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EDITORIAL 

I greatly regret the delays which have culminated ,in copy for this volume of 

PA.CA. lying some fifteen months while we ha,ve endeavoured to raise the money 

to print it. Our embarrassment has only been ended by the President of the Classical 

Association, Mr. L. M. Lam:biris, lending the Association four hundred Rhodesian 

dollars. We are all very grateful indeed to Mr. Lambiris. 

I offer my personal and very sincere apologies to contr.ilbutors whose work should 

long since have been pwblished. 

P.A.C.A. has lost its lumen et ornamenitum through the resignation of Professor 

E. Ba,dian, F..BA., from the Editorial Board on which he served as British Editor. 

Professor Badian resigned when we had completed the editing of copy for this number 

in December, 1968. I am tremendously grateful to Professor Badian, without whose 

labours PA.CA. ,would quite simply ha,ve ceased to exist some years ago. 

My colleague Mr. N. J. Austin and I are both resigning from the Editorial Board. 

I thank Mr. Austin whose toil has contributed so much to the actual production of 

P.A.C.A ., and also offer my best wishes to P.A.C.A. and .its future editors. 

Last but by no means least I thank the famous publishing houses which send us 

books for review. 

A. M. G . McLEOD, 

Pro Tempare Managing Editor. 

February, 1970. 
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THE SEMPRONII ASELLIONES 

The stirps of the Aselliones, belonging to the aristocratic gens Sempronia, is not as prominent 
in history as several families of the Plebeian Sempronii, after the disappearance of the Patrician 
branch early in the fourth century. Nevertheless, their importance should not be underrated: they 
are at least on.the sidelines of important events and play their part in some of them. Unfortunately, 
no history of the family can at present be written. Their relative obscurity has led to very imperfect 
attestation, and even identification of the members of the family is difficult and in many cases con
jectural. It is largely to this task that the present study is devoted. 

The origin of the family can be recovered with fair confidence. Their praenomina (Aulus and 
Lucius-the former particularly characteristic) clearly link them, more closely than any other stirps, 
with the Patrician Atratini of the early Republic, the last of whom appears in the fasti as magister 
equitum in 380. l Whether the Aselliones were in fact Patrician, we cannot tell from the record. 
Obscurity alone is no argument against it: witness such families as the Sisennae and the Aemilii 
Scauri. The stubborn limitation of their praenomina, for some generations, to a succession abandoned 
by Sempronii who were making their own way to the top suggests that the connection with the early 
Patrician Atratini may in any event have been cherished. In any case, the family was buried in 
obscurity while other stirpes advanced to prominence. They only appear, recognisably named for 
us, in the person of the historian Sempronius Asellio (praenomen unfortunately unknown), who 
served under Scipio Aemilianus at Numantia as a military tribune. Of the merits and nature of his 
historical work, which made Polybian claims, we can have no clear idea; though Cicero disliked it.2 

However, though this is the first occasion on which we meet the cognomen, an older relative 
can almost certainly be identified in a known senator, on account of the characteristic praenomen 
'Aulus': an A. Sempronius A.f. Fal. (the restoration of the tribe is made certain by the tribes of other 
Sempronii) 3 is the last of three witnesses to a Senate decree concerning two Thessalian communities, 
passed in the praetorship of C. Hostilius Mancinus, in 140 B.C. or a little earlier. 4 No precision can 
be attained about the age and status of this man. It is not even quite inconceivable that he himself 
is the historian; though what little information we have about military tribunes at this time shows 
that most of them were younger men, and we shall find reason to suggest that the historian may not 
have been an Aulus. ls he the historian's father? This has been suggested, without argument, and it is 
possible. The lower limit for the historian's birth is 153/2, though a slightly earlier date is more 
probable. As for the senator, he must have been enrolled in the Senate at the latest by the censors of 
142, which makes the terminus postquem non (this is all it is) for his birth about 170. An upper limit 
is not easy to fix. Though if we may expect a man of such good family to attain a praetorship (a 
reasonable presumption, if he followed a senatorial career at all), this helps: the senator A. Sem
pronius was certainly not a praetorian, since this would give us three praetorian witnesses to the 
decree. A possible approach is through the man who precedes him on the list, Cn. Lutatius Cn.f. 
(Cereo, as seems certain), clearly a son of the praetor of (probably) 175.5 The eldest son of a praetor 

I MRR i 105. 
2 Peter, HRR i2 CCXLII and I 79. Cicero accuses him of 

languor atque inscitia: the former comment may be due to stylistic 
prejudice, but the latter probably refers to real ignorance, which 
Cicero was very capable of judging. The boasts of a prooemium 
cannot necessarily be taken at their face value. 

3 Sherk, Documents, no. 9, I. 13. Sec L. R. Taylor, VDRR 
252 : the letters "OA" survive. 

4 SIG; 674; see Sherk, ad foe ., for the correct date and dis
cussion. 

s Taylor, VDRR 227f.; MRR i 402- 3. 



may, on an average calculation, be presumed to be at least ten years old at the time of his father's 
tenure of office. This gives us a date of birth of 190-85 for the second witness: he may or may not 
be of praetorian standing. Thus 185 can be taken as a pretty certain upper limit for the date of 
birth of A. Sempronius; and taking this upper limit together with the lower limit for the historian, 
we could consider them father and son. 

However, if we agree that A. Sempronius ought to have made the praetorship (provided he 
lived long enough), and add the general probability that the last witness was a youngish man, a 
date of birth nearer the lower limit for A. Sempronius becomes more probable: perhaps 175-170. 
Moreover, we ought almost certainly to move the historian's date of birth considerably higher. 
We may compare one of his colleagues as tribune at Numantia, P. Rutilius Rufus, a consular candi
date in 116, hence born by 158 and 24 years old in 134; and, much later still, the orator Q. Hortensius, 
who reached the tribunate only in the second year of the Social War after serving as miles in the 
first: i.e., at the age of 24 again. 6 These appear to be the lowest ages of military tribunes securely 
attested in the relevant period, and if the historian was of similar age, he would be born c. 159/8. 
If so, the senator A. Sempronius is about as likely to be his elder brother as his father: the point 
cannot be certainly settled. 

The next generation shows two Aselliones, of greater importance in political life. Both gain 
the praetorshi and both show themselves to be men of principle. Diodorus xxxvii 8 tells of a L. 
Asyllius ( once•-clearly in error-written 'Syllios') who when he was governor of the province of 
Sicily imitated the example that Q. Scaevolahad set in Asia. ChoosingaC. LongusforhisP. Rutilius 
Rufus, he restored the devastated province. Though older books were tempted to assign this governor
ship to a date near the end of the second slave war, and the man even appears as a praetor of 100, 7 

it must obviously be later than Scaevola's Asian administration, which can with confidence be 
assigned to 94/3; moreover, it must be earlier than that of Norbanus, who was certainly in the 
province by 90 and quite possibly by 91. 8 Hence c. 92 is a certain date. Klein, arguing from the 
name of the legate (who must be a Sempronius), deduced that the 'Asyllius' is in fact likely to be 
an Asellio, of the gens Sempronia; and this, rightly, has been generally accepted. In fact, relations 
between these two stirpes were close, as indeed they perhaps were within the whole gens. 9 Born 
c. 132, this man is almost certainly to be regarded as a son of the historian, whose most probable 
date of birth is (as we have seen) 159/8. If so, we may perhaps go further and assume that he will be 
the eldest son,-in which case we get the presumptive praenomen 'Lucius' for the historian. The 

6 See RE, s.vv. " Hortensius" 13 , " Rutilius" 34. Aemilianus 
himself, born 185/4 (Austin, Scipio Aem. 12), was tr . mil. for the 
first time only in 151 (MRR i 455[.) . We are surprisingly ill 
informed on the age,s of military tribunes at any time before the 
last few decades of the Republic ; but it is clear that they were 
not as young as lat r under the Empire, even if we ignore the 
attested cases of senior senators taking the office, which were 
always exceptional. 

7 Peter, HRR, l.c:. 

8 On Scaevola, see Athellaeum 1956, 104-112. Those who 
(wrongly) put the Asian proconsulate early in the nineties (e.g. 
Klein, Verwaltullgsbeamtell i (I 878) 59f.); MRR ii 9f.) naturally 
move the Sicilian g vernorship of Asellio as close as possible 
to it. But we cannot tell how Jong the province took to recover, 
especially since M' Aqujllius' conduct had clearly not been 
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above suspicion: it was chiefly Marius' auctoritas that saved him 
from conviction, aided by the fl amboyant tactics of M. Antonius 
(sources Greenidge-Clay 2 116). On Norbanus, see my St. ill 

Gr. and Rom. Hist. 85 a nd 96. 
9 On Norbanus, see my St. ill Gr. alld Rom. Hist . 85 and 96. 

Klein, I.e., accepted by Munzer, RE, s.v. "Sempronius" 18; 
MRR ii 9T10; Cichorius, RSI 120 (hesitantly). A C. Sem
Sicilian legate. (For the text of the SC, see Sherk, GRBS 1966, 
36lf; Documellts, no. 12.) The fact that the two stirpes of the 
Longi and the Aselliones were in the same tribe suggests that 
other Sempronii also may have been. This is unusual in a large 
gens. For collaboration among Sempronii , see RE, s.v. "Sem
pronius", col. 1360. Presumably the historian Asellio owed his 
place in Scipio 's camp at Numantia to the connection of the 
Gracchi and probably the Longi with the Scipionic house. 



philosophical interests of his scholarly father (who, of course, had met P. Rutilius Rufus at Numantia 
and presumably knew him well) will have some bearing on the conduct of the son in his province. 
Nor was his younger brother (as we may safely assume) unaffected by the same spirit: he was the 
praetor A. Sempronius Asellio (perhaps named after his grandfather) who, in 89, protected the 
interests of debtors in a time of turbulence and was murdered by a mob of creditors in the Forum. Io 

During the next generation the family again seems to disappear; though, as we shall see, we 
may find a trace of them in an unsuspected place. In the last generation of the Republic, however, 
they appear in somewhat greater numbers and (if conjectures here advanced are correct) even greater 
prominence. But not all have been recognised. Names can be corrupted in transmission or changed 
in fact: who would know (were it not attested) that a Licinius Calvus, with a good fourth-century 
name, is the son of a popularis politician and author called C. Licinius Macer? 

In 33 B.C., sixty years after we hear of the governor of Sicily, a homonymous man briefly 
appears in the circle of Octavian: a praetor L. Asyllius (spelt precisely as the Sicilian governor is 
in our source) persuades Octavian to appoint his son as suffect to himself when he resigns his office.11 
The name, this time, was emended to 'Asellius' by Pighius, who was not aware of the earlier parallel; 
and the emendation has been generally accepted. 12 Yet no senatorial Asellii certainly appear in the 
late Republic or early Empire, and one who possibly does is not connected with these men. 13 
Aselliones, on the other hand, can still be found, as we must proceed to demonstrate; though perhaps 
they had become a little tired of the name. 

Many scholars have puzzled over the praetorian who taught Rome that young storks could 
be a gastronomic treat. 14 Aero in his comment on the Horatian passage referring to the matter 
says that some called him Asellius, others Sempronius. This would be straightforward enough, and 
the recognition of a Sempronius Asellio could be taken for granted. Unfortunately there was a more 
disturbing difference of opinion, which will first have to be explained, if this evidence is to be of 
any use. Porphyry's account, confused in itself, is not easily related to Acro's. He calls the man 
concerned first Plotius Plancus, later Rufus. About 'Rufus', but not about Plancus, he relates that 
he failed in an attempt to be elected praetor, and he gives an anonymous epigram about this, to 
the effect that the Roman People had avenged the storks. 'Plotius Plancus' is well known. He is a 
brother of L. Munatius Plancus (cos. 42), who was adopted by a L. Plautius. As a moneyer under 
Caesar, he issued the remarkable coins that show Aurora leading the horses of the Sun. He attained 
fame as praetor in 43, when, as an ally of Cicero, he seems to have worked against the interests of 
his own brother, who thereupon allowed him to be placed on the proscription list. Trying to escape, 
he was betrayed by the distinctive smell of his perfume, thus ending his life as a fit text for moralists. 1 s 
No one could be more suitable as the inventor of a recherche gastronomic treat: the fit seems perfect, 
whether true or invented. But there are difficulties. The story of the missed praetorship (with the 
epigram to support and presuppose it) cannot be fiction. Yet Plancus was praetor in 43, after desig-

1 o RE, s.v. "Sempronius" 17. I have more to say about this man 
in relation to the events of 91T88 in Historia 1969, 475f. 

11 Dio xlix 43,7. 

12 Thus in the Loeb edition and in MRR ii 415 (cf. Suppl. 7). 

13 For the senator in the consi/ium in Jos. ant. xiv 220 
(" Asellius" or "Sasellius") Broughton now accepts the correction 
"M. Asellius M.f."-which may be the best thing to do. Though 
the text is very corrupt throughout, and Naber here suggested 

"M. Gellius": a well-known man, not to be totally rejected 
If M. Asellius is accepted, the name and filiation clearly separate 
him from the men here dealt with. A M. ( ?) Asellius appears in 
Livy iv 42, I as tr.pl. 422: he may or may not be historical. 
Asellius (or Asilius) Sabinus, the rhetor (PJR2 A 1213), was not 
of senatorial rank. 

14 Hor. sat. ii 2,59. Cf. Aero 130f. and Porphyry 248 (Keller). 
1 s Miinzer, RE, s.v. "Munatius" 26. The coins Sydenham, 

CRR 959. 
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nation by Caesar himself (Att. xvi 16), and since he was a moneyer in 47, his promotion was excep
tionally rapid and there is no time or occasion for a failure. It must follow that Plancus was not the 
man about whom this epigram was written, hence not the inventor of the Storehbraten (as Munzer 
calls it). In confirmation, we note that the story bringing in the epigram (that about 'Rufus') is not 
in fact told about Plancus, who seems to have no real place in the tale. 

Yet we must explain how he came to get into it, if we want to ignore him with a clear con
science. Perhaps we can do so by attending to a textual crux, which cannot be resolved by the tech
nical methods of textual criticism. 

In one line of the epigram quoted, the best manuscript reads 
hie e duobus elegantior Planeis 

-a perfect description of the praetor of 43, in view of the perfume story. The other codices, however, 
read 

hie est duobus elegantior Plancis 
which cannot lightly be discarded. Each could easily be corrupted into the other; yet their purport 
is totally different: M states that the man concerned was the younger Plancus; the other reading 
compares him (whoever he was) to the two Planci, both apparently renowned for elegantia (and, 
presumably, moving in the same circles as the man himself). We can now state with certainty that, 
on clear historical grounds, it is the latter reading that must be accepted as the original one.00 As 
we have seen, the reading that implies that the younger Plancus failed in a praetorian canvass is 
historically impossible. And this may help us to explain how the figure of this man got mixed 
up in the story in the first place, creating the confusion we find in Porphyry. We may presume 
that Porphyry already saw two traditions, with both the readings that we have in our manuscripts. 
One gave the epigram about Rufus, in the form in which (as we have seen) it was correct; the other 
quoted it in a form in which the man lampooned was one of the Planci themselves (i.e. the form 
now in M). Porphyry or a predecessor, trying to make sense of this, naturally referred it to the 
notorious L. Plautius Plancus, the man with the distinctive perfume. The two versions in fact pre
cisely correspond to the two readings, establishing the strong presumption that the false story 
is no more than a tale spun out of the false reading. As far as the original text of the epigram (not, 
of course, the text of Porphyry) is concerned, and thus as far as we deal with history, L. Plautius 
Plancus may be entirely dismissed from the case. 

This leavc:s us (in Porphyry) with Rufus. Since one version in Aero mentions a Sempronius, 
there is no di:fficulty in putting them together: the resulting (C.) Sempronius Rufus emerges as 
identical with one of Cicero's pet abominations. I 7 Nothing in his poorly-attested career excludes 
either a failure in a canvass for the praetorship or a recipe for cooking storks.18 As Munzer pointed 
out, the 'Asellius quidam praetor' of the other tradition in Aero should be the same man, i.e. (as 

16 Miinzer (RE, s.v. "Sempronius" 79) failed to see this 
decisive point in an otherwise excellent discussion: he was 
embarrassed by the intrusion of " Plancus" and could not 
account for it. 

1 7 Miinzer, I.e. (last note) . See Caelius in Cic. Jam. viii 8,1 
"C. Sempronium Ruf um, me! ac delicias tuas" (incidentally, the 
only mention of the praenomen) . 

1 s MRR ii 465 calls him "a praetorius in 44", citing the 
Horace scholiasts, who do not indicate any date for his praetor
ship. This error must come, at some removes, from a common 

4 

misinterpretation of Cic. Jam. xii 29,2 (Sempronia11um SC), 
which MRR cites as evidence merely for the view that Rufus was 
"certainly in the Senate" in 44. (rt fails to support this view.) 
An old error regarded this phrase as indicating a decree moved 
by Sempronius (or under his presidency), from which it might 
(but need not) follow that he was praetor. The error was dealt 
with by Mommsen (R. Staats,. iii 997; cf. 1012), who pointed 
out in his discussion of such phrases that this type of phrase is 
first used (in the Classical jurists' meaning) in Gaius, and there 
still hesitantly. The meaning cannot be assumed for the Republic. 



we have already seen) a Sempronius Asellio. Indeed, Cruq's scholiast (if he is to be believed) gives 
the name as 'Asinius Sempronius Rufus', suggesting (thus Munzer) (C.) Sempronius Asellio Rufus. 

Munzer's case can be further strengthened. We have got rid (as he failed to do) of the intrusive 
figure of 'Plotius Plancus'. We may now note that the cognomen 'Rufus' is in fact not known for 
other Republican Sempronii.19 This surely makes it very probable that Cicero's 'friend' had received 
the name as an individual nickname, like (e.g.) M. Valerius Messalla 'Rufus', cos. 53. In fact he 
would therefore have to be assumed to belong to one of the known stirpes, and nothing then excludes 
that of the Aselliones. Finally, Cicero's nickname for him ('Rufio') may be of interest: the barb 
in the use of a slave name is obvious. But it might be the case that the nickname is in fact a deliberate 
hybrid, coined by that inveterate player with words from the two names Rufus and Asellio. 

This man, by accident or by design, therefore seems to have changed his cognomen; although, 
as the story about the storks shows, it was remembered. Perhaps another man was more fortunate 
(if indeed he himself made the change). The consul suffect of 34 appears in our record as L. Sem
pronius L.f. L.n. Atratinus. He was in fact an adopted son, a Calpurnius Bestia by birth. 20 The 
revival of the great Patrician family out of nothing is perhaps a little too good to be true: though 
good nobilitas can be guaranteed by the fact of the adoption itself, the entitlement to the name 
has been rightly doubted, i.a. by Munzer and Syme.21 As we have seen, there is good reason to 
believe that it was the Aselliones who really continued the old line of the Atratini. At a time when 
(as we have already noticed in a casual glance at a Licinius; and, of course, many examples spring 
to mind) the revival of glorious old names was a fashion, a Bestia adopted by an Asellio might 
well seize his chance of returning to a more dignified ancestral name. Unfortunately we cannot be 
sure of his adoptive father's cognomen: it is just possible-but no more-that the father had already 
used the ancient name. 22 

Who was the father of Atratinus? The son's nomenclature-the only firm evidence we have
shows him to be L. Sempronius L.f. The adoptive son, aged 17 at the time of the pro Caelio, was 
born 74/3 and probably (in view of his close links with his natural father) had not been adopted until 
a relatively short time before the trial. Since we can presume that the adoptive father would by then 
be middle-aged, it would be reasonable to put his birth around 100-before rather than after, if he 
had given up hope of having sons of his own. This, of course, cannot in any way be decisive. But at 
least nothing prevents his being the son of the governor of Sicily c. 92. There is at least a very good 
chance that the consul of 34, who revived the ancient name and glory, is a grandson (by adoption) 
of that L. Asellio. 

It would follow that the praetors of 33 cannot be descended from the same man in the eldest 

Mommsen suggested that it might mean "a decree about Sem
pronius", which would make good sense in the context. If this 
is so, nothing follows about his being or not being a senator. 
This view has been generally adopted, notably by Bardt, Novae 
Symbolae Joachimicae (1907), 5f. and by Munzer, RE, I.e. 
Bardt thought that Rufus was one of the two legates left in 
Africa (to the impairment of Cornificius' dignitas) by Calvisius 
Sabinus and that the decree dealt with this. But in fact (as 
Monzer pointed out) Sempronius was almost certainly in exile 
at the time and had not yet returned by late April 44 (Cic. ATt. 
xiv 14,2: after the pardon of Sex. Cloelius one must expect 
"Rufio" back). The SC (passed between April and August 44) 
most probably was one permitting his return, in accordance with 

what Antony had found in Caesar's Commentarii. There is thus 
no indication on whether he was in the Senate at any time in 44, 
and he was almost certainly not a praetorian, not to say praetor. 
His tenure of that office (after a repu/sa) can only be deduced 
from the scholiasts. 

19 An entry "M. (Sempronius) Rufus" in MRR ii 481 is 
erroneous and is withdrawn in the Supplement (56). 

2 0 This was made clear, from Cicero's pro Caelio, by Monzer, 
Hermes 1909, 109f. (Accepted by Austin in his edition of the 
speech, where Miinzer's views are summarised at length in an 
Appendix.) 

2 1 Miinzer, RE, s.v. "Sempronius" 26; Syme, RR 269, with n.4. 
22 This depends on the identity of Sempronia Atratina (RE, 
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line. Beyond this, even reasonable conjecture is impossible. They could be descended from the same 
man through a second son, or from the praetor of 89. Again, C. Sempronius Rufus cannot be fitted 
in with even reasonable confidence. The only suggestion that can be made is that his praenomen 
(unique in the family as we know it) seems to show that he was a third son: it was in such circum
stances that families went outside the favourite names of their own stirpes to draw on others used 
by the gens. But we have no way of conjecturing his age, and nothing further can for the moment 
be said about him. 

The evidence is, as we have seen, scattered and uncertain, and conjecture must be used in trying 
to trace the history of an interesting family. Once even this slender framework has been established, 
it is to be hoped that further epigraphic finds will help to strengthen or to shatter and rebuild it. 

s.v. " Sempronius" 108), mentioned in three inscriptions (see 
especially Hermes 1895, 630 for the least accessible one) as the 
daughter of a L. Atratinus and the wife of a Poplicola. If 
Poplicola is the cos. suff. 36 (as seems likely enough), Sempronia 
may be either a sister of L. Atratinus, cos. suff. 34 (thus Munzer 
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and Syme, I I.cc.), or a daughter : nothing in Roman custom 
makes the former conjecture preferable to the latter ; and in view 
of the fact that the cognomen is not attested for the father of the 
consul, the latter should (until further evidence turns up) be 
preferred. 



HOW SUETONIUS' LIVES REFLECT ON HADRIAN 

In 119 the Emperor Hadrian appointed Suetonius to be his Secretary in Charge of Corres
pondence. Although the appointment of a man of equestrian rank was not a novelty, apparently it 
had been normal to appoint an imperial freedman to this highly influential position prior to this, 
so clearly Hadrian must have had good reason for making such an appointment. In 122 Hadrian 
dismissed Suetonius on the grounds that he had comported himself towards the Empress with less 
respect than court decorum warranted. Now Hadrian was himself no model of decorum-for which 
he seems to have cared little-his wife was apparently something of a virago, and Emperor and 
Empress were by no means on the best of terms. Suetonius himself in his works always lays stress 
on the proprieties, and he is thought to have been a rather timid, retiring, scholarly type. None of this 
disproves the charge, of course, but it hardly seems to fit it. Moreover, since Augustus' day, this kind 
of charge had been an excellent way of removing personages whom it might have proved embarrassing 
to have dealt with by a formal trial concerning more discussable charges. One is left wondering, in 
fact, whether there is more than meets the eye in all of this. In particular, my curiosity was whetted 
while I was supervising an M.A. thesis on 'Suetonius as an Historian', pursued via study of inter 
alia what the senate and the Emperor stood for in Suetonius' eyes. 

What I hope to do in this paper is to see whether Suetonius' remarks on previous Emperors 
may have implications that would concern Hadrian and also whether there is reasonable ground for 
believing that such implications might have been apparent to contemporaries. The inquiry is really a 
very simple one. I shall simply establish what were the things that Hadrian was known to be in
terested in or famous/notorious for and then see whether Suetonius discusses such things in his 
Lives. If he does, the idea is to see how he discusses them and which Emperors he ascribes them to, 
the good ones or the bad. I will also check to see whether Suetonius' audience made a practice of 
reading between the lines and if this practice was known to him. 

If the case is established, then Suetonius' image will have to be changed. He will no longer be 
seen as merely an erudite, scholarly compiler keeping well clear of issues fraught with political 
danger. I It will have become apparent that political innuendo is a major2 feature of Suetonius' 
work. And it will raise a new problem: why did Hadrian appoint such a person in the first place? 

The inquiry will be attempted by focussing on the Lives in such a way as to scan for themes 
threading through Suetonius' diverse and variegated attention-areas. 3 It is hoped from this viewpoint 
to take in the overall picture and descry trends too diffuse to be seen at close quarters. Some pro
blems, it is assumed, can only be handled by seeing them 'in the big' in relation to the totality of a 
man's work. 4 For instance, whether Suetonius is preoccupied with prurience cannot be assessed 
from any one passage or even from a few 'key' passages; it is a question relating to the overall pro-

I Cf. R. Syme, Tacitus,-a valuable work, full of insights, to 
which the writer' s debts are obvious-I 958, 500-502 (there is 
some inconsistency with "The epoch of the Julian and Claudian 
Caesars, however, was something better forgotten" etc. ofp. 499) 
S.was well aware of the dangers involved : CL. 41 , 2 (all referen
ces to the Lives are to Ihm's Teubner text and all dates are A.D .). 

2 This is not to say that it has not been noticed (it has) , but 
that its pervasiveness and the significance of that pervasiveness 
have not been appreciated : cf. G. Townend's excellent study 
The Date of Composition of Suetonius' Caesars, CQ 9, 1959, 293, 

where it is noteworthy that Henderson, writing with Hadrian 
(rather than S.) in mind, is far more sensitive to the implications 
behind S.'s writing. 

3 This method of approach is well described at E. H . Erikson, 
Childhood and Society, 1963, 190-91, or P. Selznick, The Organiza
tional Weapon, 1960, x-xiii. Townend makes impressive use of 
an argument based on the analysis of major trends in the Lives 
at pp. 288-90. 

4 A point best made in G . Sartori (Democratic Theory, 1962, 
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portions of his presentation of 'facts', in comparison with what contemporaries, or others writing 
in his genre(s) , are doing. 5 Use of the present approach, however, precludes the handling of problems 
suited for detailed analysis at close quarters. So the paper will not attempt e.g. to establish dates, 
whether of Suetonius' birth or of the commencement, sequence or completion of the composition 
of the Lives. 6 

Before we can make a start, one vexed question must be confronted. It is simply this: when did 
Suetonius publish the Lives? Let's take the two most extreme views. These are that Suetonius pub
lished in 119 or 120 on the one hand, and on the other that he only started publication in 119, con
tinuing writing for several years subsequently. The former is based on an ancient text, the latter 
reinterprets that text in the light of the internal evidence of the Lives. The balance of probabilities 
favours the latter view (indeed this study comes up with some further evidence in its favour), but 
certainly is not yet attainable. So what can be done? Well, there's a received-text view-one with 
which all can agree-and a textual-reinterpretation view-one with which only some may agree. 
Supposing we adopt the received-text view-i.e. let's assume 119-20 as their date of publication. 
If we look only at the Hadrian of the years up to 119-20, then, whenever the Lives were published, 
Suetonius as Hadrian's secretary must have been familiar with Hadrian's life to this stage. You will 
note that, by adopting this date for publication, I am restricting the total content of allusions pos
sible and making the case harder to prove; methodologically an error here will obscure (not heighten) 
any trends that may underlie the Lives. So, if trends do emerge in spite of all, the final case is all the 

172- 76, writing on "The Microscope F allacy")-out of work in 
this area which I have read. 

s This topic obviously requires a full-length study in itself 
and cannot be treated adequately within the prescribed area of 
the current study. Yet this study necessarily involves taking a 
position on this topic, so the position and reasons for adopting 
it will be stated. The Lives are variously meaningful according 
to the preoccupations of their readers: still , few works have the 
distinction of havin1: e.g. fired youthful imagination of the 
homosexual sadist Bluebeard (E. Chesser, The Cost of Loving, 
1964, 96- 98) . Moreover there is ample evidence of the syndrome 
of preoccupations which is normally associated with authoritar
ianism given a background such as S.'s (see n. 43 and text 
thereto) . Sexual fantasies preoccupy much of the attention of 
such a person. And this is the overwhelming impression given 
by a first reading-as well as by the fact that S. elected also to 
write a treatise on " Famous Whores". Such emphasis given to 
the erotic aspect of imperial hi story cannot be dicta ted in this 
fulness of detail by the subject matter : recurrent, striki ngly 
presented themes spr.ing from the selective promptings of S.'s 
own inner world (lo regard these as " mere rhetorical common
places" ignores the facts of their strikine centrality and meaning
fulness for the writer : see the comments of C. J. Herington, 
Senecan Tragedy, Arion 5, 1966, 430 & 437-41). Contrast the 
contemporary biographer, Plutarch : the material is there for it, 
but P. does not elect to bring out a whole spectrum of mal
practices of a sexual nature (from adultery to incest, concubinage 
to prostitution, paed,:rasty to homosexuality between adults, 
voyeurism and exhibitionism through sadism plus a range of 
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activities ranging from transvestism through fell atio to bestiality). 
It is striking, for instance, how little S. notices of all the colourful 
peoples and places of the Empire (see nn. 39-40 and text thereto) . 
It is also striking how minor details indicative of a penis fixation, 
(Tib . 44, I ; 62, 2 ; Cal. 58 , 3; Ner. 29 ; Vesp. 23, I ; Dom. 10, 
5 & 12, 2 ; cf. Aug. 45, 4 ; Tib. 45 ; Cal. 56, 2 ; & Ner. 56 ; possibly 
Aug. 71 , I and Tib . 61 , 5 are also to be considered here) thread 
through the narrative : it is hard to see how these minutiae merit 
the space they take up in the narrative or are inevitably demanded 
by it. 

6 Although accepting the view that publication commenced 
in 11 9, to continue for several years thereafter, the writer must 
confess to doubts as to whether solution of these problems is 
currently possible. Biographical data on S. are few and, often, 
vague, and so are subject to subtly varying interpretations, (cf. 
e.g. Syme, 778-81 and Townend, 285- 92). Repeated and 
sophisticated assessment of these data and the relevant internal 
evidence of the Lives has perennially failed to produce conclusions 
acceptable to all , a phenomenon which means, in such cases, 
that the question as posed is not operational (e.g. J. Beaujeu, 
Le mare rubrum de Tacite et le probleme de la chronologie des 
Anna/es, REL 38, 1960, 200-35 now dates the Lives to 121 at 
latest). 

7 Reconstructed from the consensus of modern writings (e.g. 

Syme and Townend above, CAH XI, £SAR V, L. Homo, 
Roman Political Institutions, 1962 and M. Hammond, The 
Antonine Monarchy, 1959), checked against ancient source 
material, principally Aelius Spartianus' Life of Hadrian in the 
S.H.A. (ref. are to the Loeb text) ; cf. E. M. Smallwood, Docu-



more compelling. As will speedily appear, the evidence is so abundant that, even wastefully used, it 
still masses convincingly. 

The idea, then, is to compare Hadrian's known interests or concerns with the way in which 
analogous interests or concerns are presented by Suetonius in the Lives. Hadrian's 'known interests' 
have been reconstructed from statements in the ancient sources and from critical issues or trends 
in the incidents in, and policies of, the reign. They are: (interests) affairs of the heart, hunting and 
travel, Greek culture and literary and artistic connoisseurship-in a private capacity; advancement 
of provincial interests, improving the efficiency of the army and bureaucracy, taxation and judicial 
reform and building activity-in a public capacity; (issues c. 119) the 'adoption', the execution of 
the four senators, and the giving up of Trajan's Eastern 'conquests'. 7 

Hadrian was 41 when he became Emperor, 43 when he appointed Suetonius his Literary Secre
tary. If Suetonius published the Lives in 119 or 120, the critical issues of Hadrian's 'adoption', his 
execution of senators and abandonment of Trajan's eastern conquests would be well to the fore of 
every metropolitan Roman's attention, as would Hadrian's known interests of a literary, artistic 
and sexual nature, and his support for provincial advancement. If publication commenced in 119 
and continued over a subsequent period of years, 8 these concerns and interests would be all the 
more clearly formed and other, later interests would be apparent. In either case, as Secretary 
Suetonius must, in 119, have been aware of at least the former group which, accordingly, will alone 
be considered. These are quite an adequate basis for a man like Suetonius to form an impression 
of Hadrian from. They certainly are paralleled prominently among the facts which Suetonius has 
chosen to select for the Lives. 

Hadrian's career to 119 would be commented on by implication by the way in which parallel 
issues or incidents in the careers of earlier Emperors were treated. A pre-print society savours every 
phrase, expecting to find several layers of meaning in it. 9 Romans of Suetonius' day, as he very 
well knew, most certainly did so. Io And in the Emperors of whom he treated, more than one parallel 
with Hadrian was thought to exist. 11 In such circumstances, presentation of facts, pregnant with 
topical meaning, could not be innocent. Metropolitan contemporaries would also carefully appraise 
the way in which Suetonius, in representing the past, presented activities or issues in which their 
controversial Emperor was known to be interested or involved: are value judgements passed; what 
sorts of words are used in describing the activities in question; which of the Emperors are selected 
for stressed mention in connection with such things? Questions of this nature ( whatever the wording) 
must have been forthcoming then. Let us try to see what it was that contemporaries would read 
into or between Suetonius' lines. 

An apparent difficulty which arises involves the theory that Suetonius was dismissed in 122, 

ments illustrating the Principates of Nerva, Trajan and Hadrian, 

1966. 
s This seems probable (see nn. 3, 6, 53, 63 & 65 and text 

thereto), though unprovable, given pre-print methods of pub
lication and editing conventions (see M. McLuhan, The Guten
berg Galaxy, 1962, 130-33). Hadrian was already well known 
by 117 : Syme, 481. 

9 McLuhan, 82-111. S. seems to have been something of an 
expert on the reading of literature: Pliny, Ep. 9, 34; see McLuhan, 
156, 234 on the effect on literature of its being written for oral 
delivery and compare Herington 444-5. 

1 o S. repeatedly remarks upon the alertness to allusion of 
Roman audiences-and Emperors!-see Aug. 68; Tib. 45; 
56; 61, 3; Cal. 27, 4; Ner. 46, 3; Gal. 13; Dom. 10, 3 and cf. 
Jul. 84, 2 & Ner. 45, 2. Gesticulation helped the allusion : ib., 
39, 3. Reprisal for oblique criticism does not seem to have been 
anticipated from a post-Domitianic Emperor. Syme describes 
contemporary audiences as "subtle and malicious": 478; cf. 488. 

11 See Syme, 245, 488 and 517 (cf. Vit. Had. 20, 3-but this 
may well be too late in the reign), and see n. 30. 

12 Townend's "disgruntled polymath in retirement": 286-93. 
On the date of dismissal, see Syme, 779. 
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after publication of the Julius and Augustus, and wrote the remaining Lives in a state of disgruntle
ment. 12 As the first two Lives are therefore written in a committed mood, so to speak, and the latter 
ten in an alienated one, arguments based on trends in the latter would thus not hold for the pre-122 
Suetonius, it is contended. Now it is true that the Julius and Augustus differ markedly from the 
remaining Lives in regard to availability of source material and specificity of naming minor historical 
personalities occurring apropos of the main lines of the narrative. But it also appears that Suetonius 
is consistent in regard to the objects of his strongly-felt approvals and disapprovals throughout, 13 

And after all, this is what one would expect of a man of conservative bent writing in his late forties 
(or later). Views on basic issues, known interests, etc., have become as much a part of him as has 
the structure of his vocabulary (this too remains unchanged across the Lives, despite changes in 
sources drawn on and incidents described). 14 

The Suetonius of 122 was thus set in evaluational ways which now can only emerge from close 
reading of the Lives. But, even if certain of the Lives were yet unpublished, intimate acquaintance 
with the Suetonius of 119 to 122 could not but make any man of feeling aware of the marked views 
which had already (and were in the future to continue to) set their stamp on all the Lives alike. 
And Hadrian, a hyper-sensitive man, enjoyed precisely such intimate acquaintance from 119 to 122. 
Both Emperor and Secretary, then, should each have become aware of their mutual antipathy very 
rapidly, so antithetical are their positions on a whole range of issues. Certainly, whether Suetonius 
wrote two Lives before being fired and the rest afterwards or not, the Lives are all alike informed 
by a set of values which does not change, and which must have been there from the time when writing 
commenced. Whatever dating of the order of composition is adopted, the thesis that Emperor and 
Secretary were antipathetic is thus unaffected. 

Once one commences examining trends in Suetonius' writing in the Lives, it speedily emerges 
that one has to do with a writer of some disingenuousness. It would appear, for instance, that certain 
of the above-mentioned failures in specificity "multiply into a tendency what was in fact a single 
example of cruel or depraved behaviour". 1 s Moreover it is observable that an undercurrent of 
wryly satirical humour permeates Suetonius' writing, appearing in the very considerable number of 
jokes studding the Lives and in extended droll narrative passages which, tongue in cheek, poke fun 
while ostensibly merely describing. 16 Such a habit of mind is not likely to have led to restraint 

13 Not that contrasts in tact and disgruntlement are not to be 
seen: cf. Townend, 2.91-3. The point is that, in the structure of a 
man's opinions, some are central, basic and highly resistant to 
modification (views on human nature, for instance), others are 
peripheral and can be adjusted without disturbance to the overall 
structure (how a political incident is to be interpreted in this 
case) : see M. Rokeach, The Open and the Closed Mind, 1960, 
31-53. 

l 4 On S.'s age in 119 and 122 see Syme, 778 : the date of birth, 
which has ranged from 77 to 69, currently stands at 72. On 
vocabulary structure A. A. Howard and C. N. Jackson's Index 
Verborum C. Suetoni Tranquil/i, 1922, was examined for words 
frequently used by S. The top frequency category contained 
words used 45 times or more, of which there are about 90. All 
occur in all the Julio-Claudian Lives (except for amicus (Cl.) 
and princeps (Jul.) , whose lengths vary from 57 to 101 chapters; 
gaps in the last six :;hort Lives are of the following order: 

No. of words not there : 9 12 6 11 tn.b. :) 21 4. 
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No. chapters : 22 12 18 25 (n. b. :) 11 23 
No significant shifts in patterns of word-usage appear in all this· 
For this as in the other references to statistics relating to words 
in this paper, I am indebted to the help of Mr. R. Morgan of the 
University of Manitoba's Computer Science Centre, with whom 
I am preparing a computerized content analysis of S. 

15 Townend, 289. 

16 In regard to jokes, the only Lives which I have examined 
systematically are those of the Flavians. Of the 27 sayings 
quoted on (many by) Vespasian, 21 are of a humorous character; 
of the 32 on Domitian (whom one would not expect to be a 
subject for drollery), 11 are humorous. None of the twelve on 
Titus is humorous but this is exceptional in the Lives (see n . 57 
and text thereto). A striking instance of extended droll narrative 
occurs at Ner. 43-44; other passages which likewise seem (to me) 
to contain elements of drollery occur at Aug. 35, Cl. 26 and 21, 
Ner. 21, 0th. 3 and Vit. 4-5 and 13 (not exhaustive). 



from other forms of oblique, wry contrasts. It is in fact remarkable what pains Suetonius takes to 
present what a reviewer has termed a 'dead-pan' narrative: 17 he only sparingly imputes motivation 
to his characters; he tries to refrain from subjective assessments, and he seems consciously to avoid 
use of such loaded adjectives as 'good' or 'bad' . 1 8 His is the simplicity of a sophistication 19 which 
had won him the highest position a man of his birth and (lack of military) background could aspire 
to. 20 

But let us turn to examine exactly how Suetonius treats Hadrian's known interests. Hopefully, 
this term will be felt to cover those of a sexual nature, to which we turn first. Now, there are some 
Emperors of whom Suetonius approves and others of whom he does not, while yet others fall in a 

I 7 I owe this flash of insight to Cyril Connolly's Sunday Times 
review of R. Graves' translation (Suetonius: The Twelve Caesars, 

"They say" 

1962). Quite strong biases underly this ostensibly non-committal 
surface : the usual rapid check focuses on handling of gossip-

Friendly things Neutral things Hostile things 
about 
Vespasian 
Titus 
Domitian 

Refuted 
I 

Confirmed 
I 

Fav.-Neut. 

4 

The partial handling of gossip hostile to the subject of the 
bio~raphy is striking. Passages involved are : 

Vesp . 1,2; 1,4; 4,2(2); 5,2 ; 16,3; 19,2; 25, 1(2). 
Tit. 1,2(2); 3,2; 7,1(2); 9,2; 10,2. 
Dom. 1,1(3) ; 9,3; 14,2; 17,1; 19,1; 22,1; 23,2(2) . 
18 S. only sparingly imputes motivations to his characters and 

in the following cases Graves interpolates, in translating, a 
motivation not in the Latin: Vesp. 7, '} (p. 254 oftbe translation); 
Tit. 4, 2 (p. 264); 7, 3 (p. 266); Dom. 8, 3 (p. 276); 10 (p. 277); 

22 (p. 284). This is not meant as criticism of Graves' translation; 
it merely aims to indicate that S. takes pains to avoid the 
ascription of motivation even where one might naturally expect 
such ascription (I only analysed the Lives of the Flavians in this 
regard) . S. passes very few value judgements and tries hard to 
refrain from obviously subjective assessments; see the enclosed 
table (for the Semantic Differential see J. B. Carroll, Language 
and Thought, Foundations of Modern Psychology Series, 1965, 
107-105): 

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 

DIMENSIONS SUETONIUS TACITUS/HISTORIES 
(334 Teubner pages) (443 T . pp.) 

EVALUATIVE works Hist. 
bonus 46 196 78 

malus 18 190 90 

64 168 
POWER 

vis 42 288 197 
potentia 12 106 31 

54 218 

Neut. Neut.-Host. 
I I 

ACTIVITY 
Strenuus 
ignavus/-ia 
labor/-are 
moliri 

Vespasian 
Titus 
Domitian 

3 
9 

II 

24 

Refuted Confirmed 
4 2 
3 

7 

16 9 
57 31 

109 45 
23 10 

95 

It should be noted that my use of statistics is not an attempt at 
mathematical "proof" or the like, but merely to outline trends 
factually in an impressionistic approach which builds its presen
tation by reviewing trend after trend to show which way most of 
the arrows in the picture are flying. 

