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EPICURUS ON THE VALUE OF FRIENDSHIP
(SENTENTIA VATICANA 23)

1. THE ORTHODOX READING

The only surviving manuscript of Epicurus’ Sententiae Vaticanae, codex Vaticanus
Graecus 1950, includes the following curious claim as number twenty-three (Sent.
Vat. 23):

ndca gikia 8 Eavtiy dpetr, dpyfiv 8 eikngpev and tiig dpeAsioc.

The initial clause has long seemed especially puzzling. Is this a good Greek way of
saying that “every friendship is by itself a virtue”? And what would Epicurus mean
by calling friendship a virtue? The overwhelming majority of editors, translators, and
commentators have found the manuscript sufficiently problematic to adopt Usener’s
emendation of aipetn for dpern.! This move has several points going for it: other

This project was originally stimulated by an interesting and as yet unpublished paper by John MacFar-
lane. I am grateful to him for the paper and for discussion. I would also like to thank Elizabeth Asmis and
Bob Lamberton for helpful conversations; an audience at the 1998 meeting of the American Philological
Association for valuable feedback; John MacFarlane, Casey Perin, and James Warren for thoughtful criticism
of previous drafts; and the editor and two anonymous referees for insightful comments on the penultimate
version.

1. The emendation appears in the first publication of the Sententiae Vaticanae (also called the Gnomo-
logium Vaticanum), in Wotke and Usener 1888. The roster of those who adopt Usener’s emendation is im-
posing, including editors (von der Miihll 1922; Bailey 1926; Diano 1946; Arrighetti 1973; Marcovich 1999),
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manuscripts show confusion over this paleographically similar pair (at, e.g., Epicurus
Ep. Men. 129), 8V ¢avtnv fits better with aipetr] than with &pet, and the emended
clause gives Epicurus the perfectly intelligible claim that “every friendship is choice-
worthy in itself.”

I maintain, however, that this claim should not be attributed to Epicurus because
it singularly contradicts the rest of the evidence concerning his view of friendship. De-
fenders of the orthodoxy must show either how interpretive charity can tolerate such
a contradiction or how the emended claim does not in fact contradict central Epicu-
rean tenets, despite initial appearances. I argue that neither sort of defense can suc-
ceed. Hence, I offer two alternative approaches to Sententia Vaticana 23. First, I give
an interpretation of the manuscript reading that agrees happily with what we know of
Epicurus’ view of friendship, and then, after discussing the philological objection to
the manuscript reading, I speculate on the possibility that we should emend Sententia
Vaticana 23 but attribute it to some later Epicurean. Both of these alternatives have
advantages and disadvantages, and I am not entirely decided between them. I am,
however, firmly convinced that both are superior to the orthodox view that attributes
the emended text to Epicurus, and my primary aim here is to argue for this conviction.

2. AGAINST THE ORTHODOX READING

The emended version of Sententia Vaticana 23 says that every friendship is intrin-
sically choiceworthy. But Epicurus must think that every friendship is choiceworthy
only for the sake of pleasure, for he clearly holds that every choice should be referred
to pleasure, that is, to the absence of mental disturbance (&tapotia) and of physical
pain (Ep. Men. 128-29, RS 25; cf. Diog. Laert. 10.34, Cic. Fin. 1.23). There is at least

translators (Geer 1964; Bignone 1964; Inwood and Gerson 1997), scholars discussing Epicurean friendship
(Brescia 1955a; Festugiere 1955; Gemelli 1978; MacFarlane 1997; Mitsis 1988; Miiller 1972, and 1991;
O’Connor 1989; Preuss 1994; Rist 1972 and 1980; Rocca 1993), and writers on Hellenistic thought more
generally (Annas 1993; Long 1986a; Sharples 1996). It is worth noting, too, that several of these (although
by no means all: see esp. MacFarlane 1997; and Sharples 1996) express strong confidence in the emenda-
tion. Bailey (1926, 379), for example, takes it to be “a necessary correction,” and Inwood and Gerson
(1997, p. 37, n. 22) “regard the emendation as virtually certain.”

I have found only three adherents to the manuscript, none of whom makes the defense that I think is re-
quired: (1) A. A. Long’s adherence manifests itself in Long and Sedley 1987 and in Long 1986b. Long in-
terprets Epicurus as saying that friendship is “an inherently pleasurable state of mind, and not just a means
to that end” (Long and Sedley 1987, 1:138; cf. Long 1986b, 305). But even if it were acceptable to think of
friendship as both intrinsically and instrumentally valuable—I shall argue against this view—Epicurus
would not make this point by calling friendship a virtue. To Epicurus, virtue is merely instrumentally valu-
able: see Epicurus, ITept téAovg ap. Athenaeus 12.596f (Usener frag. 70); Diog. Laert. 10.138; Cic. Fin. 2.48
and 2.69; Usener frags. 504-5, 509-15. Hence, Long is wrong to suggest that whether &petd| or aipetn
is read, “the problem of assigning a per se value to something other than pleasure is unaffected” (Long
and Sedley 1987, 2:132; cf. Long 1986b, 305). (2) David Konstan (1996a, 391; 1997, 110) also accepts the
manuscript reading, and provides an interesting account of it (see n. 24 below). But far from showing what
is wrong with the orthodox approach, he in fact replicates what I take to be the orthodoxy’s fundamental
error when he attributes to Epicurus the claim that gihia “comes to be valued for its own sake” (1997, 1 10).
(3) The best defense of the manuscript is presented by Jean Bollack (1975, 451). He notes that the philo-
logical evidence underdetermines the matter, and he perceives that anyone who emends “se trouve devant
la double difficulté d’avoir a opposer I'affirmation du caractére désinteressé de 'amitié a la doctrine utilita-
riste, et a expliquer, dans le cas particulier, pourquoi le caractére utilitaire demeure limité a Torigine.” But
as he explains the contrast, it is not between interestedness and disinterestedness, but between the pursuit
of friendship for some external benefit and the practice of friendship which itself is the benefit (“L’intérét
s’y satisfait pleinement, dans la seule pratique de I'amitié . . . aussitdt qu’elle (viz., 'amitié) existe, le bienfait
est dans I'amitié, en dehors des bienfaits qui la motivaient”). This, too, extends Epicurus’ account too far.
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prima facie tension between the claim that friendship is intrinsically choiceworthy
and the claim that everything is choiceworthy for the sake of pleasure alone, since to
say that something is intrinsically choiceworthy is standardly to say that it is choice-
worthy without regard to anything else. Thus, anyone who adopts the orthodox read-
ing by attributing the emended Sententia Vaticana 23 to Epicurus must explain how
we can charitably attribute this tension to him or how the emended claim is in fact
consistent with the foundations of Epicurean ethics, despite initial appearances.

