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PREFACE

My aim in translating the Satires of Juvenal and Persius for
the Loeb Classical Library has been to produce a trans-
lation that is vivid and vigorous and accessible, without
compromising accuracy to the Latin text. Ramsay’s 1918
Loeb translation has lasted remarkably well, but it is
clearly time to update it and to incorporate advances in
scholarship since then. One central difficulty of preparing
a translation which is designed for a long shelf life is that of
contemporary idiom. There is no doubt that when we look
back at translations of Juvenal that were in vogue in the
1960s, such as those of Rolfe Humphries (1958), Hubert
Creckmore (1963), Jerome Mazzaro (1965), Charles
Plumb (1968), and above all Peter Green’s 1967 Penguin,
they seem very dated, not just because of their covers, but
because they indulge too much in ephemeral expressions.
1 have tried to strike a balance between their strategy
of trendiness and the clumsiness that results from trying
to reproduce the structures of an inflected language like
Latin in a largely uninflected language like English.

The intrinsic problem of the Loeb Classical Library is
that of turning poetry into prose. In this particular case, it
is highly rhetorical poetry, which self-consciously reso-
nates with intertextual allusions to earlier satire and to epic
and other classics of the ancient literary canon. T hope that
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PREFACE

in the case of Persius I have not made his Latin too easy.
He is one of the hardest poets any student of Latin litera-
ture is likely to meet, and I believe that to “dumb down”
the intensity and obscurity of his idiom would be to do him
an injustice. In the case of Juvenal, I have tried to convey
the verve and energy of his rhetorical impetus in the early
Satires and his tone of superiority in the later Satires. Par-
ticularly in his case, I have designed my translation to be
read aloud, because I consider it crucial that we reconnect
with the oral presentation and the performative aspect of
these poems.

A central difficulty is presented by the emphasis cre-
ated by word order in Latin. To convey the effects of word
order in Persius and Juvenal, I have at times recast sen-
tences. Another problem is that some kinds of question
and exclamation clause sound unnatural in our English:
for example, relative clauses with the possessive genitive
“whose.” I have taken liberties in such situations, aiming
for a result that will sound at least possible for a native
speaker. Another difficulty arises over connections be-
tween clauses and especially with words like nam and
enim, conventionally translated “for,” and similar words,
such as itague, “therefore” No one I know actually uses
the connectives “for” and “therefore” in spoken English,
so I resolved to avoid them in my translation, sometimes
omitting them, where the thought connection seemed
self-evident, but more often spelling out the connection
of ideas more explicitly than may seem warranted in the
Latin. And in terms of choice of v ocabulary, 1 have tried to
provide a judicious blend of Latinate roots with the more
periphrastic expressions that currently dominate spoken
English. I hope that these strategies combine fidelity to
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PREFACE

the Latin with a vitality which can last a long time. That,
after all, is the crucial aim of the Loeb Classical Library; to
make these fascinating and provocative authors accessible
to students of Roman culture for years to come.

Both Juvenal and Persius have been well served by
their editors in the twentieth century and I was conse-
quently in the happy position of being able to rely to a con-
siderable degree on the judgement and imagination of
some eminent Latinists. I based my study of the text of Ju-
venal on Wendell Clausen’s 1992 Oxford Classical Text and
on James Willis’ new Teubner (1997), and I had frequent
recourse to the editions of A. E. Housman (1931), Edward
Courtney (1984), and J. R. C. Martyn (1987) and to articles
on the text of Juvenal by Robin Nisbet. I also had access to
the conjectures of the scholar Guyet and to the annota-
tions made by Marldand on a MS in St John’s College,
Cambridge, thanks to the generosity of ]. N. Adams. When
I met him in Perth, James Willis kindly supplied me with
the Testimonia prepared for his Teubner edition, which
they had declined to print. With Persius I am likewise in-
debted to the scholarship exemplified by Clausen’s Oxford
Classical Text; I also used Bo’s 1969 edition, Harvey’s 1981
commentary, and Lee’s 1987 edition, although none of
these differs hugely from Clausen. For both authors, I fol-
low the Oxford Classical Text fairly closely, although I of-
fer a number of repunctuations and adopt some different
readings and conjectures. These are listed in the rudimen-
tary apparatus, along with other MSS variants and critical
emendations that struck me as worthy of mention. I have
translated in my notes all the lines that I propose to remove
from Clausen’s 1992 OCT if they appear unbracketed in
Clausen, along with a selection of the lines that Clausen
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PREFACE

brackets. My aim has been to produce the most plausible
text and translation of Persius and Juvenal, while making it
possible for the reader to identify textual cruces that might
affect interpretation.

In terms of translations, there were four stalwarts be-
side me throughout my work on Juvenal: Ramsay’s 1918
Loeb, Niall Rudd’s translation for Oxford World’s Classics
(1991), Steven Robinson’s idiosyncratic 1983 translation
from Carcanet Press, and an old and lasting favourite of
mine, the Rev. J. D. Lewis” prose translation of 1873, my
copy of which I purchased in 1975, just after I completed
my B.A., at a bookshop in Hay-on-Wye. John Henderson’s
lively rendition of Satire 8 (1997) also proved provocative.
Inthe case of Persius, Niall Rudd’s Penguin Classics trans-
lation (revised version, 1987) and Guy Lee’s 1987 trans-
lation published by Francis Cairns were my first resort,
along with J. R. Jenkinson’s 1980 Aris and Phillips trans-
lation.

Acknowledgements
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venal for the Loeb Classical Library, at the invitation of
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can be attributed to changes within the Loeb Classical
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pecially Marcus Wilson, for all his time and continuing
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sages and problems. My London colleague Nick Lowe
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none of the above could persuade me of my ignorance, I
take full blame. I cannot conclude without naming the
friends who have supported me during this project: Lene
Rubinstein, Jonathan Walters, Patricia Moyer, Carole
Newlands, Ted Kenney, the three Christophers—Carey,
Gill, and Rowe—and above all Adam Morton.

New Haven
August 2003






JUVENAL AND PERSIUS






INTRODUCTION

“Satire” seems a seductively straightforward term, because
everyone can think of satirical forms of writing. But any at-
tempt to define “satire” shows it to be a slippery term. “The
playfully critical distortion of the familiar” is Feinberg’s
attempt.! This pinpoints four features common to most
works of satire, usually distributed along two axes: the
spectrum of playfulness and criticism, and the spectrum of
the familiar and its distortions, ranging from suppression
to exaggeration. Satire, moreover, is “an urban art,” “setin
the city, particularly in the metropolis with a polyglot peo-
ple.” These definitions work well for Roman satire. They
offer a reminder that these texts are not streams of angry
consciousness but highly crafted artefacts written for a so-
phisticated audience. It follows that the uncritical use of
the texts of Roman satire as evidence for Roman social
practices is highly problematic: the apparent realism of
these texts should not blind us to the degree of distortion
exerted in the interests of entertainment. In particular, the
habit of attributing what is said to the poet himself (the
biographical fallacy) has been countered by an awareness

1 Feinberg The Satirist 7.
2 Hodgart Satire 129.
3 Kernan The Cankered Muse 7-8.
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that the satirists create a range of satiric mouthpieces, con-
veniently called the satirist’s mask or persona.t The dra-
matic dimension of these poems would have been readily
appreciated by the Roman elite audience, who were thor-
oughly accustomed to the creation of characters from their
rhetorical training.

So the first Satire of Juvenal may seem familiar. Juvenal
presents a character who seems to be an ordinary citizen of
the metropolis of Rome, ranting at the excesses and out-
rages that surround him, a simple man who is so frustrated
at society’s hypocrisy and corruption and at its failure to
address burning issues of inequality and immorality that
he is driven to deliver a scathing condemnation of that
decadent society. This fits modern ideas of “satire” rather
closely. The fact is that Juvenal has had such a profound
and lasting influence on the development of satire that it
would be surprising if our concept of satire did not match
his. But the story of satire is much more complex. This in-
troduction will briefly review the origins and development
of the genre of Roman satire through more than three cen-
turies, from the first experiments of Ennius in the late
third to early second century B.C., through the establish-
ment of the standard features of the genre by Lucilius in
the late second century B.C., the refinement of the form
by Horace, close associate of both the emperor Augustus
and his “minister of culture” Maecenas, to the radically
different treatments of the genre by the satirists of the

+ Highet Juvenal the Satirist was chiefly responsible for popu-
larising the biographical approach; Anderson Essays on Roman
Satire was crucial in shifting the parameters of the debate. All
subsequent work on Roman satire is indebted to bim.
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INTRODUCTION

early Principate, Persius and Juvenal. This diachronic
overview is crucial to a proper understanding of the indi-
vidual poets and poems.?

Greek and Roman literature operated within a {rame-
work of genres with their unwritten rules. Although
“genre” itself is a relatively modern word, the ancients
clearly found ways of classifying their literary productions
into family groups. It was expected that a writer would ac-
knowledge his debt to his predecessors by imitation, which
was regarded as the highest form of compliment. This ele-
ment of imitation needed to be blended with innovation,
to avoid stagnation and to develop the genre. This makes it
important to be aware of the history of any Greco-Roman
genre: later writers invariably demonstrate an intimacy
with earlier writers by reworking and adapting and even at
times overturning their ideas.