19 There is more skill in S.'s Latin than he is irenerally given 
credit for : E. Auerbach, Literary Language and its Public 1965, 
113-19. To contemporaries, be was a lawyer of considerable 
literary abilities, not a grammaticus: H. A. Sanders, Suetonius 
in the Civil Service under Hadrian, AJP 65, 1944, 116. 

20 As S.'s standing as a literary figure is sometimes imperfectly 
realized, so also his eminence in the Roman bureaucracy is often 
not appreciated either, as Sanders (pp. I 21-3) intimates : see 
on. 74 & 77 and text thereto. The Lives cannot be appreciated 
unless one tries to picture S. in his milieu, the brilliant yet fear
haunted administrative circles in the centre of the greatest 
empire the world had yet known (cf. Herin~ton's comments at 
p. 435). 

21 S. speaks of Augustus (28, I), Vespasian (I, I & 6, 3) and 
Titus (I, I; 7; 10, I) as l!OOd Emperors, and of Caligula (22, I), 
Nero (19, 3), Domitian (3, 2; 10, I), & Tiberius (42, I) as bad
to put them in descending order of heinousness, so far as this 
can be evaluated. Julius Caesar, Claudius and Otho are some
what ambivalently treated. 
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limbo in between. 21 In regard to their private lives it is abundantly evident that Suetonius' villains 
are all tainted with what is for him, who protests it overmuch, the most heinous crime-homo
sexuality. 22 They score highly, too, in sexual conquests of a heterosexual nature with-horror of 
horrors-Roman matrons.23 Good Emperors never indulge in the former vice24 and, if the latter 
is imputed to them, it is explained away (reasons of state being urged in Augustus' case !) 25 Antinous 
was not the first of Hadrian's 'interests' in the homosexual area and, apparently, vigorous sexual 
athleticism among Rome's society dames was very much on record. 26 Hadrian seems in fact, to 
have been given to becoming very emotionally involved in his affairs of the heart, a practice which 
Suetonius specifically castigates. 2 7 

Hadrian was criticized, we know, for over-addiction to other pastimes: Trajan thought him 
excessive in his love for the hunt. 2 8 He went to great lengths to show his appreciation of his favourite 
horses, a characteristic on which Suetonius has much adverse comment to make apropos of one of 
his most villainous villains, Caligula (Nero, too, is mentioned adversely in this connection). 29 

Suetonius' (possibly) number one villain-I hope I am not being unfair in so defining pride of 
place-Nero, is specifically criticized for his writing of poetry, for his singing, for his adoption of 
Greek practices and dress and for his pretensions in regard to tastes in painting and sculpture. 3 0 

It cannot have escaped Suetonius' attention that Hadrian, too, was rather well-known for his 

22 On the possibility that S. loathed most in others the failing 
towards which he was himself unwittingly drawn, see n. 43 and 
text thereto. On his childless marriage, see Plin.y Ep. I 0, 94, 
and cf. n. 82 and text thereto for S.'s sombre views on marriage. 
On this failing in his villains, see Cal. 36, Ner. 28-29 & 35, 4; 
Dom. I, I; Tib. 43-44; Gal. 22 & Vit. 3, 2-4, I. 

23 Cal. 24-25 & 36; Ner. 28-29; Dom. I, 3 & 22 (incest too, 
in all cases, for good measure) & Tib. 45. The villainous but 
ephemeral "Emperors" come off rather better, neither being 
criticized on this score (cf. Gal. 5, I). Vitellius (13, I) had other 
failings-a gluttony which preoccupied many of his energies. 

2 4 It was impute to Augustus, but S. argues the charge away; 
Aug. 68 & 71, I. It was never imputed to Vespasian (who seems 
to have prided himself on his normalcy : Vesp. 13 (8, 3 ?) and, 
S. implies, it was falsely imputed to Titus: Tit. 7, 1-2. Those 
Emperors towards whom S. is ambivalent are nowhere roundly 
stated to have been definitely involved in such practices: Claudius 
simply was not interc!Sted (33, 2); there is only an unsubstantiated 
charge on record against Otho (2, 2); the charge concerning 
Nicomedes of Bithynia is repeatedly urged against Caesar, 
though S. shows tha.t it was improbable and the only one of its 
kind (Jul. 2; 22, 2; 49, 1-4). Such prominence given to an 
imperial homosexual affaire connected with Bithynia, especially 
when it seems harclly justified on grounds of probability, is 
unfortunate to say the least, in view of Antinous' provenance. 

25 Explained away: Aug. 69, 1-2 (in spite of 71, I); Vesp. 21 
& 22 (on which see now Zinn CR. I, 1951, JO-criticised by 
Hudson-Williams 2, 1952, 72-3); ib. 10, 2. The ambivalently 
regarded Emperors do not fare quite so well: Otho, after a 
vague charge (probably) involving lechery, is shown to have 
manfully resisted N1:ro's attempts to cuckold him and later to 
have risen with Galba for vengeance (3, 1-4, !). Claudius lusted 
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after women, but those involved were his own wives who would, 
surely, have been numerous and demanding enough even for a 
man of unimpaired health and constitution (33, 2 & 26, 1-3). 
Caesar alone among this group is a proven sexual athlete (Jul. 
50-52), but his were conquests, not the tyrant's commandeering 
of another man's unwilling wife-another parallel to Hadrian 
(Vit. Had. 71, 7). Another instance of bias owed to predilection 
for the subject of a biography occurs in the treatment of steely
heartedness in Augustus (27, 1-2) and Caligula (29, !). 

26 Vit. Had. 2, 7 & 11, 7. 

27 Antinoum suwn-muliebriter j/evit : ib. 14, 6; cf. also 14, 9. 
For S.'s disapproval of such displays of emotion see Vit. 2,4; 
12; Cal. 24, 2 (& 55, I) and cf. 0th. 3, & Dom. 3. The model 
behaviour-dismissing one's inamorata when reasons of state 
demand it-occurs at Tit. 7, 1-2. See also n. 82. 

28 Vit. Had. 2, I. 

29 For Hadrian's regard for horses, see Vit. Had. 20, 13 (his 
favourite, Borysthenes, was provided with a tomb, stele and 
inscription: Dio 69, 10 & C.I.L. XII. 1122) for Caligula's, see 
Cal. 55, 2-3 and for the parallel in Nero's case, Ner. 22, I. Jul. 61 
is neutral (deadpan?). 

30 Respectively, poetry: Nero 52 (where pronounced tastes 
in painting and sculpture are also indicated); singing : 20-24; 
Greek practices: 12, 3-4; dress : 25, I; (where more Greek 
practices). Caligula was also seized with the desire to sing in 
public: Cal. 54, I and Tiberius, reprehensibly, had fallen to 
wearing Greek dress while on Rhodes : Tib. 13, I. Such tastes 
had won for Titus the reputation of being potentially a second 
Nero by the time of his accession: Tit. 3, 2 & 7, I. Some such 
reputation must have been Hadrian's: Syme, 516 & 519; cf. 
515-6, and seen. I I. 



activities in all these areas, especially since the latter may well have had something of a reputation 

as a second Nero. 31 The list of activities associated with Hadrian and negatively presented in the 

Lives stretches on until it becomes difficult to believe that such counterpointing, especially in such a 

self-conscious writer, can be mere inadvertence or maladroitness. A literary taste for archaisms and 

out-of-the-way writers (two well-known features of Hadrian's stylistic p redilections) are several 

times commented upon, negatively. 32 The h abit of publicly questioning and corre cting litterati
a foible of Hadrian's-gets similar treatment. 3 3 In view of the fact that it was Hadrian who re

introduced the wearing of beards, a practice discontinued at Rome since the days of Scipio Africanus, 

remarks about Caligula's perversity in sporting a beard are hardly friendly. 34 

Moreover the Phil-Hellene Emperor must soon have discovered that, for all his devotion to 

Greek literature, Suetonius was enamoured of non-literary things Greek only if these were kept in 

their place. 'In their place' seems mostly for Suetonius to mean in books and libraries. 3 s Social 

advancement of Greeks was akin to socia l advancement of other provincials, and Suetonius thought 

rather ill of both these practices36-which seem to have been dear to the heart (and vital to the 

governmental interests) of his Graeco-phile, Spanish provincial Emperor. 3 7 

The above facts emerge when one examines the associational field of words relating to 'Greek' 

or 'provincial' in Suetonius' usage. Perhaps it is also pertinent to add that, in contrast with this most 

perambulatory Princeps, Suetonius' pejorative frame of reference in thinking of provincials is only 

equalled by his limited awareness of Rome's 'world'. If one plots his geographical references on to 

31 Respectively: poetry Vit. Had. 14, 8-9 & 25, 9-10 ; singing: 
14, 9; Greek practices: 1, 5; dress: 22, 4; painting: 14, 8 and on 
sculpture cf. 19, 12-13. Syme emphasizes the parallelism between 
Nero and Hadrian: see previous note. 

32 S.'s animadversions: Aug. 86, 1-3 & Cal. 34, 2 (cf. 53, 2); 
see also Tib. 70, 2; Hadrian's stylistic tastes: Vit. Had. 16, 5-6. 

33 Tib. 70, 3; see also II, 3 & 56; compare Vit. Had. 15, 10-11, 
and also see 22, 2. S. may speak from the heart here: see nn. 
73 & 83. 

34 Cal. 52 ; Vit. Had. 26, I. 
3 s If one examines all the passages in which the word " Greek" 

(Graece, Graecia, Graecus and Graecanica & Graecus) appears 
in the Lives, it emerges that its associations are sometimes 
highly negative (Jul. 28, I ; Aug. 40, 3; Tib . 11 , I ; 46 ; 49, 2; 71 ; 
Cl. 15, 4 & 16, 2), none highly positive (at Jul. 68, 4 a Greek 
exemplum is lauded to heighten its Roman parallel). Literary 
studies in Greek are laudable, however, in an Emperor: (Aug. 
98, 3 & Cl. 42, I) as long as things are kept in proportion. S. 
incidentally, does not care to use his friend Pliny's term 
"Hellenes" in speaking of Greeks. On the reasons for such a 
reaction in a metropolitan Roman see Syme, 500 & 511-19. 

3 6 A word study of provincia, provincia/is, provinciatim and 
their associational fields shows this rather clearly. These words 
have a generally exploitative feelini;-tone. There is little empathy, 
some disdain (note the attitude behind Aug. 40, 3). S. always 
appears to look down on the provincials from above and to 
have no feelings of obligations towards the provinces (other than 
those which a Roman owed to himself and bis own code of 
honour). The provincials seem to be regarded as a milch-cow: 
see Tib . 32, 3 and Ner. 40, 4-the apparent sympathy of Vesp. 

16, I only serves to heighten criticism aimed at the Emperor 
(cf. K. A. Wittfogel, Oriental Despotism, 1957, 126-8). Italy 
was currently dropping behind e.g. Gaul in productivity (ESAR 
V, 297f.) and S. actually seems to have no fault to fi nd with 
measures that struck at the provinces' products (cf. Dom. 7, 2). 
To rate "Roman citizens" before !tali and provincials-who 
barely come before the soldiery ( Vesp. 4, 4 and passim) is a 
singularly poor evaluation of the relative importance of these 
groups as things stood. Jul. 80, 2 and Vesp. 9, 2 (uniq ue)-on 
the admission of provincials into the senate-stand in flat 
contradiction. Presumably, on this topic too (cf. n. 25) a hero 
Emperor could do no wrong; yet, even so, Jul. 76, 3 & Aug. 
35, I must reflect adversely on the passage from the Julius. But 
the fact that the topic of the advancement of meritorious pro
vinci: ls can be so little mentioned in the course of a work such 
as this speaks for itself about the writer's bias and prejudices: 
see Syme, 500 & 51 I. 

37 See Syme 510-11 , and 598-610 for the prosopographical 
back~round, CAH XI 314-22 (and cf. 426-34) for Hadrian's 
advancement of provincial well-being. Interestingly, disciplining 
of procurators in the interests of provincials is criticized in 
Hadrian (Vit. Had. 3, 9 & 13, 10) on grounds akin to those which 
appear in S. when such disciplining is touched on: Vesp . 16, 2 
(Dom. 8, 2, however, is not critical). 

3 8 On H.'s travels see CAH XI, 318-9; Syme (247; cf. 251) 
speaks of an "escape" to the provinces from an unsympathetic 
Roman environment. 

39 See H. K. Riley, C. Suetonius Tranquil/us as an Historian 
(unpublished M.A. thesis, U. of Manitoba), 1967, chap. 7. 
Herington's analysis of Seneca's picture of the empire is instruc-
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a map they cluster (giving details of roads, hills, small towns, groves) in Latium and Campania. 
The Po River Valley is 'seen' with some detail. But the provinces receive a dearth of mention, accom
panied by lack of intimate detail, that contrasts most strikingly with the Italic regions just men
tioned. 39 There is nothing here to suggest travels in Bithynia, Germany and Britain, and some of 
Suetonius' ignorances as to the point of imperial activity in these provinces would be hard to explain 
in a writer with local knowledge. 40 This is a far cry from Hadrian's cosmopolitan world-interests
and his negative reaction to those who did not share them is on record. 41 

In more general terms it is to be observed that Suetonius has a rather limited idea of human 
motivations and character in the round, and only thinks of situational, pressures on an Emperor 
where money is concerned. 42 If one examines his personal reactions in a number of inter-related 
areas, from attitude to authority figures ranging over to sex-phantasy and projections, the picture 

tive here (pp. 435-41): S. by contrast "sees" so little. It may well 
be that S. does not have Seneca's flair for thinking in pictures 
about landscapes (possibly because his gifts lie in picturing 
people's faces: J. Coussin, Suetone physiognorniste dans les vies 
des XU Cesars, R. E.L. 31 , 1953, 234-56) ; but even so, such 
extensive insensitivity must indicate lack of interest. 

40 One would be more impressed with S.'s reputed journeyings 
if their travel directors always took him to the same places. 
Sanders takes him to Syria at pp. 117 & 120. Syme suggests the 
possibility of travels in Bithynia, Germany and Britain. How
ever, in addition to the difficulties posed by the restricted horizons 
of S.'s topographical awareness, it is bard to see how a secretary 
in close attendance upon a military Emperor in Germany (and 
an Emperor with a keen interest in frontier defences at that) 
could regard Domitian's achievements in the area of the re
entrant triangle as involving "unnecessary" fighting (Dom. 6, I} 
or interpret Germanicus' campaigns so gullibly (Cal. I, 2 ; 3, 2 
& 4; cf. Tib . 52, 2). And for a man with top-level administrative 
experience in Bithynia, Ner. 39, I is a strangely fleeting apprecia
tion of Corbulo's ach ievement in Nero's reign. As with the 
debate on dating the composition of the Lives, there is simply 
not adequate evidence for conclusive argument (see n. 6). 

41 Vit. Had. 16, 3. If one pictures a Minister for Common
wealth Affairs, himself born in the oldest Dominion and exten
sively familiar with the C'wealth, trying to conduct business 
through a Permanent Secretary whose world is limited to 
London and the Home Counties, sometbin~ of the confrontation 
involved will emerge. 

4 2 E.g. if one examines the motivations assigned to his 
characters in the Lives of the Flavians (where he was not drawing 
on literary sources to any considerable extent , so would be 
himself projecting the motivational causation imputed) , the 
following basic drives emerge: 
Moreover, S. habitually thinks of a basic, innate evilness of 
human nature, waiting to emerge when free to do so: Tib . 42, I; 
57, I; cf. 61 , I ; Cal. 6, 2; 11 , I: Ner. 7, I ; 26, I; Dom. 10, I 
(3, 2 & 9, I). This innate evilness can be hereditary : Ner. I, 2. 
People could be naturally mild : Jul. 74, I & Tit . 8, I. S. is 
capable of perceiving situational pressures on an Emperor 
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where imperial financial needs are concerned: Vesp. 16, 3; cf. 
Tit. 8, I ; Dom. 3, 2 & 12, I (however, the structure of S.'s 
reappraisal of Domitian does not allow for th is insight, the 
narrdtive unfolding as thourh it had not been made : on this 
inconsisten t narrative persona see McLuhan Gutenberg Galaxy 
(125-) 136 and the observations on compartmenta lization in 
M. Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind, 1960, 36-7 & 37; 
cf. next note). But S. lacks emphatic understanding of other 
pressure-filled situations: cf. Cal. 10, 2 ; 30, 2 ; Cl. 38, 3 ; Dom. 
21 ; no other reasons than personal animosity are considered 
at Tib . 52, 2. 

4 3 On authoritorianism in traditional societies see E. E. 
Hagen, On the Theory of Social Change, 1962, 71-84 and 
Rokeach, 12-16. One item in this constellation of opinions, 
sexual phantasies, has already been discussed at n. 5. It 
should also be noted that, although S. does not seem to think 
in quite the same emotion- and violence-loaded terms as Tacitus 
(see n. 14, on the semantic differential) , the predominant tone 
of his view of human motivation is sombre (see Table I} and 
this when, in two out of three of the Lives involved, be is des
cribing "good" Emperors whose activity was on the whole 
beneficial (Vesp. I, I). Significantly, too , in those Lives his 
humour is what a modern would describe as Rabelaisian or 
sick or cruel ; there are no jokes whose point is their sheer 
ridiculousness (in fact in the entire body of the Lives the only 
such joke that springs to mind is Vit. 2, 5, but this may be an 
instance of my own selective perception in recall). A striking 
feature of S.'s biographies is how much , in their lay-out, they 
resemble the mosaics of his day: i.e. they are equivalent of the 
discontinuous array of-say- hunting or gladiatorial combats 
positioned in all quarters of a two dimensional tableau (rather 
than a main theme, viewed in perspective from one viewpoint). 
S. himself notes the distortion that would be caused by develop
in~ any one theme continuously (Aug. 9; cf. Syme, 781) . 
McLuhan bas much to say on this mosaic-field word picture of 
pre-perspective-conscious (pp. 16, 42-3, 56-65, 744-45), pre
print man (28, 90, 92-3 & 99), though he notes that, in the period 
with which we are dealing, Roman civil and military adminis
tra tors moved away from it (55 & 60) : can this be one source of 



of the world characteristic of an authoritarian personality emerges. 4 3 Confronted with Hadrian, 
'semper in omnibus varius' and difficult for his contemporaries to understand, Suetonius must have 
found much that was strange and, indeed, incomprehensible, given his own system of values. The 
response that is normal in such cases is criticism and hostility, which is what we are in fact finding. 44 

It would be mutual, presumably. Certainly to fire such a moralizing critic for improper rela
tions with Hadrian's grimly prudish and detested wife cannot have failed to give that Emperor a 
little glow of satisfaction ! 

Presumably this act would come under the heading of the Emperor's 'rounding on his friends' 
(contemporaries criticized Hadrian for so doing). We have an inkling of Suetonius' views on such 
behaviour: Tiberius, not one of his hero-Emperors, did such things. 4 s It is perhaps worth noting 
that motifs dominant on the propaganda of Hadrian's coinage-humanitas, libertas, felicitas
only occur all three together in Suetonius' Life of Tiberius. 46 

The situation is much the same in regard to public life, though here Suetonius does not bring 
his criticism quite so close to the surface. A burning issue, at the time when Suetonius was writing, 
must have been the pulling of Roman troops out of Mesopotamia. Now Suetonius lauds Augustus' 
policy of retaining the Empire within its 'proper' boundaries, a view with which Hadrian whole
heartedly agreed. 4 7 That this should be done via diplomacy and without 'unnecessary' wars was 
a view with which Suetonius would largely have agreed (though Tiberius is his chief advocate of 
the former policy, and Augustus and Vespasian, who urged the latter, had previously shown their 
mettle in 'necessary' wars). 4 8 In these matters Emperor and Secretary, presumably, thought as one. 

This union of hearts however was far from covering the total range of policies open to Hadrian. 
It is, for instance, quite clear what Suetonius thought of the dastardly act of 'giving' areas 'back' 
to the enemy: even Nero-far from the compleat patriot and military man to Suetonius' way of 
thinking-was ashamed to give Britain up, 'since his father had conquered it'. And to give up his 
father's Eastern conquests was precisely the hard decision that Hadrian had had to take. 49 

Not without risk, either: a conspiracy of four of Trajan's generals had to be put down as result 
and the odium resulting from the execution of four senators was only partially appeased by blaming 
it on an over-officious Praetorian Prefect.so Now if the mark of an imperial villain in private life is 

the mutual incomprehension between S. and Hadrian? Hering
ton also is at pains to show this totality and simultaneity in 
Seneca's picture of his world: 433, 451-2, & 456; cf. McLuhan 
103. Compartmentalization has already been noted in S. 
(previous note); it is usual in the authoritarian attitudinal 
structure. 

44 On Hadrian's many-sided character and interests, see 
Vit. Had. 14, 11 . Occasional value-judgements give some idea 
of how highly S. prized consistency: Gal. 14, 2 is the key 
instance; Aug. 28, I praises resoluteness, Tib. 21 , 3 assumes 
consistency to evaluate an incongruous saying; cf. 33, I and 
Vit . 10, I. S. is never at his best in dealing with a many-sided 
personality: see Dom. I I, I (cf. 3, 2; 8, 2; 9, I & 10, I) and Ca/. 
5 I , I. On the hostile reaction to changeability usual in an 
authoritarian see Hagen, 84, & 176-8. 

45 H adrian: Vit. Had. II, 7 & 15, 1-13 ; Tiberius : Tib. 55 ; 
contrast the staunchness of a "model" Emperor : Aug. 66, 1-3 . 

46 Humanitas: Tib. 29 & 50, I; Libertas: 30; 37, 3 & 50, I: 
Felicitas: 5. 

47 On the withdrawal of troops, see Syme: 241 & Townend: 
290 & 292 ; for S.'s view, see Aug. 21, 2; cf. 25, 4 and seen. 80; 
on Hadrian's, see Syme, (247-8, 489-90 &) 496. 

48 See Tib. 37, 4 (cf. 41)- Tiberius, however, had to his 
credit war which had resulted in extensive conquests: 16, 2 & 
9, 2-and even he is criticized for fa ilure to support Germanicus' 
expansionism: 52, 2. 

49 On giving up conquered areas, see Ner. 18 and Townend, 
292: the passage seems to have been written with Hadrian in 
mind; see also Tib. 57, 'l. On the many possibilities that a 
logistically " correct" decision would be misinterpreted in the 
capital, see Syme 488, 494-8. 

50 Syme, 487-8 & 243-5 and Towaend, 290-2. 
5 I Thus there is a distinction between Octavian the Triumvir 

and Augustus the Princeps: contrast Aug. 27 with 51 & 55. 
Vespasian is sympathetically portrayed (Vesp. 14-15) : no word 
of Julius Sabinus' execution mars this picture (cf. G . Luck, 
Ueber Suetons " Divus Titus", RhM 107, 1964, 64). Titus' career 
as Emperor is sharply distinguished from his security duties 
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homosexuality, for Suetonius his mark in public life is equally striking. It is the killing'of Senators. 
All the arch-villains do it, the hero-Emperors never ( or, if some mischance occurs, this is elaborately 
indicated). 5 l It hardly helps that an over-officious Prefect takes the blame. For Suetonius, over
powerful servants (among whom he includes Praetorian Prefects) go with Imperial Villains. Specific
ally Tiberius and Nero are associated with them-and Tiberius' relationship to Sejanus was, in 
some ways, ominously like Hadrian's to Attianus. 52 

The opening of Hadrian's reign produced a number of other issues over which tongues wagged. 
Some said that Trajan had not, in fact, adopted Hadrian as his heir to the Principate. It would appear 
that Suetonius handled the Augustus to Tiberius transmission, which was only too scandalously 
reminiscent of all this, rather delicately in consequence. But later in the Lives scandals over trans
missions of the Principate, or forgery of wills in high places, are by no means treated so gingerly. 5 3 

Hadrian made the great gesture of refusing the title Pater Patriae; Suetonius carefully details Tiberius 
and Nero as doing the very same thing. 5 4 

Given the difficulty of establishing the terminal date for the composition of the Lives, too much 
speculation would be involved in indicating parallels between Hadrian's Tiburtine villa and the 
Neronic domus aurea. Perhaps, however, it might not be out of place to observe that the Life of 
Titus, in the form that Suetonius has presented it (and it is unique among the Lives in its encomiastic 
character),55 would, if written c. 119, provide a striking implicit parallel to the career of Hadrian 
to that point. Briefly, parallels which strike me are: both were gifted horsemen and men of letters. 
Hadrian, too, read his (subsequently adoptive) father's speeches in the Senate and was known for 
distinguished military service and for his suppressing rebellious Jews. Hadrian, too, at his accession, 
had a bad reputation for savagery and immorality which redounded to his favour by proving wrong 
in the immediate sequel. The 'second Nero' charge is uncomfortably reminiscent, in fact. Hadrian, 
too, was generous with shows and money, both in private and publicly, immediately after his acces
sion: he waived his rights to certain gifts owed to a princeps, and suppressed informers. Benefactions 
to Campania are noted in both cases. Strikingly, Hadrian is the only other Emperor on record to 
have bathed in the public baths, a quirk of Titus' on which Suetonius goes out of his way to com-

before becoming Emperor : Tit. 9 and 6 (some spoke of a senator 
killed for attentions to Titus' beloved: Townend, 292). 

52 Tib . 65, I (and see 61, I) & Gal. 15, 2. On the ambivalent 
relationships which existed between Tiberius and Sejanus on 
the one hand, see Til> . 55 ; 61, I & 65, I, and on those between 
Hadrian and Attianus on the other, see Vit. Had. 5, 5 ; 9, 3-6 
& 15, 2. 

5 3 For a review of the circumstances of the adoption, see 
Syme, 240-41; on the political significance of adoptio, see C. 
Wirszubski , Libertas, 1960, 154-8. For S. 's handling of this and 
other adoptions, Townend, 290-91. Townend's theory has 
more still to substantiate it : there is another questionable 
adoption-Julius' of Octavius-which goes unquestioned in 
the early Lives (Jul. 8:3, 2; Aug. 7, 2 & 8, 2-only 10, 'l hints at 
the actuality, for which see H . Frisch, Cicero's Fight for the 
Republic, 1946, 59 & 87-9) and the later Lives question an 
inheritance when no reasonable grounds for query seem to lie : 
Dom. 2, 3; cf. Tit. 3, 2 & 10, 1-2 ; possibly Cl. 44, I (remember 
Plotina). Certainly the theme of forgery receives much more 
frequent, and more striking, mention in the later Lives: compare 
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Aug. 33, 2 with Cl. 9, 2; 15, 2; Ner. 17 & Tit. 3, 2 (relative bulk 
early Lives, 190 chapters, later 350). It should be noted that 
S.'s careful treatment of the Tiberius-Sejanus relationship 
obscures some of the parallelism to that of Hadrian with 
Attianus (see previous note), possibly a further instance of 
tact in an early Life. 

54 Hadrian: Vit. Had. 6, 4; Tiberius: Tib. 26, 2 & 67, 2; 
Nero : Ner. 8. 

55 On the domus aurea contrast Ner. 31, 1-2 & Aug. 7'1, 3 with 
Vit. Had. 26, 5; on this unique characteristic of the Titus, see 
Luck, op. cit. (n. 51), 64-5. 

s 6 Parallels (in each case Vit. Had. cited first, then the Titus): 
horsemen 2, 14 & 20, 13 : 3, 2; artistic talents: 14, 8-11 : 3, 2 : 
speeches : 3, & II: 6; mil. distinction: 3, 6-7: 4, I & 5, 2; Jews: 
5, 2 & 8 : 4, 3 & 5, 2 ; bad reputation at accession-savagery: 
7, 3 : I & 6, 1-2 ; immorality: II, 7:7, 1-2; bouleversement : the 
point of the exercise is to impute this to Hadrian (it did not 
happen-9, 3): I & 7, 2 ; second Nero: seen. 31: 7, I; shows: 
7, 12: 7, 3; financial gifts : 15, I and 7, 3 & 6-10: 9; rights waived: 
6, 5; 18, 5 : 7, 3; informers : 18, 4 : 8, 5; Campanian benefactions: 



ment. 5 6 If these correspondences do, in fact, indicate an implied equation of Hadrian with this, 
the only Emperor of whom (and of whose father) Suetonius expresses whole-hearted approval, we 
either have the (possibly subsequently reworked) draft of a biography which gained for Suetonius 
a much-prized post, or a palinode which stayed imperial ire in the circumstances attendant upon his 
losing it. At all events the Life has a completely different 'feel' about it to the two which flank it 
and lacks the usual earthy Suetonian lustiness which they fully share. s 7 

But back to less speculative grounds. An Emperor, like other creatures, is known by the company 
he chooses, as Suetonius no doubt reflected as he slowly got up and walked away after being fired 
from his secretaryship. The key instance of an Emperor who advanced provincials is, for Suetonius, 
Caesar: he brought trousered Gauls into the Senate; neither party to this transaction is overly 
well-thought of. Hadrian did this kind of thing too, and also advanced equestrian friends. Suetonius 
dislikes this as well. Domitian, as he takes time out to observe, did it, and Caligula and Nero had 
spoken of administering through the equites instead of the Senate.59 Hadrian was affable to, and 
approachable by, the commons in a way that scandalized contemporaries. Here again, Suetonius 
was very much of opinion that the lower orders had a place and should be encouraged to know it. 60 

As for taking thought in one's legislation for slaves, why, Domitian did that. 61 Furthermore, Hadrian 
was popular with the soldiery. 62 Suetonius' views on this are mixed, but basically they are that the 

9, 7 : 8, 3-4, bathing in public: 17, 5-6: 8, 2. 
5 7 The possibility that it was a kind of "mirror for a prince" 

seems remote: even if S. was not aware of Hadrian's touchiness 
(see nn. 45 & 83), the latter's position was too delicate. Differ
ences between it and the flanking Lives are the total absence of 
humour in the Titus (cf. n. I 6) ; the structure of its vocabulary 
merits attention, possibly (cf. nn. 14 & 65); gossip is handled 
differently, too (n. 17). Luck (66-69 & 73) notes that S.
deadpan, as ever--<:arefolly does not say whether the new Titus 
is merely a "public relations" fiction (Luck, however, suggests 
that S. is drawing a parallel between Titus and Germanicus 
(74-75), a thesis that involves some textual emendation). 

58 On S.'s views on Caesar, see nn. 21, 24 & 25 and text 
thereto; on the advancement of provincials, see n. 36. Jul. 
76, 3 & 80, 2 refer: cf. Aug. 35, I; Caesar's adlections had 
opened the curia to men of little standing. 

59 On Hadrian's advancement of provincials, see n. 37; of 
equites, Syme, 244 & 246; CAH XI, 308-309. S. refers to 
Domitian's advancement of equites at Dom. 7, 2, to the policies 
of Caligula and Nero at Cal. 9, 1 & Ner. 37, 3 (36, I indicates 
anti-senatorial feelings). As a supporter of time-honoured 
custom with everything in its proper place, the equestrian S. 
wants the Senate to retain its prestige-fol position so that the 
proper place of the equites may remain linked with it at the top 
of the social pyramid. On this attitude see nn. 68, 69 & 75 and 
texts thereto: a prestige-fol senate goes with a caretaker 
Emperor. Authoritarians think in terms of stable hierarchical 
power and prestige relationships: see n. 43. 

60 Hadrian's accessibility: Vit. Had. 9, 7-9; 17, 5-8 & 20, I
on which see Syme, 487. On the comportment proper to the 
lower orders, S. has implicit approval for the rather severe 
behaviour of Augustus (Aug. 42, 1-2; cf. 74); Tiberius, however, 

went rather far in this direction-no strong criticism implied 
(Tib. 37, 2-3). The idea seems to be that one knows one's place 
and stays in it, the Princeps not intruding upon the private lives 
of the lower orders (Tib . 11, 2), nor they upon the business of 
their betters (Cal. 14, !). Familiarity could be overdone (Cal. 
55, 2), or abused ( Cl. 15, 3-4, cf. Tib. 11, 3), but Augustus could 
unbend without descent into familiarity (Aug. 53, 1-2), and 
Titus was the expert at such public relations (Tit. 8, 2). 

61 Hadrian's legislation for them is described at Vit. Had. 
18, 7-9 & 11; Domitian too legislated against the castration of 
slaves: Dom. 7, I; he is joined in his concern for slaves, in S.'s 
account, by Claudius (Cl. 25, 2)- not the choicest of company. 

62 Vit. Had. 21, 9; cf. 10, 2-8 & 17, 6; what S. thinks of such 
familiarity can be seen from Vit. 7, 3 and Jul. 67, 1-2 (cf. Aug. 
25, 1)-the word "fellow soldiers" only occurs in passages 
where it has pejorative associations: see Cl. 10, 2 & Gal. 20, I. 

63 See the words miles, militaris, militare, militia and com
milito in the index to S., whence it appears that S. has a soldier's 
son's familiarity with military life: he sees it in terms of condi
tions of service, disciplinary measures, distinctions between 
ranks (and from civilians) and status privileges. A very fully 
developed field of terminolo1;y is associated with these words: 
S. is close enough to the soldiery for fine distinctions to be 
easily perceptible. But his relationship is ambivalent. Time 
and again the military come to be associated with nefarious 
acts; he has severe mise;ivings about soldiers' Emperors. Galba 
and Otho-seen through his father's eyes-are somethinr of an 
exception, but there is a distinct trend for the soldiery to be 
more ill regarded as the Lives proceed. There are no heroes like 
those of Jul. 68, and soldiers encroach menacingly upon civilian 
life more and more frequently; this while S. seems to identify 
with the civilian side in this dual world of soldiery and civilians. 

17 



soldiery should be kept in their place; their intervention in civil affairs is improper, as are attempts 
on the part of the imperial family to win popularity with them. 63 

Suetonius' attitude to the soldiery is possibly another key to the composition of the Lives, 
sometimes suggested as having occurred over a lengthy period. If one takes Suetonius' associational 
field (things or people or issues mentioned when any of the words miles, militia, militare, etc. crop 
up) there is quite a difference between the Lives of Julius and of Augustus and those of the Flavians, 
indicative of a considerable maturing period intervening between. 64 The patterning of the vocab
ulary-structure of the early and the late Lives is markedly different too, though composition of the 
word structure remains the same. 65 

We have by now covered most of the main issues with which Hadrian's reign was to be con
cerned down into the late 120's and found Suetonius' attitude to be almost uniformly antipathetic 
to that of his Emperor. Two major areas remain: legal and bureaucratic reform. 

Now Suetonius had been a lawyer, if only in a small and timorous way. 66 He invariably reports 
on an Emperor's legal reforms as these would concern lawyers at this level. But he seems incapable 
of taking a larger view. The technicalities involved in minor changes of the administration of the 
law are rehearsed in detail, but Suetonius seems oblivious to larger questions (of the philosophy 
behind a legal system and so on)-and this at the glorious beginnings of the classical age of Roman 
law. There is little indication here that he was capable of comprehending the larger designs of an 
Emperor such as Hadrian. 67 

Now there were two ways of interpreting the role of Princeps. An Emperor could be a sort of 
servicing instrumentality, facilitating business while effacing himself, a care-taker Emperor, as it 
were. Or he could be the centre of activity, taking over functions and extending his jurisdiction, 
effectives and controls. 68 There is no doubt that Suetonius preferred the former and that Hadrian 

On S. ' s desire for a constitutional Princeps (rather than a military 
despot), see nn. 69 & 75. 

64 On the hypothetical lengthy period of composition, see 
n. 8; for the semantic field analysis, see previous note. 

65 I.e. the high-frequency words discussed at n. 14, when 
their distribution chapter by chapter is plotted out for Jul. & 
Aug. and opposed to Vesp. & Dom. (respectively, pairs each 
containing a well-r garded and an ill-regarded subject, the 
former early and drawing heavily on literary sources, the latter 
late and relying on oral sources), produce different patterns of 
distribution: see graphs I & 2. These l(raphs have been 
"smoothed" for readier intelli~ibility by plotting in only every 
fifth chapter (the figure for which is the average of the total of 
word-occurrences in the five chapters involved) . A third , 
unsmoothed graph- -the Life is very brief- is appended, to 
indicate how strikin1~ly the Titus differs from its flanking Lives 
in this regard. 

66 He was a member of the iudices selecti Uury panels) under 
Trajan: see nn. 19 & 77. Pliny (Ep. I, 18, I) speaks of an attempt 
of his to have a case deferred because of an ill-omened dream 
(S. thus appears as truly convinced of the meaningfulness of 
such experiences in his own life-<:f. Aug. 91, I and passim). 

67 Time and again what engrosses S.'s attention is change 
in the composition of the jury panels or their conditions of 
service : Aug. 32, 2-3; 36; Cal. 16, 2; cf. 40 ; Cl. 23, I; Ner. 17 ; 
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Gal. 14, 3; Vesp. 10 ; cf. Tit. 8, 5 & Dom. 8, I. A remark of 
Caligula's is interpreted solely from the point of view of a 
lawyer's vested interests: Cal. 34, 2. Typically, it is the court
room gossip on how an Emperor comported himself in conduct
ing trials which S. reports: the most striking instance, among 
many, is: Cl. 14-15. Also typical of his limited juridical horizons 
are asides (Cl. 15, I & Gal. 14, 3) which bring to prominence 
the relatively unimportant ius tri111n liberorum, of which an
admittedly exceptional-grant had been made to S: Pliny, 
Ep. 10, 94. There is one fleeting reference to a projected codifi
cation of the law (Jul. 44, 2), in a passage which inadequately 
represents the importance of the idea. If Cl. 20, I is anything 
to go by, S. thought it quite impracticable. This is precisely the 
change which Hadrian was to introduce. 

68 The concepts of a maximal and minimal Princeps are 
discussed with great feelin~ at 0 . Kuntz, Tiberius Caesar and th6 
Roman Constitution, 1924, 28-29 44-5& 58-9 ; see also Wirszubski, 
Libertas, 135, 143, 154 and 167-70. The choices before a man 
like S. are indicated in n. 59. 

69 S.'s preferences : the extremes are the despot (detested): 
Cal. 22, I ; cf. 29, I and the constitutional Princeps (highly 
admired): Aug. 52-53 , 2--contrast Jul. 78, 1-79, I. There is 
ample evidence of S.'s dislike of the former, with his encroaching 
powers: Ner. 37, 3 & Dom. 13, 1-2. On the build-up of the 
Emperor's powers under Hadrian, see Syme, 250-52, 487 & 



was the latter. 69 And there is equally little doubt how unfavourably Suetonius looked upon exten
sions of the powers of the Emperor (=his bureaucracy), even if in the public interests, when more 
effective tax-gathering was involved, for instance. 70 

There is another, silent testimony to Suetonius' opinions of what Hadrian stood for. Hadrian, 
strikingly, took pains to advertise his virtues and achievements on his coinage. 71 What is Suetonius' 
attitude to these claims-i.e. how does he use the words involved in the imperial case as presented 
on the coin legends and with which Emperors does he associate the themes which Hadrian asso
ciates with himself? Legends which occur in the period 117-122 and which are subsequently important 
(i.e. are urged frequently or in period after period) are: Annona, Felicitas, Liberalitas, Providentia; 
almost as salient are Clementia, Concordia, Justitia, Pietas, Salus Augusti (and Securitas?) . Now 
Suetonius' usage involves certain groups of words which occur with high frequency (not all of these 
are vehicular----e.g. words like habere-and prepositions, conjunctions, etc., are not considered 
under this heading). There are three distinct frequency groups-45 plus, 35 plus, and 25 plus repeti
tions. None of the imperial slogans appear therein. Table (2) indicates the Emperors whom Suetonius 
sees fit to associate with these slogans when he does use them (asterisks indicate Emperors of whom 
S. expresses approval). Possibly the following facts are significant. The Emperor who is assigned 
most of these words is Tiberius, for Suetonius a monster of deceit and insincerity. Suetonius' hero 
Titus gets none; his much admired Vespasian only one (contrast the hated Nero (6) and Domitian 
( 4)). True, Augustus gets 7: but one rather convincing theory argues that the Augustus was written 
before disenchantment with the Emperor set in. It cannot have been easy entirely to avoid the use 
of Providentia, yet this was the only legend which both Trajan and Hadrian promoted industriously 
and must consequently have been strikingly associated with the case for officialdom, and conse
quently striking in being avoided in discussions of officialdom. Perhaps the wave of feeling appearing 
in such things as Suetonius' oblique criticisms of Hadrian's sexual activities explain why the Pudicitia 
legend is so little used and so quickly dropped; significantly, the only omission from the roll-call of 
imperial virtues in Hadrian's coinage is the concept Honas. There is little in all of this to indicate 
that imperial propaganda was effective with a man of rather narrowly Italian sympathies like 
Suetonius. 

Two questions follow: (1) What conclusions can we draw as to the inferences Suetonius meant 
his readers to draw from such a presentation of the history of previous imperial dynasties? (2) If 
you had been an Emperor with Hadrian's interests, problems and reforms in mind, could you have 
worked effectively with a man of Suetonius' views holding an important Secretariate and working 
closely with you? 

The answer to the first question involves a balance of probabilities. The probability that readers 
are meant to infer oblique reference to Hadrian increases in proportion to the increasing numbers of 
negative parallels which occur and to the completeness with which these counterpoint detail after 
detail in the contemporary image of Hadrian to set up a well-rounded-out counter-image. Given 
a writer who is alert to the various levels of implication in his work, a "subtle and malicious 
audience" ready to look for oblique references and a controversial figure with gossip raging around 

517-9 ; and_ CAH XI, 30al0; Homo, 249-51 , & 310-11 gives the 
broad outlines of the changes wrought by Hadrian. 

70 Note the attitude behind the comments at Tib. 4, 9, 2 and 
Vesp . 16, 1-3. 

71 See my study "The Political Legends on Hadrian's 
Coinage : Politics and Problems", The Turtle (North American 

Journal of Numismatics), 6 (5), 1967, 291-303. 
72 On the climate of opinion in regard to Hadrian, see Vil. 

