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THE CHANGING PICTURE OF MARIUS IN ANCIENT LITERATURE 

This paper will attempt to describe the ' picture ' of Marius to be found in each of four writers. 
The four writers will be Cicero, Valerius Maximus, Plutarch and John the Lydian. (1) Their 
'pictures' of 1\/Iarius will be reproduced by collating, in each writer's case, all references to Marius 
and related figures and incidents, plus any value-judgements passed thereon. This will be done 
in four short narratives, each centring on the same subject. 

Writers have been selected who are not specialist historians but, rather, good examples of 
the 'well-read man' of the first centuries B.C. & A.D., the second century A.D. and the sixth 
century A.D. respectively. By reviewing their several pictures of an important but controversial 
figure at a period in their society which was felt to be highly important to them, (2) it is hoped to secure a 
view in depth of their understanding of the period and society. 

By focussing on a series of pictures of one subj ect, it is possible also to bring out the changes 
which appear from one picture (3

) to the next. New 'facts ' get added on to the body of tradition, 
for example, or new interpretations of ( essentially the same) facts appear (Table 1) . Such changes 
tell more about the writer in whom they appear than about the subj ect (Diagram 1). More
over, review of such pictures across an expanse of time reveals writers or views which were impor
tant in shaping the Empire's views on the R epublic; such a review reveals, that is, forces which 
shaped tradition in the course of its transmission (T ables 2 and 3). 

Marius, as Cicero saw him, came of locally distinguished out-of-town stock. Though politically 

(1) The reconstructions of Cicero's picture of Marius 
and that of Valerius Maximus appear in Wiener Studien 
73, 1960, 83-122 and Rheinisches Museum 105, 1962, 289-
338. My reconstruction of the Plutarchean picture is not 
yet in p1int, so I cite important source evidence passim 
at appropriate junctures. Pending publication of the de
tailed study, readers can assess my findings on this writer 
(with whom they will in any case be familiar) from these. 
Lydus hardly provides enough data on M arius to merit full
length study. My observations are based on the following 
passages: Mens. IV, 2 (possibly) & 147 ; Ost., Proem. 6 c; 
Mag. I 16, 3 & 48, I ; II I , 2-7 & III 34, I and on the chapter 
'The World of a Bureaucrat in Ancient Times ' in my forth
coming book Studies in Ancient Bureaucrai:y, which reviews 

' Roman History for J ohn' and 'The Literary World of 
J ohn the Lydian' in sub-sections. 

(2) Controversial: as Marius is not covered by one definitive 
work (until Plutarch's time) each writer has to make up his 
own mind about him, without guide-lines, from a welter of 
scrappy details. At the same time he is not such a cardinal 
figure (compared with, say, Caesar) that the writer need do 
this very deliberately. Hence assumptions are more in 
evidence. Highly important: this is obvious in Cicero's 
case, appears from the subject-matter analysis in Valerius 

Maximus' case (cf. Rh.M. 105, 1962, 289 n. 2), and from 
the concentration of John 's detailed knowledge on th is 
period (see the study cited in n. I ) . Plutarch's interest in 
the Late Republic (Gracchi to 28 B.C.) is equally obvious : 
I 3 of his 23 pairs of Lives (counting the Agis, Cleomenes & 

the Gracchi as two pairs) deal with it; 639 of his chapters 
come from the Roman Lives in these pairs, as opposed to 34 7 
chapters for all other R oman Lives (and 905 chapters for 
all Greek Lives together) ; in other periods Greek Lives tend 
to be longer in numbers of chapters than the Roman (only 
one Roman Life is longer than the Greek member of its 
pair : Themistocles (32 chapters) : Camillus (43); totals of 
chapters are respectively 415 Greek to 347 Roman), where
as the reverse is the case in the pairs connected with R epubli
can times (exceptions: Alexander (77): Caesar (69) & Cleo
menes (39) : Caius Gracchus ( 19); overall totals: 490 Greek 
chapters to 639 Roman - and the longest Life is Roman 
(Antony, 88 chapters)). 

(3) The illustrations, Tables I to 3 and Diagram I, are 
meant to help visualize the analytical process being described. 
Their 's tatistics ' are used impressionistically, i.e. to give, 
at a glance, a survey of a complicated issue or to indicate 
trends visually. Convenience in massing detail, not mathe
matical 'proof', is the objective. 
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T. F. GARNEY 

unknown in the metropolis, there is a suggestion that he had influential connections with the Cor
nelii Scipiones. Contemporary critics claimed that he lacked somewhat in refinement and polish, 
and certainly his early career saw a great deal of military service. Also noteworthy was the popularis 
lex tabellaria of his tribunate - and his double failure for the aedileship. His praetorship was un
distinguished. Even after his model promagistracy in Spain he was a political nonentity: prior 
to 107 his career was obscure. 

TheJugurthine vVar gave him his chance, and he took it with characteristic unscrupulousness. 
His military experience caused Metellus to select him as a legate; a slanderous attack on his comman
der, Metellus, won him a consulship, the plebs overriding the constitu,tion to send him to Africa. 
The victory he won there led to command in the life-and-death struggle with the Cimbri, the 
constitution again being overridden. His Cimbric victories led to an unprecedented supplicatio 
and ranking with Africanus as one of Rome's best generals. Auctoritas is evident - as a judge, in 
his execution ofa kinsman ; it shows, too, in a string of successful religious and constitutional inno
vations. 

Marius' sixth consulship - which receives more mentions than any other year in Marius' 
life - is seen in terms of the exile of Metellus and the execution of Saturninus. Saturninus, the 
bitter enemy of Metellus (Marius is viewed as a passive enemy, implicated in this feud because 
his veterans' interests were at stake), brought Metellus to ruin. In the only part of Cicero's picture 
of Marius w ich contains manifest inconsistencies, Marius' prompt suppression of Saturninus 
is uniformly lauded. Perhaps the parallel to the suppressor of Catiline, also a man 'now of this side, 
now of that', was felt to be too close: significantly, though terming Marius callidissimus and om
nium perfidiosissimus (rather inexplicably, given his overall depiction), Cicero consistently plays down 
this aspect of his hero. (4) Anyway, there are hints that Marius proved duplicit to a man he had 
used. 

Though optimates and equites were pleased, Marius seems to have incurred considerable po
pular disfavour by this, the only non-popularis act of his career to date. But there is no suggestion 
of a collapse of Marius' auctoritas: if Cicero's references to the nineties are few, Marius' rivals get 
far less notices than Marius, whose mission to Cappadocia and precedent-setting augurate are 
mentioned, as are a couple of legal test cases - in which he was successful. Rutilius' trial is 
handled somewhat disingenuously, but it is difficult to make out whether it is Marius or the eques
trian jury that Cicero is screening. There is no suggestion of a calamitous decline for Marius in all 
this. 

Marius retired from the Social War pleading his age, but with a military record which remain
ed highly distinguished. Hints that Marius used Sulpicius Rufus appear between the lines. 
Marius worked the constitution against Sulla - this is the first mention of a quarrel, incidentally, 
- and miscalculated the sequel. Sulla with an army drove Marius, a privatus, to flee an irregularly 
passed sentence. 

Cicero's very full account of the Flight and Exile may well be prompted by fellow-feeling: 

( 4 ) I did not realise this at the time of the Wiener Studim, 
paper, but cf. pp. 90, 98-103 & I 10-111 there. I also did not 
notice that Cicero has no comment on Marius' marriage to 
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THE CHANGING PICTURE OF MARIUS IN ANCIENT LITERATURE 

certainly his exile's dream of the post-exile Marius made a singular impression on him. (5) Marius 
took to the sea; after a land-fall caused by stormy seas, he hid in the marshes ; captured, he was 
rescued by the little people of Minturnae, who provisioned him for further flight, a sea voyage 
direct to his clients in Africa. His spirit was unbroken. However, though aiming to recover his 
status, being characteristically perseverans in iracundia, he was primarily inspired with a desire for 
revenge. Cinna's battle against the highhandedness of Octavius brought Marius home via Sicily. 
The implication is that Marius secured his return by providing the military forces and generalship 
that won a civil war - real fighting is involved this time - under Cinna's leadership. Marius' 
involvement and responsibility are largely played down: Cinna is the dominant partner. There 
is a clear distinction, in Cicero, between Sulla's proscriptions and the Marian Massacre (he has 
no such concept). Apart from the fighting of the war, what ensued was a limited number of exe
cutions of major opponents. Catulus is the only victim for whose death Marius is held solely 
responsible. There is no suggestion of irregularities in connection with the seventh consulship and 
Marius died a peaceful death at his home. 

As Cicero remembered him, the popularis Marius had massive support in the municipia and 
among the plebs and equites; his opportunism, ambition and disregard for precedent involved him 
in numerous inimicitiae with the nobiles. Cicero twice associates Marius with Cato and thought that 
he had 'a spark of the divine ' in him. Bias is patent: more than two-thirds of passages passing moral 
judgement on Marius are favourable and adverse comments cluster in Cicero's latter years, when 
the god was beginning to fail. Still, the facts are that Marius' popularity remained very great after 
his death and that a false Marius arose: only the Gracchi had had this dubious honour to date. 

What is striking about this contemporary account is that, though the beginning of the use 
of Marius as an exemplum of the vicissitudes of Fortune appears, there is little of the paradoxical 
(i.e. as to origins). Omen-mongering is absent, apart from Cicero's poem - though here again 
the start of the growth of legend is evident. This picture accepts, perhaps over-readily, that a new 
man in politics could not pursue an unwavering course claiming allegiance only to high principles 
- but, after all, it takes one inquilinus civis urbis Romae to know another. Certainly none of our 
other writers understands the texture of Republican political life as does Cicero (see Table 3). 

Marius features very prominently in Valerius Maximus. However, Valerius' straining after 
rhetorical paradox and his limited understanding of such aspects of Republican politics as amicitia 
and popularis pretensions make it advisable to distinguish between his' facts' and his interpretations. 
For example, the facts given about Marius' background indicate equestrian status with influence 
in the municipia. However Marius as the type-figure of the Vicissitudes of Fortune required a 
more lowly origin, and Valerius' depiction of him as a humilis and proletarian indicates how the 
schools of rhetoric worked to distort fact, this paradox being grotesquely developed subsequently 
in this century. In keeping with this image of Marius, Valerius interprets him as a man of' rustic 
rigor' and 'glorious in his contempt for literature'. However, according to the data Valerius 
gives intermittently, Marius was also a legal expert and skilled in religious lore. (6

) 

(5) H e states that it was the only dream out of a life-time 
of dreams that he could afterwards remember across tbe 
years: Div. II 66, 136-68, 14 1 ; cf. I 28, 49; see R . Gnauk, 
Die Bedeulung des Jvl ari11s 11nd Calo Maior fur Cicero, 1936, 

36-8 (synopsized at p. 86 of the W.S. study). 
(6) Relevant discussion occurs in the Rh.M. article a t 

pp. 294-6, 309 & 331-33. 
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Marius first appears as a contubernalis of Aemilianus in the cavalry at umantia, where he 
distinguished himself. After failing to secure election at Arpinum (only in Valerius), he came to 
Rome and made his way to high office by' patience in putting up with defeats' ( l ) A quaestorship, 
and failure for a tribunate and for an aedileship are noticed, plus difficulties in securing the prae
torship. Then nothing till Marius' consulship: Valerius - who regularly fails to appreciate the 
significance of kinship connections - makes no mention of Marius' marriage to Julia. Nor is 
there any me tion of a quarrel with Metellus - at this or any other time. Again, there seems to 
have been little 'on' Marius prior to 107. 

Marius is regarded as something of a military demagogue in this consulship. Though the only 
incidents given concerning the Jugurthine War centre on Sulla, Valerius makes no bones about 
Marius' responsibility for the victory (he has a poor impression of Sulla's claims). Marius' war 
against the Germans gets more mentions than any other single incident in M arius' career. Pre
sumably it ill became a writer of Tiberius' age to undervalue success in fighting Germans ! O b
viously Valerius drew on a detailed source for this war, for victory in which Marius is held solely 
responsible : Catulus' defeat (sic) is recorded, Sulla is not mentioned . 

Valerius conceived of Marius as the play-thing of Fortune, protected agent of her divine will, 
tending, possibly, to think in terms of the astrology current in Tiberius' day. Marius is interpre
tandarum religionum peritissimus - which for Valerius means 'good at divining the future from 
omens ' ... and these now begin to cluster round a Marius who thus appears as a mystic. What 
appears inadvertently is that Marius had pursued a policy of Religionspolitik subsequent to his 
victories, posing as a New Dionysos (first mentioned here), with a tame prophetess, visiting pro
phet, libations ( offered to Marius), dedication of a temple and a post-war pilgrimage. (7) However, 
Valerius' preconceptions (and poor indexing) prevent him from piecing the details together. 

The year 100 is seen in terms of Saturninus' demagogy. Scaurus - whom Valerius is using 
as his source - urged Marius to action and himself prompted it. Saturninus called upon the slaves, 
and Marius suppressed his uprising. Feeling against Saturninus continued to be roused for years 
after. The only note of criticism of Marius is a comment that it ill became him, after this, to 
call upon the slaves in 88. At the time his actions redounded to his credit. In 100, also, Marius' 
repute as a judex was heightened by his handling of Fannia's divorce suit. 

References to Marius in the nineties are few, not surprisingly when Valerius' data come from 
a series of trials in which his source Scaurus stars. Marius gets mentioned twice in this connection, 
however, and both times his auctoritas wins out. 

The Social War receives relatively frequent mention and Sulla now first becomes a major 
figure in the action. Valerius gives him responsibility for concluding the war (Marius' achievements 
are not noticed). Marius had despised Sulla in 107, and Sulla had been Marius' jealous detractor 
since, but active hostility between the two only erupted in 88, when it caused the Civil War. 
Noticed are the fact that Marius received his mandate to take over Sulla's army via a law of Sul
picius Rufus'; the army refused to be taken over by a privatus, then came the march on Rome, and 
Marius' calling upon the slaves (the first mention of the latter detail ). The Senatus Consultum exiling 

(') I did not realise how much evidence there is for this 
policy at the time of writing the Rh.M. article: see pp. 300-
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THE CHANGING PICTURE OF MARIUS I A CIENT LITERAT RE 

the Marians is repeatedly mentioned, and with it (in this writer only) the brave - and solitary 
- counter-vote of the aged Scaevola: Marius was subsequently to protect this lone supporter (and 
kinsman) .. . but Valerius does not see any of the connections. 

Of the Flight and Exile only the romantic incident at Minturnae caught Valerius' fancy: 
local authorities found that the public slave sent to execute Marius, who was in Fannia's pro
Marian household surrounded by a sympathetic mob, dared not complete his mission ; so they de
cided instead to help Marius on his way - the flight to Africa is mentioned . 

Next noticed is Octavius' quarrel with Cinna and the ensuing civil war between Cinna and 
Octavius (Marius does not feature in the fighting). Assignment of responsibility for the executions 
attendant on the return to Rome is confused, but Marius is characterized by an 'excessive keenness 
in tracking down personal enemies'. Valerius seems to be at a loss in face of conflicting source 
evidence. Catulus' execution, clearly, came at Marius' instigation, however. The execution 
brought Marius into disgrace, for all that Valerius thinks of the business as a Cinnae dominatio . 

Care must be taken in weighing Valerius' comments: true, this period in :Marius' life attracts 
second most frequent citation - but it comes a very poor second to the Cimbric War; in Sulla's 
case the proscriptions run the Civil War (of83) a close second and involve.lengthy and emotionally 
intense passages unique in his references to either Marius or Sulla . The proscriptions are clearly 
a different kettle of fish: in 87 there were a limited number of executions of major figures and an 
atmosphere of good order in Rome. But Valerius' frame of reference is important : the Emperor 
Tiberius, amid his treason trials, was currently advertising his moderatio . Valerius is capable of 
contrasting Augustus with other R epublican war-lords as being the only one who deserved a wreath 
of oak for saving the lives of Roman citizens in /by civil war. Valerius thinks loyally of the blessings 
brought by the Principate 'after Caesarian equity restored public life from Sullan violence' . So 
he does not spoil his antithesis for want of rhodomontade. Thus the 'Marian :Massacre', a rheto
rical common-place like the 'Vicissitudes of Fortune', was to be taken up and enormously de
veloped ... especially under the blessings of a Nero ! (8) 

Marius' seventh consulship is noticed, but not as being in any way exceptional; the same 
goes for his death (in contrast, for example, to Sullas' ). There is comment on 1.farius' post
humous popularity. 

On the whole Valerius' picture of Marius as a person is rather unfavourable: there are slightly 
more listings under pejorative categories. This ambivalence contrasts sha1:ply with Valerius' 
clear-cut appraisal of Marius' achievements (overthrowing Jugurtha and the Germans - 'a 
nearly god-like achievement') and of his failures (the civil war of his return and especially the 
execution of Catulus) . It is striking that Valerius thinks of Republican politics in terms more 
appropriate to the morality of private life; he manifestly does not understand its political culture. 
Also significant is the small value attached to the biographical writings of Sulla and company: 
Valerius - and he is representative of the mainstream of the tradition - largely ignores them. 

Plutarch presents us with more data on Marius than all other sources together. Working 
from a framework history, he blocked out with readings in suasoriae and famous sayings, and by 

(8) On the development of this exemplum see the W.S. 
study, p. 84; pp. 295 (n. 28) & 311 (n. 63) of the Rh.M. 

one, and M . P. 0. Marford, 'Lucan and the Marian Tra
dition' , Latomus 25, 1966, 109. 
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referring to contemporaries. ( 9) Hence more data than he can conveniently handle, especially with 
his poor grasp of chronological minutiae or of such things as the meaning of a popularis stance or of 
inimicitiae. (10) Hence, too, a certain inability critically to assess the merits of Sulla's claims in his 
memoirs. Thus, assuming that Marius' final acts when in complete power reveal his 'true' nature, 
Plutarch retr~jects a uniformly harsh, bitter and quarrelsome nature. Conflicting evidence is 
'reconciled' by portraying Marius as the case of ruin-brought-by-insatiable-ambition. (11) Hence, 
once again, 'facts ' and their interpretation need different assessment. 

Plutarch's Marius was born into a poor labourer's family, but an omen of his youth foretold 
his seven consulships (first in detail in Plutarch) .(12) Uneducated and rustic, his training was in 
practical soldiering; he has little experience of political life and an unsophisticated contempt for 
Greek that did little to endear him to Plutarch. The virile Marius first distinguished himself 
as a cavalryman at Numantia. Aemilianus once referred to him, as they dined in mess, as possibly 
his successor, an omen which launched 1tlarius into politics. He gained a tribunate, then shame
lessly repudiated his patron Metellus to win popular esteem by carrying through a voting law, 
only to lose that esteem by opposing a popular corn bill (only in Plutarch). He thus won a repu
tation for rigid impartiali ty on 'both' (i.e. senatorial and proletarian) sides. 

A brief indication of inconsistencies resulting will characterize the liberties Plutarch takes 
with historical facts; the eagle's nest omen in his youth is manifestly impossible; proletarian eques 
and nobilis mess together; 14 years separate the Aemilianus ' omen' and tribunate, and elsewere 
Plutarch has Marius making his way slowly through distinguished military service. (13

) Plutarch 

(9) Framework history: Plutarch claims to be using 
Posidonius at Mar. I, 2 & 45, 7 and a skeletal frame of 
omens/portents a t critical junctures underlies the Life. On 
the suasoriae see n. 17, and on the famous sayings see the 
Apophthegmata. On contemporary sources, see n. 14; signi
ficantly Sulla is Plutarch's fourth most-frequently-cited 
Roman author (and Posidonius his most frequently cited 
Greek author of ose writing on the Late R epublic) : 
cf. W. C. Helmbold & E . N . O'Neil, Plutarch's Quotations, 

1959. In overall terms, the Life of Marius involves a sketchy 
account of Marius' whole career draped round two romantic 
episodes (the German Wars, chapters 11 to 27, and the 
Flight and Exile, chapters 35-44). The years 105 to JOO 
receive 20 chapters and those from 88 to 86 receive 15 ( out 
of 46). There are big blanks in the 132-120 and 113-109 
periods and no specific mention of Marius' Quaestorship 
or Military Tribunate (none of the memoirists' careers 
overlapped here, presumably) . This reflects the pattern of 
paucity and plenitude in the available data underlying the 
work of Cicero and Valerius Maximus. 

(10) Date: compare Mar. 4, I with Apophth. 202 B; 
Mar. 10,2 with Sult. 3; 
Mar. 41,3 with Sert. 5, 1-4. 

(Ziegler's citations of parallel passages in his Teubner 
edition of the Marius will single out Plutarchean (as opposed 
to other sources') reforences to Marius and his times). Ana-
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chronisms: see n . 20; understanding of popularis stance: 
cf. A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, 

I, 1945, 59-60 (Ziegler aptly speaks of 'depoliticization' : 
R.E. Plutarchos, 909-190) . 

(ll ) Plutarch reconciled the different accounts of Marius' 
death which he found in his sources by seeing them as diffe
rent stages in an illness, the overall course of which he forth
with reconstructed (cf.Carney, "The Death of Marius",Acta 

Classica I, 1958, 117-22). An analogous reconciliation of 
source diversity operates in his reconstruction of a moral 
decline in Marius, from an impartial tribunate through his 
opportunistic legateship and sixth consulship and culmi
nating in the insatiable ambitions in 88 to 86. As Table I 
indicates, Plutarch is much given to (arbitrary) reconstruc

tions of little complexes of historical data. 
(12) Mar. 36, 7-10; cf. App. B.C. I 61, 4-62, I. Cicero 

(De Leg. I I, 2) speaks of a quercus Mariana from which the 
bird came in a passage which seems to refer to this (popular) 
legend (of a folk-hero?): cf., De Div. I, 106 & De Leg. I, 
4 for another eagle omen concerning M. The (golden) 
eagle does not lay more than four eggs at most and its nest 
contains some two cart-loads of material, so the story is 
manifestly absurd. 

(13) On the eagle's nest omen, see previous note. 
As an Arpinate, Marius was in Aemilianus' clientela: 

see L. R . Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic 
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has to disinter Marius' political activities from accounts centring on his enemies Metellus, Rutilius 
Rufus, Catulus and Sulla, and clearly fails to appreciate the excessively free speech of a free Repu
blic. (14) 

Marius next proceeded to an unprecedented double failure for the aedileship, and secured 
a praetorship ignomiously, repudiating yet other patrons, the Herennii. H ere his performance was 
only moderate, but a model promagistracy in Spain led to a marriage to a Julia (presumably Qae
sar's uncle had to be above suspicion too). The operation for varicose veins which Marius under
went, unbound and apparently unperturbed, is mentioned, to characterise Marius' will and 
constitution of iron. 

Next Metellus took Marius as legate to Africa. Marius played the miltary demagogue,shar
ing the conditions of the men. He involved Metellus in a judicial scandal; hence a quarrel and 
a snub from Metellus. But, spurred on by an oracle, by slandering Metellus, Marius gained a 
consulship and proceeded to further acts of demagogy, slandering the nobles and admitting pau
pers to the legions. However, in the African War Sulla stole Marius' credit as Marius had stolen 
Metellus'. Sulla's claims caused a deadly hatred between Marius and Sulla. 

But the masses believed Marius responsible for the victory and Rome unanimously over
rode the constitution to elect Marius consul again and in absence, to meet the German peril. Ma
rius returned to Rome, conducted a fabulously wealthy triumph, committed a gauche social faux-pas, 
and went off to train his army and give the (popular) impartial verdict against his homosexual 
nephew. In his third consulship, to get a fourth, Marius paid grotesque court to the demagogue 
Saturninus; Sulla was too valuable not to employ and performed mighty diplomatic feats. In 
the fourth consulship came the digging of the canal to the Rhone and the invention of the Marian 
Mule (unhesitatingly explained by Plutarch as referring to Marius' mule at Numantia). Then 
at last, duly heralded by omens, came battle with the Germans: accident gave Marius an initial 
victory at Aquae Sextiae, and, after a night's panic, he and the noble Marcellus out-generalled 
the remnant of this host on the following day, gaining vast booty for Marius. 

By 101 , Marius' fifth consulship, Sulla had to switch to Catulus' command because of Ma
rius' jealousy. There he ran things for Catulus, whose leadership prevented his men's inadequacy 
at the Atiso from turning into a rout. Marius came up with reinforcements, introduced his new 
javelin, and moved to meet the Germans - only to have Sulla's skills in provisioning show up his 
inadequacies. Then came the final battle: as it commenced, the omens revealed to Marius that he 
would win. But he got lost in the dust. However, Sulla with Catulus won the day, though Ma
rius stole the credit for a victory so enormous as to win him the title of the Third Founder of 

1960, 307-308; hence the latter's interest. Apophth. 202 B 
seems to imply what Sallust states at B.J. 63, 4, that an elec
tive tribunate of the soldiers was the start of Marius' political 
career. Prior to 107, however, Plutarch seems to have abun
dant information only on the Numan tine War and Gracchan 
tribunates, so tends to be oblivious to intervening (and poor
ly covered) periods. On Plutarch's 'working up ' of historica l 
data, see Carney, 'Plutarch's Style in the Marius' , J.H.S. 
80, 1960, 24-31, & cf. Table I. 

(14) See n. 9. In contrast to the Life of Sulla, where a 

eulogistic background source is qualified by insertions of 
antipathetic detail, in the Marius an antipathetic background 
source is qualified by the insertion of favourable details culled 
from various areas. Spiteful personalities are markedly in 
evidence whenever Marius' career-line crosses that of a 
memoirist; elsewhere a less emotional tone prevails. On the 
namecalling of late R epublican politics, which the depoli
ticized Plutarch seems not to have recognised as such, see 
R. Syme, The Roman Revolution 1952, 149-61. 

11 



T. F. CARNEY 

Rome. Catulus, however, shared the triumph - though Marius had expropria ted the booty. 
Marius was frantic with desire for a sixth consulship, stooping to any depth of demagogy, 

subordinating himself to Saturninus and indulging in massive bribery. H ere alone occurs the famous 
canard about Marius cowering before a citizen assembly - coupled with his brazen public defence 
of his mass enfranchisements on the battle-field. By contemptibly going back on his word, Marius 
exiled the high principled Metellus, but then had to act collusively amid Saturninus' excesses.(15) 

Eventually he was forced to put him down and in so doing proved incapable of keeping his pro
mise to save Saturninus' life. H ence Marius became obnoxious both to senate and people. His 
gaucherie at the dedication of his temple occasions adverse comment from Plutarch, while his 
impartial verdict in Fannia's case wins him no credit. (16) 

Marius consequently dared not run as candidate for the censorship of 99. Proving unable to 
prevent Metellus from returning from exile, he left Rome himself, ostensibly to fulfill a vow to the 
Mother of the Gods, actually to stir up an Eastern war that would bring him again to prominen
ce. For, for all his elegant town and country houses, he now went into eclipse. Sulla's star how
ever rose, after his praetorship and a diplomatic success - and an omen - in the East. Sulla's 
public claim to credit for winning the Jugurthine War, would, in this situation, have led to civil 
war had not the Social War forestalled such a development. 

In the Social \Var Marius lost as much renown as Sulla gained, though records showed a 
series of his successes. H e retired, pleading infirmity. Sulla played the military demagogue, in
dulging his troops to win over forces adequate to crush Marius. Sulla was now distinguished en
ough to gain a Metella's hand in marriage as well as a consulship. 

