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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to provide a commentary on part
of Seneca's lengthy treatise on benefits. An attempt is made to
provide an understanding of the meaning of the text. This involves,
at times, consideration of the continuity of thought, of textual
problems and lacunae (although by no means all difficulties of that
order have been discussed). The statements which Seneca makes in his
other philosophical works, whether in agreement or contradictory, are
adduced for purposes of elucidation. It is apparent that some of the
expressions and statements which seem innocuous in their context are
sometimes coloured by their appearing elsewhere in doctrines of con-
siderable complexity. Some of the works of Cicero, another valuable
source of Roman philosophy, particularly Stoicism, are introduced for
purposes of comparison. The ethical works of Aristotle likewise prove
to be a valuable source of comparative statements. In general the
background provided illustrates that Seneca did not provide the reader
with much original thought but that he presented his material with the

skill of an effective instructor.
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PREFACE

The De Beneficiis of Seneca, a treatise in seven books, on
the theme of giving and receiving benefits, and returning gratitude,
was written during the last decade of Seneca's life. An unkind
reference to the Emperor Claudius in the last chapter of the first
book has led to the cornclusion that it was written after the Emperor's
death (54 A.D.). Another reference in one of Seneca's epistles (EM.,
81.3) to books previously written about benefits seems to put an upper
1limit on the date (approximately 62 A.D.). But it is not clear
whether Seneca is referring to all geven books, or a smaller number.
It has been thought that the work was published in stages, since Seneca
himself seems to regard the last three books as appendices of sorts.
Such a theory would allow the last book, which contains a discussion of
tyrants (Ben.,7.19), to have been published after Seneca's falling cut
with Nero. But this must remain speculation, and we must be content
with approximate dates (fcr bibliography see J. Wight Duff and A. M.

Duff, A Literary History of Rome in the Silver Age, 3rd ed., Londor:

Ernest Benn, 1964,pl76).

The work on benefits, along with that on clemency, proved
popular subsequently, and more citations from these treatises survive
from the period of the early Middle Ages than from the cther treatises.
Excerpts found their way into florilegia and into contemporary exposi-

tions of courtly ethics (see Klaus-Dieter Nothdurft, Studien zum
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Einfluss Senecas auf die Philosophie und Theologie des zwBlften

+

Jahrhunderts, Leiden: Brill, 1963).

In more recent times the De Beneficiis has mot fared so well.
True, editions have not been lacking. One could mention that of M. N.

Bouillet, L. Annaei Senecae Pars Prima Sive Opera Philosophica, vol.2,

Paris, 1827, which includes brief comments by the editor in which he
has included the opinions of such previous scholars as Lipsius and
Gronovius. Editions appeared in Germany: that of Fickert in 1843, of
Fr. Haase in 1884-86. 1In 1876 M. C. Gertz brought out his edition.

C. Hosius edited the Teubner text, first in 1900, then the second edi-
tion in 1914, 1In English a tramslation by Aubrey Stewart was publighed
in the Bohn's Classical Library series (London, 1887), and some time
later found a companion in the Loeb translation by J. W. Basore (London,
1935), The French are served by the edition and translation of F,
Préchac, two volumes in the Budé series of texts. This text has served
as the one upon which the commentary of this dissertation is based,

and when a reading differing from Préchac's is preferred, the reader
will be notified. The only philosophical work of Seneca available in
the Oxford Classical Text series is his collection of letters, the

Epistulae Morales.

Although there is, then, no dearth of texts and translations,
there has not yet been a commentary on the whole of the De Beneficiis
or part of it. Only one recent article, not generally accessible,

since it is written in Polish, has attempted to present Seneca's
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doctrine of benefits (L. Malunowicz, "Koncepcja Beneficium u Seneki
Mrodszego", Eos,8 [1963], 171-181). What may in part be responsible
for the lack of attention paid to the De Beneficiis may be the nega-
tive evaluations which one still reads. J. W. Basore in the intro-
duction to his Loeb edition (p.vii) characterizes it as "discursive
and repetitious". The general handbooks on Roman literature are no

more charitable. M. Schanz-C. Hosius(Geschichte der rbmischen

Literatur, Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft, vol.8, pt.2, Munich

1959, [repr., 4 ed., 1935] p.697) remarks that the work dissolves into
unfruitful subtlety and comments on the lack of good structure. J. W.
Duff (cited p.vi) regards the De Beneficiis as all but "incapable of
analysis'", He finds "a dearth of method" and points to the presence

of "repetitions and anticipations'. John Ferguson (Moral Values in

the Ancient World, London, 1958, p.20l1) who considers the work from

an ethical perspective describes it as a "long and frankly tedious
document" which contains "arid philosophy', and states "we happily do
not need to delay over the details of the treatise'". 1In fact he finds
only one passage which is worthy of consideration (Ben.,4.2-7). Some
remarks are made by most of these critics which attribute some value
to the work, but the predominant attitude is negative,

A brief explanation cf the format of the thesis is in order.
This preface will be followed by a summary of the Qé.Beneficiis.
Within the commentary itself the chapter divisions correspond to the
chapters of the first baok. In each chapter will be found, first, an
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outline of the content of the chapter, then a section of text with a
paraphrase, and, where necessary, a more general discussion of the
problems within the section. This is followed by a restatement of a
segment of text with the commentary on it. Since a commentary often
assembles comment from different, sometimes unrelated perspectives,

an attempt has been made to provide separation by means of asterisks,
These can not in every case indicate gaps of equal proportions

between the perspectives. Likewise an attempt has been made to avoid
excessive use of them, so that within paragraphs marked by asterisks
the continuity of perspective can not always be maintained on the same

level.



A SUMMARY OF THE DE BENEFICIIS
BOOK 1.

The first of the fifteen chapters of this book points to the
need for proper knowledge about giving and receiving, and does so by
analyzing causes for ingratitude, especially those on the part of the
donor. He receives positive advice in the form of advice to follow
the example of the gods and to disregard returns which benefits might
bring. The succeeding chapter cautions against the excesses of large-
scale giving as well as that of stinginess, which is exemplified by a
bookkeeper's attitude towards generosity. Persistence in giving is
urged. The third and fourth chapters contain an allegorical interpre-
tation of the Graces, whose Greek name is the equivalent of the Latin
word for benefits. These chapters ccntain as well Seneca's negative
reaction against such an allegorical approach. In the fifth, sixth,
and seventh chapters a carefully worked out definition of a benefit is
presented., First a distinction is made between the material manifes-
tation of a benefit and the benefit itself. The latter is defined as
a benevolent action which is determined by and dependent upon the state
of mind of the benefactor. Subsequently the consequences are traced
of what would be the case, if the definition were not true. These
consequences manifestly do not describe what we know by experience toe

be true. 1In the eighth, ninth, and tenth chapters, examples are given



of how the attitude of the donor affects the quality of the gift, and
influences the reaction of the recipient. An ever widening impact on
society and morality becomes apparent. Seneca then discusses the
validity of the concept of decline. At the conclusion of this dis-
cussion, he asserts that basic to ali vices is the one of ingratitude,
towards which he urges different attitudes for the dcnor and for the
recipient. He reasserts a point made e;rlier; that care must be taken
in the selection of recipients. Moreover, not every recipient is
deserving of the same assistance. At this point, the end of the tenth
chapter, our commentary ceases. The eleventh and twelfth chapters
contain a classification of benefits, dividing them into necessary,
useful, and pleasant ones. Cther factors, such as time, place, and
persons involved may have an influence on a gift. The thirteenth chap-
ter contains an anecdote concerning Alexander the Great, who serves as
an example of incorrect receiving. The fourteenth and fifteenth
chapters provide further instruction in how to give. Seneca urges that
the recipient be made to think he has been especially chosen as
recipient, even if he has not. He stresses that giving be done with
judgment, which, he states, must not be interpreted as a stricture on

generosity.

BOOK 2.
Since the commentary proper does not extend to this nor to the

following books, the chapter by chapter summary, as in the case of the
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first book, will be abandoned in favour of a thematic treatment.

Seneca continues his instruction of how one should give
(chapters 1-17), emphasizing the disposition (voluntas) of the donor,
and the time of giving. Consideration is given to such matters as
open or secret benefaction, harmful or shameful benefits, and other
aspects to be evaluated.

The remainder of the book (chapters 18-35) is devoted to
receiving, and Seneca treats the topics of how, and from whom to
receive, before turning to the faults of the recipiemt which cause
ingratitude, and to an explanation of the Stoic paradox, that to receive

a benefit gladly is to have returned it.

BOOK 3.

Treatment of the topic of ingratitude is resumed chapters 1-
17). Seneca first explores the role memory plays in that vice, then
whether it ought to be subject to the courts and legal punishment. The
answer is negative.

Two related topics occupy the rest of the btook. First is dis-
cussed whether a slave can give a benefit to his master (c%apters 18~
28) ; secondly, whether a child can give his parent a greater benefit
than he received from him (chapters 29-37). Both questions are

answered in the affirmative. \
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BOOK 4.

This book contains a treatment of the theoretical topics,
whether or not giving benefits (chapters 1-15) and returning gratitude
(chapters 16-25) are desirable per se. The positive answer accorded
to the first question could lead to limitless giving, but as this is
neither virtuous nor practical, Seneca puts aside a large part of the
book (chapters 26-39) for consideration of limitations, restricting
the giving of benefits to ingrates, yet arguing against a too restric-
tive attitude in those cases when it is not known whether or not the
recipient is ungrateful. An escape-clause is provided for a benefit
promised, since actually giving it is made conditional upon the fact
that nothing has happened to change the situation. The positive
answer to the second question has implications disposed of more easily
(chapter 40); limitation is allowable in the returning of a benefit,

but not in the feeling of gratitude.

BOOK 5.

The fifth book contalns explorations of the following questions:
(a) Is it shameful (turpe) to be defeated in the matter of benefits?
(chapters 2-6). This variation on the theme of rivalry in giving is
answered negatively on the basis of the distinction between the physical
manifestation of a benefit and the frame of mind behind it. 1In case
of the former, there is no shame in being outdone; in case of the

latter, it is not possible to be outdone.
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¢)) The next question discussed (chapters 7-12) is the Stoic debate
as to whether a man can give a benefit to himself. The answer in this
case 1s negative, since giving, by definition, requires someone else

as object.

(c) Now follows discussion of an argument which attempts to turn
Stoic doctrine against itself (chapters 13-17). The charges, that a
man called bad in Stoic terms can not be ungrateful, since he can not
receive a benefit proper, is 'answered by the argument that he can still

receive something like benefits (beneficiis similia), and to be amiss

in gratitude even with respect to these quasi-benefits is nevertheless
true ingratitude, on the grounds that such a person is found wanting

in his intention, the criterion for evaluation in such matters. In
fact, so far is it from the truth that no-cne is an ingrate, that
rather the converse holds, that evarycne is ungrateful.

(d) The next question (chapters 18-19) is concerned with the extent
of a benefit. Is a benefit to a son also one to his father and so on

(personarum series)? 1Is a benefit infinite? The answer to this

gorites is to restrict the benefit to the person for whom it was
intended, while not denying that advantages derived from it may accrue

to other persomns.

