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THE DATE OF THE PRYTANEION DECREE 

by W. E. THOMPSON 

In recent years H. B. Matti'ngly has challenged the accepted date of 
the Prytaneion Decree (JG 12 77).1 Denying that letter forms require a date 
in the 430's, he proposes to link this decree with two others which mention 
oracles from Delphi and to date the trio late in the 420's2. Whi.le I think that 
Mattingly has performed a definite service in questioning the uncritical accep
tance of the standard view, an examination of his own case will show that it 
does not sustain his conclusion. 

The Prytaneion Decree is one of six prepared by the same mason.3 Of 
these only one, the so-called Springhouse Decree (JG 12 54), can be dated with 
any degree of precision on internal grounds.4 Although there is no profit in 
trying to guess the exact nature of the public works project authorized by this 
decree, there is significance in the reference to Perikles and his family, who 
apparently offered to pay for it: 
[ibtOCLVECJOCL /le: XOCL Ile:ptXAEt xoct Iloc p]ocAOL XOCL X cmv0t1t1tOL XOCt -rote; ue:[crt -rote; 
KAe:vto]. 5 Since PerikJes and his sons died in the plague, 6 we have one terminus 
for the decree. We can determine the other if we may assume that all the con-

. tributors are adults. Perikles' wife had been married previously to Hipponikos, 
to whom she bore Kallias. 7 Since he served as general at Lechaion in 390 and 
as ambassador to Sparta in 371, 8 it is difficult to suppose that he was born any 
earlier than 455. The earliest reasonable date for the birth of Perikles' younger 
son Paralos would be 452, giving us 434 as the other terminus for the Springhouse 
Decree. 

The inscription is even later if it actually does name the sons of Kleinias. 
Isokrates says that Alkibiades went out with Phormion to Poteidaia, 9 but 
most scholars reject his statement because they interpret Plato and Plutarch to 
mean that he fought in the Battle of Poteidaia (Thuc. 1.62), the battle which 
enabled the Athenians to besiege the city.10 This battle took place before Phor
mion sailed. 11 But is this the one to which Plato and Plutarch refer? In the 
Symposium Alkibiades says (220d), o-re: yocp ~ µ,ocx.YJ ~v t~ ~c; eµ,ot xoct -r&ptcr-re:toc 
e/>OCJOCV o[ cr-rpOCTYJYOt, ou/>e:tc; <XAAO<; eµ,e: fowcre:v &v0pW7tWV ~ ou·rnc;, referring 
to Sokrates. Nothing here suggests the battle of Thuc. 1.62. The definite article 
is not used to signify a famous battle but because µ,ocx.YJ is " particularized by ... 
a following description,"12 i.e., the limiting relative clause. Certa inly Plutarch 
does riot mean to imply a well-known conflict: tcrx_upocc; /le: ye:voµzvY) c; µ,ocx_Y) c;.13 
Sin\:e there must have been many skirmishes during the Poteidaia campaign,14 

it is ·not at all necessary to suppose that the fight in which Alkibiades and 
Sokrates excelled is the one mentioned by Thucydides. 

Scholars also generally believe that Sokrates is referring to the Thucydidean 
battle in the Charmides: 'OAtyov /le: 1tptv ~µocc; &me:voct µocx.YJ ey e:yove:t ev -rlJ 
II o-re:t/>oct~.15 Again nothing in the text supports this view. On the contrary, 
if this is the battle which led to the siege of the city, Plato is guilty of inconsis
tency, for in the Charmides he has Sokrates return to Athens immediately after 
the battle but in the Symposium Sokrates takes part in the siege.16 We have no 
valid reason to doubt the testimony oflsokrates or Plato. Alkibiades, then, actually 
did sail with Phormion to Poteidaia, where he joined in besieging the city. It 
was during the siege and not before it that Alkibiades won the prize for valour. 



Since Isokrates says that it was shortly after his dokimasia that Alkibiades 
went out with Phormion, and Phormion sailed in the fall or winter of 432/ 11 7, 
we can place Alkibiades' birth no earlier than 452/ I, if that early, and the birth 
of his younger brother Kleinias a year later. The Springhouse Decree, then , 
belongs in the years 433-429. 

