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ABSTRACT 

 
While Priapus, the speaker of Horace, Sat. 1.8, is clearly not the poet in propria persona, 
there are parallels between the figwood god and the dramatic figure of �Horace� as he 
appears in the Satires. Both Priapus and satirist are in the service of Maecenas, and 
both overcome difficulties by default rather than through aggressive behaviour. 
While Priapus was supposed to punish trespassers by means of rape, Horace�s 
Priapus accidentally farts instead, driving away the two unwelcome witches. Priapus 
uses a device that is the opposite of his traditional mode of attack; likewise the 
Horatian satirist shies away from direct invective of individuals, but still provokes 
laughter. Priapus� timely fart provides an indirect Callimachean lite-rary statement in 
that he uses the �blunt end� of his weapon to bring the satire to a quick close, just as 
Horace advises using the other side of the stilus in the stringent editing essential to 
good composition. 
 
Since Horace�s Satires have tended to be regarded as the poor relation in that 
corpus which includes the illustrious Odes, only within the final decades of 
the twentieth century has the artistic depth of the former begun to be appre-
ciated. What has emerged is that the Satires are highly complex aesthetic 
creations and are far from the simple moralising tracts or the straight-
forward autobiography that they were once assumed to be.1 In particular, the 
work of Kirk Freudenburg2 has drawn our attention to a subtle level of 
correspondence between the abstract Callimachean aesthetics to which Ho-
                                                           
∗ I would like to thank the two anonymous referees for their useful comments and 
suggestions. An earlier version of this paper was presented at the conference of the 
Classical Association of South Africa held at the University of South Africa in 
January 2001. 
1 The first half of this paper looks at Callimachean aesthetics in Horace�s Satires; the 
second half suggests how these may be interpreted with regard to Sat. 1.8.  
2 Freudenburg�s book (1993) has done a great deal to raise scholars� awareness of 
subtle levels of meaning within seemingly straightforward and innocent moralising 
imagery, particularly with regard to literary and theoretical concerns. An example of 
this is given below. 



 98

race often lays claim in his Satires and the concrete imagery of his moralising 
exempla.  

For example, at Sat. 1.1.56-60 the stock figure of the miser is described as 
being in danger of falling into a river in spate in the midst of an extremely ill-
advised attempt to draw his drinking water from this abundant source: 
�...those who delight in more than a reasonable supply are torn off together 
with the river-bank and are carried away ... But the man who asks only for 
the little he needs neither draws water which is swirling with mud nor loses 
his life in the waves (�... neque limo / turbatam haurit aquam neque vitam 
amittit in undis�, 59-60).�3 On the moralising front this imagery is aimed 
foremost at deriding the tendencies of the avaricious, who insist that 
everything should be �bigger and better�, and who relish drawing from large 
granaries or piles of money, or in this case, from a river swollen in flood.  

Freudenburg, however, has pointed to the underlying literary analogy 
contained in the last-mentioned image: the large muddy torrent is a famous 
Callimachean metaphor.4 In his Hymn to Apollo Callimachus equates the large, 
muddy and silt-laden Euphrates with the lengthy, bombastic contemporary 
epic, as against his own literary ideals of brevity and refinement, characterised 
by the pure trickling spring of poetic inspiration.5 Horace often had recourse 
to this Callimachean metaphor in his discussions of the ideal satiric style. At 
Sat. 1.4.11-13, the first satire of the liber sermonum that is patently concerned 
with literary issues, Horace criticises his predecessor Lucilius for his 
apparently effusive style: �as he [Lucilius] flowed muddily on (�cum flueret 
lutulentus ...�), you�d have wanted to remove some of the content. He was 
garrulous, and reluctant to put up with the hard work of writing − writing 
properly, that is; his quantity does not impress me one bit.�6 Horace repeats 
this condemnation of Lucilius in Sat. 1.10: �But I said that he flowed like a 
muddy river, often carrying more that should be removed than left alone ...� 
(�at dixi fluere hunc lutulentum, saepe ferentem / plura quidem tollenda 
relinquendis ...�, 1.10.50-51). Other stylistic nightmares attacked by Horace 
in Sat. 1.10 also have this �muddy charge� flung at them − such as the 