The rules of the genre of Roman verse satire prescribed
the metre and form, material, presentation, and language.
The metre was the dactylic hexameter, and the form re-
quired compositions of short to middle length, usually in
the range 50-250 lines long. The content included matters
of morality, education, and literature. The type of presen-
tation was generally the autobiographical monologue, with
occasional excursions into dialogue, epistle, or narrative
form. The language ranged from mock-epic grandeur,
through everyday discourse, to moments of explicit cru-
dity. These features emerged in the Satires of Lucilius,
who is regarded by later satirists as the founder of the
genre: Horace actually calls him its inventor at Safires

5 For a fuller account see Braund Roman Verse Satire and
Freudenburg The Walking Muse.
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1.10.48. From the few surviving fragments of his Satires,
Lucilius’ influence upon later satirists is palpable. Horace,
for example, reworked his predecessor’s diary-type poem
depicting a journey to Sicily in his journey to Brindisi (Saz-
tres 1.5), and presented himself as a new Lucilius for a
more sophisticated era (Satires 1.4, 1.10, 2.1). In the case
of the relationship between Horace and Persius we fare
better. Virtually every line of Persius’ Satires demonstrates
his deep familiarity with Horace’s satirical writings.% He
takes individual words, phrases, patterns of thought, and
material from Horace and reworks them into something
distinctively his own which all the same is indelibly Hora-
tian. Juvenal shows more independence, but is neverthe-
less indebted to Horace and Persius throughout his Sat-
ires—and, doubtless, to Lucilius too. Persius and Juvenal
both include in their opening, “programmatic,” satires in-
dications of their literary pedigree. Persius opens his first
Satire with what is probably a quotation from Lucilius, and
he later asserts the right to express his views because he
is following the precedent set by Lucilius and Horace
(1.114-18): “Lucilius ripped into Rome—you, Lupus, you,
Mucius—and broke a molar on them. While his friend is
laughing, the rascal Horace touches every fault in him
and, once he’s got in, he {rolics around his heart, clever at
dangling the public from his cleaned-out nose.” Similarly,
early in his first Satire Juvenal cites the precedent of Lu-
cilius, “the great protégé of Aurunca” steering his chariot
across the plain (19-20), and later that of Horace’s “Venu-
sian lamp” (51); he reworks from Persius a scene of death
in the bath (142-6, cf. Persius 3.98-106); and near the end

6 See Rudd in Lines of Enquiry 54-83.
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of the poem he parades Lucilius blazing and roaring “as if
with drawn sword” (165-86).

The Origins of Roman Satire

For the Romans, there were two types of satire, one in
prose and one in verse.” The two share many characteris-
tics, yet ancient discussions of the genre privilege the verse
form. This may be because the prose form, often called
Menippean satire, had its roots in Greek culture, speci-
fically in the diatribe, a kind of sermon associated with the
Hellenistic philosophical schools such as Cynicism. In
contrast, the verse form was claimed as Roman.

The origins of the genre of satire and the significance of
the word satura have been much debated, in antiquity and
since. The most famous Roman statement about satire
is Quintilian’s: “Satire is entirely our own” (Institutio Ora-
toria 10.1.93, satura quidem tota nostra est). This seems to
mean that there is no original Greek form which the Ro-
man satirists are imitating, unlike the rest of Latin litera-
ture, which is heavily influenced by Greek literature. This
view is supported by Horace when he calls satire “verse
never handled by the Greeks” (Satires 1.10.66, Graecis
intacti carminis) and by the fact that this is the only genre
discussed by Quintilian which is identified by a Latin
name. This does not, of course, mean that Greek literature
never uses a satirical or critical or aggressive tone—the
genres of comedy and iambus offer plenty of examples—
but it does mean that there is no Greek satire in the form
used by Lucilius, Horace, and Persius.

7 Coffey Roman Satire discusses both genres of satire.
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Quintilian, writing in the late first century A.D. (ear-
fier than Juvenal), groups together Lucilius, Horace, and
Persius as the chief exponents: “The first to win renown in
satura was Lucilius, who has some devotees who are so
dedicated to him that they without hesitation prefer him
not just to other authors in the same genre but to all poets.
I disagree with them as much as with Horace, who thinks
that Lucilius is a muddy river with a lot of stuff that you
could remove. His Jearning is remarkable, as is his freedom
of speech and the sharpness and abundant wit which de-
rives from it. Horace is much terser and purer and, unless
lapse because of my affection for him, the best. Persius has
won a considerable and legitimate reputation, although he
wrote only one book. There are eminent satirists today
who will be celebrated in the future” (Institutio Oratoria
10.1.93-4). When he goes on to mention a more ancient
form of satire, “an older kind of satura, composed by
Terentius Varro, which has a mixture variegated not just by
verse” (Institutio Oratoria 10.1.95), he is clearly referring
to Menippean satire, which later develops into all kinds of
prosimetrum compositions.

Apart from Quintilian’s comments, we find satura ap-
pearing incidentally in the historian Livy’s discussion of
the history of Roman drama and directly in the writings
of Diomedes, a fourth century grammarian. Livy, writing
early in the Augustan era, presents an elaborate theory of
the development of Roman drama. He mentions a dra-
matic form which he calls satura, a scripted musical stage-
show with no organised plot (7.2.4~10). What relation this
bears to the polished literature that survives as hexameter
satire is hard to say, but it supports a view of satire as a form
of drama.

5
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The only theoretical discussion of satura from antiquity
is that of Diomedes, who may have derived this material
from Varro, the late Republican antiquarian scholar and
aathor of Menippean satires. Diomedes offers four pos-
sible explanations of the word setura (Diomedes, GLK
1.485): “satura takes its name either from satyrs, because
in this form of poetry laughable and disgraceful things are
said in the same way as if produced and performed by sa-
tyrs; or from a full dish which, stuffed with many varied
first fruits, was offered to the gods in religious ritual among
the ancients and was called sature from the abundance
and fullness of its material; . . . or from a certain type of
sausage which, stuffed with many ingredients, Varro says
was called satura . . . Others think that its name came from
the lex sature [lit. “full law”], which combines together
many provisions in a single bill, because in the poetry form
satura many poems are combined together.” The connec-
tion with satyrs (satyri) seems tenuous (although Petro-
nius clearly plays on it in his Satyrica): Roman satire does
not have the ribald and obscene nature of Greek satyr
drama. The other three explanations hinge upon the no-
tions of mixture and variety: the derivation of satura from
the lanx satura, “mixed dish” of offerings to the gods; the
association with a kind of stuffing or sausage made from
many ingredients; and the derivation of satura from the lex
per saturam, a law with mixed provisions of Republican
times.

Although it is impossible to make a firm choice, these
ideas of abundance and variety dominate. Maybe the poet
is offering a “mixed dish” to the inspiring deity; or he is like
a moral legislator; but it is most appealing to view the sati-
rist as a cook, serving up to his audience a sausage stuffed

7
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full of varied ingredients, ingredients that include a sub-
stantial quantity of feasting and food. This explanation
gives a piquant taste to Juvenal’s description of his work as
afarrago (1.86): by styling his poetry as “mixed cattle fod-
der,” he may well be alluding to and debunking learned
speculation on the origin of the word satura.

Diomedes provides an overview of the genre and its
practitioners (GLK 1.485) which resembles Quintilian’s:
“Satire is the name of a form of poetry among the Romans
and not the Greeks that is abusive and composed to criti-
cise the faults of men in the manner of Old Comedy, such
as Lucilius and Horace and Persius wrote; but formerly
satire was the name of the poetry which consisted of a vari-
ety of poems, such as Pacuvius and Ennius wrote.” Two
things are striking: the link with Greek Old Comedy, men-
tioned by the satirists themselves (Horace, Satires 1.4.1-5,
1.10.16, Persius 1.123—4), and the division of the genre
into, on the one hand, the form written by Lucilius, Hor-
ace, and Persius and, on the other hand, the older form
written by Pacuvius and Ennius.

Nothing is known of Pacuvius” satirical works. Quintus
Ennius (239-169 B.C.), his uncle, from Calabria in the
south of Italy, made many literary innovations. He was the
first to write Latin epic poetry in hexameters; his works in
other genres also reflect his inventiveness. It is hard to
judge his Seturae because only 31 lines survive from the
four books he wrote. But it appears that they were a mis-
cellany written in a variety of metres and sometimes us-
ing autobiographlcal presentation (21W = Warmington’s
Loeb) They include a multiple word play (28-31W), a
debate between Life and Death (Quintilian, Instifutio
Oratoria 9.2.36), a fable of Aesop (Aulus Gellius, Attic

8
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Nights 2.29), with a tone sometimes critical (23W) and
sometimes humorous (21W). This is not much to go on.
We have to accept the judgement of the ancients in pro-
nouncing Lucilius and not Ennius the inventor of the
genre of satire.

