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necessary or sufficient conditions for membership, and in which all members are
“equivalent” insofar as they satisfy these criteria, is sometimes called a “classical”
category, due to its theorization by Aristotle.” The (classical) category thus high-
lights particular features of the individual exempla it subsumes, namely features
that these exempla have in common, while deemphasizing other features that are
not shared. Through their relationship to such a category, individual exempla are
“typical”—equivalent to, and at least potentially interchangeable with, other exem-
pla assigned to this category by virtue of sharing the relevant feature.

Furthermore, the normativity of exempla depends upon categorization. Exempla
become consequential for the community and capable of bearing normative force
only upon being processed into categories that are pre-constituted as socially rele-
vant. Categorization is thus the mechanism by which an exemplum in its particu-
larity is made both general and socially relevant.* The exemplum’s passage from
contingent, unique, individual action to socially consequential “deed” of general
significance that instantiates a broadly accepted moral category may explain the
Senecan (and more broadly Roman) impulse to construct arguments by providing
exempla in a list. For a category’s overall social consequence—the validity of its
universalist claim—may seemn greater, or at least more obvious, if it is shown to
contain a number of exempla. The more instances that are listed under a category,
then, the stronger an argument invoking that category may appear to be.

Yet the exemplum’s passage from specific to general via categorization does
not efface its uniqueness. For as soon as a particular exemplum is cited as an
instance of some category, its ineluctable distinctiveness resurfaces: features spe-
cific to itself enter into relationships with particular elements of the framing
argument in support of which this exemplum and its governing category have
been adduced. When multiple exempla are adduced and listed serially, each one
in its individuality may generate its own distinctive set of relationships to the
framing argument. So notwithstanding their “classical” equivalence as instances
of the moral category under which they are marshaled (i.e., their sharing of a
single predicate), certain exempla may, nevertheless, appear to be more relevant
than others to the argument that frames them. Nor is this all. Exempla in a list
also generate relationships among themselves, as the particular features of each
exemplum interact with those of its neighbors. Thus any listing of exempla in any
given order generates dynamics internal to the list itself, creating themes, hierar-
chies, and emphases that may appear to support, undercut, or simply exist quite
independently of the framing argument that notionally subsumes and organizes
them. Such “nonclassical” behavior within categories has caught the attention of
post-structuralist philosophers and cognitive linguists in recent decades. Among
the former, Derrida contends that serial exempla have a dual allegiance, both to
“the law” under which they are expressly marshaled (the classical category) and
to an “other law” that emerges from their piecewise interrelationships (account-
ing for nonclassical behavior). Among the latter, scholars like Lakoff and Rosch
have shown that categories often display “prototype effects” or “typicality effects,”
where certain members of a category may be deemed “better” examples of the
category than others.’
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These generalizations are best illustrated via specific examples. In what follows,
I investigate the dynamics of uniqueness and typicality associated with three dif-
ferent lists of exempla that appear in the younger Seneca’s De Ira, a philosophical
dialogue in three books on controlling and exterminating the vice of anger. I
consider how the exempla in these lists relate to the moral categories under which
they are marshaled, and to the framing arguments that these moral categories
are supposed to illuminate. I also examine the internal dynamics of these lists,
particularly how they work to sustain, modify or undermine the argument overtly
being made. Finally, I am concerned throughout with the rhetorical mode in
which these exempla are adduced. Exempla in a list always at least purport to illus-
trate the category that subsumes them, and, in some cases, illustration seems to be
the full extent of their rhetorical operation. Often, however, befitting a deliberative
or hortatory rhetorical context, at least some degree of injunctivity is also pres-
ent—that is, anything from a subtle hint to an explicit assertion that the exempla
provide models of moral action for readers or addressees to imitate or avoid, or
at the very least furnish moral standards for readers to adopt as their own when
evaluating the actions of others.® Now, while this study focuses on a single work
of Seneca, my broader investigation of Roman exemplarity suggests that many
of these observations and conclusions apply equally to lists of exempla found
elsewhere in Seneca, and in other Roman authors as well; Seneca’s praxis in this
work is no more (or less) illuminating of the phenomenon than that of any other
author.” Accordingly I will point to similar phenomena elsewhere in Seneca and
in other authors, and cite parallel arguments by other scholars, whenever possible.

Now to Seneca. Towards the middle of De Ira book one he addresses the ques-
tion whether anger is ever useful.® In particular, he evaluates the a fortiori claim
(Ira 1.7.1) that anger is useful in war, if nowhere else, since it rouses the spirit and
incites brave deeds by spurring men into danger. As a first step towards refuting
this claim, Seneca argues generally that vices cannot be controlled and therefore
should never be admitted intentionally (§§7-10). He then brings on an interlocu-
tor to endorse the utility of anger in war, while expressly rejecting this contention
in his own authorial voice (§11.1): “‘But against the enemy,” someone says, ‘anger
is necessary.” Nowhere less so, where attacks ought not to be disorderly but con-
trolled and managed.” He then supports his counterassertion by adducing a series
of exempla. First, he lists barbarian peoples whose native courage has been nulli-
fied when fighting the Romans because, lacking discipline, they yielded to anger
(§11.2-4). Then he turns to a series of three Roman generals who, he declares,
succeeded precisely because they controlled their anger:

(1.11.5) How else did Fabius restore the state’s debilitated forces than by
knowing how to hesitate, drag things out, and delay (quod cunctari et tra-
here et morari sciit)—all things that angry men are unacquainted with? The
state, which was then standing on the precipice, was done for had Fabius
been as rash as anger was urging. But he kept the state’s circumstances (for-
tuna publica) under advisement and, having assessed its resources, from
which nothing could now be lost without losing everything, he set aside
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