Had. I , 5 ; 5, 5 & 8-10 ; 7, 3; 9, 2-3; II , 7 ; 14, 6; 20, I and 27, I. 
For instances of S.'s implicit criticisms of another contemporary, 
Tacitus, see Syme, 781-2. For others who infer implicit criti
cism of Hadrian, see Townend, 293. 
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certain of his activities, the extensive counterpointing detailed above must surely indicate that 
readers were intended to infer criticism of an Emperor who was so much in the forefront of their
disapproving-thoughts. 7 2 

Question number two deals with the certainty of mutual antipathy. Suetonius clearly disapproved 
of nearly all of the things or activities dear to Hadrian's heart. And we know that Hadrian did not 
take criticism, or even disagreement, lightly: it was not safe to dispute a word's meaning with the 
'Lord of Thirty Legions' . 7 3 Yet Suetonius' writings bespeak a deeply-felt antipathy to all that 
Hadrian stood for, as could not but have become evident in the day-to-day relations of Emperor 
and Secretary, relations which, on Suetonius' own admission, were intimate and involved matters 
of high moment. And Suetonius could not fire Hadrian. 7 4 

Actually, firing Suetonius must have involved its problems, even for Hadrian. He had con
firmed an appointment that was relatively novel whether in terms of definition of scope or pro
venance of appointee. 7 s That appointee was well known in influential and highly vocal circles and 
an advocate of views (on e.g. the position owed to the Senate or 'Republicanism' in government) 
which were shared by a sizeable and influential number of the Empire's elite. 76 Hadrian could 
hardly advertize them as the reason for Suetonius' dismissal. Yet the latter's antipathy was nearly 
total, poorly concealed and must have been cripplingly inhibitive of Hadrian's actions. But Suetonius 
was not a freedman, so his dismissal could not be treated as a matter to be kept within the imperial 
household. 

There was a way of handling such situations; Augustus, for instance, had rid himself of a trouble
some writer close to the imperial family by a charge too dangerous for anyone to investigate-of 
immorality. 77 And Hadrian, after all, did model himself upon Augustus. As Suetonius was such 
an expert on Augustus, and especially as he had such a taste for wry humour, presumably Hadrian 
felt that there was a certain appropriateness in using such a time-honoured charge to bring Suetonius' 
career, like this paper, to an end. 

One last loose end: why was Suetonius appointed in the first place in view of his antipathy to 
Hadrian? For, even though he was a protege of the Praetorian Prefect C. Septicius Clams, in making 
such a precedent-setting appointment Hadrian, given his known interest in efficiency, would want 
evidence of merit. The answer may be quite simply that Suetonius held a similar post under Trajan 
or that he was so senior within 'the Service' that merit had to be taken as proven and his appointment 
was bureaucratically 'advisable'. 7 8 But in any case, prior to the appointment and to publication of 
the Lives (after appointment on any dating of the Lives), Hadrian, 'the Greekling', would only 

73 Vit . Had. 15, 12-13 : cf. Syme, 249 on Hadrian's hyper
sensitivity to criticism. 

7 4 Intimacy : Aug .. 7, I ; Ner. 23, I shows an imperial secret
ary's important role as advisor. On the crucial power-potential 
of these posts close to the Emperor, fount of all power, see 
Cl. 28 and cf. Vit.2, 5. The Lives frequently comment on the 
importance of posts in close proximity to the Emperor's person : 
see 0th . 2; 4, 2 & 5, 2 and Vesp. 23, 2 (cf. 14 ; cf. Wittfogel, 
Oriental Despotism, 107 & 154-60). On Hadrian's habit of 
dismissing from their posts litterati of whom he disapproved, 
see Vit. Had. 16, 11. 

7 s In spite of Vit. Had. 22, 8 it would appear that S.'s appoint
ment to a post normally held by a freedman was not unprece
dented ; the crucial change is apparently that equites are regularly 
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to hold such posts for the future : see Hammond, The Antonine 
Monarchy, 453 and CAHXl 426-7, and cf. n. 77. 

76 On senatorial views see Wirszubski , Libertas 125-8 
("Republicanism"), 154-8 (selection of the " best" Princeps from 
the Senate) and 167-70 (the current formula for the "consti
tutional" Princeps). 

77 See Syme, The Roman Revolution, 1952, 425-7 & 468. 
78 On Hadrian's interest in efficiency, see CAH XI, 310; on 

S.'s career up to and including this joint secretaryship, see now 
E. van't Dack, a Studiis, a bybliothecis, Hist. 12, 1963, 177-84. 

79 From S.'s use of the words Iudaea, Iudaeus and Iudaicus, 
it appears that he never once speaks unreservedly well of the 
Jews though he does impugn them quite strongly (Aug. 93 ; 
Tib. 36 ; Cl. 25, 4; cf. Tit. 7, I). He generally mentions them in 



know of Suetonius that he was devoted to Greek studies; he might know that Suetonius shared 
current anti-Jewish feeling (as did the Emperor himself);79 he certainly knew that Suetonius warmly 
approved of Augustus, upon whom he, Hadrian, was currently modelling himself, if only in order 
to avoid damaging comparisons with the Great Leader to whom he succeeded.SO As a soldier's son 
Suetonius would appreciate the problems of an Emperor who was a military man, yet he was no 
blimpish militarist (given his career) and he could, as a lawyer, appreciate what an Emperor had 
to do to make :financial ends meet. 81 Suetonius' views opposing excessive influence in freedmen 
ministers might well have been known to Hadrian (who shared them),82 and he was a man of the 
Emperor's age-group. The Emperor would hardly know Suetonius' extra-bureaucratic views on 
private life, but at the latter's age his childless status would (rightly) not suggest a priori antipathy 
to the Emperor's similar plight. 8 3 In fact it would take closeness to heighten awareness of mutual 
differences.84 This would mean, for Suetonius, awareness of Hadrian's human failings and of the 
intent of his policies; and for Hadrian, awareness of Suetonius' opinions, especially as the imple
mentation of policies made such awareness, and alienation, inevitable. 

a context of disparagement (i .e. their defeat in battle or sufferings 
are spoken of) ; the words also occur in neutral references (i.e. 
used to indicate a geographical area). For Hadrian's viewpoint, 
see CAH XI, 313 & Syme, 239. 

80 On this joint approval of Augustus (of which both were 
aware) see Aug. 7, I. S. indicates his approval of Augustus in 
two intrusions of his own viewpoint into the text (a thing he 
rarely does): Aug. 28, I & Tib. 21, 3. On Hadrian's motives in 
adopting the styling "Augustus" see Syme, Tacitus 496 & 
CAHXI, 306. 

8 1 On S. as a soldier's son, see 0th. 10, I and n. 63; on 
Hadrian as a militarist, Vit. Had. IO, 1-11 , 2 and CAH XI, 
310-14 ; on S.'s opposition to " unnecessary" wars, note the 
approval behind reports of a cautious policy Aug. 21, 2 (cf. 
25, 4); Dom. 6, I & Jul. 24, 3; and on his appreciation of policies 
forced upon an Emperor by financ ial needs, see Vesp. I 6, 3; 
Tit. 8, I; Dom. 3, 2 & 12, I (sympathy would be necessary here, 
in the wake of the generosity to state debtors which Hadrian 
had to show for the sake of public relations at the outset of the 
reign: CAH XI, 303-4). Incidentally, Hadrian, who was of 
S.'s age group, had also gone through the lower juridical offices 
(Vil. Had. 2, 2), so distant acquaintance is possible. 

8 2 Condemnation, generalJy quite strong, of influential 
freedmen occurs at Jul. 76, 3; Cl. 24, I; 28, 1-29, 1; 37, 2; 40, 2; 
Ner. 37, 3; Gal. 14, 2; 15, 2; Vit. 2, 5 & 12, 5. Approbation of 

T. F. CARNEY 
University of Manitoba 

the keeping, or putting, of such people in their place occurs at 
Aug. 67, 2 (cf. 74); Tib. 19; Cl. 25, 1 & Dom. 8, 5. There is no 
instance of approbation of such an official's power. For 
Hadrian's views see Vit. Had. 21, 2-3. 

8 3 In fact S. seems to disapprove of husbands who are 
over-fond of their wives Cal. (24, 1-) 25, 3; Cl. 25, 5-26, 3 ; 
29, 1; Dom. 3, I (& 22 ?) & cf. n. 27. This is the normal view 
in an age of extended families dominating the upper reaches of 
society. He seems also to approve of marriages which stay 
together, while condoning some impropriety: Aug. 62, 2 (cf. 
69, 1-79, I); Vesp. 3, (cf. 22)-this could, however, apparently 
be overdone: Gal. 5, I. This viewpoint would, surely, not have 
met with Hadrian's disapproval. He declared that be would 
have divorced his wife for her unpleasant disposition had be 
been a private citizen : Vit. Had. 11, 3. One thinks of Ner. 
35, 2 and realizes the plight he was in . 

8 4 This applies to psychic "closeness" too : similarity of 
viewpoints held mutualJy on a number of issues would make 
divergences more apparent and more infuriating (see Rokeach, 
The Open and Closed Mind, 301-304 on the "narcissism of small 
differences"). Apparently Hadrian instituted very close security 
checks on his friends (Vil. Had. II, 3-4 & 15, 2)-Spartianus 
speaks of this in the context of mentioning S.'s dismissal. 
Moreover Hadrian's penchant for criticising (and dismissing) 
litterati (ib. 15, 10 & 16, 8-1 I) heightens the probability of the 
emergence of antipathies. 
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TABLE 1 

VOCABULARY USED 1N ASCRIBING MOTIVES 
PREDOMINANT DRIVES 

Anxius 
Commotus 
Exterritus 
Metuo 

FEAR 
Pavidus 
Solicitus 
Timeo 
Trepidus 

PRIDE AND WILFUL VIOLENCE 
Arrogantia Insolens 
Aspernor Offensa 
Contumacia Offendo 
Contumelia Sponte 
lndigne fero Verecundia 

SELF-INDULGENCE 
Immodicus 
Impatiens 
lndulgens 

AMBITION 
Adaequare 
Appetentissimus 

Libido 
Licentia 
Luxuria 

Obstinatissime 
Popularitas 

(in: Vesp. Tit. Domit.) 

VENGEANCE 
lnimicitiae 
Saevitia 

?Tristis 
Ulciscor 

Violens 

Spes (imperii) 
Vindicare (sibi) 

RAPACITY 
Cupiditas 
Rapax 
Rapacitas 

Affectus 
Amor 
Benivolens 
Di ligo 

LOVE 
Familiaris 
Gratissimus 
Sollicitudo 

REMEMBRANCE 
Memor 
Fautor 

MODERATION, SELF-RESTRAINT 
Abstinentia Invitus 
Civilis Lenis 
Clemens Modestia 
Facilis 

DUTIFULNESS 
Diligenter 
Disciplina 
Industrie 

PASSAGES FROM WHICH 'TABLE OF PREDOMINANT DRIVES' IS RECONSTRUCTED : 

Vesp. I, I ; 2, 1-2 ; 4, 2 ; 4, 4 ; 5, I; 7, 3; 8, 3 ; 12, I; 13 , I; 14, I ; 15; 16, I ; 2 1; 25. 
Tit. 2 ; 3, 2 ; 5, 3; 6, I ; 7, 1-2 ; 8, 1-3; 9, I; 10, I. 
Dom. I, 3; 2, 1-2; 3, 1-2 ; 8, I; 9, I ; IO, I ; 10, 5; II , 3 ; 12, 3; 13, 2 ; 14, 1-4; 15, 3; 16, 1-2 ; 18, 1-2 ; 19, I; 22, I ; 23, I. 

TABLE 2 
(See note 71 and text thereto) 

Julius Augustus• Tiberius Caligula Claudius Nero Galba Otho Vitellius Vespasian• Titus• 

ANNONA .. . . X X X X X 

CLEMENTIA .. .. X X X X X 

CONCORDIA . . .. X X X X 

FELICITAS .. .. X X X X X 

IUSTITIA .. . . X X 

LIBERALIT AS .. X X X X X X X 

PIETAS .. . . .. X X X X X X X 

PROVIDENTIA . . 

SALUS AUG USTI . . X X X X X X X 

SECURITAS . . .. X X 
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CLEITARCHUS AND DIODORUS' ACCOUNT OF ALEXANDER 
I. THE STATE OF THE PROBLEM 

When W. W. Tarn proposed a multiple-source tradition for Diodorus Siculus' history of 
Alexander the Great, he ran counter to nearly a century of scholarly opinion on the subject. Nine
teenth-century German thought largely held that Cleitarchus of Alexandria (either directly or 
through an intermediate account) was the main or single source for Diodorus Book Seventeen, and 
that Diodorus, like Curtius, merely copied and abridged Cleitarchus. 1 The case for Cleitarchus as 
Diodorus' source was stated strongly by Schwartz and Jacoby in the Realencyclopadie. 2 Schwartz's 
view was based on a correspondence he saw between Diodorus and Curtius, who was thought to 
have based at least part of his history on Cleitarchus. Jacoby's argument rested on a direct com
parison of Diodorus with several Cleitarchan fragments. 3 

Most students of the problem continued to follow in this Cleitarchus tradition until Tarn's 
classic work on Alexander appeared in 1948. Tarn rejected the Einquellenprinzip and suggested that 
Cleitarchus was only one of a number of sources which included Aristobulus as the main source, 
Cleitarchus as a secondary source, and a "mercenaries" tradition for the military campaigns through 
Gaugamela. 4 It was Tarn's view that there exist side by side in Diodorus two source traditions, a 
hostile tradition corresponding to the general view expressed by Curtius (i.e., Cleitarchus) and the 
favorable source being some writer friendly to the Macedonian king, here Aristobulus. s 

Three further attempts have been made to come to terms with the problem. M. Fontana has 
suggested that Diodorus depended on Duris of Samos, 6 though it has been pointed out that too 
little is known of Duris to make such a hypothesis of much use. 7 In his valuable work on the "lost 
historians" of Alexander, Lionel Pearson returned to the earlier view that Cleitarchus is Diodorus' 
main source. Moreover, in order to explain the correspondence between parts of Diodorus and the 
fragments of certain other writers such as Nearchus and Onesicritus, Pearson has assigned a late 
date to Cleitarchus, suggesting that his work may have taken into account the earlier traditions of 

1 Reviews of early work on the problem can be found in 
L. 0 . Brocker, Modeme Quellenforscher und antike Geschicht
schreiber (Innsbruck, 1882), pp. 4-5, and F . L. Schoenle, Diodor
studien (Diss. , Tiibingen, 1891), pp. 35-39. Schoenle, like 
Brocker before him, disagreed with the majority view. Brocker 
(p. 21) claimed that not enough of Cleitarchus survives to make 
any substantial judgment, while Schoenle (p. 76) postulated 
some lost universal history as Diodorus' source. 

2 E. Schwartz, "Diodorus," RE, V (1905) 682-83 , and F. 
Jacoby, " Kleitarchos (2)," RE, XI (1921), 622-54. 

3 Jacoby continued to maintain his view; see FGrH, IID 
: 1930), 484. 

4 W. W. Taro, Alexander the Great, II , Sources and Studies 
(Cambridge, 1948), 68-87. 

s Ibid., pp . 63-87, 91 -122. For recent objections to Taro's 
arguments see Lionel Pearson, The Lost Histories of Alexander 
the Great, American Philological Association Monographs, 
XX (1960), 241 and n. 123, H. Strasburger (review of Tarn's 
Alex.), Bibliotheca Orienta/is, IX (1952), 202-211, and C. B. 

Welles, Loeb Diodorus, VIII (London and Cambridge, Mass. , 
1963), 11-12, and 17. 

6 M. Fontana, "II problema delle fonti per ii XVII Libro 
di Diodoro Siculo," Koka/os, I (1955), 155-90, esp. 187-90. 

7 Welles, p. 13. 
B Pearson, pp. 225-30. Pearson's account of Cleitarchus 

(pp. 212-42) is one of the most complete and, in some respects, 
satisfying of any recent work on the subject. The whole question 
of Cleitarchus' date has been argued ad infinitum in recent years; 
I have nothing to add here. There are full discussions in Pear
son (/oc. cit.) and J. R. Hamilton, "Cleitarchus and Aristo
bulus," Historia, X (1961), 448-58. Also see E. Badian, "The 
Date of Cleitarchus," Proc. African Class. Assoc., Vlll (1965), 
5-1 I, who argues that Cleitarchus may have been active in the 
late fourth century, but that it is uncertain when he wrote, or 
whether he was an original or derivative source. While accept
ing Tarn's view that Cleitarchus was not a member of Alexander's 
expedition, Hamilton (p. 454), following Jacoby (RE, XI, 622, 
and FGrH, IID, 484), rejects the idea of a late date, and suggests 
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Nearchus and Onesicritus as well as others. 8 Finally, in a short, thoughtful introduction to his 
translation of Diodorus Book XVII in the Loeb Classical Library, C. B. Welles points out that 
correspondences between Diodorus (or Curtius) and Cleitarchus do not necessarily indicate that 
the latter was used as a source by the former. 9 There was nothing to prevent Diodorus from finding 
similar statements in some other ancient authors; that is, to use Welles' example, if Diodorus gives 
the number of Sambus' subjects who were killed as eighty thousand (17. 102. 6-7), and Curtius 
(9. 8. 15) recites the same figure attributing it to Cleitarchus, must we automatically assume that 
Diodorus based his account on Cleitarchus? 1 o For Welles, the answer is clear: it is possible to speak 
of Diodorus (or Curtius ?) "following" Cleitarchus in certain respects, but (1) this does not neces
sarily indicate that the similar passage was taken from Cleitarchus directly, and (2) it does not obviate 
the possibility that the same information was recorded by some other author, let us say Aristobulus 
or Ptolemy or Onesicritus. Welles' conclusion is that Diodorus' account of Alexander (as well as 
Curtius') is ba ed on some general history, perhaps that of Trogus, and that since Diodorus and 
Trogus were contemporaries, there is good reason for Diodorus not to mention him in order to 
avoid the charge of plagiarism. I I 

The question is far from settled. Whatever the value of recent studies on the problem, a number 
of modern writers have rejected the confinements of the older Cleitarchus theory, and have demon
strated how complex the question really is. It may, in fact, be impossible to determine with anything 
approaching certainty what Diodorus' sources were. Yet it seems desirable that the evidence be 
re-examined in an attempt to characterize the traditions on Alexander which Diodorus reflects. 
Such an examination must first take into account the Cleitarchus thesis. The relationship of Diodorus 
to Cleitarchus may be approached directly in two ways. First, a straightforward comparison of the 
fragments of Cleitarchus with what survives in Diodorus will be made. This a study of the corres
pondence of detail, or content analysis. 12 Next, both Diodorus and Cleitarchus will be re-examined 
in order to investigate their respective characterizations of Alexander. 13 The heart of the question 
lies not in showing that Diodorus could have used Cleitarchus or any other writer (that is already 
abundantly clear), but that, in fact, he did employ him in any given section and to the exclusion of 
other sources. 

II. THE FRAGMENTS OF CLEITARCHUS 
Jacoby lists some thirty-six fragments of Cleitarchus, plus sixteen others of doubtful attribu-

the possibility that Cleitarchus may have written as early as 
ca. 310 B. C. 

9 Op. cit., pp. 6-1 4. 
Io Welles (p . 8) is unwilling even to be required to believe 

that Curtius based his account on Cleitarchus. While there is 
yet no certainty about these matters, Welles' statement as a 
matter of method of source analysis has merit, in that all we 
can say is that Cleit rebus gave the figure as eighty thousand 
killed and that Curtius knew this. This is not, however, to say 
that Curtius got his information directly from Cleitarchus; in 
fact , he may have found it in some other history. 

1 1 Welles, pp. 13-14. 
12 A strict comparison of Diodorus' language with that of 

the Cleitarchus fragments produces no meaningful corres
pondence. This might be expected, since we are dealing with 
Cleitarchus always thrnugh at least one other hand. Moreover, 
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it has been shown that in general Diodorus ' own style tends to 
conceal the language of his sources; see J. Palm, Ueber Sprache 
und Stil des Diodorus von Sizilien (Lund, 1955), p . 194, and 
passim. 

I 3 Another alternative presents itself, that of comparison 
by analogy. One might compare Diodorus with Curtius who 
is commonly held to be dependent on Cleitarchus. This method, 
however, cannot fall within the province of the present paper, as 
the author does not believe that the question of Curtius' source 
has been settled (see n. 43 below). 

14 For the texts of the fragments and testimonia see Jacoby, 
FGrH, IIB, No. 137. Commentary is in FGrH, IID, 484-98. 
Translations of both fragments and testimonia have been 
collected by C. A. Robinson , Jr., The History of A lexander the 
Great, I (Providence, 1953), 171 -83, although these must be 
used with some care. 



tion.14 Cleitarchus was known in antiquity as a rhetorician 15 of doubtful accuracy. 16 He had a 
reputation for writing marvellous accounts (mirabiles) of natural phenomena, nations, and peoples. 17 
Despite, or perhaps because of, his rhetorical qualities and interest in oddities, he was quite popular. 
No less than twenty different classical authors and scholiasts mention his name and works, and 
many comment at length on Cleitarchus as a source.18 His history of Alexander, the only work 
attributed to him, appears to have been of some length; at least twelve books existed.19 

What follows is a brief summary of the subject matter of all known fragments of Cleitarchus' 
work. Appended to each is a comparison with possible survivals in Diodorus Book XVII: 

F. 1 (Book l)=Athen. 4. 148D-F: An account of Theban poverty which points out that after 
Alexander's destruction of Thebes, the total wealth of the city was found to be under 440 talents. 
The same figure, 440 talents, appears in Diodorus 14. 4 (hereinafter all references to Diodorus are 
to Book XVII unless otherwise indicated), but only in reference to the sum realized from the sale 
of Theban prisoners. No other writer mentions the sum. 

F. 2 (Book IV)=Athen. 12. 530A: A reference to King Sardanapalus having died of old age. 
Sardanapalus is not mentioned in Diodorus XVII. 

F. 3 (Book V)=Stobaeus Flor. 4. 20. 73: The exceedingly handsome Theias of Byblus fell in 
love with his own daughter, Myrra. This story is not recounted in Diodorus. 

F . 4 (Book V?)=Harpocration Homerevontas: Cleitarchus records that the Lacedaemonian 
hostages given over to Alexander numbered fifty. Diodorus (73. 5-6), referring to the settlement 
after Antipater had put down the rebellion of Agis of Sparta, mentions the number of Spartiate 
hostages as fifty. The number is not recorded elsewhere. 

F. 5 (Book X)=Schol. Aristoph. Av. 487: A reference to the Persian custom of wearing the 
tiara, not mentioned in Diodorus. 

F. 6 (Book XII)=Diog. Laert. 1. 6: An affirmation by Cleitarchus that the Gymnosophists 
scorn death. Diodorus (107. 1-4) speaks of an Indian philosopher having cheerfully mounted his 
own funeral pyre. 

F. 7 (for this and the following fragments the Cleitarchus book number is unknown)=Clement 
Alex. Strom. 1. 136. 4: Cleitarchus and Timaeus date the expedition of Alexander into Asia as eight 
hundred twenty years after the invasion of the Heracleidae. No mention of this occurs in Diodorus. 

F. 8=Cic. Ad Jam. 2. 10. 3: Cicero was hailed as Imperator at Issus, where, as Cleitarchus 
relates, Alexander defeated Darius. Diodorus' version of Issus is full (32. 2-36. 6), but Issus was 
one of the most famous engagements of antiquity and there were numerous accounts of it. 

F. 9=Schol. Plato Resp. 337A: A description of the Phoenician and Carthaginian custom of 
human sacrifice; not mentioned in Diodorus. 

F. lO=Diod. 2. 7. 3-4: A description of the circumference of the walls of Babylon, measuring 
365 stades. This is the only passage in the whole of the Bibliotheca which is certain evidence that 
Diodorus ever heard of Cleitarchus, but it occurs in the second, not the seventeenth, book. 

15 T. 7 = Cic. Brut. 42; T. 10 = Demetrius De eloc. 304 ; 
T. 12 = Philodem. Rhet. 4. I, col. 21. Hereinafter all references 
to the Cleitarchus testimonia (T.) and fragments (F .) will 
correspond to Jacoby's numbering. 

I 6 T. 6 = Quint. Inst. I 0. I. 74 ; T. 7 = Cic. Brut. 42; T. 
8 = Curt. 9. 5. 21 ; T. 13 = Cic. De leg. I. 7. 

17 T. 10 (F. 14) = Demetrius De eloc. 304 ; T. 14a, b, c = 
Pliny NH I. 6, 7, 12-13. 

1 s In addition to the work of Pearson mentioned above 
(n. 5), other useful reviews of Cleitarchus' work are Jacoby, 
RE, XI, 622-54, and T. S. Brown, "Cleitarchus," AJP, LXXI 
(1950), 134-55. On the date of Cleitarchus see the works already 
cited (note 8, above) and Tarn, Alex., II, 16-28. 

19 F. 6 = Diog. Laert. I. 6. For the title of Cleitarchus' 
history see Frgs. I, 2, and 3. 

20 See Pearson, pp. 214-15, n. 14, and pp. 220-21. 
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F. 11 =Athen. 13. 576D: A brief mention that the Athenian courtesan, Thais, was the cause 
of the burning of the palace at Persepolis. Diodorus (72. 1-6) repeats the famous story, that at a 
drunken feast, Thais suggested to the revellers that it would be a fine feat if a woman could bring to 
an end all the fabled majesty of the Persian Empire. Alexander concurring, a Dionysiac procession 
set fire to the palace which was immediately consumed. Thus an Attic girl served as the instrument 
of Greek revenge for what Xerxes had done to Athens a century and a half earlier. 

F. 12=Pliny NH 6. 36-38: The statement that the Caspian (Hyrcanian) Sea is at least equal in 
size to the Black Sea. Diodorus (75. 3-4) has an account of this body of water which is similar to 
Curtius 6. 4. 18. Neither, however, reflects the Cleitarchus fragment. 

F. 13=Strabo 11. 1. 5 (491): A geographical account of Armenia and the area of the Caucasus. 
No such description occurs in Diodorus XVII. 

F. 14=Demetrius De e/oc. 304: In describing a wasp (tenthredon), a creature resembling a bee, 
Cleitarchus says that "it ranges the hill-country and flies into hollow oaks". In 75. 7 Diodorus 
mentions a winged creature called an anthredon, smaller than a bee, which roams the mountains 
gathering nectar and dwells in hollow rocks and lightning-blasted trees. 

F. 15=Plut. Alex. 46 : The Queen of the Amazons visited Alexander at the Orexartes (see 
below, n. 30). Diodorus (77. 1-3) records the famous meeting in more detail. 

F. 16=Strabo 11. 5. 4 (505): Another reference to the Amazon Queen Thalestria's rendezvous 
with Alexander; here Strabo cites several writers. Cleitarchus is mentioned only as reporting that 
Thalestria set out from the Caspian Gates and Thermodon to visit Alexander. Strabo objects to 
Cleitarchus' ignorance of geography by pointing out that the distance from the Caspian country 
to the Thermodon is more than six thousand stades.20 See Diodorus 77. 1-3. 

F. 17=Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 2. 904: A Cleitarchan reference to Mt. Nysa in India, and a plant 
which grows there, similar to ivy, called scindapsos. The Nysa incident does not occur in Diodorus' 
narrative; the period in which it would fit falls in the lacuna between Chapters 83 and 84. 21 

F. 18=Aelian NA 17. 2: A description of serpents sixteen cubits long, and of other snakes of 
different sizes and colorings. Diodorus (90. 1) makes mention of snakes sixteen cubits long, but 
immediately moves on to a description of monkeys, omitting the further details given by Clei
tarchus. 22 

F . 19=Ae.lian NA 17. 25: Here is Cleitarchus' curious account of catching Indian monkeys by 
taking advantage of their natural inclination to imitate men. Thus the animals are tricked into 
putting on shoes weighted with lead, smearing their eyes with birdlime, and blinding themselves by 
looking into mirrors reflecting sunlight. Diodorus' description (90. 2-3) is equally strange and follows 
the pattern of Cleitarchus' tale quite closely. 

F. 20=Strabo 15. 1. 69 (718): A description of a festival procession in which chariots carry 
trees and certain exotic birds; not mentioned in Diodorus. 

2 1 Pearson, p. 220, thinks that an entry in the Argument of 
Book XVII (2. 33) suggests that Diodorus did describe this. 
The entry reads " How he benefi ted the city called Nysia because 
of his kinship with Dionysus." While there may have been 
room in such a topic to describe the scindapsos, there is no 
evidence that Diodorus mentioned it . 

22 These snakes measuring sixteen cubits are also described 
by Nearchus, Frgs. I0a and b = Arr. Ind. 15. 10 and Strabo 
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J 5. I. 45 (706). Aristobulus' largest serpent appears to have 
been only a little over nine cubits in length ; cf. Aristobulus F. 
38 = Strabo 15. I. 45 (706). 

23 Diodorus' version of Peucestes' role in the battle is con
firmed by Curt. 9. 5. 14-18, Plut. Alex. 63. 4, and Arr. 6. JI. 7-8. 
That Ptolemy was absent from the battle is related by Curt. 
9. 5. 21 and Arr. 6. 11. 8. See also Hamilton, pp. 
451-52. 



F. 21=Aelian NA 17. 23 : More information on unusual birds, especially the katreus; no 
mention in Diodorus. 

F. 22=Aelian NA 17. 22: A description of the bird called orion; not found in Diodorus. 
F. 23=Pliny NH 7. 28-29: An account of a race called Mandi by Cleitarchus. These people 

are not mentioned by Diodorus. 
F. 24=Curt. 9. 5. 21: Cleitarchus has Ptolemy present at the attack on the city of the Malli. 

In Diodorus' version of the battle (98. 3-99. 4) Ptolemy is not mentioned and Peucestes is given 
credit for saving Alexander's life (99. 4).23 

F. 25=Curt. 9. 8. 15: Cleitarchus relates that eighty thousand Indians were slain in the kingdom 
of Sambus. Diodorus (102. 6-7) gives the same figure. The other accounts of this campaign, Plut. 
Alex . 64. 1 and Arr. 6. 16. 3-4, fail to mention any number. 

F. 26=Strabo 7. 2. 1-2 (293): A discourse on tides; not mentioned by Diodorus. (For a clari
fication of this fragment see Jacoby, FGrH, IID, 495.) 

F. 27=Pliny NH 7. 30: A description of the customs of the Oreitae, telling how they know no 
food except fish, which they tear to pieces with their nails, dry in the sun and from which they make 
bread. Diodorus (105. 1-2) mentions the Oreitae, but not fish; he relates only their burial customs. 24 

F. 28=Strabo 5. 2. 6 (224): A vague reference to the refuse of salt mining in India; not men
tioned by Diodorus. 

F. 29=Pliny NH 6. 198: A description of certain mysterious islands, one where a horse was 
worth a gold talent, another where the trees emitted a most fragrant scent; not found in Diodorus. 

F. 30=Athen. 13. 586C-D : A recounting from Theopompus, to whose account Cleitarchus is 
said to be similar, of the widely known story of Harpalus, who, after the death of his mistress, 
Pythionice, sent for Glycera to come to him from Athens. She lived in luxurious splendor at Tarsus, 
and, at Rhossus, Harpalus erected a statue of her. At 108. 5-6, Diodorus gives an account of Har
palus and the magnificent luxury in which he kept these two Athenian courtesans. 

F. 31 =Pliny NH 3. 57: Cleitarchus made references to an embassy sent by the Romans to 
Alexander. In Diodorus' account (113. 1-4) of the numerous embassies received by Alexander, no 
mention is made of a Roman embassy.25 

F. 32=Pap. Oxy. 2. 218, col. II: An obscure reference to a form of punishment for conjugal 
infidelity. Zopyrus and Cleitarchus are cited in the fragment as authorities for the story; not found 
in Diodorus. 

F. 33 = Plut. Them. 27. 1-2: A review of the opinions of several writers including Cleitarchus on 
Themistocles' interview with either Xerxes or Artaxerxes; no parallel in Diodorus. 

F. 34=Cic. Brut. 42-43: Atticus' comment on the privilege of rhetoricians to exceed the truth 
of history by embellishing the fate of their heroes as Cleitarchus and Stratocles had done on the 
death of Themistocles; nothing in Diodorus on this. 

F. 35=Stobaeus Flor. 4. 12. 13: A quotation of Cleitarchus that "Every daring deed surpasses 
even the measure of one's power". No parallel in Diodorus. 

24 The Oreitae, according to Diodorus, leave their dead to 
be devoured by wild beasts. For other references to this practice 
which Diodorus finds incredible, see the list of passages in 
Welles, p. 423, n. 3, especially Onesicritus F. 5 = Strabo 
II. II. 3 (517). 

2s See note 37 below. 

26 Plutarch, Strabo and Arrian all use the form Calanus as 
against Diodorus' Caranus. Arrian (7. 2. 4) names as a source 
for the story Megasthenes. For a discussion of the famous 
Indian philosopher see W. Kroll, " Kalanos," RE, X (1919), 
1544-46, who suggests that Diodorus may have confused this 
name with the Macedonian Karanos. 
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F. 36=Suda s. v. echeton: A note on the use of the dual by some writers, including Cleitarchus; 
no parallel in Diodorus. 

Frgs. 37-52c: Small fragments of doubtful attribution or authenticity; not paralleled in Dio
dorus. 

It may now be possible to summarize the evidence and determine to what extent there is any 
correspondence between the fragments of Cleitarchus and the text of Diodorus. Of the thirty-six 
certain Cleitarchan fragments, twenty (Frgs. 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 13, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28, 29, and 
32-36) have no parallel in Diodorus. While they may be useful in characterizing the nature of 
Cleitarchus' history, they can provide no basis for direct comparison with Diodorus. In a number 
of other fragments, there exists either a general similarity of subject matter but without any real 
correspondence in detail, or a definite correspondence in a story so common to ancient tradition as 
to make their use as a basis of comparison between Cleitarchus and Diodorus in particular invalid. 
For example, Cleitarchus' statement (F. 6) that the Indian Gymnosophists despise death was common 
knowledge to the writers of antiquity. Diodorus (107. 1-4) tells of the philosopher Caranus mounting 
his own funeral pyre. The story is also told by Plutarch (Alex. 69. 3-4), Strabo (15. 1. 64 [715], 68 
[717-18]) and Arrian (7. 2. 3-3. 6), who maintains that it is impossible to write a history of Alexander 
without mention of this incident.26 The statement of Cleitarchus which Cicero heard (F. 8), that 
Darius was defeated by Alexander at Issus, was common knowledge and does not in itself need 
further comment. 

As far as Cleitarchus' description of Babylon is concerned (F. 10), Diodorus' reference to it 
occurs in the second book (2. 7. 3-4), not in the itinerary of Alexander's march in Book XVII. It 
should also be noted that no description of Babylon occurs in the seventeenth book. Alexander's 
stay in that city is briefly recounted and the narrative touches mainly upon administrative matters 
(64. 4-6). Pearson suggests that since Diodorus had already described the circumference of Babylon's 
walls in Book Two, there was no need for him to repeat the account in Book Seventeen.27 This 
view, however, is predicated on certain assumptions about Diodorus' method of composition: 
first, that Book Two was composed before Book Seventeen (probably true), and, second, that 
Diodorus remembered what he had written in Book Two and took care not to repeat himself. In 
light of some general inconsistencies and repetitions which exist in other parts of the Bibliotheca, 
this second assumption would be difficult to maintain.28 There is, therefore, no evidence to suggest 
that Cleitarchus, or a Cleitarchus-based account, was used for Babylonian matters in Book Seven
teen. 

Diodorus' description of the Caspian Sea (75. 3-4) is similar to that of Curtius (6. 4. 18) in three 
respects, though the account of the latter is much more detailed. Both authors call it the Caspian 

27 Pearson, p. 229. 
28 The most outstanding example of repetition occurs in 

Diodorus' nineteenth book, where the whole of Chapter 98 is 
practically a verbatim copy of the description of the Asphaltic 
Lake (Dead Sea) which he had written in 2. 48. 6-9. This case 
shows that repetition was not only possible but did indeed 
occasionally characterize Diodorus' work. For other examples 
of repetition see R. H. Simpson, "Abbreviation of Hieronymous 
in Diodorus," AJP, LXXX (1959), 376. Simpson suggests that 
the practice of repetition may stem from Diodorus' inability 
to control his sources. Pearson's account (pp. 221, 226-31) of 
the significance of the figure 365 stades (the circumference of 
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the Babylonian walls) needs comment. It is Pearson·s view that 
Cleitarchus had a weakness for things "equal in number to the 
days of the year". So Cleitarchus modified his father Dinon's 
description of Darius' 360 concubines (Plut. Artax. 27), and 
gave Alexander 365 (Diod. 17. 77. 7), just as he had modified 
Ctesias' measurement for the walls of Babylon from 360 to 365 
stades (F. 10 = Diod. 2. 7. 3-4). This kind of argument is 
fanciful, stretching things a bit to make an unconvincing point. 

29 Arr. 7. 16. 2 and Plut. Alex. 44. 2 also note both names, 
apparently a common tradition due either to an uncertain 
knowledge of the geography of that region or to a number of 
different people who had different names for that great inland sea. 



but point out that it is also known as the Hyrcanian,29 both mention large serpents and fish of 
unusual colors. There is nothing in the Cleitarchus fragment (F. 12), referring only to the size of the 
Sea, which would indicate that the accounts of either Diodorus or Curtius were based on Cleitarchus' 
description. 

One of the most famous stories told about Alexander has to do with his rendezvous with the 
Queen of the Amazons (on her initiative) for the purpose of begetting children. The Cleitarchus 
fragments (Frgs. 15-16) reflect a common tradition followed by Curtius (6. 5. 24-32), Plutarch 
(Alex. 46. 1-2), and Justin (12. 3. 5-7). Diodorus (77. 1) has the meeting between Thallestris (Thales
tria in Cleitarchus F. 16) and Alexander occur in Hyrcania, following the tradition of the other 
authors. 3 o According to Diodorus Thallestris remained with Alexander thirteen days and then 
departed for home; this, too, echoes the versions of Curtius and Justin. Plutarch gives no details on 
the meeting though he does list several writers who gave accounts of the story as well as some who 
claimed that it was fiction. Thus Plutarch's version is somewhat different from those of Diodorus, 
Curtius, and Justin. The tradition of the Amazon story is common, and on the basis of the scant 
evidence of Frgs. 15-16, Cleitarchus' full version cannot be reconstructed. 

Cleitarchus (F. 18) tells us that in India there are some snakes sixteen cubits long and others of 
varying sizes, markings, and degrees of deadliness. The origin of this description is probably Near
chus. 3 I While Diodorus (90. 1) makes a passing mention of snakes sixteen cubits long, it is not 
necessary to assume that he got the story from Cleitarchus, since the story was probably older than 
Cleitarchus and might have fallen into any number of hands. 32 

Although both Diodorus (105. 1-2) and the Cleitarchus fragment 27 mention the customs of 
the Oreitae, the fragment describes eating customs while Diodorus writes only of burial practices. 
Thus no comparison is possible. 3 3 

F. 30 gives the Cleitarchan version of another well-known story, that of Harpalus and his 
mistress, Glycera. Diodorus (108. 5-6) repeats the story, though in less detail, concentrating mainly 
on the expensive ways in which Harpalus treated his courtesans as examples of luxurious and sensual 
living. The stories about Harpalus' mistresses and his misuse of funds and flight to Athens figure 
prominently in a number of writers of antiquity. 34 Cleitarchus may well have gotten his story from 

30 According to Curtius (6. 5. 1-23) Alexander had been in 
Hyrcania and the surrounding regions for some time fighting 
against local tribes. Yet F. 15 (Plut. Alex. 46. 1) appears to 
place the meeting between the Amazon and Alexander north of 
the Orexartes (Jaxartes) River, since the preceding section 
(45. 4) has Alexander fighting against the Scythians in that 
remote area. Welles (pp. 338-39, n. 2) has shown that the 
reference to Alexander across the Orexartes is a digression from 
Plutarch's regular chronological narrative, and that the rendez
vous is meant to have taken place in Parthia. Thus we have a 
Cleitarchan tradition putting the meeting in Parthia (if Welles 
is to be followed on Plut. Alex. 46. I), while Diodorus, Curtius, 
and Justin place the meeting in Hyrcania. There were almost 
certainly some general misconceptions about Asian geography, 
and the borders of Hyrcania and Parthia were probably ill
defined, but prima facie (following Welles) this is evidence that 
Diodorus, Curtius, and Justin were not here using Cleitarchus. 

31 Jacoby, FGrH, No. 133, F. 10a = Arr.Ind. 15. 10. 
3 2 Pearson agrees (p. 225) that Nearchus' story is older than 

Cleitarchus', but would argue that Cleitarchus got it from 
Nearchus, and that this is how it came into Diodorus' hands. 
His argument, of course, is based on earlier assumptions, that 
Cleitarchus is Diodorus' source (here as yet unproved), and 
that Cleitarchus is later than Nearchus (probably true). There
fore any correspondence between Diodorus and (say) Nearchus 
could come through Cleitarchus. This is convincing only if all 
the assumptions are accepted ; in particular it assumes (and 
therefore cannot be used to prove) Diodorus' use of Cleitarchus. 

3 3 This whole section in Diodorus (I 05. 1-5) about the contact 
with the Oreitae and the customs of the Gedrosians is probably 
derived ultimately from Nearchus. See Strabo 15. 2. 1-2 (720-21). 
Tarn has maintained (Alex., II, 252-53) that Diodorus has two 
versions of the Oreitae here, one based on Cleitarchus the other 
on Aristobulus. 

34 For the evidence on Harpalus see H. Berve, Das Alexan
derreich, II (Munich, 1926), No. 143; on Pythionice and Glycera, 
Nos. 676 and 231. 
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Theopompus whose account is the most detailed. 3 s While Diodorus is the only one of the surviving 
Alexander biographers to connect the courtesan stories with Harpalus, this in itself is no proof 
that he depended on Cleitarchus for them. 3 6 Aside from the simple fact that both Diodorus and 
Cleitarchus included versions in their narratives there is no striking similarity in detail or emphasis to 
suggest that one depended on the other. 

Cleitarchus reports (F. 31) that the Romans sent an embassy to Alexander. 37 Diodorus (113. 
1-4) tells of several embassies, but fails to mention one from Rome, the only embassy which Clei
tarchus is known to have reported. It was Tarn's view that this section of Diodorus is based on 
Aristobulus. 38 

There remain six Cleitarchan fragments which might have some direct relationship with Dio
dorus; as such they deserve more extensive commentary. They are: F. 1 on the destruction of Thebes, 
F. 4 on the Lacedaemonian hostages, F. 11 concerning Thais at Persepolis, F. 14 on the beelike 
animals, F. 19 on the catching of monkeys, and F. 25 giving eighty thousand casualties in Sambus' 
kingdom. 

