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Amicable and hostile exchange in the culture of recitation 

Matthew Roller, Johns Hopkins University 
 

What follows is an initial draft of my chapter, based on the script of a paper given at the Rostock 
Literary Interactions conference.  A list of passages discussed is appended; these will be 
incorporated into the body of the article in the course of expansion and revision.  Further 
development of this piece primarily involves documenting the argument as it exists, and 
expanding the discussion of how the social and literary dynamics of recitation appear in Trajanic 
and Hadrianic authors other than Pliny the Younger, who is the main focus of the current 
version.  For much other rich and informative material about recitation can be found in 
Suetonius, Martial, Juvenal, Plutarch (inter alios).  The overall contention of the chapter, 
however, is and will remain as follows: the dynamics of reciprocal social exchange encompass 
the culture of recitation, and these dynamics substantially shape how Romans who participate in 
the recitation community view their own and others’ obligations and duties as members of that 
community.  In particular, I contend—for this is a consequence of the overarching social 
exchange dynamic—that members of this community cooperate and compete simultaneously. 
This dual requirement is patent in many other aspects of Roman aristocratic culture as well, so 
perhaps is prima facie unsurprising in this context.  To my knowledge, however, no such 
analysis of recitation has previously been offered.   

This analysis of the dynamics of social exchange that govern literary interaction in the 
recitation does not merely illuminate Roman aristocratic culture in its own right, but also 
provides essential background for understanding the ways that literary exchange emerges from 
published texts (for example, implicit or explicit acknowledgements of the contributions of 
others to the creation of the literary text).  Much of what is now called “intertextuality” is the 
scriptural reflex of the same social phenomenon of which exchanges within the recitation are the 
spoken reflex.  Thus literary intertexts and exchanges in the recitation are cognate social 
practices. 

*** 
 

Recitation is a practice that looms large in the works of Martial, Pliny, Tacitus, Juvenal, 
Suetonius, and Plutarch, to name some authors from our period (though their texts do not always 
talk about our period).  The Latin verb recitare means “to read out to an audience from a 
prepared, written text.”  In civic contexts, such as courts, assemblies, army camps, or the senate, 
the reading-out of a law, letter or other formal written document to the assembled audience is 
generally expressed by the verb recitare.  My concern here will be with the more “private” 
practice of literary recitation, whereby an author reads out a text of his own composition to an 
audience of (typically, at least) invited friends and associates.1 

                                                
1 Meaning of recitare: Valette-Cagnac 1997: 111.  On what “publication” means, Johnson 2010: 45-53 here and 
there in passing. 
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Let me begin by describing some features of Roman literary recitation that may seem 
paradoxical, yet which scholars have persuasively demonstrated in the last couple decades.  The 
first paradox is as follows. On the one hand, those who recite their literary works to gathered 
audiences, and who attend recitations given by others, form a cooperative community 
characterized by a shared commitment to a certain kind of literary enterprise.  The literary 
activity of composition and recitation is furthermore associated with “leisure time,” otium.  This 
is time NOT devoted to civic duties—the negotia—that Roman aristocrats regard as their 
“serious” activities through which they typically seek social distinction.  This dimension of 
recitation has been well articulated by Emmanuelle Valette-Cagnac and William Johnson.  On 
the other hand, members of this community compete with one another, constructing hierarchies 
in which each participant strives to be ranked as high as possible.  In this respect, there is a quest 
for social distinction, and recitation thereby takes on a key characteristic of negotia.  Florence 
Dupont has elaborated this aspect of the culture of recitation, as have I.  So that’s the first 
paradox: members of this community are both cooperative and competitive.  The second paradox 
goes like this: When a literary work is recited, it is not being presented as finished, but as being 
“in progress”—that is, provisional and subject to change.  The recitation’s purpose, allegedly, is 
to elicit from the audience candid feedback in a relatively controlled and private environment, by 
which the work will be improved before it is published as a “finished” work—that is, before it is 
offered up as a written text available for widespread copying and circulation. On these matters 
see Delvigo and Parker.  Yet, at the same time, we often hear about what goes on in recitations, 
and how particular works are received by the audience.  Thus audience judgements turn out not 
to be “secret” after all but can, in fact, escape out into the larger world.  Now, perhaps it’s no 
surprise that the recitation can be “spectacular” event: after all, an audience of judging spectators 
is gathered around someone who is performing his eloquence before them, which is the 
prototypical situation of exemplary social performance. So this is the second paradox: recitation 
is both a private, cloistered, off-the-record event, and a public, visible, spectacular, performance 
situation.  I have made this argument before, as have Valette-Cagnac and Marcus. 