(e) Next follows a brief discussion (chapter 20.1-5) of whether it

is possible to give a benefit to an unwilling recipient. It is.concluded
that the attitude of the recipient is immaterial, but that a donor must
intend a benefit specifically for the recipient.
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(£) The last topic of the book (chapters 20.6-25) is the problem
of reclaiming a benefit. Although not generally approved, it is
allowed under certain conditions and if done in the right way, as

described by Seneca.

BOOK 6.

(a) The sixth book commences with a fuller investigation (chapters
2-66) of the claim made earlier that a benefit is eternal. The
question raised is whether a benefit can be taken away. It is denied
that the giving of a benefit, an event, can be undone, but its effect
can be invalidated by a subsequent injury.

)] Next, the state of mind of the donor and its effect upon the
benefit are scrutinized (chapters 6.7-11). If the donor gave
unwillingly, is the gift a benefit? Likewise, if he gave unknowingly?
It is determined that a donor must give both willingly and knowingly.
(c) A further question (chapters 12-24) with regard to the state
of mind of the donor is whether he is owed anything for a benefaction
done either completely for his own sake, or partly for his own sake
and partly for that of the recipient. In the first case nothing is
owed; in the seccnd case some gratitude should be forthcoming. Various
cases are considered, and the principle emerges that the indebtedness
depends on the extent in which the benefit was personally intended for
the recipient. This is then applied by an imaginary interlocutor to
the sun and the mcon. Are we indebted to them? Are we to be indebted

also to the gods whose nature compels us to do gcod to us? Is freedom
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to refuse to give a benefit a prerequisite for there being a benefit?
The intention to benefit mortals was present at the beginning of the
world, and therefore obligation must be felt to the deities.

(d) The final question (chapters 25-43) concerns itself with the
morality of excessive gratitude. Prayers for calamities to fall on
someone's head in order to provide an opportunity for repayment are
seen as a refusal to be under obligation. Besides, it is possible

to return favours even to the fortunate, e.g. by telling the truth,

or giving advice; they do not first have to suffer.

BOOK 7.

After preliminary remarks about the nature of the remaining
questions, and the nature of useful knowledge, the final book commences
with:

(a) A probe into how one can give to the wise man or to a friend
(chapters 7-12), since all things already belong to the wise man and
friends have all things in common. The answer is provided through the
introduction of different notions of ownership. One may, for example,
distinguish between legally owning a thing and actually using it. At
any rate, it is possible to give to the wise man and to a friend.

(b) A brief chapter (chapter 13, in which the text appears to be
defective) follows, which states that a benefit itself can neither be
decreased or increased, but its physical manifestation is subject to

such changes.
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(ec) Seneca now returns to the question whether the will (voluntas)
to return is sufficient as a return (chapters 14-16.4). Has someone
who has done everything to return a benefit, in fact returned? The
problem is solved with reference to an altruistic attitude; the donor
of the original benefit is to regard such an attempt as a return, but
the recipient is still to consider himself under obligation.

(d) A further question is raised with reference to returning
(chapters 16.5-25). Ought one to return to a man who was wise when he
gave, but has since become bad? The solution is found in a double
definition of a benefit, a strict one, which limits a benefit to
being given and received by wise men, and a more relaxed one, which

deals with a benefit of the ordinary kind (vulgare, plebeium). The

latter must be returned, although it can be flung rather than given
back. In addition, it makes a difference whether the vices of the
person under consideration in this question are private ones or whether
they, like a tyrant's, have repercussions on society. It matters too
whether what is returned will have a disastrous impact upon society.

Yet the problem of the moral status of the recipient of the returnm is
secondary in importance to the obligation to return. Seneca concludes
with a reminder of the altruistic principle that the donor should forgec
he has given, but the recipient remember that he has received, ?nd with
an explanation of hyperbolic statements such as this principle.

(e) The final topic of the work, treated with appropriate rhetorical

embellishment, is how ingratec are to be endured. A somewhat ironic

xvii



conclusion to a work intended to combat ingratitudel!
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CHAPTER ONE

In his opening chapter Seneca points out that, in spite of a
multiplicity of vices, there are two between which it is difficult to
differentiate, lack of knowledge of giving and of receiving. For the
one entails the other; improper giving of benefits results in their
being improperly owed. Seneca hastens to add that the vice is also the
most common one. Several reasons are adduced for this state of affairs,
foremost of which is the failure of the giver to make a sufficiently
careful selection of his recipientg. Other causes may be a repudiation
of a benefit, or an attempt to win one back. The pleading of bankruptcy
is also a cause, albeit an illegitimate one. But the donor too is at
fault, because of his unpredictable and inconsistent attitude. He may
be destroying gratitude even while he gives, through ways such as facial
expressions, ruses to stall requests made of him, or giving in any
manner but willingly. Such behaviour does not create gratitude, for
there is correlation between the manner in whichk a benefit is given
and the spirit in which it Zs owed. Therefore all possible care must
be exercised in giving, for negative aspects are especially remembered
by the recipient.

The fact that the vice of ingratitude is so common ought, for
several reasons, not to be a deterrent to giving. (a) The donors

themselves are responsible for increasing the number of ingrates.



(b) The immortal gods, who, unstinting in their favours, help even
those who are hogtile to them, ought to serve as models in giving;

a commercial attitude, on the other hand, is truly deserving of ingrati-
tude. (c¢) To some extent the models are already being imitated; this
is notably true in domestic relations such as those with wives and
children. Persistence is evident too after political or natural
disasters. It ought then to be likewise in the giving of benefits,
and, if it is not, the logical inference is that the motivation behind
the original gift was the expectation of a return, which is a justifi-
able cause for ingratitude. (d) Nature (the Stoics' paradigm par
excellence) also supplies examples of gifts given to those unworthy of
them. It is virtuous then not tec seek the rewards of benefits, but
benefiting itself. The risks involved enhance the value of benefiting;
a good man obtains higs reward in the ziving of benefits which are not
guaranteed to produce a return. This is so true that, even if there
were no possibility of finding a grateful man, giving would still be

advocated, to avoid being the direct cause of ingratitude.

1.1.1. Inter multos ac varios errores temere inconsulteque viventium
nihil propemodum, vir optime Liberalis, discerni haec duo dixerim, quod
benificia nec dare scimus nec accipere. Sequitur enim, ut male
conlocata male debeantur, de quibus non redditis sero querimur; ista
enim perierunt, cum darentur. 1.1.2 (a) Nec mirum est inter plurima
maximaque vitia nullum esse frequentius quam ingrati animi. Id evenire
ex causis pluribus video.

Seneca points out to Aebutius Liberalis, to whom the de Bene-

ficiis is dedicated, that among the many different vices of men who live



rashly and unwisely, two seem closely interrelated, ignorance about
giving and ignorance about receiving. For it follows that gifts that
have been badly placed (by the donor) are badly owed (by the recipient).
Complaints about the lack of a return in such cases come too late,
since these gifts were lost while they were being given. It is not then
surprising that the vice of ingratitude is the most frequent among the
many great vices. According to Seneca several reasons contribute to this.
The main problems in this section are presented by a textual
difficulty of some significance and the philosophical vocabulary
introduced by Seneca.
For the textual problem and suggested solutions see F. Préchac's

app. crit. ad loc. In addition to suggestions cited there, note also

A. J. Kronenberg, "Ad Libros de Beneficiis et de Clementia", CQ, I
(1907), 284. He thinks that vehementius, the word for the comparison
implied in quam, which is preserved after dixerim in some MSS, has

dropped out, since it resembles (inconsulteq)ue viventium. Kronenberg

provides parallels (without adequate references, however); vehementer

errasse and vehementius malum.

This suggestion, to insert a comparative, is also made by others
(e.g. indignius in the Loeb translation), and may represent an attempt
to find in the first sentence an indication that Seneca considers the
vice under discussion especially reprehensible. Such an attempt may be
unnecessary, because the point is made a few lines below that the vice
is the most common one.

Kronenberg has a fﬁrther comment on the continuity of the

passage which has more merit., Reacting to a previous judgment that



sequitur must refer to words no longer in the text, he maintains it
points to a connection within the sentence instead of one with the pre-
vious sentence. This internal comnection is not precisely described,
but one may surmise it would be: bad placement of benefits entails bad
debts.

W. Richter, Die Llicken in Senecas Briefen und De Beneficiis I,

pp.13-14, states that quam with a comparative satisfies the grammar of
the passage but not the logic. This he bases on the belief that error

can not be equated with nec dare scimus nec accipere, since error means

wrong action or false opinion, and is therefore something: error never
means not knowing at all, although not knowing can be the cause of error.
Some sort of transition between error and nescire is therefore necessary.
Richter suggests accordingly that a lacuna occurred after quod which was
substantial, several pages in fact, comprising the whole introduction to
the book. The sentence beneficia . . . accipere could then form the
conclusion to the missing introduction. Richter's belief about the
meaning of error will receive further comment below; it must here be
pointed out that Richter may, on this matter, have been influenced by
his assumption that the first book of the de Beneficiis was as long as
the others, causing him to rely heavily on lacunae to make up the
difference in length with these cther books. His arguments are there-

fore not compelling.

W. H. Alexander, Seneca's De Beneficiis Libri VII, p.6, follows

J. Buck, Senecae de Beneficiis et de Clementia in der Ueberlieferung,

p.-42, in positing no lacuna. He states: '"Certainly as compared with a



great many of the mistakes made by people living recklessly and
unreflectively, failure to know how to bestow a benefit or how to

receive it is nihil propemodum, a gaucherie rather than an error,

regarded mostly with an amused eye by the world in general." This
interpretation suggests so wide a gap between ignorance of giving and
receiving (a mere gaucherie) and error that the question arises why
Seneca would apparently slight his theme in this way. Arguments

against the interpretation of Alexander may be based on (a) the general-
ly pessimistic tone of the first chapter, (b) the importance of the
theme of benefits to Seneca who regards it as the chief bond of human

society (res quae maxime humanam societatem adligat, Ben.,1.4.2), (c)

the fact that Seneca places the vice of ingratitude, which is related to
the ignorance of giving and receiving, among the most numerous and great-
est of vices (Ben.,1.1.2).

Préchac's emendation might be defended by pointing to the paleo-

graphical similarity between discerni and dixerim; he himself cites a

parallel for haec duo (EM.,76.19).
We now turn to the philosophically coloured vocabulary and will
discuss errores out of the sequence in which it appears in the text,

before multos ac varios, because it is a term of central significance.

Errores is an epistemological term (SVF.,1.16.27 = Cic., Acad.,
1.42) which means wrong opinion and is often associated with words

]
denoting thought such as existimare, putare, credere, aestimare (e.g.

Ben.,4.38.1; Ben.,6.43.1; EM.,76.32; EM.,103.2; EM.,94.68). W. Richter,

Die LUcken in Senecas Briefen und in de Beneficiis, p.13, n.19, claims

that error alsc means wrong action. But of those texts adduced to



substantiate this meaning, one (EM.,87.15) contains no reference to
error, and in the other three, Clem.,1.7.1; Ira,2.16.1 (wrongly cited

as from Clem.); EM.,81.17, it can be interpreted as wrong opinion. Even
where it appears with words for emotions (EM.,113.30; Ben.,7.26.5) Stoic

doctrine would allow an intellectualist connotation to come to the fore.