Lucilius and Horace

Gaius Lucilius (180 or 168/7 to 102/1 B.C.) was a wealthy
member of the Latin aristocracy (an eques) in Campania
and connected with the intellectual and political elite in
Rome through his association with Scipio Aemilianus, a
general, politician, and patron of the arts. This gave him a
powerful position from which to write his satires, which
are highly engaged politically and culturally in their ex-
posés of those who do not reach the desired standards
of conduct.8 Cicero describes him as “an educated and
highly civilised man” (De Oratore 3.171, homo doctus et
perurbanus), a comment on.his blend of knowledge of
Greek culture with assertion of Roman ideology.

Lucilius wrote his Satires from about 130 B.C. onwards.
Only 1300 lines of fragments survive, mostly preserved by
later grammarians for their linguistic interest. He initially
experimented with different metrical forms before set-
tling on the hexameter, hijacking the metre of epic poetry,
the highest genre, which recorded the exploits of heroes,
kings, and generals. The inherent conflict between form
and content must have been striking to the Roman ear. Al-
though it is bard to reconstruct the content of the thirty

8 See Raschke in Hermes 115:299-318 and Latomus 49:352—
69.
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books of Lucilius’ Satires, some evidently contained med-
leys of several short poems, while others consisted of a sin-
gle longer poem. He clearly used monologue, dialogue,
and the letter form in his poems, with monologue the most
prominent.

Lucilius established the repertoire of the genre. Most
striking is his criticism of individuals. He attacks both emi-
nent men and the more lowly for a variety of faults ranging
from incompetence to arrogance. Elements of what may
be termed “everyday life” feature prominently: the hustle
and bustle of city life (1145-51W); feasting and drinking
(1022-3W, 601-3W); morality, philosophy, and religion,
including the longest surviving fragment, on Virtus (“ex-
cellence”™ 1196-1208W; also 1189-90W, 805-11W, 524—
W) ﬁterary issues (1085W, 1079-80W, 401-10W); and
even matters of spelling (394-5W and 384-TW).

His Satires have a distinctive autobiographical presen-
tation (for example, 650-1W), sometimes including criti-
cism and irony at his own expense (as at 1183W, 635W,
1039W, 1131W), a characteristic to which Horace draws
attention at Satires 2.1.30-34 (tr. N. Rudd, Penguin Clas-
sics, 1979, cf. 2.1.71-4): “In the past he would confide his
secrets to his books, which he trusted like friends; and
whether things went well or badly he’'d always tum to
them; in consequence, the whole of the old man’ life is
laid before us, as if it were painted on a votive tablet.” In
all these respects—iform, content, presentation—Lucilius’
Satires established a model which later satirists imitate,
emulate, and develop.

His diction, however, is informal and unelevated,
sometimes blunt and even obscene (354-5W, 1081W,

10
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1183W), particularly in his descriptions of women, bodies,
disease, and sex. A conversational flavour, highly suited to
these “chats” (sermones), is generated by a repetitiveness
and looseness of structure, features for which Horace
criticises him (Satires 1.4.9-13, 1.10.50-64). Particularly
distinctive is his use of Greek words and quotations, for
a variety of effects (1048W, 267-8W). His characteristic
vigour and aggression, which are represented in physical
terms by later satirists (Persius 1.114-18, cf. Horace, Sai-
ires 1.10.3-4, 2.1.62-70; Juvenal 1.19-20 and 165-6), ar-
ticulate a forceful assertion of Roman ideology, which his
successors do not replicate.

After Lucilius, the next exponent of satire was Horace
(Quintus Horatius Flaccus; 65-8 B.C.), writing at the end
of the Roman Republic and beginning of the Principate.
Although from a much humbler background—his father
was a freedman, as he reminds his audience in Satires
1.6.45-6-—he too moved in a politically charged envi-
ronment by his association with Maecenas and Octavian
(the future emperor Augustus). His poems in the genre of
satura, which span his poetic career, Satires Book 1 (pub-
lished 354 B.C.) and Book 2 (published 30-29), Epistles
Book 1 (20-19) and Book 2 (hard to date), cover the same
broad range of subjects as Lucilius, but have a more lim-
ited and refined vocabulary as well as a more modest tone
and character.

In Satires Book 1, he presents himself as the new
Lucilius, in literary and political terms, articulating the
ideology of his circle. He takes Lucilius’ autobiographical
mode for a series of monologues in a conversational tone
which presents a narrative sequence exploring issues of

11
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friendship, freedom, and power, and their relation to and
expression in literature.® Satires 1.1-3 present Horace as a
street-corner philosopher delivering strident lectures on
popular morality. In Satires 1.4 he explicitly situates him-
self within the genre of satire: he claims to be following
Lucilius’ practice of criticising people’s faults, but not his
style, which he condemuns for its verbosity; and he attri-
butes his frankness to the upbringing he received from his
father, thus marrying literary with moral credentials. This
manifesto of his worth is portrayed as bringing the desired
result: acceptance into the coterie surrounding Maecenas
{Satires 1.4-6). He immediately adopts the values of his
new friends and defends those values in social and literary
matters (Satires 1.7-10). In the last poem of the Book he
refines his earlier assessment of Lucilius and offers his own
poetic manifesto: he values terseness, linguistic purity, hu-
mour, and appropriateness (decorum).

In Satires Book 2, Horace takes the dialogue form from
Lucilius and develops it in a sophisticated way which
places the onus of interpretation upon the audience. In
this series of dialogues, Horace takes a passive role while
the “wisdom” of others on the topics of literature (2.1),
philosophy, and morality (2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 2.7) is exposed in
sermons, lectures, and conversations. He plays “the Ro-
man Socrates,”10 in that he resembles Plato’s portrayal of
the philosopher who allows his interlocutors to pursue
their ideas to the point of folly or impossibility. While
friendship, freedom, and power remain important con-

9 See Zetzel in Arethusa 13:59—77 and DuQuesnay in Poetry
and Politics in the Age of Augustus 19-58.
10 Anderson’s expression in Essays on Roman Satire 41-9.

12
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cerns, food is the dominant theme (2.2, 2.4, 2.6, 2.8), re-
working a prominent theme of Lucilius. _

After writing his famous lyric poems, the Odes, Horace
returns to satire by adopting the letter form in Epistles
Book 1, producing an artfully arranged assemblage of
twenty “letters.” This is a vehicle for a mature and worldly
adviser to share his wisdom on questions of education, phi-
losophy, literature, friendship, leisure, and etiquette with a
variety of addressees mostly junior to him in years or sta-
tus, but also including his friend and patron Maecenas.
The chief positive ideals which emerge belong to no single
philosophical school: tolerance, tranquillity, and indepen-
dence.l

Epistles Book 2 is similar, but shifts towards a more di-
dactic pose by Horace. Epistles 2.1, addressed to Augustus
himself, Epistles 2.2, addressed to Florus (a young man of
Tiberius’ circle of friends), and also the so-called Ars poeti-
ca, addressed to members of the Piso family aspiring to be
poets, feature themes familiar from Satires and Epistles
Book 1: morality, education, literature and philosophy,
friendship and right conduct. Epistles Book 2 can be read
as a celebration of the Augustan ideal, continuing the ear-
lier unelevated, conversational tone and incorporating il-
lustrations from many varied activities together with the
autobiographical mode of presentation.

Horace has taken the genre he inherited from Lucilius
and refined it to be an instrument of contemporary ideol-
ogy. The aggression of Lucilius lies well beneath the sur-
face in Horace, covered with a veneer of humility which

11 See McGann Studies in Horace’s First Book of Epistles and
Kilpatrick The Poetry of Friendship.
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has persuaded or seduced many readers into acquiescence
with his perspective and his standards. Horace’s subtlety
and indirection are adeptly characterised by Persius in
lines 116-18 from his first Satire quoted above.

Persius

Aules (or possibly Aulus) Persius Flaccus (4.0, 34-62) was
born 2 Roman eques in Etruria into an important family of
high status. A plausible-looking biography (Vita) transmit-
ted among Suetonius’ Lives of the Poets perhaps derives
“from the commentary of Valerius Probus,” a first century
grammarian from Berytus. Persius received his education
at Rome as a pupil of the Stoic Lucius Annaeus Cornutus,
who was a freedman of the family of Seneca, and he was
linked with other important individuals of Stoic leanings,
including Thrasea Paetus, who was married to Persius’ rel-
ative Arria. The epic poet Lucan, nephew of Seneca, a
younger but precocious contemporary, greatly admired
Persius’ poems. His book of fewer than seven hundred
lines of Latin, probably unfinished when he died, consists
of six Satires preceded by a prologue in the choliambic
metre. The poems are packed with literary echoes and al-
lusions, showing an intimate familiarity with the satirical
works of Lucilius and Horace. At the same time they are
fresh and original, thanks to Persius’ creation of the char-
acter of an angry and alienated young man. His friend
Caesius Bassus, addressee of Satire 6, published Persius’
Satires posthumously, apparently after a little tidying up by
Cornutus, which most famously involved the replacement
of line 121 in Satire 1, allegedly “King Midas has donkey’s
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ears,” with “Is there anyone who does not have donkey’s
ears?” to avoid the risk of insulting Nero.