Now in fact, these two paradoxes are homologous—opposite sides of the same coin.  
Very roughly, we might say that to view reciters and their audiences as a cooperative community 
committed to furthering a certain kind of literary activity underpins the ideology that recitations 
are provisional, candid, and secret: everyone seeks to help everyone else improve their work, 
without exposing them, in the collective pursuit of this literary ideal.  Conversely, to view this as 
a competitive community intent on constructing hierarchies accounts for the “spectacular” 
dimension of the recitation event: that is, the competitive ethos causes judgments about how 
works were received to escape the boundaries of the recitation and becoming more widely 
known.  But we shouldn’t be surprised that recitation has these two, somewhat inconsistent, 
sides.  If there are any “universals” in Roman culture, one is surely that cooperation and 
competition are inextricably combined in any number of social venues.  In battle, individuals are 
part of a highly coordinated, disciplined military unit yet seek to outstrip others in displaying 
valor. In the senate, members compete ferociously for magistracies and honors, even while the 
body must function more or less effectively as a whole in order to govern.  Similar analyses 
could be offered for advocacy in the courts, performance in the declamation halls, and so on.  
This is simply what Roman elites do, in all periods, though in ever–evolving ways.  Indeed, it is 
noteworthy that recitation emerged as a new arena of competition (and cooperation) precisely 
during the Augustan and Julio-Claudian era.  We can perhaps explain it as aristocrats 
compensating the reduced opportunities for competitive status-building in what had previously 
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been the premier arenas for oratory—the public contio, and the quaestiones and other courts.  So 
as some traditional venues for competitive eloquence shrank, Romans constructed new ones to 
take up the slack.  

For now, then, I am taking all these results as read, and will not exhaustively re-argue 
them.  But I hope to shed some new light on this competitive-and-cooperative nexus by 
analyzing recitation in terms of exchange.  Gift exchange, and its associated obligation of 
reciprocity, is a mechanism perfectly tailored to create social bonds (i.e., community) that are at 
the same time hierarchical (i.e., competitive). ? Typically, one party out-gives the other in terms 
of quantity or quality; and whatever reciprocation a gift elicits normally comes after a lapse of 
time, during which the receiving party is socially bound to, but also inferior to, the giving party.  
To show how this works in regard to recitation, let us start with a letter of Pliny, 2.10, in which 
he upbraids his addressee (gently) for writing but not reciting poems (see text 1; I’ll paraphrase 
in English:) “You’re almost cruel, holding back such marvellous books for so long!  We’ve long 
had high hopes, which you OUGHT not delay further.  ‘But my friends will see to it…’ It’s 
lacking in foresight to hope from others what you will not OFFER UP yourself.  Do whatever 
you want about publication: just recite.”  Note the language of social obligation, which I’ve 
underlined: debes, praestes.  Pliny implies that, if you claim to be a poet, you have the obligation 
to the community of the like-minded, to recite your work-in-progress.  A poem of Martial reveals 
the same assumption (text 2): “You don’t recite, Mamercus, and yet you want to be regarded as a 
poet”—so reciting would support his claim to membership in this community.  In the second 
verse, however, Martial pulls the rug out: he’ll concede Mamercus’ claim to membership 
provided he does not have to sit through the recitation.  For further dimensions of this obligation, 
look at Pliny letter 8.12 (text 3), which may be the most boring letter in the entire collection.  
Here Pliny declares that he is obliged to attend a recitation given by Titinius Capito, in part 
because of all Capito has done for the community of reciters: he’s provided his house as a venue, 
he turns up at all the auditoria, and he has never failed to turn up for Pliny’s recitations.  
Therefore Pliny is bound; he cannot possibly fail to return the service. The letter is awash in the 
language of gift exchange and social obligation, and I’ve underlined the key words: debere, 
praebere, deesse, obligari, obstringi, gratiam referre, munus fungi, officia, vices.  So from these 
kinds of texts (in handouts 1-3), we can infer that there are two concrete obligations within the 
community of author-reciters: the obligation to give recitations, and the obligation to attend 
them. 

