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RESUMEN

Horacio,o supersona,normalmentedespliegainsistenterespetohacialos
otrosy sudiscursoessiemprecortésy deferente.El seguimientoescrupuloso
de lasnormasdel trato social conduceaunacomunicaciónefectiva, si biena
vecesla excesivapreocupaciónpor la urbanitaspuedeponerenpeligro la efi-
caciadel intercambiolingíiístico.Estaoficiosidadformularia esel registroes-
pecial quelos estudiososhancalificadocomo el estilo típico de las mujeres.
Perohayun marcadocambio,cuandolas destinatariasdelosversosdeHora-
cio sonmujeresviejas.Agresión,insultosy burlassehacenpresentes,y se ig-
noranlas leyesde la comunicación.Nos sentimoscon derechoa concluirque
Horacio modifica su discursode acuerdocon el sexo del interlocutor, y re-
servaparalas mujeresviejasel lenguajededominio y distanciamientoquese
consideracaracterísticamentemasculino.

SUMMARY

Horace, or bis persona usually displaysrespectand considerationto-
wardshis fellow humanbeings making the discoursepolite and deferential.
Scrupulousadherenceto the laws of specialintercourseleadsto effective
communicationeven though sorne excessiveconcern with urbanitas may
compromisetheefficiencyof hisspeech.This prolix ctiquette is thelanguage
of affiliation which the scholarshaveidentified as typical of femalespeakers.
But thereis a markedchangewhenthe adresseesof Horace’swriting areoíd
womenanda different discoursecanbe detected.Aggression,abuseand de-
rision are presentand the laws of communicationare disregarded.We feel
entitíedto concludethatHoracemodifies his speechaccordingto thegender
of bis interlocutorandreservesfor oíd women the languageof control and
dissociationthat is consideredcharacteristicallymasculine.

Women’sstudiesandits political arm, feminism,havedevoteda conside-
rableamountof effort to andreacheda not negligible degreeof expertisein
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establishinglinguistic differencesbasedon tbe genderof the speaker andin
the use of languageas an instrumentof control and power2 Ihe Classical
world and its speakersin the text havenot scapedthis type of scrutiny aud1
am awareof variousprojectsin progressthat try to ascertaintbevariationsof
Greekor Latin discourseaecordingto the sex/genderof the personto whom
theutteranceis attributedby the authors.

lf the studyof genderedlinguistie differencein contemporarysubjectsis
extremelydifficult given tbe innumerablevariables,such as nationality, race,
social status,education,professionalsphere,not to mention individual idio-
syncrasies,andrequiresgreatcautionand rigorous control, then to transiate
this sort of inquiry into the Classicalworld, alien to usin languageami cultu-
re, accessibleonly throughdocuments,is almostimpossible.Indeed it could
beclaimedto betutile giventhe impossibilityof analysingactualspeechpro-
duction in observablesubjects,but 1 am persuadedtbat no exploration is to-
tally fruitless unlesswe want to takerefugein sorneparalysingbut reassuring
stateof aporia.

To the barrierof distanceand cultural diversity, we haveto addanother
major hurdle.TEe direct female voice is absent—the exceptionsbeing insig-
nificant— sowe haveto contentourselveswith only onevoice, the maleone,
that canonly be contrastedwith a femalevoicecreativelyconstructedby the
niale author.In otherwords,in theabsenceof anothersourceof evidencewe
canonly analysefemalespeechas malewriters, free froni any constraintsof
linguistic accuracyandverbatimreproductionsawfit, for artistic, ideological
or personalpreferenceto includeit in their creations.

Renouncingthe study of the fenialeutteranceas beyondmy abilities, 1
choosea tirmer groundand aim to exploregenderorienteddiscoursein Ho-
raceaccordingto the sex/genderof theaddressee.

Before examiningthe examplesavailable,which 1 shall restrictto older
women,it seemsimperative to deal cursorily with Horace’s social and lin-
guistic strategiesin generalto provide a tramework to the exarnplesto be
studied.

Horacepresentshimself to the readeras a mostaccomplishedmasterof
social intercourseand we are entitied to read bis work as oneof the main

“The observationthat women and men speak difterently qualifies scx for inclusiónas an
independentvariable u thc quest for descriptivelinguistic parsimony”,Philip M. Smith, Lan-
gaege,dic Sexesand Sociny, Oxford 1985,p. 7, and shis assertionis followed by reviewsof
innumerablesurveysof genderandlanguage.For an impressive,if somewhatdated,annota-
ted bibliography see Barrie Thorne, Cheris Kramarae& Nancy Henley (eds.), Language,
Cenderand Sodety,Cambridge 1983, 155- 331; JenniferCoates, Vs/ornen, Me,, and Lan-
guage,London 1985,givesdetailedaccountof sorneof comparativestudiesof nialeand fe-
malediscourse.Cf alsoD. Canieron.FerninismandLinguisíicTheory,London 1985 (reimpr.
London 1988) and D. Graddol & j. Swan, Gender 1/aires, Oxford 1988 (reimpr. Oxford
1 992).