                                                           
3 Translation Brown 1993:21, with some modifications. Translations in this paper are 
my own unless otherwise stated. 
4 Freudenburg 1993:187-90. 
5  jAssurivou potamoi`o mevga~ rJovo~, ajlla; ta; polla; / luvmata gh`~ kai; pollo;n ejf� 
u{dati surfeto;n e{lkei (�The Assyrian river is a mighty flood, but it carries along lots 
of mud and a lot of debris in its water�, Hymn to Apollo 108-09). For Callimachus, this 
is symbolic of the prolix style of contemporary epic. 
6 �cum flueret lutulentus, erat quod tollere velles; / garrulus atque piger scribendi 
ferre laborem, / scribendi recte: nam ut multum, nil moror �� 
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�turgidus Alpinus� at lines 36ff. who is said to have moulded a muddy head 
(�luteum caput�) for the Rhine in a bombastic contemporary epic.7 

Bearing all this in mind, Freudenburg is without a doubt correct in seeing 
that the image of the miser in danger of falling into the large muddy river in 
the first satire of Horace�s first book is more than coincidental: the 
Callimachean aesthetics to which Horace refers so many times in the later 
satires of the liber sermonum are already present in Sat. 1.1, a poem which, prior 
to Freudenburg, had frequently been dismissed by scholars as having little 
programmatic content where one would most expect it.8 Similar 
correspondences between the moral and the aesthetic, the concrete and the 
abstract can be found throughout both satiric books. In the complex world 
of Horace�s Satires, it seems, a bad style is as bad as or even worse than bad 
morals. A big book was, after all, according to Callimachus, a big evil. That 
Horace was himself acutely aware of these analogies can be seen in the fact 
that he makes a pun on the stylistic and moral ambiguities of �good� and �bad� 
poems (�mala / bona carmina�) at the end of Sat. 2.1 − which is the far 
more obviously programmatic introductory satire to his second collection. 

                                                           
7 �turgidus Alpinus iugulat dum Memnona dumque / defingit Rheni luteum 
caput, haec ego ludo� (Sat. 1.10.36-37). The appellation �turgidus Alpinus�, 
�bloated Alpman�, is usually considered to refer to the Furius satirised in a similar 
vein at Sat. 2.5.41, a rather bombastic contemporary epic poet who wrote on the 
subject of Caesar�s Gallic Wars (in which he famously described Jupiter spitting 
snow on the Alps, cf. 2.5.41; Quint. 8.6.7) and may have also written an Aethiopis 
in which Memnon is killed by Achilles (hence �iugulat�Memnona�). For details, 
see Courtney 1993:197-98. The one-and-a-half lines treating the long-winded 
epic writer contrasts with the half a line describing Horace�s �trifles� (�haec ego 
ludo�), just as the light-heartedness of the verb ludo contrasts with the strenuous 
harshness of �iugulat� in the previous line. There has been some dispute as to the 
meaning of �luteum caput� (�muddy head�?), since a river is usually not muddy at 
its source but further downstream, once it has accumulated silt and other debris 
(as in the Callimachean image of the Euphrates). See Courtney (ibid.), for a 
discussion of the possibilities that �caput� may also refer to �river-mouth� or to 
the head of the river-god, rising out of the waters in epiphany. Perhaps, however, 
Horace is suggesting that Furius� prolixity is so bad that it has extended all the 
way up the literary river even to its source. The Callimachean reference 
foreshadows the reference, a few lines later, to Horace�s having called Lucilius� 
style �lutulentus� (Sat. 1.10.50; cf. 1.4.11). 
8 Fraenkel (1957:96) complained that Sat. 1.1 �lacks the definite character of a 
prelude to the whole following book�, although he notes that it does contain a 
number of �hints� at the topics of succeeding satires. For Sat. 1.1 as a prooemium 
to the liber sermonum, cf. Van Rooy 1972:298ff.; 1977:266ff.; but see the recent 
suggestions of Dufallo 2000:575-90. 
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When the legal consultant Trebatius advises Horace that action could be 
taken against libellous verses (�mala ... carmina�), Horace replies: �So be it, if 
the verses are bad; but what if someone composes good verses and earns the 
praise of Caesar as judge?� (�Esto, si quis mala; sed bona si quis / iudice 
condiderit laudatus Caesare?�, Sat. 2.1.83-84). Such jokes and puns are largely 
encouraged by the loose ways in which the terms for �good� and �bad� tend to 
be used in most languages.9  