Meanwhile, with omens coming thick and fast, Marius, using as his tool a violent demagogue 
Sulpicius Rufus, secured Sulla's Mithridatic command. Sulla marched on Rome. Amid more 
omens, Marius killed Sulla's friends, (first mention of this) and called upon the slaves, but managed 
only feeble resistance. A very detailed Flight and Exile follows, in which Marius appears in a ser
ies of debate-engendering dilemmas, (17) . climaxing when a ruined Marius, seated amid a ruined 
Carthage, philosophises with the man who has come to expel him on the mutability of Fortune. 
The flight route goes Rome: Ostia: Circeii: Minturnae: Eryx: Meninx: Carthage : Cercina . Marius 
was joined by his son in Africa and collected forces - from •Italians who had wandered there' -
in Cercina (actually a colony of Marius' veterans).(18) 

Meanwhile O ctavius had cast Cinna out of Rome, and Cinna (fo r Plutarch a vicious self-

(1 5) Unyielding adherence to high political p rinciples 
seems to have been highly regarded as an ideal code of be
haviour, epitomizi g the best R epublican traditions, in 
imperial times (cf. the cult of Cato Uticensis and Thrasea 
Paetus: Ch. Wirszubski, Libertas as a Political Idea at Rome, 

1950, 128-9 & 138-43). H ence Plu tarch 's condemnation 
of Marius' behaviour. 

(16) Mar. 2, 2 (on which cf. Rlz.M. 309-3 10) and 38, 3-7. 
Both of these incidents are considered from a hostile view
point and Plutarch fails to locate ei ther of them in its proper 
year, though they are highly pertinent - and contradictory 
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- to the account he gives of tha t year . The failure to do 
so has the appearance of resulting from poor cross-referen
cing, not from a desire to conceal facts which tel1 against 
Plutarch's reconstruction, however: elsewhere he does not 
hes ita te to cite discrepant facts . 

(17) Cf. Mar. 36, 3; 36, 5; 36, 7; 37, 3-4; 37, 9; 37, 10-11 ; 
38, 6-7; 39, I; 39, 3; 39, 5; 40, 7-9 ; 40, 10 ; 40, 13; & 41, 3: 
a ll good debating dilemmas. 

(18) See Camey, 'The Flight and Exile of Marius', G. & 

R . 8, 1961, 11 2. 
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seeker) warred on him, secretly summoning Marius back. (1 9) Marius made landfall in Etruria, 
where he called upon slaves and free and came to meet Cinna at the head of an army (of sorts) , 
himself unkempt, dishevelled and unhinged. Taking over direction of the war, Marius sacked 
Ostia and laid Rome under siege, taking massive plunder. Octavius' resolution, though based on 
Chaldaean horoscopes, brought him to ruin. Though invited to return, Marius demanded a vote 
rescinding his outlawry - only to enter Rome before voting could be completed. Entering with 
his slave bodyguard, he and they indulged in such an orgy of slaughter that even Cinna was dis
gusted and, with the Plutarchean hero Sertorius to help him, executed the bodyguard. Marius was 
responsible, in particular, for the execution of Ancharius, Antony and Catulus. 

In 86 Marius inaugurated his seventh consulship by hurling Lucinus from the Tarpeian Rock. 
But, upon rumours that Sulla had overthrown Mithridates and was about to return, (though else
where Plutarch knows of Sulla's desperate straits, if he does not appreciate them to be such), 
Marius, helped in this by an omen, had a nervous break-down that resulted in his death in deli
rium. Amid popular rejoicings over this, his son took control - or, alternatively, Cinna and Carbo 
carry on, treating Sulla's friends at Rome with the greatest injustice. (20 ) 

Plutarch's lifetime had seen the Year of the Four Emperors and Trajan 's campaigns, so 
military adventurers and Roman military achievements were salient issues. Plutarch's Marius is 
the most military Marius of the tradition, and his German Wars are far and away the most salient 
item in the biography. Next comes the Vicissitudes of Fortune theme, exemplified in the Flight and 
Exile. Third comes the Marian Massacre; the locus is presented with duly elaborate artistry. 
Conflicting facts are skilfully interpreted into 'reconciliation', and several new interpretations 
of Marius at critical junctures originate from Plutarch's moral insight - which penetrates all the 
more clearly as it is not over-encumbered with political sophistication. Plutarch's Marius may 
possibly be a reaction to the less critically perceived Mariuses that generally antedate Plutarch's 
depiction, and he inhabits a world in which omens have become appreciably more prominent. 
Coming in a convenient, historian-sized, full-measure package with attractive wrap, and strate
gically located for browsing (the high readership of the second century A.D. facilitated survival)(21) 

this product has been popped into many a compendium hand-bag and swallowed whole. 
For John the Lydian Marius is highly salient, but by the sixth century the picture of Marius 

is a miniature and highly concentrated. Chronologically first come the trumpets and weapons that 

(19) View of Cinna: Sert . 4, 7; 5, 4; Sult. IO, 4; Crass. 
4, I ; Cinna's recall of Marius: Sert . 5, 3-4. 

(20) Plutarch seems to assume that the younger Marius' 
consulship followed that of his father in several passages, 
moving Cinna's death back in accordance with this chrono
logy: see Mar. 41, I ; 45, I ; 45, 5; 46, 6; Crass. 6, I; Sert . 
6, I ; Pomp. 4-5. However these are incidental references ; 
when dealing with a biography where the events of these 
years are of central importance he is more accurate: Sult. 
12, 2-3 & 22, I. Significantly, Valerius Maximus' grasp 
on these years shows similar confusion (Rh.M. 320 n. 77) 
and John the Lydian is hopelessly confused (Mag. II, I, 
4-5 - where the specific errors over Antistia and with 

Marius Gratidianus indicate the more general underlying 
confusion). The frequent reversals of fortune seem to have 
confused subsequent writers. The fact that Plutarch em
ploys two different systems of chronology for these years 
indicates lack of adequate cross-referencing, for the Sulla 
antedates the Marius (cf. Mar. 10,2). 

(21) The second century most probably saw the largest 
readership of Latin books occurring at any point in Rome's 
history: F. G . Kenyon, Books and R.eaders in Ancient Greece and 
Rome, 1951, ed., 36-39. If John the Lydian is anything to 
go by, later ages obtained their knowledge of Rome's history 
through these writings of the second century A.D.: see n . 
24. 
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appeared in the heavens portending the Cimbric attack. Marius effected the organization of the 
legions and enrolled paupers to supplement numbers. Before the battle with the Cimbri and Teu
tons Marius dreamed that he had to sacrifice his daughter to win. H e did so and won. There may 
be an echo of Catulus' memoirs connected with the vercellae campaign. (22) 

Quarrelling with Sulla for control of the Republic,first Marius then Sulla kept getting the upper 
hand, 'as Fortune wished to make away with both of them ' . Marius, who first set himself up as a 
tyrant, finally was worsted and cut to pieces ( confusion with Gratidianus ?) by his rival. The 
Republic was mangled in their feud. Caesar, also negatively regarded, later embraced Marius' 
memory and faction ( the marriage connection is not known ) and carried on the conflict, fightin g 
with Pompey. 

For John M arius is first and foremost a tyrant (defined as one who acts on his own whims, 
disregarding law and not taking counsel). (23) The civil wars come next in frequency of mention 
- if these inter-related themes can be so divided - with the army reforms running equal second. 
Next most striking theme is the German War. The Vicissitudes of Fortune theme has been seen 
as a Christian would see that deity's operations (bringing harm, not good, on Rome), so appears 
in yet a further elaboration. 

The period M arius-to-Domitian is John's second-best-known period (after the Eastern Domi
nate), and within it the Marius-to-Augustus age is most mentioned . John seems to 'peg' events 
together by grouping them around cardinal figures upon whom the hinges of history turn. Caesar 
and Augustus are two of (four of) these. Figures of secondary importance tie a hazy swirl of events 
on to these pegs. Marius is the top secondary figure for the Late Republic. 

John sees this period, however, through the eyes of the second century A.D., the period 
most prominent in his bibliography. (24) Still, Late Republican and Augustan times come next, 
a t least in names dropped (the salience of the period is largely a function of its literary productivity). 
John cites a total of 19 writers, including 8 contemporaries, whose works would bear on Marius. 
Hence, though in John's day 'every school-boy knew ' his Plutarch, the Plutarchean Marius is not 
the picture to which John subscribed, possibly because he read widely in specialist military treatises. 
The claims of Sulla & co. seem to have got short shrift here: Marius is accredited unambiguously 
with the Marian army reforms and winning the war against the Germans. Sulla, the only memoi
rist mentioned by John, is seen only as a foil to the Marius of a later period. Marius appears, 
characteristicaUy, as one of a series of tyrants, suggesting that John may have thought of him, if 
anything, with the Fifty T yrants in mind. 

This survey indicates that understanding of the political practices of a free Republic faded 
rather rapidly (see Table 3). If Cicero was well aware that "Amicitia was a weapon of politics, not 
a sentiment based on congeniality ", later writers tended to view dynastic alliances in terms more 

(22) H eavenly portents: Ost., Proem. 6 c; daughter sacri
ficed: M ens. IV 147 ; M .'s daughter is styled Calpurnia in 
the pseudo-Plutarchean Parallela Minora 310, 20, where M . 
sacrifices her, obeying a dream, after being worsted by the 
Cimbri (cf. J . van Ooteghem Caius Marius 1964 p. 221 , 
n. I) - the only other record of this incident. Catulus' 
memoirs ( ?) : M ens .. IV 2. John's writings afford a glimpse 
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of the books on omens etc. currently in vogue and disconti
nuously preserving picaresque details from earlier times. 

(23) For a defini tion of a tyrant, see Mag. I 3, 5-7 (cf. 
Wirszubski, op. cit. n. 15, 130) & 6, 2-3. 

(24) For a full discussion of John's reading see ' The Li
terary World of John the Lydian' in the study cited at n. I. 
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appropriate to the morality of private life. (25) Moreover the influence of the schools of rhetoric 
led to paradoxical characterization of Marius as the classical example of the ' ups and downs of 
Fortune' and to increasing exaggeration of what came to be a ' Marian Massacre ' . Increasingly, 
too, the superstitious nature of a later age was retrojected on to Marius. H ence dramatic elements 
and serious overall distortion combine to produce the later pictures. 

Plutarch's picture of Marius is something of a reaction against the general view of him, (26) 

and results, in part, from heavy reliance on contemporary (if biassed) source material. But, large 
though it looms in the modern tradition, this view does not seem to have won much acceptance 
in the ancient world (see Tables 2 & 3). Marius, for the ancients, seems to have been primarily 
the hero of the Cimbric Wars and the army reformer; an important secondary motif features his 
subsequent civil wars with Sulla and attendant despotism. As is to be expected, there are signs 
that the experiences which an age had undergone led its writers to stress aspects in the picture of 
Marius towards which such experiences would make them sensitive. 

The background history of his life-time seems to have varied in salience for later scholars. 
The Jugurthine War, for instance, seems to have received its fullest treatment in the memoirists, 
to whose works tradition was not kind. But the Cimbric War received a full treatment that echoed 
on across the halls of time. The eighties were years of confusion, and perception of them was corres
pondingly confused. And these are the (relatively) spot-lighted areas in the timespan involved. (27 ) 

' Collections ' of omens seem to have been in circulation; possibly the accessibility of such evidence 
accounts for its increasing presence across time, as the picture of Marius became more dimly seen. 

Investigations of the psychology of rumour and of the forgetting of details by individuals over 
a period of time show that details are simplified and exaggerated. They are also assimilated by 
distortion to the prevailing viewpoi_nts and cultural beliefs of the individuals concerned.(28 ) A 
highly analogous procedure operated in regard to Marius in these loosely structured literary ac
counts stretching across a much longer period of time. This is, to a considerable extent, a function 
of the way in which human communications operate, so it is unlikely that the picure of Marius 
in unique in regard to the distortions which it has been shown to have undergone. 

(25) For the definition, see Syme (op. cit. n . 14) p. 12. 
The point is that when public life necessarily involves taking 
sides amongst a variety of embattled cliques it is simply mis
leading to infer quarrelsomeness as the cause which embroils 
a public man in feuds. 

(26) As Sallust's B.J. may well be something of a reaction 
against Cicero's overly sympathetic depiction of M arius 
Certainly Velleius Paterculus' acrid little penpainting 

T. F. CARNEY 
University of Manitoba 

of Marius (II, 23, ! )'gains new significance when set against 
the romanticized picture that was currently evolving in the 
schools, if Valerius M aximus is anything to go by. 

(27) Cf. notes 9, 13 & 20, and see Carney, A Biograpl1:Ji 
of C. Marius, 196 1, 2-7. 

(28) See discussion at K . W. Deutsch, The Nerves of Govern

ment, 1966 ed ., or (in greater detail) at E. E. Maccoby et a/ii, 
Readings in Social Psychology, 1958, ed., 47-64. 
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TABLE I 

APPEARANCE OF STRIKING NEW ITEMS IN THE MARIUS LEGEND 
(evidence of post-contemporaries only considered) 

AUTHORS 
ISSUE-AREAS Valerius Plutarch John the 

N!aximus Lydian 

Youth ~ (,C) 
(1) ( IO) 

Numantia (~) t@ 
(2) ( U ) 

Early career ✓ ® 
(3) (12) 

Cimbric War (✓) 
(4) *(18) 

Sixth consulship 9 
(13) 

The 'nineties ' ~ 
(14) 

Sulla's March on Rome (✓) ✓ ✓ 
(5) (6) (15) 

Flight and exile (~) ✓ -(7) (16) 

The counter-coup ~ l✓l 

(8) (9) 

M arius' death 
~ 

(17) 

✓ = only in this author ; - = prophecy, omen etc. involved; 
( ✓} = first in this author ; fit = novel inte,pretation; 
* = mentioned in on ly one other (late) source. 

( 1) The ' peasant.-boy-to-cos.-VIl-vicissitudes-of-Fortune ' overall image of Marius' life. 
(
2

) The portent :from Aemilianus' recognition of Marius while the latter was still a nonentity. 
( 3) Failure to wi.n election at Arpinum. 
( 4) Use of the cantharus. 
( 5) Marius' calling upon the slaves. 
(
6

) Scaevola's sole demurrer to Sulla's outlawing of Marius. 
(') The ass omen at Minturnae. 
( 8) The Marian Massacre purple passage. 
( 9) Abstinentia mfrijica populi Romani. 
( 1 0) Eagle's nest in Marius' lap (foreshadowed in Cicero's poem?). 
(

11
) The Marian Mule reinterpretation. 

(
12

) The corn law stance of Marius' tribunate and its reconstruction as 'impartiality '. 
( 13) The brave-before-armies-cowardly-before-assemblies canard. 
( 1') The wandering in the political wilderness interpretation of this decade. 
( 15) Many of Sulla's friends executed by Marius as Sulla approaches the capital. 
( 16) The scorpion omen in Africa. 
( 11) Marius' nervous breakdown. 
(

18
) Marius' sacrifice of his daughter to win the victory at the verce/lae. 
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T ABL E 2 

TOP THREE MOST SALIENT ISSUES IN THE DEPICTION OF MARIUS BY EACH AUTHOR 
(using frequency of mention as the criterion) 

ISSUE AUTHORS 

Cicero Valerius Plutarch John the 
Maximus L ydian 

Cimbric War + +++ +++ 
( 17 chapters) 

Military R eforms ++ 

Saturninus ++ (1) ++ 
Civil Wars 

)+++ 
++ 

Flight and Exile ++ 
(9 chapters) 

Tyranny +++ 

Marian Ivfassacre +(') ++ (3) 

Overa ll estimation (') Positive (ear ly Negative, Highly Negative, but 

& middle career) on balance negative with some 

& negative (late) ambivalence 

Degrees of emphasis are indicated by the number of + signs. 
( 1) There are more references to this year than to any other single year. 
(') By contrast, in the picture of Sulla, there are more references to Sulla under this heading than under any other. 
( 3) Frequent asides elsewhere in Plutarch total up. 
(' ) Marius is generally paired with a (much worse) Sulla in making any such general overall appraisal. 
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TABLE 3 

AUTHORS AND DATES (BY CENTURY) 

ISSUES 

Nobilis .. . novus homo 

I 
Cicero 

am'.citia ... inimicitia ~ 
optlmates ... populares ~~ '\:: 
Support from lower 

orders 

Superhuman forces 
at work 

Importance of 
suppression of the 
Germans 

Marian Massacre 

+++ 

+ 

++ 

+ 

B.C. 

Tyranny Cinnae regnum 

TRANSMISSION 
PHENOMENA 

partizan 
contemporary 

(*) Key period in the transmission ? 

A.D. 
I 
Valerius Max. 

+ 
+ 

++ 

++ 

++ 

Cinnae dominatio 

rhetorical 
exercises 
distort data 

+ mentioned; + + mentioned often ; + + + mentioned very often. 
? significance of data probably not seen. 

- no mention. 

II 
Plutarch 

? 

+ 
+ 

? 

++ 

+ 

reaction against 
usual view( *) 

H atching indicates that the stress is on this aspect of this writer's picture. 
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VI 
john the Lydian 

? 

+ 

++ 

++ 

firs t century B.C. 
prime time but 
,een as by second 
century A.D. 
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DIAGRAM 1 
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_ _ V iewpoint B \ -- ---~ 
The circles indica te things about Marius on which one would expect comment in any full depiction of him. Centrality 

and uppermost position indicate salience ; size and top-most position importance. Salience of any one issue is relative to overall 
pa tterning of emphases. This diagram is my impression of the relative importance/salience of these issues in the source tradition 
as a whole. In an actual full-length picture, e.g. Plutarch's, relative emphases tell a grea t deal about the writer. In a picture 
reconstructed from asides the writer's selectivity indicates issues felt as important/salient (if any pattern emerges). H ere View
point C is a purely modern reconstruction. Viewpoint A actually exists : see The Universal World Reference Encyclopedia. 
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APPENDIX 

C. Marius, Cos. vii: A Skeletal Biography 

Sources: basic to the tradition are 4 contemporary biographical writers, M. Aerni!. Scaurus, 
P. Rutilius Rufus, Q. Lutat. Catulus & L. Corne!. Sulla, all hostile to M. As with other contem
poraries (viz. the tendentious Sullan annalists and Posidonius, thought hostile to M.), fragments 
only survive. Surviving historical accounts ( e.g. Sallust, Plutarch) are much influenced by the 
biographers (i.e. data on M. occur mostly when their paths cross M's). Biased favourable material 
(from sources such as Caesar's laudatio of his aunt, M.'s wife) and omen collections combine with 
the above to produce two conflicting pictures of M. in the first century B.C., the hostile one domi
nant (cf. Passerini Athen. 1934, 377-9). Writers of the first century A.D. further distorted the pic
ture by using M.'s career for debating exercises ( esp. for the 'vicissitudes of Fortune ' and the 
' Marian Massacre': cf. Carney Rh. M. 1962, 336). As the only detailed comprehensive study 
(apart from Sall. Bell. Jug. , most other reff. to M . are en passant) Piut. Mar. dominates modern re
constructions. Clearly overdrawn in places, it differs from the contemporary (cf. Carney WS 
1960, 121-2) and subsequent (cf. reff. to M. in John Lydus) pictures; the wily opportunistic M. 
of contemporary sources seems more historical. Inscriptions are few (most important C.1.L. l2 p. 
195, xvii); numismatic evidence is considerable, but involves subjective interpretation; a bust may 
possibly survive (Goldscheider Roman Portraits, 1940 no. 40) . 

Born c. 158 or 157 in Cereatae, Arpinum, probably of equestrian stock. Nothing known of 
parents (C. M arius & Fulcinia (RE 10)) , but in M.'s generation the family was linked by marriage 
to the other important Arpinate families, the Gratidii and Tullii (and also to the Lusii and Baebii). 
M. married Julia (RE 541 ); probably before 110. H er family was in eclipse and she had already 
been married to Granius a rich nonentity ( even in the next generation similar marriages were ar
ranged with a Pinarius, a Pedius & M. Atius Balbus), so this is best regarded as an extraordinary 
reward for M ."s virtus. M. had a son by the marriage, C. Marius (RE 15), born probably in 109, 
who married into the Licinii (late nineties). M.'s posthumous popularity was such as to occasion 
a pretender (Amatius, - the 'false Marius ', RE 16), indicating popularity as marked as Ti. 
Gracchus' ( the only parallel case). 

Education.: a hardy country upbringing; his career indicates schooling in religious and legal 
lore and probably some rhetoric. First recorded service : in Scipio's cavalry at Numantia in 134. 
Contubernium is involved - expectably; M. was Scipio's cliens (Africanus had secured full citizen
ship for Arpinum in 188). M. distinguished himself for hardihood, discipline and bravery. He seems 
to have continued to serve in the army : when he stood for the Military Tribunate (probably ten 
years later), his reputation secured him success. It does not seem probable that M. failed to se
cure election in Arpin um before this (Val. Max., vi 9, 14 sole record of the 'failure', is erroneous 
in other details). 

A quaestorship followed, probably in 121. There is not enough evidence to indicate whom he 
served in either capacity, but a Metellus may have been one of his commanders: the gens now 
appears backing his candidature for the tribunate in 120. However, as trib. pleb. in 119, he treated 
them with contumely in passing his popularis law on the voting pons. His subsequent opposition to 
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a popularis corn-dole proposal is variously interpreted. Possibly both measures were in the interest 
of the equites; but political maladroitness cannot be ruled out in view of the tactics which caused 
him an unprecented double repulsa for the aedileship, probably in 118. 

In 116 he secured (last place in election to) the praetorship. Charged with bribery by the 
Metelli, he was acquitted on a tie-vote of an equestrian jury. In the trial yet another 'patron', 
Herennius, appeared (a collusive plea of estoppel ?). M.'s praetorship was remarkable only for 
a censorial nota inflicted by the Metelli as sequel to the trial. A fat province followed (114) : 
as governor (probably proconsul) in Further Spain, M. gained repute for equity and putting down 
brigandage. Possibly he acquired some mining rights there at this point (Carney Num. Chron. 
1959, 81): his marriage and his reputation as a publicanus followed ( cf. Diod. xxv, 38). 

M. dropped from public attention after his promagistracy, but his stoical fortitude in under
going unbound varisectomy in one leg and his marriage with a Julia seems to have righted this : 
in 109 Metellus (RE 97) took him as legatus to Africa to fight Jugurtha (acting upon amicitia ?). 
Much about this campaign is disputed (including, of late, the whereabouts of key strongpoints 
(cf, Berthier, Juillet, Charlier, Le 'Bellum Jugurthinum' de Salluste et le probleme de Cirta 1950-51)). 
Controversy centres round when (and hence with what justification) M. commenced to calumniate 
Metellus to gain a cos. and the command - agreement here seems unreachable - M.'s aim in 
admitting capite censi to the army (probably simply an extension of previous relaxations of entry 
qualifications taken under pressure on man-power resources) ; who won the war: (Metellus and) 
Sulla or M. ? Contemporaries and the generality of ancient sources (Plut., based on Rutilius & 
Sulla, excepted) thought M. won it, probably rightly (cf.Levi, Atti del secondo congresso di studi romani 
1931, 508-13). 

The war had brought M., the first novus homo for 35 years, a cos. in 107, the Lex Sempronia being 
set aside to give him command in Africa. Thought the only commander capable of saving R. from 
the Germans, he was elected cos. for 104 - in absentia and before the due interval for re-election. 
Returning to R. in 105 he scandalized the senate by entering in triumphal robes after his triumph. 

Elected cos. annually 104-101, M. now carried through the Marian army reforms (adoption 
of cohorts, new equipment, gladiatorial training & cult of aquila), constructed the fossa mariana 
(aid to Rhone trade), then defeated the long awaited attack: the Ambrones, then Teutones at 
Aquae Sextiae in 102; the Cimbri in the vercellae (probably a mining area near Rovigo) in 101 (when 
M. set an important precedent by enfranchising a Camertine cohort on the battlefield), gaining the 
title 'Third Founder of R.' for winning the war. Possibly special privilege re wearing triumphal 
dress in public granted him at this point. 

Meanwhile amicitia with Saturninus, trib. pleb. 103, had probably resulted in land allotments 
for M.'s Africa veterans. A sixth cos., necessary in the interests of the veterans of the German War, 
terminated in M.'s suppression of Sat. (again trib.) for demagogery, under an S.C.U. (after Metellus 
driven into exile). Some of Sat.'s legislation (concerning colonies & grants - by M. - of citizen
ship) was acted upon before it was annulled. As Sat. was irregularly killed in spite of the fides 
publica given him by M., M. was out-manoeuvred into losing some standing. This was not a cata
strophic decline: an honorific legatio (98) to the East ( there is considerable evidence of Religions
politik in M.'s activities after 103), augurate in absentia (97), and success in several trials (esp. de
fending Matrinius' citizenship (95) & abetting the prosecution ofRutilius (92)) follow, inan unevent-
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ful decade. M. adopted a luxurious style of living, with splendid houses at R. and Baiae (and 
estates elsewhere) . 

The Social War supervened upon a quarrel between M. & Sulla which probaly first became 
serious c. 90; M. in the northern theatre, retrieved his superiors' losses, rising to supreme com
mand. He was not prorogued in 89. Various explanations: age; Italian sympathies; interested 
in War with Mithridates (since the Pirate Command, mooted in 100 ?) . Sulla, now eminent after 
his military successes (with the cos. for 88 and a Metella as bride),got the command against Mith. 
M . leagued with Sulpicius Rufus (trib. 88) and secured its transfer. Sulla marched on R. After 
organizing a show of resistance, when the army - though abandoned by its officers - was not 
deterred, M. fled . Sulla had M . and 11 others outlawed, put through some stop-gap legislation, 
and hastily left for the East with political reaction imminent. 

Plut.'s description of M. 's flight seems substantially correct, if romanticized ( events at Mintur
nae differently reported in Val. Max.). Summoned back by Cinna (whose Italian & Marian sympa
thies had led to his ejection from R. by his fellow cos. Octavius), M . landed at Telamon in Etruria 
(87). Rapidly building up his contingent from Africa, partly freeing slaves (notably the Bardyaei, 
his bodyguard), he marched on R., unkempt and unshaven. Taking advantage of the ambiguous 
posture of Pompeius Strabo, M. (apparently) assumed direction of the war, sacking Ostia and 
blockading R. Famine and plague resulted, as did the pillaging of towns around R. occupied by 
the Cinnans (now joined by the Samnites and deserting slaves), esp. Aricia, Antium & Lanuvium. 

Upon R.'s surrender M . waited outside pending a vote annulling his outlawry. There may 
have been riotousness upon entry, but the Cinnan junta deliberately executed only a limited num
ber of major opponents (partly immediately, partly when they laid down office in Jan. 86). Res
ponsibility for individual deaths is variously attributed, the only unanimously recognised victim 
of M.'s desire for vengeance being Catulus. As senior office-holder Cinna seems to have been held 
generally responsible by contemporaries. The 'Marian Massacre' (meaning a Putsch after M. 
entered R. ) is probably an exaggeration of Sulla's apologists, further elaborated by the rhetoric 
of the first ce tury A.D. (cf. Bennett, Cinna and his Times, (dissertation, Chicago) 1923) . 

The new regime busied itself with voter registration and bringing order to the Republic's 
chaotic finances; it was well disposed to Italian interests. M. was (probably properly) elected cos. 
vii for 86 but died (probably Jan. 13th), while preparing for an eastern campaign. His death was, 
apparently, peaceful. Though Sulla was to scatter his remains in the Anio, M . enjoyed considerable 
posthumous popularity (cf. Plut. Caes. 5-6 and Amatius, above), possibly connected with his sup
port for equestrian and Italian interests. 