2 D. Spcndcr,Man Mac/eLanguagcLondon 1981)(reimpr.London 1983).
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sourcesof information on good mannersandetiquettein Rome.Very likely
his awarenessof andadherenceto therulesgoverningsocial interactionderi-
ve from bis much proclaimedbumbleorigin, which might haverenderedbis
position in Romansocietyquite precarious.Romedid not easilyovertooka
disbonourableancestry,especiallyin thosewho hadrisensubstantiallyaboye
their originsandHorace,deft strategistasbe was, stifled criticism by readily
admittingbis statusliabilitíy.

Ibis fact coníd explain, although not exctusivety,Horace’s sensitiveap-
proach to bis contemporaries,evenwhen, as a satirist, be is criticising tbeir
foibles.He addressesbis equatsandhis superiorswitb similar deference3, be
surroundstbem witb tbat invisible walt we put aroundtbosewe respect,a
wall that in social interactionis called politeness.This walt, willingty erected
by the speaker,protectstbe addresseenot only from any injury or insutt but
also from anyinvasionor transgressionthatcouldoffend bim/her.This is tbe
negativeaspectof politeness,the ritual of avoidanceof te potentially un-
pleasantor unwetcomeandit is essentialtyprotective.Wbenthe otbertype of
politeness,te positiveone,is operating,tbe addresseeis not only protected
but also rewardedwith praise,witb approval,with signs of affection. In botb
typesof deferenceHoraceis equaltyskilful andexamplesareabundant.Any
addressto Maecenaswill be a suitableillustration butMaecenaswasnot tbe
only recipientof respectfulanddeferential treatment.For instance,Epistie1
9, wbereHoracerecommendsSeptimiusto Tiberius,is amasterpieceof tact.
Horaceis so wearyof intruding into Tiberius’ spaceand so diffident about
imposinghimself that be hasproducedtbe mostverbosepieceof writing, re-
qui¡-ing nineteencircumvolutedunesto conveyatwo-line message:Septimius
is an honorableman,acceptbim into your friendshipaudyou will notregret
your move. Tbis deliberatelinguistic inefficiency createstbe effect of besi-
tancy, modestyandreluctanceto aska favour wbicb musthavebeenappre-
ciatedby the taciturnTiberius ‘t In this example,usedto illustrate tbe extent
to wbieb Horacewasattentive to tbe interlocutor’s or addressee’sfeelings,

The unesby RainerMaria Rilke come to miad whcn watching Horacedealingwith his
friends:

Erstaunteeuchnicht aufattischenStellendic Vorsicht
mensehíjeherGeste’

Gedenktcuchder Hánde,
wiesicdrucklosberuher,,obwohlja denTorsendie Kraft steht.
DieseBeherrschteawul3tendamit: so weit siadwirs,
dieses ist unser,unsso zuberñhrea;stárkcr
stemmendic Gñttcrcas an.

SdmtlicheWerke,DuiniserElegien,DiezweiteElegie,Wiesbadcn1955,crsterTeil, p. 692.
Horaceproliferates excusesand explanationsthat create an cffcct of ovcrgentility. “The

more parficles in a senteacethat reinforce the notion that it As a rcqucst, rathcr tan an order,
thc politer the result”. R. Lakoff, Languageand a Wornan’s Place, University of Chicago Press,
N.York 1975, p. 18. Lakoff’s book, in spite of the time lapsc sinceits publicationcontinuesfo
beone of the mostimportantandjustifiably rnost quotedwork ja thc arcaof womcn aad lan-
guage.
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tbe masterof concisenesssacrificestbis preciousvirtue of styleout of regard
for tbe otber.Tbe genreof /ittera commendaticia,a common practiceamong
Romanmales,is, paradoxically,the writing tbat comesclosestto socalleéfe-
malespeecb,wbich is generallydescribedasmorecírcumlocutory,frequently
faltering, unassertiveand alwayswatcbful for the reactionof tbe interlocu-
tor ~.

Not only thepowerful are treatedto this verbalandsocialdeference.The
anonymousbore of Sermones9 wbo intrudes into Horace’sprivacy, who
commitsevery possiblesocial solecism,who remainsimperviousto any type
of discouragement,is beroically toleratedby Horace,too shyor toopolite to
get rid of bini. During the eneounter—tbe ordeal—anétbe ensuingdialogue
Horaceonly allows bimself an ironic question,borderingon the sarcastie,
wbich the borefails to decodeand,consequentlyproducesa reply limited to
the literal contentof tbe question6• An asideon tbe part of Horacefollows
andthis is oneof tbe veryrareexamplesof breachingthe rulesof cooperative
communicationtbat we finé in our poel, wbo, witb this exception,remains
courteousandmindful of tbe otber’sneedto savefacetbrougbouttbe entire
satire.To sumup,the boredoesnotbearan singleunkiné word from Horace
who, although he was entitied to repel rudenesswith rudeness,choseto
maintainunripptedtbesmoothsurfaceof the dialogue~.