The Satires are populated not only by the morally impaired (or challen-
ged), the misers, the adulterers, the overly ambitious and so on, whom the 
moralist is often to be heard taking to task, but also by a number of stylistic 
villains: there are for example, the misguided Stoics Fabius and Crispinus 
who believe that �bigger is better� and �more is more� when it comes to 
writing, echoing the misers� attitudes towards material possessions. In Sat. 
1.4, for example, Crispinus challenges Horace to a competition to see who 
can write more in a given time.10 It is as if Horace�s Satires contain two 
parallel universes, one a universe of morality and the other one of literary 
aesthetics, both of which are constantly reflecting each other. It is, of course, 
not solely in the satires which are overtly �moralising� or literary in their focus 
that one finds this correspondence between the concrete and the aesthetic; 
we shall see shortly how the imagery of Horace�s Callimacheanism may 
permeate �narrative� satires also. However, it is worth observing that by often 
treating stylistic issues in a moralising manner, Horace can be seen cleverly to 
align his Callimachean stylistic ideals with all that is morally good. 

Just as the moralist�s precepts are issued in order to instruct his audiences 
in their ethical choices, so as arbiter of style, �Horace� (and I use this 
nomenclature in the sense of his persona within the Satires), seeks also to 
educate the recipients of his work in the art of writing, on occasion ordering 
them as follows: �saepe stilum vertas, iterum quae digna legi sint / scripturus, 
neque te ut miretur turba labores,/ contentus paucis lectoribus�, Sat. 1.10.72-
74 − straight after Horace has been complaining about Lucilius� lax style and 
lack of editing, and this translates: �You must often use your eraser ... (or, at 
least, you must often turn your �stilus� around ...), if you�re to write 
something that is worth a second reading, and you shouldn�t strive for the 
admiration of the crowd, but should be satisfied with a limited readership.� 
The injunction to turn the stilus around, so to �invert one�s pen�, refers to the 
                                                           
9 This reminds me of the Gary Larson cartoon entitled �When vegetables go bad ...�, 
in which a row of animated vegetables appears wearing eye-patches and bandannas 
and wielding an assortment of weapons, ready no doubt to attack the next 
unsuspecting person to open the cupboard; © Gary Larson The Far Side. 
10 Sat. 1.4.13b-16. 
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fact that the stilus, the Roman equivalent of our pens or pencils, was 
fashioned with a sharp point at one end for inscribing text onto wax-tablets, 
and with a flat or round end at the other side, for deleting or editing what 
one had written into the wax.11 The stilus and wax-tablet combination was 
ideal for work-in-progress at the first stages of literary composition as the 
writer would frequently be able to use the blunt end of the stilus to rub out 
and alter what he had written. Horace is therefore advising his addressee to 
pursue the stringent process of editing which was one of the hallmarks of 
Callimachean aesthetics: he advises writing little but writing it well, and 
repeatedly adjusting the product until you are satisfied that it has reached a 
high standard; Horace also advises against trying to appeal to the common 
mob, the �turba� − which occurs regularly in the Satires as a symbol of those 
who misunderstand Horace and his stylistic quest. 12 