On the destruction of Thebes (F. 1) the best argument for Cleitarchus having served as Diodorus' 
(14. 4) source is the sum of 440 talents, a figure not mentioned in any other account. The other 
versions of the The ban episode relate that the population was sold into slavery; 3 9 in this Diodorus 
concurs, while the Cleitarchus fragment does not mention the enslavement. In fact Diodorus is 
closer to Plutarch, Arrian and Justin than to what we know of Cleitarchus through Athenaeus. 
Cleitarchus says, "Their entire wealth after the city was razed by Alexander was discovered to be 
440 talents," a figure which Diodorus gives as the sum realized from the sale of Theban prisoners. 
The argument here has been that the figure 440 is a unique point of similarity between Diodorus and 
Cleitarchus thus justifying a thesis of exact dependence. Is it then possible to dismiss the major 
differences between Diodorus and Cleitarchus, that is, the failure of the Cleitarchus fragment to 
indicate what made up the 440 talents (looting or sale of prisoners?) ? 

If we are asked to accept one number (440) as the heart of the argument, then why not accept 
another? In his version of the fall of Thebes, Plutarch (Alex. I 1. 6) records that 30,000 persons were 

3 s Jacoby, FGrh, IIB, No. 115, frgs . 253-54 = Athen I 3. 
595C, 586C. Also sec: 13 . 595D, where Athenaeusrepeats almost 
verbatim the version told earlier in 586C. It is in this section 
(586C) that the mention of Cleitarchus occurs ( = Cleitarchus 
F . 30). 

36 The text of Curtius is broken at this point and picks up 
Harpalus' story (10. 2. 1-3) only with his flight to Athens and 
subsequent downfall. It is possible that Curtius had included 
the stories about Pythionice and Glycera; it was the kind of tale 
he loved to tell. There is no sense, however, in attempting to 
prove something from a lacuna. 

3 7 Detailed discussions of the embassies sent to Alexander 
at Babylon can be found in Tarn, Alex., II, 21-25 and 374-78, 
and in Hamilton, pp. 454-55, with relevant bibliography. The 
fact that Diodorus fa ils to mention a Roman embassy if the 
story was in his source is interesting considering the era in which 
he wrote. It has bee suggested by Hamilton (p. 455, following 
Jacoby, FGrH, IID, 496-97) that the matter was a subject for 
debate in Diodorus' own time, and that Diodorus deliberately 
witheld mention of it. There is, however, simply no evidence 
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to support such a view, and it can remain at best only a con
venient hypothesis for an attempt to rationalize the embarras
sing silence of Diodorus o n this point. One might more easily 
argue that Diodorus' failure to mention the Roman embassy 
derives from his use of an early Hellenist ic source not yet 
influenced by Roman propaganda. If this is true it weakens 
Welles' suggestion (pp. 12-14) that Diodorus may have followed 
Pompeius Trogus. 

3 8 Tarn, Alex., II, 378. 

39 Arr. I. 9. 9-10; Plut. Alex. 11. 6; Just. II. 4. 8. 

40 In commenting on this passage in Diodorus, Welles 
(p. 156, n. I) failed to note the same figures in Plutarch, and 
wrote "the figures of the Theban losses are not elsewhere 
reported." Fischer, too , in the apparatus with the Teubner text 
did not mention the correspondence with Plutarch. Tarn (CAH, 
YI, 356) regarded the figure of 30,000 as conventional , that 
being the number given by Arrian (2. 24. 5) for the prisoners 
taken later at Tyre. On Tyre, Diodorus (46. 4) gives 13,000; 
see Welles' note (/oc . cit.). 



sold into slavery and that more than 6,000 were slain. Diodorus (14. 1) writes that over 6,000 The bans 
perished and that thirty thousand were captured. 40 If a correspondence is sought, then why not 
accept this one between Diodorus and Plutarch? It is accurate, detailed, more extensive and clearly 
parallel. It may be fair to ask where Plutarch got such figures. It is always possible that he got the 
information from Diodorus, though no one has yet proposed that Diodorus was one of Plutarch's 
sources. It is also possible that both Diodorus and Plutarch got the figure from some other source 
or tradition. In the sentences immediately following his figures, Plutarch tells the story of Timocleia, 
the Theban woman who braved the horrors of rape and pillage to kill her Thracian captor and 
defy Alexander himself. This same story is told in greater detail by Plutarch in another essay, and in 
a third he indicates Aristobulus as a source. 41 Thus it may be possible to extend the argument about 
Diodorus' source for Thebes by suggesting that since there is an exact correspondence between 
Diodorus and Plutarch concerning the numbers slain and enslaved, and since Aristobulus was 
probably Plutarch's source for at least part of the Theban episode (Timocleia), Aristobulus may be 
Diodorus' source. Obviously the argument has become protracted, but at its worst, to postulate 
Aristobulus as a source for Diodorus on Thebes is no weaker than to suggest Cleitarchus, and 
perhaps it is even a little stronger. 42 

F. 4 (Harpocrat~on) cites Cleitarchus as recording that the Lacedaemonians gave up fifty 
hostages to Alexander. Diodorus (73. 5) reports that in the settlement following the revolt of Agis, 
Antipater took fifty Spartiate hostages. No other writer mentions the number or even that hostages 
were taken. Curtius' account of the settlement (6. 1. 16-21) is the most complete, and while several 
other details of the arrangements are given, hostages are not mentioned. This last observation serves 
only to cast some indirect suspicion on a possible Cleitarchus-Curtius link. Since Curtius is generally 
thought to have depended heavily on Cleitarchus, why is the number not mentioned in his book? 
Several possibilities are open. Curtius may not have used Cleitarchus for this passage, Curtius 
may have used a Cleitarchus-based source who neglected to mention the hostages, or Curtius himself 
may have neglected to record the hostages. Any attempt to explain the omission will be a weak 
argument from silence, and not immediately pertinent for Diodorus except to show that even in 
the case of Curtius, it is not always easy to match a passage with a hypothetical source. 4 3 One 
uncertainty about the parallel between Diodorus and this Cleitarchus fragment is that Harpo
cration attributes the hostage story to the fifth book of Cleitarchus, where it could not have easily 
referred to the revolt of Agis (see Jacoby's note, FGrH, 11D, 487-88; have we in fact a reference to 
a different fifty Lacedaemonian prisoners?). In any case the manuscript reading is uncertain and 
there is no assurance even that the fifth book is meant. Nothing decisive can be proved, except 
that the ostensible similarity between this Cleitarchus fragment and Diodorus is problematic. 

The burning of Persepolis is one of the most often and best-told tales about Alexander. What 
survives of Cleitarchus' version (F. 11) is quite brief: 

And did not Alexander the Great have with him Thais, the Athenian hetaira? Cleitarchus 

4 1 The full story of Timocleia is given in Mui. virt. 259D-
260D (no source mentioned) ; in Non posse 10. 1093C, Plutarch 
gives Aristobulus as a source for the Timocleia episode. The 
story of Timocleia does not occur in Arrian, but as Welles 
points out (p . 156, n. I), it is not the kind of story which would 
have interested Arrian. 

42 That Aristobulus was a main source for parts of Diodorus 
was of course Tarn's position, although he arrived at this 

conclusion differently. 
43 A full analysis of Curtius' book and comparisons with the 

fragments of Cleitarchus is needed. The results might even 
force us to question more critically the traditional theories 
regarding Curtius' debt to Cleitarchus. (l understand that 
E. I. McQueen, of the University of Bristol, is engaged in such 
a study, and that his results show what I have guessed at.) 

44 Athen. 13. 576D-E. 
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speaks of her as having been the cause for the burning of the palace at Persepolis. After 
Alexander's death, this same Thais was married to Ptolemy, the first king of Egypt ... 44 

Arrian (3. 18. 11-12) barely speaks of the fire at Persepolis and thinks that it was deliberately set; 
neither Thais nor the banquet is mentioned. Justin (11. 14. 10) records only that Persepolis was 
destroyed. The three fullest accounts are in Plutarch, Curtius, and Diodorus. Plutarch (Alex. 38. 
1-4) has Thais suggesting the idea, but Alexander leading the procession which set the fire. Curtius 
(5. 7. 3-7) parallels this sequence. Diodorus (72. 1-6) differs to the degree that Thais not only raised 
the idea but also was the first in the komos after only the king himself. There are other minor varia
tions regarding the extent of drunkenness, the response of the guests, the role of the army in attempt
ing to put out the blaze, and Alexander's later remorse at the deed. 45 Is it, however, possible to 
suggest that any one ( or all) of these accounts is derived from Cleitarchus? The Athenaeus passage 
includes three elements: Thais, an Athenian courtesan, was with the expedition, she caused the 
burning of the palace, and she was later Ptolemy's wife. A closer examination of the fragment 
reveals that of the three "facts" of the Persepolis incident related by Athenaeus, only the second can 
be definitely attributed to Cleitarchus, the statement that Thais was the cause of the burning of the 
palace. The first notion, that Thais was with Alexander, is not ascribed to Cleitarchus. 4 6 The third, 
that Thais, after Alexander's death, was married to Ptolemy and bore him several children, who 
are named, is also not attributed directly to Cleitarchus. 4 7 Thus, while there is no question that 
Cleitarchus had something to say about Persepolis, it is nearly impossible to prove that he was the 
source for Diodorus on this point. Indeed there is no distinctive quality or viewpoint in any of the 

45 These are discussed in detail by Tarn, Alex., II, 47-48, 
and Pearson, pp. 21:l-19. Tarn was interested in showing how 
the different characterizations of Alexander depend on tradi
tions, hostile or friendly, which the ancient writers followed. 
Georges Radet , Alexandre le Gra11d2 (Paris, 1950), pp. 190-99, 
considers the story of the banquet and the burning to be genuine, 
a restaging of the Bacchae. In any case the destruction was 
thorough; see Erich Schmidt, The Treasury of Persepolis and 
Other Discoveries in the Homeland of the Achaemenians, The 
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, Oriental In
stitute Communications, No. 21 (Chicago, 1939), pp. 71-78. 

46 Following Tarn, Alex., II, 47. This was certainly common 
knowledge. 

47 Jacoby, rightly, does not include it in the fragment. 
Pearson (p. 219) is quite correct in pointing out that the special 
value of the story is. that this courtesan was associated with 
Ptolemy, later king of Egypt. But Pearson suggests that this 
was the story's point for Cleitarchus; rather it would seem that 
this was the point for Athenaeus who includes the tale as one 
of a large number of such stories illustrating how famous 
political figures and kings frequently had mistresses who were 
prostitutes. For Athenaeus, Thais must have provided an 
outstanding example of what he was looking for-a courtesan 
who was attached to one great king (Alexander) and later 
became the mistress of another (Ptolemy). In fact Athenaeus 
points out that Thais later was married to Ptolemy, whom she 
bore two sons, Leonftiscus and Lagus, and a daughter, Irene. 
There is other evidence to indicate the existence of the sons 
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(Just. 15. 2. 7, and Ditt. S/G3, 314), but in neither case is the 
mother named. Tarn (CAH, VI, 424, n. 1) points out correctly 
that the ages of the sons in Justin and in the inscription indicate 
that they probably are the children of Thais. I have not, how
ever, been able to find any other evidence to corroborate 
Athenaeus' statement that Ptolemy married Thais; this relation
ship may be a misunderstanding on Athenaeus' part. Ptolemy 
apparently had three "official" wives, Artacama, Eurydice, 
and Berenice. See the genealogical table of the Ptolemies 
conveniently given as an endpaper in CAH, VII. Also Grace 
H. Macurdy, Hellenistic Queens, The Johns Hopkins University 
Stu:iies in Archaeology, No. 14 (Baltimore, 1932), p. 102. 
Professor Badian, however, suggests to me that he is inclined 
to believe that Thais did rank as Ptolemy's wife, from the fact 
that Leontiscus is called "Leontiscus, son of Ptolemy." Badian 
doubts if illegitimate sons could use this form of name. I am 
unable to confirm or deny this, as the evidence which is available 
to me concerns only fifth-century Athenian customs on this 
matter. 
,. 48 Tam, A.,~x. , II, 47-49, made Diodorus foJlow Cleitarchus 
largely because of Diodorus' description of the komos, which, 
Tarn insisted (pp. 44-51), represents Cleitarchus' propensity for 
Dionysus stories and revelries. Tarn admitted, however, that 
it is "only a strong probability." Pearson (pp. 218-219) also 
accepts a somewhat satisfactory correspondence between 
Cleitarchus and Diodorus. Again it is necessary to ask what 
evidence exists to warrant such a conclusion. 



major versions of Persepolis which would enable one to claim Cleitarchus as the source. 48 

F. 14: Cleitarchus, speaking of a wasp (tenthredon), an insect like a bee, says, "It ranges over 
the hill-country and flies into hollow oaks". In his description of Hyrcania, Diodorus includes the 
following (75. 7): 

"There is a winged animal in this country which they call anthredon, smaller than a bee, but 
very useful. It roams the mountains gathering nectar from every kind of flower. Dwelling in 
hollow rocks and lightning-blasted trees it forms combs of wax and fashions a liquor of sur
passing sweetness, not far inferior to our honey. [trans." C. B. Welles] 

There can be little question of the correspondence between these descriptions. The tale occurs in 
none of the other writers, and the difference between tenthredon and anthredon is too slight to make 
anything of. 49 Jt seems likely that Diodorus found this description in Cleitarchus or in a Cleitarchus
related account. 

One of the strangest incidents told about India occurs in F. 19 (Aelian NA 17. 25), Diodorus 
(90. 2-3), and Strabo (15. 1. 29 699). All accounts tell of the natural inclination of monkeys to 
imitate men. Capitalizing on this trait, the hunters of monkeys in India capture their prey by trickery, 
not by force. Diodorus relates how the hunters anoint their eyes with honey, put on sandals, and 
set mirrors around their necks in full sight of the animals. The monkeys will eventually imitate the 
men, but will find birdlime substituted for the honey, shoes with bonds attached to them, and mirrors 
with holding devices. The monkeys will then find their eyes stuck together, their feet bound, their 
body movements restricted, and can be seized without a struggle. In Aelian (Cleitarchus), birdlime 
is substituted for honey, and the shoes are weighted with lead; mirrors are not mentioned. Strabo 
tells us that the hunters wash their eyes with water, then substitute birdlime, and pretend to put on 
trouser-like sacks, then line the sacks with birdlime so that the monkeys become stuck fast. There 
is nothing new to add to the existing full discussions of these incidents. 5 o Strabo has the most 
intelligible version of this curious tale; Pearson's suggestion that, whatever the difficulties of the two 
earlier accounts, Strabo has attempted to make sense out of a strange and bizarre story, is reason
able. 51 Certainly this incident which derived from Cleitarchus (according to Pearson, not Tarn) 
must have been as odd to the ancients as it seems to us, and the variations and slight discrepancies 
in the different accounts must be attributed to an imperfect understanding of a very strange story. 
Yet the accounts are similar enough and the incident itself unusual enough to suggest that they 
derive ultimately from a single tradition, here perhaps Cleitarchus. 52 

Finally, F. 25 is taken from Curtius (9. 8. 15) who relates that Cleitarchus tells of eighty thou
sand Indians having been slain in the kingdom of Sambus. Diodorus (102. 6-7) gives the same 
number. Neither Plutarch (Alex. 64) nor Arrian (6. 16. 3-4) mentions casualty figures. Nothing 

49 See Pearson, pp. 219-220. In a description of Hyrcania 
Strabo (2. 1. 14 [73]) notes that "bees have their hives in trees" 
but the language is entirely different from the Cleitarchus 
fragment and Diodorus. The story may have been common by 
Strabo's time and the language changed enough to make 
Strabo's direct dependence on Cleitarchus uncertain. Without 
intending to pursue the entomological implications of these 
passages one may observe that the habits of central Asian bees 
must have been different enough from their Mediterranean 
counterparts to provoke at least three authors into making a 
special note about them. 

so Especially see Tarn, Alex., II, 29-36, and Pearson, pp. 

222-24. 
s I Pearson, p. 224 and n. 46. 
s2 Tarn (Alex., II, 30-31) argues that Cleitarchus' version is 

secondary and that the original account is that related by 
Strabo following Aristobulus, who is earlier than Cleitarchus. 
For a more convincing approach see Pearson, p. 224. 

53 Welles (p. 8) suggests that this indicates only that Curtius' 
statement establishes Cleitarchus as having given that number, 
but that it does not prove that Diodorus got it from Cleitarchus, 
that, in fact, both Curtius and Diodorus may have gotten it 
from another intermediate account. 
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further need be said about this except to observe what is obvious, that Diodorus relates a number 
given by Curtius and attributed to Cleitarchus. s 3 

What remains is to review the distribution of the thirty-six fragments of Cleitarchus, and to 
suggest some of the problems relating to Diodorus' dependence on that writer. Of the total number, 
twenty fragments have no parallel in Diodorus, and ten have either a correspondence in very general 
terms but not in detail, or represent stories so commonplace as to make invalid their use as a basis 
for comparison between Cleitarchus and Diodorus. Of the remaining six, only in the case of three 
or possibly four (Frgs. 4, 14, 19, and 25) can a direct relationship be shown between Diodorus and 
either Cleitarchus or a Cleitarchus-based account. It may now be possible to ask whether such a 
small number of fragments of such an originally larger work can be used as evidence to show a 
direct dependence on Cleitarchus. The first temptation might be to conclude that the evidence is 
too slight. Yet, one fragment of Cleitarchus might be enough to establish a relationship if that 
fragment were of such a nature as to show an exact and direct correspondence. What appears to 
be true is that the question of dependence must be decided not on quantity alone, but on the quality 
of the fragments as well. On both scores, however, the evidence is not conclusive in favor of a heavy 
dependence on Cleitarchus. Certain points of detail-the casualties in the Sambus campaign, the 
odd story of the Indian monkeys, the description of Hyrcanian bees, the fifty Lacedaemonian 
hostages-all provide a kind of argument for dependence. But it must be remembered that this 
kind of detail, while often first to be corrupted in transmission, can also be passed with ease (because 
of its unusual nature) from hand to hand and from tradition to tradition. Thus, while it is probable 
that Diodorus used for his account several incidents and some points of detail which ultimately 
may have come from Cleitarchus, it is no proof that he used Cleitarchus either directly or as his 
only principal source. To suggest that Diodorus followed a single source, and that that source was 
Cleitarchus directly reads far more into their relationship than the evidence of the fragments will 
allow. 

III. THE "HOSTILE" PORTRAIT OF ALEXANDER 
Professor Welles has already shown that Diodorus may have "followed" a number of historians 

in addition to Cleitarchus.5 4 For example, Diodorus (106. 6-7) describes the terror of Nearchus' 
sailors at the sight of huge whales. There can be little doubt that the origin of the whale stories was 
Nearchus' account of his westward voyage from the mouth of the Indus. s s On the road to Siwah 
Alexander is said (Diod. 49. 5) to have been guided out of the desert and directed to the oasis by 
crows. At this point Diodorus agrees with the versions of Callisthenes and Aristobulus. s 6 It is pos
sible, therefore, to suggest that Diodorus "followed" these writers. Welles has listed about a dozen 
such instances showing how Diodorus "follows" one or more historians. Admittedly his list is 
partial, and it might even be possible, by examining the approximately four hundred fragments of 
all the Alexander historians listed by Jacoby, to list the number of times Diodorus "followed" each 
of the earlier writers. The authenticity of each fragment would have to be established and correlated 
with other traditions on the same incident in an attempt to trace its origin. The commentary on the 
Cleitarchan fragments shows how difficult it is to draw definite conclusions by this method, and it is 

H Welles, pp. 8-1 0. 
55 At least four other fragments of Nearchus and Onesicritus 

describe whales : FGrH, No. 133, F. I = Arr. Ind. 30. 1-9; 
F . lb = Strabo 15. 2. 11-13 (725-26); F . 31a = Curt. 10. ! · 
10-12. Also No. 134 (Onesicritus), F . 31 = Aelian NA 17. 6. 
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56 FGrH, No. 124 (Callisthenes), F . 14 = Strabo 17. I. 43 
(814); No. 139 (Aristobulus), F. 14 = Arr. 3. 3. 6. Arrian gives 
both versions, preceding Aristobulus' account by citing Ptolemy, 
who maintained that two serpents led the party to Siwah. 

57 Welles, pp. 8-10. 



even questionable how useful such an undertaking would be. It will be recalled that of a total of 
thirty-six fragments attributed to Cleitarchus only a handful can be shown to have had any relation
ship to Diodorus. Even Welles' brief list of thirteen passages shows that Diodorus might have 
"followed" Cleitarchus eight times, Onesicritus six times, Nearchus and Aristobulus three times 
each, and Callisthenes twice. 57 An examination of all the Alexander fragments would probably 
produce a morass of confusing and conflicting data which would be of little value in determining the 
source tradition which Diodorus followed. The point of this must be that if the same standards of 
comparison which have for so long been so rigidly used for Cleitarchus were used for the other 
historians, it would be possible to have Diodorus "following" quite a large number of earlier writers. 
Perhaps, of course, Diodorus was that eclectic in composition, but such a thesis must depend in 
part on a much more detailed examination than presently available of Diodorus' methods in general 
(see section IV below). 

Tarn's method of analysis was differently conceived. s 8 Rejecting the Einquellenprinzip (here 
Cleitarchus) Tarn sought to discover the general traditions which manifested themselves in Diodorus' 
work. s 9 He also recognized that Diodorus was perfectly capable of inserting some of his own 
opinions on Alexander, especially with regard to the role which tyche played in the king's life. Within 
this framework Tarn saw two different and inconsistent portraits of Alexander, one favorable and 
one hostile, running through the book. For Tarn these two portraits cannot have come from a single 
source. 60 Of the two main traditions the favorable characterization is the primary one, and Tarn 
suggested (largely by a process of exhaustion) that the source must be Aris to bulus. 61 

The secondary portrait, which is hostile, portrays Alexander as ruthless in war (e.g., eighty 
thousand slain in Sambus' kingdom, two thousand hanged or crucified at Tyre, the destruction of 
the Mardi country, the burning of Persepolis, etc.). According to Tarn, the hostile tradition also 
accused Alexander of cheating: over the Gordian knot, over Darius' letter after Issus, over the 
capture of Darius' murderers, and in other instances. 6 2 Now it may be useful to quote Tarn directly: 

"It is obvious therefore that Diodorus' secondary portrait came from someone who liked to 
relate stories of massacres and so forth; and though very little about Cleitarchus' book is abso
lutely certain [my italics], there is a very high degree of probability, seeing that the massacre 
in Sambus' country is known to be from him, that this was Cleitarchus as has already been 
seen." 6 3 

One may ask if this is a fair evaluation of Cleitarchus. A brief review of the Cleitarchus fragments 

5 8 Tarn's approach can be read at large in Part I of his Alex., 
II, see especially Chapters A, E, F, and J for a review of the 
source problem and the methodology involved in analyzing 
Cleitarchus and Diodorus. 

s 9 What Tarn called the "personality" of the source showing 
through Diodorus' style; see Alex., II, 64. 

60 The underlying assumption is that no biographer of 
antiquity could have told what was probably the truth about 
Alexander, that he was a mixed bag of blessings and distresses. 
For Tarn, a "balanced" version of Alexander's life must have 
been impossible, each actual account being designed either to 
praise or to abuse the king. Indeed the latter principle seems to 
afflict many modern Alexander historians as well. 

61 Tarn, Alex., II, pp. 69-71. 
62 Ibid., pp. 54, 67. What Tarn saw as detrimental to Alex-

antler (the charge of cheating) might well have seemed to a 
Greek to be a praiseworthy asset in a leader's character, the 
kind of shrewdness which the ancients admired in their heroes 
since the time of Odysseus. 

63 Ibid., p. 82; for the " Cleitarchus-liked-to-write-about
massacres" principle at work see ibid. , p. 253, especially n. I. 

64 Plut. Alex. II. 3-13. 3; Arr. I. 7. 7-9. IO (Ptolemy) ; Just. 
11. 3-4. Diodorus' account (11. 1-14. 4) is quite detailed and 
full of the horrors of battle and plunder. Yet Alexander is made 
to destroy the city only in accordance with a decree of the 
League council. Since there is so little of Cleitarchus on this, 
it is impossible to determine whether Diodorus' version is based 
on him or not. Indeed, Diodorus' account has the flavor of 
Arrian, who used Ptolemy. 
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dealing with such matters-presumably this is the best kind of evidence-may prove helpful. F. 1 
deals with the fall of Thebes, and says nothing of the awful devastation of that city which can be 
read at large in the other authors. 64 F. 4 is Cleitarchus' statement about the fifty Lacedaemonians 
hostages having been sent to Alexander. There is nothing particularly unfavorable toward Alexander 
here, as the taking of hostages was quite common in antiquity. F. 8 has a brief mention of Alexander's 
victory at Issus; there is nothing pertinent here. F. 11 (Athenaeus) is the short mention of Thais, 
who caused the palace at Persepolis to be destroyed. That Thais may have been Alexander's mistress, 
according to Athenaeus, bothered Tarn, and he went to some trouble to disprove it. 6 s Tarn did 
succeed in showing that Thais was Ptolemy's mistress, but what of it? That Athenaeus (or even 
Cleitarchus) should indicate that Alexander had a mistress does not necessarily indicate a hostile 
attitude toward the king, except to someone who, for his own reasons, was attempting to build a 
case for an unfavorable portrait, and for whom having a mistress is a charge of immoral behaviour. 
Mistresses are common enough throughout history and need not detain us. 6 6 

F. 15 mentions only that the Queen of the Amazons came to see Alexander. F. 16 tells the story 
in more detail, that Thalestria came to Alexander in Hyrcania for the sake of conceiving children. 
Strabo, in whom the fragment occurs, places no credence in the incident, even while citing Clei
tarchus as one of those who tells of it. 6 7 Finally, in F. 25 can be found the tale of the eighty thousand 
slain in the kingdom of Sambus. 

In all only seven fragments may bear in any way on Alexander as a person, three having to do 
with his relationship with women, the others with military or political affairs. This is direct evidence, 
and it has been difficult to find in the fragments support for Tarn's thesis that Cleitarchus repre
sented an unfavorable view of Alexander. That Alexander knew women sexually may or may not 
be true, but what possible bearing could this have on his character unless the traditions accused him 
of degenerate sexual excesses? The stories of Alexander taking hostages or killing eighty thousand 
(an extraordinary number!) does not, again, necessarily represent a hostile view of the king, especially 
within the context of the conduct of war in those days. What a modern scholar may see as excessive 
cruelty in large: numbers of enemy slain, taken prisoner, or enslaved might to a Greek have seemed 
a commendable victory for an outstanding general. Indeed among the common measures of military 
success in any age (unfortunately including our own) is the number of cities taken or destroyed, 
enemy killed, captured or wounded, or lands and movable property seized. By any measure Alexander 
was a successful general, no more cruel in the exercise of warfare than his contemporaries, and it 
would seem more merciful than many. There is nothing in the fragments of Cleitarchus reminiscent 

65 Tarn, Alex., II, 47-49 and 324; all Athenaeus (13 . 576D-E) 
says is "And did not Alexander the Great have with him the 
Athenian courtesan Thais . .. " 

66 When Tarn attempted to argue the case with reference 
to a tradition which spoke of the degenerate influence of an 
Athenian courtesan on Alexander (i.e., the drunken revelry 
leading to the burning of the palace) he was on firmer ground. 
But Tarn also seemed obsessed with proving that Alexander 
knew no woman before his marriage to Roxane. He cited 
Plutarch (!) as "speaking the truth" on this matter; see Alex., 
II, 323-24. Tarn did take into account the various traditions 
a bout the banquet and subsequent conflagration at Persepolis 
(ibid., pp. 47-49), but was confronted with the problem of the 
Cleitarchus fragment barely mentioning the incident, while the 
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full versions in Diodorus, Curtius and Plutarch have no source 
cited. Which of the accounts is that of Cleitarchus? Tarn says 
Diodorus, mainly because in his version the procession through 
the palace is a Dionysiac komos, and Tarn was attempting to 
show how fond Cleitarchus was of connecting Alexander with 
celebrations in honor of Dionysus. His whole argument, 
however, is indirect and not based on the fragments. For a 
conclusive attack on Tarn's method when dealing with a like 
matter see E. Badian, "The Eunuch Bagoas," CQ, VIII (1958), 
144-57. 

67 Tarn, Alex., II, 326-29. Here he argued that all versions 
of this famous incident derive originally from Cleitarchus. 
At the very least it cannot be doubted that Strabo's version 
(F. 16) is ultimately from Cleitarchus. 



of the unfavorable view of Alexander's character which can, for example, be read at large in the 
pages of Justin. Any concept of hostility toward Alexander in Cleitarchus must remain within 
Tarn's special framework, and cannot be substantiated on more objective grounds. 

Thus far only the hostility (or lack of it) as expressed by Cleitarchus has been considered. But 
what of Diodorus himself? Tarn argued that much of Diodorus' account of Alexander's activities 
in India is based on Cleitarchus. 68 If so, then it becomes necessary to review Diodorus' characteriza
tion of the king in India in order to determine whether he is portrayed unfavorably. 

In the first passage after the great lacuna Diodorus (84. 1-6) tells of Alexander having concluded 
a truce with certain of his mercenaries, but when they attempted to leave his service, the king turned 
on them suddenly and slaughtered them. Before their defeat the mercenaries had complained that 
Alexander was violating the terms of the treaty, to which the king answered that he had only given 
them the right to leave, not to be his friends forever. 69 True or not, the incident shows Alexander in 
a bad light, although Diodorus' account of the affair is confused enough to make it difficult to 
determine what his source said. 

When Alexander took the rock of Aornus, however, he was, according to Diodorus (85. 5-86. 1), 
careful to reward his native guide w'ith the rich gifts initially promised him for his services. The pro
mise was kept; Alexander's character is above reproach. The battle against Porus was one of the 
most difficult which Alexander ever experienced, largely because of the initial impact on the Mace
donians made by the Indian elephants. In Diodorus' account Porus is wounded (88. 6-7), and the 
Indians, hearing a rumor that he was dead, took flight. Many of the Indians were slain as they fled. 
Then "Alexander, victorious in this remarkable battle, recalled his troops by trumpet,"70 apparently 
unwilling to pursue needless killing. Porus was found still breathing and was given over to the 
Indians for medical attention (89. 2-3). Later, when he had recovered, Alexander restored him to his 
throne in recognition of his bravery (89. 6). Hardly an unfavorable portrait !71 

In a campaign against the Adrestians (91. 2) Alexander got possession of their cities partly by 
force and partly by persuasion. Apparently the king was not averse to negotiating if it served his 
purpose as well as fighting. Next, in an expedition against the Cathaeans, Alexander took their 
strongest city and burned it. Diodorus (91. 4) then relates that Alexander was prevented from 
inflicting the same horror on a second city by the Indians who approached with suppliant branches. 
Here the portrait is the common one: Alexander is unrelenting against those who resist, but willing 
to receive peacefully those who submit. There is no evidence of unusual ruthlessness here. In the 
very next passage (91. 4-8) Diodorus makes much of the excellent reputation of the cities under the 
rule of Sopeithes. This native monarch gave over himself and his kingdom to Alexander, who 

6 8 Ibid., pp. 76-77. It is in India , Tarn maintained (pp. 
128-29), that the hostile portrait of Cleitarchus is given prefer
ence over the friendly view of Aristobulus. 

69 Plut. Alex. 59 . 3-4 agrees substantially with this story, 
while Arrian (4. 27. 3-4) maintains that Alexander killed the 
mercenaries because they attempted to desert. In his note on the 
Diodorus passage, Welles (p. 363) puts the question neatly: 
"This presents historians with a nice dilemma : was Diodorus' 
source blackening Alexander's reputation, or was Arrian's 
whitening it?" See Badian's discussion of such questions of 
method, art.' cit. (n. 66), p . 147. 

10 Welles translates this (89. I) : "Alexander, satisfied with 
his brilliant victory, ordered the trumpets to sound the recall." 
In any case, :there is no hybris here. 

7 1 Plut. Alex. 60. 7-8; Arr. 5. 18. 4-19. 3 ; Curt. 8. 14. 31-46 ; 
Just. 12. 8. All sources agree on the valor of Porus and the 
dignified treatment accorded him by Alexander. The original 
source for this account may have been Ptolemy whom Arrian 
apparently followed for most of the battle. The campaign 
against Porus provides an instructive example of Arrian's 
method; cf. 5. 14. 3-15. I. 
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returned it out of his own clemency (8ta .~v ... £mEtKEtav). Not only is the portrait not hostile, 
but it is outwardly flattering. 7 2 

Having made friends with Phegeus, another local king, Alexander advanced to the Hyphasis 
River and found it difficult to cross. 7 3 He questioned Phegeus and, later, Porus about what might 
be found beyond the far bank. Both told him that there lay a twelve-day desert march and then the 
Ganges River. Living in the vicinity of the Ganges were powerful nations among whom were the 
Gandaridae, who could muster forces of many tens of thousands of men and horses as well as many 
elephants. Alexander was seized with a desire to cross the Hyphasis and invade this land. 7 4 At this 
point Diodorus diverges from the other writers to narrate a version uniquely his own. Recognizing 
that an extended expedition into the country of the Ganges would be difficult and that his troops 
were exhausted from constant campaigning (93. 4-94. 3), Alexander knew that he must attempt to 
gain the assent of his soldiers before undertaking such a venture. Thus "he allowed them to ravage 
the enemy's country, which was full of every good thing" (trans. C. B. Welles). Here is the problem: 
which "country" is meant? The Fischer text (94. 4) is ten polemian choran although there is a manu
script variant parapotamian choran. 15 If "enemy country" is read, there is confusion, since Alexander 
was in friendly country, the kingdom of Phegeus. Is it to be allowed that Alexander permitted his 
troops to plunder the cities of this amicable kingdom? Perhaps the -soldiers crossed the Hyphasis 
to plunder, although this seems unlikely in view of Diodorus' earlier statement (93. 1) that the river 
was seven stades wide and had a violent current. Parapotamian seems more reasonable; the difficulties 
of a river crossing are avoided, and it is still possible that the soldiers moved up or downstream to 
loot areas near the river but outside Phegeus' kingdom. 76 There are obvious difficulties with Dio
dorus'. understanding of the incident. Everything which follows 

"When the soldiers returned laden with wealth from their foray, he [Alexander] called them to 
a meeting. He presented a well-prepared speech concerning the expedition against the Gan
daridae, but none of the Macedonians agreed with it, and he abandoned the enterprise." 

is a highly abridged account of what the other writers give much attention to. Arrian (5. 25. 1-28) 
has Alexander recognizing the mutterings among his troops about the proposed venture and making 
a long speech about past glories and future marvels. At the conclusion of the king's speech, Coenus, 
a spokesman for the officers, answered Alexander that they were honored to have served with him 
freely, but the time had come to set a limit on their labors and to exercise self-restraint, especially 
since his troops were now weary and longing for home. Alexander was disturbed by this dissent, but 
eventually decided to abandon the expedition since the army was unwilling to follow. Plutarch 
(62. 1-4) says only that the army vigorously opposed the proposed campaign, and that the angered 
Alexander finally gave in to their wishes. Curtius' version (9. 2. 12-3. 19) contains the speeches 
highly adorned with rhetoric. The conclusion is the same as Arrian's. What is noteworthy in Alexan
der's speech as given by Curtius (9. 2. 27) is the emphasis which the king places on the material 

72 The same sto1y is told with some embellishment by 
Curtius (9. I. 24-35) and occurs in a fragment of Onesicritus; 
see FGrH, No. 134, F . 21 = Strabo 15. I. 30 (699) . 

73 This account is in Diod. 93. 1-94. 5. 
74 Thus far Diodorus' version (93. 1-4) corresponds almost 

exactly with Curtius (9. 2. 1-11), so much so that both appear 
to derive directly from the same source. Plutarch (Alex. 62. 1-2) 
has a much abbreviated and less clear account. Arrian (5. 25 . 

1-2) is almost entirely different and much shorter. 
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7 5 The Dindorf edition (Leipzig, 1867) reads parapotamian 
choran. 

76 It may even be possible that Phegeus' kingdom did not 
reach to the Hyphasis, although a river is a common natural 
boundary. That Alexander questioned Phegeus about what lay 
beyond the Hyphasis is not proof that the river country was 
part of his kingdom, for Porus was also questioned, and his 
territory lay at some distance (although Curt. 9. I. 35-36. 6 
makes it appear that Phegeus' territory ran up to the river.). 



rewards to be gained from the expedition, booty in particular. It has already been pointed out that 
the versions of Diodorus and Curtius correspond almost exactly up to the place where the speeches 
begin. It may well be true that Diodorus, who was not given to the inclusion of speeches in Book 
XVII, 77 decided to abbreviate his source for the speeches, and either through carelessness or mis
understanding replaced the promise of booty with actual plunder as a means of winning over the 
troops. This suggestion takes into account the confusion which might come out of attempting to 
abridge a critical and complex story (why did Alexander stop at the Hyphasis ?), and also explains 
the difficulties of determining just what country the Macedonians are said to have plundered. The 
argument is assuredly tenuous, but it suggests that the question of a possible hostile interpretation 
of A1exander at this point is due to the confusion of Diodorus and not to the characterization of his 
source. 

It would be possible to go through the remainder of the Indian section in a detailed manner, 
but now that the method of criticism has been established, the same end will be fulfilled by a summary. 
Alexander fought several more campaigns in India before turning homeward. In the kingdom of 
Porticanus (102. 5) two cities were taken; the soldiers were allowed to plunder them before they 
were set afire. Porticanus himself escaped to continue his resistance and several more cities were 
captured and destroyed. Alexander's name became an object of terror throughout the area. The 
people of Sambus' kingdom also resisted and a large part of the population was killed or enslaved. 
The tribe of Brahmins suffered especially, but when a group of them approached Alexander as 
suppliants (102. 6) they were treated kindly. Some of the Brahmins continued to hold out in the 
city of Harmatelia. When Alexander prepared to take the city, the inhabitants came forth asking for 
mercy and the Macedonian king spared them. The Agalesseis, too, fought fiercely in their city. Their 
resistance was so strong that many Macedonians were killed, stirring Alexander to anger. He set 
fire to the city (96. 6-7), burning up most of the inhabitants. 78 Some of the citizens, however, sur
vived by presenting themselves as suppliants, and A1exander pardoned them. On two occasions the 
Sibians (96. 2-3) and the Sambastae (102. 1-4) willingly presented themselves to A1exander in a 
submissive manner. In both instances A1exander treated them as friends and went on his way in 
peace. 

The pattern is clear. A1exander will subjugate with ruthlessness all who resist; the more pro-

77 There are no speeches anywhere in Book XVII; in fact, 
in the whole of 118 chapters in the book there are a total of only 
nine examples of direct discourse of any kind, and these are in 
the main only a sentence or two in length. It is convenient to 
list them: (4. 8-9) a quotation from a speech of Aeschines; (10.3) 
two oracular responses; (3 7. 5-6) after Issus, a short response 
by Alexander to Darius' mother; (51. 1-4) some dialogue at 
Siwah; (54. 4-5) dialogue between Alexander and Parmenio 
before Gaugamela; (66. 5-7) some comments on Alexander's 
good fortune at Susa; (114. 2) a repetition of 37. 5-6; (114. 3) 
at Babylon a short quotation from Hephaestion's letter to 
Olympias; and (117. 4) Alexander's death-bed scene. 

As a general rule, it may be stated that speeches and other 
forms of direct discourse are not a part of Diodorus' style. The 
most notable exceptions are found in the thirteenth and four
teenth books (e.g., 13. 20. 1-32. 6, 52. 3-8; 14. 25. 1-6, 65. 1-69. 5) 
where Diodorus treats Sicilian matters in great detail anyway. 

Diodorus' method is either to utilize indirect discourse as a 
means of summary or to abridge the materials which he drew 
upon. This is consistent with bis historical method insofar as 
it is possible to generalize about it. In this respect Book XVII 
is in accord with the rest of his work. On this basis it is not 
possible to determine if Diodorus was using a work which 
contained the speeches on the mutiny, a work such as that of 
the "rhetorical" Cleitarchus. One might only suggest that since 
Diodorus follows Curtius' account so closely up to the point 
where the speeches begin, he used the same source as Curtius, 
then diverged. The different techniques of the two writers 
become apparent at this point, Curtius giving (and perhaps 
embellishing) the speeches, and Diodorus summarizing them, 
though perhaps with some misunderstanding. 

78 In Curtius' version (9. 4. 6-7) the Indians burned them
selves rather than become subjects of Alexander. 
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longed and difficult the resistance is, the more savage the Macedonian reprisal is likely to be. But 
for those who open their gates to him, there is peace and gifts and warmth. The portrait of Alexander 
here is no different from what it is throughout Diodorus' book. This is the same Alexander who 
gave a choice to Thebes, who treated the Milesians kindly but enslaved those who had allied them
selves with the Persian resistance in that city (22. 1-5), who vented his anger for the stubborn resis
tance at Halicarnassus (24. 1-27. 6), who treated the Persian women taken at Issus with courtesy 
and respect (37. 3-6), and who punished with severity the surviving defenders of Tyre after an 
incredible seven-month siege ( 40. 2-46. 6). The portrait of Alexander at war in India is no different 
from what it was in Greece and the Near East. 

One final incident in India deserves comment. Diodorus relates (100. 1-101. 6) the story of two 
splendid physical specimens, the Macedonian warrior, Coragus, and the Athenian athlete, Dioxippus, 
who were pitted in combat for the entertainment of Alexander's court. Coragus, resplendent in full 
armor, quickly found himself at the mercy of the Athenian, who fought naked, oiled, and armed 
only with a club. At the king's request Dioxippus released his opponent, and Alexander, annoyed 
at the outcome, broke up the festivities. Diodorus goes on to relate how the king became increasingly 
hostile to Dioxippus. Eventually some of Alexander's friends tricked the Athenian into making 
it appear that he had stolen a golden cup. Dioxippus wrote to Alexander exposing the treachery 
and then committed suicide. Alexander is said to have become enraged at the death of an outstanding 
man whom he had treated ill in life. Now that it was no longer of use, he had discovered Dioxippus' 
virtue in contrast to the despicable nature of his accusers. 