A. E. Wilhelm-Hooijberg, Peccatum, Sin and Guilt in Ancient

Rome, pp.13-14, differentiates errare from peccare in Sen., BV.,7.1 and

Ira,3.25.2. In the first instance she states that errare seems to mean

"to err, to make mistakes" and peccare "to be wrong, to be at fault"; in
the second she finds "Peccare has a stronger significance than error",

which has "an excusing sense; cne can not help committing an error, one
is not responsible for that",and adds that in the text peccare is placed

v

with prudentissimi quite deliberately since the comvination imprudensg

peccare exists while imprudens errare would be redundant. She also

remarks that "Errare has a more limited sense than peccare. Peccare

may be due to different causes . . . errare only te one: the failing of
the mind." This last statement ought perhaps to have reminded her that
rationality (ratio recta) was most important to the Stoics and that
error therefore is anything but excusing.

Incorrect knowledge leads to incorrect action; Error . . . est

causa peccandi (EM.,94.21). This sequence is also found in our text

where incorrect knowledge of giving and receiving results in benefits
badly placed and badly owed. To eliminate the wrongdoing one must
therefore eliminate errores. But the method to be followed to achieve
this goal proved to be controversial within the Stoa (see EM.,94&55).

Some, including Aristo of Chios, thought tkhat the parazsnetic part



of philosophy (concerned with praecepta, exhortatiomns or advice
directed to specific situations) was unable to eradicate errores,
and useless while the mind was still confused by them (EM.,94.21;
EM.,94.5), and that the doctrinal part (concerned with decreta,
general rules or dogmas) could correct them (EM.,94.7&8). Seneca,
who maintains that praecepta are useful as auxiliary weapons against
errores (EM.,94.21) and that they are necessary even after the removal
of vices,because then the learning process of what is to be done, and
how, still continues (EM.,94.23), adopts a compromise which is also
evident in the de Beneficiis, in which general rule is mixed with
specific advice.

Error, as incorrect opinion, is related to the statement of

our text nec dare scimus nec accipere. With that assertion we must

return to the contention of Richter, one basic to his assumption of a

very large lacuna in the text (see p. 4 ), that error and nescire can

not be identical. That the ignorance of the text is not a complete
absence of any knowledge, as Richter supposes, we may learn from that
part of the important letter on the subject of benefits (EM.,81), in
which Seneca writes about the Stoic paradox that only the wise man knows

how to give a benefit and return a favour: Sapiens omnia examinabit

secum, quantum acceperit, a gquo, quare, quando, ubi, quemadmodum.

Itaque negamus quemquam scire gratiam referre nisi sapientem, non magis

quan beneficium dare quisquam scit nisi sapiens- . . . Nemo referre

gratiam scit nisi sapiens. Stultus quoque, utcumque scit et quemadmodum

potest, referat; . . . (EM.,81 10-14). It is here apparent that the




fool has a limited knowledge which is still, strictly speaking, ignor-
ance; nescire then does not mean knowing absolutely nothing but may well
represent partial knowledge which results in such incorrect action as
mispiacing or improperly owing a benefit. -

Knowledge as such was of paramount importance to the Stoics.
With the aid of the catalogue of agpects of returning a favour pro-
vided by EM.,81.10 we can now begin to understand of what the knowledge
of giving and receiving must consist, and likewise in what respects it
can be deficient. The total number of aspects (numeri) mentioned by
Seneca of giving and receiving is eight; (1) who, (2) what, (3) how much,

(4) to whom -giving, from whom -receiving-, (5) where, (6) wheh, (7) how,

(8) why (for the references see G. Bllhring, Untersuchungen zur Anwendung,

Bedeutung und Vorgeschichte der stoischen "numeri officii", p.297).

We also know that these different aspects (numeri) must be compared,
because a different time or place or cause can make the same gift appear
larger or smaller (EM.,81.14). This flexibility makes the task of know-
ing about giving and receiving a difficult one, for it would be easy to
be wrong about one or more of the aspects.

With the assistance of the notion of the numeri, which are also
considered to be constituent parts (G. Blhring, p.62) of an act or of

virtue, we may now interpret the adjectives modifying errores, multos

ac varios. Similarity between them and the description of vices (see
p.10)suggests that there may be many different kinds of vices, i.e. that
there is a qualitative difference between them. Introduction of the

concept of the numeri now allows differences alsc to be seen in quanti-



tative terms. When all the aspects have been correctly evaluated, as
only a sage can do, the action performed on the basis of it is com-
plete or full; when an error has crept in, the acti;n is morally not
perfect or complete. There may, of course, be differences in the
degree of incompletion, but incomplete can only be incomplete. This
notion underlies the famous Stoic paradox, held by the Stoic school,
with the exception of Heracleides of Tgrsus and Athenodorus (SVF.,3.258.
14 = D.L.,7.121), that all sins (duaprtfuata) are equal (loa) but not

alike (S6upova SVF.,3.141.30 = Stob. Ecl.,2.7, p.106); some sins trans-

gress more aspects than others (. . . alia peccata plures, alia

pauciores quasi numeros officii praeterirent, SVF.,1.55.35 = Cic. Fin.,

4,56). Yet he who commits a greater sin and he who commits a lesser
one are equally not acting correctly (6 mielov nal & €iattov duoptdvwv,
SVF.,3.141.29 = D.L.,7.120). The question of what punishment was to be
meted out for wrongdoing was settled by the Stoics with reference to
the number of aspects of an act which were not properly fulfilled (see

the discussion J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy, p.82).

multos ac varios:

Cf. Hor. Sat.,2.3.49 (the "Stoic" satire), ille sinistrorsum,

hic dextrorsum abit, unus utrique / error, sed variis illudit partibus.

* Cf. also Seneca's expressions conveying variations in the degree

(quantity) of sin: magis peccat, Ben.,1.2.7, sine quo vix ullum magnum

facinus adérevit, Ben.,1.10.4; minus peccares, Ben.,6.23.3.
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* Note the similar but fuller description of vices: Non debes

admirari si tantas invenis vitiorum proprietates: varia sunt, innumera-

biles habent facies, conprendi eorum genera non possunt (EM.,122.17;

cf. Verg. G.1.506, tot multas scelerum facies). Even a single vice may

have many different manifestations: Multa sunt genera ingratorum, ut

furum, ut homicidarum, quorum una culpa est, ceterum in partibus

varietas magna, (Ben.,3.1.3).

temere inconsulteque viventium:

Those here described are obviously not following the Stoic

dictum to live according to nature (secundum naturam vivere), i.e. to

live wisely, and can cnly be the so-called fools (stulti, mali).

Although the fools form but one class as opposed to the wise (sapientes),
they may on a secondary level be subdivided into three classes of those

who are proceeding towards wisdom (proficientes, EM.,75.8) and, pre-

sumably, one class of those who are not making any progress whatsoever.

Differences between the three groups of proficientes are based on the

degree (gradus) of progress they have made towards wisdom (EM.,76.9-
15). Every fool possesses eve?y vice, although nct every vice is
equally prominent in every fool, so that some may be present in a latent
stage only (Ben.,4.27.2; Ben.,5.26.2; cf. EM.,42.3). The fool then is
inept in the matter of benefits: Elvai 8¢ xal axdpiotov, olte mpdg
avtanddoorv xdpitos oluelwg €xovta olte npds petddoorv 65L& TO urfte
xotvis Tu morelv prfte guiivuds wfre duederdftws (SVF.,3.169.39 = Stob.

Ecl.,2.103).
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* A. Bourgery, Seneque Prosateur, p.132, n.3, lists the pleonas-

tic use of synonymous adverbs as a feature of popular language found

in Seneca. We may well have an instance here; both words indicate a
lack of the proper use of reason (ratio). Cicero uses them in combina-
to characterize erroneous doctrines (ND.,1.16.43).

* No specilal relationship needs to be postulated at this point
between the adverbs and a particular form of benefits such as rash
giving (largitio), so as to exclude its opposite, meanness (avaritia).
Both faults must be included in error and both (and others as well)
result from hasty assent to impressions which are not wellfounded. The
terms used in the last sentence provide a link with Stoic theory of
knowledge, and it is not surprising that temeritas occurs in discussions
about epistemology (Cic,éggg.,l.ll.42; cf. D.L.,7.46&48, where reckless-
ness in assertions is seen to have practical consequences, in that it
leads those with untrained perceptions into disorder and erratic
behaviour, i.e. epistemological rashness can have ethical consequences,

See also G. Watson, The Stoic Theory of Knowledge, p.53).

* In respect to benefits negligence and rashness are vices which

seem much like virtues: Imitatur neglegentia facilitatem, temeritas

fortitudinem (EM.,120.8).

Liberalis:

Aebutius Liberalis; cf. Ben.,3.1.1; Ben.,4.1.1; Ben.,5.1.3;
Ben.,6.1.1 (in this book his role as participant in a discussion makes

him more prominent); Ben.,7.1.1. He may be the centurion mentioned on
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. an inscription (CIL.,3, Suppl.,9973), and may be a citizen of Lugdunum
(EM.,91). He may not have been a Stoic, for the interlocutor who
speaks of your school (Ben.,6.5.5) is identified a few lines later as
Liberalis.

* It may be that Seneca introduces him somewhat tongue—in-cheek;
the Stoics had a reputation for being interested in etymology, cf.

« « « Stoicos, qui studiose exquirunt, unde verba sint ducta .

(Cic.0ff.,1.7.23); . . . beneficentia, quam . . . liberalitatem

appellari licet (Cic.O0ff.,1.7.20).
benificia:

Note the spelling; no correction was included in the list of
errata published by F. Préchac, "Mélanges", RHPh, 1 (1933), 173-175.
* The term is more fully defined in Ben.,l1.5 & 1.6, where Seneca
distinguishes between a benefit and the material of a benefit. The
latter is popularly called a benefit, and, since the distinction has
not yet been made, it is probable that Seneca uses the term in this

sense here.
scimus:
Since in the matter of giving distinctions between right and

wrong are subtle, Seneca recommends that knowledge (the topic of the

epistle) be obtained by paying close attention and formulating distinc-
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tions (EM.,120.9).

male conlocata male debeantur:

The incorrect placement of benefits leads to their being
incorrectly owed in return. Seneca does not here specify whether
incorrect placement entails conferral on the wrong recipients (but
conlocare can mean giving to proper recipients, EM.,19.12) or conferral
in the wrong spirit, but he probably means both, since both are causes
of ingratitude (Ben.,l.1.2; Ben.,1.1.8).