The process of writing well is an exacting one. We are asked, just prior to 
this, to imagine poor Lucilius suffering through the stringent editing which, 
Horace assures us, his predecessor would engage in, �if fate had postponed 
his life until our present age� (�si foret hoc nostrum fato dilatus in aevum�, 
1.10.68). Instead of his famous balancing act allegedly standing on one foot 
while dictating two hundred lines an hour to his slave,13 Lucilius would now 
be Horace: �he would file off a great deal from his work, he would prune 
everything that trailed beyond the ideal limit, and in fashioning his verse he 
would often scratch his head and gnaw his nails to the quick�14 (�detereret sibi 
multa, recideret omne quod ultra / perfectum traheretur, et in versu faciendo 
/ saepe caput scaberet vivos et roderet unguis�, 1.10.69-71).  

                                                           
11 Brown 1993:192, ad loc. 
12 At Sat. 1.4.71ff., for example, Horace shudders at the idea of the hands of the 
common mob sweating over his works (�quis manus insudet vulgi�, 72), and he 
therefore asserts that he will not publish his poems, but will recite them only to his 
friends, and then only when they beg him! (73). 
13 �� in hora saepe ducentos, / ut magnum, versus dictabat stans pede in uno� (Sat. 
1.4.9-10). According to Otto (1971:275 n. 1392), the expression �stans pede in uno� 
was a proverb for facility (i.e. �with the greatest of ease�). There is also doubtless the 
sense of Lucilius� having been too casual and careless in his composition, according 
to Horace. Likewise at Sat. 1.10.60-61 we are told that Lucilius would happily 
compose two hundred verses before dinner and the same number afterwards: �� 
amet scripsisse ducentos / ante cibum versus, totidem cenatus ...� This speedy, 
carefree style of composition is, of course, the opposite of Horace�s slow, 
painstaking ideal. 
14 Translation by Brown 1993:87. 
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Horace is suffering through a similarly slow and painful mode of 
composition at the start of Sat. 2.3, hitting both the bottle15 and the wall of 
his country cottage16 in his frustration, when he is rudely interrupted by the 
�doctor ineptus� Damasippus, who, failing to understand the stylistic ideals 
involved, berates Horace for composing too little. Damasippus begins his 
tirade by scathingly pointing out that Horace orders new parchment fewer 
than four times a year: �Sic raro scribis ut toto non quater anno / 
membranam poscas ...� (2.3.1-2). As Frances Muecke has pointed out,17 it is 
the �membranae�, the rough practice sheets, which would be needed at the 
next stage of composition after the wax-tablets, that Horace uses so 
sparingly, and not even the �chartae�, or paper made of papyrus, onto which 
the final version of the composition would be copied. Horace�s rate of 
composition is very slow but sure, and he is probably using his wax-tablets 
and the blunt end of his stilus a great deal. Damasippus misconstrues 
Horace�s hair-tearing and wall-thumping as the poet�s anger at himself for 
not composing fast enough. He fails to recognise the exacting editing process 
for what it is. Ironically, Damasippus� complaints preface what is to be by far 
the longest satire of both of Horace�s books, as the remainder of the Sat. 2.3 
is hijacked by Damasippus, the frenetic new Stoic convert, who has a great 
deal to say, and the result is a monster satire three times the usual length, a 
veritable exercise in �how NOT to write Callimachean satire�. 

But how does the Priapus of Sat. 1.8 fit into all of this? In the remainder 
of this paper I shall show how everything which I have been addressing so 
far is indeed highly relevant to Horace�s Priapus. In doing so, I hope to 
highlight an aspect of Sat. 1.8 that, as far as I am aware, has not been 
considered before. What has been observed is that Sat. 1.8 bears a 
resemblance to Callimachus� Iambi 7 and 9, both of which feature ithyphallic 
herms.18 In spite of (or, as I shall suggest, perhaps ironically because of) its 