Ihe previousexamplesdealwith extremesin the social speetrum:Tibe-
ríus, at tbe top of the social ladder (Ep. 1 9), and tbe very obseureuncouth
anonymousbore(Serm.1 8). However,whentheexehangeis betweensocialty
betterbalanceépartnersHoracedoesnotrelaxbis miesof linguistieexeban-
ge.Ibe éialoguebetweenUtyssesand Tiresias8, for instance,is a model of
cooperationbetweentheinterlocutorsandflows equablyandefficiently. One
maybe dismayedat the contentof tbe advicegiven to Ulyssesbut, from tbe
point of view of effectivecommunication,the dialogueis flawless. Something
similar could be said about the conversationbetweenHoraceand Davus~,

temporarilyan equalunderSaturnatianlicence.After sornetentativebegin-
ningsbotb partnersengagetbemselvesin conversationthat results in a long
and bardly flattering monologue on Davus’ part and the anger of Horace,
who threatensbis siave with punishmentbut this doesnot detractfrom the
fact that masterbas tistenedto bis síavewithout interruptingbim, tbus ma-
king communicationpossible.Davus’ utterancesmay have containedan ex-

...politenessirivolves an absenceof strorigstatements,and wonicn’s speechis devisedlo
preventtheexpressionof strongstatcments’.Lakoff, op. cia, p. 19.

~ ‘esí tibi maler,

cognad,quis te saluoestopus?’‘haud mihi quisquam.
omniscomposul.’‘felices, nuncegoresto,..’, 26-28.

Por moredetaileddiscussionseeA. C. Romano,“La ineficiencia lingiiísticacomo estrate-
gia social”, Revista de Letras, Facultad de Humanidadesy Artes, Universidad Nacional de
Rosario,2(1990)84-91,

8 Sermones II, 5.
Ibid. II, 7,
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cessof trutb and provoked tbe consequentannoyancein Horacebut this
bappenedpreciselybecauseHoraceacted bonafide as an interlocutor ami
Davus’messagegotacross.

In his preacbing—andHoraceis indeedextremelygenerouswith bis ad-
vice— in parallelto admonitionsQn topiessuchas avance,unbealthyambi-
tion andexcessesof anytype,Horacealwaysadvocatesloyalty to fnienésand
tolerancefor tbeir faults. His pnimary aim seemsto be reconciliationwith
oneseltwith one’sdesires,needsand lot andalsoreconciliationamongpeers
andrejectionof socialpracticesdetrimentalto barmony.Leniencyis tbe gol-
denlaw. A goodexampleis affordedby tbe famouspassagein Sermones1 3,
43-54wherebe saysthat we sbouldtalk of our friendsas a father talksof a
deformedor malformedson,minimisingtbe faultsby meansof eupbemisms.
Mindful of bis own advice, tbe satiristandbis benignpersonaneverattacks
vitriolically tbosewho embodytbe vices or follies that be wants to correct.
He is convincedtbat tbe denunciationof tbosevicesandfollies with a smile,
ridendo,will leadtheperpetratorsinto commonsensicalor moralbehaviour.

If to the aboyedescribeddiscourse—which nonecould fail to recognise
as typically Horatian—we try to assigna classificationor qualification along
genderunes,it will beunquestionablyfeminine. 1 sball explain this assertion:
asmentionedat the beginningof the paper,scholarsbavestudiedmanyfac-
tors and have attemptedmany lines or axes of approach—phonologic,
syntactic,semantie,pragmatic,etc.—to differentiatemalefrom femalespeecb
andhavereacbedconclusionsof vaniousdegreesof complexity andcertainty.
P.M Smitbanalysedtbe speechalong the linesof masculinityand femininity
asaself-categorizationandasanassignedsocialidentity ‘~ andconcludes:

Two main dimensionsthatemergefrom thesestudies,anéthat account
fon mostof the variation in thedata,havebeentened‘control’ and ‘affilia-
tion’. The control dimension,which orderspeople,situationsandepisodes
in termsof the extentto which theyprovidetheopportunityfor exertingac-
tive control overthe processandoutcomesof interaction,is highly correla-
ted witb traditional conceptionsof masculinity. The affiliation dimension
orderspeople,situationsand episodesin temis of their tendencyto elicit
wanmth and approachversusaloofnessand avoidance.This dimensionis
highly correlatedwith traditional normsof femininity “.