It may appear that Alexander is indirectly responsible for the death of a good man. To the 
extent that his hostility toward Dioxippus may have spurred his friends to the trick which ultimately 
resulted in the Athenian's death, this is true. The unusual circumstance of this tale is that it is a 
digression in a section of the book which is otherwise concerned with military affairs. Moreover, 
the way in which the story is concluded is interesting: 

"[Dioxippus] then took his own life. He had been ill-advised to undertake the single combat, 
but he was much more foolish to make an end of himself in this way. Hence many of those 
who reviled him, mocking his folly, said that it was a hard fate to have great strength of 
body bult little sense. 

The king read the letter and was very angry at the man's death. He often mourned his 
good qualities, and the man who he had neglected when he was alive, he regretted when he 
was dead. After it was no longer of use, he discovered the excellence of Dioxippus by contrast 
with the vileness of his accusers." [trans. C. B. Welles]79 

This is a simple moral fable.so The combat itself is not important, nor even are the circumstances of 
Dioxippus' death, though a point is made about so little sense in such a magnificent body. The real 
issue here is Alexander's admitted regret at not having seen the virtue of the man while he was alive, 
and the intimation that had he done so, the whole nasty business might have been avoided. Now 
it was too late. 8 l This is a small and relatively unimportant incident, but as it may have some bearing 

79 101. 4-6. 
so That is not to say that the duel did not actually occur and 

that the story is purdy mythical. Curtius (9. 7. 16-26) tells the 
tale, and there is evidence that a Dioxippus had been an Olympic 
boxing champion. See Berve, Alex., II, No. 284; also Welles, 
p . 474. 

s I Of course Alexander was forever lamenting something 
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or other. He regretted the destruction of Persepolis (after he had 
caused or allowed its ruin). He mourned Cleitus' death for days, 
after he had killed him. It is one of the most common portraits 
of the king. Whether he was truly a remorseful individual, 
although always a little late, or whether this is only an attempt 
by later writers to make him look better after certain embarrass
ments is difficult to say. 



on Alexander's character, it is included here. Whatever the intention of the story, either as a charac
terizing event found in the general tradition which Diodorus followed, or as a tale taken from some 
special work on morality, it does not point up any hostile tradition about Alexander's character.8 2 

What then remains of the unfavorable portrait which Tarn saw in Diodorus and which he 
attributed to Cleitarchus? First, it has been shown that nothing in the Cleitarchan fragments 
indicates a hostile view. Second, even if Cleitarchus was an important source for the Indian campaigns 
-Tarn maintained that he was because of the unfavorable portrait found there-there is little in 
Diodorus to indicate a hostile attitude toward Alexander. 8 3 If the source was unfriendly Diodorus 
managed to conceal the hostility with a rather straightforward, though pedestrian, narrative. Hos
tility toward an individual consists of the coloring of events in order to cast an unfavorable light 
on the subject. It represents going out of one's way to make the subject appear unrighteous or cor
rupt. No such hostility is exhibited in Diodorus' Indian section, and the conclusion will be that if 
there actually was a tradition hostile to Alexander it must be found elsewhere than in the pages of 
Diodorus. 84 

Third, it must be apparent that the use of "hostility" or an "unfavorable portrait" as a method 
of source-criticism is not without some danger. The reasons must be perfectly obvious: who estab
lishes the standards for hostility? What constitutes an unfavorable portrait? Unless an ancient 
author states explicitly that "so-and-so was an evil man", or in some other plain way leads his 
reader to recognize disapproval of the subject's actions or character, the task of assessing hostility 
becomes a subject of relative values. One must know something about the value-system of the 
ancient source; one must recognize the criteria of judgment which the modern interpreter brings to 
his study. (In no small way this is one of the historian's most difficult, but necessary, tasks.) In brief, 
"hostility" is to some extent in the eye of the beholder. 

IV. THE PROBLEM OF METHOD 
In his seventeenth book Diodorus has given us a long account of a very famous king, but 

nowhere does he name his sources. In order to judge the accuracy and general value of Diodorus' 
narrative we need (among other things) to identify the traditions which he followed. To state the 
problem again so simply may seem too pedantic for scholarly consideration, yet amidst all of the 
detailed analyses of Indian monkeys, Hyrcanian bees, and Dionysiac festivals it has too frequently 
been easy to lose sight of the goal. The problem is historiographical; we are attempting to identify 
the basis for Diodorus' narrative of Alexander, and are faced with a three-century period between 
the king's death and Diodorus' era, an age during which dozens, perhaps hundreds, of major and 
minor Hellenistic authors had something to say about Alexander. A fraction of those have survived 
in fragmentary form, and during the past century the fragments themselves have been collected 

82 It should be noted that Diodorus worked the tale into 
his general narrative with some skill. Chapter 99 deals wi th the 
grave wounds Alexander suffered when he found himself alone 
and cornered while fighting against the Mallians. The Dioxippus 
story is told in Chapter 100 as a part of the festivities held in 
celebration when Alexander had recovered from the wounds. 
At the conclusion of the tale there is another smooth transition 
as Alexander resumed his river voyage on the Indus. 

s 3 The one notable exception is the odd story (84. 1-6) which 
tells how Alexander slaughtered the mercenaries. There is no 
reason to doubt that Diodorus found the story in his source. 

This single exception does not alter the general conclusion 
about Alexander's portrait in Diodorus, and, unless the story 
can be definitely attributed to Cleitarchus, the conclusion about 
his portrait remains unchanged. 

8 4 It must be emphasized that the foregoing is not designed 
to whitewash Alexander. We are really not concerned here 
with Alexander's character, only with Diodorus' view of it. 
It would be foolish to attempt to make Alexander a paragon 
of virtue, even within the rather loose military and social code 
of his time. 
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and analyzed. Thus a number of alternatives as sources for Diodorus have been suggested of which 
Cleitarchus has been the most common choice. 

Modern scholarship decided early that Diodorus was little more than a slavish copier and ex
cerptor, and that he usually followed one source at a time. 8 5 If this characterization of Diodorus 
in general were true then it might also hold for his seventeenth book. But which single source? 
The apparent correspondence with a number of Cleitarchus fragments suggested that writer as 
Diodorus' source. The testimonia, however, inform us that Cleitarchus, while popular, was regarded 
by the writers of antiquity as a poor historian. If then Diodorus depended heavily or exclusively on 
Cleitarchus for his story, the value of the former's account is diminished. This assumes, of course, 
that the standards of quality by which the ancients judged such matters were similar to ours. What 
we actually know, however, about Cleitarchus' history through the surviving fragments indicates 
almost nothing about his methods, his style or his accuracy, beyond a few simple details of incidents. 
It has been my purpose to show that the evidence is too slight to permit us to hold Cleitarchus as a 
major source for Diodorus' seventeenth book. If it cannot be proved that Diodorus followed Clei
tarchus we cannot definitely establish that Diodorus has an inferior account on this basis. He may 
still be secondrate, but that judgment must derive from a different kind of analysis. 

We may proceed in two ways. First, the whole method of Quellenkritik should be re-evaluated. 
The case for C:leitarchus as a main source (either directly or by derivation) has been built up over 
the years by a series of hypotheses and rationalizations about the Cleitarchan fragments. This 
Cleitarchus thesis has not been tested often enough, as most students of the problem have preferred 
to follow those who developed and adhered to it. Further, one can hardly question their conclusions 
based upon this method of source-analysis. What must stand the severest criticism is the method 
itself. Classical scholarship has too long suffered under the burden of the endless comparison of 
fragments with text, and text with text, with the underlying principle being that if a correspondence 
occurs then one must depend on the other. And it is unfortunate that the present paper has had to 
demonstrate the whole wearisome process in order to show how tenuous the method is. To be sure, 
some fruitful results have come from Quellenforschung. For example, the exact correspondence 
(even to language) between some passages in the later books of Diodorus with Polybius would 
seem to indicate that Diodorus quoted actual passages from Polybius (if the Byzantine excerptors 
of both authors were accurate). But in the attempts to snare a source for Book Seventeen the method 
has been applied and pronounced successful in a place where the evidence is too slight and the 
attendant problems too complex for such a conclusion. 

Second, more must be known about Diodorus as a historian and writer in general. Some of the 
judgments about the Alexander history must await further analysis of the other books of the 
Bibliotheca where Diodorus names his sources. (It is often forgotten that the Alexander narrative 
is only one section of a work which originally comprised forty books, fifteen of which survive largely 
intact.) These books can provide the best evidence for Diodorus' own historical method and 
approach. More is needed of the order of Hammond's study of the sixteenth book, 8 6 Palm's work on 
language and style, 8 7 and Drews' article on methodology. 8 8 One of the dark areas of classical 

85 See bibliography listed in Brocker and Schoenle, note I 
above. 

86 N. G. L. Hammond, "The Sources of Diodorus Siculus 
XVI," CQ, XXI (1937), 79-91; XXII (1938), 136-51. 

8 7 See note 12 above. 
88 Robert Drews, "Diodorus and His Sources," AJP, 
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LXXXIII (1962), 391-92, noted that Diodorus' view of Alexan
der is more favorable than usually thought. Drews accepts 
Tarn's thesis concerning a dual tradition, with Aristobulus 
providing the friendly version. Diodorus included the favorable 
tradition because it was more in line with his own belief that 
"Successful statesmen are righteous" (Drews). Drews' main 



studies is historiography, especially since so little is known about how ancient writers put together 
large compilations. Internal criticism led Tarn to believe that there were two portraits. One portrait 
needs a friendly writer as a source (here Aristobulus), the other some writer hostile to Alexander. 
Who else but Cleitarchus? Tarn "knew" that Cleitarchus had an unfavorable view because he loved 
to relate stories of massacres (hardly proved by the fragments) and Dionysiac festivals (a circular 
argument not proved by the fragments). Once these assumptions were accepted it became possible 
for Tarn to go through Book Seventeen suggesting Cleitarchus here, Aristobulus there, and even a 
"mercenaries" tradition in other places. 89 But if the assumptions cannot be proved the thesis lacks 
validity. 

This is not to say that internal criticism is an invalid method of analysis; indeed it may be one 
of the soundest approaches to an understanding of some of Book XVII's features.90 But such a 
dissection must occur without the framework of preconceived notions about sources. It is important 
to know to what extent Book XVII shares in the general characteristics of Diodorus' historical work, 
and in what respects it differs. 9 l In short, it is time to establish some terms of reference for source
criticism, beginning in the sections of the Bibliotheca where sources and methods are stated, and 
then, insofar as it becomes possible, to generalize by testing the history of Alexander by these 
standards.92 

point is that when Diodorus was not satisfied with the ethical 
instruction offered by the standard authors he used as sources, 
he often turned to other writers. This presumably shows a 
more wide-ranging method and independent spirit in Diodorus 
than is normally granted him. It may be possible to extend 
Drews' argument to suggest that Diodorus may have depended 
on standard authors for tbe bare bones of his narrative, but 
when confronted with certain ethical evaluations he chose not 
necessarily to refer to lesser writers but to fil l out the structure 
with his own thought; Diodorus was no original thinker, 
and his ideas are the commonplaces of late Hellenistic moral
political philosophy. 

EUGENE N. BORZA 
The Pennsylvania State University and 

The American School of Classical Studies at Athens 

89 For a refutation of Tarn's "mercenaries source" theory 
see P. A. Brunt, "Persian Accounts of Alexander's Campaigns," 
CQ, XII (1962), 141-55. 

9 o See note 77, above. 
91 I hope to say something about this in the near future. 
9 2 I wish to express my gratitude to Professors S. I . Oost and 

Bened.ict Einarson of the University of Chicago for their valu
able criticisms of an early version of this paper. I also owe 
much to Professor E. Badian who added several helpful 
suggestions in a later draft. The final form is, of course, my own 
responsibility. 
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THE DILEMMA OF ALEXANDER THE GREAT 

Since the early years of the twentieth century, men of vision have indicated the need for a 
closer relationship between the humanities and the behavioral sciences. Scholars in both fields have, 
from time to time, attempted to correlate history and psychology. For the most part their works 
have been neglected, and in many cases even derided. Perhaps L. Pierce Clark summed up the 
situation best when he wrote, 

'True historical interpretation ... of any great epochal moment is not possible until we 
make a careful psychological study of the people of that particular period, especially its great 
men and leaders. The position in the main is not a new one, but heretofore historians have 
made a study of the more obvious characterology of the great statesmen and either have 
not been able, or were unwilling to study such historic personages in the more scientific 
manner now possible, although this has already been done in several instances by those 
trained in methods of intensive mental analysis. The historian therefore has not fully ex
hausted the possibilities of his subject, because of inadequate psychological training, while 
the psychologist for the most part has not coupled up his accurate personal analysis with the 
events to which his characterological study forms a necessary part.' 1 

It is only within the past few years, with an increase in the understanding and awareness of 
psychological motivations, that some historians have turned their attention to what is appropriately 
termed Psycho-Biography. As a result, we are now better able to evaluate the character of the great 
historical figures, as well as the psychological motivations of their contributions to society. 

Although there are no primary sources left (except in fragments), we have a host of secondary 
accounts of the life and deeds of Alexander the Great. Throughout these, in Arrian, Plutarch, 
Diodorus Siculus, Quintus Curtius, even the modern biographies of Wilcken and Tarn, certain 
characterological patterns become apparent. 2 

This lack of primary source material need not deter us from examining and formulating certain 
concepts regarding the nature of his character structure and the causes which contributed to it. All 
psycho-biography lacks the authoritative validity of psychoanalysis since it is the individual analysed 
who must ultimately confirm or deny the reality of interpretations. 'There are, of course, numerous 
difficulties and potential pitfalls inherent in applied psychoanalysis, but they are ... far from being 

I L. Pierce Clark, M.D., "Psychologic Study of Abraham 
Lincoln" , Psychoanalytic Review, 8 (1921), 2. The student of a 
colleague, having just read Erikson's Young Man Luther re• 
marked that " more studies of this type would benefit us all" . 
On being told that I had engaged in similar studies both with 
Alexander the Great and Jefferson, she was visibly shaken 
"Well," she exclaimed, " it's fine to work on Alexander the 
Great, but no one has a right to meddle with the founding 
fathers!" 

2 For the purposes of this paper, two standard biographies 
have been used as points of reference. The non-professional 
reader, interested in further study of Alexander will find these 
works are now available in paperback as well as hardbound 
with identical paging. They are W. W. Tarn, Alexander the 
Great (Boston 1962), and Ulrich Wilcken, Alexander the Great, 
translated by G . C. Richards, in an excellent new edition by 
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Eugene N. Borza (New York 1967). A recent study by R. D . 
Milns, Alexander the Great (London 1968) may be of some 
interest, since some of the conclusions drawn by the author are 
similar to my own. Where ancient sources are referred to, 1 
have relied on the Loeb translations. The one exception is 
Ephippus. Here I have drawn on the work of Lionel Pearson, 
The Lost H istories of Alexander the Great (New York 1960). 
Specialized articles include those of J . R . H amilton, "Alexander 
And His 'So Called' Father", Classical Quarterly , N.S. 3 (1953), 
151. H amilton, " Alexander's Early Life" , Greece and Rome, 
12 (1965), and of course innumerable articles by Professor E. 
Badian. Charles N . Sarlin, M.D ., my father-in-law, is my 
"primary" source for the psychoanalytic interpretations and is 
responsible for my interest in this field . L. Pierce Clark, M.D., 
also has an interesting article entitled "The Narcissism of 
Alexander the Great" , Psychoanaly tic Review, 9 (1923), 56-59 . 



insurmountable. "A policy of restraint", a proper documentation, scientific rigor, and the analyst's 
careful search for prime or well authenticated sources, together with their systematic accumulation 
and cautious evaluation, can resolve many problems of applied analysis ... .' 3 

Alexander the Great was born in 356 B.C., the son of Philip II of Macedon and his wife, the 
Epirot Princess Olympias. The contrast in the character of his parents was striking. 

Philip, the outstanding man of his times, was a proven general, a brilliant diplomat and an 
astute politician. He was boisterous, a heavy drinker, sometimes subject to violent rages, and since 
polygamy was practiced in Macedonia, much married. To solidify relations between his allies, and 
possible enemies, he resorted to the useful device of marrying into those royal families which might 
be of aid to him. 4 

Olympias appears to have been a jealous, introverted, unstable woman addicted to the mystery 
cults of the time. Among her more bizarre activities, she seems to have delighted in playing with 
snakes. This has led biographers, both ancient and modern, to conclude that Philip, particularly 
in his cups, became more and more wary of her. Although her son had 'always been recognised as 
crown prince', s she was extremely jealous of her husband's other wives. 6 The evidence suggests 
that her ambitions for her son sprang from inordinate needs for self-gratification and not primarily 
out of love for Alexander, with whom she identified herself, for she seems to have been a woman 
incapable of love for anyone other than herself. While she can hardly be considered a part of the 
royal harem in the literal sense, one is reminded that the wives of the Egyptian Pharaohs were also 
jealous and ambitious for their sons. At least one plot to overthrow the king of ancient Egypt may 
be traced to the harem. 7 

There is reason to suspect that Olympias poisoned one of Alexander's half-brothers (who 
became insane); and on Philip's death, an infant half-sister was murdered on her orders.8 

The relationship between Philip and Olympias, never a good one, was terminated in 337 B.C., 
when Philip acquired another wife, this time a Macedonian. 'At the wedding feast ... the bride's 
uncle, insulted Alexander, implying ... that this marriage was intended to give the country a legiti
mate (i.e. fully Macedonian) successor. ... Olympias fled to her native Epirus.' 9 The 19-year-old 
Alexander reacted with characteristic loss of control and was exiled. Io Nevertheless, the idea in
stilled in him that he was the son of a god, rather than the son of a mere mortal, Philip, would soon 
bear fruit. 

Alexander appears to have been a precocious child, arrogant and on occasion openly hostile to 
those who offered counsel. Nourished from an early age by a wet-nurse, he was later placed in the 
hands of a male tutor-both not uncommon in antiquity. However, at the age of thirteen, his educa
tion was taken over by Aristotle, who had been persuaded by Philip to join the court. 

Training of the mind may well have been essential for a future king, but so too was training of 
the body. We learn that Alexander was both a good athlete and an accomplished horseman. Unfor
tunately many of the stories concerning his athletic prowess so closely resemble those of an Egyptian 

3 William G. Niederland, M.D. , "An Analytic Inquiry Into 
the Life and Work of Heinrich Schliemann", Drives, Affects, 
Behavior, 2 (1965), 370. 

4 E. Badian, "The Death of Philip II", Phoenix, 17 (1963), 
244. 

5 Ibid. 244. 
6 J. R. Hamilton, "Alexander's Early Life", Greece and Rome, 

12 (1965), 117. 
1 Ancient Near Eastern Texts, ed. J. B. Pritchard (Princeton 

1955). See "The Story of Si-Nuhe", 18-23 and " The Instruc
tions of King Amen-En-Het'', 418-419. 

8 Plutarch, Alexander, LXXVII. 5. Pausanias, viii. 7, 5. 
9 Badian, "The Death of Philip 11". 
Io Plutarch, Alexander, IX. 3-6. 
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Pharaoh of the Eighteenth dynasty that one is inclined to view them with some suspicion. 11 Never
theless, these stories, too, add to the belief that he was arrogant and contemptuous of those beneath 
him in rank. Arrogance and contempt of those beneath oneself are usually a defence against under
lying feelings of inferiority and worthlessness. An attempt will be made later to demonstrate that 
in the case of Alexander, an unconscious awareness of a female identification based upon the influence 
of his mother could have contributed to such defensive character traits. 12 

Associated with arrogance was envy of those in a superior position apparently related to his 
attitude toward his father, the public hero who was constantly engaged in waging and winning wars. 
The statement attributed to Alexander, 'If father goes on conquering, there will be nothing left for 
me to conquer', l 3 suggests this. The rift already created by Olympias between father and son would 
eventually develop into an almost complete lack of communication between the two men. 

In 336 B.C., when Alexander was twenty years of age, Philip of Macedon, newly married and 
on the verge of leading a well trained army against the enemies of Greece, was assassinated. The 
circumstances surrounding the assassination were 'very mysterious' .14 Most historians believe that 
Olympias was involved in her husband's murder, but the idea that Alexander was also involved, is 
rejected as 'vicious propaganda spread by his enemies' . 1 s His character was such, they claim, that 
he could never have played any part in the assassination of his father. These arguments are far from 
convincing. In the light of his character, which was so similar to his mother's, it is not too difficult 
to associate him with his father's murder. It was Olympias who had Philip's new-born daughter 
literally plucked from the arms of her mother and murdered before her eyes. 

Arrian, considered our most reliable source, tells us nothing of Philip's death, merely recording 
it. Plutarch, on the other hand, cynically mentions that 'some suspicion was attached to Alexander', 
who was careful to 'seek out the participants in the plot and punish them'. 16 However, not all of the 
accomplices were punished. Three brothers of the Lyncestian dynasty were implicated, two of whom 
were executed. The third, a son-in-law of the general Antipater, was spared.17 According to Mace
donian custom it was the army who approved a new king. The prospective monarch was presented 
to them and then acclaimed as their new leader. In the case of Alexander, it was Antipater who 
presented him to the army, leaving one to speculate why the third man was spared. Was it, as Wilcken 

1 1 See for example ; Ancient Near Eastern Texts, ed. Pritchard, 
"The Stele of Amenhotep II", 244-5. In their efforts to glorify 
the deeds of the young Alexander, Arrian VI. 9. 1-5, Plutarch 
V. 4-VI. 2, VI. 2-VJI. I and Quintus Curtius, "Summaries", 
1, 11-12, include what can best be termed the Bucephalus myth. 
This has been picked up by such 20th-century authors as Leon 
Homo, Alexandre le Grand (Paris 1951), A. R. Burn, Alexander 
the Great (London 1947) and Agnes Savill, Alexander The Great 
And His Time (London 1955). Plutarch tells us that "Buce
phalus would allow no one other than Alexander to ride him." 
What he means is that Alexander would allow no one other than 
himself to ride the horse, since the really fi rst-rate horseman 
is able to ride any and all types of horses. Arrian says that the 
animal died from exhaustion at the age of thirty. Well he might! 
If he is correct, and I reject this, Bucephalus would have been 
at least thirteen years old when Philip bought him. Yet the 
price, according to Plutarch, was thirteen talents. Philip was 
not a fool. At that age the horse was past the prime of life. It 
is worth noting also that few horses, even in this modern age, 

48 

attain the age of thirty. Those who do are certainly in no 
condition to ride. At thirty, a horse has few if any teeth , and 
those he does have are so rounded as to be useless in chewing. 

1 2 Arrian, Anabasis II . 25. 1-4 : later the Persian king offered 
his daughter in marriage to the young Alexander who scornfully 
replied that he would take what he wanted when he wanted, 
since he was now king. 

13 Plutarch, Alexander, IV. 6-V. 
14 E. Badian, "Alexander the Great and the Loneliness of 

Power" , AUMLA, No. 17 (May 1962), 81; reprinted in Studies 
in Greek and Roman History (Oxford 1964), 192-205. 

1 5 See, for example, Wilcken, Alexander the Great, 60, and 
more recently Tarn, Alexander the Great, 3: "Antipater's 
attitude absolutely acquits Alexander of complicity in the plan 
to assassinate Philip." 

16 Plutarch, Alexander, X. 3-XI. I. Arrian, Anabasis, I. I. 
1-5. 

17 Arrian, I. 25. 1-5. Curtius, History of Alexander, VII. I. 
6-12. 



has suggested, 'respect for Antipater', 18 or was this Alexander's way of paying for services rendered? 
Thus, at the age of twenty, Alexander found himself assuming the status he had probably 

secretly coveted all his life, the position of King of Macedon, leader of what was probably the most 
efficient army in the world, and Hegemon of the Greek league. Now indeed he had something to 
conquer, and he lost little time in playing the role of conqueror. 

His aims in this campaign have been described as two-fold. Not only would he fight Persia, but 
in the process Greek science would benefit from the 'research and discovery' which would be carried 
out.19 To be sure the expedition did help the cause of Greek science, but this was in spite of, rather 
than because of, Alexander's campaign. The Crusades of the Middle Ages were to have a similar 
effect upon science and commerce in the western world, yet these, too, cannot be attributed to any 
conscious purpose on the part of the European monarchs who took part in them. As for the idea 
that Alexander consciously planned to 'civilize' the world, one might suggest that, through the 
ages, man has seen many such 'civilizers'. Perhaps Plutarch summed up the situation best, when he 
said, in effect, that before civilizing a people one must first vanquish them.20 Having defeated the 
Persians decisively, he then marched to India. 

Tarn implies that the advance into India was quite logical since it 'had been part of the empire 
of Darius I; and Alexander's invasion was only the necessary and inevitable conquest of that 
empire'. 21 He may well be correct. The invasion was not only logical, but in view of his father's 
proven ability as soldier and statesman, it was both 'necessary' and 'inevitable' that the son, too, 
prove himself. 

Contradictory evidence suggests that Alexander had an alcoholic problem. His admirers believe 
that he did not drink, or if he did, it was in moderation. Tarn, for example, denies that he drank to 
excess, but admits that he was drunk when he quarreled with Cleitus.22 Athenaeus on the other hand 
refers to a man performing a remarkable feat-actually drinking more than Alexander!23 If 
Athenaeus was a gossip, we have the testimony of Arrian (who favored Alexander), who said that 
he had 'taken to the barbaric ways of drinking'.24 Probably what Arrian means is that he was drink
ing 'uncut' wine following the Persian fashion, rather than cutting it with water, after the fashion 
of the Greeks. 2 s 

Alexander was excessively generous in the giving of gifts, keeping few material things for 
himself. Plutarch points out that he was far more angry with those who refused his gifts than with 
those who begged from him.26 This tendency to lavish gifts suggests a compulsive need to give and 
frequently masks unrecognized guilt. In contrast to the generosity exhibited toward those he favored 

18 Wilcken, 62. 
19 Ibid. 80. This statement of Wilcken's appears to be based 

on hindsight. 
20 Plutarch, Moralia, 328. 
21 Tarn, 86. Military history does not come within the scope 

of this paper. For an excellent article on the Indian campaign 
see A. K. Narain, "Alexander and India", Greece and Rome, 
12 (1965), 155-165. Also J . F . C. Fuller, The Generalship of 
Alexander the Great (New Brunswick 1960). A detailed account 
is contained in Lewis V. Cummings, Alexander the Great 
(Boston 1940). 

22 Tarn, 73. Also Arrian, VII. 29. 4-30: "And his carousings, 
as Aristobulus says, were prolonged not for the wine, for 

Alexander was no wine-bibber, but from a spirit of comrade
ship. " 

23 Athenaeus, X. 434. 
24 Arrian, IV. 7. 5-8. 4. 
25 Professor M. H. Chambers, Lecture 1962. Department of 

History. University of California at Los Angeles. No less an 
historian than Harry S. Truman commented on Alexander's 
problem: Alexander "made the mistake of over-reaching him
self. And then the people around him . . . made him think he 
was immortal, and he found that thirty-three quarts of wine 
was too much for any man, and it killed him at Babylon!" 
Phillip Cabell, The Truman Presidency (New York 1966), 34. 

26 Plutarch, Alexander, XXXIX. 2-5. 
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was an almost fanatical cruelty toward those who opposed him, the characteristic reminiscent of his 
mother. 

The treatment meted out to the Persian Satrap Bessus, is a good example of this. It was Bessus 
who murdered the king of Persia, taking personal command of what was left of the Persian army. 
Eventually he was captured, stripped · and made to stand in chains while the Macedonian army 
marched past. Not content with this, he was, as Arrian says, disgracefully tortured before being sent 
to Ecbatana fo r execution. 27 

Certainly we should make allowances for the fact that customs and mores in antiquity differed 
from our own. What appears to be cruel to us may have been the accepted norm in antiquity when, 
for example, unwanted infants, usually female, were frequently exposed and left to die. However, 
even Arrian did not approve of what he termed the 'over-punishing' of Bessus, regarding as 'barbaric 
the mutilation of the extremities', condemning Alexander for copying the 'barbaric kings', who 
treated their subjects 'as lower creatures'. 2 8 As in so many areas of his life, Alexander was driven to 
extremes. Ephippus, who may have been a contemporary, says that' ... Alexander used to sprinkle 
the floor with good perfume and scented wine, and would have myrrh and all kinds of incense 
burning. And a hushed stillness used to hold all who were present, out of fear, because he was blood
thirsty and intolerable . .. .' 29 

The murder of Aristotle's nephew, Callisthenes, who was the official historian for the expedition, 
lends credence to Ephippus' description of the King. It is true that Callisthenes was not an easy man 
to get along with, and had refused to comply with the order to prostrate himself (in the Persian 
fashion) when greeting the king, who became infuriated. 30 His presence had become a source of 
embarrassment and it became necessary to remove him. The means for this were soon found in the 
so-called 'Page Boys' plot' to assassinate Alexander. Callisthenes was implicated, and put to death. 3 1 

Perhaps th1~ outstanding example of his uncontrollable rage and violent hostility was the murder 
of his close companion, the man who had saved his life at the Granicus, Cleitus. During the winter 
of 329/8, the army was inactive. Since there was no fighting, the time seems to have been spent in 
that favorite Macedonian pastime, drinking. During one banquet, Alexander's admirers flattered 
him over his past victories. Some of the Macedonian nobles who were present were disgruntled, 
expressing the view that these achievements were not his alone. Cleitus apparently claimed that 
there was nothing surprising about the victories, since they had been paid for in Macedonian blood, 
implying that the army had been trained by Philip. There are numerous accounts of what followed. 
We are reasonably certain that Cleitus taunted his king to such a degree, that eventually, losing 

2 1 Arrian, JV. 7. 2-5. 
28 Ibid. Tarn, 70 argues that the mutilation was correct 

procedure in dealing with a pretender to the throne, " ... and 
after all contemporary Greeks often employed far worse meas
ures than mutilatio . " But he finds only a sixth-century 
precedent. 

29 According to Pearson , The Lost Histories of Alexander 
The Great, 63, Ephippus is supposed to have said, "in fact, he 
seemed to be the victim of melancholia". The Loeb translation 
of Athenaeus, XII. ~37-538, reads, "For he was hot-tempered 
and murderous , reputed , in fact, to be melancholy-mad." 
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Professor Badian has pointed out that melancho/ikos does not 
mean what medical science means by melancholia. The Classi1: 
Greek Dictionary, ed. G. R . Berry (Chicago 1962) defines the 
term as melancholy, i.e. morbidly gloomy. This still fits into 
the general pattern of Alexander's character. Melancholia 
itself is a condition often characterized by alternating periods 
of excitable behavior and marked depression. 

30 .Wilcken, 170-171. Tarn, 79-80. 
3 1 Arrian, IV. II. 8-12. 3: 14. 1-15. I. Plutarch, Alexander, 

LIII. 5-LVII. I. Curtius. VIII. 5. 5-8. 20. 



complete control, Alexander seized a spear and ran his friend through. 3 2 It may be of some interest 
to note that Lanike, Cleitus' sister, had been the king's wet-nurse. 

For three days after this experience, Alexander remained in his tent, profoundly depressed and 
'proclaiming overwhelming remorse for what he had done, and a determination to expiate it by 
fasting to death'. 3 3 The army, fearful that their commander might indeed attempt suicide, sent a 
delegation of officers to plead with him. They not only absolved him of all blame, but convicted 
Cleitus of treason. Alexander's overwhelming depression, guilt and self-torment must have been 
apparent to all. 

The liquidation of two other men, Parmenio and his son Philotas, is also significant. Parmenio, 
the oldest of the generals, had been close to Alexander's father, Philip. Thus he represented a link 
with the past which Alexander may have preferred to forget. Parmenio, tried in battle, was cautious, 
the caution which comes not only with maturity, but with training. He had earned the devotion and 
respect of the troops. 'Alexander', on the other hand, 'wanted his genius recognized as superior to 
the trained prudence of the general'. The task of removing Parmenio might be difficult, but this 
was not insurmountable. Gradually ' ... Parmenio was assigned the defensive part, while Alexander 
reserved the decisive advance for himself: success belonged to the king. Finally, at Gaugamela, 
Parmenio found himself left in an almost impossible position: the king, engaged in pursuit, did not 
bother to maintain contact with him, until Parmenio sent an urgent messenger to recall him from 
his dangerous advance. This could be construed as an appeal for help, which prevented the king 
from completing his victory-and thus we find it in some of our sources, even though Parmenio in 
fact dealt with the greatly superior forces opposing him without Alexander's help.' 34 

The damage, however, had been done. Parmenio, the prudent and cautious general, victor in 
so many battles for Philip, had appealed for help, and the young king had been forced to return and 
save him. Alexander had won the first round in his battle to have the old general removed. An excuse 
to remove him permanently would soon be forthcoming. 

Philotas, the son, too, had earned respect as an officer in the field, and had many friends. Tarn 
speculates that he may have represented the conservative element among the generals, and was 
therefore opposed to Alexander's position as 'Great King'. 3 s It is also possible that he, along with 
other Macedonians, was convinced that it was no longer necessary to continue the war. The main 
objective, that of defeating Persia, had been accomplished, and since both he and his father were so 
popular, there was a real danger that, with the support of the army, they could exert sufficient pres
sure upon Alexander to induce him to return home. In any event, it became imperative that Philotas 
be removed. Some men respect and admire competence, others are envious and seek some excuse 
to belittle the successful colleague. Young, successful and ambitious, Philotas had friends and 
admirers, but he also had enemies. Plutarch tells us that 'after the king had once given ear to such 
speeches and suspicions, the enemies of Philotas brought up countless accusations against him. 
Consequently he was arrested and put to the question.' 36 

32 Arrian, IV. 8. 4-9. 3. Plutarch, Alexander XLIX. 8-LII. 3. 
Curtius VIII. I. 23-2. IO. Tarn, 123, concedes that Alexander 
had a temper, but except for the Cleitus incident, he was usually 
able to "keep the beast chained". This is hardly borne out 
when one remembers that after the death of another close 
friend, Hephaestion, Alexander led an expedition into the 
Zagros mountains. (Plutarch, Alexander, LXXII, 1-3.) In a 
campaign lasting forty days , he massacred every member of a 
tribe of the Cossaeans, calling this "an offering to the shade of 

Hephaestion". 
3 3 Badian, "Alexander the Great and the Loneliness of 

Power" in Studies in Greek and Roman History, 198. 
3 4 E. Badian, "The Death of Parmenio", T.A.P.A., 91 (1960), 

328. See also Tarn, 51 : "Parmenion .. . lost his nerve, and 
sent a message to Alexander for help." 

35 Tarn, 62. 
3 6 Plutarch, Alexander, XLIX. 5-8. Arrian, III . 25. 8-26. 3. 
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The details of the 'plot' against Alexander, the part played by Philotas and his subsequent trial, 
need not be repeated here. 3 7 He had outlived his usefulness. Tarn has asserted that since Alexander 
had 'uniformly disregarded Philotas' advice, he had been uniformly successful'. 3 8 Here was the 
instrument to be used in the liquidation of the man who had been closest to Philip, Parmenio. If 
Philotas could be implicated and found guilty of conspiring to murder the king, then his father, 
Parmenio, must also be guilty. 3 9 Others were, of course, implicated in this plot, but only Philotas 
was subjected to torture, and made to confess. Surprisingly some of our sources give few details. 
Arrian skims over the incident, and Tarn is content to accept Ptolemy's version that Philotas was 
tried, found guilty, then put to death by the army. 40 A short time later, Parmenio was murdered, 
almost causing a mutiny among his troops. A majority of scholars agree that Alexander twisted 
the details of the 'plot' to suit his own ends. Badian is the most outspoken in his condemnation of 
Alexander, stating that the whole affair was premeditated. It 'was a transparent fabrication', there
fore, he concludes, the 'assassination of his father Parmenio was not a panic-stricken reaction to an 
unforeseen emergency; it must be regarded as an integral part of the same scheme, and indeed, in 
view of Parmenio's position, as its culmination. The careful preparation, the detailed planning ... 
finally the quick and decisive blow when fortune offered the chance-these will be recognized at 
once as the hall-marks of Alexander's genius, both military and political.'41 

In 327 B.C., campaigning in Bactria-Sogdiana, one of the greatest of Sogdian chieftains, 
Oxyartes, surrendered to Alexander. His daughter, Roxane, was reputed to be one of the most 
beautiful women in Iran; and shortly after her capture, she was married to Alexander. Plutarch tells 
us that Alexander, overwhelmed by her beauty, married her for love, 42 but one wonders if this 
could have played any part in his choice of a wife. This marriage, and the subsequent one, were 
based upon political expediency; they were symbolic in that they joined Europe and Asia. 4 3 How
ever, Tarn's statement that 'apart from his mother, he apparently never cared for any woman .. .'44 
is questionable. It is probable that, like his mother, Alexander was incapable of genuinely caring 
for anyone other than himself. 

The cementing of alliances by marriage (Oxyartes, the father of Roxane, became one of his 
staunchest allies) was not new. The example had been set for him by his father. However, where 
Philip envisioned a fusion of states, his son may well have dreamed of the conquest of the whole 
world, with himself as 'divine' ruler. The constant need to prove his masculinity, to emulate or 
even exceed the deeds of his father, and to free himself from his mother, leads one to believe that 
this is indeed what he intended. 4s Tarn has gone to great lengths to defend his hero against the 
charge of dreaming of world domination, yet the picture he has drawn is that of a monarch steeped 
in medieval chivalry. 46 

37 Plutarch, Alexander, XLVIII. 1-5-XLIX. 5-8 . 
3 s Tarn, 62-63. 
39 Tam, 62-64. Wilcken, 163-164. 
40 Arrian, III . 25-26. Curtius VI. 6. 31-11. 40. Unlike the 

other sources, Curti s covers the incident in great detail. 
Diodorus, XVII. 79. 1-81. I. Plutarch, Alexander, XLVII. 4-
XLIX. 8. Tam, 63. 

4 t Badian, " Death of Parmenio", 333. 
42 Plutarch, Moraha, 332-333, 338. 
43 Tam, 76. 
H Ibid. 123. 
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45Philip after all had by the simple act of divorce detached 
himself from Olympias. For Alexander the situation was much 
more difficult . 

4 6Cf note 21. Tarn, "Alexander The Great And The Unity 
Of Mankind", Proceedings of the British Academy, 19 (1933), 
123-166. Tarn, "Alexander's lzypomnemata And The World 
Kingdom", Journal of Hellenic Studies, 41 (1921), 1-16. Also 
E. Badian, "Alexander The Great And The Unity Of Mankind". 
Historia, 7 (1958), 425-444, who did successfully "lay the ghost". 
R . A. Todd, "W. W. Tarn and the Alexander Ideal", The 
Historian, 27 (1964), 48-55, discusses Tarn "the dreamer". 



The evidence suggests that Alexander was sexually inhibited, for when the wife and daughters 
of Darius fell into his hands, he paid no attention to them, although they were reputed to be beautiful 
women and apparently expected to be treated in the manner of other female prisoners. 'This denial 
as a defence against anxiety (castration or separation) is a basic psychoanalytic conception. Delusions 
of grandeur and omnipotence, of world domination or world destruction, are, in extreme cases, 
psychotic manifestations of such defenses.' 4 7 

There is some evidence of overt homosexuality 1 8 and suspicion is certainly aroused over his 
relationship with Hephaestion, his constant companion after the death of Cleitus. When he died 
(of gluttony), Alexander went on a rampage reminiscent of a distraught lover, killing hundreds as a 
sacrifice to the spirit of his dead friend. 19 

This brings us finally to the question of Alexander's self-deification. Did he, as Tarn has claimed, 
have himself deified by the Greeks in 324 B.C., merely for political purposes,so or was this the 
manifestation of an actual delusion? 

Olympias had instilled in her son the myth that he had been begotten not by Philip, a mere 
mortal, but by a god who had appeared in the form of a snake. But was this fantasy or delusion? 

Soon after the submission of Egypt (late 332 B.C.), Alexander paid a visit to the oracle of Ammon 
in the oasis of Siwah. This visit took him away from his military base for a period of six weeks
a rather dangerous venture from the military standpoint, but out of his anxiety and the need for 
reassurance, the visit to the oracle became vital. s 1 Even if we take into account the superstitions 
of the age, one is forced to the conclusion that Olympias had done her job well. Having liberated 
Egypt from the Persian yoke (and placed it under his own), it would be expected by the Egyptians, 
that he would adopt both the epithets and the divinity of the Pharaoh, simply because this was 
traditional. However, it is worth pointing out that long before Alexander's time, in fact by the late 
New Kingdom (ca. 1300 B.C.), the sophisticated Egyptian did not really believe that the Pharaoh 
was divine.52 Yet Alexander left Siwah more than ever convinced that he was a god.53 Formal 
deification by the Greek states would have to wait until later; for the moment his visit to the oracle 
had served its purpose. The conviction that he was a god might today be considered a serious symp
tom of mental disease. 

He died in 323 B.C., and the incessant squabbles among the remaining generals served to create 
chaos within the empire he had carved out, although the long-range effects of his conquests would 
be felt for generations. The generals soon discovered what Alexander had learned to his own sorrow, 
that no one could be trusted. His' ... failures in India and in the desert had caused a severe psycho
logical reaction .... He had discovered', as they soon would, 'the insecurity of power, which all his 
successful scheming could not overcome. His success in the purges, and in the Susa marriages and 
his dealings with the mutineers, only increased the resulting instability. He took refuge from the 
insecurity of power in the greater exercise of power.' s 4 

47Charles N. Sarlin, M.D. Personal conversation. 
48Curtius, VI. V. 23. E. Badian, "The Eunuch Bagoas", 

Classical Quarterly, N.S. 8 (1958), 144-157. 
49Cf note 32. 
S0Tarn, 114. 
s1see Badian : "There is no escape from the conclusion that 

he wanted deification purely for its own sake, for psychological 
and not for political reasons." "Alexander the Great and the 
Loneliness of Power" in Studies in Greek and Roman History, 

202. One is reminded of Hitler, who may not have had an 
oracle to consult, but who also relied heavily on the findings 
of his astrologers. 

52Professor Miriam Lichtheim, Lectures 1963. Department 
of History. University of California at Los Angeles. 

53Wilcken, 126-127. 
54Badian, "Alexander the Great and the Loneliness of 

Power" in Studies in Greek and Roman History, 202. 
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Some historians have presented Alexander as a man dedicated to the noble purpose of civilizing 
mankind. This seems to be a glorified picture which he himself would have preferred. One becomes 
convinced that, when he demanded deification in 324 B.C., he did so because he saw himself through 
his mother's eyes, the psychological mechanism of identification, in this case the identification with 
a very emotionally and mentally disturbed woman. 