                                                           
15 Damasippus� accusation is that Horace is too lavish with wine and sleep: �� vini 
somnique benignus� (2.3.3). One of the things that the Stoic convert overlooks is that 
wine was one of the proverbial sources of poetic inspiration, with the �wine-drinkers� 
and the �water-drinkers� frequently being pitted against each other according to this 
topos. Damasippus understands Horace�s generosity with wine in a rather more literal 
sense: Horace is too drunk to compose anything worthwhile.  
16 �culpantur frustra calami immeritusque laborat / iratis natus paries dis atque poetis� 
(�Instead your reed pens are found fault with and the poor undeserving wall takes the 
blame − born under the anger of the gods and poets�, 2.3.7-8). 
17 Muecke 1993:132, ad loc. 
18 In the very fragmentary Iamb. 7, the statue of Hermes describes himself as having 
been made by the �battle-shunning horse-maker�, usually understood as Epeus, the 
maker of the wooden horse of Troy who was also called �battle-shunning�. Clayman 
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sudden indecorous ending, the anomalous eighth satire of the liber sermonum is 
arguably also �Callimachean� in its brevity: apart from its predecessor, the 
infamous Sat. 1.7, which is only 35 lines long, at merely 50 lines, Sat. 1.8 is 
the first book�s shortest poem, less than half the length of most of the other 
satires. It is also the only poem in Horace�s first collection of Satires that has a 
main speaker who is clearly NOT Horace in propria persona. As such 1.8 has 
been a boon to persona theorists who have been keen to demonstrate that 
the Satires are not to be read as the extracts of a personal diary, and that when 
a voice appears in the liber sermonum, claiming to be �Horace�, we are not to 
assume naively that we are being addressed by the historical Quintus 
Horatius Flaccus. That it is undoubtedly the Priapus (and not �Horace�) who 
starts speaking at the beginning of Sat. 1.8: �Olim truncus eram ficulnus, 
inutile lignum ...� (�Once I was the trunk of a fig-tree, a useless piece of 
timber ...�) should, according to persona theorists, alert us to the possibility of 
similar but less detectable ruses elsewhere in the Satires. Zetzel, for example, 
sardonically points out that �Horace was never a tree trunk, nor a god, nor 
was he permanently attached to the Esquiline hill.�19 

But even so, there are distinct comparisons if not outright similarities 
between the Priapus, whom John Henderson has described as �that dis-
armingly traditional image of ithyphallic garden-furniture�20 and the dramatic 
character of �Horace� who appears as the author Horace�s �second self� in the 
created world of the Satires. Many of these similarities have been pointed out 
by Martha Habash, who goes so far as to identify the Priapus of 1.8 as 

                                                                                                                                      
(1980:37) suggests that Callimachus may be emphasising the special role of the artist 
in society, since ultimately the �cowardly� Epeus� art succeeded where conventional 
warfare failed. The Diegesis to this iamb also has the herm being pulled from the 
waters twice by fishermen, the second time after he has been thrown away as being 
useless even for firewood. His second appearance allows him to be recognised as 
divine by the fishermen, and to be spared the fate of a �useless piece of wood�. 
Likewise, Horace�s Priapus also narrowly escapes being made into a stool at the start 
of Sat. 1.8, when the craftsman who made him decides that he should rather be a god 
(1-3: �� maluit esse deum�). While some scholars have suggested that this iamb 
might have better been classified with the Aitia, Kerkhecker for example (1999:183-
84) argues that Callimachus is being innovative, pushing �convention beyond its 
traditional limits� in that the statue is given a personality all of its own and becomes 
an individualized rather than a stereotypical speaker of epigram. At Iamb. 9, the 
herm�s comic sexuality is emphasised when he is asked why his penis points towards 
his beard and not towards his feet. Many of the features and innovations outlined 
here reappear at Horace Sat. 1.8. 
19 Zetzel 1980:61. 
20 Henderson 1989:108. 
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�Horace in disguise�.21 Both the Priapus and Horace have been �rehabilitated� 
in some way: the Priapus has his new setting in Maecenas� renovated gardens 
on the Esquiline, previously the site of a mass grave for the impoverished 
(the location�s gory past explains the unwelcome nightly presence of the two 
witches in the garden of Priapus); Horace who was of course on the �wrong� 
side of the civil wars at the Battle of Philippi, has been newly rehabilitated by 
Maecenas� friendship and is now part of the great man�s circle of literary 
friends.22 Both are now in the service of Maecenas: it is the Priapus� task to 
scare away thieves and birds from the gardens Maecenas has built; as satirist 
Horace has also an aggressive and apotropaic type of function, charged with 
attacking undesirables and keeping them away from Maecenas� inner circle, 
just as the Priapus must keep trespassers away from the gardens.23 Indeed, 
readers of Horace�s Satires are familiar not only with Horace�s active role as 
moralist, but also with his protectiveness of Maecenas, as can be seen, for 
example, in his frustrating reticence about the politics that was the 
background to the journey to Brundisium described in Sat. 1.5,24 and in 
Horace�s tactful evasion of the bore�s questions about Maecenas and his 
group of friends in the satire following this one, Sat. 1.9.25  