Now let me try to document a third obligation, namely the obligation to provide 
appropriate feedback when one is an auditor to another author’s recitation.  To grasp what 
counts as “appropriate”, we return to the idea that a recitation presents “work in progress” that 
the community should help the writer to improve.  On this view, the community is to provide 
some kind of relatively candid criticism about what is good and bad, so that the author can edit 
the work prior to publishing it.  See, for example, Pliny’s declaration in text 4a: “I want to be 
praised not when I recite, but when I am read.  So I pass over no type of editing: first I do X, 
second I do Y, and finally, novissime, I recite to a larger crowd, and that is when I edit most 
keenly.” In text 4b we find the same idea, expressed as the audience’s obligation: “And besides, 
what do your fellow community-members (sodales) provide you (praestant—note again the 
overt exchange language), if they assemble for their own amusement?  It’s a spoiled person, and 
virtually an ignoramus, who would rather hear a friend’s good book than help make it a good 
book.”  Elsewhere Pliny says (text 5) that a particular recitation provided just what he needed: “I 
invited a few people to a recitation of a little speech I plan to publish, so that I would hear the 
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truth.  I got what I wanted: I found people to give me the benefit of their counsel, and I spotted 
some additional things myself to correct.  I’ve corrected the book, which I’ve sent to you.”  And 
just what form does that “counsel” take?  He describes it in letter 5.3 (text 6): “These are my 
reasons for reciting: first, because I write better when facing the fear of performing before an 
audience; and second, because whatever the reciter is doubtful about, he decides, as it were, by 
the advice of a council.  For many people make many suggestions, and if they do not make 
suggestions, the reciter perceives what each one thinks from his eyes, nods, hands, murmurs, or 
silence: by such signs they clearly distinguish their judgment from their polite assent.”  So on the 
one hand, “appropriate feedback” consists of critical judgments frankly bestowed by the 
audience, in their guise as a supportive community striving to further a certain kind of literary 
activity.  Yet, in order to extract those candid judgments, the reciter must apparently be, at least 
sometimes, a semiotician—an expert in body language.  That is, Pliny seems to concede that the 
audience is NOT disposed to offer bald criticism, say, of the sort that Horace describes in the Ars 
Poetica (text 7): “If you recite something to Quintilius, he used to say ‘please correct this, and 
this.’ And if you tried in vain two or three times and said you couldn’t do better, he’d tell you to 
delete your ill-turned verses and put them back on the anvil.  And if you preferred to defend your 
faults rather than change them, he’d waste no more words or effort on you….”  I’ll return in a 
moment to the character of the audience’s feedback, but for the moment I am simply trying to 
establish the existence of the threefold obligation of members of the reciting community: the 
obligations to recite, to attend recitations, and—as I’ve just argued—to provide appropriate 
feedback as an audience member. This threefold obligation echoes the form and structure of the 
threefold obligation traditionally associated with gift exchange: the obligation to give, to receive, 
and to reciprocate.  And we have already seen that typical gift-exchange vocabulary is used to 
express the obligations within the recitation community.  This parallelism in structure and 
vocabulary suggests that the culture of recitation is indeed an arena of social exchange governed 
by the regular rules of reciprocity. 

