemus’ time the essay on anger had clearly
emerged as a special genre. His debt to the Cynic diatribe is in-
dicated by the reference to Bion’s On Anger at col. 1.15-20. It is
probably from the diatribe as a genre that Philodemus derives the
rhetorical and even theatrical mode of the first part of the treatise
(1-xxx111). The point, as he stresses in 11I-1v, is to bring the evil

IN CONTRAST to the Stoic theory of the emotions, Epicurean

'T shall refer to it in the new edition with translation and notes by G. INDELLI
(Naples 1988 [hereafter ‘Indelli’]). I have also consulted the earlier Teubner edition
by C. Wilke (Leipzig 1914). I take it that concentrating on Philodemus is the most
useful way to proceed here. There is, of course, a great deal of interesting material
for the study of Epicurean emotions in Lucretius; but it raises a host of literary
1ssues that complicate the question. Philodemus, for all his difficulty, can be more
straightforwardly studied as a philosophical text.

2 The list of Epicurus’ works in Diogenes Laertius (10.27f) includes a Iept #parog
and a Mepi naBav 86Eon npdg Tiyoxkpdrny; it is especially sad that we do not have
the latter, but there is little reason to think that it anticipated later essays on par-
ticular emotions. The title of Philodemus’ book is probably Mepi nafdv & nept
opymg, not Iepi nB@v as suggested by Wilke; see Indelli 36-39.
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146 EPICUREAN EMOTIONS

vividly before our eyes, as doctors do in describing physical ills;
and this is certainly what we find in the parade of characters—
furious, spluttering, and generally out-of-control—presented in the
first half of the work.?

But while the diatribe may account for many formal features of
the first part of his essay, Philodemus’ reference to Bion is imme-
diately followed by one to Chrysippus’ “therapeutic” book on the
emotions. Study of the emotions, especially a hostile and destruc-
tive one like anger, would from the start naturally form part of a
philosophy that promised, as both Stoics and Epicureans did, happi-
ness to those who followed it. Philodemus’ mention of the doctor
in v, like Chrysippus’ therapeutic book, shows the importance in
Hellenistic thought of the notion that philosophy can cure you of
your problems, including emotional ones.# The diatribe may inject
dramatic and confrontational elements, but the need to analyze and
discuss such emotions as anger is implicit in the Epicurean pro-
gramme from the outset.

In the more theoretical second part of On Anger Philodemus
turns from displaying the evils of anger to an analysis of it. Herepre-
sents himself as hewing a middle way between two views (XxxVv1I).
One of these is the Stoic position that anger is always a bad thing,
and that the proper attitude to it is to remove it. The other is the
Peripatetic view that there is much to be said for anger, for without

3 Philodemus’ remark in vi1 that “we are used to doing this” for erotic desire re-
calls Lucretius’ theatrical display in Book IV. Indelli refers to a work Ilepi €pwrtog
by Philodemus, mentioned in P.Hercul. 1457 (fr.23.25), and possibly contained in
P.Hercul. 1384. Epicurus also wrote on this subject: see supra n.2. On Lucretius’
tirade against the erotic form of love see most recently M. Nussbaum, “Beyond
Obsession and Disgust: Lucretius’ Genealogy of Love,” Apeiron 22 (1989) 1-59.
The way in which anger is presented in Philodemus and in later writers in the
genre, such as Plutarch, Seneca, and the Christian writers quoted by Indelli in his
commentary, would reward detailed comparative study.

* Cf. M. Gigante, “‘Philosophia Medicans’ in Filodemo,” CronErcol 5 (1975)
53-61; M. Nussbaum, “Therapeutic Arguments: Epicurus and Aristotle,” in M.
Schofield and G. Striker, edd., The Norms of Nature (Cambridge 1986) 31-74. For
the therapeutic model in ancient scepticism, see not only its ubiquitous use by the
Pyrrhonist Sextus but the interesting statement by the Academic Philo in Arius
Didymus ap. Stobaeus Ecl. 2.39.20-41.25, with the discussion of D. E. Hahm, “The
Diaeretic Method and the Purpose of Arius’ Doxography,” in W. W. Fortenbaugh,
ed., On Stoic and Peripatetic Ethics: The Work of Arius Didymus (New Bruns-
wick 1983) 15-37 at 26-29. The therapeutic model also features prominently in Posi-
donius’ polemic against Chrysippus’ doctrine of the emotions: see recently, for in-
stance, 1. G. Kidd, “Exemptésia—Proneness to Disease,” in Fortenbaugh 107-13.
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it we become weak and obsequious, unable to defend ourselves.
Phllodemus, however, is not in fact compromising between differ-
ent views. His discussion is conducted throughout in terms of what
the Epicurean 6096¢ would or would not do; the views he seems
most concerned to refute in detail are those of rival Epicureans
with differing interpretations of the Master’s words.?

There is no simple answer, according to Philodemus (XXXVII), to
the quesnon whether anger is a bad thing or a good. This is because

“anger” is used in two ways; in order to avoid fallacy, one must
d1st1ngulsh between “natural anger” (guowi 6pyfi) and “empty
anger” (xevn 6pyn). ¢ Philodemus does not explain the dlstmctlon,
though he probably did so in a part of the essay now mlssmg

The term xevdg, literally “empty,” can also mean futlle, point-
less” (LSJ s.v. 1.2); thus the expression “empty anger” for a de-
fective kind of anger is not as striking in Greek as it is in English.”
However, contrasting what is empty with what is natural is striking,
and is bound to remind us, especially in an Epicurean author, of
Epicurus’ distinction between natural and empty desires:

avaloyiotéov 8¢ Gg Tdv émbBupdv al pév elot guokal, al 8¢ kevad,
Kol TOV Quokdv ol pév avayvoaiot, at 8¢ guoikal povov: tdv O
avaykoiov ol pev Tpog evdoipoviav eioiv avaykaiol, ol 88 mpog TV
100 COROTOG AoxAnciay, ai 8 npog avtod 1o LHv.