The former strategy can be employed in three different ways. First, one might insist
that there is other evidence that Epicurus finds friendship to be choiceworthy per se,
and one might then conclude that the sum of the evidence leaves us with no choice
but to attribute to Epicurus a contradictory account of friendship. Phillip Mitsis, for
example, has argued that the first Epicurean account of friendship that Torquatus dis-
cusses in De Finibus attributes to Epicurus the view that friendship is intrinsically
choiceworthy.? Torquatus’ first Epicurean account of friendship includes three crucial
claims (Cic. Fin. 1.66-68):

(A) Some [Epicureans] . . . deny that those pleasures that pertain to our friends should be
sought (expetendas) per se as much as we seek our own.

(B) For we enjoy the joy (laetitia) of our friends just as much (aeque) as our own and we
suffer equally their sorrows (pariter dolemus angoribus).

(C) Thus (quocirca), the sage will be moved with respect to his friend just as he will in
his own case (eodem modo sapiens erit affectus erga amicum quo in se ipsum) and what-
ever work he would take on for his own pleasure, he will take on for his friend’s pleasure.

I do not wish to quarrel with Mitsis’ conclusion that all three of these claims accu-
rately represent the views of Epicurus himself,? but I reject his suggestion that claim
(C) supports the attribution of the emended Sententia Vaticana 23 to Epicurus.* First,
even if claim (C) says that the sage will value his friend for her sake (i.e., independent
of his own pleasure), it does not say that he will value friendship for its own sake.
There is a difference between valuing friends and valuing friendship.’> But moreover,
claim (C) does not even say that the sage will value his friend for her sake. There are
two constraints on our interpretation of claim (C). First, we should take care lest claim

2. When originally citing the emended Sent. Var. 23, Mitsis (1988, p. 100, n. 6) also cites RS 27, Cic.
Fin. 1.65, and Cic. Fin. 2.83, but he rightly does not insist that these passages support the claim that
friendship is intrinsically choiceworthy. (The first two say only that friendship is the most valuable con-
tributor to the pleasant life; I confess to missing the relevance of the third.) Bailey (1926, 379) is not so
cautious and misleadingly suggests that the emended Sent. Vat. 23 simply agrees with Diog. Laert. 10.120
and RS 27.

3. Mitsis 1988, p. 102 and p. 112, n. 26. Cicero gives us ample reason to attribute all three claims to
Epicurus by presenting them as parts of just one position, by saying that only this position contains words
of Epicurus himself (Fin. 2.82), and by kicking off and wrapping up his presentation of this position with
citations of Epicurus’ actual words (Fin. 1.65 and 1.68). Moreover, because Cicero quite clearly suggests
that the other two positions are not attributable to Epicurus (Fin. 2.82) and because it would be odd to
think that no Epicureans in Cicero’s time were defending Epicurus’ own view, it should be odd to think that
this first account is not Epicurus’ own.

4. Mitsis 1988, 100-101 and 102.

5. Compare the difference between valuing students and valuing the professor-student relation. This
distinction is even more marked if we heed Konstan’s caution about conflating talk of friends with talk of
@Mia. Konstan (1996b, 75; cf. 1996a, 38788, and 1997, 8-9 and 53—56) maintains that “philia . . . desig-
nates a wide variety of positive affective bonds including relations among kin, fellow citizens, comrades in
arms, and friends” while “the concrete noun philos (distinguished more or less unambiguously from the
adjective meaning ‘dear’ when modified by the definite article) applies specifically to the more narrow
bond of friendship.”
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(C) contradict the claim in (A).5 According to the latter claim, a friend’s pleasure is
not per se as desirable as one’s own. The phrase per se is important. The claim in (A)
does not say that a friend’s pleasure is less desirable than one’s own; it simply says that
a friend’s pleasure is not desirable per se as one’s own is. In other words, the claim in
(A) concerns the finality of the pleasure desired, and not the quantity of desire. Claim
(C), that the sage will be moved eodem modo by a friend’s pleasure and his own,
would contradict claim (A) if it were saying that the sage is moved for his friend’s
pleasure for its own sake just as he is moved for his own pleasure for its own sake.
To acquit Epicurus of this contradiction, we must construe eodem modo more gener-
ously. Claim (C) must concern not the finality of the pleasures desired, but the motive
force of his desires: the sage is just as moved by his friend’s pleasures as by his own,
though he is moved in both cases, in the end, for the sake of his own pleasure. The
second constraint on the interpretation of claim (C) is provided by the word quocirca,
which marks claim (C) as an inference from claim (B). Claim (B) is solely about equal
intensity of feeling. While it is quite reasonable to assume that equally intense feelings
have equal motive force, it would be problematic to assume that equally intense feel-
ings necessarily track the same final ends.” Thus, to save Epicurus from contradic-
ting the claim in (A) and to make sense of the inference from claim (B), we should
understand claim (C) to be saying only that the sage is as disposed to act on behalf
of his friend’s pleasure as on behalf of his own. This does not entail that the sage
seeks his friend’s pleasure per se, let alone that the sage seeks friendship per se. The
emended version of Sententia Vaticana 23 stands alone in attributing to Epicurus this
claim.®