The other decrees inscribed by our mason cannot be fixed even with that 
degree of leeway. The first editor of a decree found at Eleusis associated it with 
the activities of the Thirty,18 but Pa pagiannopoulos assigned it to the outbreak 
of the Archidamian Wa r and his interpretation has since prevai led .19 Mattingly, 
however, connects a provision of this decree, [µe: oe:xe:cr0ixt oe: µe:oe:v ]ix xcre:vov 
e:xcre:cr-ro e:[c; '!IXI; obuixc; µe:-re: ht xe:-re:v µe:oe:vix µe:-re: who]µ oAov,20 with a clause 
of the Truce of 423: -rouc; oe: ix0-roµoAou c; fL"f/ oe:xe:cr0ixt e:v '!OU'!ql -rqi xpovqi, fLYj'!E: 

e:Ae:u0e:pov µ"/j-re: oouAov.2l While at first glance the coincidence seems impressive, 
the Eleusis decree actually seems to belong to a different context. The main 
section ends by establishing guards to watch over those who enter and to make 
sure that no one enters in violation of the decree. An amendment next provides 
that Athenians may enter Eleusis but bars foreigners and deserters. This is not 
a' Fugitive Slave Law enforcing the provisions of the Truce.22 Rather it appears 
to be a wartime measure restricting the movement of foreigners, even those 
(like Sinon and Zopyros) claiming to be deserters. Perhaps the permission for 
Athenians to travel mea ns that there is no longer danger from the Spartans, 
but it also seems possible that the decree is only an attempt to regularize the 
situation after a period of alarm and confusion attendant on the first invasion 
of Attika. I cannot agree with Mattingly that the phrase e:ixv -re: e:pe:v[e: ye:ve:-rixt] 
in this inscription is inappropriate early in the war.23 We probably have here 
the disj unctive use of fov ,e: .. . e:ixv -re:, and the meaning is that the provisions 
o f the decree are to operate in peace or war. The proposer did not necessari ly 
envision a quick end to the war. 

This mason also inscribed a pair of proxeny decrees. Since one favors a 
man whose city is unknown,24 there is not even a clue to its date. The other 
concerns a group of men whose ethnic begins Ai - - - ; one of them seems to 
be named Phe - - -.25 Mattingly associates this inscription with the Ainianes 
a nd dates it to 422/ 1, when Athens had an interest in the Thermopylai region.26 
But the connection between this decree and the Ainianes is altogether flimsy, as 
one may see from Mattingly's own presentation: " It will, perhaps, seem point
less to speculate further, since there are many possibilities for the ethnic 
Ai - - -. But in trying out various alternatives I stumbled on one curious fact. 
The Ainianes had an indigenous hero called Phemios. Is it not conceivable that 
some fifth-century tribal leader had a name formed from the same root ? The 
decree could then have honoured him, a fellow noble, and one of his relatives."27 
In the various cities beginning Ai - - - surely there were many men named 
Phe - - -. 

Mattingly connects this decree with the Kallias Decrees (JG 12 91-92), 
for they can be restored with the same prescript. The proxeny decree would 
then read: [Ke:x]po[mc; btpu-rixve:ue:, Mve:crt0e:]oc; e:yp[ixµµix-re:ue:, E01te:t0e:c; 
e:1te:]cr-rix-re:.28 The epistates is of no imporance, for the office changed hands 
daily, but how often was Kekropis served by a secretary whose name had nine 
letters ending in - - - os? On the bas is of several casualty lists I reckon that such 
names occur roughly at the ra te of one out of eight.29 Consequently, at this 
stage of the argument the date of the Kallias Decrees does not matter, since it 
should come as no surprise if they belong to a different decade from this proxeny 
decree. 