* Cf. Benefacta male locata male facta arbitror (Cic.0ff.,2.18.62,

quoting a line of the poet Ennius); Cicero subsequently relates the

action of placing benefits to the selection of suitable recipients.

redditis:

A return is defined as the return of one thing for another; it
is the return, not of the same thing, but of the same value (Ben.,6.4.
2). It is also to return what you owe, to the one to whom it belongs,
when he wants it (Ben.,7.19.2). The word reddere does not have the
noble connotations which referre has, for the former is used of people
who returned after being asked, or who returned unwillingly, or who
returned under any circumstances, or through the agency of another, the

latter is used of a voluntary return (EM.,81.9).
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Sero gquerimur:

Seneca repeats his points, that the complaint of a lost benefit
is an indication of a benefit not well bestowed (Ben.,7.29.1), and
that the loss took place at the very time of giving, but may be
revealed at a later date (Ben.,7.30.1).
* The adverb sero conveys an apologia for the De Beneficiis, for
it implies that it is fitting that we should learn about giving and
receiving now rather than complain afterwards. Complaints, at any
rate, may not change the situation (cf. BV.,6.3).
* Pointing out that the theme of his work is a matter of concern
is a rhetorical technique used by Seneca to elicit the reader's
interest. He employs it as well in his epistle on benefits (EM.,81),
in which quereris is the very first word (cf. BV.,1.1, where a
universal complaint is again Seneca's point of departure).
* This is not the place for Seneca, who must woo the reader in
the proem, to tell the reader he ought not complain, but he does so
subsequently. In Ben.,2.28.2-4 Seneca states that complaining does not
make one worthy of greater gifts, but unworthy of those already given,
and advances the typical Stoic position that each must bear his lot.
No benefit is so perfect (Elenum) that malice can not criticize it or
so small that a kind interpretation can not enlarge it. If you look

at benefits from their dark side (3 deteriore parte) you will never

lack reason to complain. At the conclusion of the De Beneficiis Seneca

likewise casts doubt on whether complaints are justifiable, when he
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writes that the complainer may himself possess the vice of which he
complains, ingratitude (cf. Ben.,7.27.3, ingratitude is so common that
even he who complains of it, does not escape it). It is unfair for

the complainer to be angry at a universal fault; he must pardon in
order to be pardoned. By being patient with the ingrate he will make
him better, by upbraiding him worse (Ben.,7.28.3); (for the Stoic posi-
tion on complaining cf. Ira,l.14.1-2; Ira,2.10.1-8; Ira,3.26.3-5).

* The reasons for complaints, Aristotle indicates, are differences
in the relationships of individuals, when one party is more active than
another in love, benefits, or service (MM.,1210a25 f.). Such complaints
also arise, and do so more frequently, if there is a lack of clarity
about the nature of the relationship, and the two parties pretend that
what is in fact a utilitarian friendship, is a moral one, based on trust
(EE.,1242b33 f.). Great frequency of complaint is also found in

relationships based purely on utility (EN.,1165b5 £.).

perierunt:

Ccf. Ben.,1.2.1; Ben.,7.29 & 30 for the theme of loss. A thought-

less gift (inconsulta donatio) is the worst kind of loss (Ben.,4.10.3).

inter plurima maximaque vitia nullum esse frequentius
quam ingrati animi:

Cf. Ben.,3.1.1, even the ingrates complain about ingratitude,

since the vice which displeases all, c¢lings to all; Ben.,5.17.3, it is
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not possible that all men complain, unless all men give reason to
complain; Ben.,5.15.2, the complaint of ingratitude is a general onme,
and not the mutterings of the Stoics only; EM.,81.1. Similarly the
topic at hand receives rhetorical emphasis in Ira,l.2.1.

* Note the increase in emphasis over multos ac varios in the

superlative degree of the adjectives; it may be that the mention of
complaint led Seneca to give voice to the words often heard in com-
plaints. But the vice was also considéred serious from a philosophical
perspective; cf. Ben.,4.18.1, where Seneca states in a context filled
with philosophical commonplaces that nothing equals this vice in
dissociating and ripping apart the human race.

* With Seneca's attempt to state the relevance of his theme com-
pare also Cicero's opening of the de Officiis (0ff.,1.2.4) where he
writes that no part of life, private or public, is free from duty

(officium).

ingrati animi:

The fault of the ingrate is an internal one, one of attitude or

motivation. Four kinds of ingrates are given in Ben.,3.1.3.

ex causis pluribus:

Seneca has reason to list causes for ingratitude again, and

comparison with the later material yields interesting conclusions.
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In Ben.,2.26.1 three main causes of ingratitude are given and dis-

cussed; they are pride (nimius sui suspectus), greed (aviditas) and

envy (invidia). They are without exception faults within the character
of the ingrates. A faulty memory (Ben.,3.2.1-3.5.2) is also the res-
ponsibility of the ingrate (see in addition Ira,3.30.2; Ira,3.31.1).

In the first chapter, however, Seneca has the brunt of the blame

bear down upon the donor, who must first select the proper recipients
and then give in the proper spirit. This cause of ingratitude external

to the ingrate, the donor, is also mentioned at Ben.,2.17.5.

1.1.2(b) Prima illa est, quod non eligimus dignos, quibus tribuamus.
Sed nomina facturi diligenter in patrimonium et vitam debitoris
inquirimus, semina in solum effetum et sterile non spargimus:
beneficia sine ullo dilectu magis proicimus quam damus.

1.1.3 Nec facile dixerim, utrum turpius sit infitiari an repetere
beneficium; id enim genus huius crediti est, ex quo tantum recipiendum
sit, quantum ultro refertur; decoquere vero foedissum ob hoc ipsum,
quia non opus est ad iiberandam fidem facultatibus sed animo; reddit
enim beneficium, qui debet.

Seneca states that the first cause of ingratitude is the
donor's negligence in the selection of worthy recipients. Of other
causes, denying a benefit or seeking it back, %t is difficult to say
which is worse; for a benefit is a loan of a special sort from which
one must only reccover what is freely given back; to plead bankruptcy
is most disgraceful for the reason that no goods are necessary to

fulfil one's commitment but the wish to do so; for, paradoxically, he
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is returning a benefit, who truly feels himself obliged for it.

Of the several causes of ingratitude Seneca promises to give,
only the first is specifically stated to be such a cause; we must
' guess how far Seneca wanted his list to extend. It could go as far
as Ben.,1.3.1; in that case likely causes for ingratitude are (1) to
deny a benefit (which could include pleading bankruptcy), (2) to seek
to have it returned, (3) to adopt an improper attitude towards
recipients, (4) to be intimidated from giving benefits by the large
number of ingrates, (5) to adopt a commercial attitude towards benefits.
The majority of these are faults of the giver; we know that Seneca
also treats of the fault of the recipient because he passes, in Ben.,
1.1.4, from the fault of self-confessed ingrates to that of the donor
(nobis), and it is likely that decoguere, which just precedes this
statement, refers to the recipient, since the term is used of indivi-
duals who plead insolvency when faced with the obligation of a return.
Infitiari could also apply to the recipient, but this case is less
certain (see the commentary). We may be assured, however, that
Seneca could have added to the faults of the recipients at this point;
he could have discussed in some detail, as he dces in Ira,3.20.2,
their suspicion which sometimes leads them tc give the name injuries
to modest benefits, which are the most frequent and the bitterest
causes of anger, since people become angry at their dearest friends,
on the grounds that they gave them less than they thought, less than

they gave to others, etc(cf. Ben.,1.14.1; Ben.,2.28.1).



19

Most interesting in this section is Seneca's use of compari-
sons (for Seneca's views on the use of metaphors see EM.,59.6 where
he allows them as aids for our weakness; cf. Ben.,4.12.1:

Pd
see also D. Steyns, Etude sur les méﬁgghores et les comparaisons

dans les oeuvres en prose de sénéque le philosophe; F. Husner, Leib

und Seele in der Sprache Senecas; W. Trillitzsch, Senecas Beweisfllhrung,

PP.36-45, 113-124). Of the two comparisons, one from the world of
finance, the other from agriculture, the latter is of considerable

antiquity (see W. K. C. Guthrie, History of Greek Philosophy, Vol.3,

p.168-169, for comparisons between the care of men and that of plants
in Protagoras, Antiphon and the Hippocratic Law). The metaphor is
particularly appropriate of benefits, and is used by Cicero (Off.,
1.15.48),who in the repayment of benefits urges imitation of fertile
fields which produce more than they receive. Seneca uses it in the
opening of his epistle on benefits (EM.,81), when, urging continued
giving in spite of ingratitude, he writes that even after a bad crop
one ought to sow; often whatever had been lost because of the continual
barrenness of poor soil, the abundance of one year has restored. But
the metaphor is more than a mere topos; the Romans respected agricul-

ture and A. Bourgery, Sénahue Prosateur, p.292 reminds us that Seneca

was no exception, since he claimed to be a diligent viticulturist
(Qn.,3.7.1).

Even within the context of benefits, the comparison can be
used iﬁ a variety of ways, depending on the point Seneca wants to
stress. In our text, the farmer, in his care in the selection of the

proper soil, is held up as a model to be followed; in Ben.,4.9.2,
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where an interlocutor refers to this comparison between giving bene-
fits and ploughing and sowing, in order to counter Seneca's argument
that we should confer benefits as do the gods, i.e. without expecta-
tion of repayment, this adversary of Seneca uses the comparison as

basis for his own claim that, as sowing is not done for its own sake,
so the giving of benefits is not. This Seneca counters (Ben.,4.14.3)

stating: Nemo ad agrum colendum ex aequo et bono venit nec ad ullam

rem, cuius extra ipsam fructus est. He then points out that giving

benefits is very different. 1In Ben.,2.11.4 he uses the comparison of
the sower to point out that more than the giving of benefits is
required; sowing is not enough, cultivation is also necessary.

The financial comparison is also common in the De Beneficiis,
and serves continually as a contrast with the giving of benefits (see

the commentary on Ben.,1.2.3). It is introduced by nomina facturi

and continued in genus huius crediti.

The two comparisons picturing discriminate selection contrast
with the statements, about the absence of selection in benefits, found
before and after it; a contrasting "frame'" encloses two "pictures".
Proicimus at the end of the frame may be influenced by the picture of

the sower; conversely, the beginning of the frame, eligimus dignos,

has probably suggested in patrimonium et vitam debitoris inquirimus

(see W. Trillitzsch, Senecas Beweisfllhrung, p.114, who notices the

close interweaving of picture and generalization and the effect of a
picture continued over a longer passage in EM.,59; cf. A. Bourgery,

P
Seneque Prosateur, p.ll4, who points out Seneca's tendency not only

to quote a poet, but also to let the context of the quote have an
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impact on the thought or expression of his context; cf. EM.,65 on the
subject of efficient cause and material cause (materia), in which
Seneca applies those two concepts to his writing that epistle, when he

states he is struggling with difficult subject matter (materia).
Prima:

The word indicates priority in chronological sequence (cf.

Natura prius est, ut quis debeat, deinde ut gratiam referat, Ben.,5.8.