Now let us return to the matter of audience comportment.  It may well be difficult for an 
audience member to provide “candid” criticism à la Quintilius Varus, and indeed the reciter may 
not really want feedback that is quite so frank: a poem of Martial, in text 8, exposes these 
complexities pungently. “‘Tell me the truth, please, Marcus, there’s nothing I’d rather hear.’  So 
you always say, Gallicus, when you recite or plead in the forum.  It’s hard for me to deny what 
you ask.  Hear, then, something that is truer than true: you do not really want to hear the truth.”  
Here the auditor, namely Martial, cannot or will not provide the (implicitly negative) critique he 
thinks is warranted; nor, he suggests, does the reciter really want to receive that criticism.  
Martial thus presents himself as declining to ruffle the smooth surface of this relationship, at 
least not face to face (what he puts in this poem is another matter).  In Pliny’s view, meanwhile, 
there are many ways that auditors can go wrong in discharging their obligations to reciters.  
Consider letter 6.17, in text 9.  Pliny describes the recitation of a fine book (liber 
absolutissimus—and note that HE is thereby praising the work).  Certain audience members, he 
says, “did not move their lips or hands, and didn’t rise even from a weariness of sitting.” Recall 
that the movement of audience members’ hands and lips are key signs of their judgment of the 
work.  So these auditors, in refusing to give these signs, are failing in their obligation as 
members of this community—they are not providing the required feedback.  Pliny continues: 
“Why such seriousness, such wisdom?  Why, rather, such laziness, arrogance, even madness, to 
spend the whole day with the purpose of giving offense, to leave as an enemy someone to whom 
you had come as close friend?”  In his view, these auditors have abandoned the desired amicable 



 5 

exchange in favor of hostile exchange: instead of unifying the community around a shared 
literary enterprise, this recitation, as Pliny sees it, is cleaving the community into antagonistic 
subgroups.  Now, why would auditors do this? Pliny’s subsequent words, in section 4, are 
telling: “Are you yourself more eloquent?  All the more should you not be spiteful; for the one 
who is spiteful is lesser.  So whether you perform better or worse or the same, praise (sc. the 
reciter) whether he is inferior (sc. to you), superior, or the same: praise your superior because 
you cannot yourself be praised unless he is praiseworthy; praise your inferior or equal because it 
impacts your glory that a person you surpass or equal seem as great as possible.”  What Pliny is 
doing here is introducing the other side of the coin: the recitation as a competitive arena 
governed by the dynamics of spectacularity and exemplarity.  He conjectures, or rather 
acknowledges, that the problematic audience members are in fact expressing disapproval of the 
reciter, in the effort to place themselves higher in the hierarchy of eloquence that the recitation, 
in its competitive guise, can articulate.  Yet even so, Pliny claims, they are doing it wrong: 
according to him, you come out best in the competitive arena if you simply praise everything, for 
the rising tide of praise lifts all boats, including your own.  Now I doubt that the audience 
members whom Pliny criticizes would agree that praising everything, no matter what, is a good 
competitive move.  Tearing your competitors down, after all —“going negative”— is a tried and 
true strategy for elevating your own standing.  But Pliny’s argument for universal praise has the 
advantage of maintaining at least the appearance of a cooperative community, keeping you on 
friendly terms with the reciter who invited you.  That is, to the extent Pliny explicitly 
acknowledges the competitive side of recitation, he wants it to be entirely consistent with the 
cooperative side.  He is not alone in this: Plutarch discusses appropriate audience comportment 
in his treatise “On hearing lectures” (text 10 for references).  Plutarch’s discussion likewise 
acknowledges the tension between being respectful and being frank, while recommending on 
balance that auditors be inoffensive no matter what.  Indeed Pliny shows himself offering lavish 
praise for certain reciters, or at worst perhaps withholding praise (again text 10 for references).  
But he never shows himself playing the Quintilius Varus role of frankly criticizing recited works 
in a way that might actually help authors improve their work.  Perhaps he communicates his 
critical views, if any, via the sorts of murmurs, nods, and hand movements he describes in 
handout 6. 