Bibliography: scattered journal articles, largely; see especially the writings of E. Badian, T. 
F. Carney and E. Gabba. The basic monograph isJ. van Ooteghem, Caius Marius (Bruxelles) 1964. 
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In examining the treatment of the theme of divine wrath in the literatures of the Ancient Near 
East(1), I noticed a number of similarities in structure between the stories of Moses in the Penta
teuch and of Odysseus in Homer's Odyssry. The similarities seemed sufficiently striking to raise 
the question of a possible relationship between the two traditions, and the relevant material is re
produced here in a slightly re-arranged form( 2

) I should emphasise that it is not the purpose of 
this article to offer a theory or 'discovery', but only to raise a question. (3) 

The stories of Moses and Odysseus reflect a common interest in a theme which is natural 
enough, and even to be expected in an Ancient East Mediterranean context: the theme of the 
divinely favoured hero leading his people to their home. Already in the Amarna Age (1413-1358 
B.C.) the Ancient Near East had for over 1,000 years been a scene of migration and re-settlement, 
with influxes of peoples from almost all directions. That these migrations should be remembered 
in literature is only to be expected; and in the Old Testament there are recollections of the two 
most important movements affecting Israel, viz. those led by Abraham and Moses, as a result of 
which the Hebrews were established in Canaan. The principal events of second millenium Greek 
history remembered in Greek literature are the Trojan War and the Dorian invasion; Homer is 
of course concerned with only the first of these. It would not be surprising if the form of the story 
of Odysseus were influenced by contemporary reminiscences of that of Moses, whose adventures 
must have been of considerable interest in Ugarit. Be that as it may, the patterns of events in the 
two stories, allowing for the considerable period of separate development in each tradition are 
strikingly similar. In each a divinely favoured hero leads his men a long and difficult journey 
from a land of toil to their true home. Both groups are rebellious on the way and provoke divine 
wrath, as a result of which it is decreed by the gods that they shall not after all reach their desti
nation. The Greeks are destroyed, the Hebrews made to travel until the men who left Egypt are 
all dead. A number of separate incidents in the two stories invite comparison and are reviewed 
below; each incident must be considered in relation to the others and against the background 
which links them in a series in the separate traditions. 

The first comparison is of passages which contain the theme that divine wrath may be provok
ed by anyone who misuses his position of power to prevent the homeward journey of the wandering 
hero. Ex. 6 : 28-15, 21 tells the story of Pharaoh's continual opposition to repeated requests made 
by Yahweh through Moses that he should let the Israelites leave Egypt. This opposition results in 

(1) The Concept of Divine Wrath in Ancient East Mediterranean 

Literature, London Ph.D. thesis, 1967. The literatures 
treated are Homer, the Old Testament, Ugaritic, Hittite, 
Sumerian and Akkadian. The thesis was intended as a 
contribution to the study of the question of relationship 
between these literatures and was written in the belief that 
" the value of the titillating comparison of isolated details 
is limited, and such comparison can only be an ancilla to the 
systematic presentation of themes in their context." (p. 253). 
To be published in an abbreviated form in Studi Micenei 

ed Egeo Anatolici. 

( 2) In the original study it was divided between chapter 
three: The Causes of Divine Wrath and chapter four : 
The Manifestation and Results of Divine Wrath. See pp. 
122-5, 140-1, 168-70. The translations from Greek and 
Hebrew are my own. 

(3) The introduction to the thesis contains a discussion 
of the principles which I think should be observed in treating 
the literatures of the Ancient Near East from a comparative 
point of view. 
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a series of plagues and finally in the destruction of Pharaoh's army, described as the effect of the 
wrath of Yahweh. 

In Ex. 4: 22-3 Yahweh says to Moses: 

"You will say to Pharaoh: 'Here is Yahweh's message: Israel is my first born son, and I 
told you to release him so that he could worship me. You refused to release him; so 
now I will take the life of your first born son'." 

The result of the opposition is specified in the song of triumph in Ex. 15: 7: 

"In your splendour and power, You overwhelm your enemies; You send out your wrath, 
It devours them like stubble. " 

In Od. v: 14·6 f. , Hermes tells Calypso that if she will not let Odysseus go in response to Zeus' 
bidding, she may expect his wrath: 

"So send him on his way now, and take care to avoid the wrath of Zeus; make sure that 
he doesn't get angry with you and make your life a misery. " 

In both stories considerable prominence is given to the commissioning of the messenger, who 
in Homer is naturally Hermes, but in the Old Testament is equally naturally a human character, 
just as the historical character of Pharaoh is balanced by the goddess Calypso; clearly we have to 
do with the recollection and interpretation of a historical incident on the one hand and a fairy 
tale or at least a story with a strong fairy tale element on the other. Prominence is also given 
in both incidents to the delivery of the message, and the messenger stresses that resistance will 
be hopeless and will call forth the divine wrath to punish it. The messages meet with different 
immediate responses, but the result is never in doubt. Because of the different settings of the stories, 
and the polytheistic background to Homer, this parallel is at first sight of a very general character, 
increased by t e fact that the incident comes at the beginning of the Moses story, but in the middle 
of the wanderings of Odysseus, and after he has lost his men. If it is a significant parallel it is 
so partly in terms of similar features occuring within similar sagas, partly in terms of the similar 
structure of the incidents. 

The second comparison concerns the rebellion of the wandering armies. During their wan
derings the people of Israel, led by Moses, become dissatisfied with the difficult conditions, and in 
particular with the manna provided by Yahweh; they insist on having meat to eat. Cf. Nu. 11: 
13: "How am I supposed to find meat to give to all these people? They come to me in tears, 
pestering me with their 'Give us meat to eat'." Flesh is provided in the form of locusts, but the 
people have roused Yahweh's anger by their refusal to accept his terms, and they are destroyed as 
they eat. Similarly the Greeks, led in their wanderings by Odysseus, rebel against the lack of 
meat on the Island of the Sun, and insist on being given meat to eat. But Hyperion is angry 
with them for stealing his cattle and refusing to accept his conditions, and soon afterwards per
suades Zeus to destroy them. Many details are of course different in the two stories, but the parallels 
are numerous. Cf. Nu. 11: 4-34 with Od. xii: 260-419, 127-141. 

Odysseus, like Moses, has insufficient authority to maintain the necessary discipline, and 
subsequent events are beyond his control. Both heroes pray for guidance. Odysseus is put to 
sleep by the gods, leaving the men free for their fatal act of disobedience; Moses is encouraged by 
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Yahweh, who provides meat which proves fatal to those eating it. Both groups obtain an abundance 
of meat, and neither lives to tell the tale. It appears as if in each case divine wrath has been 
caused by human rebellion and the gods give the men enough rope to hang themselves. But the 
parallel is illusory; the background of religious thought is quite different, and there is no compen
sating similarity of story pattern; or at least - for the patterns are just recognisably similar - the 
compensation is inadequate. However, the presence in both traditions of incidents of mass re
bellion, divine wrath and punishment in connection with a shortage of meat, does provide a general 
comparison of some interest. 

The Greek' disobedience to the commands of the gods is at the same time a rebellion against 
their leader Odysseus. The feature of the rejection of the divinely favoured hero occurs also in 
the Moses story in Numbers 16. The similarities between the rebellion incidents are best sur
veyed in parallel columns; the background of course partly overlaps that of the parallels discussed 
above. 

Numbers 16 

I. Moses is leading the Hebrews on a difficult 
journey from a land of toil to their new home 

2. Korath says to Moses: 
You take too much upon you 
You don't care what we suffer 

3. 250 leaders support him 

4. The revolt is also against Yahweh, rejecting 
the hardship which is a condition of a safe home
coming 

5. Moses rebukes them 

6. Yahweh destroys the rebels with fire, and the 
ground opens and swallows the ringleaders 

7. Yahweh acts to defend the honour of Moses 

Odyssey xii 

Odysseus is leading the Greeks on a difficult journey 
from a land of toil to their home 

Eurylochus says to Odysseus: 
Your commands are excessive 
You don't care what we suffer 

The Greeks support him 

The revolt is also against the gods, rejecting the 
hardship which is a condition of a safe homecoming 

Odysseus rebukes them 

Zeus destroys the rebels with a thunderbolt, and 
the sea opens and swallows them 

Zeus acts to defend the honour of Hyperion 

The broad background of the stories is similar, esp. in terms of 1. above; and the basic patterns 
of events, with the details noted above, also invite comparison. Many other details are of course 
different; in the Hebrew story the rebellion is only an incident, though a serious one, while in the 
Odyssey it is much more of a catastrophe: and many additional features are present in each of the 
narratives. The parallels could be fortuitous; but it is easier to suppose that they are due to a 
common tradition going back to a unified milieu in which such happenings and therefore such sto
ries were familiar; and that many other features were later woven into the basic pattern in the dif
ferent traditions. 

Almost as a converse to the rejection of the divinely appointed leader by his followers and 
consequent divine wrath, is the theme of the punishment of the leader himself by an angry deity. 
The dominant motif in both traditions is that the leader of the company tries to restrain his men 
from actions likely to provoke the god(s) to anger, but that in spite of his efforts they do provoke 
divine wrath. But both Moses and Odysseus bring divine wrath upon themselves as a result 
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of actions taken to preserve the lives of their followers, and the punishment in each case is divine 
frustration of the desire to lead their men home. Expressed in this schematic form, the parallel is 
striking enough, but the circumstances are completely different: in Nu. 20: 10 Moses is carrying 
out the instructions of Yahweh to obtain water for the people by striking a rock with the rod; 
his fault is in usurping Yahweh's prerogatives and acting as if by his own power. The blinding of 
Polyphemus in Od. IX is an incident in a Greek version of an Indo-European folk tale and shows 
no detailed connection with the Hebrew story. But it remains interesting that both traditions stress 
the theme of divine anger frustrating the leader's homeward journey as an independent parallel 
to that of divine anger visited on the journeying people in spite of the leader's attempts to circumvent 
it. (Moses later on several occasions says, in explanation of his not being allowed to enter Canaan: 
"Yahweh was angry with me because of you" . See Deut. I: 37; 4: 22; 3: 26.) 

For Poseidon's wrath against Odysseus see Od. i 19-20; v 282 ff.; xiii 341-3. 

"All the gods were sorry for him, except Poseidon; he maintained his furious opposition 
to the godlike Odysseus until he got home to his own country." (i 19-21 ) 

Given the fact of two parallel traditions in each of which an army is being led home, it is 
natural enough that a deity angered by some offence committed should show his anger by cutting 
the journey short. Hence there is only the most general of parallels between the following two 
passages: 

a) Od. iii 132 ff. 

"Then Zeus plannedthattheArgives' journeyhomeshould be a fatal one,for by no means 
all of them were men of ability and high principle; and so many of them came to a bad 
end through the deadly wrath of the grey-eyed goddess " 

b) Deut. I 34-5 where Yahweh swears an oath that 

"not a single one of this generation of wicked men shall see the fertile country which I 
swore that I would give to your fathers." 

Still more general is the parallel with the Sumerian Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living (Kramer, 
Sumerians p. 197) : -

"Enlil looked at the head of Huwawa, 
Was angered by the words of Gilgamesh : 
"Why did you act thus ? 
Because you have laid hands on him, 
Have destroyed his name, 
May your faces be scorched, 
May the food you eat be eaten by fire, 
May the water you drink be drunk by fire. " 

Kramer interprets this speech as "a curse which seems to doom them to eternal wandering over 
mountain and plain, scorched by the burning sun". It is of some interest to find that Sumerian 
literature presents the theme found also in Greek and Hebrew of a divinely favoured hero leading 
a band of followers homeward from a place of danger, and incurring divine wrath, as a result of 
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which he is threatened with hardship and the frustration of his desire to get home. Gilgamesh, 
like Odysseus, rouses divine wrath by killing a monstrous being and only reaches home after suf
fering terrible loss. 

It is conceivable that the Greek and/or Hebrew stories ultimately owe something to the 
Sumerian; but the similarities are too generalised to be worth closer consideration. 

In conclusion, I quote from The Concept of Divine Wrath(4) my reasons for believing that the 
question of the relationship between the stories of Moses and Odysseus is worth raising: -

" l ) The parallels represent complete or nearly complete story patterns, not disjointed inci
dents. It is no surprise that the basic patterns have been elaborated in different ways in the diffe
rent traditions ; it is in fact inconceivable that they should not have been variously treated. 

2) The parallels are not the result of the application to the material of a priori principles. 
They have suggested themselves in the process of the collation of wrath passages in the relevant 
literatures. 

3) The parallels are not isolated phenomena, but part of a whole complex of evidence ... " 
for cultural and literary contacts between the peoples of the Ancient Near East. 

(4) Sup. cit. p. 251, where the remarks quoted above are 
applied to the results of the investigation as a whole, and not 

P. CONSIDINE 
Universitat Freiburg 

only to the parallels between the stories of Moses and Odys
seus. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PARALLELS(•) 

H eb . Gk. Sumerian 

I. A hero is faced with the task of leading his men on a difficult journey 
homeward ✓ ✓ v 

2. Divine wrath may be incurred by anyone who seeks to hinder him ✓ ✓ 

3. A me::senger is sent to warn an opponent that he/she is in danger 
of incurring divine wrath, and would be very foolish to continue 

resisting ✓ ✓ 

4. The followers suffer from hunger and demand meat ✓ ✓ 

5. A ringleader of the rebels accuses the hero of arrogance and indiffe-
rence to the men's sufferings ✓ ✓ 

6. The rebels support him ✓ ✓ 

7. The hero prays for guidance and rebukes his followers ✓ ✓ 

8. The rebellion implies disobedience to a god and incurs divine wrath ✓ ✓ 

9. The rebels eat and are destroyed by a combination of fire and being 
swallowed up into the ground/sea ✓ ✓ 

10. The leader himself incurs divine wrath as a result of actions taken 
to save himself and his followers; in Gk. and Sumerian the action 
is the killing of a monstrous enemy ✓ ✓ ✓ 

11. H e is punished by long wanderings which frustrate his desire to get 
home ✓ ✓ ✓ 

(
5

) This summarising table is Table III in the thesis, sup. cit . p. 239, where it is entitled The Wandering Leader Motif. 
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THE STOIC SCALA NATURAE 
(with special reference to the exposition of it in Cicero's De Natura Deorum) (1) 

When Bal bus, towards the end of his exposition of Stoic theology, states: "If by chance my 
arguments separately and individually fail to convince . you (i.e. into believing in the existence 
and the nature of the gods), nevertheless, in combination their collective weight is bound to over
awe you into doing so"(2

), he seems to have been acutely aware of the weakness and illogicalities 
in the individual arguments. There is certainly a wide array of proofs, ranging from abstract 
syllogisms to emotional appeals to the senses - especially to the eyes to contemplate the beauty 
of nature - the total effect of which is truly overwhelming even if not convincing. But an ex
amination of each proof reveals discrepancies and inconsistencies which form the target of Cotta's 
a ttack in the third book. A large portion of this book is now lost, and, presumably, a criticism of 
the Stoic Scala Naturae must have featured prominently in the lost sections. It is the illogicalities 
in the relationship of the various steps of the ladder of existence, and particularly the dispropor
tionate position of man in it, that this paper is out to discuss and criticize in the purely academic 
spirit of Cotta. (3) 

Briefly stated, the Scala Naturae of the orthodox Stoics is to the effect that there are five(4) 

scales or steps of existence noticeable in the Universe. Cicero, through Balbus the Stoic expositor, 
records only four, omitting the lowest rank of the inanimate objects which is definitely included 
by the Stoic orthodoxy. The reasons for this we shall see presently.( 5) The first and the lowest 
in the rungs of the ladder of existence are the inorganic objects like stones, etc. in which only the 
principle of cohesion and unity (Hexis - cohaerendi natura)(6 ) is present. Next is the class of plants 
in which there is Phusis, the power of nourishment and growth (vis alendi atque augendi) . The third 
step is that of animals or beasts with the added powers of sensation and motion (sensus et motus), 
and impulses and natural instincts (appetitus ad res salutaris et recessus a pestiferis)for self-preservation. 
The best that the Stoics could allow to the beasts is "quiddam simile mentis" (29) or the irrational 
soul.(7) Fourth in the ladder are human beings with mind (mens), intelligence (consilium), wisdom 

(1) The locus classicus for the exposition of the Stoic Scala 
Naturae is Cicero's De Nat. Deor. II, 33-36. But see also II, 
29. 

(2) Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, 163 - "Quae si singula vos 
forte non movent, uni versa eerie ta men inter se conexa atque 
coniuncta movere debebant. " 

(3) Cotta, " the clever but easy-going sceptic", states 
emphatically and repeatedly that he was not at all an atheist, 
nor even a sceptic in matters of traditional religion of which 
he was a pontifex, but that he was only seeking explanations 
of some knotty points in Balbus's exposition, and testing the 
validity of his theistic proofs. He accepts implicitly and on 
faith (nulla ratione reddita) the Roman religion as handed 
down to him by his ancestors. Auctoritas maiorum was sufficient 
for him. But since Balbus despised auctoritas and chose to 

fight the battle with the weapon of reason, he (Cotta) too 
would join issues with him in this battle of reason. (Sed tu 
[i .e. Bal bus] auctoritates contemnis, ratione pugnas; pa
tere igitur rationem meam cum tua ratione contendere) -
Cic. De Nat. Deor. III, 5-10 and 93; also I, 61. My criticism 
in this paper is, like Cotta's, purely on academic grounds 
and is not at all a gauge of my belief or disbelief. 

(4 ) Sextus Empiricus, Adu. Math. IX, 81. 
(6) pp. 3-5 below. 
(6) Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, 81-2. 
(7) The idea in III, 21 that ants possess mind, reason and 

memory (in formica non modo sensus sed etiam mens ratio 
memoria < est>) must be regarded as an aberration or 
at best an exaggeration by the academic critic to reduce 
the Stoic argument to absurdity. Even though ants are 
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(prudentia)-which are all synonyms of "ratio, qua regerentur animi appetitus, qui tum remitterentur, tum 
continerentur"; with the power of articulate speech ( oratio or divina loquendi vis) ; and finally with erect 
posture and upward gaze (eos /sc. homines/ lzumo excitatos celsos et erectos deus constituit). And finally, 
the fifth and the highest are the gods, who have perfect reason and intelligence (ratio perfecta atque 
absoluta or ratio recta constansque) with no admixture of irrationality. 

As many commentators have pointed out, this exposition of th e various stages of existence 
was not aimed at tracing out any sort of Darwinian evolutionary process ; rather, it is an analysis 
of the stages of existence as they are, unconcerned with any possibility or otherwise of movement 
between the classes. It is an analysis of the powers and capabilities of each stage, its inferiority 
to the one immediately above it, and superiority to the one immediately below. It must be pointed 
out also that the higher implies the presence in it of all the powers in the step immediately below. 
Thus when Sextus Empiricus writes: "Of unified bodies some are held together by mere hexis 
(cohesive principle, e.g. stones and sticks; others by phusis (growth), e.g. plants; and others by 
psyche (soul), .g. animals " (8) he does not mean that there are three different and separate cohesive 
forces but rather that psyche incorporates phusis, just as phusis incorporates lzexis. This is clearly 
seen in his definition of unified bodies a few paragraphs before: "Unified bodies are such as are 
controlled (u ified ?) by a single cohesive force, e.g. plants and animals" ( 9), where the inanimate 
object got left out, probably as unnecessary in the argument he has in hand. 

As noted above, Cicero recorded only four instead of the five stages postulated by the leaders 
of the Stoic school. A. C. Pearson asserts that the inclusion of hexis in the stages of the ladder of 
existence is Zenonian in origin . (10) Plutarch also credits the ancient Stoics with advocating that 
of existing things some possess /zexis, some phusis, some the irrational soul, and others (gods and 
men) the ration al soul. (11) The omission of hexis by Cicero is even more curious when we note, 
as Hirzel does, that he (Cicero) draws his material "from a passage in which Posidonius had re
viewed diverse opinions of different Stoics on this topic " (12), so that it cannot be argued that per
haps it was unknown to him. Moreover, Cicero quotes with aplomb Cleanthes's proof that heat 
(Latin calor, Greek pneuma) which is the binding force of the Universe is also present in the earth, 
stones and air. (13) Since it is this pneuma which, in varying degrees of purity, permeates inorganic 
matter as hexis, plants as phusis, and animals and men as soul, (14) Cicero can scarcely escape the 
conclusion th t the inorganic matter is also a step in the scala naturae. Thus we must seek an 
explanation fi r this omission which appears to be deliberate. 

The first reason that suggests itself is that probably Cicero regarded the inanimate objects 
as of natura solitaria atque simplex (non-homogeneous and simple nature), and not iuncta atque conexa 

proverbial for th(:ir foresight, especially in energetically 
gathering food against the inhospitable seasons (ref. Bible, 
Proverbs 6, vv. 6-8; H orace Sat . I , I , 32-8), nowhere to my 
knowledge have they been credited with mind or reason. 
At best it is "instinct" but stiU an evidence of God's provi
dence for even the smallest of the Animantes. Compare Ver
gil's attribution of particula divirwe aurae to the bees in the 
Georgics. 

(8) Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. IX, 8 I. 
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(9) Ibid. 78. 

(10) A. C . Pearson, Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes, 1891 , 
fr. 43 and commentary. 

( 11) Von Arnim, S. V.F. II, 460. 

(12) Quoted by A. S. Pease in his edition of Cicero's 
De Nat. Deor. p. 623, commentary on II, 33-34. 

(13) Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, 23-25. 
(u) D.L. VII, 139. 
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(a complex and composite whole).(15) For if an object is simplex, its natura will not display fully 
the artistry of the divinus artifex,(16) which is what Cicero wants to prove with the introduction 
of the scala naturae. The only objection to this is that there is no object, according to the Stoics, 
which does not possess an admixture of heat; that is, there is no object that is simplex. Sextus 
Empiricus confirms this point when he includes among "the unified bodies" ( = Cicero's iuncta 
atque conexa natura) sticks and stones which are inanimate objects.(17) 

A second possibility is that the term natura as employed by Cicero in the phrase a primis in
cohatis naturis ad ultimas perfectas (from the first rudimentary nature to the last and most perfect) 
is to be narrowed down and limited to bodies capable of self-nourishment and growth - which ex
cludes inanimate objects; or to organic bodies which are capable of active participation in their 
physical alteration and change and so are not passive victims of expansion and compression like 
stone. This also is Empiricus' distinction between objects held together by hexis and those held 
together by phusis. (18) (After all Cicero is notorious for the various meanings he makes natura 
bear in various contexts throughout the De Natura Deorum.) 

But perhaps more convincing is the possibility that the omission is deliberate and one in 
accord with Cicero's own theological beliefs. Cicero is known for his originality in the choice of 
what to include and what to leave out in his adaptation of Greek culture. The eclecticism and 
syncreticism in the various schools of thought at this period, as well as his membership of the 
Academic School, entitle him to this type of action. This freedom of choice in what appears to 
him the more probable allows a free play to his own prejudices, a view which is abundantly sup
ported by his presentation of Epicurean tenets, as well as of other views with which he disagreed. 
If this thesis is accepted we can go on to look for the particular prejudice in this case. The pre
judice, as it appears to me, can be seen in his disapproval of the crude pantheism(19) to which the 
inclusion of the hexis grade will lead . The leaders of the Stoic School had reiterated that God 
manifests himself as pneuma even in the lowest of existences. (20) Such an attribution of divinity 
to lifeless objects(21), in the opinion of Cicero, would reduce the gods to absurdity and reduce 
their dignity which it was his purpose to portray. (22 ) And, in any case, Cicero was too much taken 
up with the human stage of the scala naturae to notice or apologize for the omission of the first 
rung in the ladder. (23) 

(15) Cic. De Nat . Deor. II, 29. 
(16) Of course, Cicero would not be aware of such single

celled animals as the amoeba, which certainly displays God's 
artistry. For the amoeba, as defined, is a unicellular animal 
which, though apparently simple in structure, carries on 
many of the vital functions of higher animals - metabolism, 
growth, reproduction, locomotion and response to stimuli. 

(1 7) Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. IX, 78. 

(18) Ibid. 82-3. 
(19) M . Y. Henry in her thesis "The Relation of Dogmatism 

and Scepticism in the Philosophical Treatises of Cicero" 
(Columbia University 1925), p. 46, also noted this rejection 

of crude pantheism by Cicero. 
(20) Diog. Laert. VII, 139. 
(21) See the most often quoted passages expressing Stoic 

pantheism: (a) Cleanthes' Hymn (passim): (b) Vergil Georgics 

IV, 221-2 and Aeneid VI, 724-7; (c) Lucan IX, 578 ff.; 
(d) Seneca Nat. QJlaest. II, 45 and De Benef. IV, 788. 

(22) Cic. De Nat. Deor. III, 64 - "Let us therefore banish 
from philosophy entirely the error of making assertions in 
discussing the immortal gods that are derogatory to their 
dignity; a subject on which I know what views I hold myself, 
but do not know how to agree to your (i.e. Balbus's) views. 
You say that Neptune is the ra tional soul that pervades the 
sea ; and similarly for Ceres; but your notion of the sea 
or the land possessing a ra tional intellig~nce is not merely 
something that I cannot fully understand, but I have not 
the slightest inkling what it means." I am sure that Cicero 
would readily agree with this criticism of the Stoic crude 
pantheism by Cotta. 

(23 ) For the purpose of this paper I intend, as indicated 
in the title, to stick to Cicero's fourfold division. 
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As the title of the treatise suggests, the purpose of the De Natura Deorum is to find the truth, 
or the nearest to the truth, among a welter of opinions on the existence and nature of the gods.(24) 

This initial aim was however expanded as the discussion progressed to include Divine Providence, 
a topic which is virtually one and the same with the original aim; for to discuss the Providential 
Government of the Universe is to analyse the Providential Nature of the gods. (25) 

One of the cardinal proofs of the gods' existence adduced by the Stoic exponent, Balbus, is the 
scala naturae with which he purposed to show that God must be at the top of all the levels of exis
tence observable in the Universe - " ... si a primis incohatisque naturis ad ultimas perfectasque 
vol um us procedere, ad deorum naturam perveniamus necesse est." (26) Any complex organism 
(non solitaria neque simplex sed cum alio iuncta atque conexa) has within it some "ruling principle" (prin
cipatus, hegemonikon) (27 ) : plants have theirs in the roots in the form of power of nurture and growth 
(vis alendi atque augendi ) ;(28) wild animals or beasts in the form of "sensation and motion, and appe
tite or natural impulse (appetitio atque declinatio naturalis) to approach things wholesome and retreat 
from things harmful; while man has ratio, by which the appetites can be controlled and alternately 
indulged or held back in check according to the demand of the occasion. All these levels of existence 
and their capabilities are objects of the senses, and subject to verification by the eyes. They are 
facts and not conjectures or hypothetical deductions and hence the predominance of the use of 
the present indicative in the verbs describing these stages. (29) When we come to the quartus gradus, 
however, we are on less firm ground. We come to the region of inferences and analogies. Let us 
take section 34 for example. It reads: "Quartus autem est grad us et altissimus eorum qui natura 
boni sapientesque gignuntur, quibus a principio innascitur ratio recta constansque, quae supra 
hominem putanda est deoque tribuenda id est mundo, in quo necesse est perfectam illam atque absolu
tam inesse rationem." A. S. Pease in his comment on this passage quotes Schoenmann as remarking 
that while the lower grades are known by experience, the quartus gradus is inferred. (30) This obser
vation, I think, is further confirmed by the instances of the use of gerundives and necesse est here as 
well as in other sections where the idea crops up. (31 ) The disparity in the choice of the tenses by 
Cicero could not have been without some such significance as I have just indicated. 

Following closely on the passage just quoted is an instance of the use of analogy to prove the 
existence of the gods. Every organic whole has an ideal or a perfect stage (aliquid extremum atque 
perfectum): vines of the vegetable kingdom and cattle representing the animal kingdom to have 
their ultimum and perfect stages which are, as it were, their ideal of perfection in their respective 
levels. Hence the Universe too, argues Balbus, must have its own ideal stage which he equates 
with quartus gradus occupied by the gods. (32) There are other instances of such analogies throughout 
the treatise. 

(24) Cic. De Nat . Deor. I, 13. 
(25) "Teleological explanation of phenomena implies a 

belief that the existence of orderly or purposeful creations 
necessarily demands the existence of an ordering and pur
posing Creator." That is, to prove the existence of Provi
dence is the same as proving the existence of an ordering 
Mind which is God. H ence in Stoicism Providence is an
other name for God. See A. S. Pease, Harv. Theo/. Review 
34 (1941) 163 ff. 
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(26) Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, 33. 
(27) Ibid. 29. 
(28) Ibid. 33. 
(29) The locus classicus for the sea/a naturae as noted above 

is §§ 33-4 and the introductory verb there is animadvertimus. 
See also videmus in § 30. 