1), a priority which need not per se signify greater importance (Ben.,
3.30.2; Ben.,3.34); but the emphasis put on the donor throughout most

of the first chapter allows perhaps some stress to be put on the
importance of this cause. Translate '"first and foremost". The improper

selection of recipients is the only cause so designated numerically.

non eligimus dignos:

The related problem of the selection of friends was much dis-~
cussed in antiquity; there too care was urged (Arist.EN.,11556b31 f.)
and carelessness led to bad consequences (Cic.Lael.,17.62, where
Scipio's remark that people know how many sheep and goats they have,
but not how many friends, is comparable to Seneca's reference to agri-
culture; cf. Lael.,21.79). Differences arose over whether trial
(iudicare) should precede friendship (credere) or whether the riskier
alternative of forming the friendship before the trial should be adopted

(Lael.,17.62; Lael.,22.85; see W. Brinckmann, Der Begriff der Freundschaft
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in Senecas Briefen, p.23, n.7. Seneca too expresses concern about the

selection of worthy friends (EM.,7.8; EM.,38.2; EM.,47.15; I. Hadot,

Seneca und die griechisch-rBmische Tradition der Seelenieitugg, p.171,

n.42,

* With respect to benefits Cicero also advises judgment and care
in the selection of suitable recipients (0ff.,2.18.62). The worthiness
(dignitas) of the recipient must be considered, in which Cicero includes
the character (mores) of the recipient, his attitude towards the donor,
his sense of fellowship and relationship with the donor, and the servi-
ces he has done previously in the interest of the donor (O0ff.,1.14.45).
Cicero goes on to say that no-one should be neglected who possesses any
trace of virtue; at the same time an individual is to be favoured, i.e.
given benefits, in proportion to the virtue with which he is endowed.

A more charitable attitude is advocated when Cicero writes (Off.,2.18.
62) that liberality ought to be more favourable to the unfortunate,
unless they deserve their misfortune. Seneca would disagree with Cicero
to some extent, especially on the criterion of service previously ren-—
dered in the interest of the donor. Cicero portrays the mutual exchange
of services which was part of Roman society (e.g. in the patronus-
cliens relationship), while Seneca puts more emphasis on the giving cf
benefits as virtuous and good, without consideration of the conse-
quences (Ben.,1.1.12). While putting less emphasis on the return of a
benefit-from the point of view of the giver, Seneca stresses this
obligation for the receiver.\

* See also Ben.,1.10.5.
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nomina facturi:

The expression means to record someone's name in a ledger with
reference to a loan given him; hence to grant him a loan (A. Berger,

Enc. Dict. Rom. Law, s.v.).

* Cf. Ben.,7.29.2; Ben.,5.22.1; Cic.0ff.,3.14.59; VB.,24.1, where

in a discussion about giving, it is again contrasted with spargere.

spargimus:

The term is an important one; when used of benefits, it means
giving, even handing, something to someone, without having the inten-
tion of giving expressly to him (Ben.,6.18.2). This constitutes
failure to know one of the aspects (numeri) of a benefit, that of the
recipient (cui), which is more important than that of the object

received (EM.,19.12). With its synonyms proicere and largiri, it is

characteristic of a haphazard approach (incidere rebus) indicative of

the absence of reason (ratio, EM.,37.4) which depends on the numeri

(Ben.4.10.2).

Eroicimus:

)
This word echoes the reference to indiscriminate giving in

spargere, and is contrasted with damus, which must here imply considera-

tion of the recipient. The phrase therefore ought not to be used as
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evidence for Seneca's theory that a benefit "should always be forth-
coming", as is done by P. T. Photiades, "A Profile of Seneca", Orpheus,
9 (1962), 55.

* Since the verb implies giving without considering the recipient,
it is appropriate for the kind of return made to a bad man, the
relationship with whom is best terminated, as distinct from the return
(reddere) made to a good man (Ben.,7.17.2).

* Proicere is characteristic of the man whom Seneca (humorously)
calls angry with his money rather than liberal; he is the prodigal man,
who differs from the liberal man in that the latter knows how to give,
the former does not know how to save (EM.,120.8).

* The same principle of careful placement, employing similar

language, can also be applied elsewhere: ... ista dicendi celeritas nec

in sua potestate est nec satis dacora philosophiae, quae ponere debet

verba, non proicere, et pedetemptim procedere (EM.,40.7).

* Cf. VB.,23.5.

turpius:

Like foedissimum (below), the term connotes moral opprobrium.
To the Stoics it was an important concept which is descriptive of the
state of mind and actions of the fool. Seneca counts the knowledge
that malum (bad, evil) is turpe (base) and that bonum (good) is
honestum (honourable, virtuous) as a rule or law of life which should

govern all actions (Ben.,7.2.2).
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infitiari:

Infitiari is often found with words for benefits or debts (in
general see TLL, vol.7.1450). To deny a benefit cam have a variety of
meanings: it can apply to either the donor or the recipient (cf. the
similar use of &vfvao9ai in Hom.0d.,4.651, where it applies to the
donor's refusal to give a gift requested by the recipient, and 0d.,
18.287, where it refers to the recipient's refusal to accept a gift).
For the donor to refuse a benefit can be (a) to refuse to bestow a
gift outright (cf. Ira,3.28.4, where Seneca states that there is a con-
siderable difference between not giving and taking away), (b) to refuse
to give a gift which has been promised (see Lewis & Short, s.v.; Fler.,
1.17.2[Budé]). TFor the recipient to refuse a benefit can mean (c) to
refuse to accept a gift (an attitude Arist. EN.,1120a8 f. damns with
faint praise, and one which Seneca regards as stemming from a refusal
to be under obligation, Ben.,6.25.1), (d) to deny he has received a
gift either explicitly or by dissimulation (cf. Quint.Decl.,333 [p.313.
3 in C. Ritter's Teubner edition]), (e) to acknowledge receipt of a
.gift but to refuse to make a return.

Although the situaticns described in (a) and (b) occur in the

De Beneficiis (in Ben.,2.14.1 and Ben.,2.4.1-2 respectively), infitiari

and its cognates are not used there. These are restricted to descrip-
tions of the behaviour of recipients as follows: (c) occurs in Ben.,
6.23.8 (cf. Ben.,5.6.6), (d) in Ben.,6.27.3 (cf. Ben.,3.1.3), (e) in

Ben.,7.26.2; Ben.,3.17.4; Ben.,4.10.1, where denial is regarded as
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justified, if a return would be harmful to the recipient (cf. Ben.,
5.22,1). A secretive return can also be considered as a denial of this
kind (Ben.,2.23.2). A few instances must remain inconclusive: Ben.,

2,35.3 where the antonym of infitatio beneficiorum, exhortatio benefici-

orum appears; Ben.,3.13.1 and Ben.6.35.5.

The instance in our text may simply describe a refusal to pay
back; petere and infitiari are used of opponents in a legal or quasi-
legal sense (Varr. LL.,5.180; Quint. Inst.,7.2.27; see also repetitio
in a legal sense Ben.,3.14.3). This would require that each of the
infinitives be understood to have a different person as its subject, a
grammatical anomaly not impossible in Seneca, since he is not averse
either to omitting pronoun subjects of infinitives even when they differ
from the subjects of the main verb (see B. L. Charney, "Ellipsis of the
pronoun in Seneca', CP,XXXIX (1944), p.109). The two parties, like
those in a legal dispute, are almost equally wrong; this is so, pre-
cisely because they are engaged in a dispute, since repayment of bene-
fits must only be made willingly (ultro). If it is subjected to legal
action, the benefits can no longer be considered benefits (Ben.,3.7.1).
The question of whether benefits ought to have anything to do with the
courts, discussed at length Ben.,3.6-17, receives a decidedly negative

answer.

regetere H

The reclamation of benefits Seneca generally treats as if it

were base; ... qui dat beneficia, deos imitatur, qui repetit,
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feneratores (Ben.,3.15.4); ... eo loco sit donatio, unde repeti non

debeat, reddi possit (VB.,24.2, where Seneca differentiates between

giving to regain and giving not to waste). However, his admonitions
never t§ seek back are not to be taken at face value, as Seneca him-
self admits in a discussion on the methodology of his ethical teaching.
Hyperbole is used to reach the trutﬁ by way of falsehood, and never
hopes for realization of all it dares to state, but it asserts the
incredible to arrive at the credible. 'So, claims Seneca, when we say

a benefit ought not to be reclaimed, we do not dismiss reclamation
altogether, for often the bad have need of harsh exaction, the good of
warning (Ben.,7.23.1-3) . The conditions under which requests for repay-
ment may be proper are such extenuating circumstances as when the
safety of the donor's children, wife, country, or liberty are at stake
(Ben.,5.20.7; cf. the classification of benefits in Ben.,1.11). In
some cases reminding the recipient he has received a benefit may even
be considered a second benefit (Ben.,5.22.2; cf. Ben.,7.25; see Ben.,

5.22,2-25.6 for the manner in which reclamation ought to be carried out).

genus huius crediti:

Translate: "for this is characteristic of this type of loan,
that from it only so much is to be recovered as ...."
* Seneca is somewhat uneasy about the comparison of a benefit with

a loan; he makes clear that he is employing a figure of speech: Cum

creditum dicimus, imagine et translaticne utimur .... cum dico creditum,
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intellegitur tamquam creditum (Ben.,4.12.1). 1In addition to a benefit

being voluntary, it is distinguishable from a loan in that it can not

be repaid (insolubile, Ben.,4.12.1).

* cf. Ben.,2.18.5; Ben.,2.21.2; Ben.,2.34.1; Ben.,4.39.2.

* What is freely returned, in the case of such a loan, can

include both a material object and gratitude or consist solely of

gratitude,

ex quo tantum recipiendum sit, gquantum ultro refertur:

Referre est ultro quod debeas adferre (EM.,81.9); referre est

ad eum a quo acceperis rem ferre. Haec vox significat voluntariam

relationem: qui rettulit, ipse se appellavit (EM.,81.10).

* The essential voluntary aspect of a return is not possible in
the contentious atmosphere of denying and reclaiming a benefit, which

for that reason carry a moral stigma.

decoquere:

"To plead insolvency, bankruptcy." There was usually shame
(infamia) attached to it (for references see J. A. Crook,"A Study in
Decoction', Latomus,XXVI(1967),p.370), but some preferred it as a way

to avoid paying debts (cf. quaerens quomodo dequoquat, Ben.,3.17.4)

and it was open to manipulation, i.e. it was possible, when faced with
creditors who demanded payment in full, to give away vour property and

then claim inability to pay (J. A. Crook, p.372, who refers to App.
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Apol.,75).

* Cf. EM.,36.5, where Seneca writes that it is less shameful
(turpe) to plead bankruptcy with a creditor than with expectation of
goodness, for a merchant needs a prosperous voyage to pay back borrowed
money, a farmer the fertility of the land and good weather, but a friend
can pay what he owes with his will alone.

* To plead insolvency is one way of denying a benefit. It is to
acknowledge having received it but to refuse to pay back (see (e) under
infitiari). Apart frém it belng contentious, and therefore reprehen-
sible, it is wrong because it completely misunderstands the nature of
repayment of a benefit, which can consist solely of gratitude. Since
there 1s no need for a material object, bankruptcy need not even enter

the picture.

liberandam fidem:

"To stand by one's commitment; to keep one's word"; the

expression is synonymous with fidem praestare (which occurs in Ben.,

4.36.3; Ben.,7.16.3).

* The ancients thought it was necessary to keep one's word under
all circumstances (Ben.,7.16.3); but it is not, if the situation for

the donor changes after he has made a promise (Ben.,4.35.2, ... quidquid

mutatur, libertatem facit de integro consulendi et me fide liberat.)
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facultatibus sed animo:

On the distinction between material goods and the state of

mind of the agent of an action see Ben.,1.5.2 f.