Op. cit., chapters5 and6.
“ Ibid. p. 135. Of eourseassertioasof this typedo aotgo unchallengedby deconstr,ictio-

nist proselytes:“Ml relativisingdiscoursesanddefinitionswiIl invoke,at sornelevel aad howe-
ver provisioaally,essentializingnotions,and rice verso, whateverostensiblepositionsareadop-
ted.This rendersproblematicalaayultimateappealto essentialism,for examplegenderstudies,
whetherit be thelong-establishedsearchamongstclassicalscholarsfon tracesof IFeminineLa-
tinityl in theSulpiciapoerusor HeléneCixous’s lécritureféniininel or Lucelnigaray’s lwoman-
speakl”.The assertionof univocalmaleandfemalediscourseor readings,or referencesto dis-
coarseas (androcentricí,have a strasegicfunction in contextbut no claims to transcendental
truth’. DuncanF. Kennedy,Tite arts ofIovc Fivestudiesin tite discoarseof tite Roman¡ove elegy,
CarnbridgeUniversityPress1993, p. 41. Wc make no claim to ‘transcendentaltruth’ and re-
main contentedwith anattemptto describesorne‘strategicfunctions’.
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Horace,an author of professeébonbomie,only too willing to abéicate
the ‘control’ to wbich his sex expectationsentitle him, in constantsearchof
the barmonyandalwayswarm towardstbe powerful andtbe humble,tbe fool
and the wise, in otherwords actively searcbing‘affiliation’ anéthus confor-
ming with the traéitional norms of femininity, is, however,capableof the
mostvitriolic attackon oíd women and he is not an isolateéexample,since
ancientauthorsin generaldo not spareoíd agewhich is frequentlydepicted
in the least compassionateterms12 and,more specifically, olé women were
tbe frequenttargetof attack13, speciallyif they éid notconformto theexpec-
tationsof a retiredandsedatelifein Latin literature Martial andJuvenalare
particularly brutal and vociferous on the topie ané, to some extent, tbey
could haveclaimed Horatianauctoritas in tbeir invective againstageéwo-
men.

Two categoriesof oíd women arediscernible:tbe onesexuallyactivebe-
yond her young days ané the witcb wbo is alwaysoíd and occasionallyse-
xually active,a transgressionadéitionalto tbatof possessingmagicalpowers.

In bis earlywork Horacerejects in Epode8 tbe sexualfavoursof an olé
woman whoseancestry,wealtbanélearneépencbants14 éo not compensate
for therepulsivenessof herbody. Tbe poet,parodyingthe conventionof des-
cribingseriatimthe attributesof beautifulwomen 15, providesus witb abrutal
enumerationof the revolting featuresof this moco/zasena.In her ugliness,
herwastedanddeformeéboéyacquiresbovine or equinecbaracteristicsand
this assimilationwitb tbeanimalworld amountsto éisenfranchisingher from
the humancondition ~. Tbis is indeedtbeworking of sexismwbicb debuma-
nises-orreifies-women.If in the eyesof tbe Ancients tbe norm was tbe bu-
man maleof Athenianor Romancitizenship,this woman becomesan outsi-
deron two counts:hergenderandherclosenessto bestiality.Her citizenship,
voucheéfor by berancestors,remainsintact but it is insufficient compensa-
tion. A look at tbe languageconíd be interesting.Tbe first noticeablefeature
is tbe absenceof anamein a poet that seemssopartial to tbe useof proper

2 Fora comprehensiveand perceptiveanalysisseeThomasM. Falknerand Judith dc Lu-
ce (eds.),Oid Agein Greckand Ladi, Literalure, StateUniversityof New York Press1989.

13 Thesubversioaof decorum Ls condemnablealsoin maleseniorcitizeaswbo incur theSa-
medisapprovalwhen playing therole of lovers. túf StephenBertmaa,‘The Ashesand (he Fla-
me: Passionand Aging in ClassicalPoetry” jo T. M. Falkner& J. de Luce, op. oit, 157-171,but
the expectationsbr women’sbehaviourhavebccnmoreclearlyand loudly statcd,cf Propertius
IV, II. A sptendidcolleclionof adjectivesis afborded by UL 6.11602:‘1-lic sita estArnymone
Marci optiniaetpuicherrima,lanificapia pudicafrugi castadomiseda’.

~ “Por the opeaingimageof theStoicbooks lo her luxuriousbed, it rnust beremembcrcd
that libe/li could be roll-shaped,and ihe book rolí occasionallyrepresentsshephallus.” A. Ri-
chlin, Tite Garden of Priapu& Sexualizy and Aggression in Roman Humour, New Haven t983, p.
iii. Ifail to scc whatthis suggestiooaddsto theinterpretationotthe poern.

15 Cf Ovid, Amores, 15 where thedescriptionof the woman’sbeautyeodsnp in possessioa
whcreasin Horace thedescriptionof the uglinessresultsin rejectionor at leastin a proposition
that would havebeendeemedunacceptable.