For a second approach to the emended Sententia Vaticana 23, one might insist that
it reflects not a problematic contradiction, but a virtuous tension. Perhaps Epicurus
has actually come around to the best possible view of friendship, for one must value
friendship for its own sake in order to value it at all, and there must then be conflicts
between the intrinsic value of one’s friendships and one’s other important goals and
projects.” I myself am sympathetic to this view of friendship, but there are excellent
reasons not to attribute it to Epicurus. First, there is no other evidence that Epicurus
admits of a tension in his account of friendship. Rather, there is copious evidence that
he must value friendship for the sake of pleasure and just one emended sentence sug-
gesting that he values friendship for its own sake. Furthermore, Epicurus has good
reason to avoid admitting any tension into his account of friendship, since the human
good on Epicurus’ view requires the removal of disturbance (&tapagia) and tensions

6. O’Connor (1989, 184) finds it “utterly obscure” how (A) and (C) could consistently represent the
same position and concludes that (B) and (C) should not be attributed to Epicurus. By contrast, my resolu-
tion of the apparent conflict between (A) and (C) allows us to respect Cicero’s suggestions (see n. 3) that
(A), (B), and (C) all represent Epicurus’ position.

7. T owe this reconciliation of (A) and (C) to MacFarlane 1997, who distinguishes between finality and
intensity in the passage, though I have added an additional layer by distinguishing between intensity and
“motive force.”

8. It is interesting, then, to note that Mitsis refers to the emended Sent. Vat. 23 (by number or by the
central phrase 8" £avtiv aipetr)) nine times in the first half of his investigation into Epicurean friendship
(Mitsis 1988, 98-114).

9. I have found no purveyors of this approach or of the next, but their possibility occurred to me when
I was reflecting on Mitsis 1988, an interesting account of how and why Epicurus might have come to a
contradiction in his account of friendship. Mitsis raises stimulating questions for thinking about hedonic
approaches to ethics even if these questions do not, in the end, provide reason in the absence of positive
evidence to attribute the contradictory assessment of friendship to Epicurus.
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between one’s friendships intrinsically valued and one’s own pleasure are bound to be
disturbing.

A close cousin of this second approach can be had by admitting that the tension is
problematic for Epicurus’ theory but insisting that his view of friendship without such
a tension is even worse. In this case, our sympathy for the view that friendship has
intrinsic value and introduces tensions into our lives is so strong that we would rather
attribute this view (with the emended Sententia Vaticana 23) to Epicurus than find
him with a consistent but less plausible account of friendship. To this I insist that con-
sistency is the first (though not only) virtue of the philosopher. But I also insist that
a consistent Epicurean view of friendship is not nearly as implausible as it is often
made out to be. First, much of the alleged implausibility melts away if we allow that
Epicurus may not be talking about what we mean by “friendship” when he is dis-
cussing guhia. We tend to conceive of friendship as an intensely personal relationship
between two people, and we tend to believe that this relationship requires each
friend to subordinate his own pleasure at least occasionally. But gtMia is invoked very
broadly in antiquity, and we ought at least to allow that Epicurus might be discussing
something other than intensely personal relationships.!? Second, if Epicurus limits
¢uria to sages—and I shall argue below that he does—then the friendship he is dis-
cussing is available only to those who are unconcerned about death and are especially
able to call to mind the pleasures of a friendship in order to overcome any pains that
it will bring. Once we recognize that Epicurus’ conception of friendship might be less
personal and might assume Epicurean virtue, then we can see that the Epicurean
friendship does not pose all of the risks of disturbance that one of our intensely per-
sonal relationships does.

Having considered three attempts to accept the tension that the emended Sententia
Vaticana 23 provides for Epicurus’ account, we can consider two ways of denying that
the emended Sententia Vaticana 23 provides any tension whatsoever by arguing that
8¢ gavtfv aipetri does not imply that friendship is choiceworthy apart from pleasure.
On one reading, Epicurus is contrasting the origin of friendship in its extrinsically
pleasurable qualities (&m0 tfig dgereiac) and the fully developed friendship’s choice-
worthiness for its intrinsically pleasurable qualities. On this view mature friendship
produces pleasure “directly and without intermediaries”; it “brings pleasure in it-
self”!! A second approach, suggested by David O’Connor, holds that the second
clause of the emended Sententia Vaticana 23 does not contrast with the first but sim-
ply explains the origins of friendship’s being aipetr, while the 8" avthy just empha-
sizes that friendship is choiceworthy so far as it is concerned, considered apart from
circumstances that may render it unchoiceworthy.!2

10. O’Connor (1989) develops this point very well. For the range of @idia, see Konstan 1996b and
1997. On Konstan’s view, though, the broad range of giria includes the intensely personal, affective rela-
tionship for which we typically reserve the word “friend” and for which, he argues, the Greeks typically
reserve the noun ¢iog (see n. 5 above). I am here suggesting that Epicurean gidia excludes the intensely
personal, affective relationship that we would call friendship.