We should reflect that of desires some are natural, some empty. Of
the natural, some are only natural and some are necessary. Of the
necessary, some are necessary for happiness, some for comfort of the
body, and some for life itself (Ep. ad Men. 127).

5 1 follow Indelli in taking this to be the position of the obscure Timasagoras
and Nicasicrates (for the relevant literature see Indelli on vir and xxxvi). Cf. xrv in
particular for later Epicureans squabbling over the correct interpretations of Epi-
curus and the other early Masters; Philodemus criticizes his rivals for claiming to
be scholarly (BvBAiaxoi, “bookish”) but failing to study the texts closely enough.

¢ Cf. xuu ff, where Philodemus repeats the point that there is a difference be-
tween the anger of the Epicurean cogdg and other kinds of anger, not marked by a
difference of word; and where he likewise distinguishes uses of Bvpég, one in which
it answers to the uses of 6pyn and therefore can be compatible with being cogds, and
the commoner one in which it implies frenzy and fury, which are not so com-
patible. These points show that here the Epicureans were not following common
usage, in which their crucial distinctions are completely unmarked. They do not in-
troduce new terms either; they are engaged in persuasive redefinition.

7 Cf. Soph. EL 330f: 8éAerg Bopd potaio yapileobar xeva.
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1dv émBopudv ai pév elow guowal kol (Gvaykaiot, ai 8¢ uoikai
Kal) ovk avaykoaiot, ol 8 oVTE Quolkai oVTE avoykolot, GAAX
nopa keviiv 80Eav yvopevar.

Of desires, some are natural and necessary, some are natural but not
necessary, and some are neither natural nor necessary, but come about
depending on empty belief (KD 29).8
Epicurus is working with two distinctions: natural vs empty, and
necessary vs non-necessary. He combines these to produce a three-
fold classification, but they are best examined separately.

Natural desires are opposed to empty desires, which are depen-
dent on an empty belief. Empty beliefs are at least false, but not all
false beliefs are not called empty; to be empty a false belief has to be
harmful, a mistaken opinion about matters of importance to one’s
life. Natural desires ought then to be desires that depend only on
true beliefs; but this seems too weak. As we would expect K‘om
their being called natural, they are the desires that come from
human nature. Now, it is surprising to find Epicurus relying on a
notion of nature and what a thing’s nature requires. His philosophy
of science, unlike Aristotle’s, has no careful investigation of scien-
tific concepts such as change and nature; there is little or nothing
between very high-level principles of atomism and low-level sci-
entific explanations. Thus we fgnd in Epicurus nothing like Aris-
totle’s idea that a thing’s nature is its internal source o% active and
passive change. Nonet%xeless, icurus does work with a notion of
nature, not only for what is og)ectlvely there® but for a thing and
the way it 1s, as opposed to its quahtles and relations.!® He uses “the
nature of x ” or “the x nature” in a way that verges on periphrasis

8 Cf. the scholion to KD 29, VS 21, KD 30, Usener 469, KD 15.

® KD 7: if people who are in fact wrong were right, they would have got 10 fjg
pboewg ayoBov; cf. KD 25, Usener 471, 423; KD 31, 10 ti¢ ¢bocwg dixarov ; Ep. ad
Men. 133; VS 25; G. Arrigheuti, Epicuro: Opere? (Torino 1973) [37] [35]: if the
pérpov is not éu goey, then we should not even consider time to exist.

10 Cf. Arrighetti [24] [48] 7, 17; [24] [49] 4, 8, 27: the £1dwAa are “natures” that
are “full of void”; Ep. ad Her. 71: we should not deny the existence of qualities on
the ground that they lack “the nature of the whole”; svprrdpata do not have the
rank (tdypa) of nature xa@’ Eavtd; 68: we cannot conceive of cvuBefnxdta like

natures ko8’ Eavtdg; 40 and 48: the xa®’ Shag @voeig are contrasted with both
cvpntopata and cupPepnxora.
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for “x ”;11 a thing’s nature is what it is, as opposed to what merely
happens to be true of it or is true of it only by virtue of its relation
to something else. This is an intuitive enough distinction, and Epi-
curus probably regarded it as common-sense. Atoms constitute the
nature of the soul, he says (Ep. ad Her. 65); body has its own nature
(69); nature is weak towards evil, but not towards good, for it is sus-
tained by pleasures but broken up by pains (VS 37). We have no
trouble accepting these points, though doubtless Epicurus thought
that a true view of our, or anything’s, nature depends upon a com-
prehensive understanding of Epicurean theory.

A desire is necessary if we cannot be happy or healthy or even
alive if we do not have the object of that desire (Ep. ad Men. 127).
The desire is called necessary because it is necessary for us to have
its object; that is, its object is something that we need rather than
simply want. It is tempting to link this to the scholion to KD 29,
which describes natural and necessary desires as those that brmg
pain if not satisfied. It is clear that a desire can be not necessary and
still natural, still spring from human nature without resting on false
beliefs.

Epicurus puts together the two distinctions by specifying three
kinds of desire: natural and necessary, natural and not necessary,
and neither natural nor necessary—these last are identified with
empty desires.!? Cicero (Fin. 2.26f) faults this division, complaining
that Epicurus should not put all three on the same level, since
natural is the genus of which necessary and not necessary are
species. Cicero’s own objection is easily met, by simply regarding
natural and not natural (empty) as two genera, with necessary an
not necessary as species of the genus natural; but a problem with
Epicurus’ classification does emerge from consideration of KD 30:

¢v alg 10V @uolk@v émbvpidv ph én' aAlyodv 8¢ émavoyovodv £av
pf ovvtedebdov, drdpyer | omovdn clvvTovog, mapd keviv d6Eav

! Plutarch, Mor. 1122 (Usener 76), comments on this usage. Cf. Arrighetti [29]
[5], where “air’s nature”=“air”; [34] [21] 4, 11, 16: the nature of the atoms has not
contributed to the bad dispositions of some; Usener 84: “immortal natures” for the
gods; Ep. ad Pyth. 97, 113: “the divine nature” for the gods.