16 Sornethingsimilar is fo be foundin Sermones 1 2, 86 fI? with the analogybetweenchoo-
sínga womanandbuying ahorse.
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names,eitherasaddresseesor assubjectsof bisdiscourse.Wbile theelegists,
Horace’scontemporaries,inaugurateanewera in love poetryby makingtbe
nameof te loved womancentralto their creation,our poetdistanceshm-
self from the womanhe rejectsby notgiving hereventhe modestgift of ono-
masticrecognition.As a speecbact, this iambic poem operatesfor eighteen
unesin tbe areaof tbe locutionaryact 17, tbe act of statingfacts,wbichkeeps
tbe spcakerdetacbedin his protestationsof inability to love sucba woman.
In the final lines, tbepoetmovesinto a perlocutionaryspeechactwbicb tries
to modify the situation with apiece of advice.Horace makesa move
mittedly a disingenuousone—but nevertbelessa movetowardscontrol.Tbis
is the languageof a male morepreoccupiedwitb lis needstban with te
needsor dispositionof thepartner.

JnEpode12 anotberoídwoman—or perbapstbe same—,also compared
witb tbe least engagingspeciesof the animalworld, provokestbe sametbe
repulsion in Horacefor similar reasons.The first balf of the poem follows
tbe linguistie patternof the previousepodebut midway, the woman,frustra-
ted in heruncontrolledlibido, addressesreproachfulwordsto the poet.Ho-
racemakesber utter self-indictingwordsand the more she complainsthe
more sbe revealstbe lust wbich leadsber fo take mercenarylovers. In tbis
poemthe authoris tbepuppeteeror ventriloquistin fulí commandof tbe si-
tuation andresortsto an ironie self-betrayalwhicb damnsthe plaintiff more
effectivelythanautborialinvective.

Detachment,disaffiliation, control. Alí seemsto point to a masculine
sex-preferentialdiscoursebut in what could also be describedasself-sabota-
ge,Horaceintroducesinto his unabashedlymisogynistpoemsfemininefea-
tures of speecb.Iheseare to be found in the areaof tbelexicon.Wbendes-
cribing tbe femalebody andwhenreferringto his genitalia,Horacecbooses
a quasi scientifical or technicalvocabulary,shunningthe picturesquerich-
ness of the Latin sexualvocabulary tS~ His topic is obseenebut lis langua-
ge is almost chaste,sometimesclinical and always inoflensive.Ibis is the
way in whicb numerousstudiesdescribewomen’s languagewben dealing
witb sexualmatters.Obscenityand profanity are the preserveof tbe male
and

womenexercisea greatanéuniversalinfluence on linguistie development
throughtheir instinctive shrinkingfrom coarseandgross expressionsand
their preferencefor refined and (in certainspheres)veiledand indirect ex-
pressions19•

‘~ Por a lucid treatmentof J. L. Austin, How to do Thing with Words, Oxford University
Press1962 seeJeanCaron,Lesrégulationsdu discours. Psycholinguistiqueci pragniaiique du lan-
gage,PressesUniversitairesdeFrance1983,ch.VI.

(8 J~ N.Adams,The Latin Sexual Vocabula’y, TheJohnsHopkinsUaiversityPress,Baltimo-
re 1982.

19 OttoJespersen.Language:lis Nature,DevelopmentandOrigins,London 1922,p. 246.
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Euphemismsare tbe next step in lexical restraintandHoraceoffers bor-
éerline casessucbasfascinumwhicb, beingan amulet,is highly desexualised.
The use of sanitisedexpressionsto designate quae honestenominan ne-
queunt20 is typical of femalespeecb21 Ibe attitude is masculine22 because
of its aggressionbuttbe languagedoesnotmatchthe obscenityof thetopic 23•

Always in the iambic moée, Horace turns bis altention to anotberar-
chetype of oíd woman: tbe witcb, a more complex figure 24 In the Roman
world magical powersweretbe provinceof women and, if tbe female is al-
ways tbe otber, tbe witch bas this othernessenbancedby her connections
witb tbe cbtbonic and beavenlyforces.Canidia (Epodes5 and 16> is totally
detestablebecausesbeis guilty of a threefold crime: sbeis oíd, sexuallyactive
and endowedwitb magical powers.In Epode5 we seeCanidiaanéher co-
lleaguesengagedin concoctinga love pbiltre to reconquerthe affectionof an
estrangedlover. Tbis philtre requirestbe eyesof a chilé who died of starva-
tion wbile looking at food plus a seriesof other ingreéientsso revolting tbat
they defy the most vivid imagination25 Tbe initial prayersof the child re-
main unheededanéthe poemfinisbeswith biscurse,wbich weknow is a futi-
le gesture.The poem is a successionof alternatemonologues:tbe child’s ¡
Caniéia’s/ the cbild’s, anéno comniunicationis establisbed.Both of them
are too engrossedin tbeir searchfor control: tbe chilé’s requestfor compas-
sion, Canidia’s wisb to override the power of anotherwitch and reconquer
her lover’sattentionandthecbild’s braveandfruitless final outburst.Canidia
is blatantly guilty of a nefariouscrime —tbe deatbof a child— but sbeis also
guilty of deliberatedeafnesssincesherefusesto enterthe verbalexchangetbe
cbild has initiated. Her linguistie bebaviouris at odds witb ber sex or more
precisely,witb the societalexpectationsfrom a woman andsbecould be des-
cribedas,as far as languageis concerned,a sexualtransgressoror, at least,as
psychologicallyandrogynous.The genderrole reversalis not limited fo Cani-
éia, her colleagueand accomplice,Folia from Ariminium, is describedas