Reddit enim beneficium, qui debet:

Translate: '"Owing a benefit, is returning one'"; this means that
the recognition that a benefit is owed, is a form of gratitude, which
in turn is a kind of repayment.

* Seneca is restating the meaning of a previous clause in the
form of a paradox, a trope much favoured by the Stoics, which is,
Seneca states, an unusual way of presenting doctrines which are not
unusual'(ggg.,2.35.2). This particular paradox receives further eluci-
dation in Ben.,2.31 f., where it is apparent from the context that

debere of the paradox is identical with libenter accipere (Ben.,2.35.1),

benigne accipere (Ben.,2.35.5), bono animo accipere (Ben.,2.35.3);

these are, in turn, equivalent with gratiam referre (Ben.,2.35.3).

* Cicero expresses approval (0ff.,2.20.69) of a similar paradox

which he quotes: pecuniam qui habeat, non redidisse, qui reddiderit,

non habere, gratiam autem, et qui rettulerit, habere et, qui habeat,

rettulisse.
* Another similar paradox of Cicero (Planc,68) is criticized by

Antonius Julianus - a rhetorician who taught Aulus Gellius - for being
inaccurate. In the comparison of a debt (debitio) of money and one of

gratitude Cicero had stated: Nam qui pecuniam dissoluit, statim non
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habet id, quod reddidit, qui autem debet, is retinet alienum: gratiam

autem et gui refert habet, et qui habet, in eo quod habet, refert.

Julianus objects to the substitution of habet for debet in the case

of gratitude since a debt of gratitude,not a possession of gratitude,
(habitio) was compared with money. Reinserting the word debet would

yield et qui debet, in eo ipso, quod debet, refert. On this Julianus

aptly comments: sed absurdum et nimis coactum foret, si nondum

redditam gratiam eo ipso redditam diceret, quia debetur (Gell.NA.,l.4).

1.1.4 Sed cum sit in ipsis crimen, qui ne confessione quidem grati sunt,
in nobis quoque est. Multos experimur ingratos, plures facimus, quia
alias graves exprobatores exactoresque sumus, alias leves et quos paulo
post muneris sui paeniteat, alias quereli et minima momenta calumniantes.
Gratiam omnem corrumpimus non tantum postquam dedimus beneficia, sad dum
damus.

1.1.5 Quis nostrum contentus fuit aut leviter rogari aut semel? quis
non, cum aliquid a se peti suspicstus est, frontem adduxit, voltum
avertit, occupationes simulavit, longis sermonibus et de industria non
invenientibus exitum occasionem petendi abstulit et variis artibus
necessitates properantes elusit,

1.1.6 1in angusto vero conprensus aut distulit, id est timide negavit,
aut promisit, sed difficulter, sed subductis superciliis, sed malignis
et vix exeuntibus verbis?

1.1.7 Nemo autem libenter debet, quod non accepit, sed expressit.

Gratus adversus eum esse quisquam potest, qui beneficium aut superbe
abiecit aut iratus inpegit aut fatigatus, ut molestia careret, dedit?
Errat, si quis sperat responsurum sibi, quem dilatione lassavit,
expectatione torsit.

Although the ingrates, who by their ocwn admission are ungrate-
ful, are at fault, the donors must also shoulder blame, for they add to
the number of ingrates by their inconsistent and unfriendly behaviour,
which is exhibited in a variety of ways, all reprehensible. Two

elements are stressed in the explanation of the fault of the donor,
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which Seneca in Ben.,2.5.4 entitles tempus and voluntas, the latter

consisting of the direct emotional reaction of the donor to a request,
or the spirit or manner in which he gives, the former a more discreet
form of communication externalizing this reaction in ruses designed to
thwart the person making the request and so to stall either the
request or the donation.

Since there is a certain amount of repetition in the treatment
accorded these points, it is as well to focus on the ways in which
Seneca achieves variety. This is found in the alternation of donor
and recipient as subject of the sentence (e.g. Nemo; si quis, Ben.
1.1.7), and in the changes in the time perspective; in Ben.,1.1l.4
there is mention of the spoiling of gratitude after the donation has

been made (postquam dedimus), and the time during which it is made

(dum damus). This latter perspective is then explored under twe head-
ings, (a) the possibility that a gift is being asked (suspicatus) and

(b) certainty that it is asked (in angusto vero conprensus). Since the

first of these deals with a situation prior to the actual donation, it,
in effect, represents the future. We thus have evidence that Seneca
used the well-known rhetorical device of structuring according to past,
present and future (Quint. Inst.,7.21; Inst.,5.10.71; cf. EM.,124.17;
BV.,10.2; Ben.,3.4.2). Rhetorical skill is illustrated too in the
length of the sentence in Ben.,l.1.5 & 6 which echoes his point longis

sermonibus et de industria non invenientibus.

The spirit of the donor is apparent in frontem adduxit, vultum

avertit, when it is suspected that a request is being made; in

difficulter, subductis superciliis, malignis et vix exeuntibus verbis
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when the request is granted; superbe, iratus fatigatus, when the dona-

tion takes place (continued by neglegenter and contumeliose in Ben.

1.1.8). Correspondingly the temporal element is stressed in occupationes

simulavit, longis sermonibus ... elusit, distulit, dilatione,

expectatione (so also tarde in Ben.,1.1.8).

See the discussion on how a benefit is to be given (Ben.,

2.1-18) for elaborations on some of the points Seneca makes here.

confessione:

The word was perhaps suggested by infitiari (above), with which

it appears as its antonym (TLL., vol.7, 1450.3). Here, of course, it

1s negative and therefore a synonym.

Multos experimur ingratos, plures facimus:

A distinction is clearly drawn between ingrates, for the cause
of whose condition donors must assume personal responsibility, and
ingrates who were already ungrateful. The latter group is, most likely,
comprised of individuals who have a natural propensity for that vice
(Ira,2.31.5; Ben.,4.26.2-4.27.4).

* Other ways, not stated in the first chapter, in which dorors
make greater the number of ingrates include (a) deliberately favouring

ingratitude because it seems to enhance the magnitude of the benefits

when gratitude for them can nof be returned (Ben.,2.17.5), and (b)
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taking ingrates to court, a process by which their already vast number
becomes widely known and so deprives the vice of its shame, thereby,

in turn, increasing the number still more (Ben.,3.16.4).

exprobatores exactoresque:

The spelling is corrected to exprobratores in F. Préchac,

"Melanges", RHPh, I (1933), p.173.

* A Bourgery, Sénéque Prosateur, p.283, lists exprobrator as a

rare Qord, but points out it is found in Sen. Contr.,21. For cognates
see Ben.,2.11.6; Ben.,2.10.4; Ben.,5.22.2; Ben.,7.22.2; Ben.,7.28.3.

* The concept is related to that of admcnition (Ben.,2.10.4; Ben.,
2.11.6), but it connotes a harshmess which is destructive, for it makes
the individual to whom the reproach is directed not better, but worse
(Ben.,7.28.3); it induces hatred in him, whereas warning (admonitio)
produces mere resentment (Ben.,2.11.6). One must not reproach a friend
harshly, but as gently as possible (Ben.,5.22.2).

* Aristotle expresses the opinion that we wish to be friends with
those who do not reproach our shortcomings or our benefits (Rhet.,
1381p1), but Cicero states that warning and reproach must be endured in
friendship in order that its usefulness and loyalty may last, although
he is aware of the difficulties of this policy (Lael.,24.88&9). A case
can be made for reproach provided one resorts to it as to surgery, if
no other cures are available. We may seem (but not be) angry; and the
harshness of our réproach must demonstrably be in the interest of the

object of that reproach (0ff.,1.38.136).
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* Exactor is a metaphor (A. Bourgery, Sgnéﬁue Prosateur, p.245)

and is listed in TLL (s.v.) as a non-technical term, which denotes

two types of officials, one functioning as custodes of opera publica

(already in Cic. Dom.,51) who also supervised the construction of public
buildings, while the other raised money (cf. Caes. BCiv.,3.32.4) and,

as extraordinary officials untillDiocletian, performed a function
analogous to that of the nedxtwp ouLTLXBV, who collected overdue taxes
(RE.,6.1540 f.). This last meaning seems most suitable to the context
of our text. Like the exprobrator, the exactor practises an excessively
harsh form of admonition (Ben.,7.23.3) and he is the reason why Seneca
states that one should not seek to recover a benefit, although he means
that it may occasionaily be done (Ben.,7.24.2; cf. Ira,3.3.3; Cic. |

0ff.,2.18.64, in exigendo non acerbum).

leves:

In spite of the contrast with graves, leves is probably not to

be taken with exprobratores exactoresque; because in each of the other

two cases alias is followed by two ideas which complement each other,

it is likely that leves should balance quos paulo post muneris sui

paeniteat, and also refer to a fickle giver.

* Such fickle givers reproach themselves, wishing that they had
lost their gift, rather than that they had given it to whom théy did
(Ben.,4.10.3).

* Cf. Nep. Att.,15, for the contrast levis - liberalis.
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rogari:

Asking for something may provide difficulties for the person
making the request; the words "I ask" are torture (Ben.,2.1.3), or
troublesome and are to be said with downcast face (Ben.,2.2.1). 1In
fact, a man who asks does not obtain his request free of chérge, but
by his having to ask pays a price of sorts (Ben.,2.1.4). It is
apparent then that the donor, far from having the request repeated,
must endeavour to anticipate and forestall it (Ben.,2.1.3; cf. Cic.,

Lael.,18.65&66).

frontem adduxit:

For a description of the correct appearance of a donor see
Ben.,2.13.2.

* The benefits themselves may have tristem frontem et asperam

(Ben.,5.20.2; cf. Ben.,6.24.2); they can under these circumstances

still be motivated by a kindly disposition.

* New interest in the emotions was displayed in the Hellenistic
age; sculpture tended towards the realistic and the dramatic. Character-
delineation, such as in the sketches of Theophrastus or in the comedy

of the period, reveals keen psychological insight, as does the physiog-

nomy of the period. The Physiognomica attributed to Aristotle gives
an indication of the methodologies used in antiquity, one of which was

to determine a person's character from such obvious characteristics
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as his facial expression, a method which had certain pitfalls
inherent in it, since similar expressions could be indicative of
different dispositions (Arist. [Phgn.],805a f.).

Within the Stoa Posidonius had a special interest in the sub-
ject of characterization, outlining the virtues and the vices and

|

giving their distinguishing marks (EM.,95.65; see also L. Edelstein,
"The philosophical system of Posidonius", AJP,LVII (1936), pp.307—308)

* Seneca recognizes that one's physical appearance can communi-

cate; non opus est te dicere; voltus tuus loquitur (Ben.,6.12.1). The

face, of course, occupies a prominent position in such non-verbal ways
of communication (cf. Ira,3.19.2, where the face of Gaius Caesar comes
as the climax of a list of iastruments of torture; Cic. 0ff.,1.19.102;

Prop.,1.10.23, ingrata fronte; Ben.,6.4.6; Ben.,2.2,2 ... induit sibi

animi sui vultum; Ira, 3.13.2 where Seneca urges angry people to relax

their exterior in order to have their interior conform to it). The
effects of the emotions on one's physical state are frequently described
by Seneca (e.g. Ira, 1.1.3-7; Ira, 3.4.1-3).