The character structure of his mother, cruel, aggressive, jealous, combined with her self-love 
(narcissism), her envy, and continual competition with Philip, made love of her difficult, if not 
impossible. However, the love of mother, as the primary love object, is always essential. Even when 
the mother is unloveable, this need persists and is manifested in the primitive psychological 
mechanism of identification with the aggressor as a defence against the hostility which must be 
denied. There are many indications that Alexander had identified himself with his mother in this 
pathological way. To identify excessively with a female (aggressor) is, for the male, to jeopardize his 
masculinity. His competition and hostility toward his father (and men) was not like a man's healthy 
masculine competition with other men. Rather, it was more like his mother's unrelenting hatred of 
his father: and in his relative indifference to women, he was at the same time manifesting his under
lying hostile feelings toward his mother. 

He was the son of a famous warrior and statesman, whose exploits were known throughout the 
Greek world. Emulating such a man would have been difficult under any circumstances, and would 
have served to increase the normal competitiveness between father and son. Under ordinary cir
cumstances, the son, as infant and child, both competes and identifies with the father for the favor 
and love of the mother. This is the basis of the well-known Oedipus conflict, the solution of which 
determines the subsequent character structure of the adult. In the case of Alexander, a variety of 
important factors altered this normal development. 

Philip had established himself as the leader of the Greek states, he had built the first truly 
national state in Greek antiquity (Macedonia), and had proven himself in the field. As a statesman 
and strategist, he was far superior to anyone at that time. All of these factors both intensified and 
complicated masculine identification. 

When these additional obstacles to a healthy identification with his father were superimposed 
upon the underlying pathological female identification with an aggressive mother, it intensified the 
psychological dilemma of Alexander. The inner, unconscious need to prove his masculinity, when 
it became expri~ssed in the external world, undoubtedly contributed to his very real achievements. 
For all his emotional instability, the impact of these achievements would continue their influence 
long after he was gone. On the basis of this alone, he surely deserves the epithet: Alexander the Great. 
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AN UNUSUAL OFFER TO NISUS-AENEID IX, 272/273 

"revocate parentem, 261 
reddite conspectum; nihil illo triste recepto. 
bina dabo argento perfecta atque aspera signis 
pocula, devicta genitor quae cepit Arisba, 
et tripodas geminos, auri duo magna talenta, 
cratera antiquum quern dat Sidonia Dido. 
si vero capere Italiam sceptrisque potiri 
contigerit victori et praedae dicere sortem: 
vidisti, quo Turnus equo, quibus ibat in armis 
aureus; ipsum ilium, clipeum cristasque rubentis 270 
excipiam sorti, iam nunc tua praemia, Nise. 
praeterea bis sex genitor lectissima matrum 
corpora captivosque dabit suaque omnibus arma, 
insuper his campi quad rex habet ipse Latinus." 

This passage from Ascanius' speech falls into two parts. Two groups of prizes are offered; the first, 
on condition that Nisus return with Aeneas. That is his immediate mission. This first group of 
rewards includes i) 'bina ... pocula', ii) 'tripodas geminos', iii) 'auri duo magna talenta', iv) 'cratera 
antiquum'. The value of these can be roughly estimated by comparison with similar prizes given in 
Aeneid V. 

Corresponding to the 'bina ... pocula' and the 'tripodas geminos' were the pair of bronze 
cauldrons and two silver engraved bowls. They were third prize for the boat race (Y.266/267). In 
both contexts the prizes are valuable but not exceptionally so. The 'auri duo magna talenta' (IX.265) 
would be worth more than the 'argenti magnum talentum' offered as part of the general prize to 
the boat crews (Y.248), but again cannot be counted as of exceptional worth. I The fourth gift in 
this first group is more valuable than any so far mentioned if only for its historical association with 
Dido: it is the 'cratera antiquum'. A similar prize went for first place in the archery contest (V.535f.), 
a bowl that had belonged to Anchises. Apart from the 'cratera antiquum' the prizes of the first group 
are not exceptional and are presumably on hand for distribution once Nisus and Euryalus return. 

The second group, in which the 'lectissima matrum/corpora' occur, is of a different scale of 
values altogether. Again comparison with Aeneid V helps to make the point. After the boat race 
there Sergestus is rewarded by Aeneas, by way of consolation, with a slave woman, Pholoe, together 
with her infant twins 0/.284/5). On that occasion Virgil seems to have placed small store on the 
prize when compared with the others already awarded. This is not surprising since women slaves 
seem to have been available at a moderate price. 2 A woman slave would not have been an uncommon 

I This is not to say that such prizes were trifling, but they 
lack the unique attraction of some mentioned in the second 
group. For their approximate value in Virgil's estimation see 
W. H. Willis, "Athletic Contests in the Epic", Transactions and 
Proceedings of the American Philological Association, vol. lxxii 
(1 941), p. 412. 

2 For an approximate idea of the supply and price of slaves 

before Augustus' time, see Slavery in Classical Antiquity , ed. 
M. I. Finley (1960), pp. 191 / 192. W. H . Willis points out that 
" the woman with the twins in Virgil's scheme replaces the two 
talents of gold as Homer's fourth prize, which are worth less 
than two oxen". Virgil generally devalues Homer's prizes. 
ibid. p. 412. 
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luxury. 3 But here in Book IX 'lectissima matrum/corpora' are thrown in with the richest rewards. 4 

Let us look at these others briefly. Turnus's horse needs little comment. From the time of Athene 
and Poseidon the horse had been admired as one of man's most useful assets and a valuable prize. 
Turnus' would no doubt be of the best. His shield and plumed helmet can be taken as part of the 
same reward. The association with Turnus gives these prizes a uniqueness to rival any other award 
offered in the whole of the Aeneid. 5 Only one reward is more valuable-'insuper his campi quod 
rex ha bet ipse Latinus'. This second group of prizes is of a different scale of values to the first because 
Ascanius now speaks not of the immediate mission but in anticipation of final victory over Turnus 
He looks beyond the immediate task of contacting Aeneas to the overall task of completing the war. 6 

The rewards of this group are, with one exception, beyond Ascanius' immediate grasp. They are 
visionary prizes that will come only with final success. 

The exception is the women. Whether they were 'lectissima' for their physical beauty or because 
they were like Pholoe, 'operum haud ignara Minervae' (V.284), they hardly seem equal in value to 
Turnus' horse and trappings or to the estate of Latinus. Yet Virgil sandwiches them between these 
singularly attractive rewards. Presumably Virgil and the Roman reader saw some significance in 
this placing of the women. What are we to make of the 'lectissima matrum/corpora' in this context? 
Are they associated with the promise of royal booty and royal estates? They are closely linked in the 
text with 'captivos'. Slaves were part of a man's 'familia'. The 'potestas' a man had over his slaves 
signified personal authority and social standing. 7 The 'captivosque ... suaque omnibus arma' are 
the prisoners that would be handed over to Nisus together with their weapons now taken from them. 
They contribute to the image of Nisus as a 'praeclarus miles'. They also suggest a personal compli
ment to Nisus. As yet Nisus has to prove himself worthy of the insignia of greatness, but Ascanius 
is anticipating the time when Nisus will have all the marks of a mature warrior-among them the 
trophies of the defeated and the service of slaves taken in war. Ascanius is speaking of the gifts 
Nisus will receive after the war is over. The women stand in antithesis to Turnus' charger and the 
slaves. They too will be part of the 'familia', but surely not as a token of military prowess. 

The very phrase 'lectissima matrum/corpora' is not easy to understand, and the difficulty and 
vagueness may be indicative of Virgil's intention. Servius says Virgil wanted to show the women 
were 'fecundas'. s The implication is that the women could bear children and thus signify the fertility 

3 Whether Virgil refers to conditions of slavery in early 
Roman history or has in mind more recent events is difficult 
to say. His "devaluation" of Homer's prizes favours the latter 
suggestion. Julius Caesar had in his campaigns enslaved some 
400,000 men, women and children. Cf. F. R. Cowell, Cicero 
and the Roman Republic, (Pelican), p. 295. 

4 The word "lectissima" suggests these women slaves are 
special in some respect. "Slaves distinguished for their beauty, 
their skill, or their literary or musical accomplishments were 
not exhibited publicly, but in special places, and to such as were 
able to pay the price for them, which frequently ran very high". 
Dictionary of Classical Antiquities, ed. 0. Seyffert, revised by 
Nettleship and Sandys, (1894), p. 591. This category is obviously 
in Ascanius' mind. 

5 The most valuable prior to this has been the gold embroid
ered cloak won by Cloanthus in the boat race (V.250). See 
also W. H. Willis, ibid., p. 413. 

6 The order in which Virgil lists the prizes is significant of a 
temporal development : (I) the horse points to the final contest 
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in Book XII and the death of Turnus, (2) the captive men and 
women to the distribution of rewards and the subjugation of 
the conquered people, and (3) Latinus' estate to the establish
ment of the new power. 

7 For example, Livy VIII. 15. 8. 
8 "Matrum cum dicit 'matrum', non solum sexum ostendit, 

sed etiam propter muneris laudem vult ostendere fecundas" 
(Comm. in Verg. AEN. IX. 270). What does Servius imply by 
the phrase "propter muneris laudem"? The praise presumably 
arises from the fact that they were "lectissima". Ascanius is 
being evocative of beauty and skill and possibly artistic accomp
lishments. He leaves the precise details to the imagination of 
his hearers (cf. note 4). "Lectissima" allows a wider scope 
for the imagination to work on than say "pulcherrima", a 
metrical equivalent. "Matrum" supports this view as it evokes 
the day to day household skills of spinning and weaving. Cf. 
Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae, ed. H . Dessau, (1955), 8393, 
8402 for the accepted association of mothers with spinning and 
weaving. 



and future strength of the 'familia'. While admitting such an explanation, we should think further 
because this gift of women is unlike that in most epic tales. Usually a single woman is offered. 9 

Conington's remark-'it seems to mean "females with children" '-is possibly based on metrical 
grounds: that 'matrum' is a substitute for the metrically impossible 'feminae'. But the line does not 
benefit from this suggestion: neither the meaning nor the tenor of the phrase thus taken adds to 
our appreciation of the speech as a whole. The point bears repeating that the women are part of an 
intricate series of gifts. A study of the group and the relation of the gifts to one another is the safest 
guide to the relevance of this particular image. As regards the words of the phrase, they make ade
quate sense as they are, with the suggestion of maternity rather than virginity, and skill rather than 
beauty. 'Lectissima' and 'matrum' suggest the labours of settled peace, the peace that Ascanius here 
looks forward to. 1 o Their fertility or sexual attraction is less relevant in the context. Virgil moves the 
reader from the present-the escapade by Nisus and Euryalus, a time of war and danger-to the 
future, when only the tokens of war remain: the horse, the slaves, Turnus' shield and plumed helmet. 
The man who has these symbols of military success will be equipped too with the appropriate trap
pings of peace, and the 'lectissima matrum/corpora' will be part of these. They are mentioned in the 
midst of war and the spoils of war as a reminder of the calm of domestic peace. 

These women signify part of the 'potestas' and 'dignitas' expected of Nisus once the war 
is over. In the context of war they sound a note of peace. This foreshadowing continues more 
strongly in the next line-'insuper his campi quod rex habet ipse Latinus'. Latinus' demesne is a 
promise of stability and established authority. This last gift is the climax of the two sets of rewards. 
In the second group the value of each is overshadowed by, though interdependent upon the next. I I 

The women represent a picture of peacetime domestic life surrounded by the trophies and authority 
that victory will bring. 

To conclude, the 'lectissima matrum/corpora' are part of a rhetorical climax in Ascanius' 
speech. Turnus' horse signifies the end of the Aeneid, the defeat of Turnus and the close of the war. 
The 'lectissima matrum/corpora', and to a lesser extent the 'captivos', can be taken as signifying 
the establishment of Nisus' 'familia'. The 'campus' represents the settled way of life in a peaceful 
realm. The order in which the gifts of the second group are mentioned illustrates an increase in their 
relative value and a development in the temporal order from the last acts of war to the first tokens 
of settled peace. 

That Nisus never lives to receive these gifts is of no consequence. Ascanius' speech is a farewell 
to a Trojan hero. He is singled out before the assembled Trojans as a figure of future glory, a leader 
worthy of the highest awards. It is :fitting that the gifts of the second group be as splendid, valuable, 
and dignified as Ascanius can make them and that they evoke values pre-eminent in the Roman 
mind-for all will ultimately be bestowed upon the 'domus Aeneae'. 12 It is not then surprising that 

9 For a discussion on the prize of a single woman in Homer, 
Virgil, and Statius, see W. H. Willis, ibid. pp. 41 lf. 

Io If "matrum" means specifically "mothers", and not 
young women perhaps unmarried, as Conington suggests, these 
twelve have no Homeric parallel. Like Pholoe they are no 
doubt " operum baud ignarae Minervae" and this seems to be 
the point that "lectissima" and " matrum" accent. "Corpora" 
reminds us that they are slaves, physical property. 

11 The words "praeterea" and " insuper his" stress this 

connection. 
12 Aeneid IX. 446f. 

"Fortunati ambo ! si quid mea carmina possunt, 
nulla dies umquam memori vos eximet aevo, 
dum domus Aeneae Capitoli immobile saxum 
accolet imperiumque pater Romanus habebit." 

"The power of lines like these consists largely in the suggestions 
which they carry with them, and the exact explanation of 
references which commentators demand is apt to weaken their 
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Virgil chooses not a common and insignificant gift, but something evocative of domestic peace as 
the penultimate reward for the young hero.13 

force" ; T. E. Page, note to line 448, The Aeneid of Virgil, Books 
VII-XII, (1951), p. 278. The suggestive power of the lines 
discussed in this paper bear similar comment. Nevertheless 
it is important to know what they are suggestive of. 

13 It is legitimate to ask, was Virgil not making Ascanius 
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promise the conventional rewards for military prowess? The 
point is that "lectissima matrum/corpora" have no Homeric 
parallel, and they suggest some other value than success in war. 
Aeneid IX, 269-274 certainly make better poetic sense if these 
women evoke ideas of peace. 



POVERTY 

In politics if thou wouldst mix 
And mean thy fortunes be; 

Bear this in mind-be deaf and blind, 
Let great folks hear and see. 

ROBERT BURNS (1759-1796) 

Si tu civiles petis ambitiosus honores, 
Stemmate qui longo divitiisque cares, 

Surd us es (hunc tibi do monitum) caecusque; 
potentes 

Auribus utantur luminibusque viri. 

HERBERT H. HUXLEY 
University of Victoria 

EPIGRAM ON THE ROADS BETWEEN 
KILMARNOCK AND STEWARTON 

I'm now arrived, thanks to the gods! 
Thro' pathways rough and muddy

A certain sign that making roads 
Is not this people's study. 

And tho' I'm not with scripture crammed 
I'm sure the bible says 

That heedless sinners shall be damned 
Unless they mend their ways. 

Attributed to ROBERT BURNS (1759-1796) 

Semita dura fuit lutulentaque; gratia dextro 
Magna, quod adveni tutus, agenda deo'st. 

Hane gentem nescire vias munire patentes 
Vix ullum indicium clarius esse potest. 

Et, quanquam Scriptura mihi'st non cognita tota, 
Hunc certe monitum biblia sacra tenent: 

"Poena hominem sequitur torquens sine fine 
nocentem, 

Tempo re ni pravas corrigit ille vias." 

HERBERT H. HUXLEY 
University of Victoria 
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NOTES AND PROCEEDINGS 

There were no changes in the staff of the Depart
ment of Classics in 1968. Mr. D . B. Saddington is 
to be Acting Head during 1969. Dr. A. M. G. 
McLeod, Acting Head since the departure of 
Professor H. F. Guite, will be away from the 
Department during the second and third terms of 
1969 on sabbatical leave. 

A new course has been approved by the Uni
versity of London and will be offered for the first 
time in 1969. It is a one year course on Greek 
and Roman Civilization for Part I B.A. General 
students without Latin or Greek. The Department 
expects a considerable number of students will be 
attracted by the course. 

••• 

Mr. D. L. Pike has submitted this report on the 
1968 activities of the Classical Association of 
Central Africa : 

Officers of the Association were elected as 
follows at the Annual General Meeting in Novem
ber, 1968:-

President Mr. L. M . Lambiris 
Vice President Sir Henry McDowell, K.B.E. 
Secretary Mr. D. L. Pike 
Treasurer Mr. N . J. Austin 
PUBLIC LECTURES: Two public Lectures were 

delivered during the year; the first by Mr. D . B. 
Saddington on " Racial Prejudice in Ancient 
Rome", and the second by Professor P. B. Harris 
on "The Political Philosophy of the Stoics". Both 
were reasonably attended and well-received. 

SCHOOLS PROGRAMME: Thirteen fortnightly lec
tures were delivered to schools during the course 
of the school year by members of the Department 
of Classics at the University College of Rhodesia, 
assisted by several teachers from local High 
Schools. During the First Term, the course covered 
a lecture on the uses of Latin, and four lectures on 
life in Ancient Rome. The Second Term dealt with 
Latin authors being studied in the schools, and the 
Third with Syntax and Translation. 
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PRIZE COMPETITIONS: Although the Competi
tions were held rather late in the year, a pleasing 
number of entries were sent in for the poster, 
unseen, prose competition, and ancient history 
competitions. The Vergil Recitation competition 
(instituted in 1967) was held again, but this time 
entrants were also required to recite a piece of 
English poetry (an extract from Tennyson's 
Ulysses). The quality of the Latin recitation was 
poor, but this was generally agreed to be due mainly 
to the lack of practice in this field; and useful dis
cussions on the recitation of Latin Verse were held 
between the examiners and the entrants. 

PROCEEDINGS OF THE AFRICAN CLASSICAL Asso
CIATIONS: Volume IO of the journal of the Associa
tion (1967) has been published, and Vol. 11 is in 
process of preparation. 

••• 

THE McGILL UNIVERSITY GREEK 
PROJECT 

ANCIENT GREEK: A STRUCTURAL PROGRAMME 

McGill University has received a grant from the 
Ford Foundation of 48,520 U.S. dollars over a 
two-year period beginning 1st September, 1968, 
for producing materials to teach Classical Greek 
on the principles of structural and applied lin
guistics. The materials are being prepared by 
C. D. Ellis, B.A. (McGill and Cantab.), M.A. 
(Toronto and Yale), Ph.D. (McGill), Associate 
Professor of Linguistics, and A. Schachter, B.A. 
(McGill), Ph.D. (Oxon), Associate Professor of 
Classics, with the assistance of J. G. Griffith, M.A. 
(Oxon), Fellow and Tutor in Classics of Jesus 
College, Oxford, and University Lecturer in 
Classics. 

Preliminary materials devised by Professors 
Ellis and Schachter have been used with consider
able success since 1964 at McGill, and more 
recently at York University, Toronto, and Scar
borough College, University of Toronto. 



The objective of the proposed programme is to 
bring the student to a firm operating control of the 
basic structural features in Classical Greek. The 
programme will be divided into 30 units, con
structed in such a way that they can be further 
subdivided to fit conveniently into academic 
schedules of varying length and intensity (supple
mentary instructions in the project Teachers' 
Manual will suggest convenient divisions of work). 
By the term "firm operating control" is meant an 
ability to recognize the form and meaning of all 
the major construction types when reading, and to 
produce these, as required, in composition, oral or 
written, and further, to be able to make the appro
priate, normally unhesitating, linguistic responses 
in Greek to the stimuli embodied in the drill 
patterns. The programme will be based on the 
prose of Plato and Xenophon, although it will not 
be restricted to these limits where other material 
proves suited to the purpose. 

The typical learning unit, as now envisaged, 
would consist of the following basic sections: 

(a) Basic dialogue: This section embodies gram
matical material to be drilled and introduces 
vocabulary items used in the drills. This 
should consist of a set of five or six ex
changes, i.e. ten to twelve sentences, and 
should be learned to the point that the 
student can reproduce the sentences in 
response to a picture (where useful), ques
tion, paraphrase, or translation stimulus. 

(b) Pattern drills: Each new feature will be the 
subject of a drill sequence cumulatively 
designed to lead the student progressively to 
a mastery of the structural material in the 
unit. The aim is to utilize programming 
techniques to build a set of self-correcting 
drills. These would normally require one 
hour in class with a further hour in the 

language laboratory. (This will, of course, 
vary from student to student. It is hoped to 
control the rate of error and develop a 
response level in the area of 90 % correct.) 

(c) Grammar: By the time the student has 
reached section C he should normally have 
mastered the material which the unit is 
aimed at teaching. This section, however, 
provides an overt description of the patterns 
drilled, i.e. it "talks ABOUT the grammar", 
and furnishes a check on any points which 
the student may have missed or forgotten. 

(d) Review and (Free) composition: A brief 
refresher-drill of dialogue and/or drill 
materials at this point leads the student to a 
short period of free composition in Greek. 
(Topics will be necessarily restricted at first; 
later, guidelines for short essays can be 
provided.) This section is to be prepared by 
Mr. J. G. Griffith. 

(e) Supplementary reading: Controlled supple
mentary reading is to be provided with two 
purposes in view : (1) to let the student 
practise his newly acquired knowledge and 
skills on new material which exhibits known 
grammatical patterns and largely known 
vocabulary, and (2) to give the student a 
sense of achievement conducive to further 
progress. 

(f) Active word-list: A convenient listing of new 
vocabulary items in each unit is planned for 
ready reference. 

The text will also contain a vocabulary, indexes, 
and grammatical tables at the end. Sections A, B, 
and probably E of each unit are to be recorded. 

Further information can be obtained from 
Professor A. Schachter, Department of Classics, 
McGill University, Montreal, Quebec, Canada. 
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REVIEWS 

C. 0. BRINK, On Reading a Horatian Satire: An 
Interpretation of Sermones 11.6 (The Sixth Todd 
Memorial Lecture). Sydney University Press 1965; 
pp. 19, paper covers, 2/6 sterling. 

The purpose of this lecture, delivered in the 
University of Sydney on 16th June, 1965, is to test 
by application to Horace, Sat. 2. 6 the 'modern' 
approach to works of Classical literature. Rele
vant questions are asked: "do we rightly continue 
to read ancient poetry as many used to, on the 
basis of the ancient literary tradition? If we do, 
can we hope to respond to ancient poetry with 
personal vigour and subtlety? But if we do not, 
and approach ancient poetry with our, that is, 
modern, assumptions, do we not introduce a 
strange and unrelated note into the Graeco-Roman 
poetic world?" (p. 3). Professor Brink proceeds in 
the course of this short lecture not only to give a 
close analysis of the poem itself ("one of the best, 
perhaps the best" of Horace's Satires-p. 4; a 
view held in common with E. Fraenkel, Horace, 
Oxford 1957, 142), but also to raise certain impor
tant issues for the modern critic of the Classical 
literatures. He succeeds in offering at least a work
ing example of how to reconcile and harness the 
above two approaches in order to reach an under
standing of the poem. 

Reading the satire as a 'modern' critic would 
produces the following points: after sketching the 
contentment of country-life, the poet unexpectedly 
attacks city-life (instead of proceeding with a 
/audatio of country-life) (pp. 4f.; cf. Fraenkel, 140, 
who finds the transition imperceptible); the poet is 
both countryman and townsman, weighing and 
enjoying the advantages and values of both (pp. 
5ff.; thus also Fraenkel, 142); the fable of the 
town and country mouse is functional, offering an 
"exemplum of moral choice" (p. 14) and a new 
vantage point from which to look back on the 
poem as a whole (pp. 7, 13ff.); Maecenas is respon
sible for Horace's 'existences' both as townsman 
and as countryman (pp. lOf.; cf. Fraenkel, 142f.); 
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Sat. 2. 6 is a "moral dialectic", a study of "human 
motivation" (pp. 11, 8), not 'autobiographical' 
( contrast Fraenkel, 142: "self-portraiture"), yet 
displaying individuality and 'realism' (pp. 1 lff.); 
behind the diversity of content and tone is a com
plex but unmistakable unity (pp. 8ff.). Thus: there 
is positive value in reading "with modern spec
tacles" (p. 15). 

At this stage one begins to doubt whether Prof. 
Brink has in fact read the poem in a peculiarly 
'modern' way. Professor Fraenkel years earlier 
came to very much the same conclusions as a 
philologist rather than a particularly modern 
critic. Besides, the type of analysis applied in the 
'modern' criticism, mainly the running com
mentary, was already used by Augustine on the 
Psalms, and he was simply applying interpretative 
procedure of the grammatici, or ancient critics, 
especially the so-called enarratio poetarum. Atten
tion was drawn to these facts in a rather neglected 
article by M. P. Cunningham, 'Enarratio of Horace, 
Odes 1.9' (CP 52. 1957. 98-102): he quotes Augus
tine's Confessiones 11.38 (incorrectly for 11.28-
p. 99) and De Doctrina Christiana 3. From these 
emerge two relevant aspects: the analysis of parts 
in relation to the whole, and the re-reading of the 
earlier sections of the work in the light of the 
ending and the whole-exactly what Prof. Brink 
does, for example, with the fable in Horace, Sat. 
2.6. 

One may surely ask, also: is there really a 'new' 
criticism in the Classics-or is it not rather a new 
(recovered?) awareness owing to the exact scholar
ship of especially the 19th Century? And if there 
are a 'traditional' and a 'modern' criticism, where 
do they diverge, or where meet? How else, in the 
last resort, can one read Sat. 2.6 validly? What 
seems to the present reviewer to be called for is not 
apology or justification for the 'modern' criticism
only perspective and balance, and a recognition 
of the positive contributions of both approaches. 

The second part of the lecture deals with the 
satire with the "historical adjustment" (p. 15) 



necessary to enable one to read as a Roman might 
have done. Prof. Brink here poses the important 
question: what kind of poetry was Horace trying 
to write in the Sermones? And here the modern 
reader must take into consideration the formal 
aspects of ancient literary composition, especially 
the genre-theory. (There is also the examination of 
language-levels; the sermo pedester being also 
poetry, pace Fraenkel, 143-p. 17; cf. now, Carl 
Becker, Das Spetwerk des Horaz, Gottingen 1963, 
162f. n.28). With regard to the satura-form, Prof. 
Brink reminds us, Horace himself shows apparently 
contradictory attitudes: on the one hand he is 
apologetic about the sermo-form of these poems: 
they were not quite acceptable as serious poetry 
(cf. Sat. l.4.41f., 46-8, 62; and Sat. 2.6.17); and 
on the other hand he demanded more of the genre 
than had hitherto been the case (cf. his criticism of 
Lucilius in Sat, 1.4 and 10)-demands which 
Horace later made also of his other poetry; true, 
satire was not 'poetry' of the order of epic, drama 
or lyric ; but that did not mean that certain criteria 
of workmanship and unity behind the diversity of 
mood and theme and the apparent casual discourse 
should not apply. In fact, Horace's creative 
problem and indeed achievement, as Prof. Brink 
sees it, are exactly this: that Horace made the 
sermo into a vehicle of serious poetry. This can 
be seen clearly in Horace's use of the Mercury
prayer (cf. p. 4; Fraenkel, 138-41; Becker, 241). 
But the question arises: is this all that Horace 
wrote the poem for? is this all the Roman reader 
looked for ? Surely there was a creative need to 
say something, to give expression to personal 
feelings? And how differently would the Roman 
reader have read this expression from the way in 
which Prof. Brink has read it in the first part of his 
lecture as a 'modern' critic? 

Apart from objections to Prof. Brink's (per
force) over-simplified distinction between 'tradi
tional' and 'modern' criticism, there is little else 
with which one can disagree. His discussion of the 
poem strikes a happy balance which should be an 
example to critics who view the Greek and Latin 
poets exclusively through "modern spectacles" 
without the 'corrective' of scholarship (as Gordon 

Williams so neatly puts it in his recent book on 
Tradition and Originality in Roman Poetry, Oxford 
1968, vii) ; or, one may add, exclusively through 
'historical or philological' spectacles without the 
corrective of imagination. Mercifully absent in this 
published lecture are the so-called biographical
historical approach (which regards the poem on a 
par with an inscription or passage from a his
torian), what has been termed "the incense and 
holy-water school of criticism" (by J. P. Elder, 
'Notes on Some Conscious and Subconscious 
Elements in Catullus' Poetry', HSCP 60. 1951. 
103) (which praises or condemns without feeling 
the need to justify), and the now popular "psycho
logical' approach (which tells us interesting things 
about the creator's psyche and id, but little about 
the created work itself). One is left rather with a 
scholarly approach to the poem 'as poetry'-with a 
realisation of what that means: namely, firstly, an 
effort to understand the poet's creative problem 
and his solution to that problem, in effect the 
poet's struggle with his medium, the 'how' of the 
poem; and, secondly, an attempt to discover what 
the poet was trying to express-his own thoughts, 
ideas, feelings, in effect the 'what' of the poem. 

The various 'approaches' to a poem need not be 
exclusive; and Prof. Brink has shown how in fact 
the final analysis is all the better for a synthesis of 
methods. Complexity and subtlety of thought and 
tone are to a certain extent recaptured for the 
modern reader of Sat. 2.6, and there emerges a 
more concrete idea of Horace's originality, a fuller 
and more conscious and justifiable realisation of the 
kind of thing, creatively, a Latin poet like Horace 
was trying to do. 

W. J. HENDERSON 

University of Natal 

JOHN CHADWICK, The Decipherment of Linear B. 
Cambridge University Press, 2nd edition, 1967 ; 
pp. x-164, 2 plates, 17 figures ; 30/-. 

This book on Michael Ventris' decipherment of 
the Linear B script was written in 1957 by his 
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friend and collaborator, John Chadwick, to give 
an account for the general reader of the story of 
the decipherment and its importance. First pub
lished in 1958, it has been re-printed twice, and has 
appeared in paperback. It has also been translated 
into a number of languages, including Greek, 
Polish and Japanese. These re-prints and trans
lations are in themselves evidence of the success, 
excellence and popularity of the book, and give 
ample justification for the appearance of a second 
edition. 

This second edition retains the main body of the 
first edition with some small corrections. The most 
important addition is a new postscript of some 
5,000 words, replacing the postscript of the 1959 
re-print. In this postscript the writer describes and 
discusses the development in Mycenaean studies 
since the first publication of the book. 

Dr. Chadwick begins by discussing the small 
pockets of resistance to the decipherment which 
still exist. He dismisses as bringing discredit on 
their authors those suggestions which imply that 
Ventris had had a preview of the famous "tripod" 
tablet, and that he based the decipherment on the 
words it contains-or more astonishingly, that 
Ventris had obtained a similar tablet which he 
used and then destroyed. The theory of Professor 
S. Levin, 1 that Linear B is a jargon consisting both 
of Greek words and of others that belong to a 
different language, receives more careful considera
tion. Dr. Chadwick points out that there could be 
many other reasons why every word on the tablets 
cannot be plausibly interpreted (e.g. the incom
pleteness of the text; the presence of lists of proper 
names which an: often of doubtful interpretation). 
He concludes this section by pointing out that in 
fact the critics are few, and that "Mycenaean Greek 
is accepted as a branch of Hellenic studies through
out the learned world". 

In the next section of the postscript, Dr. Chad
wick discusses new material which has come to 
light since the first publication of the book. This 
includes finds of new tablets at Mycenae and 
Pylos, as well as joins made by Dr. Chadwick and 
his new collaborators, Dr. J. P. Olivier and Dr. 
J. T. Killen, of fragments previously found at 
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Knossos. Mention is made, too, of the discovery 
of Linear B tablets at Thebes in 1964, tablets 
which, though disappointing in content, are impor
tant in that they are probably the earliest tablets 
found on the Greek mainland. 

Dr. Chadwick next discusses various problems 
of chronology, such as Professor Palmer's theory 
of the late date of the Knossos tablets. In this 
discussion he shows his characteristic caution and 
restraint in dealing with controversial matters; 
he points out that most of the experts in Aegean 
archaeology still adhere to the earlier dating. The 
attention of the reader is also drawn to the re
search 2 that has been done into the volcanic 
explosion on the island of Thera in the 15th 
century B.C. and the implications of this explosion 
for the Cretan situation at that time. 

A further section discusses the progress that 
has been made in the interpretation of the Linear B 
texts; this includes minor gains in the identification 
of signs, the application by Professor Mabel Lang 
of proposed values of the Mycenaean system of 
measure to actual jars found at Pylos, and the 
treatment of tablets, not as isolated units, but as 
parts of larger files. By the use of this latter method 
many advances in interpretation have been made; 
Dr. Chadwick gives as an important example the 
work done on the Knossos sheep tablets by Dr. 
Killen. 

Dr. Chadwick then discusses renewed attempts 
made at deciphering the Linear A script and the 
Phaistos disc since the decipherment of Linear B. 
The majority of proposed solutions, almost all 
incompatible, he dismisses as being "so obviously 
ill-founded that no-one but their authors could 
take them seriously". The more scholarly work on 
Linear A, however, receives more careful attention, 
and here too Dr. Chadwick shows caution and 
restraint, and a certain amount of humour, where 
he speaks of summarizing "the present state of the 
game". While not committed to any one of the 
theories propounded, he does not dismiss the 
possibility that one or other of the researchers 
may be right, but points out that the inadequacy 
of the material in Linear A makes it impossible at 



present to come to any firm conclusions about the 
matter. 

Dr. Chadwick ends his postscript by referring 
to the gratifying degree of international co-opera
tion in the field of Mycenaean studies, and con
cludes his book, as he began it, with Michael 
Ventris: "Thus the subject which Michael Ventris 
did so much to create is growing in an atmosphere 
of co-operation and understanding which would 
have given him the keenest pleasure." 

LYDIA BAUMBACH 

University of Cape Town 

I The Linear B controversy re-examined (Yellow Springs, Ohio 
1964). 
2D, Nikovich and B. C. Heezen in Submarine Geology (Colston 
papers 1965) pp. 413-52. 

W. W. GooowIN, Syntax of the Moods and 
Tenses of the Greek Verb. St. Martin's Press, New 
York, 1965; 20/-. 

Goodwin's Syntax was first published in the 
U.S.A. in 1875. Continued demand resulted in an 
extensive revision and enlargement published in 
1889, and reprinted in 1897 and 1912 as a master
piece of 19th century scholarship. In accordance 
with the presentation of linguistic phenomena in 
those days it gives a detailed treatment of all the 
possible 'uses' of moods and tenses, employing 
these as a basis of analyzing the elements of 
language. It may be summarized as follows: 

Chapter I General view of uses of the moods. 
II Meanings and uses of the tenses. 

III Uses of an with the moods, includ
ing infinitive and participle. 

IV Detailed discussion of the sentence 
constructions in which the moods 
function: commands, prohibitions, 
final clauses, causal sentences, in
direct discourse, etc. 

V-VII Uses of the infinitive, participle and 
verbal adjectives in -teos. 

In a book of 400 pages it seems remarkable that 
the tenses as such, should be dealt with in only 

50 pages, especially with a view to its title. The 
tenses are, however, continually referred to in the 
sections dealing with the moods. Another remark
able fact is that chapters V-VII form part of this 
book although Goodwin duly disregards inf., part. 
and verbal adjectives as proper moods. His method, 
however, motivates his procedure as these three 
elements are so closely connected with the moods 
in many constructions. Finally, it should be noted 
that syntax is used in its older traditional denota
tion including everything not belonging to mor
phonology (sic) . Therefore, to mention only one 
example, the meaning of the tenses-i.e. their 
semantic value-is discussed as part of syntax 
although more properly belonging to the study of 
the word, i.e. morphology in its modern linguistic 
sense. 

To be fair, one must fully realise that Goodwin's 
book was written in an era in which the historical 
method was the sine qua non of all grammatical 
efforts. Since then the radical renovation in the 
field of linguistics due to structural and generative 
grammar has almost completely usurped the whole 
field of linguistic method. It stands to reason, 
therefore, that no one would venture to require a 
mere reprint of an old grammar on the syntax of 
the Greek moods and tenses to cope with modern 
insight. Yet we should not leave outmoded aspects 
unobserved since the whole approach to syn
tactical analysis has changed so much, and what 
was permissible in 1900 is far from satisfactory now. 
Compare, for instance, the general tendency at 
the end of the 19th ..-century of selecting one of the 
uses of a grammatical phenomenon as being indica
tive of its most primitive, or its original, usage from 
which all other have developed; e.g. futurity as the 
oldest meaning of the subjunctive simply because 
a usage which parallels a mere future tense in 
English has virtually disappeared since Homer. 
This fact does not account for the possibility of a 
peculiar epic usage, or rather for a particular appli
cation of a more real connotation of the sub
junctive since the notion of futurity is still relevant 
to most of its (later) usages. Furthermore: it may 
be perhaps merely a specific application of futurity 
which has disappeared since Homer. 
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The method of employing one of the uses of an 
element as its fundamental idea cannot be upheld. 
In an appendix Goodwin objects to will and wish 
as the basic notions of the subj. and opt. He pro
poses futurity and remote futurity. Structural lin
guistics has shown that the fundamental idea, or 
rather the basic connotation, is not one of the 
particular usages of an element but its structural 
function which may-for subj. and opt.-be 
defined as the speaker's attempt to actualise by 
figuring a portrayal of what exists in his mind; 
the opt. suggesting slighter actuality. 

Another tendency was the completely analytical 
-contextual method of determining the function of 
linguistic elements. In his discussion, for instance, 
of the function of the present tense, all its con
textual uses such as duration, customary or re
peated action, general truth, intention, likelihood, 
danger, etc., are listed without distinguishing the 
linguistic and non-linguistic aspects in order to 
establish a criterion which could serve as a defini
tion of the semantic value of the present tense as 
such. The same applies to all the rules given in the 
greater part of the book in selecting the proper 
mood to be used in different types of sentence 
constructions. 

Although the older grammatical method occa
sionally gave some kind of explanation, the main 
object was one of stating the rules for and the 
exceptions to these. The structural method of 
grammatical analysis, typical of the 20th century, 
has changed our whole view of the function of 
grammatical elements in defining their proper 
structural position not only with reference to the 
contextual level, but rather with a view to their 
syntactic and semantic levels of which the latter 
actually serve to offer the data for a proper defini
tion. Thus we can determine why e.g. certain 
sentence types allow only an indicative, while 
others prefer the subjunctive. 

Though I have warned against Goodwin's 
explication of the material, this does not mean 
that every single theoretical statement is inutile. 
His remark that "the optative is commonly less 
distinct in constructions of the same general 
character as those in which the other moods are 
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used", is to the point. The same can be said about 
"the fundamental idea of simple occurrence remains 
the essential characteristic of the aorist . . . " or 
"the indicative is sometimes found in general 
conditions . . . the speaker refers to one of the 
cases in which the event may occur-that is, he 
states the general supposition as if it were particu
lar." This is in line with structural linguistics 
advocating that the function of the indicative is 
that of factual representation as subjectively 
intended by a speaker. On the other hand, most 
explications are so strongly linked with a desire to 
establish a historical development that it is elusive 
in consequence. One example may suffice: in ex
plaining the moods used in final clauses an original 
paratactic construction, based on negative 
examples, is assumed-evidently providing an 
easier parallel to translation into English. This 
type of explication is pursued notwithstanding a 
later remark that "we have no evidence that the 
step from parataxis to hypotaxis was taken after 
the Greek language had an independent exis
tence." 

I have deliberately stated only general principles, 
obviously because a short review cannot cope with 
detail where the nature of the material allows a 
comment on almost every page. What has been 
said may perhaps suggest that a mere reprint is 
misplaced. It is therefore legitimate to ask why 
Goodwin's book was reprinted in 1965 since its 
last edition appeared as far back as 1912. A valid 
reason seems to be that the results of modern 
linguistics have but recently penetrated the domain 
of classical scholarship and that most efforts to 
write a Greek grammar operate in a pedagogical 
atmosphere for which a prescriptive grammar 
such as Goodwin's is essential. In point of fact, the 
real importance of the reissue lies in the enormous 
amount of examples quoted to illustrate different 
constructions. A book which lists all the usages 
of a particular construction, will always remain 
extremely useful for quick reference. The plain 
and practical statement of facts can never become 
antiquated as was the ill fortune of linguistic 
theory. Used with the necessary scepsis as regards 
theoretical explications, Goodwin's Syntax is still 



useful to such an extent that no Greek scholar 
should be without its aid. 

J. P. Louw 
University of the Orange Free State 

J. w. HALPORN, MARTIN OSTWALD, THOMAS G. 
RosENMEYER, The Meters of Greek and Latin 
Poetry. Methuen, 1963; pp. 137; 25/-. 

Classical metre divides people into three classes, 
those who know a good deal about it (a very few), 
those who know a little and want to know more 
(which includes me), and those who know vir
tually nothing (which includes the bulk of students, 
most teachers, and hundreds of dons). The second 
category of people are grateful for even bad books 
and for books badly written, provided only that 
they learn something from them; but it is the clear 
duty of category one to write accurate, readable 
books for category three, that is, to write "in haste 
and in humane concern for the relief of a people 
sitting in darkness'. It was good news, therefore, 
that three scholars had combined, "not to make a 
new contribution to metrical theory, but to present 
the English-speaking student with as clear and 
simple an outline of Greek and Latin meters as he 
needs in order to read the verse of the Greeks and 
Romans as poetry" (p. vii). Expectation was 
heightened by the list of authorities on whom the 
book was based: Miss A. M. Dale, Snell (whose 
arrangement is followed), Rupprecht, Koster, 
Crusius-Rubenbauer, Nougaret and Page. But it 
was initially disturbing to read that the Greek and 
Latin parts were "conceived as essentially inde
pendent of one another" (in point of fact, the Greek 
and Latin are each made to run in double harness 
even when they ought to be allowed to div~rge) 
and that each author was "ultimately responsible 
for his own contribution" (p. viii). An elementary 
manual on metre must be informed throughout 
by a common rationale: any plurality of authors 
must be jointly responsible for the whole. 