Moreover, both �Horace� as he appears in the Satires and the Priapus of 
Sat. 1.8 share a self-satirical, modest, almost whimsical quality that would 
seem to support the thesis that the Priapus is �Horace in disguise�. And if we 
consider the specific behaviour of �Horace� in Sat. 1.9 and compare it with 
that of the Priapus in Sat. 1.8, we might also note that both are portrayed as 
relatively cowardly specimens in spite of the brave jobs that they are meant to 
perform: in these poems both �Horace� and the Priapus win by default rather 
than through their own active assertiveness. In Sat. 1.9 �Horace� is liberated 
from the bore only when the latter is finally carted off to court, and 
through no brave effort on his own part.26 As for the Priapus, traditionally he 
                                                           
21 Habash 1999:285ff. Anderson stopped short of this: �I shall not go so far as to 
call Priapus a comic version of Horace, although I would not reject such a 
suggestion� (1972:12). Habash suggests that Sat. 1.8 is a parody of a Homeric 
Hymn, in which the self-satiric Horace is hymning himself in the role of Priapus. 
She thus argues that 1.8 fits in well between Sat. 1.7 and 1.9, in both of which epic 
language is parodied (id.: 294-95). 
22 Gowers 2003:83. 
23 Gowers (2003:83) notes that now �the Augustan satirist plays gamekeeper, not 
poacher, in the sacred precints of the new regime.� 
24 Gowers 1993:48-66. 
25 Gowers 2003:67. 
26 Anderson notes the parallels between Sat. 1.8 and 1.9: �� the first-person 
narrative  of a  �dangerous  encounter� that  ended  in victory for the weaker  
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was supposed to punish trespassers, as Amy Richlin has pointed out in 
her book The Garden of Priapus, by means of rape − anal, vaginal or oral.27 
However, in Sat. 1.8 the way in which the terrified Priapus at long last 
repels the troublesome witches Canidia and Sagana, who disturb him with 
their nocturnal rituals, is by farting accidentally: �nam diplosa sonat 
quantum vesica pepedi / diffissa nate ficus: at illae currere in urbem� 
(�With the noise of a balloon bursting, I farted and split my figwood 
buttocks asunder: the witches ran off to the city�, 1.8.46-47).28 This 
scatological humour, reminiscent of Old Comedy, undercuts the overly 
dramatic and dark misery of the preceding lines, where the poor Priapus 
had despaired at ever being able to rout the witches. The satire now ends 
quickly in a veritable burlesque, with one witch losing her false teeth, the 
other her wig in their haste to escape. 