(30) A. S. Pease, ed . of Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, p. 625. 
(31) See also De Nat. Deor. II, 18 (ad fin. ); 30; 35-6. 
(32) Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, 35. 
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Thus we can see that the four stages are not equally related to one another. While the first 
three are verifiable by experience, the fourth is assumed from inductions, inferences and analogies. 
But there is no doubt that the enthusiasm in the description is that of a convinced advocate: 
the eloquence and the sheer weight of illustrations cannot fail to wear down the reader, but the 
illogicalities and weaknesses are not thereby removed. 

The area of the greatest inconsistency however occurs in the teleological relationship of the 
four stages. Teleology, as A. S. Pease defines it, is "the doctrine of the deliberate adaptation of 
organic life ( and even of those of the inorganic system) to some definite end or purpose." (33) The 
Stoic system is strongly teleological, and the proof from teleology appears to be the ace-card in 
the hand of Balbus to clinch his arguments about the existence of the gods . Everything exists 
for some purpose. This, Chrysippus with his generous appetite for illustrations, adequately puts 
thus: "Just as a shield-case is made for the sake of a shield and a sheath for the sake of a sword, 
so everything else, except the World,( 34) was created for the sake of some other thing: thus the corn 
and fruits produced by the earth were created for the sake of animals, and animals for the sake of 
man; for example, the horse for riding, the ox for ploughing, the dog for hunting and keeping 
guard; but man himself came into existence for the purpose of contemplating and imitating the 
world ... "(35) Thus in the scala naturae, the lower exists for the sake of the higher; even the inor
ganic elements exists for the sake of the organic as can be seen in the production of fruits, corn 
and beautiful landscapes by the earth.( 36) 

However, when one examines the relative utility of the different stages one discovers some 
discrepancy. The utilitas of plants and animals is entirely in terms of sustenance, comfort and plea
sure for the higher classes. Plants and animals are secondary works of God (Apoproegmena as Epic
tetus describes them) meant to subserve the higher beings, i.e. gods and men. In the words of 
Marcus Aurelius: "As to the animals which have no reason and generally all inorganic things and 
objects, you (i.e. man), since you have reason and they have none, make use of them with a generous 
and liberal spirit." (37 ) Thus there is laid down, as it were, a rule that the lower must serve and 
minister to the sustenance and comfort of the higher because of the better capabilities and faculties 
possessed by the higher beings. This relationship however is immediately broken by the refusal 
of man to be in the service of the gods, at least in the way that plants and animals are in the 
service of man. 

Man possesses ratio which is perfectible, ratio consummabilis in the words of Seneca.(38 ) God 
alone possesses the ratio perfecta, absoluta constansque - which means that man is inferior to God. 
By reason of the superior intelligence of God or gods, they deserve the service from men: they de
serve sustenance and convenience in strict conformity with the rule that the inferior exists for the 
sake of the superior. But this is not to be. The ratio of man does not serve the recta ratio of the 
gods. The Stoics in totally rejecting the anthropomorphic existence for the gods have thereby 
removed them from the possibility of accepting services in terms of offerings and sacrifices from the 

(33) A. S. Pease, Harv. Theo/. Rev. 34 ( 1941 ) 163. 
( 34 ) This exception, as we shall see later, does not even 

hold if we accept the equation of muntlus with ,God by the 
Stoics. See D.L. VII, 137 - "The term cosmos is used by 
the Stoics in the sense of God himself .. . " 

(35) Cic. De Nat . Deor. II, 37. 

(36) Ibid. 162. 
(37) Meditations VI, 23. 
(38) Ep. 92, 27; also 124, 14. 
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inferior beings, i.e. men. They went further to repudiate the popular concepts of the worship of 
the gods and particularly the quid pro quo of the Roman pietas (30 ) which they relegated to the sphere 
of superstition and not of true religion. (40) 

Instead of this practical service, we have a new rule. Man exists not to serve the gods but merely 
to contemplate their works - the heavens, the earth and all that are in them. In the words of 
Balbus: "<Natura> prim um eos (homines) humo excitatos celsos et erectos constituit, ut deorum 
cognitionem caelum intuentes capere possent. Sunt enim ex terra homines non ut incolae atque 
habitatores sed quasi spectatores superarum rerum atque caelestum ... " (41) But one may ask: 
What is the purpose of the contemplatio? What advantages does it bring to the gods to contem~late 
their works? Cui bono? Certainly not the gods of the Stoics who have no need of anything from 
mankind, and, even if they had, are not provided with the means of accepting such offerings and 
sacrifices that may be made to them. Zeno in his Ideal Republic, with Cynical overtone has stated 
that the gods need no sacrifices for gods cannot be appeased by gifts and do not even need temples 
or images as such things are unworthy of the deity. (42) The later Roman Stoicism, overtly reli
gious as it was, denies the gods sacrifices, etc. but only allows hymns of praise as their reward for 
their manifold services to mankind. The service of gratitude and praise is thus substituted for the 
more substantial and more material service derived by man from the lower levels of existence. 

But rather than man being in the service of the gods, the gods themselves even seem to be 
existing for the sake of men. Balbus says: "The world has been made for the use of those living 
beings which have the use of reason, i.e. for gods and men ... ; the world and all that it contains 
exist for their sakes." (43) Again, in §§ 154-5 we have a repetition of the idea that the world is, 
as it were, the common dwelling place of gods and men (mundus quasi communis deorum atque hominum 
domus, aut urbs utrorumque) and that whatever things are contained in all the world must be deemed 
to belong to gods and men. One would very much like to believe that these noble sentiments are 
true ! But the facts of the case seem to deny us that. We have seen above that the gods derive 
no benefits from man or from any of the lower grades. On the other hand, they have set up the 
gigantic and complex Universe for the sake of man; they have provided him with eyerything 
for his convenience. They have been of practical service to mankind. They even go further: 
they endow man with the capability of beholding and appreciating the works of the gods - to 
see how perfect they are and thereby imitate the perfection of the gods for his own benefit. Man's 
ratio is in constant process of improvement since it has not attained perfection; he contemplates 
the ratio perfecta and the virtues of the gods in the hope of realizing these virtues in his own life 
and thereby be able to lead a better social life, contributing to the harmony of his community. 
Thus he stands to gain from the gods not only material advantages afforded by their Providence, 
but even moral benefits and the prospect of self-improvement. 

Thus the answer to our question Cui bono ? is still Man. Everything appears to be man-

(39) Cic. De Nat. Deor. I, 11 6-7 where Cotta attempts 
to define Roman religion . 

(40) Cic. De Nat. Deor. II , 70-2. 
( 41) Ibid. 140 ; also 37 - "Ipse autem homo ortus est ad 

mundum contemplandum et imitandum ... " 
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(42) Compare the famous speech of Paul before a gathering 
of Stoics and Epicureans in front of the Areopagus at Athens, 
Acis 17, vv. 24-5. 

( 43) Cic. "De Nat. Deor. II , 133. 
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centred and man-orientated. Stoic teleology, as F. M. Solmsen remarks, is strongly anthropo
centric. The rather disproportionate treatment(44) given by Cicero to this topic of Divine Provi
dence for man still goes to confirm the importance of the position of man in the scala naturae. 

(44) The topic of divine providence covers about 80 of 
the 168 sections in Cic. De Nat. Deor. II, and yet this topic 
is but one of the four headings under which Bal bus proposed 
to deal with the Stoic theology. Also noticeable is the fre-

]. A. AKINPELU 
University of Ibadan 

quent occurrence of the use of ut and ne in final clauses in 
most of the relevant sections - an indication, as Pease re
marks, of the strongly teleological character of the Stoic 
theology. 

35 



THE HIPPOCRATIC APHORISM 3.12 AND ABORTION 

The author ( or compiler) of the Aphorisms has been called "a really great scientific thinker". (1) 

Our purpose is to investigate what may at first sight appear the very unscientific remark concerning 
abortion in 3.12. 

In this aphorism we are told inter alia that after a southerly, rainy and mild winter, a northerly, 
dry and wintry spring causes women due to give birth to a child "at the start of spring"(2) to 
suffer miscarriage e-x, naaijc; neocpaaw;( 3) and that if they do bear children these are weak and sickly, 
so that they either die immediately or else live puny, feeble and sickly. The remarks regarding 
children can be supplemented from Airs Waters Places and the Sacred Disease(4) and will be shown to 
be based on observation of actual maladies. This justifies a serious examination of the statement 
about premature birth,and must therefore come first. ltwill be shown that the Hippocratic cause 
of premature birth as described in the aphorism - and too the cause of the various afflictions in 
children - is a flux of "phlegm" from the brain of the patient. We must therefore begin with 
some remarks on the nature of "phlegm" in these related Hippocratic works, and the reason given 
in them to fluxes of phlegm from the brain. 

What then constitutes "phlegm" in the SD, AWP, and, consequently, the aphorism under 
review ? In the first place, nasal mucus, saliva and pus from acne and other facial sores ( all seem
ingly, for the author, coming from the brain).( 5) In the same way discharges from the eye or 
ear of a child( 6) producing similar putrescent matter, were thought to be phlegm. Consequently 
any similar discharge observed anywhere in the body would be termed "phlegm": for example, 
pus from sores was clearly thought of as "phlegm" in A WP where particular sores were described 
as not being 0,-x,ea cp).eyµrnwbea.(7) Similarly any phlegm-like sputum would have been consi-

(1) W. H. S. Jones, Hippocrates Loeb vol. 4, p. xij, 

(2) near; -ro iJe W . H. S. Jones in his Loeb edition trans
lates (Vol. I, p . IOI) "by spring". It will be seen that the 
original author of the aphorism attributed premature births 
to a flux of phlegm resulting from the change from a warm 
wet winter to a cold dry spring. "At the start of spring", 
therefore, is what the author means. It is translated "ad ver" 
by Ki.ihn (Galen, ed. Ki.ihn, 17 b 586). 

(3) It is clear that we are dealing with premature birth 
(with or without fatal consequences to the offspring). Where 
the child does not survive this we can most conveniently 
term "miscarriage", despite the following definition from A 
Glasgow Manual of Obstetrics, ed. by S.J. Cameron, 2nd Edi
tion, 1936: "The i:xpulsion of the uterine contents up to the 
end of the third month of pregnancy is termed an abortion; 
from the third to the seventh month, that is, until the child 
becomes viable, it is called a miscarriage; and after the 
seventh month, a premature labour. Nevertheless it is con
veniant in discussing etiology and treatment to describe all 
cases of expulsion up to the seventh month as abortion." 

'Ei(r:t-rew<1i(ea0.r1.1 inDiod. 3.64.42, accords with the mea-
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ning of Ei(r:t-rew<Ji(W in the aphorism of a miscarriage in a 
woman near to term. In Diodorus the Peirpo<; is lost: the 
word means both "babe in the womb" and also "new born 
baby", indicating that a mature foetus is expelled. Other 
examples of the usage of this verb do not prove that it signi
fied exclusively the termination of a pregnancy that was 
nearly completed. The verb does not exclusively mean this, 
however: see, for example, Aphorisms 5.45 where the word 
signifies "abortion". 

( 4) Aphorisms 3.12 quotes with some exactitude Airs 

Waters Places 10.32 sqq. (Aphorisms 3.11 is parallel to AWP 
10.11 ff.: cf. too A. 3.13 and AWP 10.78 sqq.: A. 3. 14 and 
AWP 10.83 sqq.) This has long been observed. The Author 
of the Sacred Disease, if he did not write A WP, at least knew 
it well. This too has long been known and variously inter
preted. 

(s) SD VIII, 17. 
(6) Ibid. 12 ff. 
(7) A WP 4.31. The primary meaning of the adjective 

is given in Liddell and Scott (revised Jones )s.v. as "full of 
phlegm" . 
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dered "phlegm comeindirectly from the brain", to which "phlegm" were attributed chest and lung 
complaints.(8) Mucus swallowed in the course of common cold can disorder the stomach, and this 
is probably reflected in the belief that "phlegm" from the brain flowing through the "veins" 
to the stomach caused "dysentery".( 0) 

The manner in which the cold, dry north wind and the wet warm south wind produced fluxes 
of phlegm from the brain is described in the Sacred Disease, for example in the following passage: 
"On necessity a south wind relaxes and moistens the brain and enlarges the veins, while north winds 
press together the healthiest part of the brain, separating what is most diseased and moist, and 
washing it out; for which reason the fluxes occur at the changes of these winds." (10) The primary 
source of the "flux of phlegm" theory with its consequent ailments involving "phlegm" was pro
bably the common cold. The nature of this malady is still being investigated. It is observed, how
ever, that sudden changes in the weather do sometimes precipitate colds. (11) 

We must now consider the effects of "phlegm" on children (particularly as they are described 
in the SD) and the actual ailments and physiological states which, accurately observed but not un
derstood, provided the author ( or authors) (12) of AWP and the SD with material for their theories. 

It is stated in the SD that fluxes of phlegm from the brain (thought by the author of the SD 
to be the cause of epilepsy) began in the womb, and that if such pre-natal purging took place "aA.wr, 
uai µeretwr, the child's head would be healthy: that is, its brain would not be overcharged with 
phlegm.(13) It is possible that the author is thinking of this purging taking place shortly before 
the birth of the child, in which case it is pertinent to observe that the membranes surrounding the 
unborn child rupture during the stages preparatory to the passage of the child through the birth 
canal. This rupture of the membranes allows the escape of the amniotic fluid - "the waters" 
- from the vagina. The fluid (which might well have constituted "phlegm") may be lost in a 
single gush or in interrupted spurts or as a continuous trickle. The fact that most babies are born 
head first might perhaps have suggested that the amniotic fluid was "phlegm" originating in 
the head of the unborn child. On the other hand the author may have observed leucorrhoea -
the so-called "whites" - a phlegm-like fluid which sometimes emanates from the vagina during 
pregnancy. Leucorrhoea often accompanies debility and anaemia, and for this reason we shall 
return to the subject below.(14) 

Alternative post-natal purging in children takes the form of sores which break out er, -c~v 
"ecpaA~Y "ai er, -ca cL-ca er, -cov xew-ca. (15) It is not clear what exactly inspired this theory, 

(s) Cf. SD 9 and 10. 
(9) AWP 3.10 ff. SD 9, 18-9 etc. A. M. G. McLeod, 

Anatomy and Physiology in the Hippocratic treatise neel leeijc; 
vovaov: (London Ph. D. Thesis 1966) p. 153 n. I. 

(10) SD 16.36 ff. cp. 16.1 ff. (after Jones' Loeb translation, 
vol. II, p. 173). It is noteworthy that the heat of the sun, 
or of a fire, produce the same result: SD 13.3 and esp. 10 ff. , 
ibid. 25 ff. 11.21 ff. 

(11) Epidemiology and the climatic theory in historio
graphy have long histories: see for example AWP 3.38: 
F. H. Garison, An Introductwn to the history of medicine, 1963, 

p. 270; B. H. Warmington: PAGA 9, 1966, p. 53. 
(12) For McLeod's views on the author of the SD see 

ibid. p. 268 ff. 
(13) SD 8.2 ff. 

(14) It is further stated that a tendency to fluxes is in
herited (ibid. 5.7 ff.) . Inherited weaknesses rendering an 
infant prone to colds, sinus trouble, etc., are possible but 
hardly likely to have been observed. The writer's explana
tion most probably arises from cases of infection by a mother 
of her child at or after birth. 

(16) Ibid. 8.17. 
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but it could relate to chicken-pox, acne, and even smallpox. If the "phlegm" is not purged through 
acne x.r.A. it: may be through copious flows of saliva and nasal mucus. Running noses and sali
vation are commonly observed in young children, resulting inter alia from the common cold and 
teething. If, we are told, the flux of phlegm is excessive the condition becomes chronic and phlegm 
may flow from eye or ear. (16) The author may very well have observed chro"nic sinusitis in young 
children, which may arise from a cold and produce horrifying quantities of pus from the nostrils. 
Otitis media, infection of the middle ear, may follow, and unchecked results eventually in the per
foration of the ear drum and pus exuding. In the course of a heavy cold a mild infection of the 
eyes may give them a gummy appearance with phlegm-like matter accumulating in the canthi. (17) 

We can now return to the statement about premature birth. What in the author's view causes 
it ? The answer is certainly a flux of phlegm from the brain, caused by changes in the wind, from 
a warm moist southerly to a cold dry northerly. Miscarriage we are told, follows from changes 
in wind. The effect of such changes in AWP and the SD is to cause phlegm to flow from the 
brain.(18) We are also later told (at first sight contradictorily) (19) that ravra ra voaevµara follow 
from the supervention of the heat of summer on a brain which had been cooled in spring. In the 
aphorism we are not told that the cold of spring or the heat of summer supervening causes the 
flux: for the Hippocratic explanation of this act we must turn to the SD. (20) 

It should be noted that the changes in the winds (and consequently of temperature) causing 
the flux, and therefore the flux itself, is all important, and not the particular change from warm 
damp winter to cold dry spring. This is shown by the confusion into which the author of AWP 
falls in describing miscarriage as following the winter-to-spring change, and then adding below 
that ravra ra voaevµara follow when the heat of summer supervenes on the winter/spring sequence. 
It is stated categorically in the SD that both types of change cause fluxes. (21 ) 

If it is ~ranted that "abortions" (as well as the conditions described in children) occur as a re
sult of a flux of phlegm we must next attempt to suggest what made the Hippocratic writer believe 
this. Galen's commentary on the aphorism affords us no help. (22 ) 

(16) Ibid. 8.9. ff.: cp. 14.1 ff. 
(17) Other "manifestations" of fluxes of phlegm in the 

Sacred Disease, for example a hump-back (SD 9 et passim) 
and indeed epilepsy itself are less readily explained in terms 
of "phlegm" and are consequently uncongenial to this 
paper. 

The influence of theory on observed phenomena is clear 
when, for example the writer indicates that children who 
salivate, have colds and suffer from acne ie. -r .A. (i.e. normal 
children) , are not subject to epilepsy bti -ro :n:oJ.v (SD 9.25) , 
whereas other children are - unless the purging took place 
in the womb (ibid.) . The same is the case when the author 
states ( 11.21 ff. ) that a child is not marked by a very minor 
flux into the veins "on the right" (i.e. via the vena cava) as 
opposed to those "on the left" (i.e. via the aorta: both 
of these "veins" were thought to connect directly with the 
brain (SD 6) with the aorta J. e:n:-ro-reeTJ .. ieal daOeveadeTJ• 
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For a discussion of the "veins" in the SD cf. McLeod, ibid. 
p. 10 ff. 

(18) Cf. section 6 of previous notes. 
(19) AWP 10 I. 60. 
(20) Cf. p. 4 sup. and esp. SD 13.10 ff. 
(21 ) Cf. section 6. 
(22) Galen does not undestand the Hippocratic reason 

for "miscarriage" following from our particular winter/ 
summer change, and explains (Kiihn 17 b 586) that the 
warm wet winter having made women's bodies moist, 
soft and thin (deau:i) the cold of spring easily penetrates 
to the embryo and kills it (the embryo having become ac
customed to the warmth of its surroundings: this same cold 
kills it shortly after birth if it is born alive). It could be 
argued that Galen supposes that the change in temperature 
produces a flux in the embryo or baby: he does not say this 
and his words do not suggest that he thought it (Saa -rwv 



THE HIPPOCRATIC APHORISM 3.12 AND ABORTION 

It must first be observed that in the aphorisms we are told that women "abort" tx naarJ~ 
neocpaaw~ - "on the slightest provocation", when, as we have inferred, the changes in wind would 
produce a flux. These words are not to be found in A WP and should probably be restored to the 
text. (23) It follows that anything causing abortion at these changes in season would by the Hippo
cratic writer ultimately be attributed to the change and the resulting flow (or perhaps inclination 
i:o flow, see the table below) of phlegm. 

Galen lists what are in his view some of the most common causes ofabortion, (24 ) many of which 
for the Hippocratic writer could or would have had connexions with phlegm. They may be tabu
lated as follows: 

Galen's cause of "abortion" 

a I 
Severe fever 

/3 1 

Loose bowels 
yaareo, ewµa 
Elsewhere (K. 18 a 10-1 ) diarrhoea and sometimes 
even dysentery are ascribed to a flux of phlegm 
to the ar6µa1.,o , and yaar1e (s tomach and "belly" 
- intestines, probably). 
Some of the Hippocratic writers too recognised the 
danger to the embryo of diarrhoea and immoderate 
or untimely purging 

u.atdwv ... rr,},:YJTTOµava ar:potJew , vno Toii xevov; elx6-
TWs x.r.} •. ). 

Furthermore, Galen does not elsewhere explain why a 
seasonal change - and in particular a change in the winds 
- would cause abortion: and this even though he else
where (K. 16.440-1 ) quotes the original passage from AWP 

in a general statement on the possibility of predicting dis
eases through seasonal change. He does not elswhere, in 

Hippocratic connexion with phlegm or "abortion " 

a 2 
Miscarriage might in practice be accompanied by 
a copious flow of phlegm-like discharge - the am
niotic fluid discussed above. 
In A WP it is stated that women and phlegmatics 
are most prone to fevers (and dysenteries) (A WP 
10.14 ff.) , yet AWP 3.27 denies that those with 
loose bowels are liable to ardent fevers ("avaot ), 
and indeed the correlation between malaria and 
abortion or miscarriage seems very low. This came 
out in studies made in West Africa. Nevertheless 
there is a connexion in that abortion/miscarriage 
can occur in acute febrile illnesses. Any acute fe
brile illness in a pregnant woman could result in 
abortion. Leucorrhoea often accompanies debility 
and anaemia - both of which could accompany 
or be sequelae to malaria. 

/3 2 
Diarrhoea is ascribed in the aphorism in AWP (3.10 
ff.) and in the SD to phlegm from the brain. 
"Dysentery" associated with frequent painful pas
sage of stools in a pregnant female can be accompa
nied by abortion. Cf. Aphorisms 4.1 etc. 

fact, explain abortion as resulting from a seasonal change or 
from a flux of phlegm. See particularly K. 18 a 10-11. It 
seems that the explanation at 17 b 586 is offered ad hoc 

to explain an obscure statement by Hippocrates whom he 
believed to be the author and venerated. 

(23) The account in A WP is in all other respects fuller. 
(24 ) K. 17 b 838. 
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y 1 

A shout, or sudden fear, pain or anger. 

NB. Galen at K. 18 a 10-1 states that those with 
moist natures whose heads or bodies have become 
more moist (resulting from a change in the winds 
(cf. K. 16.313: violent changes in the nature of winds 
are dangerous) are overtaken by fluxes l:n:l aµi~eai c; 
al-rlaic;. "Abortion" does not appear in the sub
sequent list of resulting ailments. 

<J 1 

If no obvious cause can be discerned (arne cpaviea, 
:n:eocpdaEw~) abortion can be caused by the womb's 
being weighted with phlegm: if the cotyledons 
(defined as the connexions between the veins and 
arteries and the womb: the phlegm would have 
been supposed to have passed from the brain through 
these vessels) were full of phlegm. 

Cf. y 1 for some of the causes which for Galen make 
a flux of phlegm likely. 

y 2 

In the SD 13.15 ff. we find : "It (phlegm) also runs 
down as a result of an obscure fear, or if one is 
afraid when someone shouts, or in the midst of 
weeping if one is not able to draw breath quickly 
< enough>. " (After Jones, ad loc.) 

() 2 

A WP 3.18 ff. Cf. Aphorisms 5.45 states that many 
women in places exposed to the hot < wet south> 
wind as a result of phlegm flowing down from their 
brains "are barren through disease and not by 
nature, and suffer abortion (lwcir:ewa~Ea0ai) 
frequently. (It is further observed ibid. that child
ren are liable to convulsions and asthma, and to 
what they think causes the disease of childhood, 
and to be a sacred disease" (i.e. epilepsy) (Transla
tion after Jones, ad toe.) These children's diseases 
are all in the SD ascribed to phlegm.) 

Abortion or miscarriage can in actual fact follow from Galen's causes. Given therefore that 
the Hippocratic writer held that fluxes of phlegm could render women liable to "abortion" on 
the slightestp retext, it seems possible that he has observed actual cases of abortion and miscarriage 
in spring or early summer which for one reason or another he could connect with phlegm, as indi
cated in the table above. Abortion and miscarriage are common today and would have been no 
less so in Hippocratic times with the result that doctors would have seen many cases. The state
ment - "suffi~r miscarriage and that if they do bear a child it is weak and sickly, so that they either 
die immediately or else live puny, feeble and sickly" would still apply today to children born from 
seventh month of pregnancy onward, were it not for improved techniques which have been develo
ped to care for prematurely born children. 

A cyclical occurrence of abortion in spring or early summer is possible: after a warm wet win
ter it could perhaps result from malaria (cf. 8 a I and a 2 sup .). It could well result at that season 
from vitamin deficiency in winter and spring (cf. b I sup.) rendering pregnant women in common 
with others s sceptible to disease: vitamin D deficiency might cause the ocpa},µfot aveat of 
Aphorisms 3.12 (cf. J. C. Drummond and A. Wilbraham: The Englishman's Food (1939), p . 65 ff. 
and especially p. 80 ff. ). 
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WALTER HEADLAM AND HEROD AS 

An appreciation ofW. HEADLAM and A. D. KNox, Herodas: The Mimes and Fragments, 
on its reappearance in 1966. 

E. F. Benson's entertammg memoirs, (1 ) now long out of print, contain some pleasantly 
roguish anecdotes about the young Walter Headlam's amusements as a Fellow of King's College 
in late-Victorian Cambridge. "He thought he would like to go for a drive, " Benson writes, "and 
he asked a friend to come out for a spin with him. On arrival at the livery stables, a high dog
cart was made ready for them, and Walter Headlam asked his friend if he would like to do the 
driving. The friend very properly replied that he had never done such a thing in his life, and so 
Headlam said, 'Nor have I,' and was instructed that the reins went in the left hand, and the whip 
in the right. A little way out of Cambridge, in trying to turn a corner, he drove up a bank at the 
side of the road, and the dog-cart upset. As he flew out of it (still with the reins in the left hand) 
he was heard to observe, 'Damn: I shall never finish Herodas,' and alighted unharmed in a hedge. " 

This light-hearted prophecy proved true; Headlam never did finish his edition of Herodas, 
despite concentrated spells of work on it over the period of seventeen years between the first pu
blication of the Herodas papyrus in 1891 and Headlam's sudden death in the summer of 1908 at 
the age of 42. The first furious onslaught began directly upon the first appearance in print of the 
newly discovered text and almost immediately afterwards Headlam was asked to undertake an 
edition for the Cambridge University Press, as a letter he wrote to his sister on the day after his 
26th birthday reveals, (2) "Just at the end of August [1891], when I thought there was a prospect 
of taking things easier, appeared a transcript of an author found on a papyrus in Egypt (from a 
mummy !) of whom we knew before hardly more than the name. He happened to be in my line 
and I at once set to work on him .... I am lucky enough to have been commissioned to edit H. 
for the Press here, and enjoy the work, only it has to be done as quickly as possible,and to edit a 
quite new author in a few months is a severe task." 

A few months' work: Headlam was not the first scholar absurdly to underestimate the amount 
of time he would need to bring his edition to a perfectly satisfying conclusion. Months became 
years. The prerequisite for an editor of a Greek text is a perfect knowledge of Greek; and although 
Headlam's knowledge of Greek when he was still a young don manifestly began where that of most 
of his colleagues ended, he always considered it unsatisfactory until he had read carefully every 
page of every Greek author from Homer to the last Byzantine. "There is only one way [to edit 
Herodas], " he wrote, (3) "learn your author by heart - every word, and then set to work to read. 
Many dull authors must be dredged." Or again: "To the materials that may serve for elucidation 
and emendation of Aeschylus a limit could hardly be defined. There is no Greek of any age that 
may not be useful for the purpose. It is only by knowledge of prose that we can know what is poetic-

(1) As We Were, published by Longmans, Green and Co., 
London 1930, pp. 133-9. 