The last of the decrees inscribed by our mason (SEG X .44) concerns a 
building project, but there is not enough text preserved to indicate the nature 
of the construction. Since two large fragments of the stone were found near 
the Eleusinion, Meritt suggested a possible connection with that building.30 
Mattingly arrives at a date for this inscription in two steps.JI First, he associates 
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it with a decree found at Eleusis which established the Eleusinian epistatai and 
also concerns construction activities of the cult of Demeter and Kore (SEG X 24). 
Then he da tes the Eleusinian inscription to 432/ 1 on internal grounds. This 
portion of his case does not concern us here, for he has failed to establish the · 
first part. He simply asserts it without offering reasons or proof: " I am now 
fairly well convinced that this is the Athenian copy of the epistatai decree and 
that the Eleusis text fits in between the two fragments of SEG X 44 without 
any actual overla p". Presumably he is simply equating two decrees which ,nay 
have a similar subject matter. However that may be, he has overlooked the 
physica l aspects of the two stones. The stele from Athens is one of the thickest 
from the fifth century, 21 .8 cm ., and must have contained an enormous amount 
of text .32 The Eleusinian fragment is much closer to normal , 15.5 cm. thick, 
with thirty-two letters to the line,33 lf the Athenian inscription had the same 
number of le tters per line, it wo uld have been 44.8 cm. wide,34 that is, twice as 
wide as it is thick. I do not know of a ny tele of this type, a nd in fact largestelai 
are norma lly at least three times as wide as they are th.ick.35 At that rate, SEG X 
44 would have been 65.4 cm. wide, with fo rty-seven letters to the line. And this 
is only a minimum, for the s tele may have been twice as wide as we have allowed36. 
In order to uphold the conjecture that our sto ne duplica ted the text of the Eleus is 
inscription , we have to suppo e tha t the thinner stele was much taller than the 
thicker one or that a la rge section at the bottom of the Athenian stone was left 
uninscribed . Why should we bo ther with e ither avenue of escape when we do 
not know th a t the Athenia n inscription actually did concern the Eleusinia n cult 
and, even if it did , there was plenty of oppo rtunity in the yea rs between 450 and 
430 for two o r mo re separate decrees concerning its buildings? SEG X 44 cannot 
be dated with any accuracy. 
. I co nclude, therefore, tha t of the five other inscriptions prepared by the 

mason o f the Pryta neion D ecree only one ca n be da ted within reasonable limits : 
the Springhouse Decree, 433-429. Even this conclusion is o f limited va lue, for 
it seems reasonable to suppose that a mason could continue to wo rk in his 
recognizable style for a t least a decade, using the same chisel s or, a t leas t, chisels 
of the same s ize. This would leave us a ny da te between 440 and 420 for the 
Prytaneion Decree. 

Lacking definitive evidence from the lettering, we must turn to the content 
of the decree. Since it seems to speak of Apollo as expounding (tx.[cr]e:yo /-Le:[v oc;]) 
37, Mattingly associates it with a decree moved by Philoxenos after Apollo 
had named himself exegete (JG 12 78) and with the Eleusini a n First Fruits 
Decree (JG J2 76) , passed in response to an oracle delivered by Apo ll o. He 
then works them into a plausible reconstruction of the ra pprochement be
tween Athens and Delphi at the close of the Archidamian W a r.38 Indeed 
all these inscriptions do appear to belong to a time of friendly re la tions between 
Athens and the oracle,39 but that could be before the Archida mia n W a r as 
well as after. Equally, unless there is more than a superficia l connection a mong 
the three, it is possible that they belong to both periods of a mity between 
Athens and Delphi. Just what solid evidence is there for Mattingly's interpre
tation? 