20 ISallí Epis!.oc/Caes.2,9,2.
2 Lakoff, op. oit, passirn.
22 Jf this virulencewerc attributableto Horacesyouth,we couldexpectsornesimilar exam-

pieswith malesassubjects.But ja fact, the attack on theparvenu(Epode4) who,after haviog
becosíavebecamea tribunosmili/orn. is merelya mild denunciationcomparedto thevenomof
EpodesSand12.

23 EduardFraeakel,Horace, Oxford University Press1970, p.~S8,fajís to see Ihesefeatures
when hespeaksof “obsccnityof botli languageand matter” and, fewuneslater, “coarseJangua-
ge 24 “He couldaol indcfinitely go on exploitingsuchtopic asform thethemesof epodesVIII

and XLI, inveighingagainstthephysica] and moral rcpntsiveoessof someoíd womendevoidof
anyparticular interesí.With Canidiahe hil somethingfar better. Horace’sCanidia,whetheror
001 shehasa prototypeiii real life, is anexciting figure.” Fraenkel,op. cia, p. 63. Por George
Luck, ArcanaMundi. Magio and tite Occult itt Greekand Ruinan Worh4 The JohasHopkins
University Press,Baltimore 1985. p. 30, the fact that ah womenwho practicedwitchcraft loo-
kedmoreor lesslike Caaidiais beyooddoubt.

25 Only Lucan. VI 413-830, matchesHorace’s collection of horrors la his description
of Erichihosrites.
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possessinga male libido 26 andthe cbild himself, in bis curse,usurpstbe ma-
gical discoursewbich in Romewas witbin the femaleprecinct.We are mo-
ving in a lawlessworld sincenot only tbe civil laws arebreachedbut also tbe
natural laws given the practiceof magicand,finally, tbe laws governinglin-
guisticsocialexehange.

The last Epodeis adialoguebetweenthe authorandthe witch. Horace,
victim of the witcb’s incantation,admitsdefeatandlaunchesinto a palinode
in wbicb he not only acknowledgestbe woman’spower (tbus dammingber)
but pledgesa becatombin berhonouror, alternatively,poemsin herpraise.
Tbe answeris immediate: the witch remainsunmovedand,as in tbe epode
previously discussed,sheboastsof berwicked powers,wbich amountsto a
confessionof ber guilt. We haveberetbe counterpartto the non-dialogueof
tbe Epode5: thewitcb listensandrespondsto the author’spIcabut tbe com-
muntcationis vitiated by elementsof deceptionon the part of Horacewho is
not operatingbonnfide H.P. Grice in lis famousWilliam Jameslecturesat
Harvard27 tried to establisha generalprincipIe of conversationinteraction
and he called it tbe ‘Co-operativePrincipIe’. Resortingto the categoriesof
Kantian logic, he suggesteda codification of the Co-operativePrincipie of
conversationin ninemaximstbatcanbesummarisedasfollows:

1. Quantity
í. Make yourcontributionasinformativeaspossible.
u. Do notmakeyour contributionmoreinformativetían it is required.

2. Quality
‘. Do notsaywhatyou believetobefalse.
u. Do notsay that for wbicbyou lackadequateinformation.

3. Relation
t. Be relevant

4. Manner
í. Avoid obscurityof expression
‘1. Avoid ambiguity

26 Non defuissemasculnelibidinis AriminensemFoliam(41-42).
27 Theselecturesdeliveredin 1967have beenseminalin the studyof linguistic communi-

cationandtheir influence is acknowledgedin alí respectablestudiesQn Pragmatics.SeeR. La-
koff, op. cir, and“What canyou dowith words:politeness,pragmaticsandperformatives”in A.
Rogers,B. Wall, and1. P. Murphy, Proceedingsof tite TexasConferenceunPerforniatives,Presup-
posiíionsandImplicatures,Arlington Va. 1977; P.Brownand5. C. Levinson,“Universaisin lan-
guageusage:politenessphenomena”in E.Goody,(cd.), Questions of Politeness: Strategies itt So-
cial Interaction, CambridgeUniversityPress1978. ParadoxicallyGrice’s lectureshavenever
beenpublishedin fulí but themain contentof themcanbefound in H.P.Grice, “Logic andcon-
versation”in P. Cole andJ.Morgan(eds.),Syntaxaná Semantics,VoL 3. SpeechActs, NewYork
1975 and “Further noteson logic andconversation”in P. Cole (cd.), Syntaxand Semantics,
VoL9:Pragmatics,NewYork 1977.
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iii. Be brief
iv. Be orderly 28