11. I am quoting Rist 1972, 132, and Sharples 1996, 119, respectively. Theirs seems to be the generally
accepted view. Ironically, Long (1986b; see note 1) advances this interpretation of friendship’s value as a
defense of the manuscript, for he, along with Sharples (1996, p- 144, n. 5) and Dihle (in Long 1986b, 317),
holds that there is no substantive difference between the manuscript reading and the emended version. I
disagree: the manuscript calls girio an dpetr, which means that friendship is not chosen &’ éavtijv (see
Diog. Laert. 10.138), contrary to the emended version’s claim.

12. See O’Connor 1989, 185-86. O’Connor directs our attention to the claim that not every pleasure is
aipetn) (Ep. Men. 129), since some pleasures lead to a greater amount of pain (RS 8): these pleasures would
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Both of these readings ignore the plain meaning of the phrase & éavtiv aipeth. '3
This phrase is a well-established term of art, a member of a standardized family of
phrases that join &id, the accusative reflexive pronoun, and a verb (or verbal adjective)
of choosing, valuing, or desiring, and that apply to things that are (to be) valued,
desired, or chosen for themselves, without regard to what attends them. Aristotle, for
example, explains his claim that “we choose honor, pleasure, intelligence (vodv), and
every virtue also for themselves (8t adtd)” by adding, “for if there were no conse-
quence (unBevog yap anoPaivovtog), we would still choose each of them” (Eth. Nic.
1097b2-4). This contrast also lies at the heart of Plato’s division of goods in Book
2 of the Republic. There Socrates elaborately explains that some goods are desired
and chosen for their own sake and not for their consequences (t@v &noBaivéviav,
357b5-6), while others are chosen only for their consequences, and still others are
chosen for both reasons (357b4—d3), and when Socrates and Glaucon need to refer
simply to the central contrast, 5" adté is pressed into service to represent what is in-
trinsically valued (358a1,6). Very much the same division is applied by the Stoics to
preferred indifferents: some are preferred for themselves (8t abtd or per se), some for
their consequences, and some for both reasons.'* Epicureans draw upon this tradition
when they insist that pleasure is itself to be sought per se (Cic. Fin. 1.31: voluptatem
ipsam per se esse expetendam).’

But this tradition makes it difficult to see what Epicurus could mean by the claim
that friendship is choiceworthy per se. If we are told that friendship “brings” plea-
sures “directly” and “in itself,” we are still told that friendship merely brings pleasure.
This is not enough. Epicurus can heap praise on friendship as a safeguard (praesid-
ium, Cic. Fin. 1.68, cf. 2.84) or as the greatest thing wisdom devises (tapackevdletat,
RS 27; comparaverit, Cic. Fin. 1.65) for living happily. He can even laud friendship
as pleasurable and insist that the activities of friendship are pleasant. But he cannot
say that friendship is pleasure, for pleasure is the absence of mental and physical dis-
turbance (Ep. Men. 131), and whatever friendship is, it is not that.

This problem can be expressed by a contrast between Epicurus and his predeces-
sors. For Plato and Aristotle, something that is valuable per se is valuable regardless

be aipetai insofar as they are pleasures, but would not be aipetai insofar as they lead to a greater amount of
pain.

13. O’Connor’s reading has the additional infelicity of ignoring the apparently adversative force of the
conjunction &¢.

14. Diog. Laert. 7.107; Cic. Fin. 3.56; and cf. Stobaeus 2.7 (80.15-16, and 82.21-83.9 Wachsmuth),
which gives a slightly different account, dividing all indifferents that are in accordance with nature (not
just the preferred ones, which are very much in accordance with nature) into just two groups, extrinsically
and intrinsically valuable. Rist (1972, 132) appeals to these passages and suggests that since indifferents
preferred 8" adtd are not “ultimately valuable,” nothing that Epicurus finds choiceworthy &’ £avté needs
to be “ultimately valuable.” But Rist equivocates. For the Stoics, indifferents preferred 81" abtd are not “ul-
timately valuable” (in the sense of most valuable) because indifferents stand in a different scale of value
and a different realm of choice than what is “ultimately valuable.” (No Stoic wonders, “Should I be virtu-
ous or should I value health?” In ordinary circumstances, both are cultivated simultaneously, although for
very different reasons and with very different value attached.) In fact the Stoics are committed to the claim
that indifferents preferred 8’ adtd are “ultimately valuable” (in the sense of finally valuable), since there is
nothing to be achieved as their consequence that is essential to their value. (For the Stoics, being virtuous
does not change health’s value (&&ia) although it does ensure that one’s health is a benefit (d@érnua) to
one, and so virtue is not even a condition of the value (&&ia) of health, let alone a consequential condition.)
The Epicurean comparing the value of friendship and pleasure is not in the position of the Stoic comparing
health and virtue: for the Epicurean, who has only pleasure and pain as kpitripia for action (Diog. Laert.
10.34 [with 10.31]; Cic. Fin. 1.34), the two ways of being “ultimately valuable” cannot pull apart.