( 2) The letter, dated 16th February 1892, is published in 
Cecil Headlam's memoir, Walter Headlam, His Letters and 

Poems, London 1910, pp. 39-41. 
(3) In the introduction to the Cambridge edition of Bero

das, p. ix. 
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al in language; it is only by knowledge of late prose that we can judge what may or may not be 
glosses. The chief material of that too much neglected study is of course the language of the ancient 
lexicons and scholia. So we have this paradox, that one of the chief qualifications for editing Ae
schylus is familiarity with the baldest and most prosaic Greek. " In this latter extract - from 
Headlam's On Editing Aeschylus, which appeared in the year when the H erodas papyrus was first 
published (4

) -- one could fairly substitute the name ofHerodas twice for that of Aeschylus, because 
the principles there formulated continuously underpinned Headlam's study of H erodas. The testi
mony of countless hours spent reading minor authors like Athenaeus on the way to completing his 
reading of Greek literature is provided today partly by the exhaustive lists of parallels he was able 
to draw up in many a published note on Herodas, and partly by the copious marginalia scribbled 
in the texts he possessed of the authors he read.( 5) 

As the mountain of notes for the Herodas commentary grew, its scale and purpose inevitably 
changed. The appearance of editions by other scholars in the 1890's removed the necessity for 
similar haste on Headlam's part. He came to treat the project as a thesaurus of erudition, to which 
later scholars would "turn for complete illustrative notes upon subjects and points oflanguage" (6

) 

just as they consult other great monoliths of learning, like Lo beck's Phrynichus and Mayor's Juvenal. 
A foretaste of the finished product was provided by a series of notes and conjectures on various 
passages, published between 1891 and 1899: The Academy, 40.1891, 314, 362, 538; 41.1892, 88, 
112 ; Proc. Cambridge Phil. Soc. 28-30.1892, 22; Journal of Philology, 21.1892, 82; Classical Review, 
7.1893, 313,404; 13.1899, 151. In 1902 appeared Headlam's celebrated general article on Herodas 
for the Encyclop,aedia Britannica. (7) Celebrated, because it reappears in a new dress and with further 
embellishments as one of the introductions in the Cambridge edition. Celebrated also because it 
remains one of the few adequate accounts of Herodas in any language. Two years later Headlam 
fired his final volley in the devastating review ofNairn's edition of Herodas, pinpointing its editor's 
inadequacy and appending further sheafs of original ideas. (8) 

Why did Headlam fail to complete his task ? His early death is only part of the answer. From 
his earliest days he had been reluctant to concentrate his whole energy on one highly specialised 
field. H erodas had to compete for Headlam's time with a wide range of other interests : Aeschylus 
and particularly the Oresteia, the fragments of Sophocles, the Cairo papyrus of Menander, Greek 
lyric metre, the methodology and practice of textual criticism, to select only the major ones. Be
sides, Herodas was a flagellatingly difficult author to work upon. Few authors require so much 
editing, interpreting, annotating. The papyrus is torn, holed, and abraded. The poet's artificial 
dialect creates problems as insoluble as they are trivial, and his tortuous Hellenistic mind fills his 
kitchen-sink mimes with rare words, unparalleled proverbs, and obscure sense sequences. And 
finally, Headlam was an uncompromising perfectionist. The more he read and learnt, the more 
unattainable seemed the pinnacle of his magisterial standards. It is perhaps typical of the man 

(4) Pp. l f. 
( 5) For instance, in H eadlam's personal copy of Kaibel's 

edition of Athenaeuts, which is now in King's College Li
brary (shelf number K . 31.1 9-21 ), every square inch of the 
end papers and a great deal of the margins are covered with 
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H eadlam's disconnected scribbles. 
(6) Cecil Headlam's memoir, p . 43. 
(7) The tenth edition (1902), volume 29, pp. 262 f. 
(8) Classical Review, I 8.1904, 263-9, 308-1 6. 
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that he never produced a final edition of either Herodas or Aeschylus, the two authors to whom he 
had devoted so much of his scholarly life. 

Yet no man has been more fortunate in his literary executors. By painstaking care and un
grudging labour, George Thomson won from Headlam's scattered notes the substratum of an edi
tion of Aeschylus' Oresteia. The quality of Headlam's work on those plays has been assessed with 
assured and profound judgment by Eduard Fraenkel in the prolegomena to his own edition of the 
Agamemnon, prolegomena which are too well known to need quotation here. (9) It may be in place 
to add at this point, however that Thomson's piety to his predecessor has been further demonstra
ted in the tribute to Walter Headlam in Eirene, 1.1960, 60, and in articles on the methodology of 
Greek textual criticism, where Thomson follows in Headlam's footsteps. (1 0) 

After Headlam's death the task of preparing his Herodas for publication fell on Dillwyn Knox, 
a member of the celebrated fraternity, who became, like Headlam, a Fellow of King's and, like 
Thomson, Headlam's meticulous champion. With the skill of the restorer of a damaged old master, 
Knox pieced together all the relevant Headlam material from the mass of published and unpu
blished notes, marginalia and references. The major part of the edition's primary introduction 
was assembled from the Encyclopeadia Britannica entry, Headlam's lecture notes, and various jot
tings. An ingenious system of unobtrusive signs was devised to enable readers to disentangle Head
lam's ipsissima verba, editorial interpretations of ambiguous jottings by Headlam, and Knox's own 
contributions. By 1913 the work was virtually in its final form, but then the First World War em
bargoed printing. It was not until 1922 that Herodas: The M imes and Fragments, with notes by Walter 
Headlam, edited by A. D. Knox was finally published by the Cambridge University Press, thirty years 
after the original commission. (11) 

Its reception was predictably mixed. The English-speaking world of scholarship generally 
acclaimed Headlam's erudition and Knox's devotion. "Headlam's whole work is a monument of 
wide and exact learning. It is without doubt that rare thing, a classic commentary, and is likely 
to remain not only the chief edition of Herodas, but one of the chief thesauri of Greek scholarship. " 
So ended Gilbert Murray's review, (12) a characteristically clear assessment of the Cambridge achie
vement, in which weaknesses ("Headlam's book is av06.c'lrJc;, hard to find your way in, with little 
care for proportion") are freely admitted without prejudicing the final verdict. But outside Britain 
and America opinions have been less uniform. Headlam and Knox did not altogether appreciate 
with becoming generosity the sterling achievements of colleagues in fields which, though relevant, 
were less interesting to themselves, and this fact, together with the edition's size and orientation, 
may have helped to spark off, in the aftermath of war, an odium philologicum which too often turns 
productive discussion into destructive polemic and crocodility. Thus it is a pity that Rudolf Her
zog's review of the edition, in Phil. Woch. 46. 1926, 193, spoils the effect of otherwise well-directed 
criticism by its contentious and jarring tone. Every scholar who penetrates beneath the surface 
dazzle of the Headlam commentary can produce his own list of infuriatingly irrelevant examples, 
inaccurate references, and bibliographical dificiences. It is tedious to have to identify references 

(9) Volume I, pp. 58 f. 

(10) Classical Quarter?,,, 15. 1965, 161 ff. (Simplex Ordo) ; 
and 17.1967, 252 ff. (The Intrusive Gloss). 

(11) Cf. Knox's own account of the publication difficulties, 

in Philologus, 81. 1926, 24 1. 
(12) In Classical Review, 37.1923, 40; I have doctored the 

opening sentence of the quotation in order to assimila te it. 
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to Lucian 'iii. 312 ' and Hippocrates ' iii.238 ', but elucidation here poses far fewer problems than 
that of the references to these same authors in Dindorf's Thesaurus. It is tedious also to separate 
out from monstrous lists of thirty parallels for an idiom the three or four that are not really rele
vant, the couple that depend on an unsatisfactory reading or conjecture, the one that has gone 
wrong between discovery and printing, and the four or five that come from late Byzantine authors 
whose testimo y for the point at issue is of doubtful value. Deficiencies such as these are recogni
sed by impartial critics for what they are: the inevitable warts on the surface of an edition conceived 
by a Headlam, thwarted by his death, and finally produced in difficult conditions. (13) 

The imperfections pale beside the glowing achievement of the edition: achievements not me
rely for the text and interpretation of Herodas but for the Greek language and literature in general. 
The text that it prints was the best of its time. Today it has been superseded - but only by Knox's 
own later text in the Loeb series,(14) which now requires minor adjustments (so far as the factual 
reporting is concerned) in the light of more modern conjectures and Barigazzi's discovery that Pap. 
Oxyrh. 2326 contains the line ends of Herodas, viii 67-75.(15) Text and commentary alike contain 
a wealth of new ideas, some brilliant and right, some brilliant and wrong, a reasonable propor
tion just wrong, a reasonable proportion outdated by the ideas of subsequent scholars. Yet even in 
this last group of demoded decisions, it is startling to observe the frequency with which an obser
vation of Head.lam's has led his successors to the truth; I. C. Cunningham's recent paper on the 
links between mimes vi and vii provides an admirable sermon on this text. (16) And it would be 
easy to enlarge on the palaeographical skill shown in the Cambridge edition, on Headlam's sure 
judgment about the errors of scribes. 

Yet all such comments would concentrate on garnishings merely, for the gigantic strength of 
the commentary is grounded in another, more simple fact. Walter Headlam knew ancient and By
zantine Greek. He knew it with a precision, profundity and subtlety that have been granted to few 
classical scholars of any period and certainly to no other who has worked so closely on Herodas. 
Let any reader who doubts this claim read throughjust a dozen annotations to the first five mimes: 
on i 71, ii 2, 41, 84 (ev o' la-r l.'), iii 3 (xa-r' wµov), 12 (neovvsixo~), 64, iv 17, 41 (vswx6eov), 43 
(both notes), v 13 (naeaosiµa 0w), for instance: and he will quickly recognise the rare distillation 
of Headlam's knowledge of Greek. That is why the gratitude of all scholars is owed to the Cam
bridge University Press for making this great out-of-print edition available again in 1966, appro
priately enough the centenary of Headlam's birth. Headlam, naa'Y/~ ifeavo~ fornet'f/~, knew Greek 
in a way that well befitted such proud ancestry. Was he not after all a great-great-great-great
grandson of Richard Bentley ? 

(13) Cf. the reference given above, in n. 11 . 
(14) It is printed with Edmonds' edition of Theophrastus' 

Characters and Knox's own edition of Cercidas and the Cho-
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(16) Museum Helveticum, 12.1955, 113 f. 
(16) Classical Quarterf>,, 14.1964, 32 ff. 



NOTES AND PROCEEDINGS 

The following report has been received from Mrs. 
P. Oyelola, Secretary to the Classical Association 
of Nigeria, of the Association's Schools Conference 
held on 1st April, 1967: 

In spite of the fact that schools in Nigeria are 
rapidly dropping Latin in favour of French, the 
Classical Association of Nigeria held a successful 
schools' conference attended by 112 pupils from g 
schools in Western Nigeria. 

The theme of this year's conference was "Africa 
and the Ancient World " and the following lectures 
were delivered : 

"Why Latin? " by Mr. W. 0. Akingbola. 
"The African Contribution to Roman Literature " 

by Mr. J. A. Akinpelu. 
"Roman and Carthaginian Exploration in Africa " 

by Mr. J. A. Ilevbare. 
"The Romans in North Africa" by Professor 

L. A. Thompson. 

The Chief Inspector of Education for Western 
Nigeria, ChiefH.M.B.Somade, was invited to open 
the conference, but being unable to attend, sent an 
address in the hands of Mr. Rotimi. He congratu
lated the Classical Association of Nigeria on their 
choice of theme for the conference and stressed the 
importance of pupils being aware of the African's 
cultural heritage. He stated that the Ministry of 
Education does not intend to discourage Latin in 
Schools or abolish it from the curriculum. 

A reading competition, a visual aids' competition 
and a quiz were organised and the conference closed 
with the distribution of prizes followed by Latin 
songs. 

* * * 
Mr. N. J. Austin has submitted this report on 

the 1967 activities of the Classical Association of 
Central Africa: 

Officers of the Association were elected as follows 
at the Annual General Meeting in October 1967: 

Chairman 
Vice Chairman 
Secretary 
Treasurer 

Mr. L. M. Lambiris 
Sir Henry McDowell, KBE 
Dr. A. M. G. McLeod 
Mr. N. J. Austin 

Public Lectures: the Committee decided that one 
should be held each term. In the first, Professor 
Guite spoke on "Cicero and the Greeks". Professor 
Haarhoff lectured in the second term on "Vergil's 
Cultural Values in a Multi-racial Society". In 
the third term, Dr. McLeod lectured on "Aristotle 
and Greek drama". The minimum attendance (at 
Dr. McLeod's lecture) was fifty people. 

Schools Programme: a course of sixteen lectures 
was offered by members of the Department of Clas
sics at the University College of Rhodesia with the 
help of some teachers at fortnightly intervals during 
the school's term. The first term provided a general 
background to Latin Studies. The second term dealt 
with the poets being studied at 'O' Level. The 
third term provided talks aimed at assisting pupils 
about to write public examinations. Attendances 
varied between 150 and 38 (at a specifically 'A' 
Level meeting). 

Prize Competitions: in addition to the usual 
prose, unseen, ancient history and poster competi
tions, a Vergil recitation competition was established. 
Pupils entered from Umtali, Salisbury and Gwelo. 
The first prize in this competition was a five pound 
book prize; the second, a two pound book prize. 

Latin Teachers' Conference: a successful con
ference was held at the University College during 
August, attended by 36 teachers from all parts of 
the country. Specific recommendations and sug
gestions which emerged from discussions were put 
forward to the Chief Inspectorate at the Ministry 
of Education, and which were favourably received. 
Assurances were given that there is no prospect of 
Latin being dropped in the Government schools, 
and further, a request was made for the Association 
to run a vacation course in 1968 for Latin teachers. 

Journal of the Classics Teachers in Rhodesia: 
the Journal was produced after a lapse of three 
years, edited by Fr. Falconer, S.J. It contained the 
Latin Teachers Conference Programme and Minutes, 
and reproductions of papers read by Fr. Falconer, 
Dr. Slatter, Mr. McLoughlin, etc. 

Proceedings of the African Classical Associations: 
Volume 9 of the journal of the Association (1966) 
was published: it was one-and-a-half times as large 
as any previous volume (just under 100 pages). 
The present volume includes articles by T.F. Carney, 
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P. Considine, J. A. Akinpelu, A. P. D. Thompson 
and A. M. G. McLeod, all of whom lecture or have 
lectured in Africa: this is the first time that P.A.C.A. 
has been composed entirely of the work of scholars 
with African connections. 

Professor T. J. Haarhoff, B. A. (C.T. ), B. Litt. 
(Oxon) , Litt. D. (Amsterdam), Hon. D. Litt. (C.T.) , 
Emeritus Professor (Rand), was elected an Honorary 
Life Member of the Association. 

* * * 

The Classics Department of the University College 
of Rhodesia has been augmented by Mr. D. B. Sad-
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dington's appointment to the staff (he was formerly 
a t the University of the Witwatersrand) , and also 
by the appointment of Fr. V. I. Falconer, S.J. 

Professor Guite left in May 1967 for McMaster 
University, Hamilton, Ontario. His position as Head 
of Department has been taken on by Dr. A. M. G. 
McLeod. Mr. P. Considine was awarded a London 
Ph. D. for his thesis entitled The Concept of Divine 
Wrath in Ancient Near Eastern Literature; heis currently 
studying at the University of Freiburg. Professor 
T. J . Haarhoff left at the end of 1967 to enjoy well
deserved retirement in Cape Town. 

* 
* * 



REVIEWS 

H. C. BALDRY, The Unity of Mankind in 
Greek Thought. Cambridge University Press, 
1965 ; 37 /6. 

According to the book-jacket (no doubt written 
by the author), the idea of the unity of mankind 
among the Greeks is the result of 'a long and com
plicated chain of development to which many 
contributed'. It claims that the study of 'the 
gradual modification of traditional prejudices ' will 
interest 'not only classical scholars, but historians 
and philosophers'; and it assigns particular impor
tance to the author's assessment of the influence of 
Alexander and the ideas of Zeno. The Introduction 
(Chapter I) disclaims any concern with practical 
conclusions drawn from the title concept, limiting 
itself to investigation of 'the notion itself' ; and it 
firmly rejects any evidence from Greek history and 
institutions as beyond the author's compass, con
fining itself to the literary evidence. This, naturally, 
robs the work of much of the value it might have had. 
If the aim was to make the subject manageable in 
size, it would have been preferable to choose a shorter 
period and give a true cross-section within it. As 
it is, the study moves in an 18th-century orbit, of 
a Classical world seen only through the surviving 
literature and totally insulated from the large part 
of reality revealed by the major sources for social 
history. The myth that ideas develop in a literary 
vacuum-flask is, if anything, even more nonsensical 
when applied to the highly public and social world 
of the Greek city state than it is for most other periods 
of history; and a work so conceived can become (in 
the worst sense) an academic exercise. 

Within the limits so defined, Chapter II gives a 
survey that runs from Homer to the end of the fifth 
century; Chapter III goes through the fourth down 
to (and partly overlapping) Alexander the Great ; 
IV deals with Alexander and the world immediately 
after him (this includes Menander); V with the 
Hellenistic philosophical schools; VI with the 'im
pact of Rome' from (strangely) Eratosthenes to 
Cicero. There are some pages of notes (chiefly 
references) at the back, and Greek, kept out of the 
text, occasionally appears in them. 

In Homer, it is pointed out, differences of sex and 
class are stressed, differences of race largely ignored ; 

and the human race is defined as against gods and 
beasts . The development of geographical know
ledge is said to have led to a greater awareness of 
national customs and differences, and the difference 
between Greeks and barbarians is discussed, in terms 
that show little progress beyond Juthner's classic 
(HellenenundBarbaren, 1923: closely followed in ma
ny places, but cited only once in the notes - for 
disagreement). Quotations from pre-Socratic philo
sophers and early poets illustrate the 'Entdeckung 
des Geistes' as a distinguishing mark of humanity, 
and Thucydides' ready acceptance of conventional 
divisions and prejudices is contrasted with the 
medical writers' freedom from them. This, in a way, 
illustrates a pervasive ambiguity in the book. 
Awareness of the common physical attributes 
of human beings goes right back to Homer and 
(while perhaps better understood by the Hippo
cratics) cannot and does not advance any further. 
This, of course, is irrelevant to moral judgments, 
and we have no reason to think that the physician 
is less given to race or class prejudice than most 
ofus. Baldry has constant difficulty in distinguishing 
between recognition of this mere physical unity 
and certain moral attitudes of which he approves; 
and, darting backwards and forwards from one 
to the other, in his quotations and his discussion, 
he often leaves us doubtful as to the development 
he intends us to see. H e finally explicitly recognises 
this difference in his discussion of Aristotle, but 
without drawing the necessary conclusions for part 
of his earlier treatment. 

The chapter on Alexander, said to be one of the 
most important (see above), closely follows (for 
some of its course) an article of mine in Historia 
1958 (now reprinted in Griffith, Alexander the Great 
( 1966)) , cited only two or three times. Imitation 
is, in this case, so close that the original author ought 
to feel flattered. Compare, e.g. , my formulation 
(op. cit. 426) 'Tarn'sfigureof Alexander the Dreamer 
... has haunted the pages of scholarship' with Bal
dry's: 'Such is Tarn's dominating influence in 
Alexander studies ... that Alexander the Idealist, 
the Dreamer, ... continues to haunt the pages of 
books on the ancient world. ' True when I wrote, 
it is (I hope) much less true now. On the Opis 
banquet he unfortunately departs from this Ein-
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quellenprinzip, with the result that, although he 
rightly denies Tarn's interpretation, he fails to see 
wha t was really the cardinal mistranslation and 
misunderstanding of the scene on which it is based. 
After some further discuss ion of Tarn, from various 
sources, there follows a disproof of Tarn's fancies 
on Alexarchus and Euhemerus and some others, 
which various scholars long ago showed to be ridi
culous. Yet, in a useful discussion of early Hellen
istic attitudes, Baldry complains that the Greeks 
refused 'to recognise [Alexander's] greatness or 
learn from his example' (133) - leaving us to 
wonder whether he has now changed his mind or 
whether we can here trace 'layers of composition'. 
But he is undoubtedly right in his belief (already 
urged in an article in J HS 1959 - shorter, more 
original and more important than this book, of 
which it appears to have been the solid kernel) 
that Alexander's career caused no sudden change 
and marks no sudden break. Had he known a little 
more history, or cared to look beyond surviving 
literature for his evidence, he could have found (I 
think) ample further support for this important 
correction of some modern fallacies. But the lim
itation to literature can produce such positive odd
ities as his crediting Menander (as, almost, even 
Aristophanes !) with '[setting] up merit as a uni
versal standard ... The true division of the human 
race, it is implied, is between the good and the bad, 
not between riches and poverty or between Greek 
and foreign blood.' This takes us back to the 
romantic muddle of those who quote Terence's 
Homo sum as evidence for the humanist creed of the 
Scipionic circle. 

The next chapter contains more good stuff from 
the 1959 article,, about the early Stoics. It is useful 
to have this mad e available to a non-specialist public : 
unfortunately specialist discoveries and reinterpret
ations can take a generation to penetrate into 
schools and paperbacks. Not so much is to be said 
for his pages on Polybius (where, as he rightly ob
serves, the 'unity of history' is irrelevant to any 
views on the equality of men - but then, why drag 
it in?); while his picture of Panaetius and Posidonius 
at least avoids extreme views and can be taken as 
a sane summary of modern communis opinio. Finally 
there are a few pages on Cicero's humanitas, and 
unfortunately no more: little on the reaction of the 
Greeks to the Romans, nothing on the Graeco
Roman Empire. 

The book has a limited use, especially by bringing 

48 

together translations of some interesting passages 
and by taking a moderate and sane view of most 
of the issues it touches. It contains little that is 
original (except for what was in B.'s 1959 article), 
much that is merely copied (sometimes in quotation 
marks, sometimes not) , and it lacks a firm awareness 
of the different aspects of what it is investigating 
and the ability to keep such a complex subj ect under 
proper control and organisation. It also, incidentally, 
illustrates one pervasive difficulty of interpretation . 
In the Introduction, the author tells us that 'In 
our own day human unity is generally seen as a 
practical problem ... most of us draw the infer
ence that . . . there is some sort of kinship or fellow
ship which should influence their behaviour towards 
each other .. . "One world", "the human community" 
"the brotherhood of man ", are phrases on everybody's 
lips.' For 'generally' , 'everybody', etc., we must, 
of course, understand something like 'among at 
most a few million people of fairly high culture in 
the more advanced nations' : the vast majority of 
our contemporaries neither know nor care; and of 
those who do, many (and not all in unimportant 
positions) have ideas totally opposed to Baldry's. 
Who, limiting himself to literary sources such as 
Baldry's book, could have the slightest approach 
to a true estimate of the attitude of our age to the 
unity of mankind ? 

E. BADIAN 

University of Leeds 

I. A. F. BRUCE, An Historical Commen
tary on the Hellenica Oxyrhyncia. Cam
bridge University Press, 1967; 30/- in U.K., 
$ 5.50 in U.S.A. 

Such a commentary as this is very timely. The 
texts of the two papyri have been edited in a reliable 
manner by V. Bartoletti in the Teubner edition of 
1959. Bruce follows these texts, and he makes very 
few comments on textual restorations, although he 
has studied photostats of the papyri. His book does 
not contain the texts, which is a pity, and the com
mentary was a major part of a doctoral dissertation 
presented at Sheffield. The production of the book 
is exemplary in printing,proof-reading and lay-out ; 
there is a bibliography and a useful Index. 

There has been extensive and in the m"'lin incon
clusive work on the authorship of the Hellenica; 
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and under this heading Bruce agrees with H. D. 
Westlake's remark that "this fascinating but almost 
hopeless pursuit of the author ... has tended to be
devil the study of the Hellenica." He therefore gives 
a very judicious and fair-minded summary of the 
main arguments relevant to the problem of author
ship and records his own preference for Cratippus 
rather than Daimachus, although both, as Gomme 
observed, "are only names to us". His concern is 
with the historical matters which are narrated in 
the papyri and the commentary on them is the nub 
and substance of the book. In the introduction there 
is a summary of the arguments in favour of Accame's 
view that the work of P, as the author of the Helle
nica Oxyrhynchia may be called for brevity, covered 
the events of the years 411 to 386 B.C. and was com
pleted before 346 B.C. and perhaps before 356 B.C. 
Bruce mentions at this point his own suggestion 
(published in Emerita 28.1960.86) that it was com
pleted by 374 B.C. but he does not press it. He agrees 
with other commentators in believing that P drew 
his information mainly from eye-witnesses and in 
the case of the battle of Notium from an Athenian 
participant, and that P was right of centre in his 
sympathies and concentrated on political events, 
military campaigns and naval operations which in 
this perriod, as in most periods of Greek history, 
had the most decisive effects on the lives of the 
Greeks. He discusses P's use of digressions and finds 
it similar to Thucydides' use of speeches as a means 
of presenting the causes which underlay actions. He 
finds P appreciative, but not uncritically so, of 
Agesilaus and Conon; a dull stylist and on that 
account perhaps displaced by Ephorus; but an 
important writer in that his account was used by 
Diodorus for the years 412 to 386 B.C. and may be 
preferable to that of Xenophon except in point of 
style. 

The Commentary (pp. 28-149) is competent and 
thorough. It is at times too brief for clarity, especial
ly on chronological problems. Thus in the comment 
on the first section of the Florence Papyrus we are 
left with the impression tht Bruce thinks Nisaea 
was captured by the Megarians in 410 B.C. but 
a few lines later that it happened perhaps in the Attic 
year 409 /8. In this and other cases we need a fuller 
analysis of the chronological methods and depend
ability on the one hand of Xenophon (from whose 
words Bruce makes his inferences of 410 B.C.) and 
on the other of Diodorus based on Ephorus based on 
P. The parallel passage of Diodorus in this case is 

quoted in full, but the year under which Diodorus 
included it is not given. It is interesting that there, 
as elsewhere, the bold emendations made by schol
ars in the text of Diodorus, if derived via Ephorus 
from P, are proved false by the discovery of P's 
textes (e.g. those of Vogel at D.S. 13.65.2, mentioned 
also in the Loeb edition of 1950). Another example 
of conciseness which tends to be obscure concerns 
the Spartan Pedaritus, who was mentioned both by 
Theopompus and by P in a context some years after 
the death of Pedaritus. Bruce remarks that this 
is "interesting" and he then goes on to say "this can 
no longer be seriously considered an additional 
argument for the identification of P with Theo
pompus ". Additional to what and why "no 
longer"? In fact such a mention of Pedaritus both 
by Theopompus and by P. indicates that at this 
point Theopompus may be P. Again on p. 34 I 
find Bruce obscure to the point of unintelligibility: 
"In view of the scale of P's work relative to that of 
Diodorus, the present reference to the King could 
not occur in a similar narrative to that of Diodorus 
(it would have appeared somewhat earlier) but 
might at a guess refer back to the events in question ". 
There is also some danger of superficiality in at
tempting source criticism in a commentary which 
deals with snippets of text one by one. Thus in 
his narrative of the battle of Notium Diodorus says 
of Antiochus a:nsvowv oi' tav-i:oii n :nea~at J..aµ:ne6v 
and of Lysander uaie6v elvai oitJ..a{3s :nea~at -rt 
1:ij,; .E:n6.e-rr1 ,; a~iov. Now these phrases do not occur 
in P. Bruce suggests that the two phrases "may well 
derive from Ephorus", the assumed intermediary 
between P and Diodorus. To be convinced of this 
I should like evidence that Ephorus did and that 
Diodorus did not indulge in such simple motivation, 
and my suspicion is that the motivation sterns from 
Diodorus himself who was not simply a piece of 
blotting-paper on which Ephorus (or P.) deposited 
his words verbatim. Again on pp. 43-44 we have 
the phrase oJ..tyot µ i v i Cwyery0'Y}aav, ol oe J..oi:noi 
:neo,; 1:'YJV yijv oisvry~avw in Diodorus 13. 71.4, which 
is attributed possibly to "Ephorus the source of 
Diodorus" and then to Ephorus drawing on Xeno
phon, so that we get a new equation Diodorus -
Ephorus - Xenophon alongside Diodorus - Eph
orus - P, because Xenophon 1.4.14 wrote ol µev 
:n:J.. siawi i~icpvyov ol o' i Cwyvry0'Y}aav. Cannot Dio
dorus have coined a phrase for himself? 