12 KD 29, quoted supra 148; cf. the scholion ad loc.: pvoikag xai avayxaiog
fyeiton 6 "Emixovpog tag dAymddvog dnolvovoag, g motdv ént diyovg- puoikdg 3¢
ovk avaykaiag O8& tdg mowkiAlovoag pdvov thy fdoviv, un vregarpovpévag dE 10
aAymua, @¢ moAvteAdni outia- odte 8¢ guowkdag obt’ avayxaiog, ©¢ otepdvovg kal
avdpiaviov avabéoerc.
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abrtor yivovtat, kol od mopd Ty Eovtdv @Oov od Swuyéovion GAAL
nopd Ty 1oV avBpdrov xevodoEiav.

When there is an intense effort in those natural desires which lead to
no pain if not gratified, these come about in a way that depends on
empty belief, and they fail to be dispelled, not because of their own
nature, but because of the person’s empty opinionating.

Here it is clear that one and the same desire can be either natural
and not necessary, or empty, depending on the agent’s attitude and
other beliefs. We could say, for example, following the scholion on
KD 29, that desire for an expensive food such as lobster is a natural
but not necessary desire—one which merely waries the agent’s
pleasure. But if the agent cares very much about lobster—makes
efforts to get it, sulks if it is not on the menu—then the desire be-
comes an empty one, for it now depends on the belief that getting
lobster, as opposed to something else to satisfy one’s hunger, is
something worth caring about, and this is an empty belief, false and
dysfunctional. Thus the same desire (desire for lobster) can be,
depending on the agent’s attitudes and beliefs, either natural but not
necessary, or not natural at all. We can understand the idea that it
might to some extent depend on circumstances whether a desire is
necessary or not necessary; our needs may be more or less basic
(Ep. ad Men. 127). But there seems to be something wrong with the
classification when we reflect that it can depend on the agent’s be-
Linefs whether a desire is natural but not necessary, or not natural at

Another characterization of natural desires may help us here.
They are, for example, supposed to be easy to fulfill (Stob. Ecl. 17.23
=Usener 469; cf. also KD 15):

Xapig T pokapiee @OGEL, 0TL T& avoykolo EROINGeEV ELROPLOTOL, TG OE
’ A R ~
dvondpiota ovk avayxaio.

Thanks to [our] blessed nature, which has made what is necessary
easy to provide, and what is hard to provide not necessary.

But one could retort that it is easy to fulfill the desire for lobster—if
you have plenty of money; likewise easy to fulfill the desire for
political otfice—if you have power and means; and so on. On its
own this does not get us any further.!3

13 Similarly with the ideas that natural desires are limited (KD 15) and that they
vary the pleasure produced, rather than increasing it (X ad KD 29). In isolation
these claims likewise are open to obvious counterexamples. As parts of Epicurean
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The key to a coherent understanding of Epicurus’ theory of
natural and empty desires is, I suggest, an assumption that is no-
where made explicit in the texts. What we need is some way of
marking off the natural desires of humans in such a way that they
contrast in the right way with empty desires, and divide in the right
way into necessary and not necessary. We can do this, I think, if we
make the assumption that desires which are for humans natural and
necessary are generic. That is, they are desires for food, for shelter,
and so on, without speaflcatlon of what kind of tood, shelter, and
so on. My desire for food springs from my nature as a self-main-
taining organism that periodically needs to replenish itself; and it is
necessary that I fulfill this desire if I am to continue as such a being
at all—and 4 fortiori as a healthy and happy such being. (Hence if I
do not fulfill it I will be in pain, and fulfilling it removes this pain.) If
natural and necessary desires are generic—tor food rather than for
any particular kind of food—then they contrast in the right way
with empty desires, for they do not rest on any false beliefs. Since I
need food, drink, etc., my desires for them do not involve me in
any mistakes. They will also contrast in the right way with natural
and not necessary desires if these are taken to be specific
specifications of generic desires. Thus the desire for lobster will be
a specification of the desire for food. It is not necessary, because as
a human being I do not have a need for lobster. I have a need for
food, but not for that kind of food, as opposed to food in general.
However, consuming lobster is lau31bll;f taken as varying the
pleasure of fulfilling the desire f}:)r food—even if according to
Epicurus’ theory it never increases it.14

If, among the natural desires, the dlfference between necessary
and not necessary is that between generic and specific, we can see
why Epicurus would end up with a threefold classification, even
though (as Cicero points out) two of the items in it are species of
one genus. For while it is true that all natural desires contrast with
empty ones in involving no false belief, there is a crucial difference
between the necessary and the not necessary ones. The generic
desire for food cannot involve false belief; desiring food is some-

theory they are not; but then we lack any independent way of understanding
what natural desires are.

4 This interpretation is supported by the scholion to XD 29 (quoted supra n.12)
and the examples it gives.
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thing I have to do, given my nature, and does not rest on any belief.
But the specific desire for robster while it need not, can neverthe-
less involve false belief—for, as Eplcurus points out, I can come to
have the wrong attitude towards lobster, and instead of merely
regarding it as a kind of food, a way of nourishing myself, I can
come to care about having iz. I 1 do, I have the empty belief that
there is something about lobster worth caring about in its own
right, and not just as a means to nourishment. Hence it is important
to stress both the difference between natural and empty desires and
the difference between the necessary (generic) and not necessary
(specific) natural ones. Epicurus’ threefo ?d classification is therefore
needed and not the result of a muddle.

Further, we can see why Epicurus need not be disconcerted by
finding that a given desire could fall into either the natural and not
necessary or the empty category; for it is only when what we
desire is a specification of what we have a need for that false beliefs
can give it undue importance.!® Thus the suggestion that necessary
desires are generic, and that not necessary desires are specifications
of them, makes good sense of the way Epicurus deploys the con-
trast between natural and empty desires. Empty desires contrast
with natural ones; but it is only on the specific level that empty
beliefs can corrupt the not necessary desires and make them into
empty ones.¢

!> The suggestion also makes sense of other points, for example that natural de-
sires are easy to fulfill. Natural and necessary, generic desires will be easy to fulfill,
since they can be met wia many specifications; and natural and not necessary de-
sires will be easy to fulfill as long as one has no empty beliefs about the impor-
tance of particular specific objects of desire.