* For the Stoic interest in physiognomics see R. FBrster,

Scriptores Physiognomonici, pp.LXX-LXXI; for Epicurean interest, R.

Phillipson, "Papyrus Herculanensis", AJP,LXIV (1943), pp.148-162; for
Senecan interest, E. Evans, "A Stoic Aspect of Senecan Drama', TAPhA,

LXXXI (1950), pp.169-184. E. C. Evans, Physiognomics in the Ancient

b

World, (Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, N.S.59.5

[1969])was not available to me.
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occasionem petendi abstulit:

Préchac refers to Mart.,2.44; a money lender refuses a request

in anticipation of it being made.

!
variis artibus necessitates properantes elusit:

Cf. Theophr. Char.,l, in which the dissembler avoids borrowers
by claiming that he is poor. He pretends not to have heard and seen
what he has heard and seen, and conveniently forgets what he has pre-

viously agreed to.

distulit:

Préchac points to Mart.,6.20 and 7.43, in which postponement in

giving is castigated; a negative reply to a request would be preferable

(the same point is made in Ben.,2.5.1 and Ben.,3.8.4). Delay is appro-
P oen oén P
priate if motivated by consideration of the recipient, e.g. his shyness

(Ben.,2.1.3).

negavit:

Seneca elsewhere makes much of the distinction between sins of

commission (e.g. eripere, auferre) and those of omission (e.g. non

'dare, negare) and implies that one should not be angry at the latter,

which offend more than they damage (Ira,3.28,4); this distinction does



39

not suit the purpose of our text,

promisit:

A verbal promise could, if the word spondeo were used, con-
stitute a legal contract, stipulatio, which may have been one of the
oldest Roman contracts, since it occurs in the XII Tables. This type
of contract was upheld by legal actions which did not allow considera-

tion of mitigating circumstances (actiones stricti iuris), and so

placed restrictions on transactions, which do not harmonize with
Seneca's emphasis on frezedom, or willingness in benefits; a stipulatio
Seneca regards as a sign of weakness and mistrust (Ben.,3.1.15; on

stipulatio see B. Nichelas, An Introduction to Roman Law, p.139,

p.193 f., F. Schulz, Classical Roman Law, p.473, and J. A. Crook,

Law and Life of Rome, pp.207-208). Since the donor in our text is

so reluctant to give, it is likely he would avoid such a contract as

the stipulatio, by answering the question spondesne with promitto.

vix exeuntibus verbis:

Perhaps translated as "inaudible words"; perhaps '"slow words"
(on which see EM.,40.3); possibly "words choked with anger" (cf.
)

iratus, Ben.,1.1.7).

* Contrast with longis sermonibus ... non invenientibus exitum.
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Nemo autem libenter debet, quod non accepit, sed expresgsit:

Seneca does not here comment on the justification of the lack
of gratitude of the recipient: he does state that this behaviour is to
be expected. The recipient is usually regarded as inferio; to the donor,
but not so by the third century Cynic philosopher Teles, who writeé:
éyd 8¢ AauBdvw e09apods mapd gol, odx OmonUmTwv 006 &yevvlZwv oVSE
HEUQLUOLPEY

(Stob.,3.38.9).

* ' The sage will purposely forget the injuries he has received 'in
benefits and will not give words or faces a negative interpretation,
but will mitigate whatever happens, by giving it a-kind interpretation

(EM.,81.3; cf. Ira,3.34.1).

expressit:

This contrasts with accepit which connotes passivity. 1In the
case of expressit the recipient has expended all the effort (hence the

donor is said to be in angusto vero conprensus) and has only himself

to thank.

superbe:

Pride is one of the works contrary to nature (SVF.,3.102.35 =
Stob.,2.93.4); hence the sage is &vUBpiotos (SVF.,3.152.29 = Stob.,

2.110.16).
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* For discussions of Stoic doctrines about the emotions see

A, A, Long, Hellenistic Philosophy, pp.175-178; J. Rist, Stoic

Philosophy, pp.22-36; M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa, pp.89-92 and 141-152.
iratus:
For a full treatment of anger consult Seneca's de Ira. Certain

of the marks of anger correspond with the behaviour which causes ingra-

titude; tristis frons, parum explanatis vocibus sermo praeruptus (Ira,

1.1.3&4). Anger achieves the destruction of social relations and so

undoes the work of benefits (Ira,l1.5.2&3).

fatigatus:

Unlike the emotions in superbe and iratus, that in fatigatus

is not an active negative feeling, but even the absence of such an
active feeling is not sufficient for the proper giving of benefits;
an active positive feeling (eund%eciLa) must be present.

* Fatigatus is perhaps ironical in its context; in the previocus
gentence it is the recipient who expends his effort, in the following

one he is the object of lassavit.

1.1.8 Eodem animo beneficium debetur, quo datur, et ideo non est negle-
genter dandum: sibi enim quisque debet, quod a nesciente accepit; ne
tarde quidem, quia cum omni in officio magni aestimetur dantis voluntas,
qui tarde fecit diu noluit; utique non contumeliose: nam cum ita natura
conparatum sit, ut altius iniuriae quam merita descendant et illa citoc
defluant, has tenax memoria custodiat, quid expectat, qui cffendit, dum
obligat? Satis adversus illum gratus est, si quis beneficio eius ignos-
cit.
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A benefit is stated to be owed in the same spirit in which it
was given and must, therefore, not be given lightly, If the donor is
80 negligent as to be unaware of the fact that he has conferred a bene-
fit, no obligation is due to him. Tardiness in giving is regarded as an
indication that the donor was, for a long time, unwilling to give.
under no circumstances ought one to give insolently, for who does so,
creates displeasure at the same time as he creates an obligation. It is
natural in this case for the injuries to outweigh the benefits, which,
unlike those injuries, are soon forgotten. The man, then, who gives in
this manner is shown sufficient gratitude if his benefit is forgiven him.

While Seneca continues the same subject, the causes of ingrati-
tude found in the behaviour of the donor, he varies the tone by turning
from describing behaviour to dispensing advice, albeit in negative
terms. Rhetoric is here too in evidence, as each of the three negative
injunctions is followed by a clause containing a reason for the injunc-

tion, each of whichk is, in turn, longer than the preceding one.

Eodem animo beneficium debetur, quo datur, et idec
non est neglegenter dandum:

The fact that a benefit is owed in the same spirit as it was
given is stated as a general rule. It is not always valid, as in the

case of those naturally ungrateful (multos ... ingratos, Ben.,l.1.4).

Moreover, it can not truly represent the ideal motivation (ideo) for
correct giving, since it is to some extent self-serving.

* Cf. Eo animo quidque debetur, quo datur, nec quantum sit, sed

a quali profectum voluntate, perpenditur (EM.,81.6).

* Neglegenter dare is not to choose carefully one's recipients
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but to give haphazardly and impulsively and without deliberation (VB.,
24.1). Benefits so given are inferior (Cic. 0ff.,1.15.49).

* Negligence is the antonym of willingness (EM.,81.25). Cicero
distinguishes neglegentia from temeritas, as being at fault uninten-
tionally rather than knowingly (0ff.,2.19.68). Such a distinction was
also maintained in Roman law (for references see A, E. Wilhelm-Hooijberg,

Peccatum, Sin and Guilt in Ancient Rome, pp.33-34, on conscious and

unconscious peccare. Among synonyms for unconscious sinning she gives

imprudens, insciens, ignorans; for conscious sinning voluntate, prudens,

sponte). See also Ira,2.28.5 for such states of mind which qualify an
act such as self-interest, compulsion, ignorance, wilfulness. Some of
these play an important part in some of the questions discussed in the

De Beneficiis (e.g. Ben.,2.19.2; Ben.,3.12.3; Ben.,5.7 f; Ben.,5.12 £f.).

sibi enim quisque debet, quod a nesciente accepit:

Seneca means to say that the recipient is not indebted to the
donor, if the latter was not aware he was bestowing the benefit upon
that particular recipient; later Seneca will have occasion to argue
that it is impossible to give oneself a benefit and be grateful to

oneself (Ben.,5.7.1-5.11.6).

ne tarde quidem, quia cum omni in officio magni aestimetur
dantis voluntas, qui tarde fecit diu noluit:

Cf. tarde velle nolentis est (Ben.,2.5.4); it may be more of
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a service to refuse quickly than to give slowly (Ben.,4.8.4);

no act which is not voluntary can be virtuous (EM.,66.16).

* Officium, a service performed for someone who has some right
to it, is probably used deliberately because the dilatory attitude
of the donor has made it less than a benefit, which is always in all
aspects morally correct (Ben.,l.6.2).

* The concept of will (voluntas) is of critical importance in
Seneca's theory of benefits (see Ben.,1.5.5 f.). 1In the context of
our text it is associated with action; its opposite, noluit, with

inaction.

natura:

It has long been recognized that the Stoics used the concept
of nature in two senses, one referring to universal nature which has
an axiological sense, another referring to the nature of an individual,

which has a psychological sense (see E. Holler, Seneca und die

Seelenteilungslehre und Affectspsychologie der Mittleren Stoa, p.l4-15;

M. Pohlenz, Antikes Flhrertum, p.12; I. G. Kidd, "The Relation of Stoic

Intermediates to the Summum Bonum, with Reference to Change in the

Stoa", CQ, N.S. I (1955), p.194). One can therefore speak of the
natural vice of an individual (Ira, 2.10.6-7; Ben.,3.14.4); in fact
it is the Stoics' task to overcome the nature of man (E!.,IA;Z). Yet
Seneca can also claim that anger is not natural, i.e. it is contrary
to nature (in the axiological sense; Ira, 1.6.5). In our text there-

fore it can be natural, in the case of certain individuals, for the
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injuries to outweigh the kindnesses; at the same time it is possible for
such a state of affairs not be recommended, since the good man will
regard the benefits as more important than the injuries (EM.,81.6 & 8

& 17).
iniuriae:
These are the opposities of benefits (Ben.,4.15.1); as a legal

term they described initially physical violence, but developed to

include other assaults upon one's dignitas (J. A. Crook, Law and Life

of Rome, p.250). They are distinguished from benefits, not by results

but by intention, since the important question is not what a dart hit,
but at what it was aimed (Ben.,6.8.3; on the dart comparison see Anti-

pater's distinction between 1élog and ouonds discussed in M. Pohlenz,

Die Stoa, p.188-9 and A. Long, '"Carneades and the Stoic Telos', Phronesis,
12 (1967), 59-90). Different rules govern the repaying of benefits and
injuries, For it is not honourable to repay injuries with injuries,
although benefits are repaid by benefits; in this it is shameful to be

outdone, in that to outdo (Ira, 2.32.1; cf. Ben.,6.5.1-2),

altius ... descendant:

Forgetting benefits and remembering injuries 1s characteristic
of the ingrates (EM.,81.23, where we may also have an interpretation
of how the natura of our texé functions, when Seneca states that the

ingrate mentally expands and increases the injuries).
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tenax memoria:

The concept of memory is important to Seneca's theory of
benefits (cf. Cic. Acad.,2.7.22, for another statement of its
importance). In a tradition traceable to Demosthenes' De Corona
269, it is regarded’as the instrument which can suppress one set of
facts, those which serve one's own interest, in favour of another
set, those which serve another's interest. It thus serves as an
important tool in the furthering of an altruistic attitude, a clear
statement of which is found in Ben.,2.10.4, that for the two parties

involved in a benefit the law (lex beneficii) is, that one ought to

forget immediately that he has given a benefit, the other never ought
to forget that he has received it (the rigor of this principle is
modified in Ben.,7.22). The memory is not always correctly used
however; forgetting benefits received is characteristic of the most
ungrateful of the four types of ingrates (Ben.,3.1.3, where memoria
is discussed at some length; cf. EM.,81.24-25 for the differing ways
in which evil men and the wise remember). A cause of such a lapse of

memory is novorum cupiditas (Ben.,3.3.2; cf. cupiditas accipiendorum,

EM.,81.28). The concept of memoria is relevant too in the question
of whether it is right to remind someone of a benefit (Ben.,5.22 f.;

see the commentary on repetere, Ben.,1.1.3).