In Epode17 tbe Griceanrulesof conversationare violated on severalac-
counts,tbe mostblatantbeing tbeflouting of the principIe of quality (rule 2,
1.): Horaceis lying andhe knows it, Canidiaknows it andsodoestbe reader.
In adéition,the authorreveisin ambiguity(rule 4 i.), for example,sivemenda-
ci lyra/volessonare29 admitsvarious readings:the lyre was mendaciouswhen
tbe original defamatorypoemswere written or will be mendaciousin the re-
cantationandpromiseépraiseor, perbaps,it is alwaysmendacious.Witb the
introductionof intertextualitywith tu pudica, tu proba 30, which ecboesCatu-
llus’ famousfinal line pudica elproba, reddecodicilos31, the poet is not only
inscribing himself in tbe tradition of mock palinodebut, as alwayshappens
wíth parody,is sayingmorethan the meretext indicates.Tbe violation of rule
ti. is complex:the authoris making his contributionmore informative tban
requiredin a covertway which maybe deciplieredonly by tbe literaryinitia-
ted and,in its hyperbole,is lending an air of disingenuousnessto tbe utteran-
ce 32•

Tbe fact that the witcb doesnot falí into Horace’s trap doesnot éetract
from the attemptsof tbe author to control the situation througb deception.
Co-operativecommunicationandthe ensuingaffiliative elementin the dis-
courseis absent>~. Tbis Horacewho resortsto dolusto acbievebis aims is
not tbe Horacethe poetpresentsi.e., the straigbtforwardson of a freedman
wbo only telísthe truth in a congenialanécompassionatemanner

Tbe hatreddirectedto oíd women is notrestrictedto the Epodes.In the
Odesthe moechasena,so brutally treatedin the earlyiambics,is replaceéby
the moechasenescens,tbewomanwboscyoung daysare passedbutwho refu-
ses to adjustherbebaviourto herage. In Ode1 25, thereare two scenes.In
the first, revelling young men, admittedlyfewer of them anéless frequently,
try to get admissioninto tbe courtesan’sbouse.lo thefirst stanzasthe combi-
neétbemesof tbe paraclausithyronandthe lupanarsongfollow a well esta-
blishedtradition. But thereis then abreak ~ andfrom tbe tbird stanzaon we

28 “Logic andconversation”,p. 46.
29 3940

1. 40.
31 42,24.
32 Por an enlighteoeddiscussionof OncesprincipIe, cf Talbot3. Taylor and DeborahCa-

merón,AnalysingConversation.Rulesand tlnits in t/wStructoreof Talk PergamonPress.Oxford
1986,pp. 81-97.

‘~ This is the stuffof comedywhere,br the sakeof Iaughter.cómmunicatióois defective
becauseof misapprehension,error, Qn becauseof trickery, do/as.

~ The witch survives in Sermones1 8 but the humouristic trcatmentdissolvestheanimus
aod the benigosatirist cónverts Canidiafrom a threateningpowerful woman oto anobject of
¡noffensivederision.

~ For the studyof this break,cf Viktor Pósehí,“Horaz 0. 1, 25,” in Dialogosftir Harold Pat~
zer,J. Corder,It. Leimbach& A. B. Neschke-Hentschke(eds.),Wiesbaden1975.
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areprojectedinto the future andtbe exc/usiamatoresof tbe first linesare re-
placedby Lydia wboseuncontrolledsexualitypusbesinto the streetsandbe-
comesberselfthe exc/usaamatrixof berown bouse.We arebackbere to the
saevaindignatio of tbe iambics:Lydia is comparedwithamarein heat,de-hu-
manisedby tbeblurring of thedistinctionbetweenbumanandbeastanécon-
fined to the notoriousangiportusin a renewedCatullanecho36~ Tbe content
andtoneof this odebasreceivedtbe mostvarieddescriptionsrangingfrom
rejectionof its devastatingrealism ~, to the conviction tbat it is the expres-
sion of tbe morality of time and the demandsof decorum38, to an agonic
mixture of sadnessandcontempt~. Wbateverthe right descriptionmay be,
Horacebas not abandonedbis aggressiontowards oíd or aging women and
thebenigncritieof moressbowsno compassionfor Lydia.