15. Compare, too, the Cyrenaic use of aipeth) 8’ tavtrv for pleasure (Diog. Laert. 2.88-92).
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of consequences but is nevertheless also valuable for the sake of happiness. When
Aristotle, for example, says that honor is choiceworthy per se, he is not contradicting
the claim that every choiceworthy thing is choiceworthy for the sake of happiness, for
he may maintain that honor is a component of happiness (as the inclusivist interpret-
ers would have it) or that choosing something for the sake of happiness is not like
choosing x for its consequence y but like choosing x on account of its fit with a certain
regulative ideal (as some other interpreters would have it). But Epicurus’ conception
of happiness—his conception of pleasure that is happiness—cannot be like the in-
clusivists’ picture of Aristotelian happiness, and it seems to me to be insuperably dif-
ficult to see how it is like the regulative ideal, given, for example, the connections in
Epicurus’ account between animal pursuit of pleasure and our own (Ep. Men. 128).
Epicurus’ conception of happiness as pleasure and his conception of pleasure as the
absence of mental and physical disturbance conspire to make it impossible for some-
thing other than pleasure to be valuable per se.!

Another way of seeing this problem is to compare friendship to the virtues. Despite
the fact that friendship is praised as even more valuable than the virtues (RS 27, Sen.
Vat. 78), the Epicureans appeal to the value of the virtues to explain the value of
friendship (e.g., Cic. Fin. 1.66). In fact, Torquatus tells us that “the very things that
have been said about the virtues, how they are always attached to pleasures, should
be said about friendship” (Cic. Fin. 1.68), and he backs up (enim) this claim by quot-
ing Epicurus himself. So it is not surprising to find that Epicurus describes the virtues
as inseparable from pleasure. The virtues, like friendship, “bring” pleasure “directly”
and “in themselves.”!” But the doxographers also attribute to Epicurus the explicit de-
nial that virtues are chosen for their own sake (aipsicfor &’ abrdc).!8 If we take seri-
ously the suggestion that the same account of value should be given to both the virtues
and friendship, then we should reject the emendation of Sententia Vaticana 23.

In sum, only one text would ask us to countenance the possibility that Epicurus has
a self-contradictory account of friendship or that Epicurus somehow consistently
holds that friendship is & £avtfv aipetr) despite his commitment to the claim that
only pleasure is 8’ éavtfv aipetn. That text is the emended version of Sententia Vat-
icana 23. The philosophical problems it poses summon charity to search for an alter-
native to the orthodox reading, which attributes the emended Sententia Vaticana 23
to Epicurus.

16. No doubs, it is possible to disagree with my dogmatic claims'about Epicurean pleasure. Some read-
ers may want to assimilate Epicurean pleasure and happiness to, say, Plato’s account in the Republic, which
argues that justice is choiceworthy per se in part by arguing that justice is pleasurable. I cannot here mount
a full defense of my interpretation of what is different about Epicurean pleasure. Instead, [ point out that
my interpretation of how Epicurean pleasure makes trouble for the orthodox reading of Sent. Vat. 23 is sup-
ported by the evidence concerning virtues (immediately following) and by Cicero’s account of “the more
timid Epicureans” (discussed in section 4).

17. For the claims that virtue necessarily leads to pleasure and that virtue and pleasure are mutually inter-
entailing, see, e.g., Ep. Men. 132, RS 5; Diog. Laert. 10.138; Cic. Fin. 1.57.

18. The exact point is made at Diog. Laert. 10.138, and it is widely supported by the way the evidence
for the merely instrumental value of virtue stresses a distance between virtue and pleasure. See especially
Epicurus, ITepi téhoug ap. Athenaeus 12.596f (Usener frag. 70); Cic. Fin. 2.48 and 2.69; Usener frags. 504-5,
509-15. This is perfectly consistent with the claims that virtue necessarily leads to pleasure and that virtue
and pleasure are mutually interentailing, contra Annas (1993, 86), who cites these claims as evidence that
Epicurus “sometimes suggests that the virtues have intrinsic value for the agent, since virtuous activity
makes up and is part of the pleasure (of the right kind, of course) which the agent seeks.”
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3. FIRST ALTERNATIVE

First, there is a natural way of unproblematically interpreting Epicurus’ claim that ev-
ery friendship is by itself a virtue: Epicurus is saying that friendship is an inherently
virtuous state of soul.!® Since virtues are valuable only instrumentally, Epicurus is not
saying that friendship is valuable per se. Rather, he is making two points: friendship
is a condition of one’s soul and friendship is possible only for the virtuous.

The second of these points is easily attributed to Epicurus. Aristotle and the Stoics
limit genuine friendship to the virtuous,?’ and there is independent evidence that
Epicurus does the same. He says that it is wisdom (cogia, sapientia) that devises
friendships (RS 27; Cic. Fin. 1.65) and that it is the noble person (yevvaiog) who is
concerned with wisdom and friendship (Sent. Vat. 78). Further, friendship is said to
be “sustained by a commonality among those who are filled up with pleasures” (Diog.
Laert. 10.120b), and Epicurean references to friends frequently identify them as
sages.?!

But can we attribute to Epicurus the claim that friendship is a condition of one’s
soul and not just a relationship to another? There is no reason not to. After all, char-
acter states and virtues require all sorts of things, and some of them, like justice, even
require certain attitudes and behaviors in relation to others. So why should friendship
not be a disposition of the soul toward certain beliefs and actions in relation to certain
others? Here it is worth noting that the Stoics were at least tempted to say that two
sages are friends (though not totally [rdvtwg] friends) even if they have never met,
and that Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 1155a3—4) comfortably classes @uAia as either a kind of
virtue (Gpett tig) or something “with virtue” (uet’ &petfic).?2 As the Stoics and Aris-
totle suggest, it would be implausible to say that friendship is merely a state of soul,
but the manuscript for Sententia Vaticana 23 does not suggest that. It claims only that
friendship is (perhaps among other things) a virtuous state of soul. .