A similar analysis can be offered of Ep. 6.15 (text 11).  “You weren’t there for an 
amazing thing: nor was I, but the story reached me while still fresh.  Passennus Paulus… writes 
elegies. … When he recited, he began to speak thus: ‘Priscus, you bid…’ At this Iavolenus 
Priscus, who was in attendance as a very close friend, said, ‘But I don’t bid!’ Imagine people’s 
laughter and jokes.”  Now Prisce iubes is hexametric, presumably the first words of an elegiac 
poem, and Paulus is thereby presenting a dedication, or epistolary preface, which is normally a 
means of flattering a patron or honoring a friend.  Priscus’ response is essentially to expose the 
fictionality of the trope, and thereby decline the honor, to the reciter’s mortification.  Pliny 
continues: “To be sure, Priscus is of doubtful sanity, but he does take part in public duties etc.: 
all the more was what he did then absurd and remarkable.  Meanwhile, his guest’s madness 
pretty much threw cold water on Paulus’ recitation.”  So Pliny deems Priscus’ intervention so 
inappropriate as to count as madness or insanity, because it so undercut and alienated his friend 
the reciter.  And the reason Pliny says this is remarkable is that Priscus has a public career, and 
so should know better.  That is, Pliny implies that the behavioral protocols of public duties, one’s 
negotia, should govern one’s behavior as an auditor in a recitation.  This in turn suggests that the 
stakes of the recitation are not so different from the stakes of one’s negotia.  And indeed Pliny 
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has said, at the beginning of this letter, that he himself was not present, nor was his addressee, 
but the rumor is flying all around, and Pliny is helping to spread it.  So with this episode the 
model of the recitation as a venue for candid criticism of literary work-in-progress by a mutually 
supportive community in a protected, relatively secret environment, has been completely 
exploded: rather, a friendly invitation is reciprocated by a humiliation that has gained wide 
publicity.  The order of the day here is hostile reciprocity, the dynamics of spectacle, and the 
establishment of a ranking. 

Pliny’s rhetoric in letters 6.15 ands 6.17 (and elsewhere) clearly places him on the side of 
cooperation, mutual assistance, secrecy, and non-competition within the community of reciters.  
Yet things are not so simple.  It is not just that Pliny is (for example) complicit in circulating the 
story of Passennus Paulus.  There is more.  Throughout the letters we have examined so far, and 
in others as well, Pliny not only presents an ideal of a cooperative, candid, and relatively secret 
recitation community, but he also fashions himself as the ideal member of that community 
(Gerhard Binder is good on this matter).  In his own self-presentation, Pliny recites, attends 
recitations, and provides appropriate feedback as an auditor (that is, meets all the social 
obligations linked to the ideal he has articulated); and he chastises those who fall short of this 
ideal.  Yet via this very self-presentation he is ranking himself higher than certain others in the 
community who do not measure up to this ideal.  That is, Pliny is playing a competitive ranking 
game—namely, who is the best member of the community?—in the very process of articulating 
the ideal of a non-competitive, cooperative community.  Furthermore, he communicates all of 
this to the addressees of the letters, and to the wider public readership at which the published 
collection aims.  Thus he gives the broadest possible publicity to his self-construction as the very 
best member of this community.  This is precisely the self-fashioning strategy he uses in regard 
to the public dimensions of his life: his activities as a senator or advocate or governor.  The 
paradox in this case is that he seeks competitive advantage for himself through the very act of 
decrying efforts by others to seek competitive advantage, and undercuts this community’s ideals 
of secrecy and candor in the very act of articulating those ideals, when he describes to the broad 
readership of his letters things that go on at recitations. 