He accepts Oliver's restoration of both the Philoxenos Decree, 't'OL [' A1to),
Aovt 0ucror.t, Eit]e: tl>e: &ve:tAe:v e:cwTov Excre:y e:Te:[v Tov &y o:0ov 'A 0e:vo: t o]tc;, and 
the Prytaneion Decree, ho 'A1toAAov &vhe:A[e:]v EX[cr]e:yofl,e:[v oc; w 1to:'t'pto:].40 
Primafacie it appears that the two decrees are intimately connected. As Mattingly 
says, in the Philoxenos Decree "Apollo was honoured for declaring himself 'the 
ancestral expounder' of Athenian religious law; here we seem inescapa bly faced 
with Apollo 'e,xpounding ancestral law in his response.' Once this point is 
reached I think that we must make one further step and date the Prytaneion 
Decree after ·Philoxenos' measure."41 However, we must not forget Oliver's 
observation that Apollo was the expounder of sacred law long before Philoxenos' 
decree.42 That is hjs role in the Eumenides.43 Consequently, it would be possible 
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to reverse the order of the decrees. Secondly, Mattingly follows the wording 
but not the intent of Oliver's restorations. In the Philoxenos Decree, according 
to Oliver, Apollo is not "the ancestral expounder of Athenian religious law." 
"Here the word tx_cre:yETe: [,1 has the special meaning which it has in Herodotus, 
V, 31, 4, where Artaphernes says to Aristagoras, "You are a help to Persia," 
Eu tc; otxov -rov ~cx.crLAe:oc; E~"l)Y"l)T'f)c; yLve:cx.L 1tp"l)yµcx.-rwv &ycx.0wv . . . Apollo, then, 
proclaimed that he would be a helper to Athens".44 If Oliver is right in this, 
there is no connection with the Prytaneion Decree, where " we seem inescapably 
faced with Apollo 'expounding ancestral law in his response.' " As long as we 
accept the notion that the E~"l)Y"l)T"l)c; -rwv &ycx.0wv is different from the ncx.-rpLoc; 
t~"l)Y"l)T"l)c; who expounds -rcx. ncx.-rpLcx., we must admit that in the Prytaneion and 
Philoxenos Decrees Apollo is acting in different capacities. To reject this dis
tinction between the functions of Apollo throws us back onto the other horn of 
the dilemma: Apollo was ncx.-rpLOc; E~"l)Y"l)T·f)c; long before Philoxenos proposed 
his measure. 

" For dating the Apollo decree," according to Mattingly, " the only real 
help is the name of its proposer. I have no hesitation in following Bannier and 
identifying him with the effeminate son of Eruxis, whom the comic poets regu
larly ridiculed from c. 423 B.C. ln Eupolis ' Cities (March 422 B.C. ?) someone 
-perhaps, Edmonds s1,1ggests, the prophet Hierokles- produces an oracular 
response alluding unmistakeably to this man : 

EuTL'I -rLc; 07)Ae:Lcx. qnAo~e:v oc; &x !:i.LOµe:Lwv. 

This would be particularly topical and appropriate if Philoxenos had recently 
proposed his honours for Delphic Apollo- inspired as they were by an oracular 
utterance favourable to the Athenian community as a whole."45 We do know 
that someone in the play is thinking about going to a seer (fr. 211), and someone 
does address Hierokles (fr. 212). The meter of the line about Philoxenos and 
its riddling pun would be appropriate to an oracle. However, while it would 
be amusing to have an oracle about an oracle-monger, the point of the joke 
may be something else entirely. For instance, someone in Kratinos' Seriphians 
is giving directions in hexameters, presumably to Perseus :46 

d-rcx. Ecx.~cx.c; &qnxvl] xcx.L ELoovLOuc; xcx.L 'Epe:µ~ouc;, 
&c; -re: 7t0ALV OOUAWV, &vopwv VE:07tAOUT07tOV"l)pWv, 
Atcrx_pw1, 'AvopoxAe:wv, !:i.Lovucr< L> oxouponupwvwv.t 

There was a dispute among ancient scholars about the identity of these men, 
but apparently they were agreed that real Athenians were being attacked.47 
Their crime is a familiar one: they are base-born nouveaux riches. They have 
nothing to do with oracles. Just so, the line in the Cities may be nothing more 
than another attack on Philoxenos' sexual perversions. ([n this play more than 
a half dozen other politicians are accused of standard offences).48 One can 
imagine the cities or their representative asking for advice on how to get along 
in Athens. The seer describes the demos and its various leaders, including Phi
loxenos. In fact , the ways of reconstructing the context of our single line are 
endless, and unless Mattingly has divined the one true way we have no reason 
to see here a topical reference to the oracle of Apollo which occasioned the 
Philoxenos decree. In any event, "when we remember," as Gomme remarks, 
" how long personal jokes lasted in comedy, especially in Eupolis,"49 this 
reference to the effeminate Philoxenos cannot really help to establish the date 
of JG I2 78. 