16 T should admit at once that this suggestion runs counter to the only ancient
source that interprets the classification of desires in terms of degrees of specificity,
the scholion to Arist. Eth.Nic. 1118b8, quoted in Usener 456. The scholiast gives as
examples of a necessary desire, the desires for food and for clothing; as an example
of a natural and not necessary desire, the desire for sex; and as an example of
desires that are neither, “the desire for such-and-such (t01&vd¢) food or such-and-
such (101808¢) clothing or such-and-such (to1@vde) sex.” We have, however, no
reason to give this scholion authority; and this explanation quite fails to accommo-
date KD 30, with its clear implication that a desire can be either natural and not
necessary, or empty (on the scholiast’s view it would be both generic and specific).
The scholion also makes the necessary/not necessary distinction artificial; we have
as plausible a need for sex as for clothing. One can defend the view that all natural
desires are unspecific (as Martha Nussbaum does), on the grounds that empty be-
liefs come in only when the agent wants one thing or kind of thing rather than
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Epicurus’ distinction between kinds of desires seems to have its
place not in discussion of desires for its own sake, but as a way of
seeking to give the aspirant Epicurean a way of achieving happiness.
For, as Epicurus uncompromisingly says (VS 71):

npOg ndoag tag Embupiog npocaktéov 10 EmepdTnpo ToDVTO" TL pOL
yeviicetar &v terecBfi 10 xard émbopiav émlntodpevov; xai ti Edv

un tehecbii;

To all our desires we should pose this question: What will I get out
of it if what I seek through this desire is achieved? And what if it is
not?

Finding the desires that are natural is part of of trying to achieve our
final end of drapadia or static pleasure, which is natural.’” But even
if this is the context in which the distinction was introduced, it is
obviously capable of wider application, and in Philodemus’ dis-
cussion of natural and empty anger we seem to find just such an ex-
tension, in a discussion of the emotions aimed at discovering what
the emotions are.

Anger and emotions in general are not of course desires: but they
do involve desires. Anger is described in VIIL.20-27 as @omepel ovv-
xstusvov ¢ ¢ emwpmoemg Kol 8t0t8n[o]emg Kal Swpsewuou Kol [3p1-
pocewg koi dewviic émibvpiog tod usrsl@ew kol Qyoviog, €l
dvvnoetat (“a kindling, swelling, irritation, and indignation, together
with a fierce desire!® to pursue and contend with the person, if one
can”). This recalls the Stoic definition of anger as a “desire for re-
taliation against the person seeming to have wronged one contrary
to what is due”'*—though, given Stoic theory, bognly states are ex-
cluded—as well as Aristotle’s definitions of anger, which include

another on the grounds that it is irreplaceable, the good Epicurean’s view being
that all objects of natural desire are replaceable, and attachment to particular
objects irrational and dysfunctional. On this view, however, KD 30 Eas to be
taken as saying that intense attachment replaces one kind of desire with another,
an interpretation I find implausible.

17 See Olympiodorus On Phlb. 294 Stallbaum (=416 Usener); Plut. Mor. 1088c
(=417 Usener).

18 The phrase 8ewn émBupia is used by Plato at Resp. 9.573p to describe the de-
sires that torture the tyrant. For another Epicurean use see the ethical treatise (P.
Hercul. 346) edited by M. Capasso, Trattato etico epicureo (Naples 1982) x.21ff.

19 Arius Didymus 4p. Stob. Ecl. 2.91.10f.
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both a bodily state and a desire for revenge.?’° We can best under-
stand natural and empty anger as kinds of anger that rest upon
natural and empty desires respectively. Of course this does not im-
ply that the desire for retaliation is all that there is to anger. A lot of
the vivid word-painting in the first part of Philodemus’ essay con-
centrates on the unlovely physical states produced in angry people;
an emotion is at least a complex of desire and the physical state of
the agent. But it is the desire part of the emotion that allows one to
classi%y the emotion as natural or empty.2!

Empty anger is the more straightforward. It is mentioned only
twice in the parts of the essay that we have,?? but the contrast of
empty and natural anger at XXXVIIff makes some points clear.
Empty anger “comes about from a really bad disposition” (énd
drabBéceng yiveran na(u)novnpou) Empty anger, it is repeatedly
said, is an evil, xaxdv, not just in itselt, by being unpleasant, but
because of the many evils it brings, which are so? ridly described
in Philodemus’ first part.

What is the relation between having false beliefs and having a bad
disposition? and what kind of false beliefs are in question? Two are
mentioned in XXXVII—at least they are mentioned as what natural
anger lacks, and it is reasonable to take this to be what empty anger
involves. They are false beliefs in comparing losses and in the pun-
ishments of those who do harm (yevd0doeiv év taic o[v]upetphi-
oeol T@dV fAaf[tt]opdtov kai tailg koAdoeor tdv PAantdviov).
These are both examples of bad judgment, but the second seems to

2 De an. 403a24-b7; Rbh. 1378a30-b10.

21 T cannot here discuss the important matter of the exact structure of the emo-
tions. The Epicureans seem in general vague: it is clear that a desire—and hence an
emotion—depends on a belief, in the sense that if the belief is changed (by the
agent’s becoming convinced by Epicurean argument, for example), the desire dis-
appears and is replaced by another desire. But it is not clear whether the belief is a

art of the emotion or its cause. At the end of the essay, Philodemus raises a re-
fated issue (xLvII.18—41, xr1x.27-L.8). The belief that you have been harmed is a
necessary but not a sufficient condition of becoming angry “unless someone can
show that the supposition of harm is also an effective cause (Spactikdv aitiov ) of
anger.” The idea tﬁat we need a cause that is effective, one that does something, is
suggestive of Stoic ideas of cause (Indelli cites Posidonius for similar use of dpacti-
x9g); and the general emphasis on the agent’s disposition suggests the influence of
the Stoic picture of emotion: an emotion results from the agent’s total present state
together with the belief formed as a result of the way the world now impinges on
the agent.