[One could say much more about Pliny.  But in my last few minutes I will widen my 
view to other authors, who present other ways in which amicable and hostile exchange, and the 
clash of cooperative and competitive dynamics, take place in recitations.  Though it stands 
outside of our time period, I cannot resist the story from the Suetonian life of Lucan, concerning 
this poet’s recitational interactions with Nero (text 12).  Summoned from Athens to join Nero’s 
cohors amicorum, Lucan also received a quaestorship.  But he and Nero soon fell out: one day, 
when Lucan was reciting, Nero rose and withdrew “for no reason but to throw cold water” on 
Lucan, summoning the senate at the same time.  Now summoning the senate is a nice touch: it 
would likely take away at least some portion of Lucan’s audience, and indeed should take Lucan 
himself, as a quaestor or ex-quaestor.  So Nero is here not simply walking out, and thereby 
demonstrating his displeasure: he is dismantling the whole event at the same time.  In due course 
Lucan finds himself in a public latrine.  Upon hearing a particularly loud crepitus ventris, Lucan 
recites a hemistich of Nero’s: “you’d think it was thundering under the earth.”  This causes 
everyone else sitting in the latrine to flee.  So as Suetonius presents this pair of episodes, Lucan 
has retaliated against Nero virtually in kind: for in the latrine he recites, and thus creates an 
audience for, Nero’s poetry, but places that audience in an untenable situation that compels it to 
dissolve on the spot.  In this case, then, hostile reciprocity in a recitation begets similarly hostile 
reciprocity.  And the relationship between the two men spirals down from there.] 
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To close, let me return to the era of Trajan and Hadrian and present one further case of 
hostile exchange via recitation.  In text 13 we have the opening to Juvenal’s first satire. “Am I 
only ever an auditor?  Am I never to retaliate, having been annoyed so often by the Theseid of 
hoarse Cordus?  Will this man recite his comedies, and that one his elegies, unpunished?  Will a 
vast Telephus or Orestes consume the day unpunished?”  The satirist here presents himself as 
having sat in the audience for many vexing recitations.  He has decided to retaliate and punish 
those other poets for what they have put him through.  As he explains a few verses later, he’ll do 
this by writing satire.  The implication is that he will hold a recitation, which the other poets will 
be obligated to attend, and he will inflict upon them an experience every bit as awful as they 
have inflicted upon him.  This will be his revenge.  But there is more.  This poem itself, of 
course, is that satire (or one of them).  So we, as readers of this poem, find ourselves 
interpellated not as readers of a text but as auditors attending the recitation of this poem as the 
satirist reads it out to us.  And as auditors, we are also being identified as precisely those bad and 
annoying poets upon he is now taking his revenge. [part of the fun of being a satirist is that you 
can send your audience up provided that you send yourself up at the same time, as the satirist is 
doing here].  Now what I want to observe is that this vertiginous opening gambit only works by 
presupposing that the culture of recitation involves BOTH cooperation AND competition.  The 
satirist’s participation in these activities—his attendance at all those recitations that annoyed 
him, and his reciting in turn—evinces the norm I discussed earlier of attending and giving 
recitations.  This being satire, however, the language of obligation here is cast negatively: to 
repay in kind, to punish.  It is a total inversion of Pliny 8.12, in handout 3.  So: reciprocity, to be 
sure, but hostile.  At the same time, the satirist makes clear his intention at least to equal, perhaps 
to surpass, the other poets’ efforts—the competitive dimension.  This being satire, however, the 
competition here is cast as a race to the bottom: the satirist seeks the crown for subjecting his 
auditors (i.e., us) to the worst possible recitation experience, an experience as bad if not worse 
than those to which we’ve subjected him.  So Juvenal’s opening neatly displays, even as it 
travesties, the combination of cooperation and competition, articulated via exchange language, 
that characterizes the culture of recitation.  