The commentary on the London Papyrus is much 
fuller. It contains long and good discussions on 
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political personalities; on the chronological problem 
of "the eighth year" (pp. 66-72), ending with the 
neat comment that "neither view can claim to be 
conclusive, although this claim has been made for 
both "; on the geographical aspects of Agesilaus' 
campaigns in Asia Minor; and on the rising in Rhodes. 
The sections dealing with Boeotia are very thorough 
and well organised, except that one feels the lack 
of a map, and there is also an appendix on "The 
Constitution of Boeotia " which resumes muc hof 
the detailed commentary and gives a consecutive 
account. There is a tendency to state rather than 
j ustify some conclusions. For example in regard to 
the four Councils in each member-state we find 
on p. 103 and again on p. 158 the view that "the 
historian's wording suggests that the four councils 
voted separately and that one negative vote was suffi
cient to reject any motion". His meaning, I take it, 
is not one negative vote but a majority vote within 
one Council cast against the recommendation which 
had been submitted by the probouleutic Council; 
in other words. it is suggested that if those Councils 
voted for a motion and more than half of the fourth 
Council voted against the motion, then the motion 
was defeated. This theory which gives 15 % of the 
electorate the power of veto seems on practical 
grounds alone to be wellnigh impossible. What 
does P say ? {h i <5' i<5o~ev ev dndaau; -rniiw "vewv 
tylyver:o is the text of Grenfell and Hunt, and Wila
mowitz and Cronert proposed to emend the text 
by omitting ev .. Bruce does not say which reading 
he prefers, nor why he chooses to take ev dndaai~ 
as each separately rather than all together. He may 
be right but he has to demonstrate it by argument. 
When he considers the evidence of Thucydides 5.38 
on the four Councils of the Boeotians, the discussion 
does not seem to me to touch on the fundamental 
difficulties or to allow for the possibility that the con
stitution of Boeotia in 395 B.C. may not have been 
precisely the same as it had been in 421 B.C. On 
the military side of the Boeotian League he writes 
well. The other Appendix which deals with the 
Battle of Sardis is well laid out and leads to the 
conclusions proposed by Dugas in 1910. In short, 
this book is a useful addition to studies on the Oxyr
hynchus Historian in that it consolidates past work 
and breaks some new ground, but there are occasions 
when the important question is not asked and the 
easy answer may be misleading. 
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N. G. L. HAMMOND 
University of Bristol 

Alexander CAMBITOGLOU, Research in Au
stralia and Contacts with EuroP.e. O c

casional Paper No. 5, Melbourne University 

Press on behalf of the Australian Huma nities 

Research Council, 1965; 2 /-. 

Professor Cambitoglou, who is Professor of Archaeo
logy and Curator of the Nicholson Museum in the 
University of Sydney, informs us that the thesis in 
his paper "will be that Australian high school and 
university students, including academic staff, are 
not adequately equipped psychologically, scholasti
cally and financially to keep up the necessary con
stant contacts with Europe." The archaeologist in 
Australia is consequently conscious of an intellec
tual gap between his own country and Europe 
which he feels should be bridged. Professor Cambit
oglou indicates the reasons for this gap and suggests 
a number of ways of bridging it. 

It is principally their lack of foreign languages 
which separates Australian archaeologists from their 
European colleagues. Professor Cambitoglou makes 
a convincing case for extending instruction in foreign 
languages in high schools, one foreign language 
presumably French, to be a compulsory subject, 
while a greater variety of languages should be offer
ed as optional subjects. Indeed, the children of 
immigrants tend to forget their home language once 
they enter high school. This the author considers 
undesirable; they should be given the opportunity 
of studying their home idiom in addition to English. 
They will certainly not be any the worse Australians 
for being bilingual. 

The archaeologist, says Professor Cambitoglou, in 
addition to Latin and Ancient Greek, needs German, 
French, Italian and Modern Greek as the tools of 
his trade. But as archaeology is a humanistic study, 
these languages are not just necessary tools but a 
very important part of Professor Cambitoglou's life. 
It is consequently important that languages should 
be introduced in a more emphatic way in the curri
culum of high schools and, indeed, one foreign 
language should become compulsory for matricul
ation in all faculties of Australian universities. Al
though primarily concerned with the linguistic equip
ment of students of archaeology, Professor Cambito
glou makes it quite clear that he regards a knowledge 
of foreign languages as essential in all fields of study 
and research. 

Professor Cambitoglou then goes on to discuss the 
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structure of the first year course in an Australian 
university and the difficulties involved in introduc
ing compulsory language courses. He concludes 
by suggesting that the Arts degree might be made 
more specialized than it is at present and that, in 
some cases, students should be strongly advised 
to take certain combinations of subjects rather than 
others . 

The acquisition of foreign languages is also of 
great importance for the post-graduate student of 
archaeology who will have to work abroad, especially 
as "good English universities and certainly good 
American universities" have strict language require
ments . 

Archaeology is taught at a high level in European 
countries, but Australian students are excluded from 
obtaining scholarships abroad as they lack foreign 
languages . 

Further difficulties beset the Australian student 
who wishes to travel to Europe for research pur
poses. The distance makes the cost of travel high 
and the difference of seasons between the Northern 
and Southern hemispheres m eans that European 
pring and summer, when the archaeologist is 

in the field , coincide with the Australian second 
term and the vacations immediately preceding and 
following. Professor Cambitoglou · emphasizes the 
need for the Australian archaeologist to travel 
to Europe more frequently (and consequently his 
need for leave of absence during his second term. ) 
He also points out that the Australian universities 
must adopt a liberal policy in regard to grants and 
the p ermission to use them outside the Australian 
Commonwealth. If such conditions cannot be creat
ed , it will be extremely difficult for certain depart
ments to recruit staff. 

But in departments where staff is limited and there 
is equal emphasis in teaching and research, the 
absence of a single member of staff for several months 
creates a vacuum difficult to fill. The only answer 
to this problem is to increase the establishments 
of those departments whose members are obliged 
to travel if they are not to lose contact with their 
subject. 

Post-graduate students also need to travel, but the 
cost is prohibitive. Negotiations with international 
air lines should begin with the object of obtaining 
greatly reduced fares for university teachers and 
students travelling abroad for research purposes. 

But once the Australian student of archaeology 
has arrived in Europe, other difficulties arise. There 

are no Australian Archaeological Institutes in Rome 
or Athens. With the hardening of the attitude of 
local governments towards field work carried out 
by foreign schools and the increase in the number 
of British students, the Australian finds it increasingly 
difficult to obtain a p lace in a British Institute. 

Moreover, if he succeeds in obtaining a place, his 
research has to be supervised, which means usually 
that a supervisor has to be appointed from another 
university. The need to foster good relations and 
contacts between Australian and European univers
ities is obvious. These contacts should be both ways; 
Europeans should also be able to visit Australia. A 
concerted effort is needed in order to find the ne
cessary finance for the travel. 

Contact with Europe can be fostered, however, 
through adequate library facilities. These are im
proving in Australia, but books take a long time 
to arrive. Museums, too, are poor and by comparison 
with the resources of American and Northern Euro
pean museums, the funds available are inadequate. 
Professor Cambitoglou pays graceful tribute to the 
Administration of the University of Sydney for the 
purchase of the la te Professor Stewart's library and 
for a considerable sum of money for the renovation 
of the icholson Museum and he also mentions the 
help provided in the purchase of antiquities by Sydney 
residents. 

Even so, Australia has entered the field too late 
and will never be able to build up collections as rich 
as those elsewhere. It has become customary nowa
days to organize loan exhibitions and Australian 
universities should help in the organization of such 
exhibitions if not, by reason of the excessive cost, 
on a wide international basis, at least by collaborating 
with other universities and similar institutions in 
Australia and New Zealand. Professor Cambitoglou's 
paper is, therefore, a cri de cmur which will receive 
the full support of all post-graduate students and 
academic staff in most if not all departments of any 
University in the Southern Hemisphere. Professor 
Cambitoglou states his case ably and p ersuasively, 
basing it on exp erience in his own Department of 
Archaeology, but insisting that it applies to other 
departments whose staff and post-graduate students 
have an equally great need to travel to Europe if 
they are to keep abreast of modern research and 
be able to prosecute their own. 

B. H. RASMUSSEN 

University College of Rlwdesia 
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A. S. F. Gow and D. L. PAGE, The Greek 
Anthology: Hellenistic Epigrams (2 Vols). 
Cambridge University Press, 1965; pp. i + 
264, v + 719; 12 gns. 

When in the early tenth century Constantine 
Cephalas compiled his great anthology of minor 
and occasional poems from the earliest times to the 
generation preceding his own, he drew on certain 
earlier collections, one of which was the Garland 
(Ed<pavoi;) of Meleager of Gadara. Cephalas who 
arranged his poems by subject-matter, mixed up 
poems from the Garland with those from the later 
anthologies of Philip and Agathias. Our knowledge 
of Cephalas' Anthology dep ends upon two sources 
- the Palatine A nthology in cod. Palat.Heidelbergen
sis 23 plus cod. Paris. suppl. gr. 384, and the Antho
logy of Maximus Planudes in the autograph cod. 
Ven. Marc. 481 . The first of these drew upon more 
than one exemplar; the immediate sources of the 
second are unknown. Both further disarranged the 
Garland poems and introduced errors of attribution 
of various kinds. 

Meleager composed his Garland about 100 B.C. , 
including in it epigrams by poets of the archaic and 
classical p eriods, and above all epigrams by H ellen
istic poets. Many of these he names in the Pre
face to his collection, but it is clear that many more 
poets were represented than those named. What 
Gow and Page have done is to reconstruct the Hel
lenistic element of Meleager's Garland, supplemen
ting it by some forty poems by authors in the Garland 
surviving elsewhere than in the Anthology. The prob
lems of this reconstruction are complex. Firm 
ground is provided by those poems attributed in our 
sources to poets named by Meleager. But even here 
there are difficulties: Many poems have alternative 
attributions - A r) B - or discrepant attributions 
in the Palatine and Planudean Anthologies. Where 
an earlier and a later poet have the same name, 
but a different ethnic, can we always trust the ethnic 
in our sources ? And what are we to do when only 
the name is given ? A typical example is the problem 
of distinguishing between Antipater of Sidon (f'lor. 
c. 150 B.C.) and Antipater of Thessalonica (fl.or. 20 
B.C. - 20 A.D.) . And when a poem is headed rov 
ainov the editor must bear in mind that it may orig
inally have followed upon a poem other than that 
which precedes it in the Palatine or Planudean 
Anthology. 

Then there are poems which on internal grounds 
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are plainly Hellenistic. These provide the names 
of further poets to be added to those in Meleager 's 
Preface, and so extend the area of firm ground. 

Finally there is the problem of the many poets 
included in the Anthology, of whom absolutely 
nothing is known, and the anonymous poems. Here 
the editor's only guide is the argument from context. 
It is clear that Cephalas worked by taking blocks 
of poems, of varying length, from his three main 
sources. So if a poem by an unknown poet, or an 
anonymous poem, occurs in company with poems 
known to have been included by Meleager, there is 
a probability that it too formed part of the Garland 
- a probability which increases if several poems by 
the same author occur in Meleagrian contexts, and 
which may be reduced or nullified by features of 
language, style or content which point to a later 
date. The resolution of all these problems calls 
for philological skill, judgement, sensitivity and com
monsense, qualities which the two editors display in 
a very high degree indeed, and which they qualify 
by a reasoned scepticism of the possibility of being 
right every time. 

But this is only the beginning. Next come the 
problems of textual criticism. H ere Gow and Page 
show praiseworthy caution. They record in their 
critical apparatus and discuss in their commentary 
many conjectures which less circumspect editors 
would have printed in the text. The numerous obel
ised passages are a temptation to the textual critic 
who lurks in every reader. 

Last comes the problem of interpretation. The 
last systematic commentary on the Greek Anthology 
was that of C. F. W. Jacobs (13 vols., Leipzig, 
1794-1814). Since Jacobs much exegesis of parti
cu lar poems or particular poets has appeared, scat
tered throughout the dauntingly vast literature of 
classical scholarship. But by and large the editors 
had to start from scratch. The 700 pages of their 
second volume contain a detailed discussion and 
elucidation of every line of the text, flinching before 
none of the difficulties, making no claim to certainty 
where doubt remains, and acknowledging every debt 
to a predecessor. The utility of this commentary 
extends far beyond the understanding of the poems 
which it explains. It will be an essential reference 
work on the table of every scholar concerned with 
Greek poetry. 

What we have as a result of the editors' long 
labours is a critical edition of most of the surviv
ing minor poetry of the Hellenistic age, from 323 
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B.C. to the date of the compilation of Meleager's 
Garland, preceded by 38 pages of introduction dealing 
exhaustively with the evidence for the text of the 
poems and their ascriptions, and followed by a 
massive commentary. No attempt has been made to 
include Hellenistic, or probably Hellenistic, epi
grams not preserved in the Greek Anthology, unless 
they are by authors represented in the Anthology. 
The collection which is arranged alphabetically by 
poets with Meleager himself bringing up the rear 
extra ordinem, amounts to 4749 lines. The commen
tary averages seven lines of print to each line of the 
poems, and includes an introduction to each poet, 
giving full bibliographical references. There is a 
short bibliographical appendix and thirty three 
pages of indexes. The typography is both pleasing 
and impeccable. And the thick second volume is 
so bound as to remain open flat at any page. 

Every user of this book will in time make his 
own minor additions and modifications to the com
mentary. If the reviewer may be permitted to ride 
briefly a hobby horse of his own, he would suggest 
that the best illustrations of the equipment of the 
ancient scribe, discussed with much learning on 
pp. 467-469, are to be found in the portraits of the 
Evangelists or other author-portraits in mediaeval 
Greek manuscripts, which continue an ancient ico
nographic tradition. In particular the compasses 
(xdexiva) can be clearly seen in cod. Oxon. Canon. 
Gr. 103, c. I 100, fol. 2 v and cod. Paris. gr. 54, 3 
xiii, fol. 173. Whether these and other representa
tions will help us to understand the mysterious epi
thet a:neieovxa remains to be seen. 

This book is a masterpiece of British classical 
scholarship, a real monumentum aere perennius. It 
is a pity that its price puts it beyond the reach of most 
students. 

R. BROWNING 

Birkbeck College 

M. J. T. LEwrs, Temples in Roman Bri
tain. Cambridge Classical Studies, Cam
bridge University Press, 1966; pp. xvi + 218 
+ 4 pis + 130 text figs; £ 2/10/-. 

Dr Lewis has filled a notable gap in the reference 
books dealing with Roman Britain by producing 
this study of temples in the province. He is, as he 
makes clear in his preface, much more concerned 
with structures and their date and distribution than 

with the cults practised in them, except where ritual 
and plan are inseparable, e.g. in the Mithraeum. 
His theme, then, is emphatically architectural but 
none the worse for that, since this sort of factual 
approach is the essential basis for grasping the com
plexities of Romano-British religious life. However , 
his decision to omit sacella or regimental shrines, on 
the grounds that they fall within the orbit of mili
tary architecture, is to be regretted, especially when 
he includes other shrines at military sites. 

The first, and longest, chapter deals with Romano
Celtic temples, of which 45 are now known in Bri
tain, an impressive increase since they were first 
studied by Wheeler in 1928. In plan they are very 
distinctive, usually a square within a square, less 
frequently two concentric circles or polygons. Their 
distribution falls within the south-eastern civil zone 
and they are clearly the northern element of a big 
distribution (181 examples) in Gaul and the Rhine
land. Dr Lewis argues that the type "was the re
sult of the application of Roman architectural style 
and building methods to Celtic open-air religion ", 
a conclusion with which most will agree, though 
he might have emphasized rather more the contri
bution made by the Celtic hut-plan. This is perhaps 
because he wishes to discount an actual Celtic proto
type e.g. Heathrow, though conceding an element 
of continuity in certain cases. His architectural 
reconstructions which deal with the relationship 
of the cella or shrine to the surrounding portico, 
are most valuable and display a wide knowledge of 
the continental evidence. 

In his second chapter, Dr Lewis discusses what he 
calls 'other temples', a residuum formed by extract
ing Romano-Celtic temples and those housing 
Oriental cults. But this otherwise miscellaneous 
chapter contains an important section on classical 
temples in Britain, the limited number of which can 
be used to demonstrate the degree of Romanisation 
in the province. He argues that simple round or 
rectangular shrines, followed by those of Romano
Celtic type, met the needs of the bulk of the popu
lation, and only the inhabitants of the wealthier 
towns would commission the more elaborate clas
sical temple. This argument is convincing in so far 
as this type is regarded as an urban phenomenon; 
but one may then expect more of them to be recogni
sed as exacavation of Roman towns continues, which 
in turn may indicate that Britain was more Roman
ised than one might think. One omission in this 
chapter should be noted, the suggestion that the 
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rectangular structure outside Entrance F at the 
Caerleon amphitheatre might have been a shrine 
of Nemesis in the third century (Archaeologia 78, 
pp. 119-20 and fig. 4) to which can now be added the 
quite definite identification of a Nemeseum in the 
Chester amphitheatre in 1966. 

The third chapter, quite short, deals with oriental 
cults, with which are grouped the few Christian 
churches in R oman Britain. Mithraea, naturally, 
are most fully trea ted, largely as a result of excava
tion in the post-war years . Chapter IV lists those 
temples which can be inferred from epigraphy, 
literary references or the discovery of cult-objects, 
although no structural evidence remains. Finally, 
chapter V deals in a general way with various topics 
such as siting, precincts, the priesthood etc. 

The text is accompanied by a very full series of 
plans and reconstructions, drawn to a small number 
of common scales. The drawings are perhaps lacking 
in artistry but the mere fact of having such a corpus 
add enormously to the book's value. T o sum up, 
the book is an extremely thorough survey of the 
structural evidence for religious cults in Roman 
Britain, and within his chosen limits the author has 
accomplished hi:; task in a most impressive manner. 

F. H. THOMPSON 

Society of Antiquaries 

J ay MA.cPHERSON, Four Ages of Man. 
Macmillan, 1963; pp. 205; 15 /-. 

Jay M acpherson, a promising young Canadian 
poetess who has won two prizes for her collection 
of poems, The .Boatman (published in 1957), now 
turns her hand to the production of a manual of 
Classical mythology. Her book, a ttaching itself to 
a fairly long line of such manuals, has nothing 
startling to add ; but judged on its own merits, 
it is attractively written and illustrated , and provides 
a thorough and lucid exposition of the Classical 
myths. The title of the book derives from her 
arrangement of the myths into four sections: the 
Creation, and the advent of the gods; pastoral life 
and the ordering of the seasons; the adventures and 
la bours of the her es; and a fourth, somewhat vaguely 
classified section which she calls "war, tragic tales, 
and decline into history". This last section includes 
the myths of the Theban Cycle, the Trojan War, 
and the story of Cupid and Psyche, and concludes 
with a survey of the traces of Classical myths to be 
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found rn the literature and lore of more recent 
centuries . 

Miss Macpherson's style is very clear and crisp, 
and the whole atmosphere of this volume is one of 
d ispassionate simplicity. In fact, it is not easy to 
decide what the authoress's own attitude is towards 
the stories she relates, due to her almost total self
effacement. One can only conclude that she has 
decided that the tales of Classical mythology are 
sufficiently eloquent in themselves, both in content 
and in general atmosphere, and that comment is 
unnecessary. She uses the stock epithets of ancient 
poetry in an unpretentious and entirely natural 
manner, imparting a mild fl avour of archaism to her 
narrative. Apart from that, the narrative is remark
a bly plain ; possibly the authoress is deliberately 
avoiding the temptation to plunge into rhetoric, 
in favour of an Attic clarity which, so many people 
feel, exemplifies the true 'Greek spirit ' . 

Another "message" which emerges with the 
utmost force from this book is the tremendous debt 
which English literature owes to the Classical myths . 
Miss Macpherson prefaces nearly every sub-section 
of the book with an appropriate quotation from a 
long list of English poets, including Milton, Spenser, 
Shakespeare, Chaucer, T. S. Eliot, Shelley, Mar
lowe, Pope, and many others, in a way which im
parts a very deep perspective to modern Western 
poetry. At the far end of the perspective are the 
Classical sources which Miss Macpherson has em
ployed in so orderly a fashion: Homer, Hesiod, the 
Athenian dramatists, Apollonius Rhodius, O vid , 
Vergil, and numerous others. 

The visual impact of the book, too, is one of al
most stark simplicity: every major chapter is pre
ceded by a plain black and white reproduction of 
mythological scenes depicted on the all-pervasive 
black-and red-figured vases of ancient Greece. 

It is difficult to ascertain at what audience Miss 
Macpherson is aiming. The narrative itself seems 
to cater for intelligent children ; but the notes at the 
back of the book, which give the sources for each 
chapter and contain numerous etymological and 
anthropological explanations, appear to be intended 
for more sophisticated readers. Possibly, the book 
is simply for those of all ages who have little or no 
knowledge of Classical civilisation. 

D. L. Pnm 
University College of Rhodesia 
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C. W. E. PECKETT, An Anthology of Latin 
Verse. Blackie, 1963; pp. 263; 12 /6. 

The H eadmaster of the Priory School, Shrews
bury, has made an anthology of 142 self-contained 
passages of Latin poetry, "grouped together so as 
to give the reader some idea of Roman life and what 
poets thought about it, and how their thoughts 
changed through the centuries ". Each poem or 
extract is given an English title and is identified 
by its au thor and by its ancient title when there is 
one but not by any reference to book or line. Nor 
is there any warning that some of the poems have 
been abbreviated and that sometimes ( even in a 
Martial epigram) this has been done not to remove 
a difficulty or an impropriety but for abbreviation's 
sake. The earliest poets represented are Lucretius 
and Catullus, the latest Bernard of Clairvaux, 
Thomas of Celano, and anonymous poets of the 
twelfth century. It is a pleasing selection and well 
chosen for a general reader's rapid comprehension 
with the aid of notes which will keep him moving 
and rarely (e.g. on Catullus' impotentiafreta) lead him 
astray. The intended readership is not actually 
named, but in his Preface Mr. Peckett "hopes that the 
teacher will avoid spoiling his pupils' pleasure in 
reading the poetry by introducing difficulties which 
are apparent only to adult minds ", and at the head 
of his Vocabulary he says that "words which pupils 
could be reasonably expected to know after three 
years of Latin have been omitted". 

Mr. Peckett's Introduction (A . Latin Poets and Poetry) 
attempts those brief sketches of authors that cannot 
be written without sweeping generalisations but that 
is no reason for querying one date only and leaving 
us to suppose that all the other dates are certain, 
or for the vague and ambiguous remark that though 
Horace "used hexameters for his satires and similar 
works, it was lyric metre that he mostly used", 
when it would only have taken a moment or two to 
count the lines. B. The Technique of Latin Poetry 
perpetuates the monstrous doctrine that "for the 
purposes of Latin poetry a syllable means a vowel 
and all the consonants that come after it, even if 
they are in the next word ", but it is preferable to 
most of its predecessors in that it sets out the doctrine 
quite clearly (Cerv/us/er/at f/orm/a pr/aest/ant/ i), 
leaving us with the hope that a bright Priory pupil 
will ask, "Sir, did the Romans really say atf? " 
He will also have to ask what a caesura is, for Mr. 
Peckett uses the term without the slightest attempt 

to define it. He does define a dactylic pentameter, 
quite wrongly, and adds for good measure that 
"Ovid always has a word of two syllables at the 
end ". Was the pressure on space so great that there 
was no room for 'almost' ? The brief section on 
Word Order is good and there is, as there ought to 
be from a leading proponent of the Direct Method, 
a salutary appeal to the reader to let himself visualise 
the words in the poet's chosen order. C. Poetic 
Grammar, which is mostly about ordinary grammar, 
describes -ere as an abbreviation of -erunt (two minutes 
with a grammar would have put that right) and 
implies that Retained Accusative and Accusative of 
Respect are two different names for the same thing. 
And why, if Mr. Peckett wants his readers to enjoy 
Latin , does he tell them that "prepositions which take 
an ablative, e.g., in, ex, a, de, etc., are frequently 
omitted in poetry", thus not only inferring that 
prepositions taking an accusative are not sometimes 
omitted (Mr. Peckett's own selections testify against 
him) but also shutting out an awareness (which could 
have been communicated in a single sentence) that 
poetry (not to mention the obvious instances in 
common speech) perpetuated a Latin in which the 
case-endings had to do their best on their own. 

Mr. Peckett has anticipated these strictures by 
claiming in his Preface that " the notes on grammar 
have been designed to promote understanding rather 
than to teach philology" . But in what way does 
needless philological error promote sub-philological 
or any kind of understanding ? 

The book is attractively bound and printed. I 
have not checked throughout for misprints, but on 
p. 13 read positis for positus, on p . 159 insuetum for 
inseutum, and on p. 180 rapit should be followed by 
a full stop. In the vocabulary read desiderium for 
desiderium, garrio-ire for garrio-ire, langueo for langueo, 
and tibicen for tibicen. The method of dividing stem 
and inflection in the Vocabulary, whatever its philo
logical status, is certainly unsafe for children. What 
will they make of caper-pri alongside culter-ri and of 
depascor-ci alongside deliibor-i? Fur-ris (what would 
become of far? ) is bound to produce furris. Better 
print it in full, as Mr. Peckett does with car-cordis 
and mel-mellis. 

H. F. GurTE 
McMaster University 
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Ben Edwin PERRY, The Ancient Romances, 
A Literary-historical Account of their 
Origins. (Sather Classical Lectures Vol. 37) 
California, 1967; pp. viii + 407; $ 8.50. 

This book comprises two Parts which discuss The 
Ideal Greek Romance of Love and Adventure and Comic 
or Burlesque Romances. There are three appendixes, 
containing resumes, and some discussion of the pseu
do-Clementine R ecognitiones and the Latin Apoll
nius of Tyre, and on The Ego-Narrative in Comic 
Stories. There are notes, and a "Bibliography of 
useful Reference" - from which in view of the re
marks Perry makes en passant about the intentions 
of Longus in writing his book and the influences 
which shaped it, perhaps the most striking omission 
is any reference to Chalk's article (J.H.S. 80, 1960, 
32-51) . There are, finally, an Analytical Table of 
Contents and an Index. 

Part One, culminating in chapter four The B irth 
of the Ideal Greek Romance, is the most important 
section of the book - overwhelmingly so, to judge 
by the remarks inside the dust cover. 

Amid a great deal of theorizing Professor Perry 
makes two basic propositions. The first concerns 
the nascency of the novel as a literary genre (and 
equally of all other literary genres) : the second con
cerns the reason for particular "invention " of the 
novel. 

Professor Perry's views on the former are best sum
med up by himself (p. 175) : "The first romance 
was deliberately planned and written by an indi
vidual author, its inventor. He conceived it on a 
Tuesday afternoon in July, or some other day or 
month of the year. It did not come into being by 
a process of development on the literary plane. " 
This theme is stated passim in various guises in Part 
One. Indeed, the author himself appears to be 
conscious of a certain repetitiveness (cf. Preface V 
" ... This involves, along the way, the putting into 
perspective of a good many facts of literary history 
which are often necessarily repeated .. . ") . 