2 xxxvir1, xxxix.8. The first reference is missing in Indelli’s index.
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indicate faultiness of character far more plausibly than the first
does. Further, neither bears much obvious relation to the kind of
wron des1re, based on false belief, that Philodemus discusses at

some length in XL11, where he is explormg the structure of the two
kinds of anger. There he says (22-34),

16 1€ [6°] emﬁupsiv il Ko7um£(og Kaecmep dmo?\.avo*tof) Twog, 0 ovv-
eCevkton talg peya?»mg opyatg, pomxtov s[o]tw mopevo)v paytmov
dyaBov elval Kol KOTOUGTPEQOVT®V coc; stg 81 aVTO QlpPETOV Kal
koAdoe[i]v ovk GAdmg vo;,uCov*ro)v Kol avmu»:pco ouunenlemm Swx-
Oéoet, xa[0]anep redel & apev kai npowv*teg £TL TOLPOCTHOONEV.

Desiring to punish, as though it were something enjoyable, a desire
that is coupled with great anger, is silly, and is characteristic of people
who think that this 1s the greatest good and turn to it as though to
something choiceworthy in itself and think that otherwise they
could not punish people, and it is entwined with a harsh disposition,
as we have shown and will display again as we proceed.
Here the belief that is connected with the bad, harsh disposition is
not a simple mistake as to consequences or amount of punishment,
but appears as the more fundamental belief that retaliation and pun-
ishment are good and enjoyable in themselves. If anger involves a
desire to retaliate, this mistake is clearly a mistake about the object
of this desire; it ascribes to it an importance and attraction that it
does not, according to Philodemus, have.

We mlght pause to ask why retaliation is not worthwhile and en-
]oyable in itself. In defining anger, Aristotle (RA. 1378b3) observes
that “a certain pleasure always accompanies anger,” tracing this to
the pleasure we take in expecting to achieve our aims and to the
pleasure of dwelling on the thought of retaliation. An Epicurean
would argue that these are not pleasures the agent should pursue,
because retaliation leads to greater pains: both those of threat,
insecurity, etc., from those on whom retaliation is taken, and, more
fundamentally, "those accruing to the agent from the loss of ataraxia
involved. Thus retaliation is not, in itself, enjoyable—that is, it pro-
duces an overall loss rather than gain of pleasure. (We should note
that losing the belief that retaliation is in itself enjoyable does not
lead to giving up anger; rather it leads to giving up a certain attitude
towards anger, namely that anger is a good thing, because enjoyable.
The recognition that anger is on balance painful rather than pleasant
still leaves it a place in Epicurean life.)
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At the beginning of his essay Philodemus says (v1.13-23),

o [8 év 1R} wloxii mdbn S v npletépav yevdodollia]v mapa-
xolovBodvria, t[1]ve piv xai td yéver, [nlvae 8¢ t[®]v peyéBelr, 0]
ouv[é]yov [E]xet thig dnfoAd]oemgB év [t]® Bewpiic[oar t]o péyebog xai
10 mA[fi0]og v Exer xal cvvem[on]atal kaxdv.

As for the emotions in the soul that follow along because of our
false beliefs?*—some about kind, others about size—the crucial thing
in releasing ourselves from them is to examine the size and number of
the evils they contain and draw along with them.

What are these false beliefs about kind and size? They might just be
mistakes in calculating consequences: I think I have been greatly
damaged, but I haven’t; I think a spectacular retaliation is appropri-
ate, but it isn’t. But we should note that the remedy for them lies in
realizing the extent of the evils that anger entails. Getting rid of false
beliefs can only come through showing that and why they are false;
and focusing on the evils of anger would hardly do this to one’s cal-
culations of losses. So it is more likely that there are two kinds of
false belief involved in empty anger, which Philodemus may be dis-
tinguishing here as false beliefs about kind and size. False belief
about km«f will be the belief that anger is a good thing, resting on
the belief that retaliating is in itself enjoyable and WOI‘t%Whlle Mis-
takes about size will be the miscalculations about loss and reaction
that people make under the influence of anger.

We can see that mistakes of the first kind are more basic, and it is
not surprising that in XLII these are the beliefs that are connected
with having a bad disposition. The belief that retaliating is enjoyable
is not a casual or isolated belief; it is deeply rooted and involves
others that support it. That is Why Philodemus and others write
essays about anger; to shake this belief we need both the shock
tactics of the theatrical first half and the analysis of the second. For
the belief that anger is a good thing, because it achieves something
worth having, is a paradeigmatic Epicurean empty belief: it is false
and it produces great damage in the agent’s life. Philodemus has

2 A convincing conjecture by Elizabeth Asmis for an[60¢e]ocwg (Gomperz), ac-
cepted by Indelli.

2 yevdodokia: the verb occurs at xxxvir.35. Philodemus uses the word also in De
dis x1v.34, xv1.19. Polystratus uses it at De contemptu xv1.6. Epicurus uses not this
but xevoﬁoﬁta (¢f KD 30), but since all empty beliefs are in fact false the difference
is perhaps not very important.
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nothing to say about mistakes in calculating, and presumably thinks
that this tendency will be cured when, and only when, the more
basic false beliefs have been removed. If 1 don’t think retaliation
worthwhile, I won’t be tempted to overestimate my losses; and so
on.

Empty anger, then, rests on the empty desire to retaliate. This de-
sire in turn 1s empty because it rests on the empty belief that retalia-
tion is good in itself and enjoyable. Just as Epicurus says (KD 30)
that empty desire is marked by intense effort, so the empty desire
in anger 1s “fierce” (&ew). Philodemus adds the point that the
empty desire driving anger comes from a disposition already gone
wrong; and also adds that other false beliefs, e.g. miscalculations of
consequences, follow it and produce further empty desires.