The Priapus� fart, funny as it is, is not just a joke. In my opinion Horace, 
who is after all the master of �ridentem dicere verum�, or telling the truth 
while joking, may well be saying something serious in the midst of this fart. 
For one thing, it seems to have escaped many scholars that there may be 
some significance in the fact that the Priapus has failed to use or even 
threaten to use his traditional weapon to get rid of the witches. In the 
Priapus� defence it must be said that he is, of course, limited in that he is 
really just a piece of immoveable wood, as he confessed at the start of the 
poem − he is castrated by this as much as perhaps by some secret highly 
feminine power that one could attribute to the witches.29 Instead, however, 
                                                                                                                                      
individual takes us easily from Satire 1.8 to Satire 1.9, where indeed Horace 
narrates his own experiences, where Horace �defends� Maecenas� home from 
attack, where Horace has all but succumbed to the belligerent pressures of his 
talkative, ambitious companion when a �miracle� occurs to rescue him and 
preserve Maecenas� world intact� (1972:12). 
27 Richlin 1992:121-22; cf. Hallett 1981:341. There are many Priapea or poems 
concerning Priapus in which a talking Priapus is heard to warn thieves of the 
penalties they will pay if they steal from his gardens: boys will be raped anally, 
females vaginally, and adult males will be forced to take the Priapus� penis in their 
mouths (Priapus will irrumate them); cf. e.g. Priap. 22 (Parker 1988:104-05).  
28 Translation by Brown 1993:75. I read the fart as being entirely involuntary, since 
no one is more surprised at this sudden victorious stroke of luck than the previously 
terrified Priapus himself. The manner in which this �accident� within the poem is the 
poet�s own very deliberate stroke of genius, however, will be explored below. 
29 In most of the Priapic poems the god is presented as lascivious and confident, 
something notably lacking in the Priapus of Sat. 1.8. But, as Parker notes �we 
occasionally see a despondent, dejected, or even impotent god� (id.: 155). In Priap. 56, 
for example, a depressed Priapus, whose bluff has been called, reflects that his penis 
is only made of wood, and therefore no good. His solution is to summon his master 
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the Priapus has accidentally but effectively resorted to a device that is 
fundamentally (literally) the opposite of his usual mode of attack.  

Like the Priapus who fails to use his traditional weapon but farts instead, 
so the Horatian satirist shies largely away from direct attack or invective of 
named prominent contemporaries, but nevertheless he is able to provoke 
laughter by less destructive means, as does the Priapus at the end of Sat. 1.8: 
�... cum magno risuque iocoque videres�. On one level, therefore, we could 
interpret Sat. 1.8, as a number of contemporary scholars have, as a rejection 
on the part of the Horatian satirist of the vitriol of the iambographic 
tradition. In some way the outcome of Sat. 1.8 may be set to resolve, in a 
symbolic manner, the problems of Sat. 1.4, a poem in which Horace had 
presented himself as the victim of unfair accusations of excessive vitriol in 
his satire. Canidia also occurs frequently in Horace�s Epodes, so she may, not 
implausibly, be read as a reference to, if not an actual representative of, the 
iambographic tradition.30 Routing Canidia in Sat. 1.8, together with her 
companion witch, by means of the harmless scatological humour so common 
in Old Comedy (from which genre the Horatian satirist also claims descent) 
is to make a significant literary statement about the type of genre that the 
Satires are, and, by the same token, the type that they are not. 

Defining the boundaries of Horace�s satiric genre − particularly as against 
a similar genre in which the author was dabbling almost simultaneously − is 
one possible literary purpose that we can detect in the out-come of Sat. 1.8.  