* Cf. Ben.,7.28.2 where, instead of being tenacious, the memory

b

(of benefits) is described as a fragile vessel (imprimis vas fragile).
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ignoscit:

A pardon for a benefit is a surprising, if not paradoxical,
reward for a benefit, but it is prepared for by the previous sentence.
* The sentence indicates that a benefit is not always owed in
the same spirit in which it was given, a general rule stated by

Seneca at the beginning of this section.

1.1.9 Non est autem, quod tardiores faciat ad bene merendum turba
ingratorum. Nam primum, ut dixi, nos illam augemus; deinde ne deos
quidem inmortalis ab hac tam effusa nec cessante benignitate sacrilegi
neglegentesque eorum deterrent: utuntur natura sua et cuncta interque
illa ipsos munerum suorum malos interpretes iuvant. Hos sequamur
duces, quantum humana inbecillitas patitur; demus beneficia, non
feneremus. Dignus est decipi, qui de recipiendo cogitavit, cum daret.
1.1.10 At male cesserit. Et liberi et coniuges spem fefellerunt,
tamen et educamus et ducimus, adeoque adversus experimenta pertinaces
sumus, ut bella victi et naufragi maria repetamus. Quanto magis
permanere in dandis beneficiis decet! quae si quis non dat, quia non
recepit, dedit, ut reciperet, bonamque ingratorum facit causam, quibus
turpe est non reddere, si licet.

1.1.11 Quam multi indigni luce sunt! tamen dies oritur. Quam multi,
quod nati sunt, queruntur! tamen natura subolem novam gignit ipsosque,
qui non fuisse mallent, esse patitur.

There is no reason why the great number of ingrates should make donors
more hesitant to give. 1In the first place, donors are responsible for
increasing that number; in the second place, the gods are not deterred
from exercising their generous and never-ending kindness by those

who ignore them or by the sacrilegious: they are true to their nature
and extend their aid to all, including those whose explanation of
their gifts is incorrect. Let us follow the example of the gods, in

so far as human frailty alléws; let us give our benefits, not merely
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lend them. He, who turns his thoughts to remuneration, even while he
gives, deserves to be cheated. Apprehensions about the (financial)
consequences of the advice proferred are countered by analogies from
domestic and public life, where, in fact, the advice of persistence
after disappointments is already followed. How much more appropriate
it is in the giving of benefits, where it represents the only
alternative to giving for a return, which gives recipients just
cause to be ungrateful, although normally it is morally reprehensible
not to return. Nature gives her gifts of day-light and life to
those who are unworthy or unwilling recipients.

In this section Seneca continues giving advice, but no longer
in terms of the negation of undesirable qualities (e.g. non est

neglegenter dandum); he sounds a more positive note by urging

imitation of the gods. To support his position he draws upon analogies
which cover a wide scope. This becomes apparent when we consider

that these analcgies reflect the areas of life represented by comedy,
history and philosophy (children and spouses, battles, and nature
respectively).

The exhortation to imitate the gods is central to this section
of the text and requires discussion prior to the commentary. It has
been remarked that those parts of the De Beneficiis which consist of
an apologia on behalf of the gods may well reflect Seneca's own

interest in the divine (M. Sonntag, L. Annaei Senecae de Beneficiis

Libri Explanantur, p.8, who, pointing out that Seneca joined theology

to ethics rather than to physics, thereby gives the impression that

the connection between the gods and the giving of benefits is a novel
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one) . The association between the gods and benefits, however, is one
of long standing. The role the gods play in the De Beneficiis

as example of an attitude which goes beyond the demands of legal
rights is akin to the ancient function of religion to protect
strangers who in Greece were beyond the protection of legal rights

(on this function see H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus, p.166,

n.21). The gods were hailed as givers of good things (Hom. 0d.,
8.325; Hes. Theog.,46; Arist. EN.,1162a5) and the Stoa did not
demur, but acknowledged that the gods were benefactors (eéepyeruuobs

xaL gLAavdpdnovs, SVF.,2.323.35 = Plut, Stoic. repugn.,c.38, p.105le;

cf. SVF.,3.249.14 & 18 = Plut. Stoic. repugn.,c.38; Cic. ND.,2.64).

That in benefaction man could most closely approach god was oft

stated (e.g. Cic.Lig.,38; see H. Bolkestein, Een geval van sociaal-

ethisch syncretisme,p.19; H. Bolkestein, WohltHtigkeit und Armenpflege,

p.434 & 173, where he refers to the extensive collection of texts in
L. Sternbach, "De gnomclogio vaticano inedito", WS,9 (1887), p.199 ff.).

In the Hellenistic world the concept of philanthropia, originally

used of the feelings the gods had for men, came to be used of the
feeling of man (i.e. ruler) for men, and so imitation, of a sort,

of the gods was occurring (see J. Ferguson, Moral Values in the

Ancient World, p.104, for references).

But the gods are connected with the subject of benefits in
still another way; they are the recipients of piety (elo€Beia), which
is classed as part of the same virtue which governs benefits, justice
(see Arist. VVv.,1250 b 22; SVF.,3.64.24 = Stob.,2.60.23). It is not

surprising then that the gods should play a prominent role in the
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de Beneficiis (occurrences at 2.1; 2.29-30; 4.3-9; 4.19; 4.25; 4.31-32;
5.17; 6.23; 7.4; 7.7; 7.15; 7.31). With the money-lenders they form
the poles of a contrast between right and wrong giving (Ben.,3.15.4;
Ben.,4.3.3) and mention of them and of money-lending in our text leads
naturally into more extensive treatment of the commercial attitude
towards giving (Ben.,1.2.3; see also Arist. EE.,1243b12, for a
contrast between the benevolent attitude of a god and the commercial
attitude of the seller and the lender).

The exact relationship between man and the gods with special
reference to the possibility of imitating the gods successfully is
not fixed. As in Aristotle there are contradictory statements regard-
ing the analogy between god and man (cf. EE.,1244b8 and MM.,1212b34),
so in Seneca there are differing statements. We read that god is far
superior to man (QN.,l.pr.) and that reason is perfect in God and
perfectible in man (EM.,92.27). Yet for man there is the possibility
of change; he can leave the class of dumb animals and approach god
(EM.,124.21 & 23), and can achieve this through philosophy (EM.,48.11).
‘In fact man can even take precedence over god in that man can rise
above the enduring of evil, while god is not in the position to do
so (Prov.,6.6; cf. EM.,53.12).

In the de Beneficiis the traditional view that man is second
to the gods is maintained (Ben.,2.29.2; Ben.7.2.2). It is difficult,
however, to reconcile Seneca's simplistic concept of a god who is a
beneficent father swayed by prayer, with the more sophisticated Stoic
doctrine of fate, pantheism and materialistic monism (see W. J.

Richards, Gebed by Seneca die Stoisyn, pp.174-182).
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Nam primum, ut dixi, nos illam augemus :

The statement was previously made in Ben.,l.1l.4.
* The implication of the argument is that, since donors

increased the numbers, they can also decrease it.

ne deos quidem immortalis:

The gods of mythology were accepted by the Stoics as
allegorizations of various forms of nature (Cic. ND.,2.23.60). It
was the Stoics' duty to worship them under the name bestowed on them
by custom (Cic., ND.,2.28.71; cf. Ben.,4.7; EM.,95.47).

* The element of surprise contained in 'not even the immortal
gods are deterred" may acknowledge that the assertion rums counter to
a common conception of deity as vengéful and punishing, if a contract
with it were broken (cf. Ben.,3.17, where the ingrate is haunted by

fear of the gods; Ben.,4.19.1).

ab hac tam effusa nec cessante benignitate:

Hac need not refer to something already mentioned, but could
mean "that which is present, that which is experienced even now, in

spite of sacrilege".

* The reading of MS N, necessitate in place of nec cessante benig-

nitate, is possible, although perhaps a bit forced, for '"generous necess-

ity", i.e. generosity to which the gods are obliged, because as Seneca



goes on to say, they are true to their own nature. Seneca points
out (Ben.,6.23) that the gods can not change their minds because it
does not please them to depart from the right course; hence this
inability is not a sign of weakness.

* Unceasing kindness is appropriate for gods who are immortal.
Seneca often uses traditional expressions about the gods; at other
times he expresses the more typical Stoic view that the gods are
confounded at the end of the world except for Juppiter, who retires
into himself and gives himself over to his own thought (EM.,9.16;
cf. Ben.6.22, for a similar description of the cataclysm attending
the final conflagration of the world).

* See also Cic. ND.,2.29.73 f. for the providential nature of
the gods. The divine attribute of benefaction was not unanimously
accepted in antiquity; Seneca treacs the Epicurean objection non dat

deus beneficia in Ben.,4.4.1 f. The difficulty raised by the fact

that god lets the sun shine for the wicked, i.e. indiscriminate
giving (Ben.,4.26.1) is answered in Ben.,4.28.1 f. On another
question, whether divine care extends to individuals (affirmatively
answered Cic. ND.,2.65.164), Seneca is more hesitant (interdum

incuriosi singulorum, EM.,95.50; cf. Prov.,3.1, where he states the

gods care more for mankind than for individual men).

sacrilegi neglegentesque eorum:

Two distinct categories of individuals, each with a distinct
affront to the gods are mentioned; the first is the man who attempts

to injure the gods (Ben.,7.7.3), the second, perhaps the atheist, or

52
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the Epicurean, who does not thank the gods for benefits received.
* The fact that the sacrilegious went unpunished was used as

an argument against divine providence (Cic. ND.,2.33.81).

utuntur natura sua:

Cf. EM.,95.49, Quae causa est dis bene faciendi? natura.

Errat si quis illos putat nocere nolle: non possunt.

* Sua is reminiscent of Panaetius'individualistic interpretation

of the Stoic dictum secundum naturam vivere (cf. Cic. 0Qff.,1.31.110,

sic enim est faci