At the end of the book there are a Glossary of 
Technical Terms, a List of Metres (printed across 

the length of the page together with the schemes 
and the section references), and Indexes of Greek 
and Latin Authors Cited. The Glossary is well 
done (e.g., the entry on arsis and thesis) but it 
would help beginners if scholars' names were 
accompanied by their dates. Another desirable 
teaching aid would be a distinction both in the 
Glossary and in the section on iambic shortening 
between processes that are purely phonetic, e.g., 
''f(eo, but.flere" (p. 128), and those which may be 
properly considered as belonging to prosody. 
The Greek section opens as follows: 

l. Sig/a 
- longum, i.e., a long element in the scheme= 

space for one long syllable. 
This is a bleak beginning: which of our pupils 

will comprehend the meaning of 'space'? Five 
lines later the reader is introduced to acephaly and 
referred to section 16, i.e., to four pages on Aeolics 
that are guaranteed to confuse, depress and deter 
just those students whom we have laboured hard 
to convince that metre is not impossibly esoteric. 
There are seven other references forward on this 
opening page, and plenty more to come, which 
can only mean that the book has been written in 
the wrong order, a sort of programmed learning in 
reverse. It is well enough to go to Snell for the 
facts and even for interpretation, but teaching 
method must be based on actual classroom work 
with beginners, for whom Snell was not writing. 
Still on this first page, the definition of iamb as 
two iambs necessitates an obscure footnote on 
metron, which is all that the beginner will ever 
hear of this subject until the section on spoken 
verse in Latin (p. 62 gives both ia and iaP, leaving 
it to the beginner to deduce that P pes=foot). 
He will not even find metra marked in the examples. 
Surely the concepts of metron and foot are basic 
enough to get a whole section to themselves. And 
why baffle the beginner by promptly converting 
the names of the metrical units (most of which he 
is meeting for the first time) into abbreviations 
which look as though they were waiting to be fed 
into a computer? The scheme of the book requires 
these faults to be duplicated in the Latin portion, 
but here there is an excellent introduction on the 
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problems of latinizing Greek metres and much 
more awareness of what a beginner needs to know. 

The sections on metrics and prosody begin with 
good definitions of long, short and synizesis, but 
after reading p. 63 the beginner will think that 
the first syllable of agmen and agnus can be short. 
The definition of hiatus (p. 7) is unclear (p. 64 is 
better) and it ought not to be the province of a 
footnote to explain that hiatus is often avoided by 
elision. The assertion (p. 64) that in the Early 
Republic final m did not necessarily make position, 
ought to be illustrated. Consonantalization (p. 65) 
ought not to be illustrated by the disputed La
viniaque (Virg. A. 1. 2.), and certainly not by 
Laviniaque, which ought to have been picked up 
by the Errata sheet. It is not helpful, two pages 
before diaeresis is given its metrical connotation, 
to explain huzc and sil-u-ae as "a kind of diaeresis": 
they should be explained in terms of the history of 
their pronunciation. 

Synaloephe (p. 6) is illustrated by arthron 
aposai. all' . Marking quantities beneath the Greek to 
avoid tangling with the accents is a good idea, but 
what will the beginner make of a line that extends 
from the full stop to the beginning of the a? Why 
not give him the whole line, complete with quan
tities, so that he 1;an see what is going on? Not that 
he will find any sort of consistency in the method 
of marking long syllables: on p. 99 the second 
syllable of puel/.a is marked both ell and ell. It 
ought, of course, to be marked el, so that the 
student will know that the syllable is long because 
its short vowel is closed by a consonant. The 
account of brevis in /ongo is unclear. If a short 
syllable at the end of a verse was counted as a long 
element, what happened to its pronunciation? Did 
it remain phonetically the same, was the same 
sound held longer, was it succeeded by a pause, 
even against thf: sense, or was the short vowel 
actually transformed into a long vowel? Until this 
last possibility is proved no one ought to print 
pol/a / / (p. 7) and esse / / (p. 66). Why in the 
absence of such proof go back on improvement 
made by Maas in 1927 (Greek Metre, p . 29)? 
"Dissyllabic dactyl" (p. 10) is not a happy term, 
and the beginner is going to be horribly confused 
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about the sixth foot of the hexameter. On p. 11 
he may be led astray by the misalignment of the 
.,..., under Pelei'adeo, but in general the alignment 
is clear (some manuals don't attempt it at all). 
The treatment of hexameter caesurae is defective 
because of the unargued postulate of a single main 
caesura. It is not true (p. 69) that "the caesura 
after the first breve of the third foot is rare": what 
is rare (and what the example illustrates) is that 
this caesura is not accompanied by a combination 
of caesuras after the second and fourth longa. 
"peteret inconcessosque", a rarity more readily 
explained as a reversion to archaic vowel-length, 
is quoted (p. 69) to illustrate the rule that "in the 
Vergilian hexameter a closed syllable before the 
caesura may remain long, even though the next 
word begins with a vowel". Even supposing the 
explanation is right, the terminology is subversive. 
A closed syllable doesn't remain long: it is long. 
What Halporn means to say is that a final con
sonant sometimes detaches itself from the initial 
vowel of the following word, where it properly 
belongs (see pp. 5 and 63), and attaches itself to a 
preceding short vowel, thus closing it and pro
ducing a long syllable. There is no need to sup
pose (p. 13) that the occurrence, more often than 
not, of a caesura after the first short element of the 
third metron of the elegiac hexameter is " to avoid 
a steady coincidence between the caesura of the 
hexameter and the diaeresis of the second line": 
it simply reflects the pattern of the epic hexameter. 
Doubt arises about the meaning of "avoid" when 
we read (p. 69) that "Vergil avoided a monosyllable 
following a caesura after the third longum": 
opening my Oxford Text at random (A. 1. 598-
626), I count five examples. More useful would be a 
comment on the effect of a monosyllable before 
this caesura. To say (p. 72) that the elegiac couplet 
after Catullus is invariably a grammatical unit 
with no carry-over involves the rejection at Prop. 4. 
10. 41. of the universally accepted Virdomari. 

The notation for trochaic septenarius (p. 77) 
dazzles the eye, but the range of the metre is well 
illustrated. In the scheme for lyric dactyls (p. 17) 
and elsewhere the symbolism would be clearer if 
the choice between a longum and two brevia were 



represented by a line co-extensive with the two 
brevia, thus uu. After reading (p. 20) that "in an 
anapaestic period a longum is exactly double the 
value of two brevia", a beginner might be pardoned 
for inferring that in other metres this is not the 
case. Before he turns to anapaests in Latin, let 
him first correct the rest of the book from the 
errata-sheet provided by a public-spirited publisher 
who obviously realizes that printed errors in 
metrical notation may cause as much brain
damage as misprints in a manual on chess. 

On p. 25 neither polysch nor the accompanying 
illustration is followed by the symbol for break. 
No reason is given for this departure from the 
book's normal practice. The beginner will now be 
exercised as to whether the omission is a slip or 
whether the reason for it is clear to everyone else 
but him. On p. 38 "Pindar commits some real 
infractions of the strict rules of metrics". Whose 
strict rules? One of the first duties of a book on 
metre is to discuss the severe limitations of words 
like "rule". On p. 50 dochmiacs (the schematiza
tion of which as x - - x - would avoid the necessity 
of saying that "a breve may be divided into two 
brevia") would be more comprehensible if the 
examples were so aligned as to show the reader 
what was being substituted for what. P. 108 is 
good on the Plautine technique of transition from 
cretics to trochees and back again. There are other 
good things in the book, too, but not enough to 
compensate for its defects as an introduction to 
metre for beginners. My hopes of the book were 
such that as soon as it was published I ordered it 
for the use of my Honours students: my comments 
are based on a year's classroom experience. I 
would not use it with students again unless it were 
radically revised. 

H. F. GUITE 

McMaster University 

R. HANSLIK, Forschungsbericht-Tacitus. Anzeiger 
fur Altertumswissenschaft, vol. xx, and other 
reviews of research. 

The Forschungsbericht in Volume XX of the 
Anzeiger far Altertumswissenschaft for 1967 (pp. 
1-30) by Professor R. Hanslik is devoted to 
Tacitus. It deals with material that has appeared 
since 1960 when the first Bericht on Tacitus ap
peared in the journal. The current report is divided 
into five sections-I: General Works on Tacitus; 
II: Latinity and Style; III: The Manuscript Tradi
tion; IV: Editions, Commentaries and Transla
tions; V: Secondary Literature, mainly on isolated 
passages. 

The judgments are sometimes trenchant, as on 
R. Haussler's book, Tacitus und das historische 
Bewusstsein (pp. 3-4). In general, however, the 
discussion of books is brief, but there are useful 
references to reviews, which receive comment 
themselves on occasion. The most valuable feature 
of the survey, however, is the treatment accorded 
to articles in journals. These are provided with 
brief summaries, and often an expression of 
opinion on the question at issue. Misprints are 
few and unlikely to disturb. 

Some particular points may be noted. Hanslik 
discusses recent work on the controversial Leidensis 
manuscript (pp. 10-11) and is of the view that 
L's value will only be decided after a thorough 
re-examination of the whole textual tradition of the 
second part of the Annals and the Histories. Such 
a project is already being undertaken. Unfor
tunately the new edition of the Agricola by R. M. 
Ogilvie and I. A. Richmond (Oxford, 1967) could 
only be noted: it is reserved for the next report. 
However there is a discussion of the volumes that 
have already appeared in the major edition of the 
Annals and the Histories in the Heidelberg series of 
Wissenschaftliche Kommentare. Hanslik contributes 
(p. 16) to the debate on the difficult phrase "urgenti
bus imperii fatis" in the Germania (33, 3). The 
basic question is whether the words are to be taken 
in an "imperialistic" or a "pessimistic" sense. 
Hanslik feels that, if they are to be regarded as a 
pessimistic prophecy of the decline of Rome, 
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Tacitus would have written "melius" rather than 
"maius" in the final part of the sentence. "Mai us", 
however, continues the idea of "urgentibus imperii 
fatis" in the imperialistic sense of Rome's growing 
power and corresponds to the concept of empire 
implied in Hist. II, 1 and Ann. II, 61. Since this, 
H. W. Benario has devoted an article to the 
question in Historia (XVII, 1968, pp. 37-50: 
"Tacitus and the Fall of the Roman Empire") that 
appeared after the publication of the Anzeiger. 
Benario understands the phrase against the back
ground of the spirit of confidence which Rome 
had in her military power under Trajan, and, like 
Hanslik, rejects the pessimistic view. Valuable, 
too, are the discussions on the question of the 
authorship of the Dialogus (pp. 18-9) and on the 
"Christian" chapter in the Annals (XV, 44 on pp. 
29-30). 

This journal has also received other such 
Forschungsberichte of equal value in other fields 
of classical studies. They can only be listed here: 

R. Hanslik: Plinius der Jtingere, II. Bericht. 
XVII, 1 ff. 

A. Lesky: Homer, 4. Fortsetzung, 1. Halfte. 
XVII, 129ff. 

A. Lesky: Homer, 4. Fortsetzung, 2. Teil. 
XVIII, 1 ff. 

Johannes B. Bauer: Christliche Antike, 4. 
Bericht. XVIII, 129 ff. 

W. Kraus: Ovid, I. Bericht, 3. Teil. XVIII, 
193 ff. 

F. Schachermeyr: Die agaische Frtihzeit (Kreta 
und Mykenai), V. Bericht. XIX, 1 ff. 

E. Thummer: Pindaros, 2. Bericht. XIX, 289 ff. 
A. Lesky: Griechische Tragodie, 7. Fortsetzung, 

1 und 2. Teil. XX, 65 ff. 

D. B. SADDINGT0N 
University College of Rhodesia 

JACK LINDSAY, TIile Clashing Rocks. Chapman and 
Hall, 1965; pp. ix+ 517; 63/-. 

In the concluding chapter of this extraordinary 
book, Jack Lindsay honestly admits, "It is difficult 
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to summarize effectively the findings made on such 
a complicated course as that we have taken" (p. 
381); a masterpiece of understatement. The Clash
ing Rocks follows a far more erratic course than 
even Jason was required to traverse, and the 
perils on the way are quite as daunting as those 
facing the Argonaut. In his Foreword, Mr. Lindsay 
tells us that "the main theme of this book is an 
inquiry into the nature of the cultural and religious 
conflicts in the dark age of ancient Greece, out of 
which the historically known society emerged". 
In fact, he eventually isolates one major conflict 
which he describes as the "prolonged conflict 
between the Olympian system and the local 
chthonic cults together with shamanist applica
tions" (p. 379). As Mr. Lindsay himself might say, 
"We shall go farther into some of these matters 
later"-the sort of statement that is repeated 
frequently throughout the book, meaning that the 
reader is now about to be flung into yet another 
out-of-the-way quagmire. The conclusion which 
Mr. Lindsay reaches regarding the conflict men
tioned above is reached by an incredibly circuitous 
and bewildering route. The eponymous Clashing 
Rocks motif of the early chapters is soon lost in a 
labyrinth of discussions on such subjects as the 
mysterious substance called Kuanos, mantic boats, 
"a series of ambrosial rocks and floating islands", 
bird-epiphanies, weapon-cults, and many others. 
The reader is quite likely to sink into the morass 
and give up before the concluding chapters on the 
origins of Drama are reached-a pity, since Mr. 
Lindsay heroically attempts to draw together all 
these diverse strands in his final chapters, with 
some interesting results. Many of his conclusions 
are extremely fascinating and often very per
suasive. They are also seemingly impossible to 
reject or accept, since many of them are based on 
that sort of material, and also because Mr. 
Lindsay's erudition is vast enough to daunt even 
the boldest critic. The book has a twenty-two-page 
Bibliography referring to books written in 
numerous languages and covering a huge range of 
different cultures, and from this source Mr. 
Lindsay produces legions of examples to support, 
or at least amplify, his conclusions. If these con-



clusions appear to be fanciful, they are admittedly 
based on very wide research. 

However, one must question the quality of that 
research. Mr. Lindsay tends to treat the similar as 
the identical; and he also seems to assume that 
because a particular piece of external evidence 
supports his own view, it is therefore automatically 
a reliable piece of evidence. The dangers of such 
an attitude are quite obvious. Abundant evidence 
is produced to support each point, but Mr. Lindsay 
might have done well to have just criticized the 
evidence itself before using it so indiscriminately. 

To his credit, he has shown a complete willing
ness to tackle a great number of terribly contro
versial points in regard to Greek religion and myth; 
but, while one may deplore excessive academic 
caution, Mr. Lindsay has perhaps shown too little 
humility in his confident assertions about these 
questions. Startling pronouncements such as, "The 
spasmic movement of the vulva in childbirth is the 
ultimate source of our image of the clashing rocks" 
(p. 268) may be enticing, and indeed entirely valid; 
but many would disagree. And Mr. Lindsay 
should realize more keenly that he is dealing with 
Protean material most of the time. 

The major thesis of the book has already been 
mentioned; Mr. Lindsay believes that nearly all 
myths, particularly those dealing with any kind of 
perilous passage, are reflections of old initiation 
rituals; also that the most important initiations 
were those leading to the 'graduation' of tribal 
shamans. Mr. Lindsay thus sees, in Greek myth, 
a shaman behind every lamppost. He deals with a 
series of figures whom he characterizes as 'Defiers 
of the Highgods'-Kaineus, Salmoneus, Ixion, 
Prometheus, and the like-and asserts that these 
all represent the struggle of the ancient and 
powerful tribal shaman against the encroachments 
of the Olympians, who are the patrons of the 
developing city-state system of classical times. 
Even Herakles is said to be, in essence, "the pro
jection of the perfect initiate overcoming all tests". 
The whole idea does at least provide a change from 
Robert Graves' eternally-striving Sacred Kings. 
But Jack Lindsay, in this book at least, seems to 
be a man with little sense of proportion. 

The Clashing Rocks presents us with a long 
succession of conclusions based on what seem to 
the present reviewer to be extremely dubious 
premises. Further conclusions are then drawn on 
the strength of the earlier; and the whole mighty 
edifice, many would feel, is built upon sand. 

Perhaps the main criticism of the book is that 
it is almost unreadable. Mr. Lindsay's style is clear 
and fluent, though somewhat telegraphic; but his 
material is intractable. The reader is still gasping 
with disbelief at one statement, when he is then 
presented with another, until he shuts the book in 
a frenzy. Mr. Lindsay presumes upon the patience 
and credulity of his readers too far. 

On the credit side: the book is full of fascinating 
material for consideration, and many of Mr. 
Lindsay's ideas are intriguing. Some throw light 
on some very dark areas; but in many cases the 
lighting is surely artificial. 

D. L. PIKE 

University College of Rhodesia 

B. M. W. KNOX, The Heroic Temper: Studies in 
Sophoclean Tragedy, Cambridge University Press 
(for University of California Press), 1964; pp. 210; 
45/-. 

The traditional view that a Greek tragedy centres 
on a single heroic figure has recently been severely 
criticized by John Jones in his challenging book 
On Aristotle and Greek Tragedy. Although Knox's 
approach to the tragic hero is diametrically 
opposed to that of Jones, he does not really come 
to grips with the latter's objections to the tradi
tional interpretation. Nevertheless, by elaborating 
his own views, he succeeds in proving that in most 
of Sophocles' tragedies we certainly do find a single 
dominating character who may justifiably be 
called a tragic hero. He first gives a general descrip
tion of the tragic hero and then proceeds to 
illustrate his characteristics by quoting extensively 
from the words the hero himself uses and which 
other characters use in connection with him. At the 
beginning of the play the hero forms a resolve 
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and stubbornly refuses to change his mind. Other 
characters appeal to him, argue with him and 
advise him to yield, but he treats them with con
tempt and anger. To the rest of the world he seems 
thoughtless, rash and terrible, but he remains 
loyal to his conception of himself, even though he 
is isolated from men and abandoned by the gods. 
The logical end of his refusal to compromise is his 
choice of death. In my opinion this is the most 
valuable part of the book. Knox bases his descrip
tion of the hero firmly on the text itself and critics 
who deny the existence of a tragic hero in Sophocles 
will have to take notice of his treatment of this 
question. 

Unfortunately Knox is sometimes inclined to 
overstate his case. The following remark, for 
example, expresses such a mystical view of the hero 
that it is very difficult either to prove or refute: 
"By some mysterious poetic alchemy we are made 
to feel, without being expressly told, that the 
gods have more concern and respect for the hero, 
even when like Ajax or Oedipus tyrannos he seems 
to fight against them, than for the common run of 
human beings who observe the mean" (p. 7). 
What most disturbs me in his presentation of the 
tragic hero is his tendency to regard the heroic 
attitude as an end in itself. Once the hero has 
formed a resolve he has to persist in it, regardless 
of the fact whether he is right or wrong, for other
wise he will fall short of the heroic ideal. This is 
best seen in the following description of Creon in 
Antigone: "In Creon we are presented with the 
spectacle of a man who displays every symptom of 
heroic stubbornness, who is placed in the classic 
situation of the Sophoclean hero, expressed in the 
appropriate formulas, but who is swayed by advice, 
makes major concessions, and collapses igno
miniously at the first real threat" (p. 68). 

After this general discussion of the Sophoclean 
hero Knox studies three tragedies in greater detail. 
He finds in Antigone not only a political clash 
between loyalty to family ties and loyalty to the 
state, but also a religious conflict between Antigone 
who only reveres the chthonian powers and Creon 
who only worships the Olympian gods. Here again, 
Knox has overstated his case, and he does not 
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succeed in proving that Antigone completely 
ignores the Olympian gods and appeals only to 
"underground Zeus". He makes a courageous 
attempt to explain Antigone's last speech, but I find 
it difficult to believe that Antigone here "has 
abandoned her claim to be the champion of the 
nether gods, and also ... her position as champion 
of the blood relationship" (p. 107). I also disagree 
with the conclusion that Antigone is one "who does 
the right thing for the wrong reason" (p. 116). 
Antigone intuitively feels what she has to do, but 
she cannot always explain logically why she has 
done it. 

The chapters on Phi/octetes and Oedipus at 
Co/onus are less controversial but perhaps they 
contain sounder criticism. Knox makes the 
interesting observation that in Philoctetes we 
know that the hero must yield in the end and also 
wish him to give in; he also gives a penetrating 
analysis of the interaction between the three main 
characters. In Oedipus at Co/onus he traces the 
gradual development of Oedipus from a helpless 
old man to a heroic figure whom the gods welcome 
to their presence. 

Although I do not agree with everything Knox 
has said I regard his book as a most important 
and stimulating contribution to the study of the 
Sophoclean approach to life. 

P. J. CONRADIE 

University of Stellenbosch 

D. L. LINTON and F. MOSELEY, The Geological 
Ages. Fasc. 61, Cambridge Ancient History, 
Cambridge University Press; pp. 38, 1 table, 1 
map; paper, 6/-. 

This article is Volume I Chapter I of the Cam
bridge Ancient History, in which the authors 
attempt to trace "the evolution of that portion of 
the terrestrial crust that was to become the Ancient 
World in terms of the knowledge and ideas current 
among geologists today", in 37 pages. From the 
point of view of the advanced student of Geology 
they have succeeded remarkably well. But is this 



the kind of reader that the series as a whole is 
aimed at? Looking at the titles of the other 66 
fascicles, I doubt it. 

To cover so much in so few pages has involved 
great condensation, and no one could call this 
easy reading. In particular the formidable succes
sion of place names, river names, mountain range 
names and regional names is confusing, but could 
hardly be avoided. There is no room for explana
tion of terms which are well known in Geologese, 
but must be baffling to the non-specialist. A few 
comments on detail are offered, not in any destruc
tive way, but in the hope that in subsequent 
editions they might be amended. In the Introduc
tion, is it really fair to say that the Precambrian is 
"to all intents and purposes without any" fossils, 
when evidence of life goes back to some 3,400 
million years B.C.? The bald statement on the 
same page that "The greater part of all geological 
writing is thus concerned with Cambrian and 
Post-Cambrian time" 'is open to doubt. I would 
like to see the sand grains from the Scottish chalk 
(p. 13) which are described as "wind-rounded and 
polished" . I would have expected to read that 
they were wind-rounded and had frosted surface 
textures. The last two pages consist of an admirable 
final paragraph followed by 24 highly selected 
references, which is headed "Bibliography". No 
comment. 

I would commend this article to all geologists 
living and working on ancient and stable shield 
areas, for we tend to forget the recent crustal 
violenc~ so well described from the Tethys region 
by Linton and Moseley. But it is not to be recom
mended as bed-time reading for their wives. 

G. BOND 
University College of Rhodesia 

J. S. MORRISON and R. T. WILLIAMS, Greek Oared 
Ships 900-322 B.C. Cambridge University Press, 
1968; pp. x+356; £6.6.0 (US $19.50). 

Morrison and Williams in their preface state 
as the "main object" of their book the collection 

of all the evidence for Greek oared ships between 
900 and 322 B.C., and go on to express the hope 
that "if the reader considers that we have drawn 
the wrong conclusion we shall at any rate have 
provided the material with which a better con
clusion may be reached". 

Even had their book no other value the carefully 
gathered texts, illustrations and references make it 
a most valuable tool for scholars, marine historians 
and all others interested in ancient seafaring. 
Perhaps literal translations of Greek passages 
would have been of interest to many readers. I 
was disappointed only by the fleeting allusion to 
the growing body of evidence from the submarine 
excavation of ancient wrecks. 

The book suffers throughout from the authors' 
evident lack of practical knowledge and experience 
of shipbuilding, rowing, navigation and the like. 
This is manifested in all kinds of ways, some 
insignificant, others less so. For example, modern 
terminology is not always correctly applied. As an 
instance of this, the authors frequently talk of 
"brailing ropes", "brailing up" a square sail to 
its yard (pp. 22, 54, 56 et passim). The correct 
term is "bunt-line", a word which is used but 
always qualified as a "horizontal" bunt-line. By 
"horizontal" bunt-line is meant what is, in effect, 
a clewline. Further confusion arises from the 
fact that while the authors explain in their "Nauti
cal Glossary" what they mean by "brailing ropes", 
buntlines are not listed. It is perhaps pedantic to 
prefer the term "comb cleat" to the authors' 
"special fittings" (p. 111) through which the 
"brailing ropes" pass over the yard. 

It is perhaps for the same reason that the authors 
do not suggest why anchoring off shore was a 
disagreeable alternative to beaching (pp. 135 and 
311) or why the Persians breakfasted before 
boarding their ships before the battle of Salamis 
(p. 152). Or again, when debating the possibility 
of a central gangway having been a feature of 
archaic ships (p-p. 80-1 ), they do not consider the 
advantages of such an arrangement in a fighting 
ship. 

While some of the authors' explanations seem 
unquestionably correct (e.g. in the case of hupozo-
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mata (p. 294 ff.), others are doubtful or obscurely 
stated. For example, they say in the case of a ship 
from a protogeometric illustration that "Apart 
from the ram, six horizontal planks protrude in 
front" (my italics). (P. 12 cp. p. 22 etc. cf. p. 280.) 
The projections are clearly spikes (cp. plate le, 
2c) intended as weapons and as such could not 
form part of the ship's planking. The projections 
could be wales extending beyond the stem (cf. 
p. 111), or subsidiary rams affixed to the stem. 
Again, the steira, about which the surging waves 
sing (pp. 50-1), is correctly, I believe, identified as 
the forepart of the keel and not the stem, without 
the point being made that in "geometric" as in 
later ships the forward part of the keel, from which 
the ram grew, rose out of the water. Less satis
factory is the explanation of the "sleeping" 
steering oars hissing (in the lphigeneia in Tauris 
(11.430-2: cf. p. 199) as the ship runs before a 
following breeze. Morrison and Williams suggest 
that they are "sleeping" because they are "housed" 
with the blades "feathering in the water". In fact 
a ship "running free" needs careful steering lest it 
"broach to". Nevertheless with wind and perhaps 
waves moving with the ship the steering oars 
would move smoothly through the water: the 
steering oars would not be in constant play and 
would be lying quietly, even though moving 
rapidly ("hissing") through the water. In these 
circumstances they could aptly be described as 
"asleep", in the same way as in modern English 
parlance sails that are correctly set and full are 
described as "asleep". Though working at maxi
mum efficiency they are "still". 

Morrison and Williams are quite possibly cor
rect in supposing that the "long epenkenides", 
with which, in conjunction with "many uprights", 
Odysseus is to build high ikria on his boat, are to 
be identified with the rails at the bow and stern of 
geometric ships (p. 48 Od. 5.163-4 and 252-3). 
The authors see the rails at the stern providing an 
elbow rest for the helmsman and connect the word 
(cf. Liddell and Scott, revised Jones s.v.) with 
ankon. I am tempted to wonder if the word signi
fies the triangular brackets termed in English 
"knees". "Many uprights" suggest that these are 

not just upward extensions of the ships frames, 
in which case "tall" or " long knees" would be an 
advantage. Knees are postulated by Morrison and 
Williams as supports for the "catheads" (pp. 96-7), 
and indeed such can actually be seen in an Apulian 
rhyton illustrated (plate 25c). 

The actual construction of ships is rather super
ficially treated. For example, different kinds of 
wood used are listed (p. 49 ff. ; p. 279) almost 
without comment. Odysseus' use of "dowel-pins", 
i.e. treenails, is supposed (p. 50) to have been the 
method "in use in the eighth century", yet when a 
ship is "bound together with pegs" in Aeschylos' 
Suppliants the unnecessary theory is advanced 
(p. 199) that the "pegs" are intended to plug the 
holes bored for "sewing". References to sewing in 
the play are possibly anachronisms (cf. p. 193). 

It is once suggested by the authors that trieres 
were flat bottomed (p. 285): this is inferred from 
the fact that the slips at Zea and M unichia are 
approximately 3m wide. All the evidence, however, 
seems to point to ships with keels and rounded 
bottoms. First, the universally slim, convex raking 
stern and (in some paintings and models which 
reveal the under-water form of the oared ships) 
the curving line of the hull itself, suggest a flowing 
hull form to which a flat bottom could scarcely 
be attached (cf. plates 6, 8b, 9, 10c, 13, etc.). 
In ships built exclusively for speed, a slim and 
streamlined underwater shape is to be expected. 
Again, the Greek oared ships appear to have been 
built on a central keel (pp. 50, 65, 120, 181-2, 183, 
etc.) protruding from the hull, whereas in the 
construction of flat bottomed boats the emphasis 
must be placed on the junction between sides and 
bottom. In any case, the advantages of a flat 
bottom are nullified by a protruding central keel. 
The prime advantage of a flat bottom (apart from 
the possibility of using a vessel in shallow water) 
is that it can be conveniently grounded or beached 
with the help of the tide. The triereis were normally 
beached at night (see above), and for drying out 
and storage (cf. especially pp. 181-5), but not 
with help from the tide. They had to be man-handled 
or winched up slips (where grooves were provided 
for ships' keels: clearly, as the authors note (p. 183), 
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rollers were not used) or beaches. This would 
only be possible where the keel served as a kind 
of ski (cf. p. 120 for a reference to a waxed keel). 
The authors themselves postulate the need for 
wooden shores to keep ships upright (p. 183). 
Lastly, even the oared ships used sails, and sailing 
ships required keels or lee-boards. Admittedly a 
"fair wind" is one which blows from dead aft
see the way it makes the square sail billow out 
over the prow and against the forestay . Even 
warships, however (quite apart from sailing 
merchantmen) were capable of tacking (cf. p. 312) 
for which a keel would be essential. One might 
note in passing that the helmsman would be quite 
incapable of holding sheets of a square sail as big 
as that of a trieres (ibid.) . 

On p. 96 the authors suggest that the curved 
S-shaped lines incised on black figure ships "in 
the cathead position" represent "the curved 
stanctions supporting the projecting beams of the 
catheads". There are fatal objections to this 
theory (a diagram would have clarified the theory 
and possibly revealed its weaknesses). Firstly, 
where the full S incisions are shown the whole 
hull is depicted and the incisions begin at the keel. 
Clearly there could not be lateral projections from 
the hull below the water line (cf. plate 13). Where 
the hull is shown afloat only the single curve of 
the top of the "S" is revealed, confirming that the 
S as a whole is intended to reach the keel. In a 
number of paintings the "S" incisions are clearly 
related to paint schemes (cf. plates 13, 14c, d, g, 
15a, b, 16d, 20a) and seem clearly to delineate 
the after extremity of the "head" of the boar or 
other beast in the likeness of which the bows of 
these ships were fashioned. Finally, the "S" in
cisions are generally below the middle of the 
solid-sided bow-enclosure. Were the catheads 
indeed supported in this position by knees repre
sented by the incisions they would be out of reach 
of the deck. The catheads must have been located 
at the after end of the bow enclosure, and in a 
trieres almost certainly built into the forward 
end of the outrigger as the authors elsewhere 
themselves postulate (p. 281). 

Finally, there comes the question of the placing 
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of oarsmen in a two-level ship and a trieres. The 
authors are probably correct in holding to the 
belief that a trieres was essentially and, originally, 
perhaps precisely, a two-level ship with a third 
bank of thranite oarsmen superimposed (pp. 270 
and 285). One can easily imagine how this came 
about. Supernumeraries wishing to assist with the 
rowing of a two-level ship (cf. p. 289) could only 
have done so by sitting on the rail into which were 
built the tholepins of the zygian oars. In any other 
position they would have obstructed the working 
of the zygian oar. Men in that position would soon 
have seen that by extending the sturdy zygian 
beams outboard suitable fulcra could be con
structed to enable them to pull their oars. Only by 
combining the zygian beam with the anchorage 
of the tholepin of the thranite oar could the 
maximum of strength and lightness be achieved. 
Morrison and Williams' reconstruction of the 
struts (supporting the parexeiresia) which they 
believe bear the lateral (as well as the vertical) 
thrust imparted by the thranite oars, is not con
vincing when the size of these struts is contrasted 
with that of the wales in the Lenormant relief. 
This contrast has been very drastically reduced in 
the authors' reconstructions (plate 25) without, 
however, producing a structure which (to my eye) 
looks as though it could stand the stresses which 
would have been imposed. My figure 1 illustrates 
a much simpler and stronger structure, in which 
the proportions of men and wales, etc., correspond 
exactly to those of the Lenormant relief as traced 
in my figure 2 from the authors' plate 24. 

Unless the thranite oarsmen are enthroned on the 
rail, it becomes necessary to postulate for them (as 
the authors have done in plate 25, but not in their 
text) laterally supported seats of a precarious 
nature, and even worse, there is nowhere for them 
to brace their feet without obstructing the zygian 
oars; whereas thranite oarsmen seated as in my 
figure 1 could place their feet on blocks attached 
directly to the gunwale of the vessel. Of course, if 
the thranite oarsmen are placed on the rail, the 
stanchions supporting the katastroma would have 
to be on the outer rail on the exeiresia, as in Mr. 
Sinclair Morrison's model illustrated in plate 23, 



c and d. This would accord with Polyaenus' 
attaching vertical reed matting between the edge 
of the katastroma and the exeiresia (p. 282). 

My final difficulty lies in the equal elevation 
between the three rows of seats in pl. 25. Were 
this so in fact, there would be absolutely no pur
pose in an outrigger! A glance at pl. 25 confirms 
this. The thranite oar could as well pivot on the 
gunwale and the thranite seat would no more (and 
no less) obstruct the zygian oar than the zygian 
seat does the thalamian oar. The whole purpose 
of the parexeiresia is to enable a third row of oars 
to be added to a ship without substantially increas
ing its freeboard, size and weight. This is shown 
by the Lenormant relief and the authors' own 
figures 4 and 5 (p. 172) based on it. 

Little literary evidence survives for two level 
ships (cf. p. 155), but what evidence there is sug
gests that the thalamian rowers were significantly 
lower, in the koile naus (cf. p. 132), than the zygian 
whose heads appear above the gunwale (cf. plates 
14, 17, etc.) . There is the remark in Aristophanes 
about the zygian oarsmen breaking wind in the 
faces of the thalamian men. The thalamian oar
posts alone are fitted with askomata (p. 284). 
Zygian and thalamian oars apparently entered the 
water approximately 18 inches apart (p. 290) 
which could only be if the oarsmen were at dif
ferent levels. If one adds to a tracing of pl. 25 (the 
Lenormant relief) outlines of oarsmen traced from 
the visible thranite men (cf. my figure 2: one must 
allow for the inboard length of the oar to be the 
same or a little less than the outboard length 
above water) it is clear that the thalamian oars 
could and must be workable below the zygian 
beams-this would have been clear to the authors 
if they had added an elevation of their reconstruc
tion to the sections in plate 25. It could also have 
suggested that L.S.J. are correct in supposing the 
zygian oars were shortest: cf. p. 290. It is not fatal 
if the heads of the thalamian rowers are somewhat 
restricted, and if there were no overlapping along 
the lines indicated in my fig. 2 there would have 
been no need for the ranks of oars to be staggered 
in a two-level ship (cf. pl. 20a, etc.): of course the 

size of the men in the Lenormant relief may be 
exaggerated (as is normally the case in earlier 
representations) but this appears not to be so to a 
significant degree. It is a pity we cannot be sure 
that the lower oarsmen in a two-level ship were 
called thalamian, with the suggestion that such 
men were "roofed in" by the zygian beams (I am 
not suggesting that they were decked in! The need 
for the katastroma to be raised is obvious). 

In my figure 2 the zygian oarsman's arms have 
been "stretched" to bring his hands on to the line 
of his oar, which in my view uses the upright of the 
rail above the gunwale which, I believe, supports 
the thranite oarsman's seat as a tholepin. Further, 
the inboard length of the oar has been drastically 
shortened . These difficulties would be obviated if 
the thranite oarsmen on the left were moved 
towards the ship's bows, with his back nearer to 
the stanchion supporting the katastroma, as is the 
case with others of the thranite oarsmen in the 
relief. What is visible in figure 2 of the zygian 
oarsman would doubtless have been painted on to 
the relief. Normally zygian oarsmen are placed 
behind and slightly below the thranite oarsmen. 
One can demonstrate in practice that they require 
far less space if placed "in front" of the men they 
are paired with, as in my figure. Zygian and 
thalamian oarsmen could have braced their feet 
on the beams in front of them. The Thalamian 
oarsmen could perhaps have been inboard of the 
zygian. 

Finally, there is plate 27c, in which is illustrated 
a terracotta model "included to confirm the theory, 
if further proof be needed, that the trieres was 
propelled by three banks of oars" (p. 180). The 
model gives no indication that the top bank of 
oars project from "what must be the parexeiresia" 
(ibid.). They appear to be rowed over a second rail 
at a similar elevation above the middle bank as it 
is above the first. Here we have the equal spacing 
the authors postulated in pl. 25; for, I am sure, 
the reason that the thranite oars of a trieres could 
not be double banked with oarsmen without 
obstructing the zygian oars (cf. my figure I). To 
double bank the upper banks of oars to produce a 
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teteres or penteres (cf. p. 291) equal spacing of the 
banks of oars would have been needed. 

A. M. G. McLEOD 
University College of Rhodesia 

J. M. Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality. Cam
bridge University Press, 1967; pp. viii-280; 50/-. 

By writing and publishing this book Mr. Rist 
has made a very fine and valuable contribution to 
our understanding of several important parts of 
Plotinus's philosophy. In 17 chapters he discusses 
and examines such crucial aspects of P. 's thought 
as e.g. the One, the knowledge of the One, Man's 
free will, the descent of the soul, Plotinus's mysti
cism, Neoplatonic faith, etc., and everywhere we 
encounter the wise judgement of the knowledgeable 
expert. Because it is impossible to give summaries 
of all 17 discussions in a short review like this, I 
will limit myself to some critical remarks on minor 
points or some of his conclusions. For example he 
asserts without further discussion (p. 19), that to the 
layman Oppermann's view of Plotinus's illness (that 
it was a form of leprosy) seems preferable to that 
of Dr. Gillet, who diagnoses pulmonary tuber
culosis. There is at least one layman who is more 
impressed by Dr .. Gillet's diagnosis. On p. 33, Mr. 
Rist complains that Plotinus gives only hints of 
the doctrine of analogy. I should like to remind 
him of I, 2, 2, 4-10 where Plotinus expounds 
his theory of the two likenesses. I consider this 
text at the bottom of Plotinus's use of images and 
metaphors (see my thesis, p. 7), and it certainly 
helps also to corroborate the point Mr. Rist is . 
trying to make here concerning the position of 
Beauty. 

Mr. Rist's examination of the very difficult 
text V, I, 7, IO (p. 45 ff.) remains unsatisfactory. 
Plotinus wants to contrast there the Nous and the 
One and the main point is that "the Nous looses, 
distinguishes itself from its power and therefore 
sees it. Otherwise it would not be Nous. For (the 
One) possesses already even from itself conscious
ness so to speak of that power that it is able to 
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produce Being." If one makes Nous the subject of 
EXEt as Mr. Rist and others do, it is impossible 
to give a satisfactory explanation of the words 
1<.ai, ~8TJ and otov, which seems inadmissible. 
And I think that Schwyzer's emphasis on the word 
of ov definitely removes the difficulty of whether 
the One has consciousness or not: it has not. 
This use of oiov is so common in the Enneads 
that it seems rather naive to ask for a "demonstra
tion that here Plotinus is actually using it so". 
There could be some doubt as to Mr. Rist's state
ment (p. 139) that the Stoics had relegated the 
conception of happiness to comparative insigni
ficance; and even the text from Plato's Republic 
which the author quotes on p. 140 in order to 
support his assumption that the Greeks saw beneath 
the word ~8ov~ always gross implications, seems 
to be itself a refutation of this assumption because 
Plato mentions three forms of ~8ov~, only one of 
which has those gross implications. 

Though I admit that Plotinus is an original 
thinker, I doubt very much if Mr. Rist's assumption 
that P. did not view himself as a faithful inter
preter of Plato, is true. Apart from III, 7, l and 
V, l, 8 (quoted on p. 185) it appears also from 
III, 7, 7 that he is much more "Platonic" than 
Mr. Rist wishes to admit. For the translation of 
line 17 ff. is not as R. puts it: we want to see not 
"whether any of the opinions of the ancient 
thinkers accord with ours", but "whether our 
opinion is in accordance with one of theirs". 
Plotinus starts from the ancient philosopher and 
not from himself! This "wishful thinking" of 
Mr. Rist may have led him also to omit to mention 
that the prayer of V, 1, 6 by its wording has a very 
Platonic ring (Tim. 27bc and 48e, and Phaedrus 
279bc), in spite of the fact that the person of the 
addressed god is completely different from the 
god of Plato. On p. 225, talking about the vision 
of the One, Mr. Rist does not seem to have seen 
the implications of Plotinus's image. He says that 
turning of the One is not necessary, and that all 
activity should come from the mystic if he wants 
to see the One. But Plotinus seems to suggest by 
his image (as the eye awaits the rising sun) that the 
One is active (just like the sun). Every point of an 



image should be taken into account. In spite of 
these minor objections I believe that we should be 
very grateful for this book, which will prove to be 
a highly reliable guide for any one who is interested 
in this phase of Greek philosophy. 

R. F ERWERDA 

Marnix College, Ede 

H. J. ROSE, A Handbook of Latin Literature. 
University Paperbacks, No. 160; Methuen, 1966; 
21 /-. 

'Reading maketh a full man' wrote Francis 
Bacon, and certainly he who peruses H. J. Rose's 
A Handbook of Latin Literature will have the 
chance of ingesting a good many facts and some 
very well-balanced opinions. This old standby, 
brought up to date and down in price for the 
student, still modestly described as a 'handbook', 
is in reality a veritable mine of information and 
sound criticism. 

It covers its subject, from the earliest times to 
the death of St. Augustine, in 533 pages of well 
printed text and notes, with the addition of a full 
bibliography and an index which even assists in 
pronunciation. 

Professor Rose has a keenly analytical mind 
which is almost at its best in 'placing' a writer in 
his literary and historical environment. Examples 
are his treatment of Lucretius (with a masterly 
little exposition of the Epicurean system), Cicero, 
Varro (M. Terentius) and Vergil (with some astute 
remarks on the 'revival of religion', p. 235 note). 
Ovid too he handles very well, stressing the 
'modernness' of both the man and his Rome. 
He seems to me less happy with Horace and Seneca. 
For Horace I missed a paragraph of praise for the 
Odes as a whole, while I felt that Professor Rose 
was perhaps a little hard on Seneca's character 
(admittedly a hard one to defend; but contrast, for 
instance, his treatment of Sallust, also a would-be 
moralist). The great Christian writers he deals with 
fully and appreciatively, in surveys that must 

earn the gratitude of those better acquainted with 
the pagan ones. 

One does not know whether Professor Rose 
has any connections with the law-courts; but I 
was struck by his use of cogent and lucid argument 
when the need arose, e.g. on the praenomen of 
Catullus, p . 138 note, and on the authorship of the 
Appendix Vergiliana, pp. 258 ff. 

A feature of the book is the comparisons that 
are drawn from time to time between the ancient 
world and ours, something very helpful and indeed 
necessary for the modern reader e.g. the 'diary' of 
the Pontifex Maximus, p . 7, and comparisons 
between ancient and modern 'books', p. 13. Literary 
connections are also noticed e.g. Shakespeare's 
debt to Seneca, p. 367 and p. 372 note, though here 
Professor Rose has not the pointing I am used to 
in 'making the green one red' (from Macbeth). 