Persius presents a stance of scornful isolation in the
Prologue, where he depicts himself as not a full member of
the guild of bards and rejects their poetic imagery of inspi-
ration. His rebelliousness is marked by his choice of the
choliambic metre, associated with a long Greek tradition
of invective dating from the seventh and sixth centuries
B.C. in the hands of Archilochus and Hipponax, renowned
in antiquity for the damage they could inflict with their
words, even to the extent of driving people to suicide. This
stance is confirmed by the opening lines of Satire 1, where
Persius appears content with a tiny audience, and is main-
tained by his wholesale rejection of contemporary poetry
on the grounds that it is too smooth, weak, and artificial.
This develops into a broader attack on the moral spineless-
ness of contemporary society.

The rejection of society and its standards is maintained
throughout the Satires. Frequently the ideal of indepen-
dence and self-reliance is expressed in the uncompromis-
ing terms of extreme Stoicism, which is Persius’ idiom.
The intolerance of contemporary literature and morality
expressed in Satire 1 is followed by an intolerant condern-
nation of the hypocrisy and foolishness of people’s prayers
in Satire 2. In the third Satire an angry young student who
appears to have lapsed receives a lecture on the madness of
people who will not allow philosophy to help them. Satire 4
uses Socrates as the voice of self-knowledge in conversa-
tion with his young pupil, the politician Alcibiades, whose
giibness and lack of exprience is attacked. The poem’s cen-
tral message is a graphic illustration of the ancient Delphic
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maxim “Know Yourself.” Satire 5 is the longest in the book.
It begins in a strongly autobiographical mode with a per-
sonal tribute to Cornutus, Persius’ instructor in Stoicism,
closely modelled in literary terms upon Horace’s presenta-
tion of his relationship with his father (Satires 1.4 and 1.6),
and incorporates a substantial sermon on the theme of
freedom (treated in Horace, Satires 2.7), delivered from
an extreme Stoic viewpoint. The sixth Satire is presented
as an epistle (following the tradition of Lucilius and Hor-
ace) in which withdrawal from Rome to the coastis the log-
ical consequence and physical realisation of the isolation
proclaimed throughout the book. The aggressive attitude
Perstus adopts in the poern towards his heir continues the
theme of independence and detachment to the end of the
book.

Persius’ Latin is extremely difficult. It is marked by a
dense literary texture and startling and at times humorous
juxtapositions of images. He puts into Cornutus’ mouth at
5.14-16 a characterisation of his style:

verba togae sequeris iunctura callidus acri,
ore teres modico, pallentis radere mores
doctus et ingenuo culpam defigere ludo.

“You pursue the language of the toga, skilled at the pointed
combination, rounded with moderate utterance, clever at
scraping sick morals and at nailing fault with well-bred
wit.” The crucial phrase here is junctura callidus acri:
Persius’ compressed language and startling images fre-
quently overturn or rejuvenate literary and philosophical
clichés and commonplaces. For example, in the Prologue
and the opening of Satire 5, he satirises the conventional
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language of poetic inspiration through an overly literal in-
terpretation of the metaphors of founts of inspiration and
dreams and voices, mouths, and tongues. Some of the im-
ages are designed to ridicule their victims by puncturing
pretentiousness and unveiling the hypocrisy of people’s
behaviour and aspirations. Another function is to provide a
source of unity to individual poems. The theme of Satire
1-Styleis the Man, a Stoic notion also explored by Seneca
in Epistle 114 (e.g. talis hominibus fuit oratio quahs vita,
114.1), which argues that literary style is an indicator of
morality—is conveyed through images drawn from dis-
ease, clothing, food and drink, homosexuality and effemi-
nacy.’? Sexual imagery equates the politician with the male
prostitute in Satire 4. The dominant metaphor of Satire 3 is
that of disease, spiritual and physical, while in Satire 5 the
central theme of freedom and slavery is explored with im-
agery drawn from shadow and substance, food, astrology,

and numeroclogy.’® In Satire 2 the theme of bribery of
the gods is associated physically with food, and Satire 6
again uses imagery of food, including the banquet of
life. Throughout, the imagery is an important element of
Persius’ rejection of society: his subjects are deglamour-
ised by the startling, shocking metaphors. Persius’ angry
young man and his graphic language are his most original
contributions to the genre. Whether he exerted an in-
fluence on the writings of Turnus, a poet writing under
Domitian whom Quintilian perhaps includes in his cate-
gory of “eminent satirists today who will be celebrated in

12 As Bramble has demonstrated in Persius esp. 26-59.
13 See Dessen “Tunctura Callidus Acri” on Persius’ imagery.
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the future” (Institutio Oratoria 10.1.94), we cannot tell.
Butitis evident that, another generation later, Juvenal was
fomilier with his Satires.

Juvenal

Virtually nothing is known for sure about the life and cir-
cumstances of Juvenal. It is not even certain that the name
we use, Decimus Iunius Tuvenalis, is correct. The ancient
biographies and their more recent counterparts seem
worthless, offering simplistic constructions from details in
the Satires, a method which fails to take account of the ge-
neric convention of using the first person. For example,
there is no convincing evidence for his alleged exile to
Egypt by Domitian, nor can his poems be used to deduce
that he was an impoverished client or a misogynist.1 Anin-
scription found at Aquinum which was believed to depict
Juvenal as commander of a Dalmatian cohort cannot be re-
garded as reliable evidence either. The inscription, which
disappeared long ago, recorded the dedication of an altar
to Ceres by one Iu™*** Tuvenalis, a tribune in a Dalmatian
cohort, duumvir quinquennalis and flamen of Vespasian
(CIL 10.5382). Those who have wanted to identify this in-
dividual with our poet have made much of the passage at
the close of Satire 3 in which Urnbricius talks of coming to
Aguinum to visit him and “Helvius™ Ceres and your Di-
ana”(3.319-20). But apart from the problem of the partial
preservation of the name and the disappearance of the in-
scription, the dating is difficult, since all other indicators
suggest a significantly later date for Juvenal.

14 See Highet Juvenal the Satirist.
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Yet there are a few fixable dates that occur in the
Satires. He refers to the murder of Domitian (4.D. 96)
at 4.133. At 1.49-50 he mentions the condemnation of
Marius Priscus for extortion (A.p. 100). Satire 7 seems to
celebrate new possibilities of patronage, and may be asso-
ciated with Hadrian’s accession to power in a.D. 117. In
Satire 13 his sixty-year-old addressee is said to have been
born when Fonteius was consul, which could be the vears
A.D. 58, 59, or 67, giving a dramatic date for the poem of
118, 119, or 127. Finally, Satire 15 refers to events which
tock place “recently,” in the consulship of Iuncus, thatis, in
A.D. 127, and though Juvenal uses the term nuper with ex-
ceeding fluidity (e.g. at 2.29 it refers to an outrage commit-
ted perhaps twenty years eatlier), this could give a date in
the late 120s or into the 130s for Juvenal’s last complete
Satire. Itis prudent, then, to remember that, as Syme says,
there is a “scarcity of facts” in this field, although that has
not prevented its being “infested with credulity and ro-
mance.”15 Syme’s own assessment of the little evidence af-
forded by Juvenal’s name and the poems leads him to sug-
gest, tentatively, an African origin.

Juvenal is the addressee of three epigrams by Martial
(7.24,7.91, 12.18) which were written in 4.0. 92 and 101-
2. Martial refers to Juvenals oratorical skill (7.91.1:
facundo) and depicts him living a hectic life in Rome
{12.18.1-6). This is appropriate, since his Satires certainly
reflect the rhetorical training received by members of the
Roman elite. The fact that the Satires are not dedicated to
any patron may indicate that he was of relatively high so-
cial status, like Lucilius and Persius. The few dateable ref-

15 Syme in Roman Papers 111 1133~34.
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erences mentioned above confirm Syme’s view that the
five Books were written during the second and third dec-
ades of the 2nd century A.D., at about the same time as
Tacitus was writing his Annals, which seem strikingly simi-
far in their biting tone.

Juvenalis chiefly renowned for his savage indignation,
saeva indignatio (Scaliger’s phrase), a tone of voice which
he perhaps developed from Persius’ creation of the angry
young man; from the maniacal fanatics in Horace’s Satires
Book 2; and from Lucilius’ aggressiveness. Itis this that has
determined the essential idea of “satire” ever since. Ju-
venal’s particular innovation is to forge for bis satire a
“Grand Style” very different from that of the lowly “con-
versations” of Horace.!® He thus makes his satire challenge
and rival epic discourse. But it is less often appreciated
That Juvenal experimented with satire as he continued to
write and that he was continually developing and modify-
ing his satiric persona. The simple anger of the early per-
sona (Satires 1-6) gives way to a more ironic view of the
world which perceives two sides to any issue (Satires 7-
12); this ironic view finally dissolves into a superior cyni-
cism (Satires 13-16). The condemnation of humankind in
Satires 1-5 and Satires 13~16 has to some seemed simi-
lar—Dbut Juvenal has not simply come full circle. Rather,
the condemnation of humankind in the later Satires is de-
livered from a higher plane of aloofness than that in the
earlier.