Texts  
 

 
1. Pliny Ep. 2.10: (1) hominem te patientem uel potius durum ac paene crudelem, qui tam 

insignes libros tam diu teneas!... (2) magna et iam longa exspectatio est, quam frustrari adhuc 
et differre non debes. … (4) dices, ut soles, ‘amici mei uiderint.’ …(5) despice ne sit parum 
prouidum, sperare ex aliis quod tibi ipse non praestes.  (6) ed de editione quidem interim ut 
uoles: recita saltem quo magis libeat emittere…. 

 
2. Mart. Epigr. 2.88: 

  nil recitas et uis, Mamerce, poeta uideri: 
   quidquid uis esto, dummodo nil recites.  (similarly Epig. 8.20) 
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3. Pliny Ep. 8.12: (1) hunc solum diem excuso: recitaturus est Titinius Capito, quem ego audire 
nescio magis debeam an cupiam. uir est optimus et inter praecipua saeculi ornamenta 
numerandus. colit studia, studiosos amat fouet prouehit, multorum qui aliqua componunt 
portus sinus gremium, omnium exemplum, ipsarum denique litterarum iam senescentium 
reductor ac reformator. (2) domum suam recitantibus praebet, auditoria non apud se tantum 
benignitate mira frequentat; mihi certe, si modo in urbe, defuit numquam. Porro tanto turpius 
gratiam non referre, quanto honestior causa referendae. (3) an si litibus tererer, obstrictum 
esse me crederem obeunti uadimonia mea, nunc, quia mihi omne negotium omnis in studiis 
cura, minus obligor tanta sedulitate celebranti, in quo obligari ego, ne dicam solo, certe 
maxime possum? (4) quod si illi nullam uicem nulla quasi mutua officia deberem, sollicitarer 
tamen uel ingenio hominis pulcherrimo et maximo et in summa seueritate dulcissimo, uel 
honestate materiae. scribit exitus inlustrium uirorum, in his quorundam mihi carissimorum. 
(5) uideor ergo fungi pio munere, quorumque exsequias celebrare non licuit, horum quasi 
funebribus laudationibus seris quidem sed tanto magis ueris interesse. uale. 

 
4. (a) Plin. Ep. 7.17.7: nec uero ego dum recito laudari, sed dum legor cupio.  itaque  

nullum emandandi genus omitto. ac primum quae scripsi mecum ipse pertracto… 
nouissime pluribus recito, ac si quid mihi credis tunc acerrime emendo…. (also §§14-15) 

(b) Plin. 8.21.5: et alioqui quid praestant sodales, si conueniunt uoluptatis suae causa?  
delicatus ac similis ignoto est, qui amici librum bonum mauult audire quam facere. 

 
5. Plin. Ep. 5.12.1: recitaturus oratiunculam quam publicare cogito, aduocaui aliquos ut uererer, 

paucos ut uerum audirem. …tuli quod petebam: inueni qui mihi copiam consilii sui facerent, 
ipse praeterea quaedam emendanda adnotaui. emendaui librum, quem misi tibi. (similarly Ep. 
3.18.8-9, 8.21.6) 

 

6. Plin. Ep. 5.3: (8) itaque has recitandi causas sequor, primum quod ipse qui recitat aliquanto 
acrius scriptis suis auditorum reuerentia intendit; deinde quod [sc. ipse qui recitat] de quibus 
dubitat, quasi ex consilii sententia statuit. (9) multa etiam a multis admonetur, et si non 
admoneatur, quid quisque sentiat perspicit ex uultu oculis nutu manu murmure silentio; quae 
satis apertis notis iudicium ab humanitate discernunt. 