In OdeIII 15, thepoetadvisesanoídwomanto abandonherjuvenilebe-
baviour anéadopta conductmoreconsonantwitb herageand status.Scho-
lars baveseenin tbis odea softeningof Horace’sstandvis-á-vis oídwomen40

and baveoverlookedsomeabusiveelements:she is the wife of a poor man,
pauperis Ibyci andvery close, becauseof her age,to the grave, maturopro-
pior... funeri41. Her unbecomingconduct is more decorousin ber daugliter
who somebowreplicatesLydia sincesbebehavesasan exc/usaamatrix42and
is comparedwitb ananimal,a kid. Howeverthereis a fundamentaldifference
becauseof youtbwbich actsas a redeemingfactor.Tbe Horatianadmonitory
tone is easily recognisable(decel, rechus,modus)anéwe feel closeto theun-
derstandingmoralistwho tries to seducetbe addresseeto tbe rigbt path.La-
mentablytbe paternalisticgnomic tonesuffersa severedisruption in tbe last
line with the referenceto Cbloris drinking habits‘~. Horaceseemsto be wave-
ringbetweenthediscourseof associationandtbediscourseof rejection.

Horacecannotliude hisSehadenfreudeat the factthat Lyce is growing oíd
and losing herbeautyin Ode113 of Book IV. Tbe poetseemsto takedelight
in enumeratingtbe ravagesof agein the womanasbe did in tbe Epodes,al-
tbougbtbe savagedescriptionis toneddown.Ibe structureof tbe poemis si-
milar to OdesIII 15 sinceHorace,afterthe initial rejoicing, launchesinto an
attaekandtben,in clearbreak,tbe tonemellowsinto somesort of intimacy’”

36 58,4.
3~ “For threestanzasHoraceunleashesa tirade of unflattening,frighteningandvery unga-

ilant descniptionthat hascausedsornescholarsdisgustanddiscomfort.” W. J. Henderson,“The
paraklausithyronmotif in HoracesOdes”,ActaClassica16 (1973)p. 58.

~‘ S. Commager,Tite Oc/esofflorece,a CriticalStody,NewHaven1962,p. 249.
3’ “E un cuadrovivo cd appassionato(madi passionein cfi lottano fra loro la penacd ji

desprezzo)”,NicolaTenzaghi,LaLirica di OrazioRorne1967,p. 127.
~ “II muílouer ici chezHonaceunegrandelégéretédetouche”,F.Villeneuve(cd.),Horace.

Ocies et EpodesColiectionBudé,Paris1967,p. 125, n. 1.
41 p~ Connor,HoracesLyric Poetry:tite Torce of Homoar, Melbourne1987,p. 187.
42 W. J. Henderson,op. cit., p. 62.

~‘ It is notsuitablepoti vetulanifaecetenascadi(17).
‘~ M. C. J. Putnam,Artifices of Eternity.Horace’s Fourth .Book of Oc/es, Corneil Univensity

Press,Ithaca1986, p. 224.
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createdby tbe autobiograpbicalelements.Tbe philosopbisingabouttbe pas-
sing of time, an universalhumanpredicament,basan ah encompassingeffect
and authorané addresseesharethe samedestiny. However, in the second
lastune,thepoetdisengageshimselfanéderisionenters(multo non sinerisa)
andwe canperceivetbe sameoseillationasin III 15. OdeIV 13 is as closeas
Horacegetsto a changeof attitudetowardsoídwomenbut it doesnotgo the
wholeway.

Thoughhe goesfurther than otherpoets in acceptingkinship with wo-
men in the aging process‘~, he (Horace)nevertakes thefurther stepof re-
commendingto them thecompensatingpleasuresandsatisfactionshe finés
appropriateto his own and othermen’s latenyears46~

Summingup, tbereare two Horaces,the onewbo addressesoíd women
andthe otberone.The latter, deeplyconcernedwitb the effectof bis words,
is alwaysrespectfulof etiquetteané,minéful of tbe feelingsof bis addressee,
usesthe congenialandcompassionatestrategyof affiliation. But dissociation
anéaggressionare tbemarksof tbe discoursereserveéfor oíd women,wbicb
revealsa controllingintention. Tbe occasionalmellowing is neverallowedto
thrive anétbe poet, on tbeseoccasions,maintainsa typical malespeecb.To
look for a reasonmaybe adventurousbut we may surmisethat Horacedié
not like the mirror presentedto him by his aging femalecontemporariesand
that be wasultimateiy rejecting—throughdisplacement—bis fear of bis own
oídage’s ugliness.Fearcanalso be the reasonfor tbeattackQn witcbes.Fear
of wbat wasbeyondlis control may havepusbeétbe poet to betraybis care-
fully constructedpersonaandseeksomefon of dominanceby meansof the
discoursebeusedwhenaddressingoídwoman.

~ A póint 1 feel inclinedto dispute.
46 Carol ClemeauEsier,«HoracesOíd Girís: Evolution of a topos»,in T. M. Falkneraod 1.

deLuce,op. cit., p. 177.