Juvenal’s Satires were written for a sophisticated audi-
ence well educated in rhetoric and Greek and Latin litera-
ture. The influence of rhetoric and declamation is obvious

16 On the Grand Style see Scott The Grand Style.
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in his tone of indignation and in the many “commonplaces”
(loci communes) which pepper the Satires. On a larger
scale, too, the poems are shaped by standard types of de-
clamatory speech,!” for example, speeches of persuasion to
or from a particular course of action (Satires 5 and 6) and
speeches of welcome (Satire 12), departure (Satire 3), and
consolation (Satire 13), although usually with a parodic in-
tention. The strongest literary influence, apart from earlier
satire, is that of epic, with tragedy, comedy, elegy, and epi-
gram important, too. The intertextual relationship with
epic is most obvious in the parodic narratives which Juv-
enal incorporates into Satires 4 and 12, but alsc in other
features such as the apparently unprecedented size of Sat-
ire 6 and the frequent interface with classic moments from
ancient epic, such as the Underworld scenes in Satires 2
and 3. The striking presence of rhetoric and epic in Ju-
venal’s satire puts it in a different category from previous
satire.

There is no reason to doubt that the Satires were writ-
ten and published in Books. Books One and Two of Juv-
enal’s Satires, probably written in the second decade of the
second century A.D., towards the end of Trajan’s reign or,
possibly, soon after Hadrian’s accession in 117, present the
angry persona for which Juvenal is best known. Book One,
which contains Satires 1-5, handles a number of familiar
themes of Roman satire with a particular emphasis on pub-
lic life, the male sphere of action. Central themes include
the patron-client relationship (Satives 1, 3, and 5), the

17 On the influence of declamation, see Cairns Generic Com-
position and Braund Juvenal Satires Book I 18-21. On Satire 6,
see Braund in fournal of Roman Studies 82:71-86.
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disappointments, inconveniences, and dangers of life in
Rome (Satire 3), the hypocrisy and moral bankruptey of
the aristocracy (Satire 2), and the horrors of life in the
court of the emperor Domitian, including the courtiers’
craven flattery and the emperor’s abuse of his most emi-
nent citizens (Satire 4). In Book Two, by contrast, which
consists of one enormous poem, Satire 6, the focus is upon
private life and family life, with women as the primary
victims of the satire. The central argument against mar-
riage builds a fantasy picture of the folly and depravity of
Roman wives. The two Books together make a comple-
mentary pair presenting a massive indictment of Roman
life broader in scope than anything attempted by Horace
or Persius. Juvenal’s satiric mask or persona in Books One
and Two is essentially that of an extremist and a chauvinist
who sees every issue in stark black and white and who be-
comes passionate in his condemnation of those who offend
his simplistic morality. Juvenal indicates the limitations of
this character by exposing the contradictions between his
view of himself as a morally pure and superior being and
the more objective view of him as a narrow-minded bigot.
Book Three (Satires 7-9), which appears to have been
written early in Hadrian’s reign, presents a shift away from
the earlier angry personality. Juvenal’s new satiric persona
takes a complex, double view instead of the simplistic out-
look in the first two Books, while continuing the central
themes of the earlier Satires. Satires 7 and 9 develop fur-
* ther the treatment of the patron-client relationship ex
plored in Satires 1, 3, and 5, while Satire 8, on the useless-
ness of pedigrees without morality, develops the theme of
corruption at the centre of Roman life, reminiscent of Sat-
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ires 2 and 4. All the poems have an ironic and detached
presentation, with Satire 7 hardly arousing sympathy for
the inept poets and teachers Juvenal describes and with
the disgusting Naevolus in Satire 9 alienating any remain-
ing sympathy for downtrodden clients.

In Book Four (Satires 10-12), Juvenal declares a new
program and approach. At the begmmng of Satire 10, the
philosophers Democritus and Heraclitus are presented as
antithetical models of viewing the world: Juvenal clearly
endorses the cheerfulness of Democritus over the tears of
Heraclitus. Satire 10 is a carefully constructed condemna-
tion of the foolishness of human prayers; Satire 11 shifts
into epistolary mode to deliver an invitation to dinner after
a satirical condemnation of human inconsistency; Satire 12
celebrates a demonstration of true friendship in contrast
with the false friendship exhibited by greedy legacy-hunt-
ers. The familiar topics of the first three Books—{riend-
ship, power, corruption, wealth—appear again, but sig-
nificantly altered. Juvenal’s satiric persona is an explicit
advocate of Democritean tranquillity and ironic detach-
ment.

Juvenal’s fifth Book (Satires 13-16, the last unfinished),
which dates from after A.D. 127, takes the experiment fur-
ther. He rejects anger in Satire 13-—the addressee’s petty
overreaction to being defrauded by a friend of a small sum
of money—and Satire 15, in the form of a religious feud
which leads to a horrific act of mob cannibalism. In Satire
14 he offers an elaborate disquisition on the inculeation of
avarice in children by their parents; and in the incomplete
Satire 16 protests against the privileges enjoyed by mili-
tary men. Juvenal’s satiric personality here is more cynical
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than in Book Four, and the strong overlay of philosophy in
his discourse conveys a superiority over the whole of hu-
manity.

All the characters whom Juvenal created to deliver
their epic- and tragic-style condemnations of the world
have moral flaws. In the case of the chauvinist or the mi-
sogynist, the flaw is obvious; in the case of the more com-
plex ironic personalities in the later Satires, their aloof-
ness, nihilism, and cynicism are repugnant. Juvenal in
effect has set up a tension between his first person ap-
proach, which tends to draw the audience into sympathy
with the opinions expressed, and the audience’s realisation
that the things they are assenting to are morally dubious or
even reprehensible. This tension, so characteristic of sat-
ire, makes it dangerous and exciting;: there is always more
than one way of reading satire.

The Influence of Persius and Juvenal

Of the many personae of Roman satire, it was Juvenal’s ar-
ticulation. of indignatio that exercised the strongest influ-
ence on subsequent satire. Once satire was regarded as the
angry unmasking of faults and vices rather than anything
more complicated, it became acceptable to Christian ide-
ology. Both Persius and Juvenal contained much in the way
of instant moralising that could readily be assimilated to
the Christian point of view, and it is clear that Christian
writers such as Jerome and Augustine were familiar with
the Satires. Consequently, Latin satire is well represented
in the Middle Ages. Charlemagne’s library in the ninth
century possessed copies of both Persius and Juvenal, and
from then on the satirists feature in the educational cur-
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riculum. The influence they exercised was enormous. Ju-
venal, for example, was called a sage by Chaucer and was a
source of epigrams for Erasmus. In Italy, Boccaccio imi-
tated his sixth Satire, and in France and Spain there were
poets writing close adaptations of passages from Juvenal.
Gradually the hexameter form was abandoned and “satire”
came to include poetry with a satiric tone in a variety of
forms. An important exception to this is the formal verse
satire that flourished in the Elizabethan and Jacobean
periods. Poets including John Donne, John Marston, and
Joseph Hall all wrote satire recognisably in the Roman tra-
dition, heavily indebted to Persius and Juvenal in the un-
compromising aggression and violence of their attacks. In
the later seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Dryden,
Boileau, Pope, and Samuel Johnson all reflect the power-
ful influence of Juvenal in their translations, imitations,
and original satires. Juvenal also influenced dramatists in-
cluding Ben Jonson, Moliere, and Cormneille. Since then,
the idea of satire has widened from the narrow framework
of Roman hexameter satire to denote essentially a fiercely
critical tone of voice. Even though the genre of Roman
verse satire no longer enjoys any currency, its legacy in un-
mistakable.

The Text and Transmission of Persius

Persius’ little book of Satires, if the testimony of the an-
cient biography can be believed, was edited, after his early
death at the age of thirty, by his mentor Annaeus Cornutus,
and handed over for publication to another friend, the
poet Caesius Bassus. It is reported as an instant hit. Cer-
tainly, within a generation his book won high praise from
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the rhetorician and literary critic Quintilian (Institutio
Oratoria 10.1.94: multum et verae gloriae quamvis uno
libro Persius meruit, “Although he wrote only one book
Persius has won a high and well-deserved reputation”)
and from the epigrammatist Martial (4.29.7-8: saepius in
libro numerantur Persius uno / quam levis in tota Marsus
Amazonide, “Persius more often wins credit in a single
book than trivial Marsus in his whole tale of Amazons™).
Clearly, the transmission of the Satires was assured from
an early time. The stability of Persius’ reputation is dem-
onstrated by his influence upon the Church fathers, such
as Lactantius, Augustine, and Jerome. In the fourth cen-
tury Ausonius imitated him, in the fifth Sidonius Apol-
linaris contrasted his rigor with the charm of Propertius,
and in the sixth the Byzantine critic John Lydus com-
mented on the obscurity of his writings. Manuscripts of
Persius survived through the Dark Ages into the Caro-
lingian Renaissance, from which point the Satires were a
staple on the curriculum, a fact that is borne out by the
abundance of manuscripts from the ninth century on-
wards.