Not only is it possible for Epicurus to say this; he has good reason to do so. One
difficulty his account of friendship faces is posed by the vulnerability that attachment
to friends causes. But if friendship is a condition of one’s soul and if friendship re-
quires wisdom, then the vulnerability imposed by attachment to friends will be much
less threatening.

19. We do not have to interpret the manuscript in such a way that every friendship is an “intrinsic vir-
tue,” contra Mitsis (1988, p. 101, n. 6) and Preuss (1994, p. 207, n. 32). We can take 3" éavtrjv adverbially
and not adjectivally, to mean “by itself” instead of “intrinsic.”” See the discussion of 8" £avtnv below.

20. For Aristotle, see, e.g., Eth. Nic. 1156b7-8 on “perfect (tekeia) friendship,” and for the Stoics, see,
e.g., Diog. Laert. 7.124.

21. Diog. Laert. 10.118 and 10.121b; Cic. Fin. 1.68 and 1.70. Also, Cicero’s retort (Fin. 2.84) to the
Epicureans that “there is enough protection in ordinary friendships” (mediocribus amicitiis), makes sense
only if they were interested in extraordinary friendship. It might be objected that a restriction of friendship
to sages will make unintelligible the reports that Epicurus had huge numbers of friends (Diog. Laert. 10.9,
Cic. Fin. 1.65), but it is entirely possible that these reports are trading on a different sense of “friends,” as
adherents to Epicurus’ school.

22. For the Stoic position, see Stobaeus 2.7 (101.21 Wachsmuth): “All the excellent benefit each other—
even when they are not totally (ndvtwg) friends with each other . . . on account either of being unknown or
of not living in the same place, they are still disposed toward each other in a kindly, friendly (¢tA1kdc), ap-
proving, and receptive fashion.” See, too, Stobaeus 2.7 (94.27-95.2 Wachsmuth), where genuine friendship
is called a good of the soul; cf. Sen. Ep. 9.8, in the context of comparing Stoic and Epicurean friendship:
“The sage, even though he is content, nevertheless wishes to have a friend, if for no other reason than in
order to exercise friendship, lest such [a?] great virtue go to waste (ne tam magna virtus iaceat).”



76 NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

Finally, there is some independent evidence that Epicurus identified giAia as an
apetn. I have mentioned that Epicureans were quick to analyze the value of friendship
and virtue in the same way. But the evidence says more than this. According to Dioge-
nes Laertius (10.138), “Epicurus says that virtue alone (tfjv dpetfv pévnv) is insep-
arable (@ywpiotov) from pleasure,” and Cicero attributes to Epicurus the view that
friendship cannot be separated from pleasure (Fin. 1.66 and 1.68). From the conjunc-
tion of these two claims it follows that friendship is (at least a part of) virtue.?3

I'have been arguing that it makes good philosophical sense to attribute to Epicurus
the view that gidia is an dpetry, but this is not all that the manuscript reading of Sen-
tentia Vaticana 23 says. First, there is a second clause, contrasting the claim that giria
is an dpetn with the start of friendship, which is “from its benefit” (dno tfic dpeieiag).
There is no denying that the contrast is easily and naturally explained for the emended
version of Sententia Vaticana 23: with the emendation, there is a distinction drawn
between instrumentally and finally valuable. But there is also a sensible contrast sug-
gested by the manuscript reading, between the initial phase of friendship as utility
friendship and the final phase in which friendship is fully developed and valued as a
virtue.2*

A second problem with the manuscript reading is more serious. The manuscript
says that guiia is 3t avtfv &petn, and to this there is a serious philological objection.
With just the substantive apett, xaf’ Eéavtriv would seem much more natural; it would
seem that 81" éavtriv needs some action expressed in a verb or implied in an adjec-
tive.? It must be admitted that & £avtrv and its fellow travelers most often appear
with verbal action expressed or implied.?6

Yet there is some evidence that suggests that 8" até without action expressed in
a verb or implied in a verbal adjective is not impossible and is in fact related to the
xaf’ adt6 one would have expected in such a situation. Consider the following pas-

23. Itis of course possible that Diogenes Laertius has gotten carried away with his addition of “alone”
(uévnv): other accounts of the inseparability of virtue from pleasure do not insist that it alone is insepa-
rable (Ep. Men. 132, RS 5; Cic. Fin. 1.57). But even if we choose to read pévnv away, we ought to recog-
nize that Epicurus has good reasons not only to treat virtue and friendship in very similar ways but also to
say that friendship is a virtue.

24. For a taxonomy of friendships that includes utility friendship and virtuous friendship, see Arist.
Eth. Nic. 8.3, and the report on the Stoics at Stobaeus 2.7 (94.21-95.2 Wachsmuth). My suggestion that
Epicurus saw every virtuous friendship as a development of utility friendship might get some support from
Diog. Laert. 10.120b (“They believe . . . that friendship comes to be [yivea6ai] on account of its uses (&
ag ypeiac]”) and from Cic. Fin. 2.84 (“Friendship is sought for the sake of usefulness [utilitatis causa
amicitia est quaesita]”). But for an alternative reading of these passages, see Konstan (1996a, 392; 1997,
110-11). Konstan sees all of these claims about different stages of friendship as pieces of historical
anthropology, akin to Lucretius’ discussion in Book 5 of De rerum natura. On this reading, all gi\ia (not
every guhia) first developed in human (pre-)history for its usefulness but is now a virtue.