When it comes to natural anger, Philodemus is fuller but unfor-
tunately more obscure as to the overall picture. XXXVI1.24-XXXVIIL.8
give us a clear contrast with which to start. Natural anger is not
simply a good or a bad thing; rather, Epicureans hold that

10 pév ndBog avtd Kotd SdAnyiv drogavdoueda kakdv, éneldn Avnn-
pév €oTwv 7| avaAoyov AvInpd, KoTd Sé v ouvnkoxﬁv i Swbéoer
lcav a'yoc90v pnenoeceou vomCop.ev O'DVLO”L'(X.T(XL yap and to[v] B?»enew
@G N OUOLg ExEL TAV mpayHdtov, Kol un&-:v wevSoSo&ew év taic
o[v]pperpnoeot 1dv élaftt]opdtov kol talg koAdoeor tdv PAon-
tovtav. dote xabd’ ov tpdmoy éAéyou[ev] thv x[eviv dopyInv xaxdv, 6tL
and Swbéceng yiveron ma{p)moviipov kai pvpio dvoxepfi cvvent-
otaran, 8[el] Aéyew [o0] xak[ov Thlv guoikh[v &JAAd k@O dnxtikdv
é[ot]i T

The emotion in separation is a bad thing, since it is painful or analo-
gous to something painful; but given its connexion with the disposi-
tion, we consider that it could even be called a good thing; for it
results from seeing how the nature of things is, and from having no
false beliefs in comparative measurements of losses, and in punish-
ments of those who do harm. So in the same way that we said that
empty anger was an evil, because it results from a really bad disposi-
tion and draws with it countless evils, we must say that natural anger
is not an evil, except insofar as it is something biting.

Natural anger, then, is painful and so not wholly a good thing.?> It
has the advantage over empty anger in not bringing further pains

25 Nicasicrates is criticized for claiming that natural anger is not only painful in
its own nature, but has bad results (xxxvi.34-xxxix.9). For the vivid idea that the
kind of pain involved is a “biting” one, cf. also xxxvi.19, xm.18-23.
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and evils. We might ask how an Epicurean can consider something
natural if it is painful, seeing that our nature is such as to avoid pain.
The answer to this is found in xxX1x.29-31: “it is unavoidable, and is
called natural for that reason.” It is part of human nature to feel a
kind of anger. Further, it is not a part of human nature that ideal
development would remove; Philodemus stresses that even Epi-
curus himself and the other Masters got angry.

Further characterization of natural anger shows that it is a kind of
anger that rests only on natural desires, that is, desires that come
from human nature and do not rest on any empty, i.e., false and
harmful, beliefs. That this is so emerges from two passages:

andypn yop Emdei&ar 10 xowdv, 8t cvoyebioetal Ticwv dpyaig 6 copde.
kol @Aoet TG AAL’ el S 10 PAdntecBar xaB’ éxovorov tpdmov Op-
yileton, BAdntetat & VRO TwvaV Eig TA péYOTA, THG OVYL KOl HEYA-
Anv opynv avadéEeton kai cpodpav énBupiav €€el tod pueteABelv; mpodg
ov €poduev, 011 1@ PAdntovtt tag towvtag [BIAG[Blag 7| eavepd [y’
ov]t. diom pleyla[Aolg BAdwer, mpocaddotprodvtar pév Gkpdg, kol
pioei—rov10 Yap ak[oho]vBov—od pévtor ye tapalylhv aval[d]éxeton
peydAn[v]. ov[8’] é[ot]wv vé [rdg] t[1] nopd [péya] tédv EEwbev, [S]T
ovd¢ x[a]ta tag mapovoialg] tdv peyddwv aiyndoévelv] peydrong
ovvéyxeton tlapalyais, [Ro]AA® && poaAdl[olv xata [talg opydg: 0
ya[p] dewa [rabeiv @lbetafr] € avoiag.

It is sufficient to show in general that the wise person will be suscep-
tible to anger of a kind.2¢ But someone will say: But if it is because
of being harmed in intentional fashion that he gets angry, and he is
harmed by someone to the highest degree, how will he not have a
strong desire to pursue the person? To this person we will say that
he will be alienated in the extreme from the person who inflicts such
harms on him, or is obviously going to inflict them, and he will hate
him—that just follows—but that he does not experience great
trouble. Nothing external is worth much,?” since he is not even

% Cf. D.L. 10.117: the wise person ndBec1 paddov cvoyediocecBar- ovx Gv Eunodi-
oot Tpodg Tv copiav. Bignone’s tict to qualify ndBeot is attractive in view of the
passage in Philodemus.

27 Philodemus stresses the notion that what does not matter to the Epicurean
wise person is “external” to him; ¢f. xLv11.39-42, xLvII.18-24 (twice; “external”
goods as much as “external” evils have no great importance). This internalization
of Epicurean good seems to be a development later tian Epicurus, and may reflect
Stoic influence, or possibly just the fact that a contrast between external goods and
goods of the soul and/or body had beome conventional by Hellenistic times. See



JULIA ANNAS 159

susceptible to great troubles in the presence of great pains, and much
more is this so with anger. Terrible sufferings are the natural result of
stupidity (XL1.28-XLIL14).

[o]0te yap ovvrov[oi]g mepini[n]ter ndBeot to[ro0]torc—palvija yap,
enel x[ai] poplov [yéper xlokdv [n] map’ abto[v émboplia, [fv xai]
pevEdp[ebo nioav dg péyiotov odoav kakév—obte TPdg THY KOAXGLY
OpHE &g Tpog alro[Aavet]é6v—oddE yoip ©8[V] 11 mpoceépetar,—daAA’ dg
npo[g] avaykaidtartov, andéotatov 8¢ mapayiverar, xobdmep émi
noéowv dywvBiov xai Topnv.

[The wise person] does not fall prey to such intense emotions—for
that is madness, since the relevant desire is full of countless evils, and
we shall flee it entirely as being the greatest of evils. Nor does he go
for punishing [the other person] as something enjoyable—for noth-
ing pleasant is offered—but as something most necessary, and what
results is most unpleasant, as with drinking wormwood, and surgery
(XLIV.9-22).