There exist perhaps more than one hundred and fifty
MSS of Persius, according to D. Bo in his 1969 edition
(page vii). Of these, the most important are the ninth-cen-
tury MS known as P and, from the same period, the closely
related pair known as A and B. P (Montpellier 125) is the
_ Pithoeanus, the MS owned by Pithou which also contains
the Satires of Juvenal, which for some time stole the lime-
light in the textual criticism of Juvenal. In this MS the
choliambics of Persius are added in later handwriting, be-
fore the text of the Satires. The pair A (tenth century, also
in Montpellier) and B (ninth century, in the Vatican) are so
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closely related that they must derive from the same source,
here designated a. Both present the choliambics after the
Satires, and both include a record of the text having been
edited by someone called Sabinus in Barcelona in 402. Of
similar age and reliability is the ninth century MS from St
Gall which excerpts 40 lines from Persius along with 280
from Juvenal. Older than all the above is the palimpsest
fragment from Bobbio written in the sixth century, proba-
bly in Italy, which unfortunately contains only some 50
lines of Satire 1 along with a similar portion of Juvenal.
Two other significant MSS, both also held in the Vatican,
are V, which contains part of Satire 3, Satires 46, the Life
(Vita) of Persius, and a fragment of the so-called Com-
mentum Cornuti, an ancient commentary; and X, which
contains the choliambics and most of Satires 1-5. Though
the above offer a sound enough basis for the establishment
of the text, Clausen selects a further seven of the inferior
MSS as worthy of mention, all of which contain the choli-
ambics and the Satires, and several the Life and the Com-
mentum Cornuti. There is a clear consensus that the con-
struction of a stemma for the MSS of Persius is impossible
because of the complexity of the process of transmission.
Here is a list of the MSS mentioned above:
P Montpellier medical school 125 (ninth cen-
tury, Lorsch)
A Montpellier medical school 212 (tenth cen-
tury, French)
B Vatican, Arch. S. Pietro H. 38 (ninth century,
French)
a Denotes consensus of A and B
Sang. St Gall 870 (ninth century florilegium; in-
cludes 40 lines of Persius)
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Bob.  Vatican 5750, a palimpsest fragment containing
Satire 1.53-104 (sixth century, probably Italy)

v Vatican, Reg. lat. 1560 (tenth century, Fleury/
Auxerre)

X Vatican, Pal. lat. 1710 (second half of the ninth
century, Tours area)

C Paris Lat. 8055 (tenth century, socuthern
France)

G Berne 257 (early tenth century, France)

L Leiden, B.PL. 78 (eleventh century; includes

Vita and Commentum Cornuti)

M Munich 23577 (eleventh century; includes
Vita and Commentum Cornuti; but parts of
Satires 4 and 5 are missing)

N Munich 14498 (eleventh century, written in
the monastery of St Emmeran in Regensburg;
includes Vita)

R Florence, Laur. 37.19 (tenth—eleventh centu-
ries; includes abridged Vita)

W Munich 330 (tenth century, Germany)

S Denotes consensus of the lemmata

In addition the ancient scholia, =, found in L and M above
along with U (Munich 14482, from the eleventh-twelfth
centuries), can sometimes assist in textual matters.

The first edition of Persius was published in Rome in
1470, and (as in the case of Juvenal) Pithou used his supe-
rior MS P as the basis for his 1585 edition in Paris, which
set the standard for the future. During the seventeenth
century Isaac Casaubon produced three editions (culmi-
nating in his 3rd, dated 1647, published in London). The
next major advance was Otto Jahn's edition of 1843 (Leip-
zig), to which modern scholars still refer. John Conington’s
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edition (3rd edition, 1893, Oxford) is of interest more for
its parallel translation and commentary than its text, and it
was not until W. V. Clausen turned his attention to the text
that further significant progress was made. Clausen has
been able to take into account a wider range of evidence
than Jahn in his editions, first in a separate text of Persius
{Oxford, 1956) and then in the Oxford Classical Text of
Juvenal and Persius published in 1959 and revised in 1992.
This new edition for the Loeb Classical Library is closely
based upon the 1992 OCT.

For fuller accounts of text and transmission, see the ar-
ticle “Persius” by P. K. Marshall in Texts and Transmission
ed. L. D. Reynolds (Oxford, 1983), the introduction to D.
Bo’s 1969 edition (Paravia); and above all the relevant sec-
tions of Clausen’s OCT.

The Text and Transmission of Juvenal

The early reception of Juvenal seems very different from
that of Persius. Martial is the only contemporary to men-
tion him. Whether or not this implies that his Satires were
badly received is difficult to say. From then he virtually
disappears until the fourth century, when Lactantius (c.
240-320) quotes him by name (Div. Inst. 3.29 = PL VI
443B). He is cited more than seventy times in Servius’
commentaries on Virgil, and at some time between 352
and 399 the Satires were edited and published with a com-
mentary. By the end of the fourth century, he was very
popular, as indicated by the imitations of Ausonius (died
c¢. 395) and others. The historian Ammianus reports that
at the end of the fourth century he was read by people
who read no other poetry (28.4.14: quidam detestantes ut
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venena doctrinas, Tuvenalem et Marium Maxtmum cura-
tiore studio legunt, nulla volumina praeter haec in profun-
do otio contrectantes). Thereafter his survival was not in
jeopardy. The Satires were present in the library of Charle-
magne, which was established during the ninth century,
and, together with the Satires of Persius, manuseripts cir-
culated widely. More than five hundred MSS of Juvenal
survive. The first printed edition appeared in the late
1460s in Rome, and in 1486 Vallas transcription of the
commentary on Juvenal by “Probus grammaticus” was
published in Venice. Many more editions of the Satires fol-
lowed during the next hundred years, but it was not until
1585 that Pithou published the text based on the superior
Pithoeanus MS (P below).

As early as the fourth century, a number of spurious
lines were presentin the text and therefore persisted in the
later MISS which form the majority in the transmission of
Juvenal. A much smaller group of MSS and fragments are
freer from interpolation, although corrupt in other ways.
Between them, these provide a broad basis for establishing
the text. In the smaller group are the following:

P: Montpellier medical school 125. This MS was writ-
ten at Lorsch in the ninth century.

Arov. Fragmenta Aroviensia, five leaves of a tenth-
century German MS containing parts of 2.148-
7.172, virtually identical to P.

Sang. St Gall 870. A ninth-century florilegium includ-
ing 280 lines of Juvenal and the ancient scholia.

S: Lemmata of the ancient scholia preserved in P,
Arov., and Sang. The older scholia have been edited
by P. Wessner in his 1931 Teubner (Leipzig).
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R: Parisinus Latinus 8072. A tenth-century MS, possi-

bly French, containing 1.1-2.66, 3.32-6.437.

V: Vienna 107. A ninth-century MS containing 1.1-

2.59, 3.107-5.96, but influenced by readings from
the interpolated category of MSS.

The larger group of MSS showing interpolations cannot
easily be organised into a stemma because of the degree of
contamination. Clausen uses the following representatives
of this class in his Oxford Classical Text, calling the consen-
sus of these @:

ot Wmo™r

]

U

Z

Munich 408 (eleventh century, Germany)

Paris Lat. 8071 (ninth century, France)

Paris Lat. 7900 (ninth—tenth century)

Paris Lat. 9345 (tenth century, Cluny)
Laurentianus 34.42 (eleventh century,
Florence)

Leiden B.P.L. 82 (eleventh century)

Oxford, Bodleian Library Canon. Class. Lat. 41
(eleventh—twelfth century, south Italy)
Cambridge, Trinity College 1241 (O 4.10) (tenth
century, England)

Vatican, Urb. Lat. 661 (eleventh century, Ger-
many)

Londen, British Museuny/Library Add. 15600
{ninth century, France)

In addition, some ancient readings are preserved in frag-
ments of ancient books, as follows:
Ambr., containing 14.250-6, 268-91, 303-19 (sixth

century)

Ant., containing 7.149-98 (c. 500)
Aur., containing 2.32-89, 3.35-83
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Bob., containing 14.324-15.43 plus a similar amount
of Persius in palimpsest (Vatican 5750, sixth cen-
tury, probably Italy)

Finally, there is the 1486 edition in Venice by George Valla
of what he claimed to be the commentary of the grammar-
ian Probus 6n Juvenal (Probus Vallae); and X denotes the
scholia.