One is reminded of T. B. L. Webster, who wrote 
(Greek Art and L iterature (1958), xvii) : "I do not think 
it fanciful to suppose that drama was a new kind 
of literature invented to meet this new interest in 
individual responsibility. " But Professor Webster 
adds "Of course, in this crude form such a statement 
is obviously untrue, and drama has a long and 
complicated ancestry which we shall have to discuss. " 

Perry does not modify the crude form of his pro-
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position. He strenuously asserts that literature has 
"no procreative power " and that one must not look 
for "what causes a new type of writing ... in litera
ture itself" (p. 25) . Literary precedents are "irre
levant and inconsequential " (p. 82) . 

Here Perry (who elsewhere, one might note, dis
parages Aristotle as a literary critic (cf. e.g. 18 ff.) 
is confusing final causes with origins - a distinction 
drawn by Webster in developing the theme referred 
to above (op . cit . p. 58) . 

It is clear that the creative mind, no matter where 
the actual impulse to create comes from, is largely 
limited as to the form of its final products take by the 
experiences which have shaped and furnished it. 
This is very evident in development of, for example, 
Archaic Greek sculpture. The sculptor of the Kouros 
from Tenea (see for example G. M. A. Richter 
A Handbook of Greek Art, 1959, p. 56) may have 
been no less talented than that of the "Kritian Boy" 
(ibid. p. 68) but was nevertheless incapable of 
matching the lifelike quality of the "Kritian Boy" 
without the benefit of the sixty or more years of 
development evinced by intervening statuary. 

In the same way Exekias was no less an artist 
despite the archaic frontal eye of his Ajax depicted 
on the point of suicide (cf. Webster op. cit. p. 53 and 
fig . 10) than exempli gratia the decadent Niobid 
painter of the ensuing century, whose eyes, follow
ing a clearly traceable development, are much 
more lifelike. 

So with literature. Although literary antece
dents are, of course, not the only formative influen
ces (that of the theatre is obvious, inter alia, in 
Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus) they a re an in
fluence clearly enough in latter-day genres like the 
novel. Historiography did not cause the first au
thors of novels to write, but when they did historio
graphy was one of the prime formative influences 
which made them cast their novels in the form which 
they took - this is admitted by Perry (e.g. p. 38) 
- and consequently in a very real sense a develop
ment took place. Perry's statement (p. 21 ) tha t 
"individual fancy, no matter what shapes or prompts 
it, is the mother of artistic invention " is meaningful 
only in the sense that a final cause is as necessary 
as the formal cause. 

It is time therefore for us to pass to Perry's second 
proposition - the reason for the particular "inven
tion" of the novel. It was deliberately invented, so 
the dust jacket tells us, "at the end of the Alexan
drian age to serve as a much-needed channel for 
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the overflow of drama from the metropolitan stage, 
which could no longer supply the popular demand 
for the spectacle of men and women in adventurous 
action". (This is a rephrasing of p. 146). This 
crux is barely touched upon. No evidence is advan
ced for the prevalence or lack of theatres available 
to the "young or naive people of little education, 
most of whom presumably (my italics) lived in small 
towns or rural districts, rather than at Athens or in 
other cities" (p. 56). The only internal evidence 
from surviving novels adduced by Perry in support 
of his theory is his claim that the organic structure, 
economy of episodes, dramatic ironies and lively 
mimetic representation of character in Chariton's 
novel make this work closer to a stage drama than 
the other novels. These remarks are not illustrated 
(cf. p. 147). To my mind the influence is the other 
way. The influence of 5th century Attic drama, 
either as literature or else as true revivals had a 
clear influence on Heliodorus' book (one may com
pare the influence of Homer). In Achilles Tatius 
a theatrical sword with a retractable blade is actually 
used in a melodramatic scene which was doubtless 
inspired by low comedy of the type for which was 
evidence is to be found in the Oxyrhyncus Papyri 
(A. T. 3.15) Mention of the chest of players' equip
ment, including the sword mentioned above (ibid. 
20), gives a fascinating glimpse of the type of thea
trical production which would have been available 
to everybody in the Hellenistic world. There are 
other theatrical devices in Achilles Tatius' book 
but this is a subject we must leave. The influence 
of theatre on Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius comes 
of course at a relatively late point in the develop
ment of the novel. It has been established by 
Trenkner that the themes expressed in the Greek 
novels existed in classical times from which they 
survive embedded in various forms in classical 
literature. (S. Trenkner, The Greek Novella in the 
Classical Period, 1958) Perry acknowledges the exis
tence of these stories (cf. e.g. p. 82) but Trenkner's 
theories, although acknowledged (cf. e g. n. 19 p. 
340), can have no importance for him since he does 
not believe in development as such. It is clear never
theless that stories of this type remained popular and 
no doubt varied greatlyin length and content. They 
survive from the classical p eriod only when embedded 
in literature of a type sufficiently significant to 
merit being written down and also which for one 
reason or another actually survived; there is for 
examples the myth of Er from Book 10 of the Republic. 

The final causewherebypopularstories became novels 
is to my mind to be in the changing economy of 
book production and distribution. This topic is 
touched upon once by Perry (p. 63) but its signi
ficance seems not to be appreciated by him. When it 
became feasible to write down ordinary stories no 
doubt story-tellers were tempted to do so on an 
increasingly ambitious scale. 

In discussing the origins of the Greek novels, 
apart from the paraphrase and limited discussion of 
Chariton and of the fragments of the Ninus Romance 
(and the quotation of fragment C) there are no re
ferences to loci in the surviving novels. This combined 
with a general lack ofreferences to passages in modern 
authors alluded to in the text detracts from the 
value of Perry's book. 

"There is no book in English dealing specifically 
with the origin of the Greek sentimental romance, 
and I know of no article or essay on the subject in 
our language which I can recommend as worth of 
serious consideration." This Perry tells us in his 
preface (vi). No doubt his book will stimulate others 
like myself to muster our notes and sharpen our 
pencils. 

A. M. G. McLEOD 
University College of Rhodesia 

A. PETRIE, An Introduction to Roman 
History, Literature and Antiquities (3rd 
edition). Oxford University Press, 1963; pp. 
160. 

Professor Petrie's little manual was published in 
1918 and revised in 1938. This welcome third 
edition, revised by Mr. E. W. Gray, of Christ 
Church, contains sections on Roman History to 
23 B.C. (with the dates of emperors down to Marcus 
Aurelius), the Constitution, the Army, Private Life, 
Character, Religion , Money (but not Weights and 
Measures), Calendar, Language and Literature 
(including Book Production and the Transmission 
of Texts). There are 4 maps, 6 diagrams and 46 
highly didactic photographs. The whole is set out 
very clearly by means of sub-section and paragraph 
headings and by Roman and alphabetical num
bering of salient points. There are useful cross
references but no index, reasonably so in my opinion. 
Both long and short vowels (but never hidden quan
tities) are marked whenever the author thinks the 
student is likely to need it, and his generous help 
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with proper names should correct the popular mis
pronuncia tions, not only of pupils but of teachers and 
lecturers. One or two of the markings and non
markings seem arbitrary, as in honorum and aucto
ritas (both p. 17) : I have happily never heard ho
n6rum and rarely anything but (eheu) auct6ritas. 

There are no blanditiae (except the excellent photo
graphs) : just sober prose, concise and solid with fact , 
but not stodgy. Every page bears the mark of 
scholarship and the whole book is a first-class de
monstration that it is possible (however difficult) 
to combine a simple, brief, uncluttered, popular 
narrative with the scholarly obligation to question 
and reserve and modify. It is an admirable work 
and will do nothing but good to the teachers, sixth
formers and university students who use it. 

The History section (62 pp. ) should be compulsory 
reading for the numerous students who take Latin 
courses that include no Roman history. The 12 pp. 
on The Constitution (plus more in the History section) 
are a model of clarity. The very brief account of 
The Roman Character rightly stresses gravitas, pietas 
and mos maiorurn but ought to add that this was more 
image than actuality. The section on Roman Re
ligion is commendably down to earth but should 
perhaps indicate an alternative to the view of nu
mina as "more or less colourless abstractions" and 
of Roman religion as "a rather cold and forma l 
thing " . The single page on Language mentions vul
gar Latin and stresses the continuity of Latin, but 
ought, if it is worth having a t all , to say a word on 
the relation of Latin to the Italic dialects and to 
Indo-European. The section on Literature is meaty 
but conservative, with one rather curious judgment : 
"Juvenal strikes us as reserving the vials of his wrath 
for the most venial offences: Nero the matricide is 
a respectable figure beside Nero the harpist ". Does 
Professor Petrie, who, when he is not writing a 
manual, has a pretty turn of hyperbole, really 
accept Juvenal at face-value, or believe tha t h e was 
less moved by a. tenement on fire than by poets re
citing in the m onth of August? 
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H.F. GmTE 
M cMaster University 

J. E. RAVEN, Plato's Thought in the Ma
king. A Study of the Development of 
his Metaphysics . Cambridge University 
Press, 1966; 27s . 6d. cloth, 12s. 6d . paper. 

This is a short, clearly written account of the 
development of Plato's theory of Ideas, designed 
not only for the undergradua te but a lso for that 
' rara avis', the Greekless general reader whose in
terests stretch as far as Plato. It is however a highly 
controversial book (more so than the author seems 
to realize), and, although its admirable clarity of 
expression - a virtue too often absent in works 
on Greek philosophy - would otherwise make it 
useful as an introduction to Pla tonic metaphysics, 
it will be read more profitably by one already equip
ped with som e knowledge of the dialogues with which 
it deals. 

The book (apart from an introduction dealing 
with Plato's predecessors) is divided into three 
parts. Part I contains a defence of the authentici ty 
of Epistle Vil, a chapter on Pla to 's early life (in
cluding an attack on the view that the Ideas are 
already propounded in the early dialogues), a brief 
discussion of the Protagoras and the Gorgias, a fuller 
and more p erspicacious discussion of the Meno, 
and a few words on the founding of the Academy. 
Part II, "which is the core of the book " (Parts I 
and III being "a purposely light frame for the pic
ture in the centre "), covers the Phaedo (with an 
interesting and relatively detailed account of the 
hypothetical m ethod), the Symposium, the Republic, 
and the Phaedrus. There is a lengthy and in many 
ways excellent analysis of the Sun, Line and Cave 
analogies of Books VI-VII of the Republic in chapter 
10, which is clearly the best chapter in the whole 
book, although it is not, as R aven admits, "bedside 
reading", involving as it does very close attention 
to the text. Part III is the weakest part of the book 
(it is only 41 pages long), though this is hardly sur
prising since according to the preface the author has 
in this section been "drastically selective and con
sciously unoriginal ". It contains a discussion of the 
first part of the Parmenides, Collection and Division 
and the piy ia-r:a yiv17 in the Sophist, and also some 
comments about the Ideas, Demiurge and Soul in 
the Timaeus. 

Inevitably there are a great number of points on 
which I find myself in disagreement with Raven, 
but in the limited space available I can mention but 
a few of them. His three arguments against attri-
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buting the hedonism of the Protagoras to Plato (pp. 
46-49) are extraordinarily weak. There is a whiff 
of inconsistency about his first and third arguments 
(his first argument incidentally confuses philosophi
cal hedonism and popular hedonism), while his 
second argument (viz. that Socrates' tendency to 
sp eak in questions suggests that he does not himself 
hold the views propounded by him) is just simply 
invalid. In the context Socrates is described as 
arguing for and (by implication) adop ting a funda
mentally hedonistic position: one is clearly given the 
impression that Socrates is committed. It seems to 
me anyway to be very difficult to maintain that the 
hedonism of the Protagoras is not Plato's own, not the 
least because hedonism explains the Socratic para
doxes and gives them substantial content in a way 
in which the other early dialogues do not. Raven 
seems to me to be unduly confident when in his 
discussion of the M eno h e asserts (p. 67) that the 
theory of Ideas "is not only foreshadowed but pre
supposed". The objects of pre-natal knowledge a re 
in fact described in the vaguest of terms (81 c 6-7) 
and need not necessarily be Ideas at all. Certain
ly his description of the actual theory of Ideas 
which he thinks is presupposed in the M eno (pp. 
69-70) can hardly be sound, since lma1:17µ1] and 
o6~a are depicted in that dialogue as having the 
same object, not as having different objects as Raven 's 
account would lead one to think. R aven 's placing 
of the Symposium between the Phaedo and the Republic 
seems to me to rest on highly uncertain ground: 
it involves regarding the u [xav6v of the Phaedo as 
a somewhat tentative precursor of ail-co 1:0 ;,:ail.6v 
of the Symposium and identifying the latter with 
'Y/ lMa 1:oii dya0oii of the Republic. Particularly 
doubtful is the identification of av1:0 -co xailav with 
·ry lMa 1:0ii dya0oii, since the hierarchical structure 
in the Symposium is one of particulars not of Ideas. 
Raven's view (p. 150) that "the purpose of the Di
vided Line, as a continuation of the analogy of the 
Sun, is to use sight and the two classes of visible 
things to illustrate intelligence and the two classes 
of intelligible things " can hardly be reconciled with 
the fact that Plato spends most of the Line analogy 
describing the two different methodologies employed 
in apprehending the intelligible world and (notorious
ly) spends no time at all on describing "two classes 
of intelligible things ". Indeed at Republic 534 a 
5-8 Plato deliberately passes by the opportunity 
to describe the objects of ema1:17µ1] , c'5uivo ia, nlau, 
and el;,:aata. The reason for this is perhaps that 

there are not two classes of intelligible objects at 
all , but only one class viewed in different ways by 
the mathematician and philosopher respectively. At 
any rate it certainly cannot be "granted ... unques
tionably" (p. 156) tha t the mathematical interme
d ia tes are to be included among the objects of 
c'5idvoia; it is in fact very doubtful whether Plato 
had a doctrine of mathematical intermediates at all 
a t this time. I do not think Raven is right in re
garding (p. 208) av-cd -cd 01toia of Parmenides 129 b 1 
as mathematical intermediates; after all they are 
described as having w:dxov-ca, which would seem 
to suggest that mhd -cd oµota and 6µo i61:1], are 
identical (Phaedo 74 c I may be treated similarly). 
In his discussion of the µeyia-ca yt!v'I) in the Sophist 
Raven translates 1:0 ov as Existence. This is definite
ly misleading since it assumes that in the µey ia-ca 
yev'I) passage Plato separates the existential sense 
of elva i from its predica tive sense. But it is clear 
that he does not, since in this passage 1:0 ov has 
both the existential use (as at 250 c I and 3) and the 
copulative use (as a t 256 e 5 and 257 a 1) . R aven's 
interpretation of the Timaeus as a "mythical account 
of the creation of the world " (my emphasis) is, I 
think, essentially mistaken, but it would take more 
space than is a t my disposal to demonstrate it. 

The book has many omissions, as indeed its author 
is aware. Some of these however are important and 
limit the usefulness of the work. There is no discus
sion, for example, of the apparent absence of indi
vidual immortality in the Symposium, a problem 
which surely ought to have been tackled by any
body holding the opinion which R aven does of the 
role of the Symposium in the development of Plato 's 
metaphysics . No a ttempt is made to deal with the 
problem of self-predication, even in connection with 
the criticisms of the Ideas in the Parmenides. This is 
ra ther a serious omission because it means that the 
logical conflict engendered by the dual function of 
the Ideas as universals and p erfect p articulars is 
never brought out into the open. (One might 
perhaps not unjustly add that the time Raven spends 
discussing the hedonistic section of the Protagoras -
surely not all that relevant to a study of Plato's me
taphysics - would have been far better spent ana
lysing, in connection with the problem of self-pre
dication, various interesting type-mistakes in that 
dialogue a t 330 c-e.) The T/zeaetetus and the PhilebttS 
are not dealt with a t all, even though their impor
tance for Plato's later theory of Ideas is unque -
tionable. R aven's remark that "the fact that it 
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(sc. the Theaetetus ) deliberately omits the Ideas in 
its epistemological investigation makes it irrelevant 
to our central theme" (p. 188) assumes that this 
omission does not indicate any change in Plato's 
attitude to his theory. Such a view, which is, to 
say the least, most debatable, needs to be argued 
for. The account of the Sophist should include some 
a ttempt to deal with the problem of how Ideas can 
combine with, as Raven thinks that they do, the 
1iiyia-r:a yevri of Motion, Plurality, Coming-To-Be 
and Perishing; it should also include some discussion 
of the y iyavroµaxta between the Friends of the 
Forms and the Materialists (in which important 
modifications to the theory of Ideas and Plato's 
dualistic ontology in general seem to be suggested), 
as well as some comment on the role of the Ideas in 
meaningful discourse, treated in the discussion of 
1JleV~~r; ).6yor; at 259 ff. 

Probably I am fairly idiosyncratic in this, but I 
miss also some attempt to delineate possible linguistic 
confusions which may lie at the root of the theory 
of Ideas. For example, is the proposition expressed 
by the sentence '6 .Ewxerfrri r; µcr exei roii ~ixatov ' 
identical with the proposition expressed by the 
sentence 'o Lw'Kea.rri r; oiY.aior; i a,LV ', and did Plato 
mistake for an explanation what is in fact a linguistic 
reformulation? 

Perhaps my main criticism of this book is that its 
author seems too eager to read the doctrines of the 
central section of the Republic (which are somewhat 
extravagantly declared to "contain as much of 
Plato's profoundest thought as .. . he ever consented to 
commit to paper " (p. 129)) into the pre-Republic 
dialogues, and too reluctant to consider possible 
modifications to the theory of Ideas in the later 
dialogues. Such reluctance strikes one as perhaps 
n ot a little paradoxical in one who professes (p. 41 ) 
to hold an evolutionary view of Plato's theory of 
Ideas. 

The only misprint that I noted was on p. 190: 
read "Horse " for "House ". 
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A. J. BOYLE 

Downing College, Cambridge 

T. T. B. RYDER, Koine Eirene: General 
Peace and Local Independence in Ancient 
Greece. University of Hull, published by 
Oxford University Press, 1965; pp. xvii + 
184; 42 /-. 

The form of agreement known as Common Peace 
had a regular place in the diplomacy of the fourth 
century, yet little attention was paid to it as an idea 
by ancient writers, even by contemporaries: histor
ians were content to record the terms of the treaties, 
except for Ephorus from whom most of our infor
mation comes ; orators deemed it only worth pass
ing mention ; political philosophers took no notice 
at all. In this book Dr R yder sets out to examine 
all the treaties, to trace the circumstances of the 
individual peaces, and to discuss the development 
of the form of agreement. 

A long introduction cites in transla tion all re
ferences to the phrase koine eirene, and discusses 
their meaning. Much of this detailed material 
would have been better in an appendix, where the 
Greek texts could usefully have been cited: as it is, 
it gives the false but unfortunate impression that the 
book will continue in a way which will be at once 
irritatingly technical to the non-specialist, and in
adequately documented for the professional. From his 
collection of citations R . concludes acceptably that 
the phrase (when used at all) meant a general peace 
treaty. But his further definition needs refinement. 
R. asserts that the treaties required all Greek states 
to be free and autonomous, and that the treaties 
were made between all the Greeks, whether or not 
they had taken part in the preceding war. When R . 
then comes to discuss the first Common Peace ( the 
King's Peace of 387 /6) we find that it explicitly 
excluded the Greeks of Asia; and most of the later 
treaties were (either explicitly or implicitly) to do 
the same. The definition which seems to result 
from the main part of R .'s work is that the provi
sions were intended to concern, first and foremost 
all states which at the time of each treaty had been 
at war; and secondly, all those on whom the leading 
proponents of the treaty could assert their power 
and/or influence. 

The main part of R.'s book begins with a lengthy 
survey of fifth century history, in which he looks 
for precedents for the Common Peace motiv in the 
fifth century treaties. Much of this is of doubtful 
relevance, and tends to show, not why Common 
Peace developed in the fourth century, but rather 
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why it did not develop in the fi fth. R. does show, 
however, tha t Spartan exploita tion of small-state 
autonomy in the Peloponnese to keep her allies 
weak and controllable seems to be the real origin of 
Common Peace. For it was the Spartans who were 
chiefly responsible for the form of words which in 
387 /6 duly enshrined the autonomy principle in 
fourth century diplomacy: this R. shows well. 

R. is clearly happier with the intricacies of the 
inter-state politics which led to each of the p eaces, 
and with his discussions of the development of the 
terminology, and it is in this - the largest part of 
the book - that R. is a t his best. His analysis of 
the background to the King's Peace is happily 
non-ideological, and the Spartan exploitation of 
its terms is nicely demonstrated. In the negotiations 
in 371 perhaps the common Athenian and Spartan 
suspicion of Thebes is insufficiently emphasised, 
particularly in view of the innovations, the compul
sory demobilisation clause, and the embryo gua
rantee clause. R . reasonably remarks that demobil
isation might well be regarded as a necessary pre
liminary to the ratification of a Common Peace, 
and draws attention to the Spartan army in Phocis: 
but demobilisation, if seriously carried out, would 
have most effect on Thebes' power-potential, where 
Epaminondas' new army would have to be dis
banded. Similarly the guarantee clause : R. em
phasises, rightly, the voluntary aspect of the clause 
which allowed any state to stand aside. But he might 
have made more of the fact that it also explicitly 
allowed interference of the 'liberation' type, Spar
tan exploitation of which he has already demonstrated , 
and which is indeed the excuse for Spartan inter
ference in Boeotia, which led to Leuctra . In general, 
however, R. does a useful service by examining the 
treaties in terms of the contemporary politics which 
created them . 

The book ends with a series of fourteen appendixes, 
which justify in detail the interpretations of the 
individual treaties which R. has advanced in the 
main part of the book: perhaps not surprisingly, we 
cannot always agree with him. For instance, R. 
opines from the reply pf the Scepsians to Antigonus 
in 311 (OGIS 6) that the Greek participation in the 
p eace of 3 11 was not intended to involve the Asiatic 
Greeks: in this case, it is difficult to see why Anti
gonus should have written to Scepsis a letter which 
explicitly involves the p eople of Scepsis. 

The book ends with a bibliography and analytical 
index. R . seems to have missed Simpson's useful 

a rticle on 'Antigonus the one-eyed and the Greeks' 
in H istoria 1959, but not much else; his references 
to Demetrius' League of 302 are to SEC i, 75, which 
omits the first fragment: JG iv2 68 has it all. Ab
breviations are unnecessarily cumbersome through 
R. 's failure to use the system of L 'Annee Philologique. 
But these are minor flaws. As a comprehensive and 
definitive examina tion of all aspects of Common 
Peace the book is not perfect : the reviewer, for one, 
would have liked more discussion than R. gives in 
one very brief chapter of why there was so little 
contemporary notice taken of Common Peace as an 
idea, and why Ephorus is so star tlingly exceptional 
in this. This seems to be important, particularly in 
view of R.'s claims in his conclusion that Common 
Peace gave small states more power to protect them
selves (which, as it stands, is difficult to accept in 
view of his earlier discussion of how Sparta, for one, 
exploited the autonomy clause). But despite its 
weaknesses, the book is a useful collection of ma
terial, which is carefully discussed; it will justifiably 
be widely used by students of fourth century history. 

R. M . ERR! GTON 

The Queens University, B elfast 

Raphael SEALEY, Essays in Greek Politics. 
New York: Manyland Books Inc. , 1967 ; 
pp. 199; Cloth, US $ 6.00. 

This volume of essays has more unity than is 
normally found in such collections. The author 
rejects orthodox views about the general structure 
of political life at Athens and puts forward his own 
interpreta tion, which, as will be seen below, is 
applied with some variations to successive periods, 
thus providing a unifying thread running through 
the essays collected here. His approach is to a 
large extent both original and fruitful. There is 
inevitably some duplica tion: the essays, except one, 
were published separately over a number of years, 
and in several instances an idea touched upon in 
one essay is developed more fully in another essay 
written at a la ter date. Sealey exhibits an impress
ively thorough knowledge of ancient sources and 
modern works of scholarship. In accordance with 
a common p ractice in reviewing such collections of 
papers, some will be discussed more fully than others. 

In 'Regionalism in archaic Athens ' Sealey studies 
the pattern of Athenian politics from the unification 
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of Attica, which h e considers to have been completed 
not before 650 B.C. , to the close of the sixth century. 
His main conclusion is that the conflicts of this 
p eriod were not between classes, nor were they caused 
by economic factors; that they were the outcome of 
competition for supremacy between regions in 
Attica, each led by a local aristocracy and each 
striving to control the city, where the centre of power 
lay. Not much support for this interpretation can 
be extracted from examination of the evidence on 
Dracon and Solon, as Sealey acknowledges . On 
the other hand, the H erodotean account of Peisis
tratus does present a picture of intense competition 
for the domination of the city between local aristo
crats from different parts of Attica backed by groups 
of supporters. Sealey contends that the aim of Cleis
thenes in creating a new tribal system and a new 
council was to strengthen the city aristocracy, of 
which he was the leader. Patriotic Athenians of 
later generations liked to regard the great figures of 
the sixth century as enlightened reformers, but these 
leaders do seem to have been more interested in 
building up their own power and that of their political 
groups than in removing injustice, alleviating suffering 
and creating harmony. Yet the political system 
demanded that the former objectives must be at
tained before the latter could even be seriously 
envisaged. 

The problems raised by the reforms of Ephialtes, 
to which the author boldly devotes an essay, are 
formidable indeed. Much of this essay is concerned 
with what, in his opinion, Ephialtes did not do. Evi
dence of action taken by the Council of the Areopa
gus in the time of Demosthenes is used to suggest 
that Ephialtes must have left it with considerable 
powers in addition to those mentioned in the Ath. 
Pol. The upshot of an interesting enquiry into the 
evolution of popular jurisdiction at Athens is that 
Ephialtes made no contribution to it. Finally, 
Ephialtes is credited with having deprived the Areo
pagus of the responsibili ty for judging euthynai, 
under which magistrates were accountable for ac
tions taken while in office. This conclusion, though like
ly enough, is not supported by any direct evidence 
and seems to have been to some extent forced upon 
the author by the difficulty of finding any other 
explanation of the bitter feeling against Ephialtes 
aroused by his treatment of the Areopagus. 

In 'The entry of Pericles into history' Sealey 
develops his ideas about the structure of Athenian 
politics: while leading politicians organised small 
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bodies of supporters, large parties based on common 
principles and promoting class interests were un
known. The dogma attacked here, though no longer 
widely accepted, a t least in its extreme form, still 
enjoys more favour than it deserves. Sealey also 
challenges the view that Pericles rose to power by 
opposing Cimon in foreign and domestic policy 
and by making a major contribution to the reforms 
of Ephialtes. The belief that Pericles first corrupted 
the demos was,]it is suggested,invented by oligarchic 
theorists; he may have resembled Demosthenes in 
being vacillating and uncertain in the early stages of 
his career; he established his power mainly by 
securing harmony among the small group of fam
ilies which dominated the political scene. The 
conclusions of this essay are for the most part ad
mirable and might possibly have been carried further. 
The early achievements of men who eventually 
became great leaders tend to be much exaggerated 
by historians and even more by biographers. This 
tendency has affected the tradition about Pericles, 
who, unlike Alcibiades, was not the sort of man to 
spring suddenly into prominence while still rela
tively young. It is arguable that he accomplished 
little of real importance until the last twenty years of 
his career and that too much has been made of his 
influence during its earlier stages by admirers and 
critics alike, both ancient and modern. Unfortuna
tely such a thesis would be difficult to establish, 
since inadequate sources provide only a very sketchy 
picture of political rivalries at Athens in the middle 
of the fifth century. 