The person subject to natural anger does not think that retaliation is
good in itself or a source of enjoyment; she does it because she has
to do it. Thus she will feel anger, but not a fierce desire for revenge.
And hence although she cannot avoid feeling some pain, she will
not be subject to “troubles” (tapayat), the upsets in life that the
Epicurean avoids above all, for the Epicurean aim in life is &ta-
paio.?® Natural anger thus seems to be the anger that you feel if
you have no empty beliefs and act only on rc%evant desires that
come from human nature.

Philodemus does not employ Epicurus’ other distinction, that
between necessary and not necessary. Some passages do, however,
suggest something like it. The person with naturj anger seeks re-
venge only as something necessary (XLIV.15-23); natural anger is un-
avoidable for human nature (xxx1x.30-32). Natural anger, then, i1s
something necessary, something that we cannot avoid. It is part of
human nature to resent, and to desire to retaliate against, perceived

also Philodemus Rbetoric, ed. S. Sudhaus, II (Leipzig 1896) £r.20.5-10: to 8¢ pnBtv
gival mapd kéyo Tdv sém(‘)ev ginep opemg Aéyerar xoi 10 popie peilova td guotr-
K& 1@dv dAdov drépyew, where external goods are opposed to goods of the soul;
Peri charitos 2.5f: 1av eéw pedviov; Dlogenes of Oenoanda frr.1-3 Chilton: 10 xe-
@&haov Tiig eddarpoviag h S160eorg, fig Npelg xdprot.

28 Compare the life of the angry person, subject to constant troubles, at xxvi.
10-25.
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slights and frustrations. (Doubtless there are good reasons for this
in the strategies that humans have evolved for survival.) In itself,
“by its own nature,” this tendency is a source of pain, just as desires
for food and drink are; we have to satisfy them or we shall suffer.
Just like the desire for food and drink, a given desire to retaliate
nags and “bites” at us until we satisfy it. There is, however, no point
in trying to get rid of this desire, any more than in trying to get rid
of the desire for food or drink; you won’t succeed, because it is
part of what you are, one of your human needs.?’

The desire to retaliate can, however, take many different forms.
And it is at this point that false beliefs can enter in. We have seen
that this happens in two ways: I may be wrong about how much
retaliation is appropriate, or I may more fundamentally be wrong
about what retaﬁation is; I may think that it is not just something
that I have to do, but something admirable and attractive. And if the
form taken by my desire to retaliate does in fact get infected by
such false beliefs, which are empty since they are harmful, then my
anger ceases to be natural and becomes empty. Again, the im-
portant contrast is between natural and and empty; but the distinc-
tion between necessary and not necessary is important too, for it is
only when we are dealing with what is not necessary about my
desire to retaliate (the form it takes, not its existence) that falsity,
and so emptiness, can come in.

This is not quite the same as Epicurus’ distinction between neces-
sary, generic desires and not necessary, specific desires. It is clear
that my desire to retaliate can take a good or a bad form, and that
false belief is responsible for its taking a bad form. False beliefs do
not, however, attach the desire to retaliate to a specific object, as
false beliefs attach the desire to eat to lobster in particular. Rather,
false beliefs make the desire to retaliate too intense, and cause the
agent to enjoy what should be seen merely as a necessity.

So Philodemus has not simply taken over Epicurus’ distinction be-
tween kinds of desires; and he 1s right not to do so, for the situation

2% The point that natural anger is a human need, although a producer of pain,
was obviously felt as a difficulty; Philodemus feels that he has to argue for it
(xL.26-x11.8). Anger must be aAAdtpiov to us, he claims, for it would be forced to
call it &8réq@opov, and senseless to call it oixelov. This strange use of Stoic ter-
minology shows either that Philodemus was hopelessly muddled about Stoicism,
or that Stoic terminology had become a philosophical lingua franca in which the
terms had lost their original precise meanings.
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is not precisely the same. There is a structural similarity, however,
and we can credit Philodemus with intelligent perception of a real
analogy. When we are angry, something is necessary and unavoid-
able: we will get angry in some way or another. But something de-

ends on us and is not necessary. If we have false beliefs (o% the
ilnds we have seen), we will become intensely angry and derive
from it a short-term pleasure later to be outweighed by pain. But if
we do not have these false beliefs, our anger wj be expressed with-
out pleasure or intensity; it will be no more than we are bound to
feel. It is still true that it is only at the specific level that false beliefs
can come in and corrupt anger into empty anger, and that what hap-
pens at this level is not necessary; all that is necessary is that we feel
anger in some way or other. The main point of disanalogy with the
case of desires is that false beliefs do not attach the desire to retaliate
to a particular object but instead affect than the specific way in
which it is expressed.

If something like the above is right, the Epicurean account of
emotions has interesting features. One is that it is highly revisionary
of our everyday beliefs about the emotions. This is notably so in
the contention that only false beliefs lead us to enjoy the expression
of an emotion. We may be ready to accept this in the case of anger;
it does not sound very attractive to think anger and retaliation
enjoyable and a good thing. But Philodemus accepts parallel con-
sequences for gratitude. The argument that the wise person will be
angry at voluntary harms, since he is grateful for voluntary benefits,
Philodemus meets by the striking comment that in both cases he
will not react very strongly; just as he will not be very angry, so he
will not be very gratefu% since external things do not matter very
much to him whether they are evil or good.3® What our own assess-
ment is of any redefined Epicurean emotion will depend on our
assessment of the demands of Epicurean theory in that area;
revisions of belief that are welcome when they cool down anger are
not so obviously a good thing when they leave us cold in other
areas.

It is also interesting that the tendency to anger is accepted as
natural on the grounds that it is inevitable. Part of our rational
nature, involving belief and desire, is accepted as a given, no less
than such biologically inevitable desires as t ﬁose for food and drink.

30 x1v1.18-40, xLvi.3-32; ¢f. x1im.22-25.
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It is not therefore intractable, of course; the essay is meant to help
us to control and improve it.