After Pithou’s publication of the P MS in the sixteenth
century, the next landmarks were Ruperti’s commentary of
1801 and Jahn’s 1851 text, based upon the rediscovered P.
Two events called the authority of P into doubt. In 1859
Ribbeck labelled about one third of the transmitted text as
spurious, thus provoking closer scrutiny. And in 1899 an
Oxford undergraduate discovered thirty-four lines of Sat-
ire 6 in 2 MS of the eleventh century in the Bodleian Li-
brary (O) which do not survive in any other existing MS.
But most scholars, including Biicheler (1886, 1893) and
Friedlander (1895), continued to accept the transmitted
text and to accept the authority of P implicitly. In response
to this, Housman in the Preface to his magisterial edition
(1905, second edition 1931) explicated the issues facing
editors of Juvenal (and of other Latin texts) in typically
trenchant form. The central decision is the balance be-
tween P and ©: the reading of P may be corrupt but that of
@ may be an interpolation. Another issue is the identifica-
tion of spurious lines, some of which are present even in
the P class of MSS. It would be rash to say that a consensus
has arisen since Housman’s edition, but Knoche’s text
(1930), based on his full collation of all the important
MSS, the Oxford Classical Text of W. V. Clausen (1959, re-
vised 1992), and the editions of E. Courtney (Edizioni
dell’Ateneo, Rome 1984) and J. R. C. Martyn (Hakkert,
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Amsterdam 1987) show few significant differences except
in matters of punctuation. One dissenter from this una-
nimity is J. Willis whose Teubner edition (Leipzig, 1997)
invites a more thorough and radical rethink. Though he
cannot quite be styled a new Ribbeck, he excises or casts
doubt over many lines and passages. Most notable is the
suspicion he raises over the whole Crispinus section of
Satire 4 (lines 1-36) and, following Reeve, over the most
famous words from Juvenal, mens sana in corpore sano
{10.356). This new edition for the Loeb Classical Library is
broadly based upon the 1992 OCT. In a number of places,
I have adopted different readings and punctuations and
these are noted in the apparatus. For a fuller apparatus, I
refer the reader not only to Clausen’s OCT, which is often
very sketchy, but also to Willis” much more compendious
edition.

For fuller accounts of the text and transmission of Ju-
venal, see the article “Juvenal” by R. J. Tarrant in Texts and
Transmission ed. L. D. Reynolds (Oxford, 1983) and the
relevant sections of Clausen’s OCT, Courtney’s commen-
tary, and Martyn’s edition. This account of the text and
transmission of Juvenal is expanded and updated from my
account in my Cambridge Greek and Latin Classics com-
mentary on Juvenal Book One.
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NOTE ON PROLOGUE

Persius presents himself as a rebel right from the start. His
choice of a non-hexameter metre for his prologue (ifitis a
prologue and not an epilogue) signals his break with tradi-
tion. He uses the choliambic metre (or scazon, “limping”
iambic) to mark a more aggressive stance, relying on its as-
sociations with its inventor, Hipponax (6th century B.C.),
and with the Hellenistic poet Callimachus (3rd century)
who presents himself as a new Hipponax in his jambics.
Persius presents a stance of scornful isolation, by rejecting
the traditional poetic imagery of poetic inspiration (1-5)—
drinking from a holy spring or dreaming in a divine loca-
tion—and by representing himself as “a half-caste” (semi-
paganus, a word coined for here; the neologism refers to
the Paganalia, the communal rites of village communities,
pagi), thatis, not a full member of the community of poets,
here called bards (vates) (6-7). He asserts that money and
greed are their inspiration, and compares them unflatter-
ingly to parrots, ravens, and magpies (8-14).
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Nec fonte labra prolui caballino

nec in bicipiti somniasse Parnaso
memini, ut repente sic poeta prodirem.
Heliconidasque pallidamque Pirenen
illis remitto quorum imagines lambunt
hederae sequaces; ipse semipaganus
ad sacra vatum carmen adfero nostrum.
quis expedivit psittaco suum “chaere”
picamque docuit nostra verba conari?
magister artis ingenique largitor
venter, negatas artifex sequi voces.
quod si dolosi spes refulserit nummi,
corves poetas et poetridas picas
cantare credas Pegaseium nectar.

5 remitto a LNWP: relinquo CGMRX



PROLOGUE

I neither cleansed my lips in the nag’s spring’ nor recall
dreaming on twin-peaked Parnassus? so as to emerge an
instant poet. The Heliconians® and pale Pirene? I leave to
people with their statues licked by clinging ivy® It’s as a
half-caste that I bring my song to the bards’ rites. Who
equipped the parrot with his “Hello™ and taught the mag-
pie to attempt human speech? It was that master of ex-
pertise, that bestower of talent, the belly—an expert at
copying sounds denied by nature. Just let the prospect of
deceitful money gleam and you'd think raven poets and
poetess magpies were chanting the nectar of Pegasus.

1 Hippocrene (Greek = “horse’s spring”), the source of po-
etic inspiration created by Pegasus’ hoof on Mount Helicon in
Boeotia.

2 A mountain near Delphi, sacred to the Muses.

3 The Muses, who lived on Mount Helicon.

4 A spring associated with the Muses in Corinth, where Bel-
lerophon captured Pegasus.

5 The busts of famous poets, displayed in libraries, with ivy
CIOWILS.

6 Chaere is Greek for “Hello!”; by Persius” time it had become
naturalised.
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NOTE ON SATIRE 1

Satire 1 is a programmatic poem placed at the start of the
book, following the precedent set by Lucilius and Horace
in Satires 2.1, and later followed by Juvenal in Satire 1:
see Courtney, Commentary on Juvenal (1980) 82-3 and
Braund, Juvenal Satires Book I (1996) 116-19. Persius’
attitude towards literary activity in the Prologue is con-
firmed at the opening of Satire 1, where he appears to be
content with a small or nonexistent audience (1-3). He
maintains this independence throughout the poem and at
the end describes his preferred audience: the devotee of
Greek Old Comedy, who approves of “boiled-down” po-
etry, and not the silly and superficial person who mocks
education and philosophy (123-34). The poem takes the
form of a dialogue between the poet (P) and a fictitious in-
terlocutor (1), addressed as “whoever you are” in line 44,
and is a programmatic statement in which Persius estab-
lishes his isolationism by a wholesale rejection both of con-
temporary poetry for being too smooth, weak, and arti-
ficial, and of contemporary morality, which produces such
effete literature.

Persius starts by rejecting the conventional standards
of assessing poetry (1-7), on the grounds that he has a spe-
cial insight which frees him from convention. He feels jus-
tified in articulating his insight because of the hypocrisy of
society (8-12). The poem then catalogues the particular
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SATIRE 1

forms of hypocrisy and decadence he sees around him. He
depicts a poetry recitation as if it were a sex show in which
the audience are brought to orgasm (13-23). He dimin-
ishes the poet’s desire for praise by ridiculing his criteria of
success—to become a set book in the schools or to win the
approval of the great men of Rome at a dinner party (24—
43). He declares that he shrinks from praise (44-7) and re-
fuses to subscribe to contemporary standards of approval,
because they lack discrimination and cannot offer up the
truth (48-62). In response to the interlocutor’s question
about public opinion (63), he depicts a society convinced
that poetry can be measured by a plamb line and keen for
poets to stray beyond their capacity into heroic themes
(63-75). He criticises the vogue for archaic poets (76-83)
and the desire for approval even in the inappropriate con-
text of law-court speeches (84-91). His interlocutor then
defends contemporary poetry and condemns Virgils
Aeneid (92-7). In reply, Persius spits out some of the “ef-
fete stuff” which he regards as a betrayal of the manly Ro-
man inheritance (98-106). The interlocutor then warns
him against offending the great and powerful (107-10). At
first, Persius pretends to heed this warning (110-14), but
he then cites his predecessors in the genre, Lucilius and
Horace, as his precedent and justification for writing satire
(114-18). He insists on his right to articulate his secret, the
insight he started to express earlier (8)—that everyone has
the ears of a donkey, that is, that no one has any critical
judgement whatsoever (119-23). Finally, he indicates his
ideal audience and dismisses the narrow-minded people
who enjoy mocking intellectuals (123-33): their reading
matter is advertising hype for popular entertainments and
romantic novels (134).
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SATIRE 1

O curas hominum! o quantum est in rebus inane!
“quis leget haec?” min tu istud ais? nemo hercule.
“nemo?”

vel duo vel nemo. “turpe et miserabile.” quare?

ne mihi Polydamas et Troiades Labeonem

praetulerint? nugae. non, si quid turbida Roma

elevet, accedas examenve inprobum in illa

castiges trutina nec te quaesiveris extra.

nam Romae quis non-—a, si fas dicere—sed fas

fum cum ad canitiem et nostrum istud vivere triste

aspexi ac nucibus facimus quaecumgque relictis,

cum sapimus patruos. tunc tunc—ignoscite (nolo,

quid faciam?) sed sum petulanti splene—cachinno.
Scribimus inclusi, numeros ille, hic pede liber,

grande aliquid quod pulmo animae praelargus anhelet.

scilicet haec populo pexusque togaque recent

1 Probably a quotation from Lucilius, thus establishing the
genre as satire. 2 L.e. his critics: an allusion to Hom. IL.
22.99-130 where Hector fears criticism from Polydamas and the
Trojan men and women. “Dames” is a sneer at the alleged Trojan
ancestry of some of the Roman elite. 3 Attius Labeo was a
poet under Nero who translated Homer’s Hiad. 4 The “se-
cret” that P cuts short will not be revealed until line 121.

5 Lit. “took on the flavour of.”
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SATIRE 1

“How troubled is humanity! How very empty is lifel™
Who'll read that?