Professor Rose is always ready to impart infor
mation even of a non-literary nature, and the 
usefulness of the footnotes, even for purely his
torical purposes, can scarcely be overrated e.g. 
on exchange of prisoners in war, p . 45 note, music 
at sacrifices, p. 48 note. A delightful one is that 
which relates (p. 388) how Vespasian (Quam 
simi/is sui !) if he found a lampoon against him
self posted up, merely added a reply. 

There is other humour in the book too. Pages 
109-110 give us examples of law-court wit, caustic 
but not very choice. Better is Pomponius's com
ment to Tiberius, when he used some doubtful 
idiom, that an emperor could confer citizenship on 
men but not on words. And Professor Rose is 
himself quietly humorous on occasion, as when he 
describes a preface of Jerome's as being not of the 
most conciliatory nature seeing that the Roman 
clergy are called a 'Senate of Pharisees' (p. 494). 

Professor Rose's style is plain and straight
forward , with short sentences or longer ones made 
up of similar shorter parts, compound rather than 
complex. This makes for clarity and readability. 
It is only when he is dealing with the defects of 
Seneca's style that he pens an awkward sentence 
'It is not until after reading him .. . that it becomes 
apparent . . .' (p. 370). Surely this is too imper
sonal? Some local or personal characteristics, such 
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as 'born' for 'borne' and 'pied' for 'pleaded' add a 
certain attraction; but 'centred about' (p. I 8) 
offends this critic's mathematical sense. 

Technically the book is well produced. The type, 
of whatever size (and the main text is very easy to 
read) is an intense black, as the marking-ink 
people say. Sometimes, especially in the notes, 
quotations from Latin are inserted in the English 
text in the same type. Here perhaps italics would 
have helped; but these are used for titles of books. 
There are two types of dating, A.U.C. and B.C., 
before the Christian era. I found only one misprint, 
doctrine for doctrina on p. 454 (Nonius). 

Where so much is good, it seems invidious to 
mention any more possible shortcomings; but 
future editions may be helped by the following 
comments. On p. 16 we are told 'au like English 
ow' . One may ask 'Which English ow? "bow down" 
or "bow-tie"?' Again, should not 'Angora' for 
the ancient Ancyra be replaced by 'Ankara' now 
(p. 303)? On p. 467 under Vegetius it would have 
been quite in Professor Rose's manner to tell us 
that the well-known tag 'Si vis pacem para helium' 
is derived from this author; while the apt quota
tion from Rutilius which ends the book would 
have been made yet more apt and satisfying by the 
addition of the famous 'urbem fecisti quod prius 
orbis erat'. 

But these hardly affect what must be our final 
opinion: a very good twenty-one shillings' worth 
indeed (with a b und edition at 42/- for those who 
want it). 

B. H. P. FARRER 

University of Natal 

E. M. SMALLWOOD, Documents Illustrating the 
Principates of Gaius, Claudius and Nero. Cam
bridge University Press, 1967; pp. 146; 40/-. 
E. M . SMALLWOOD, Documents Illustrating the 
Principates of Nt:rva, Trajan and Hadrian. Cam
bridge University Press, 1966; pp. 208; 42/-. 

E. Mary Smallwood's two books, together with 
Ehrenberg and Jones' Documents Illustrating the 
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Reigns of Augustus and Tiberius (Oxford, 1949, 2 

1955), and McCrum and Woodhead's Select 
Documents of the Principates of the Flavian Em
perors (Cambridge, 1961), now complete a most 
valuable series containing the basic non-literary 
evidence which advanced students of the history 
of the period from Augustus to Hadrian need to 
consult and study. 

Dr. Smallwood's books, in many ways an 
advance on the earlier publications, contain in 
each case a Preface, a list of Abbreviations (A. 
Books and Periodicals; B. Some Epigraphical 
Abbreviations) and Symbols (used in the docu
ments). The chapter headings are: Consular Fasti; 
Acta Fratrum Arvalium; Fasti Ostienses (in the 
Trajano-Hadrianic work only); Historical Events; 
The Imperial Family ; The Imperial Cult; Other 
Cults; Imperial Freedmen, Slaves and Dependants; 
Senators; Equites; The Army and Navy; Military 
Diplomas; Public Works; Roads; The Adminis
tration of the Empire; Cities and Municipalities 
of the Empire; Varia. At the end a Comparative 
Table and three Indexes (A. Persons ; B. Coins; 
C. General) are provided. As far as the documents 
themselves are concerned, each is printed with the 
place of discovery (if known or relevant), a reference 
to one or more major publications in which it can 
be found and often cross references and references 
to ancient and modern authorities. 

These books have generally been welcomed, but 
Dr. Fergus Millar (in the Classical Review XVII, 
1967, 192 ff.) regards them as an undesirable 
substitute "for those sheets of documents which 
teachers in universities assemble and distribute to 
their audiences as the subject matter of lectures", 
saying that "the form ( of the book) itself is pro
foundly unsatisfactory". Some of his criticisms 
are no doubt valid, but most seem to apply in 
those universities where Greek and Roman his
tory are treated in considerable depth, and where 
there is ready access to the standard collections of 
inscriptions, coins or papyri. 

But in small universities with inadequate libraries 
far from the traditional centres of learning, where 
Roman imperial history is sandwiched with general 
B.A. courses, Dr. Smallwood's books fill a definitely 



felt need and are of the greatest value in the hands 
of the student. It is from this viewpoint that the 
following remarks are made. The first difficulty is 
that the lecturer has to supply a considerable 
amount of information which could have been 
printed in the text, even at the cost of reducing the 
number of documents somewhat. At the very least 
a commentary such as that supplied by Dessau in 
his Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae, and greater help 
with abbreviations should be provided. Without 
such help students in general courses, and even 
those in the early stages of honours, can hardly be 
expected to progress very far by themselves. 
Secondly, the comparative table. It is true that now 
it is almost universal to have a reference to l.L.S. 
if the inscription concerned is in that collection. 
But older books refer at times only to C.l.L. and 
A.E. These references are not always present in the 
comparative table (as, e.g. , the Annee Epigraphique 
references for the stele of Longinus at Colchester, 
No. 284a in the Claudian collection, or for the 
"Horothesia" of Laberius Maximus, No. 441 in the 
Trajano-Hadrianic collection). Thirdly, the indexes 
(on which see the prefaces, p. v, in each case). 
These are satisfactorily full. In the general index, 
however, (C.), entries oscillate between English and 
a Latin technical term. For example, in the 
Claudian book one sees "bodyguard of Nero", 
"citizenship", or "manumission .. . tax on" , but 
not "corporis custos" ( or "custos"), "ciuitas" 
(and "adtributio" for No. 368), or "uicesima 
libertatis" . (Conversely, "aerarium" and "fiscus" 
appear, but not "treasury".) Since this work is 
intended for advanced students of ancient history, 
the introduction of more technical terms, later to 
be found in the indexes of A.E. and other standard 
collections, would have been an advantage. 

These desiderata however are not intended to 
detract from the feeling of admiration one has for 
such handy collections of essential documents so 
elegantly produced. Not only the student, but the 
lecturer is grateful to have such works readily 
available on his own desk. 

D. B. SADDINGTON 

University College of Rhodesia 

SIR RONALD SYME, Ammianus and the Historia 
Augusta. Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1968; pp. viii+ 
238; 45/-. 

A new book on the Historia Augusta is not a 
prospect to raise the spirits. But in this instance 
that deplorable work is linked with a far greater 
name, and Syme's many outstanding contributions 
to Roman history and literature ensure that any 
new product of his pen will be approached with 
lively anticipation. It is sad to have to report, 
therefore, that this is a very disappointing book. 
It is disappointing, first, in its material; but the 
presentation is also open to serious criticisms. 

In the past few years scholars have drawn atten
tion to a number of instances where the Historia 
Augusta is thought to reflect or echo passages in 
Ammianus Marcellinus. In the first part of his 
book (chapters I-XIII) Syme follows these up, 
adds some suggestions of his own, and concludes 
that Ammianus is "a source and inspiration of the 
HA" (p. 72). The very varied material which forms 
the remaining, considerably larger, part of the 
book can be generally subsumed under the head
ings, the social and literary milieu from which the 
Historia Augusta is thought to emanate, its charac
ter and aims. 

If it could be proved that Arnmianus Marcelli nus 
was used by the Historia Augusta we should have 
an important addition to our knowledge of its 
sources, authorship and date. The main task of the 
reviewer must therefore be to evaluate that 
hypothesis. As Syme says (p. 4), "If the HA con
veyed clear signs of Ammianus, they would have 
been perceived long since". In the absence of such 
definite evidence the argument rests on passages 
which seem to show by their wording or ideas such 
close similarity to something in Ammianus that 
derivation is to be assumed. With remarkable 
ingenuity and learning Syme and his predecessors 
have assembled a small number of such passages. 
They are usefully listed in chapter XIII. As Syme 
himself readily admits, some are far from striking, 
but one or two notable similarities can be con
ceded. 

The main weakness of this type of argument lies 

81 



in the very fragmentary nature of our knowledge. 
To say that some allusion in the Historia Augusta 
is derived from a similar statement or idea in 
Ammianus is in effect an application of the argu
mentum ex silentio. It is to claim that nowhere else, 
in either written or verbal influences on the author, 
could he have found the stimulus for his passage. 
Put like that it is clear what a large assumption the 
argument requires. Most of us are awake to the 
dangers of the argumentum ex silentio when it is 
put forward in :its simplest, most common, guise. 
But this more indirect use of the dangerous and 
deceiving method is regularly employed with 
impunity in all fields of the study of the ancient 
world. 

The simplest and, to me, unanswerable objection 
to Syme's hypothesis is, therefore, that in none of 
the instances of apparent derivation from Am
mianus is a common source ruled out. In chapter 
XIII Syme maintains that whatever doubts may 
be felt about individual passages they are sufficiently 
numerous to admit a cumulative argument. That 
might be so if the number of really striking parallels 
were large. It is not. Even Syme (p. 70) is willing 
to reduce them to three; to me only two stood out: 
Amm. Marc. XIX. 12.14 with SHA Carac. V.7; 
Amm. Marc. XV. 5.16 with SHA Gord. VIIl.3. 
The proper conclusion must surely be that the 
hypothesis rests on arguments without probative 
force. 

On the other hand, the parallels collected cer
tainly suggest that Amrnianus' history and the 
Historia Augusta are products of a generally similar 
period and intellectual background. The enquiry 
can therefore be said to support the stronger 
arguments which Dessau advanced long ago to 
show that the Historia Augusta was written by a 
single author in the later fourth century. There is 
one consideration which strongly suggests that we 
should limit ourselves to this more modest con
clusion. If the author of the Historia Augusta 
knew the fifteenth book of Ammianus' history, as 
we are invited to believe, it would be natural to 
assume that he also knew the earlier parts of the 
work. But, in that case, why is he so clearly lacking 
in a good Latin source for the lives after that of 

82 

Caracalla (cf. Syme, p. 34)? True, Amrnianus must 
have treated the long period between Nerva's death 
and his own day briefly. But one cannot believe 
that his narrative of the third century was so slight 
and worthless that it did not offer the author of the 
Historia Augusta something better than he has 
given us. A strong indication, if no more, that the 
author of the Historia Augusta did not use Am
mianus. (Syme briefly alludes to the question of the 
lost books on p. 50, but does not consider it 
further.) 

If the argumentum ex silentio vitiates much of the 
argumentation of the first part, it also makes many 
unwelcome appearances in the varied material of 
the second part of the book. One example will 
suffice. The parentage and relations given by the 
Historia Augusta to Gordian I are subjected to 
detailed analysis by Syme (pp. 161 ff.). He finds 
many of the names suspect, including Maecius 
Marullus, the supposed father, and Maecia 
Faustina, the daughter, and concludes that the 
father "owes his existence to the Maecii Gracchi 
of the fourth century". The argument is compli
cated and subtle, involving not only the detailed 
prosopography of the fourth-century aristocracy, 
but also the evidence that those aristocrats 
delighted in tracing their ancestry to the great 
families of the Republic. Ingenious though it is, 
it seems too finely spun for the confident conclu
sion: "No other explanation offers" (p. 163). In 
fact it has already been shown to be misjudged by 
an inscription from Corinth published in 1966. 1 

The inscription has been dated to the second 
century A.D. and commemorates one Maecius 
Faustinus, Panhellene and Rhetor. As Oliver has 
shown, 2 the existence of this man provides very 
strong support for the information about the 
family of Gordian I given in the Historia Augusta. 
The importance of this discovery does not lie in 
the fact that Syme had the bad luck not to know 
of the inscription when he was formulating his 
hypothesis; such misfortunes befall the best of 
scholars. But it stands as a salutary warning. A 
suggestion based finally on absence of evidence, 
however brilliant its detailed working out and 
however confidently advanced, is shown to be a 



house of cards by an inscription dug up at Corinth. 
Of course the Historia Augusta has attracted 

audacious speculation ever since Dessau opened up 
the subject. A large part of that speculation has 
been of very little value, and it would only be a 
slight exaggeration to say that after Dessau 
nothing that was true and important remained to 
be said. In the second part of his book Syme 
provides good brief accounts of other writers of 
the later fourth century, a pleasant treatment of the 
Roman aristocracy of the time, and touches on 
many other topics of interest in themselves, but 
where he is directly discussing the Historia Augusta 
my impression is that he carries little conviction 
except when he is following Dessau. 

It is, for example, his belief, reiterated throughout 
the book, that the author of the Historia Augusta 
is a cynical humorist, writing a historical romance, 
with the incidental aims of puncturing the pompous 
claims of serious history and (at times) satirising 
the aspirations of contemporary society. Evidence 
for such an interpretation is found above all in the 
exordium to the Vita Aure/iani, but also in many 
passages where the author is, in Syme's opinion, 
simply inventing. When one looks at these passages 
it is easy to accept the interpretation. The difficulty 
comes when one looks at the whole work. Large 
parts of it seem to bear no relation to the aims 
that Syme suggests. The factual and largely reliable 
narrative of the main lives down to Caracalla is 
difficult to reconcile with the idea of a humorous 
and cynical romancer. 

Furthermore, the method used to reveal the 
character and aims of the author sometimes raises 
doubts. It is all very well to argue that the author 
shows his true propensities above all in passages 
where he is inventing, but we lack really reliable 
criteria to decide whether a given passage is 
invented or not. It is only too easy to fall into a 
circular argument. The dangers of the proceeding 
are revealed when Syme cites the statement that 
Pertinax was called an 'agrarius mergus' from a 
line of Lucilius (SHA Pert. IX.5) in order to show 
that the author possessed "most recondite" erudi
tion (p. 184). The obvious objection that the 
author might have found the information in one 

of his sources on Pertinax is met by the assertion 
that the sentence is "a palpable addition" on the 
grounds that "the operations of Pertinax are else
where referred to more prosaically" (p. 184 n. 8). 
Earlier (p. 91) the material hostile to Pertinax 
which we find in the Vita is very reasonably attri
buted to Marius Maximus. Surely this passage 
about land speculation should also be credited to 
the same hostile source, rather than used to show 
the erudition of the author of the Historia Augusta. 

As for the presentation of the material in the 
book, there is first the question of style. Syme's 
choice of a highly idiosyncratic, mannered and 
allusive style would be a matter between himself 
and literary critics did it not erect a barrier between 
the reader and the author's ideas. For those who 
read the book for its content the most important 
objection to the style is that it is inappropriate. 
Scholarly controversy, the search for sources and 
derivations, the exposition of complicated and 
detailed ideas and arguments-for such material a 
plain and lucid style is alone suitable. Even Gibbon 
writes very simply when he handles such matters 
in his footnotes. Yet Syme has often to be read and 
re-read before his meaning is fully clear. At the 
beginning of chapter IV, for example, a theory of 
some importance is presented so obscurely that I 
imagine all serious readers will prefer to turn to the 
original publication. 

But it is not only the unsuitable style which 
makes the presentation unsatisfactory. The system 
of dividing the material into very numerous and 
very brief self-contained chapters brings with it 
serious disadvantages. It is difficult to pursue the 
main themes and arguments, so that the book as a 
whole gives a most disjointed impression. It also 
results in constant repetition, the same points and 
the same matter appearing again and again, often 
at very short intervals. It may even be to blame for 
inconsistencies between one section and another. 
For instance, on p. 22 Syme rightly notes that 
"theories based on an author's rhythm of composi
tion are notoriously vulnerable"; on p. 103 he 
accepts just such a theory. Taken together the 
arrangement of the material and the inappropriate 
style make it a difficult book to read; it is hard to 

83 



imagine that it will convey much to anyone who is 
not already familiar with the subject. 

The highest standards of scholarly accuracy are 
met by this book (I noted only a small error at 
p. 28 n. 2; for XIX read LXIX), and Syme's 
mastery of the literature, both ancient and modern, 
is impressive. Much of the argumentation is both 
very learned and very ingenious. Yet the results are 
meagre. Surely the hypothesis about Ammianus 
and the Historia Augusta could have been more 
suitably presented in a paper. 

1. Corinth. VUI. 3. 264. 

A. J. GRAHAM 

University of Manchester 

2. A.J.P. LXXXIX. 1968, 345-7. 

A. G. WOODHEAD, The Study of Greek Inscrip
tions. Cambridge University Press, 1967; pp. xii -
139; paperback re-issue ; 10/6 (UK), $1.95 (US). 

Cambridge are to be congratulated on producing 
a paperback edition of A.G. Woodhead's masterful 
introduction to Greek epigraphy, first published in 
1959. The availability of such a work in this form 
means that, in an age of spiralling book costs, one's 
natural wariness in prescribing any expensive book 
to students falls away, and thus the book can reach 
the wider readership it deserves. Woodhead's style 
of writing is a model of clarity and is so readable 
that any reasonably informed general reader would 
have no difficulty in coping with his basic principles 
and background to epigraphy. 

As this book is simply a reprint of the original 
publication, little point would be served by a 
detailed review, for which inter a/ios see A. M. 
Woodward in JHS 80, 1960, pp. 215-6. I should 
like to supplement with a word or two the section 
in which Woodhead deals with the photography of 
inscriptions. He deals with this aspect, as he says, 
with a minimum of technical detail, referring the 
reader to M. B. Cookson's book, Photography for 
Archaeologists (1954). This work is certainly not as 
generally available to the epigraphist as is Wood-
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head's, so perhaps it would not be out of place to 
make a few points here, again without becoming 
too technical. 
(1) In general, the photography of inscriptions 

requires a film of medium to high contrast ; 
usually such materials have a fine grain which 
permits large-scale enlargement of the more 
difficult areas. 

(2) As to lighting, Woodhead rightly mentions 
that 'straight-on light is a hindrance rather 
than a help to legibility'. One might add to this 
that in circumstances where this is unavoidable, 
the use of a small electronic flash would greatly 
assist: there are now many of these on the 
market at a cost which is certainly not beyond 
the pocket of a majority of interested amateurs. 
If the flash is positioned fairly close to the 
stone to be photographed, with the light 
arranged to fall on the surface at an angle of 
about 150 degrees, sufficient shadow (and thus 
contrast) would be ensured for adequate image 
quality on the negative. I should add that this 
technique will not of course work with large 
inscriptions-up to about one metre must be 
considered as the usable width. 

(3) Again, the use of a filter of a similar colour to 
the stone (e.g. a yellow filter for yellowish 
marbles or sandstone), may help increase the 
contrast between lighted and shadow areas. 

A criticism that must be levelled at the book in 
its paperback version is that the four plates repro
duced are not up to the standard required for full 
benefit to be obtained from them. The insignificant 
errors of the first printing appear all to have been 
corrected: I could find no misprints. The pagina
tion of the paperback is the same as that of the 
hardback edition. 

N . J. AUSTIN 

University College of Rhodesia 



E. T. SALMON, Samnium and the Samnites. Cam
bridge University Press, 1967; pp. xi & 447; 
12 plates, 5 maps; cloth, 75/-. 

The Samnites were Rome's rivals for the hege
mony of Italy; in the Samnite Wars they nearly 
defeated Rome; the battle of Sentinum may have 
settled the destiny of Italy but it was, like Waterloo, 
"the nearest run thing" (p. 276). Had she lost, 
Rome would have forfeited her subsequent role in 
history. So great a rival was not easy to subdue; 
until their wholesale massacre by Sulla they con
tinued to harass the Romans. But surprisingly the 
Samnites have received little attention. Until now 
there has been no full-scale study of them; such 
accounts as there are "are invariably done within 
the Roman frame of reference". Professor Salmon's 
aim is to describe the Samnites from their own 
point of view, and, within the limitations imposed 
by the sources, he succeeds admirably. His book is 
scholarly, beautifully produced, written with clarity 
and vigour, and with great (perhaps excessive) 
sympathy for the Samnites. 

Half the book is devoted to the land, people 
and culture of Samnium; the second half deals with 
their history down to the battle of the Colline Gate. 
Salmon acknowledges that the documentation is 
heavy at times, but that in chapters 5-10 references 
to modern writers have been severely limited; yet 
in parts the first half could have been pruned. 
There is a fair amount of repetition and, e.g., forty 
pages seems excessive on their religion where the 
evidence is so meagre that S. has to infer a great 
deal by analogy from Italian practices generally. 
A few more references to moderns in the later 
chapters would have been useful. 

The brief chapter on the sources gives a survey 
and the principles on which S. works and is not 
to be taken as a detailed discussion even of Livy: 
Livy's narrative (chief source for the Samnite Wars) 
rests upon the solid basis of the list of consuls, and 
in spite of the exaggerations and distortions of 
predecessors and Livy's own embroidery, a con
sistent account can be produced by careful analysis. 
The distortions of the Younger Annalists are 
stressed, but S. is rightly cautious when it comes to 

declaring Samnite leaders of the fourth and third 
century fictitious simply because they bear names 
like the leaders in the Social War. As he says, "The 
Churchill of the eighteenth century is not less real 
because a Churchill led Britain in the twentieth." 
(p. 9). The sources for the period after the Samnite 
Wars receive a mere mention, but source problems 
are dealt with in the narrative (e.g. pp. 356, 366 
for the pernicious influence of Sulla's Memoirs). 
Samnium has been comparatively neglected until 
recently by archaeologists so that archaeological 
evidence is meagre. On Diodorus, S. rejects the 
view that he is a more trustworthy authority for 
the Samnite Wars than any other writer. Thus he 
regards Diodorus' ignorance of the First Samnite 
War as due to his capriciousness in choosing 
which events to record. In chapter 5 S. puts for
ward a very convincing case for regarding this 
war as historical. He admits the absurdities in 
Livy, and that some events have probably been 
derived from later wars; but the unflattering 
account of its outbreak does not smack of Roman 
workmanship; the Romans did acquire interests 
in Campania at about that time; internal politics 
in Rome seem to indicate a crisis; Pliny's statement 
about a statue erected by the Romans during a 
Samnite War to Alcibiades as the bravest of the 
Greeks rules out a war later than the First, since 
Alexander is the obvious choice later. Supporting 
evidence is found in the story that the Carthaginians 
sent the Romans a golden crown to commemorate 
their victory in this war; and also in the Oscan 
cognomen of the consul of 341. The details of the 
war he regards, like Mommsen, as uncertain. 

S. is very good on the geography of Samnium 
which he evidently knows well (see p. 18 n. 3), 
and he turns this intimate knowledge of the region 
to good account when it comes to military tactics. 
But the maps would be more useful if they were in 
relief. 

In chapter 3 he deals, inter alia, with the origin 
of the Samnites, then attempts to define the areas 
inhabited by the four tribes of Samnium proper; 
he regards any attempt to exclude the Hirpini from 
Samnium and the Samnite Wars as unjustified
the result of Roman "divide and conquer" propa-
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ganda. Chapter 4 has sections on everyday life, 
the economy, government, the army, language, 
art and architecture, and religion, with an appendix 
on Livy's reference to Samnite writing (on which 
he is not very convincing). It is impossible here to 
summarize all the facts, so I shall select a few 
points. On p. 60 it is suggested that gladiatorial 
games may have been introduced into Rome in 
264 B.C. from the Sabellians and not, as is com
monly supposed, from the Etruscans. S. dismisses 
with sound arguments the myth about Samnite 
wealth; the Samnites lived a hard and frugal 
existence, provi ing for their needs by stealing 
from their neig bours. They did not even mint 
or issue coins of their own until the Social War. 
The section on government is particularly good, 
with a clear account of the functions of the Meddix 
tuticus. On p. 90 he suggests that Sulla may have 
got his idea of limiting the tribune's power from 
Bantia where the power of veto was circumscribed; 
but no references are given for this. 

Chapters 5 to 11, dealing with Samnite history, 
are first class, enlivened by remarks on Livy's 
"night putting an end to the :fighting", and "30,000 
slain" . 

S. accepts the treaty of 354 as historical, but 
rejects the view that by it the Samnites became the 
socii et amici of the Romans; it defined their 
respective spheres of influence in the Middle Liris 
valley; conflict arose over Northern Campania, 
an area on whi h they had come to no prior 
agreement. It was this treaty which was renewed 
after the First Samnite War. But which Roman 
political group was responsible for this policy of 
southward expa sion? S. supports the idea that 
it was a patrician group (p. 203 ff.), their motive 
being trade and the security of the state. But S. 
himself does not appear to be entirely convinced 
that the patricians were responsible (see p. 401). 

The Samnites were misguided in supporting 
Rome in the Latin War since Rome gained enor
mous power as a result. The Second War paved 
the way for Roman supremacy, and it cemented 
the orders at Rome. S's account is detailed and 
convincing, and its superiority over any of the 
standard accounts is apparent. See e.g. p. 224 ff. 
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on the tactics which resulted in the Caudine Forks 
disaster; S. dismisses as a military absurdity Livy's 
suggestion (accepted by C.A.H. VII) that the 
object of the Romans was to march across enemy 
territory to relieve Luceria; their object actually 
was to knock the Caudini out of the war and to 
advance on the Hirpini capital. The story that the 
Caudine Peace was repud iated by the Romans is 
obvious chauvinist fiction, probably suggested by 
the Mancinus episode. But S. accepts the capture 
of Bovianum in 305 (p. 251). He emphasizes that 
Samnite power was broken not just by the wars 
(and he regards the Pyrrhic War as a Fourth 
Samnite War) but also by wholesale population 
transfer. Samnium was no longer a great power, 
just a number of isolated states. 

The Samnites did not rush to join Hannibal; 
nor eventually did they all do so. The Pentri 
remained loyal to Rome (p. 299)-a fact which is 
glossed over by Livy (and others: p. 300 n. 1). 

Chapter 9, the effects of Roman domination, is a 
splendid piece of partisan writing, and should be 
recommended for its good (if rather one-sided) 
account of the causes of the Social War. S. roundly 
condemns Roman arrogance and lack of concern 
for the Allies. He notes (p. 327 n. 3) that Italian 
restiveness goes back to the Bacchanalian dis
turbances. The breaking point came from disregard 
for Allied economic welfare. The harsh fate of 
Fregellae in 125 may be due to the fact that it had 
become oscanized; this too helps to explain why 
no other Latin Colony supported it (pp. 326, 334). 
The treatment of the tribunate of M. Livi us Drusus 
is so cursory, however, as to be obscure. S. writes 
of the repeal of his legislation "This seems to have 
mollified the Etruscans and Umbrians" but he has 
given no hint as to why they in particular needed 
to be mollified. (Cf. Badian, F. C., p. 338.) 

In the chapter on the Social War he notes that 
the insurgents (who were the chief suppliers of 
soldiers to Rome) chose this time to fight precisely 
because they had a pool of unemployed soldiery 
ready to hand during this temporary lull in Rome's 
wars. On the period after the war S. disagrees with 
the general view that the Samnites remained on an 
active war footing waiting for Sulla's return (p. 377 



ff.). Sulla was responsible for their last-ditch stand 
against himself; in an effort to win over Roman 
public opinion he used the Samnite bogey and 
"converted his faction fight into an anti-Samnite 
crusade" (p. 384). 

Altogether, this is a fine piece of work. Proof
reading has been good (though I noticed Gabbia 
for Gabba p. 387 n. 5; and C. R. Buist for C. M. 
Buist throughout). 

M. M. HENDERSON 
University of Natal 

B. SNELL, Scenes from Greek Drama. Cambridge 
University Press (Berkeley: University of Cali
fornia Press), 1964; pp. viii+I47; 37/6. 

In his preface Snell declares that it is his purpose 
to trace modern concepts to their first appearance 
in Greek poetry. This is a very interesting line of 
enquiry but the danger of reading new ideas into 
passages which do not really warrant it is very real. 
Therefore it is important that conclusions should 
not be based on isolated passages alone, but 
should take the whole work into account. In the 
present study, however, Snell has chosen to trace 
the development of new ideas as seen in fragments 
of Greek tragedies. Such a procedure is especially 
risky in dealing with dramas in which, if well 
built, all the parts cohere closely and derive 
their meaning from the whole. It is extremely 
difficult to determine exactly what function a frag
ment had in the complete drama; opinions 
expressed in the fragment may have been modified 
or even rejected later in the play. For these reasons 
most of the conclusions drawn from the study 
of these fragments fail to convince the reader 
completely, although the author displays great 
learning and subtlety in presenting his theories. 

In the first chapter Snell examines a fragment 
which is generally assumed to belong to the 
Myrmidons of Aeschylus. He tries to prove that 
here for the first time Achilles is depicted as a hero 
who maintains his own opinion of what is right 
against the views of the community, and he sees 

in this passage the transition from shame culture to 
guilt culture. Unfortunately the text and inter
pretation of this fragment is so uncertain that it is 
doubtful whether such far-reaching conclusions can 
be based on it. 

In the next chapter Snell turns to the first 
Hippolytos of Euripides and argues that Seneca's 
Phaedra can be used for the reconstruction of this 
tragedy. But there. are grave objections to this view. 
Whatever faults Seneca as a dramatist may have, he 
cannot be accused of slavish imitation, as a com
parison of his tragedies with extant originals 
clearly shows. Therefore a Senecan tragedy can 
hardly be used for the reconstruction of a lost 
Greek model. Even Barrett concedes that the 
"dialogue (129-273), with Phaedra bent on her 
love and the Nurse trying vainly to dissuade her 
may well have been suggested by a Greek model, 
and the first Hippolytos seem the more likely 
source" (quoted by Snell, p. 28). But such a dia
logue between the protagonist and a protesting 
servant is virtually a stock scene in Seneca and also 
occurs in Agamemnon, Medea and Thyestes. If 
Aeschylus' Agamemnon had not been extant, how 
wrong would we have been to conclude that the 
dialogue between Clytaemnestra and the Nurse in 
Seneca's tragedy "may well have been suggested" 
by Aeschylus' play! Thus Snell cannot really prove 
his theory that Euripides in the first Hippolytos 
concentrated on the moral helplessness of Phaedra. 

In the third chapter the author is on firmer 
ground when he traces the development of ideas 
in Alcestis, Medea and the second Hippo/ytos of 
Euripides. But unfortunately he tries to prove that 
Socrates' theory that knowledge of what is right 
leads to the right course of action was his answer 
to Medea's words: "I realize what evil I am about 
to do, but my passion is stronger that my sound 
considerations", and that Euripides in his turn 
stated his objections to Socrates' view in Phaedra's 
words: "We know and recognize what is right, but 
we do not do it". We know too little of the intel
lectual currents of the time to establish such a close 
connection between Euripides' dramas and So
crates' theories. 

In the fourth chapter Snell examines the extant 
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fragments of Antiope of Euripides. He discusses 
Antiope's remark that ignorance is an advantage 
in misfortune, but his attempt to bring it in a 
significant relation with Medea's and Phaedra's 
ideas on knowledge is not very successful. In his 
commentary on the famous debate between 
Amphion and Zethus about the best way of life 
he stays within the bounds of his knowledge and 
throws interesting light on the ideas expressed 
there. 

The two final chapters deal with the fragments of 
Python's Agen, a satyr play written in the time of 
Alexander the Great which satirizes the relations 
of Harpalus with his two mistresses. Although 
Snell does not succeed in convincing us that this 
play was a serious discussion of the problem of 
divine honours shown to human beings, his study 
of the background of this fairly unknown play is 
the most interesting part of a book which is, on the 
whole, rather disappointing. 

P. J. CONRADIE 

University of Stellenbosch 

W. B. STANFORD, The Sound of Greek-Studies in 
the Greek Theory and Practice of Euphony. Uni
versity of California Press, 1967; US $8.50. 

This valuable book incorporates the Sather 
Lectures which Stanford, Regius Professor of Greek 
in the University of Dublin, gave in Berkeley, 
U.S.A. , in the spring semester of 1966. It is to be 
appreciated that the much neglected orthoepy and 
euphony-insisted upon by the ancient Greek 
rhetoricians and grammarians-are championed 
by a competent scholar with the necessary ear for 
the subtleties of the sound of Greek despite the 
fact that we are compelled to infer all data from 
secondary material. Even the minute observations 
extant from the ancients themselves, and fully 
utilized by Stanford, are nevertheless not oral, but 
scriptural. Although we cannot, as phonological 
studies demand, avail ourselves of the living voices 
of the ancient Greeks intonating their literature, 
I agree with Stanford that we should not follow 
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those classical scholars who insist that all our 
efforts to recapture the sound of ancient Greek are 
futile. Despite many uncertainties we should not 
refrain from going as far as we can. In fact, we are 
quite willing to pursue the truth in all other matters 
of our knowledge of the ancient world, even if our 
sources are scanty. Moreover, we must admit that 
we definitely have enough indications to improve 
on the bewildering chaos in our phonetics of ancient 
Greek which we are presently inclined to take for 
granted. Stanford's contention that our habits of 
silent reading and inadequate pronunciation de
prive us of full enjoyment and understanding of 
classical literature, cannot be disputed even by 
those who would disagree with his presentation of 
the subject. Therefore I recommend a profound 
study of his book. The argument is given in seven 
chapters as follows: 
1. THE PRIMACY OF THE SPOKEN WORD. 

Thoroughly in line with modern linguistics the 
insight is stressed that language is primarily a 
spoken act and that the written form is merely a 
graphic representation of sound patterns. The 
ancients were therefore to the point with their 
habit of reading aloud. Our silent reading has 
made us eye-philologists while language is con
cerned with the ear and the vocal organs. 
Poetry, especially, should never be read silently. 
The Greeks themselves emphasized the impor
tance of pleasant and appropriate sound-effects 
in composition and performance. The main part 
of chapter I analyses the views of ancient writers 
on euphony and orthoepy. 

2. SPEECH AND MUSIC. 

Additional proof for Stanford's argument is 
offered by citing a conviction of the classical 
world that the sounds of language are closely 
linked with those of music. Our tendency to let 
only metrical studies dominate in justifying this 
contention unfortunately overshadows correct 
intonation and tempo which give us the voice 
melody and tone quality of language. Chapter 2 
offers five elements on which both speech and 
music depend for their acoustic effect: speed of 
delivery, intensity, pitch-variation, rhythmic 
variation and timbre quality. These are com-



petently discussed by c1tmg examples from 
Greek and English authors. Although Stanford's 
point is acceptable, and synaesthetic descrip
tions of sounds consequently offered do have a 
right of their own, the musical quality of lan
guage is at times overstated by assigning, for 
instance, the sound of certain musical instru
ments to particular phonemes. 

3. THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF EUPHONY. 

This chapter on the relative beauty of sounds 
deals with an extremely difficult subject so much 
precipitated in the whim of personal favour that 
even an appeal to Dionysius of Halicarnassus 
still implies the latter's individual caprice in 
denoting alpha as the most euphonious, then 
eta and omega followed by upsilon, while iota 
'does not brighten' the sound. Lambda is plea
sant and sweet while kappa is rough, and sigma 
is considered derogatory. Nevertheless we must 
allow a general tendency in any ratio of values 
and although persons with little poetic touch 
would not be able to appreciate all Stanford's 
subtle distinctions, every reader should take 
him seriously. In fact the phonological structure 
of Greek emphasizes certain overall priorities in 
transforming Indo-European phonemes: the 
avoidance of sigma, de-aspiration, avoidance of 
monotony of sound, fondness of variety, etc. 
Furthermore: sounds-whether pure musical 
tone or those of language-are universally 
appreciated, and most people find certain com
binations more pleasing than others, e.g. con
sonant clusters are usually experienced as less 
euphonious than gliding vowels. Moreover, 
onomatopeic notions will definitely be meaning
ful even to the average ear, and finally syllabi
fication, intimately associated with any piece of 
spoken language, reveals, on close examination, 
those tone-clusters which a set language favours. 
I deliberately quote these objective concerns 
because they offer an academic parallel to poetic 
art. Stanford's attention to these theoretical 
aspects of euphony deserves praise. One lapse to 
be noted is the use of alphabet letters as equiva
lent to phonemes in counting the vowels in a 
line from Homer on p. 63 which corresponds 

with the remark on p. 77 that the Greek alpha
bet provided a fairly good notation for all its 
sounds. This contention cannot be upheld 
linguistically. 

4. EUPHONY IN PRACTICE. 

A number of examples illustrate the effect of 
sounds in the appreciation of poetry. E.g. 
Homer's description of Odysseus trying to prove 
his identity to his father (Od. 24, 340-2). He 
describes how, when he was a boy, his father 
gave him various fruit trees as his personal 
possession. The numbers of the different trees 
are remarkable as they are poetically chosen for 
their sound-patterns. The sceptical reader 
should notice Stanford's balanced judgement : 
'When I say that writers choose certain words 
for their sound-effects, I do not mean to sug
gest that a Homer or a Yeats necessarily paused 
and consciously said to himself, "I need a word 
with such-and-such vowels and consonants to 
express such-and-such a meaning." As Dionysios 
saw long ago, the process of selecting the most 
effective embodiment of thought doubtless 
becomes largely unconscious and instinctive for 
any fully accomplished writer' (p. 76). A fine 
example quoted is Theocritos 24, 7-9 describing 
Hercules' mother singing a lullaby to her twin 
boys as they lay in their cradle. The :repeated 
sounds, words and phrases, the monotony of 
the pitch-accent and a notable double rhyme 
creates something of a soothing hypnotic effect 
contributing to the sensuous charm of the 
lullaby. In addition the Doric alpha aids the 
emotion. Therefore modern editors reducing 
the Doric quality of the poem spoil the atmo 
sphere. 
Although salient, the claim that Pindar begins 
his first Olympian and Pythian odes with syl
lables containing five different vowels in suc
cession as if announcing the theme of some 
great fugue, is less convincing. Is this parallel 
appropriate? Is it euphony? Similarly the 
repetition of words or word groups often quoted 
by Stanford, have their effect not merely 
because of euphony but rather perhaps on 
account of semantics: the repetition of ~'Y EV in 

89 



Eur. Bacch. 1065, although the circumflex 
accent and the tapering-off vowels aid (not 
'renders' as Stanford claims) the bending of the 
tree, the primary notion seems me iudice to be 
conveyed by the semantics of the line. Therefore 
I cannot agree with Stanford in his further claim 
that if an author wishes to clarify or emphasize 
his conceptual meaning he should use synonyms, 
paraphrases or amplifications since we feel the 
effect of repetition rather than apprehend it. 
Likewise it seems to me an overstatement to 
underrate the realm of thought in favour of 
tone-equalities and pitch-variations of the 
poets' words shared with their metres, in achiev
ing the final katharsis in tragedy (p. 93) . 

5. MIMESIS IN WORDS. 
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The sound of words imitate or represent or 
copy some notion associated with the contents 
of a saying. E.g. Od. 9, 71 where -rpq~0a and 
H'tpax0ci phonates the sai l of a ship being 
ripped open by the wind. A number of examples 
quoted on this level are readily convincing. No 
poetry should be read without due attention to 
Stanford's thesis. I am prepared to go a long 
way with Prof. Stanford but not as far as e.g. 
regarding µeAt as sounding the sensation of 
tasting honey because the mouth in pronouncing 
µeAt has gone through movements on a par 
with those experienced in tasting. Moreover, 
when S. says 'I believe that when the Greeks 
said µEAt they consciously or unconsciously 
experience the sensation of tasting honey' 
(p. 109), I, for one, find it difficult to imagine 
how something can be experienced 'uncon
sciously' in matters of euphony. Also assigning 
smell, touch, weight, etc., to sounds seems to me 
rather a matter of semantics. Because these 
words convey the notion of, say, a pleasant 
smell, we are apt to think that we feel it in the 
sounds. I do not intend to minimize onomato
peic aspects like the sound of the aspirates in 
XPE7t'tEcr0m 'to clear one's throat'. I rather 
have in mind Homer's y"A.6:yos (JI. 2, 455) in 
which Stanford finds the idea of unusual thick
ness due to the doubling of consonants in 
relation to ya"A.a. (Note the thickness is that of 

an exceptionally large number of flies attracted 
by the milk.) Is it not rather the root of yAayos 
(milky, full of milk, rich in milk) which 
Homer primarily favours instead of yaAa? 
On the contrary, I must admit that once atten
tion has been drawn to the notion of thickness 
one is inclined to accept that yAayos sounds 
thicker than yaAa. Hence, it still remains an 
open question whether the poet purposely 
used the word concerned . 
I have given the above arguments to illustrate 
the subtle aspect of art which Stanford wishes to 
explain and to offer a few ideas of personal 
opinion involved in such matters with a view of 
making the reader of his book aware of the fact 
that although "everyone must admit that there 
are certainly some clear examples of deliberate 
mimesis in Greek literature, many may reject 
the more subtle types .... The one thing that 
is pernicious is that scholars should use less 
probable suggestions as a means of rejecting the 
whole hypothesis" (p. 115). These words should 
convince any reader that Stanford does not 
intend enforcing his analysis. His approach is 
scholarly and, in principle, worthy of imitation. 

6. MATTERS OF PRONUNCIATION. 

Here one can easily endorse Stanford's criticism 
of our relentless pronunciation of Greek. His 
plea for more concentration deserves attention. 
The main part of this chapter analyses opinions 
of university teachers and schoolmasters on 
pronunciation and the possibility of teaching 
accurate orthoepy. 

7. THE SPEAKING VOICE. 

Finally, Stanford deals with passages in classical 
authors re mispronunciation, with intonation 
unduly disregarded by classical philology and 
with voice-qualities discussed by ancient authors. 

What makes this book very valuable is the 
addition of a 7 in. record illustrating Stanford' s 
living reproduction of Greek. It is a real joy to 
listen to this delightful recital of Greek poetry, 
illustrating the main points advocated in his book. 

J. P. Louw 
University of the Orange Free State 
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