Finally, it is notable that a negative and destructive emotion like
anger is frankly accepted as a given part of human nature. Of course
the Epicureans think that the wise person will have enormously re-
structured and redirected his anger by the time he has got rid of all
his empty beliefs. Anger will presumably feel very ditferent when
one no longer gets any lift, so to speak, from being angry, but
merely regards fulfilling the desire to retaliate as something that has
to be done3! And, if the Epicureans are right, anger will be consider-
ably relocated in the agent’s life. Epicurean anger seems to show
itself principally in the philosophical life of the Garden, in teaching
and disputes; its scope overlaps with that of frankness, to which
Philodemus devotes another work.32 Achilles’ kind of anger is
ruled out; one should not feel like that, principally because one
should not care about the kind of thing Achilles cared about. To get
into combat because of a sense of injured honor is already to have
left the Garden. At bottom, however, anger is still there in the Gar-
den. There are still sharp rebuttals of opposing views, and people
take offense at frank remarks (xxxv). We are reminded of Epicurus’
own notably personal and reactive style of arguing, copied by his
followers.?® We should train and direct our angry feelings, but we
should not try to get rid of them, since expressing anger in some
way is a human need. This can seem a quite realistic idea, even in an
age like our own which is ambivalent about anger and other hostile
emotions. We deplore anger and the violence it often leads to; yet it
is widely realized that many people—women, notably—are dam-
aged if they systematically suppress or deny their anger. It is an in-
teresting and promising idea that we should recognize anger, and

31 And so presumably will gratitude feel different, when one no longer gets plea-
sure from being grateful, but merely regards making the appropriate return or
gesture as something that has to be done.

32 See XVII.36-XIX.1, XXXV.18-xxxV1.27 (where he mentions the Peri parrhesias),
XXX1X.22-27. Cf. Peri parrbesias xvila, where wise teachers employ harsh remedies
as clever doctors do, and there is a reference to 10 dnxtikdv tiig Tappnoing, recall-
ing the description of anger as “biting” in the Peri orges.

33 See D. N. Sedley, “Epicurus and His Professional Rivals,” in Etudes sur ’Epi-
curisme antique (=Cabhiers de Philologie 1 [Lille 1976]) 121-59, for important
modifications to the traditional view of Epicurus as indiscriminately heaping
abuse on his opponents. But even so there is a personal tone to Epicurean dis-
cussion not found in other schools.
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the desire to retaliate, as inevitable for us, and concentrate not on re-
moving it, but on removing false beliefs about its objects.
Philodemus” own development of the idea, however, is less help-
ful than we might have hoped. When he tries to present a positive
characterization of natural anger and what the person will be like

who feels only natural anger, the result is odd and has the air of a
struggle:

xaBohov 8¢ iotéov Ot xabapdc Tic Bv AddpynTog 0O MOALV Ypdvov
anoddcel povraciov opyidov, TAeim 8¢ anodidlo]vg odk Eotv Babig,
GAA& pévov od tforJodtog [0]iog Soxel. paifov]tar &’ [oV]v mpdg Téc0V KAl
mv [év]avtietaltn]v Exovieg Sudbeciv, dote xav coedg xabdanep
apé[Aer] xai "Erixovpog ané[dwkev é]vioig tolovtov [paviac]iov.

In general, we should know that the person who is purely unangered
will give the appearance of an angry person, but not for long, and if
he gives it for longer is not deeply [angry], but just not such as he
seems to be. Thus those who have the completely opposite disposi-
tion [from the angry person] give the appearance to such an extent
that even a wise person such as Epicurus gave some people the ap-
pearance of being like that [sc. an angry person] (xxXIv.31-xxxv.5).
Philodemus adds at xxxVI.18-28 that some cogoi will give the ap-
pearance of anger even more than normally angry people; this is be-
cause they have more natural anger than others, or because they are
more given to frankness, or both.

This is problematic. First, while it is clear that this is a revisionary
account, it is odd to find the ideal person, who presumably feels
only natural anger, described as #n-angered, and odd to have his be-
havior described in terms of appearance and reality. Is the account
so revisionary that feeling only natural anger amounts to feeling no
anger in the usual sense? If so, angry behavior such as that dis-
played by Epicurus will be pretence, the deliberate putting-on of a
show. The appearance of anger will be deceptive as to the reality.
This seems unsatisfactory, Eowever; if anger is unavoidable for
human nature, then the sage ought not to be so detached from it.

Perhaps the d6pyntog should be understood, not as a person who
never feels anger, but as a person who is not angry by disposition,
“not an angry person.” (The dpyidog, with whom the unangered
person is contrasted, certainly is most naturally taken as “an angry
person,” someone prone to anger and not just capable of anger on
occasion.) In that case the point about appearance and reality can be
taken in a less extreme way also: the point may simply be that the
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&dpyntog will act in the same way as the ordinary angry person, but
will not keep it up for very long or, if he does, will not be very com-
mitted to it. But this also seems unsatisfactory. Surely our picture of
the ideal Epicurean is of someone placid, balanced, and slower to
react than others, not of someone who gets furious, but only for
short bursts?

But two points are relevant here. One is that at this stage in his
essay Philodemus is engaging in controversy with other Epicure-
ans, who had differing views about the way anger enters into the
life of the ideal wise person; sketching the ideal life is always diffi-
cult, and Philodemus’ idea on the subject is not the only one, even
for Epicureans. Given that all parties refer to the words of the
Master, we may infer that Epicurus’ own work left this point in
dispute, and that different followers took up different aspects of the
system to deal with it. Possibly Philodemus was impressed by Epi-
curus’ statement that natural desires are easy to fufﬁll; this would
suggest that natural anger, based on natural desires, is not a different
kind of anger but just a more limited version of ordinary anger,
easily satisfied.

The other point is that our ideas on this subject are not likely to
be unprejudiced, either. They are likely to be influenced by hang-
overs from Christian tradition, in which the meek are blessed and
one should turn the other cheek rather than retaliate. Even if we
reject this, we have no very clear idea of what to put in its place.
While Philodemus” more detailed positive account will scarcefy do,
Epicurean ideas on this particular emotion still retain interest for us,
and we can only regret that we lack similarly rich Epicurean
sources for other emotions.*
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3% An earlier version of this paper benefited greatly from discussion at the Duke
conference; I am also grateful to Elizabeth Asmis for helpful comments.