25. Dihle’s response to Long 1985 puts the philological objection well (in Long 1986b, 317): “Aber &
£autnv ist ein Ausdruck mit finaler Bedeutung, den man ungern einfach mit einem Substantiv verbindet.
Kaf’ £avtrjv ldge ndher.” This leads Long to suggest that perhaps we should suppose “the loss of a word
such as vevopiotor” (1986b, 319), a suggestion that is surely more editorially intrusive than the paleo-
graphically plausible emendation.

26. A computerized search of eleven mostly philosophical prose authors in the TLG (Aristotle, Chry-
sippus, Democritus, Demosthenes, Dio Chrysostom, Diogenes Laertius, Epicurus, Metrodorus, Plato, Xeno-
phon, and Zeno) for occurrences of 1 plus the reflexive pronoun (spelled with or without the contraction)
in the accusative case amply supports this generalization: out of 127 passages found, only the small hand-
ful quoted above provide any succor to the manuscript reading of Sent. Vat. 23. According to this search,
dud + the reflexive pronoun in the accusative is most often used with aipeicBat or a verb of valuing or de-
siring, and it also occurs very often for the assignment of responsibility to the agent standing as the subject
of the clause.
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sage from Clement of Alexandria’s discussion of Stoic providence in his Paedagogus
(1.8 136 Potts = SVF 2.1116):

That is also why justice is said to be a good not by possessing virtue—since it is a vir-
tue—but by being itself in itself and by itself good (1 advtfv kab® adthv kai & advtiv
&yadnyv slvar).

It might be objected that this is not a genuine parallel since ka8’ adt6 and 8’ av16 are
paired here and individual elements in linguistic pairs do not always work exactly as
they do standing alone. But Clement’s close association of ka8’ a0t and & avté has
some support from Aristotle (De an. 406b7-10):

That to which the power of being moved by itself belongs in its being (odoig) cannot be
moved by another except accidentally (katd cupBepnkdc), just as what is good in itself
or by itself (10 ka® adtd dyabov fj 8” adto) cannot be good on account of another thing
(8" @\ho) or for the sake of another thing (Etépov Evekev).

The second clause is important for our purposes: something that is good by its own
causal power is good &’ a6 or ka® abté.?” In fact, Aristotle provides a possible ex-
planation of this connection between ka8’ adt6 and 8" adt6 in Posterior Analytics 2.4,
where he establishes four ways in which one can say that A belongs to B ka9’ a0t6.28
The fourth way interests us here: “What belongs to a thing 8" adté belongs ka8’ a16”
(Arist. An. post. 73b10-11). Aristotle illustrates this by reference to conjoined events:
“If something died while being sacrificed, it also died kata the sacrifice since it died
S1a being sacrificed; it was not accidental that it died while being sacrificed” (73b13—
16). Aristotle seems to think of the example in this way: “Death belongs to sacrifice
xatd sacrifice because death belongs to sacrifice 814 sacrifice.” But if this connection
between death and sacrifice is necessary—if there can be no sacrifice without death—
then we should expect Aristotle to endorse the claim that every sacrifice is a death ka@’
a6 precisely because every sacrifice is a death & adt6. Similarly, then, if the con-
nection between friendship and virtue is necessary because of what it is to be a friend-
ship—because of how friendship works—then Epicurus should be able to say that
every friendship is a virtue ka6’ éavtrjv precisely because every friendship is a virtue
& éavtjv. Hence, the parallels in Clement and Aristotle explain how Epicurus could
have made a sensible point by saying that every friendship is 8" éavtrjv a virtue. His
point would be that every friendship is a virtue by its own causal power and not by
something extraneous to the friendship. This use of &’ £avttjv is admittedly a bit un-
usual, but neither unmotivated nor entirely unparalleled.

We are left, then, weighing philological and philosophical disadvantages and ad-
vantages. The emended version of Sententia Vaticana 23 raises philosophical prob-
lems that can be escaped only by ignoring what is a perfectly clear and natural Greek
expression, whereas the manuscript version expresses an intelligible philosophical
point only by using what seems to be at least an unusual Greek expression. Yet it can
be noted that Epicurus’ Greek is notoriously unusual,” and this may make it all the

27. The close connection between 8" adt6 and ka®’ adté is suggested in another way by the compari-
son of Bewpiat tipioL 8" adtdg in the Protrepticus (frag. 27 Diiring) and t@v 81" adta tipiov at Topics 126b4
with Tyudrepov ka®’ adtd at Topics 118b25.

28. This formula covers cases where A belongs to B katd A and those where A belongs to B xatda B
(see especially An. post. 73a34-73b1).

29. This point is hardly controversial, and has attracted attention in the studies of Widmann 1935 and
Brescia 1955b. Unfortunately, neither of these studies sheds light on Sent. Var. 23.
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more plausible to suppose that Epicurus would have been using 8" €éavtrjv instead of
xa® £avtrjv in order to register unconventionally the rather conventional point that
friendship itself has causal power. But I confess that even were this not the case, so
long as I am faced with a choice between an unnaturally constructed sentence that
makes a good philosophical point and an emended, natural sentence that creates a se-
rious philosophical inconsistency, I will prefer to believe that Epicurus wrote the
former.