                                                                                                                                      
to do the job on his behalf. In Horace�s poem the Priapus� timely fart functions 
similarly as a type of deus ex machina device. The poet steps in with a solution when 
Priapus is disrespected (by being completely ignored) by the witches. 
30 Anderson (1972:11) notes that �the �charms� and �poisons� of the witches remind 
us of the poisonous invective of lampoons and the Lucilian tradition.� Horace rejects 
this tradition for �the more genial manner of laughter� (ibid.). Canidia occurs in 
Horace�s Epode 5 (where she is again casting spells with Sagana) and 17 (where 
Canidia is, significantly, the speaker of the second half of this final epode). She is also 
mentioned in the last line of Sat. 2.8, Horace�s final satire. On the possible 
significance of this, see Freudenburg 1995:207-19. Freudenburg points out that many 
of Nasidienus� dishes contain elements of erotic spells and suggests that the whole 
feast is constructed as a type of witchcraft, aimed at �seducing� Maecenas and his 
friends. In this sense the sudden mention of the witch Canidia at the end of Sat. 2.8 
is appropriate. Therefore the friends� rude but necessary escape from this evil (and 
possibly sacrilegious) dinner-party by running away, thus saving Maecenas from 
Nasidienus, I would suggest, parallels the Priapus� saving of Maecenas� gardens from 
the witches at the end of Sat. 1.8, where his rude but necessary fart has the evildoers 
running away. 
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But there is, I would suggest, also another. Earlier in this paper, I drew 
attention to the manner in which a writer in Horace�s time would turn his 
stilus upside down in order to use the flat or round edge of it to erase or alter 
what he had already inscribed onto his wax-tablets with the sharp end. 
Indeed, we saw how Horace himself specifically refers to this process at Sat. 
1.10.72ff., where he is trying to impress upon his addressee the need for 
constant editing if a composition is to be worth reading: �saepe stilum vertas 
...� Writing slowly but well, and ensuring that this was the case by constantly 
checking and editing what one had written previously, this constituted the 
Callimachean aesthetic ideal, the idea that �less is more�, that Horace had 
inherited from this Alexandrian poet, an ideal to which he refers almost 
constantly in his Satires, both directly and indirectly.  

In the light of this, the Priapus� fart which brings Sat. 1.8 to a speedy 
conclusion, is not merely an ordinary fart, but is, in fact, as I would suggest, a 
Callimachean fart.31 That the fart should terminate the satire before it gets 
too long would naturally be good in Callimachean terms: because, as the 
readers of the monstrously long Sat. 2.3 discover unequivocally, a big satire is 
a big evil.32 Moreover, by farting the Priapus is, as we have seen, using the 
�blunt� end of his weapon to achieve this effective editing, bringing the satire 
to a quick and neat conclusion, just as at Sat. 1.10.72ff. the Horatian satirist 
advises using the other side of the stilus in the stringent editing that is so 
important for good composition: �saepe stilum vertas ...�33 Inspired in part by 
Callimachus� Iambs 7 and 9, but incorporating some indecorous, scatological 
aspects of the Old Comic tradition in Roman satire, Sat. 1.8 is the complete 
opposite of Sat. 2.3: 1.8 is a light and delightful exposition of �how to write 
                                                           
31 While this may seem a glaring contradiction in terms, it is worthwhile recalling that 
the Callimachean model demanded innovation of its practitioners, something which 
the unpredictable and irreverent Horatian satirist was only too happy to fulfil.  
32 The epigrammatic structure of Sat. 1.8 has frequently been remarked by scholars: 
�Olim � eram� (1.8.1) is paralleled by �nunc �� (14). It is entirely appropriate, in 
terms of what I am arguing, that this satire should have the structure suggestive of a 
brief roadside inscription: the literary epigram, which imitated such things, was the 
Callimachean paradigm of brevity. Thus the epigrammatic structure of 1.8 is a further 
hint at the importance of Callimachus in this poem.  
33 My modern title of �magic marker� for Priapus� instrument is, apart from the 
obvious associations of pen/penis, based on the idea of a pen or pencil the other end 
of which can be used to erase what has been written. The Callimachean ideal 
suggests that this �other end� be used often, and values it as much as the �creative� 
end. In a postmodernist sense, it is amusing also that Priapus uses his �magic marker� 
to mark or, in other words, to mar or ruin the witches� attempts at casting a magic 
spell. For the links between sexual innuendo and rhetorical theory in Sat. 2.1, see 
Freudenburg 1990:187-203. 
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Callimachean satire�. The flatulent Priapus of Sat. 1.8 is therefore not merely 
a figure that is representative of Horace�s character, or who is just �Horace in 
disguise�. The Priapus is rather a potent symbol both of Horace�s devotion to 
his Callimachean aesthetics and of his irrepressible and effervescent 
irreverence as poet. 
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