Are you talking to me? No one, for Gods sake.

No one?

Perhaps one or two.

That's disgraceful and pathetic.

Why's that? Because Polydamas and the Trojan dames?
might prefer Labeo® to me? Rubbish! If muddied Rome
disparages something, don’t step in to correct the faulty
balance in those scales and don't search outside yourself.
The reason? Is there anyone at Rome who doesn’t*—ob, if
only I could say it—but I may, when I look at our grey
heads and that gloomy life of ours and everything we've
been doing since we gave up our toys, since we started
sounding like strict uncles.” Then, then—excuse me (I
don’t want to, I cant help it), but I've got a cheeky tem-
per—I cackle.

We shut ourselves away and write some grand stuff, one
in verse, another in prose, stuff which only a generous lung
of breath can gasp out. And of course that’s what you will
finally read to the public from your seat on the platform,
neatly combed and in your fresh toga, all dressed in white
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et natalicia tandem cum sardonyche albus

sede leges celsa, liquido cum plasmate guttur
mobile conlueris, patranti fractus ocello.

tunc neque more probo videas nec voce serena
ingentis trepidare Titos, cum carmina lumbum
intrant et tremulo scalpuntur ubi intima versu.

tun, vetule, auriculis alienis colligis escas,

articulis quibus et dicas cute perditus “ohe”?

“quo didicisse, nist hoc fermentum et quae semel intus
innata est rupto iecore exierit caprificus?”

en pallor seniumquel o mores, usque adeone

scire tuum nihil est nisi te scire hoc sciat alter?

“at pulchrum est digito monstrari et dicier ‘hic est.”
ten cirratorum centum dictata fuisse

pro nihilo pendes?” ecce inter pocula quaerunt
Romulidae saturi quid dia poemata narrent.

hic aliquis, cui circum umeros hyacinthina laena est,
rancidulum quiddam balba de nare locutus
Phyllidas, Hypsipylas, vatum et plorabile siquid,
eliquat ac tenero subplantat verba palato.
adsensere viri: nunc non cinis ille poetae

felix? non levior cippus nune inprimit ossa?
laudant convivae: nunc non e manibus illis,

nunc non e tumulo fortunataque favilla

nascentur violae? “rides” ait “et nimis uncis

23 articulis Madvig: auriculis PaX®SE
2 quo PGLMRS: quod aXNS

6 Titus designates an ordinary Roman.
7 The wild fig tree was renowned for the power of its roots to
dislodge stones. 8 Two inconsolable hercines.
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and wearing your birthday ring of sardonyx, after you have
rinsed your supple throat with a liquid warble, in a state Qf
enervation with your orgasmic eye. Then, as the poetry
enters their backsides and as their inmost parts are tickled
by verse vibrations, you can see huge Tituses® quivering,
both their respectable manner and their calm voice goné.
What, you old reprobate, do you compose morsels for
other people’s ears, morsels which would make even you,
with your joints and skin decayed, say, “Enough!™?

I What's the point of studying, if this yeast, this wild fig tree,”
once it’s taken root inside, can’t rupture the liver and burst
out?

P So that’s why you are so pale and decrepit! Appalling! Is
your knowledge so worthless unless someone else knows
that you know it?

1 Butit’s splendid to be pointed out and to hear people say:
“That’s him!” Is it worth nothing to you to be the dictation
text of a hundred curly-headed boys?

P Look—the sons of Romulus, stuffed full, are enquiring
over their cups what’s new from divine poesy. At this point,
someone with a hyacinth wrap around his shoulders, snort-
ing and lisping some nauseating stuff, filters his Phyllises
and Hypsipyles,® the typical tear-jerking stuff of bards,
tripping up the words on the roof of his delicate mouth.
The great men nod in approval. Are your poet’s ashes not
blisstul now? Does the tombstone not rest more lightly on
his bones now? The guests applaud: will violets not spring
from those remains, from that tomb and from that blessed
ash now?

I You're mocking me, he says, and letting your nostrils sneer
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naribus indulges. an erit qui velle recuset
os populi meruisse et cedro digna locutus
ﬁnquere nec scombros metuentia carmina nec tus?”’
Quisquis es, o modo quem ex adverso dicere feci,
45 non ego cum scribo, si forte quid aptius exit,
quando hdec rara avis est, si quid tamen aptius exit,
landari metuam; neque enim mihi cornea fibra est.
sed recti ﬁnemque extremumaue esse recusc
“euge” tuum et “belle.” nam “belle” hoc excute totum:
50 quid non intus habet? non hic est Ilias Atti
ebria veratro? non siqua elegidia crudi
dictarunt proceres? non quidquid denique lectis
scribitur in citreis? calidum scis ponere sumen,
scis comitem horridulum trita donare lacerna,
et “verum” inquis “amo, verum mihi dicite de me.”
qui pote? vis dicam? nugaris, cum tibi, calve,
pinguis aqualiculus propenso sesquipede extet.
o Iane, a tergo quem nulla ciconia pinsit
nec manus auriculas imitari mobilis albas
80 nec linguae quantum sitiat canis Apula tantum.
v0s, G patricius sanguis, quos vivere fas est
occipiti caeco, posticae occurrite sannae.

Wt
Ut

60 tgntum W: tantae ®

9 Cedar oil was used to preserve books.

10 A reference to the traditional fate of bad poetry (cf. Cat.
95.9, Hor. Ep. 2.1.269-70): to be used as wrapping paper by shop-
keepers.

11 For “horn” we would say “cast iron.”

12 See 1.4n. above.

13 Hellebore was taken to clear the head and to cure madness.
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too much. Is there anyone who would disown the desire to
earn the praise of the people?—or, when he’s produced
compositions good encugh for cedar oil,? to leave behind
him poetry which has nothing to fear from mackerels or
incense?10 )

You, whoever you are, whom I've just created to put
the opposite case—when I write, if by chance some-
thing rather good results, and that would be a rare bird, if,
though, something rather good results, I have no fear of
praise. My guts are not made of horn,!! you know. But I re-
fuse to take your “Bravo!” and your “Lovely!” as the be-all
and end-all of excellence. Why? Give that “Loveiv athor-
ough sifting: is there any‘chmg it does not include? Won't
you find Attius” Ilied!® intoxicated with hellebore?’® And
all the romantic ditties dictated by our gorged lords? Ina
word, won't you find all the stuff written on citron-wood
couches? You know how to serve up hot tripe, you know
how to give some poor shivering client a worn-out cloak,
and then you say, “I love the-truth. Tell me the truth about
myself.” How, actually? Do you really want me to? You're a
fool, baldy, your fat paunch sticking out with an overhang
of a foot and a half. Lucky Janus, never pummelled from
behind by a stork or by waggling hands imitating a donkey’s
white ears or by a tongue as long as a thirsty Apulian
dog’s.’® You, of patrician blood, who have to live without
eyes in the back of your heads, turn around and face the
backdoor sneer!

14 The god Janus had faces in front and behind, and therefore
could not be made fun of behind his back. Three gestures of
mockery follow.

15 Apulia was a region known for its dryness.
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PERSIUS

“Quis populi sermo est?” “quis enim nisi carmina
molli

nunc demum numero fluere, ut per leve severos
effundat iunctura unguis. scit tendere versum
non secus ac si oculo rubricam derigat uno.
sive opus in mores, in luxum, in prandia regum
dicere, res grandes nostro dat Musa poetae.”
ecce modo heroas sensus adferre docemus
nugari solitos Graece, nec ponere lucum
artifices nec rus saturum laudare, ubi corbes
et focus et porci et fumosa Palilia feno,
unde Remus sulcoque terens dentalia, Quinti,
cum trepida ante boves dictatorem induit uxor
et tua aratra domum lictor tulit—euge poetal
est nunc Brisaei quem venosus liber Acci,
sunt quos Pacuviusque et verrucosa moretur
Antiopa “aerumnis cor luctificabile fultar”
hos pueris monitus patres infundere lippos
cum videas, quaerisne unde haec sartago loquendi
venerit in linguas, unde istud dedecus in quo
trossulus exultat tibi per subsellia levis?
nilne pudet capiti non posse pericula cano

69 docemus PGLBob.Sang : videmus aX®X

16 The Palilia (also spelled Parilia) held on April 21st, the anni-
versary of Rome’s foundation, celebrated the guardian goddess of
herds and flocks; heaps of hay were burnt as part of the ritual.

17 Lucius Quinctius Cincinnatus was called from his plough to
take up the position of Dictator in the crisis of 458 B.C.; see Livy
3.26. 18 The lictor, an official attendant of the magistrates,

is here depicted incongruously as a farmworker.
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What does public opinion say?

P What do you think? That poetry now at last flows with

smooth rhythm, so that critical fingernails glide smoothly
over the joins. The modern poet knows how to make a line
as straight as if he were stretching a plumb line with one
eye closed. Whether his project is to speak against moral-
ity, luxury, or the banquets of lords, the Muse provides
our poet with grand material. Look! We’re now teaching
people who used to dabble in Greek doggerel to produce
heroic sentiments, people not skilful enough to depict a
grove or to prais