'Athens and the Archidamian war ' is packed with 
original and interesting ideas; but p erhaps the author, 
though he has omitted one section of the p ap er as 
published in the first issue of this journal, tries to 
cover much ground and to be too iconoclastic. H e 
begins by rejecting the Peace of Callias, a subject 
so controversial that a separate paper might have 
been devoted to it. Once more he challenges ortho
dox doctrine, in this instance the view that the poor, 
who were radicals and manned the fleet, wanted 
war, whereas the middle-class farmers, who were 
moderates and served as hoplites, wanted peace. The 
view here attacked is undoubtedly an oversimpli
fication but is not wholly ill-founded. Sealey claims 
that the war caused a social revolution: families 
who had owned large estates were impoverished by 
Peloponnesian devastations, and the migration 
from countryside to city had the effect that Athenian 
leaders were no longer drawn predominantly from 
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demes in or near the city. In an attempt to establish 
the last point Sealey provides separate tables showing 
the demes of known strategoi in the decade before 
the Archidamian war, in the decade of the war, 
and in the decade after the Peace of Nicias. He 
makes out a tolerably good case, but the statistics 
a re necessarily incomplete, some of the evidence is 
uncertain, and, as he acknowledges, the families of 
strategoi belonging to country demes may well have 
moved to the city generations earlier. Moreover, 
during the war many strategoi must have owed their 
election to military ability shown as subordinate 
commanders rather than to political backing. The 
tables have, however, considerable value. Sealey then 
proceeds to develop a suggestion of Wade-Gery 
that at the outbreak of war Pericles had in mind a 
more ambitious alternative to the defensive plan 
known as Periclean strategy. This theory is attrac
tive, but anyone accepting it must also accept its 
corollary that Thucydides was either dishonest or ill
informed. The ideas of some major Athenian leaders 
on war strategy are then examined. Sealey appears 
to assume that there was necessarily some link 
between war strategy and political affiliation, an 
assumption parallel to others which he questions 
elsewhere. The difficulty encountered in seeking to 
determine the political alignment of Demosthenes 
(p. 97) may well have arisen because he had none; 
it was for this reason that he was so long without an 
important command after the costly failure of his 
plan to win Boeotia. Equally unconvincing is an 
earlier attempt to make Phormio into a politician 
(pp. 81-2) . It is an excellent suggestion that Cleon 
may have owed his influence largely to ability in 
organising his supporters. An appendix on the 
strategoi from 427 /6 to 423/2 contains a valuable 
discussion of the problem year 424/3 and ends 
with a detailed table. The statement that Demos
thenes fought at Delium (p. 104) is a minor inac
curacy. 

'The revolution of 411 B.C.' is the only hitherto 
unpublished essay. Its main theme is that the re
volutionary movements of that year owed their 
origin not so much to clashes of political principle 
between democrats, moderates and oligarchs as to 
the personal ambitions of leading individuals and 
to the urgent need for financial economy. That per
sonal ambition played an influential part is easily 
established, since Thucydides stresses it to an unusual 
degree. Thus during the intrigues preceding the 
establishment of the Four Hundred the principal 

issue was not whether the Athenian constitution 
should be an oligarchy or a democracy but whether or 
not Alcibiades should be recalled. Here, however, 
the military situation, to which Sealey might have 
paid more attention, was the paramount influence 
with many Athenians, who reluctantly concluded 
that to overthrow the democracy and recall Alci
biades was the only means of staving off defeat. Ne
vertheless, leading Athenians displayed throughout 
this period a notable facility for changing their 
political principles in the interests of personal ad
vantage. Considerations of principle seem to have 
weighed more heavily with the crews of the Athen
ian fleet at Samos than with the politicians: though 
influenced by exaggerated reports of outrages to 
their families at home, they were prepared to run 
the military risk of temporarily splitting the Athen
ian state in two rather than countenance the over
throw of the democracy. Sealey shows conclusively 
that, if Thucydides is to be believed, the rift in the 
Four Hundred leading to its downfall as caused by 
personal rivalries rather than by ideological dif
ferences between extremists and moderates. His 
most original contribution is perhaps that financial 
stringency was a major influence upon the revolu
tionary movements of 411; it was mainly responsible 
for the abolition of pay for political office, which was 
restricted to persons of sufficient means to serve with
out being paid. In these measures he sees a further 
step in the policy of retrenchment initiated in 413 
with the appointment of the ten probouloi. This 
interpretation receives support from several passages 
of Thucydides, whose references to finance are, it 
might be added, notoriously sporadic. A final 
section questions whether any of the Athenian lead
ers, even Theramenes, were political moderates. 
As Sealey points out, there is good evidence that 
ambition led Theramenes with others to wreck the 
Four Hundred, while there is less good evidence 
that he was a moderate. Both could well be true: 
personal ambition and political moderation may be, 
and often have been, combined. Sealey also doubts 
whether Thrasybuluswas a moderate,suggesting that 
in 411 he urged the recall of Alcibiades on military 
grounds because Alcibiades was a good general 
(p . 128). This attribution of motive is unwarranted: 
in 411 Alcibiades had not yet proved himself to be 
a good general. 

The central figure of the next essay is Callistra
tus, but it covers a wide field , surveying the groupings 
of Athenian leaders and the developments of Athen-
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ian external relations during the first forty years 
of the fourth century. Sealey maintains that rival 
groups were often agreed on policy, so that changes 
of Athenian policy do not necessarily refl ect the 
supersession of one group by another. H e might 
have pointed out tha t such changes were often the 
outcome of Athenian weakness, a fac tor marking a 
depressing contrast with fifth century Athens. In 
'Athens after the Social war' he applies much the 
same methods to a study of the political scene in the 
period when Demosthenes was entering public 
life. Again the conflicts between rival leaders and 
rival groups are attributed to personal and family 
feuds and not to differences of political principle. 
It is argued that although Aristophon and Eubulus 
were political rivals and personal enemies, there is 
no basis for the widely accepted generalisation that 
the former favoured war and the latter peace. The 
paper contains some rather flimsy arguments based 
on relations between individuals, but its main con
clusions seem to be thoroughly sound. It closes 
with the now familiar denial that anything remotely 
resembling the party system of modern times existed 
in Athenian politics. 

The penultimate paper is a very brief note on a 
puzzling inscription belonging to the aftermath of 
Chaeronea. In the las t paper the author again 
seeks to establish that hereditary associations between 
Athenian families, founded upon localties, contin
ued for generations. H ere he bases his case upon 
the fortunes and connexions of Aristogeiton, a minor 
politician in the age of Demosthenes, and of his 
ancestors, and the resulting reconstruction seems to 
rest upon legitimate inferences from the evidence. 

The volume is handsomely produced, and though 
two misprints occur in the table of contents, there 
are not many elsewhere. The absence of an index is 
to be regretted. 

H. D. WESTLAKE 

University of Manchester 

A. N. SHERWIN- WHITE, Racial Prejudice 
in Imperial Rome. Cambridge U niversity 
Press, 1967; pp. viii + 107 ; 25/-. 

"The term 'wog ' cannot be translated into Greek 
or Latin " (P.A. Brunt: R eflections on British and 
Roman Imperialism, in Comparative Studies in So
ciety and H istory VII, I 964/5, 287). 
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"Graeculus is the La tin for 'wog ' " (Sherwin
White, 76) . 

This can be taken less as a point of La tinity than 
as an indication of the difficulty of finding agreed 
criteria in the somewhat subjective field of racial 
studies. A. N. Sherwin-White's book is an extre
mely perceptive introduction to its subject. It re
produces in essence the J. H . Gray Memorial Lec
tures for I 966 given to the Faculty of Classica l 
Literature and Archaeology at Cambridge. The needs 
of a "wider audience" (vii) have however been kept 
111 view. 

Mr Sherwin-White has "concentrated on those 
parts of the evidence that offer most coherence in 
time and space - the Roman a ttitude to the northern 
barbarians from Caesar to Tacitus, the Jewish 
question in much the same period from about 50 
B.C. to A.D. 100, and the Graeculus theme illustrated 
most expressly by Pliny, T acitus, Juvenal and Luc
ian in the second century A.D. " (vii) and offers the 
lectures as a "propaedeutic" (viii) to the subject. 

Lecture I is entitled "The Northern Barbarians in 
Strabo and Caesar". Strabo was a particularly 
happy choice, especially as he is studied for his own 
views rather than used as a quarry for the opinions 
of Posidonius. H e is described as "writing in the 
times of Augustus as the H ellenistic recorder of the 
barbarian provinces of Rome" (2). His repugnance 
to savagery is stressed, but it is made clear that he 
did not consider this an intrinsic aspect of the nature 
of barbarians. H e judges barbarians by their ap
proximation to the Greek and Roman way of life 
but states that the differences between them and the 
civilized spring not from nature, but from customs 
and way of life. Strabo looks for similarities and is 
not slow to praise what he considers laudable char
acteristics. H e remained convinced of the cultural 
superiority of his own civilization, but felt tha t the 
condition of the barbarians was not immutable and 
was in fact continually improving as a result of con
tact with Rome. 

Four aspects of Caesar are considered - his 
dealings with Ariovistus, his general attitude to the 
Gauls, his formal ethnology and his attitude to the 
Germans. Caesar's account of Ariovistus is described 
as a "most remarkable example of the deliberate 
exploitation of rational or racial prejudice" ( 13), 
which was a feature of the Roman forensic tradition. 
But, in the other sections where Caesar no longer 
felt the need to represent the enemy in the darkest 
possible colours, there is a remarkable change in 
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attitude. He is objective, and Sherwin-White finds 
a notable absence of comment and evaluation in 
his description of the Gauls. Caesar fixes no absol
ute gulf .between Roman and Gaul. When turning 
to the Germans, however, he is concerned to bring 
out the differences between them and the Romans. 
But these are ascribed to economic, not racial factors. 
In general Caesar gives "a remarkably unprejudiced 
account ... He realized the extreme otherness of the 
Germanic way of life, and the close affinity of Gallic 
usage to Graeco-Roman practices, even if he occa
sionally concedes a shudder or a condescending smile 
at some Celtic puerility or barbarian " (32 ). 

In chapter 2, "Tacitus and the Barbarians ", 
brief reference is made to Velleius Paterculus for 
more popular views, in which Germans are absolute 
savages. Then T aci tus is discussed, but Sherwin
White questions whether the author of the Ger
mania "is in truth Tacitus" (34). The Germans of 
Tacitus - and the Germania - are coloured by 
literary and political prejudice. In the historical 
works Tacitus makes much of the "libertas" theme, 
where there is a clear distinction from Caesar. It 
is true that Vercingetorix is admired, and the Gallic 
claim to be defending their "freedom " is acknowled
ged (23 f. ), but where Caesar notices the theme, 
Tacitus is engrossed by it (44) . H e genuinely ad
mires the barbarian leader fighting for "liberty " . 
In other respects, Tacitus shares the traditional dis
like and distrust of barbarians. A racial crisis failed 
to develop in the northern provinces only because 
the natives did not provide competition for the 
Romans in the struggle for office in the equestrian 
and senatorial careers. 

In 3, "Strife and Rivalry Within the Empire ", 
attention is switched to the East. The first half of 
the chapter is concerned with Romans and Greeks, 
the second with antisemitism. In the first part, two 
questions are asked : what the Romans thought 
of their Greek contemporaries and what the Greeks 
thought of the R omans. The main witnesses are 
Juvenal, Lucian and the younger Pliny. Lucian's 
criticisms were aimed at a particular segment of 
Roman society, tha t of the vulgar rich, rather than 
a t all things Roman. Juvenal's bitterest hatred was 
reserved for Greek professionals who became suc
cessful rivals of the poorer Romans for posts in the 
civil service, especially if they were of Syrian Asiatic 
ongm. The younger Pliny can afford to be more 
detached. Romano-Jewish relations were plagued 
by the refusal of the Jews to become assimilated to 

Graeco-Roman culture. They were unpopular even 
in Parthia. However, the Romans tried to protect 
them from persecution by the Greeks in the cities of 
the Eastern empire, and respected Jewish freedom 
of worship. 

Some queries may be raised. While Sherwin
White is prepared to accept the German enthno
graphy to be found in Caesar, he has reservations 
concerning the authenticity of the Germania. This 
is surely unnecessary. The main reason for his dis
trust is that the "libertas " theme is played down in 
the Germania, and this is in marked contrast to the 
Agricola and the historical works ( 41). But the pas
sages from the Agricola quoted in support of this 
(42, n . 2) all come from speeches given to the British 
leaders, Boudicca and Calgacus, not from the ethno
graphical section in 10 ff. H ad Tacitus' accounts of 
the Jewish War survived, a similar difference might 
have been traced between them and the ethno
graphy in Histories V. The Germania is an ethno
graphical treatise, not an historical narrative and 
must be assessed by its own canons. Sherwin-White 
also feels disquiet at the omission of Arminius' name 
in the section on the Cherusci. But Arminius be
longs to the time of Augustus, not Trajan, and 
Sherwin-White himself notes the decline of the Che
rusci in the intervening period (45). If the Germania 
was written partly in the hope that Trajan consider 
an offensive against the Germans,(1) it would have 
been unwise to dwell on Arminius. A p arallel 
situation can be found in the Histories. It would 
have been possible to present Civilis as a second Ar
minius, the brave champion of Batavian liberty. 
Instead he receives comparatively unfavourable 
treatment as a rebel and traitor to Rome (cf. 47 ). 
This interpretation must be due to the fact that he was 
so much closer in time to T acitus, and tha t his up
rising presented a serious threat to a long established 
situation. He was more a part of the Roman fabric. 
These differences in emphasis can be explained, and 
are not grounds for rejecting the Germania. 

One cannot agree that "the essential factor of 
fear was lacking in Roman relations with the north
ern barbarians " (34; 10 I) . Although at times dor
mant, this fear was in fact a p ermanent factor in 
Rome's stereotype of the north(2) . Pliny the Elder 

(1 ) Cf. R. Syme, Tacitus I, 47 f. 
(2) Cf. G. Rudberg, Zum antiken Bild der Germanen, Oslo 

1933, 20 ff., and an article by the reviewer Roman Attitudes 
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is not entirely without comment on the northerners, 
as p. 38 implies: he says(3) that the Chaucans lived 
an almost subhuman life, yet were absurd enough 
to regard living under the rule of Rome as slavery. 
The reference to attitudes in Velleius Paterculus is 
helpful, but more could have been said about more 
popular conceptions about the Germans than those 
found in Caesar and Tacitus.(4) One would have 
preferred more space to have been given to non
literary evidence, as in the discussion on provincials 
holding procuratorships (52 f.). Such phenomena 
as "interpretatio Romana " - itself a Tacitean 
phrase - reveal much.( 5) By its very nature the 
literary evidence stresses otherness.(6) 

But these are minor matters. All in all, this is 
an excellent work. Translation or paraphrase is 
used to help tho:,e without Latin. The style has great 
freshness. The ancient evidence is set forth with 
meticulous care. Occasionally there are even revea
ling comments on the Greeks and Romans themselves, 
as on the different criteria adopted by Strabo and 
Caesar (-ro :n:oJiw,611 and "officium" on p. 21 ). 
Perhaps the most valuable feature of all is that the 
various cultures that come under discussion are not 
regarded as monolithic entities, but different atti
tudes to different aspects of the various peoples con
cerned are carefully distinguished. 

D. B. SADDINGTON 

University College of Rhodesia 

to the 'Extemae Gmtes ' of the North, Acta Classica IV I 960, 
91; 100. 

(3) Pliny, N.H. XIV, I, 4. 
(4) Cf. my article cited in n. 2, pp. 97, 99. 
(5) In this connection, one recalls the second half of the 

illuminating The Roman Citizenship, and the remarks in a 
review by Sherwin-White in J.R.S. XXX, 1940, 120. 

(6) Some minor points may be noted. P. 23: read "Brit
ons"; 57, n. 2: the second "3,31 " seems incorrect; 62, n. I 
and 75 n. 5: read "Haarhoff"; 62, n. 2: read "Welt"; 
78, n . 1 : read "Syme, Tacitus, ii, 508-9"; 92, n. 2: Charles
worth no. 2, is now more easily available in E. M. Small
wood, Documents Illustrating the Principates of Caius, Claudius 
and Nero, Cambridge 1967, no. 370. 
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W. W. TARN and M. P. CHARLESWORTH, 

Octavian, Antony and Cleopatra. Cam
bridge University Press, 1965; pp. xii + 167; 
11 /6 paper. 

This book is a paperback re-issue of the first four 
chapters of the Cambridge Ancient History, Vol. X 
( 1934), with a brief introduction by Sir ~rank 
Adcock, from Vol. IX of the CAH. The publishers 
state that the text has not been altered, but that 
quotations in Latin and references to sources have 
been removed, while a selection of the original 
bibliography is included. The book covers the years 
44-30 B.C. ; there is further material down to 27 B.C. 
which can be comprised under the generic term, 
"tying up loose ends", and which shows Octavian 
reaching his position of sole authority in the post
Actium period. 

While the idea of re-issuing a number of chapters 
from a major encyclopedic work as a neat self-con
tained entity is praiseworthy and welcome, it seems 
strange that the publishers have seen fit to exclude 
from the bibliography "any books which have been 
published since 1934, and were therefore not avail
a ble to the authors when this book was written " 
(p. 157) . The consequence of this decision is un
fortunate in that there is no reference to more up
to-date works of some importance to a fuller under
standing of the complex political background to the 
period: notably, of course, Syme's The Roman Re
volution ( 1939), with the additions and modifications 
propounded since then. Such material ~01;1Id surely 
have been included in a supplementary bibliography; 
more so, since on p . 160 newer editions of Rostovt
zeff are noted. 

The question, then, of the book's readership must 
come to mind: is it intended for the general reader ? 
the sixth-form student? the undergraduate? All 
will be stimulated by the superb clarity of the style 
and exposition of a complicated subject; the sixth
former will certainly be able to extract all the in
formation he may require at his level; but the 
undergraduate may well feel the need for more 
specific material in the form of references, this apart 
from the matter of the bibliography commented on 
above. In its present form, it seems that the book 
is aimed at an intelligent, but not necessarily very 
specialised, audience. . . 

The book contains a few mmor errors, which have 
been noted in Horst Callies' review in Gnomon, 
1966, but these do not mar what is still an excellent 
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expose of the period. The sources are given a brief 
but useful assessment: the bias of most of the literary 
ones against Antony and, even more so against 
Cleopatra, being emphasised and therefore correc
ted in the narrative : but the authors are right in 
stressing their paucity and inadequacy. 

There is a comparative chronological table, 
splitting the main events of the period into four 
headings - Rome and Italy, Western Provinces and 
Client Kingdoms, Eastern Provinces and Client King
doms, Literature/Philosophy/Art; together with 3 
pages of clear maps, preceding the text. The index is 
satisfactory, but by no means complete, some names 
being omitted, e.g. the "lnimitables" (pp. 51 , 114); 
even the Vestal Virgins with whom money was 
deposited in 43/42 (pp. 115, 122). 

E. A. THOMPSON, 

Oxford University 
xii ; 21 /- . 

N . J. AUSTIN 

University College of Rhodesia 

The Early Germans. 
Press, 1965 ; pp. 162 + 

This is a well-produced and clearly printed(1 ) 

book with an index. There are four chapters: 
I. The Germans in the Time of Julius Caesar, 
II . The Germans in the Time of Tacitus, III. 
Roman Diplomacy and the Germans, IV. Early 
Germanic Warfare. A brief epilogue concludes the 
work. In spite of a brief discussion of "material 
civilization " (3 ff.), the main emphasis falls on 
political and military matters. 

In chapter I Thompson maintains that Caesar's 
description of the Germans refers to the period 
prior to Roman interference, and reveals "a more 
primitive society than is sometimes supposed" ( 17). 
Agriculture was practised communally, and was at 
a low stage of development. The monogamous 
family had not yet emerged as the basic unit of 
society. The kindreds were not unified in peace 
time and there were no public means of coercion. 
By the time of Tacitus, the arable land was indivi
dually worked (27) . Further changes are described 
in detail in chapter II. The clan was now organized 
on patrilineal Jines. An hereditary nobility was in 

(1) The misprint Teutoberg for Teutoburg on page 131 

can be noted. 

the process of being formed. The comitatus or re
tinue was a new social institution which served to 
uphold the position of the nobles. Eventually a 
chieftain was strong enough to create a kingdom 
by subjugating the people of his own tribe: this 
was Maroboduus of the l\,farcomanni . 

Chapter III provides illustrations of the way in 
which the changes between Caesar and Tacitus 
occurred and carefully describes the effects of direct 
Roman interference in German affairs on the de
velopment of tribal institutions. The gap between 
the nobles and the common warriors was widened 
as a result of the support which the Romans gave 
to certain chieftains, such as the Cheruscan Segestes. 
If the tribal leader was pro-Roman, the tribe itself 
was powerless to initiate anti-Roman movements (79). 
Sometimes (88) the Romans were unable to win 
over the tribal chief, and had to be content with 
the sympathy of a leading nobleman and his per
sonal retinue. This often led to inter-tribal struggles 
that weakened the strength of the tribe. Roman 
interference proved to be most effective when the 
chief or noble supported had been educated at 
Rome. The Romans rarely needed to go beyond 
a show of force to back up their diplomatic pressure. 
"Roman ideas of power were deliberately introduced 
into Germany" (95) and this led to far-reaching 
alterations in German social organization. 

In chapter IV the author stresses the technical 
superiority of the Romans in military matters and 
discusses early German weapons, tactics, siege war
fare and strategy. Because their equipment was 
inadequate, the Germans in open country were for
ced to rely on an initial wild swift rush in the hopes 
of breaking the enemy's line. In close hand-to
hand engagements with the Romans they were de
finitely inferior. The Germans' best chance of success 
lay in attacking the Romans in a plain surrounded by 
a wood to which they could retire and from which 
they could emerge for repeated sharp attacks. In 
siege warfare the Romans were at their most power
ful. Thompson concludes that in the first century 
A.D. the Germans could not hope for victory over 
a Roman army unless they had vastly superior num
bers or were greatly assisted by the terrain or mana
ged to engage an incompetent commander (131 ; 
149). 

Considering the enormous literature that this sub
ject has generated, Professor Thompson's work is 
very compact. He stands in marked contrast to the 
extremely sceptical approach some scholars have 
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adopted to the evidence of Caesar and Tacitus. 
The most influential recent representative of this 
trend is G. Walser in his books Caesar und die Ger
manen. Studien z ur politischen T endenz romischer Feld
zugsberichte (Wiesbaden, 1956) and R om, das Reich 
und die Fremden Volker in der Geschichtsschreibung der 
fruhen K aiserzeit . Studien z ur Glaubwurdigkeit des 
Tacitus (Basle, 1951 ) . Thompson is clearly not 
convinced by the thesis of Walser that, since so much 
in Caesar and T acitus bears the imprint of the rhe
torical commonplace, their accounts are seriously 
invalidated. This is a welcome and sensible develop
ment. Nor does Thompson accept the grave doubts 
based on archaeological considerations. These have 
most recently fo rmula ted by Bachmann, R. , Kos
sack, G . und Kuhn, H . in Volker zwischen Germanen 
und Kellen (Neurni.inster, 1962). H ere he would agree 
with K. K raft who expressed his reservations con
cerning the latter book "wo die historische Ausdeut
ung der archaologischer Tatbestande sich etwas 
allzu leicht i.iber anderslautende literarische Nach
richten hinwegse tzt " (in Germania XLII, 1964, 319) . 
In fact Thompson uses the a rchaeological evidence to 
good effect in places to substantiate his case . 

He does not offer closely documented argument 
and refutation olf other scholars' views, but presents 
the results of his investigations with clarity and force. 
One misses some discussion of textual problems; 
for example, there is no consideration of the authen
ticity of the alleged ethnographical interpolations in 
Caesar. But the intention of the work is to present 
the historical development of the early Germans 
rather than to provide a complete ethnography. 
Skilful use is made of the evidence of the late em
pire, but always with due concern for historical 
development. The title of chapter III (2) is misleading : 
the subject is not diplomatic technique as such but 
R oman methods of winning Germans over, and 
securing and maintaining ascendancy. The major 
contribution of this valuable aid to understanding 
Caesar, T acitus, and R oman actions on the Rhine 
lies in the careful use of an historical approach and 
in the tracing of German reactions to Roman pres
sure and consequent developments. 

D. B. SADDINGTON 

University College of Rhodesia 

(2) A recent treatment of this topic can be found in Che
vallier, R .: Rome et la Germanie au f er siecle de noire ere, 
Brussels, I 961. 
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W. W ALD STEIN, Untersuchungen zum Ro
mischen Begnadigungsrecht (abolitio, in
dulgentia, venia). Commenta tiones Aeni
pontanae XVIII, U niversita tsverlag Wagner, 
Innsbruck, 1964 ; pp. 240: price no t given . 

Roman law tends to show one face to lawyers who 
study it in the juristic writings and another, far less 
a ttractive face to the classical scholars who a re more 
familiar with the lay litera ture. Wha t lawyer, reared 
on Paul and Ulpian, has not been shocked by Ci
cero's casual revelations of how the system actually 
worked ? Dr Waldstein has taken the narrow but 
fascinating field of abolitio, indulgentia and venia 
and has carried out an exhaustive investigation into 
the juristic and lay writings from the earliest times 
to beyond Justinian . H e succeeds brilliantly in 
giving a definitive and balanced picture of the theory 
and practice of clemency over the centuries. 

Introducing his discussion with the disarming 
comment, "Actually, the terminology in the sources 
is confusing ", Dr Waldstein does much to remove 
the confusion by his logical and thorough treatment. 
H e correctly points out tha t in modern languages 
the terminology is by no means standardized, and 
then sets the Latin words in their correct historical 
setting by taking a passing look a t the concep ts of 
pardon in other ancient systems, including a fasc i
nating glimpse into the customary release of a 
prisoner at the Passover in Judaea - one feels that 
the author could have shed more ligh t on this 
subject if it had fallen more squarely within the 
scheme of his work. 

The use of the words abolitio, indulgentia and venia 
and their derivatives is then traced through the 
writings of the republican p eriod, the lay and juristic 
sources during the Principate, with a special section 
on Tertullian and Cyprian, and finally the lay 
and juristic sources during the post-classical p eriod. 
By this method confusion between lay and juristic 
use of the words is avoided, and perhaps the only 
criticism one can make is that insufficient stress 
is laid on imperial capriciousness, especially during 
the Principate. At times the author seems to see 
a pattern where none existed. But this is a minor 
criticism. What does emerge with startling clarity 
is the very real difficulty of achieving restitutio in 
integrum after capitis deminutio media - a difficulty 
that is so airily ignored in passages like /nst. 1.12.1. 
It is in this aspect of the enquiry tha t the author 's 
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technique justifies itself most strongly, for the lay 
sources which he collects shed much light on the 
problem. 

Dr Waldstein is to be congratulated on doing 
much to clarify an aspect of Roman law that has 
received inadequate treatment in the past. At the 
same time he has given sharper definition to words 
that have so frequently been imperfectly understood. 
It is to be hoped that the University of Innsbruck 
will be encouraged to publish further Commentatio
nes Aenipontanae in which philological method is 
applied to problems of Roman law. 

R. H. CHRISTIE 

University College of Rhodesia 

K. L. McKAY, Croesus of Lydia. (2nd 
edition revised and enlarged : in Xerox
Multilith). Australia National University, 
Canberra, 1966 ; $A 1.80 paper. 

600 lines of atticized Herodotus for beginners in 
Greek at university level tell the story of Croesus, 
with a parenthesis about Athens and Sparta in 
connection with his choice of an ally against Cyrus. 

As a reader this paper-back has a good tale to tell , 
a short introduction (2 pages), a full vocabulary (15 
pages in double column), brief but sound and help
ful notes (23 pages) on grammar, syntax and points 
of historical interest, and an index of proper names 
(from which, incidentally, the name of Thales is 
missing, for one) . 

The Greek text itself is not much simplified and 
could be read with comparative ease only by a 
student who had already acquired a fair mastery 
of the full range of grammatical forms, though the 
notes do give some help with the more irregular or 
difficult parts of verbs. 

The content of the extract, besides managing to 
retain the spirit and flavour of the original, provides 
enough material for class or lecture room expansion 
or excursus, and the map and six plates are well 
chosen. 

One small point: is the following note on page 
9 line 4 any longer acceptable as it stands ? "The 
Pythia, an old priestess, sat on a tripod over a fissure 
in the ground from which rose volcanic gases, and 
went into a trance." 

V. I. FALCONER S.J. 
University College of Rhodesia 
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