4. SECOND ALTERNATIVE

But what if Epicurus did not write Sententia Vaticana 23 at all? We can step out from
between the philosophical rock of the orthodox reading and the philological hard
place of the manuscript by adopting an entirely different approach. We can accept the
emendation by the force of the philological objection but still evade the philosophical
problems of the orthodox reading by insisting that Epicurus is not the author.>® This
view of our sentence might at first smell faintly of desperation, but there is in fact
good reason to take it.’!

First, several of the sentences in the Vatican collection are elsewhere attributed to
some author other than Epicurus. Korte’s collection of the fragments of Metrodorus,
for example, includes six of the Vatican sentences.’? Others might well have been
originally authored by someone other than Epicurus, including Sententia Vaticana 36:
“The life of Epicurus, compared with the lives of others, might on account of its gen-
tleness and self-sufficiency, be thought to be a fiction (u560c).” Even without engag-
ing in a detailed consideration of the authorship of each of the Sententiae Vaticanae,
we can easily see that we should not assume that each infallibly represents the Mas-
ter’s word.

Second, Cicero’s testimony gives us reason to associate the claim made by the
emended Sententia Vaticana 23 with certain Epicureans who were more timid (tim-
idiores) in the face of Academic criticism, and not with Epicurus (Fin. 1.69). First, we
need to notice that these Epicureans advanced a view from which Cicero explicitly
distances Epicurus (Fin. 2.82): namely, the view that friends love their friends for
their own sakes (amici propter se ipsos amentur, Fin. 1.69). Second, we need to at-
tend to Torquatus’ explanation of how these “more timid” Epicureans reached their
conclusion: they feared that “if we think that friendship is to be sought for the sake
of our pleasure then all friendship would seem to be as it were lame” (quasi claudi-
care, Fin. 1.69). In sum, Cicero tells us that some Epicureans other than Epicurus bow
to Academic criticisms, reject the claim that friendship is for the sake of pleasure
alone, and admit of sources of motivation other than pleasure in order to say, for
example, that friends are loved per se.

30. Of course, it is also possible to employ both alternatives simultaneously, i.e., to reject the emenda-
tion and to insist that someone other than Epicurus wrote the sentence. But the strongest reason to take
one of these alternatives—to acquit Epicurus of a serious shortcoming—does not provide warrant for both
simultaneously.

31. This alternative has not been widely considered, but it has been noted as a possibility by Arrighetti
(1973, 559) and von der Miihll (1922, ad Sent. Vat. 23).

32. See Metrodorus frags. 37 (Sent. Vat. 10), 47 (Sent. Vat. 27), 48 (Sent. Vat. 45), 49 (Sent. Vat. 47),
51 (Sent. Vat. 31), and 53 (Sent. Vat. 30).
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Two inferences should be drawn from Cicero’s account.? First, some Epicureans
must have maintained that friendship is choiceworthy only for the sake of pleasure
to have provoked the Academic criticisms. By far the most natural assumption would
be that Epicurus is at least among these bolder Epicureans. This assumption makes
good sense of the chronology, and it fits well with our expectations about whom the
Academics would have attacked most vigorously. Moreover, Cicero encourages us to
make this assumption by distancing Epicurus from the more timid Epicureans (Fin.
2.82).

The second inference to be drawn from Cicero’s account is that the later Epicureans
who were willing to admit of sources of motivation other than one’s own pleasure be-
cause they did not want to render friendship lame should have been perfectly willing
to say that friendship is & éavtfv aipetr). Once they had given up insisting that every
choice is for one’s own pleasure, then there is no good reason to deny that friendship
is chosen for its own sake, and they are on record as eager to protect the good name
of friendship.

Thus, if we decide that Sententia Vaticana 23 must be emended to say that every
friendship is 8" €éavtfv aipetr}, we should on the basis of Cicero’s testimony attribute
Sententia Vaticana 23 not to Epicurus but to the more timid Epicureans.

ERIC BROWN
Washington University in St. Louis

33. There is no reason to doubt Cicero’s testimony concerning debates between Epicureans and Academic
opponents. The summary of Peripatetic ethics preserved in Stobaeus 2.7 includes the claim that every
friendship is &° £éavtijv aipetr} (120.18 Wachsmuth), and the Academics could well have used this claim to
make trouble for the Epicureans.
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ON THE ETYMOLOGY AND INFLECTION OF DARES IN
VERGIL’S BOXING MATCH, AENEID 5.362-484

This paper examines Vergil’s application of an etymology for the name Dares that
is found in both the ancient commentary on Homeric words and the late antique my-
thographer Fulgentius. It then considers Fulgentius’ interpretation of Vergil’s boxing
match on its own and also in the light of an epistolary exchange between St. Jerome
and St. Augustine. Finally, it analyzes the change in the inflection of Dares’ name in
the accusative case from Daren to Dareta in connection with the outcome of the bout
in the Aeneid.

THE ETYMOLOGY

The A-scholia to the Iliad offer an etymology for the name Adpng, a priest of He-
phaestus at Troy in Book 5, that derives from 8épw (“flog, flay”).! The derivation, as

The revision of this article is indebted to the constructive criticism of the anonymous reader at CP. All
Vergil references are to the Aeneid unless otherwise noted.

1. Erbse 1971, E 9b 67-69 yéyove 8& 10 Adpng fitot mapa 10 Seipw kai £xdeipo (Roikdg yap iepei), kai
Expiiv ve abto elvan Aépng dg éprg” Etpdnn obv 10 € eig &. A mapi T Saiw 1o Kaio &v mheovacpd tod p. (“The
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