 

7. Hor. Ars P. 438-44: 
Quintilio siquid recitares, “corrige sodes  

hoc” aiebat “et hoc.” melius te posse negares 
bis terque expertum frustra: delere iubebat 

et male tornatos incudi reddere uersus. 
si defendere delictum quam uertere malles, 

nullum ultra uerbum aut operam insumebat inanem, 
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quin sine riuali teque et tua solus amares. 
 

8. Mart. Epigr. 8.76: 
“dic uerum mihi, Marce, dic amabo; 

nil est, quod magis audiam libenter.” 
sic et cum recitas tuos libellos, 

et causam quotiens agis clientis, 
oras, Gallice, me rogasque semper. 

durum est me tibi, quod petis, negare. 
uero uerius ergo quid sit, audi: 

uerum, Gallice, non libenter audis.  
 

9. Plin. Ep. 6.17: (1) recitabatur liber absolutissimus. (2) hunc duo aut tres, ut sibi et paucis 
uidentur, diserti surdis mutisque similes audiebant. non labra diduxerunt, non mouerunt 
manum, non denique adsurrexerunt saltem lassitudine sedendi. (3) quae tanta grauitas? quae 
tanta sapientia? quae immo pigritia adrogantia sinisteritas ac potius amentia, in hoc totum 
diem impendere ut offendas, ut inimicum relinquas ad quem tamquam amicissimum ueneris? 
(4) disertior ipse es? tanto magis ne inuideris; nam qui inuidet minor est. denique siue plus 
siue minus siue idem praestas, lauda uel inferiorem uel superiorem uel parem: superiorem 
quia nisi laudandus ille non potes ipse laudari, inferiorem aut parem quia pertinet ad tuam 
gloriam quam maximum uideri, quem praecedis uel exaequas. 
 

10. Plutarch on correct audience deportment at a lecture or recitation: Mor. 44a-46d (= De recta 
ratione audiendi 13-16).  Pliny praising recitations he has heard: Ep. 3.15.3-4, 4.27, 5.17.2-5, 
6.17.1, 9.27. Pliny not obviously praising recitations, perhaps withholding praise: Ep. 1.5.4, 
4.7.2 (Regulus); Ep. 3.7.5 (Silius Italicus). 

 
11. Plin. Ep. 6.15: (1) mirificae rei non interfuisti; ne ego quidem, sed me recens fabula excepit. 

Passennus Paulus, splendidus eques Romanus et in primis eruditus, scribit elegos. ... (2) is 
cum recitaret, ita coepit dicere: “Prisce, iubes . . .”. ad hoc Iauolenus Priscus (aderat enim ut 
Paulo amicissimus): “Ego uero non iubeo.” cogita qui risus hominum, qui ioci. (3) est 
omnino Priscus dubiae sanitatis, interest tamen officiis, adhibetur consiliis atque etiam ius 
ciuile publice respondet: quo magis quod tunc fecit et ridiculum et notabile fuit. (4) interim 
Paulo aliena deliratio aliquantum frigoris attulit. 
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12. Suet. Vita Lucani: ***reuocatus Athenis a Nerone cohortique amicorum additus atque etiam 

quaestura honoratus. non tamen permansit in gratia: siquidem aegre ferens, <quod Nero se> 
recitante subito ac nulla nisi refrigerandi sui causa indicto senatu recessisset, neque uerbis 
aduersus principem neque factis extantibus post haec temperauit, adeo ut quondam in latrinis 
publicis clariore cum crepitu uentris hemistichium Neronis magna consessorum fuga 
pronuntiarit: “sub terris tonuisse putes.” 
 

13. Juv. Sat. 1.1-6: 
semper ego auditor tantum? numquamne reponam 

uexatus totiens rauci Theseide Cordi? 
inpune ergo mihi recitauerit ille togatas, 

hic elegos? inpune diem consumpserit ingens 
Telephus aut summi plena iam margine libri 

scriptus et in tergo necdum finitus Orestes?  
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