The supposed link between the Prytaneion Decree and the Eleusinian First 
Fruits Decree is particularly flimsy, simply that both refer to an oracle of Apollo. 
Even if this were enough to establish a connection, the First Fruits Decree is 
notoriously difficult to date on internal grounds. so Mattingly, for instance, in 
the last decade has supported three different dates, two in peacetime, one in 
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war. 51 This is some indication at least that no convincing solution is possible 
until more evidence is available. While most scholars have dated the inscription 
in the 420's or later, I agree with Meiggs and Lewis when they say: "We should 
not be in the least surprised if new discoveries assigned the decree to, say, 435." 52 

Efforts to date the decree by letter forms or linguistic forms have not been 
successful. The script resembles that of the Tribute List of 421 /0 and the accounts 
of the cult statues of the Hephaisteion inscribed in 416/5. 53 Yet if we could rule 
out the possibility that a single mason could be turning out characteristic speci
mens of his craft over a decade, the date of the Prytaneion Decree would have 
been settled by the discovery that its mason also produced the Springhouse 
Decree. Actually, of course, the Eleusinian Decree only resembles those inscrip
tions ; it is not necessarily the work of the same stone cutter. Meiggs and Lewis, 
on the other hand, rightly call attention to the similarity between the hands of 
the First Fruits Decree and the record of spending for the Kerkyraian Expedition 
of 433. 54 

Linguistically the decree clearly belongs to a transitional period, for the 
Eleusinian copy uses the old dative and imperative forms (~u-r.:m, .:u0uvocr0ov), 
while the Athenian copy uses the new ([:~LAL~Lc;], [.:]u0uvrn0ov). 5 5 The Eleu
sinian inscription also uses a hybrid form, )'.LAL~LcrLv, and frequently has the 
definite article without the aspirate (five times out of eight). 56 We know, of 
course, that the twenties were just such a time of change, but the problem with 
all attempts at dating inscriptions by linguistic forms is the fact that we cannot 
judge whether the transitional period extended back into the thirties. Among 
the "Dated Inscriptions, 460-430 B.C." which Meiggs has compiled there are 
only three treaties belonging to the thirties, none of which preserves an imperative 
form or nominative of the article. 57 Naturally, no imperatives are found in 
the financial records of the period, and even the nominative of the article is 
rare. There are also few datives in these inscriptions. When the secretary of the 
treasurers of Athena drew up the inventories of the Pronaos, the Hekatompedon, 
and the Parthenon for the first time (in 434/3), he chose to write -r~µ.L~CJLV. 58 
Thereafter, whenever a secretary prepared the lists, he used as a model the list 
from the previous year, where he found and, I suggest, copied the old form 
't"~/H~CJLV. It was many years before this habit was broken. 59 So I propose to 
count the inventories as a single example of the old dative, not as many. We 
also find it in the accounts of these treasurers for 432/ I , of the Propylaia com
missioners of 434/3, and of the Parthenon commissioners of that year and the 
next. 60 We can also discount this last pair somewhat since the dative is part of 
a formula first adopted in 437 /6. 61 While it is fair to say that the old form was 
normal in the 430's, that fact hardJy justifies us in dating the inscription on 
linguistic grounds alone. 

In fact, the new dative appears in the first of the Kallias Decrees (/G J2 
91-92). Since they do not carry an archon's name, Meiggs could not include 
them in his list, but their contents show that they were almost certainly passed 
before the Archidamian War : see especially Allen B. West, AJA 38 (1934) 
390-407. As for the use of the aspirate with the article, the second decree omits 
it twice in five cases, and the Second Methone Decree of 426/5 six times out of 
ten. 62 Orthography, then, is no real obstacle to placing the First Fruits Decree 
C. 432. 

Another method of dating relies solely on coincidence. The decree was 
passed during the prytany of Kekropis (apparently the eighth prytany), 63 
when Timoteles was secretary. Dinsmoor, accordingly, assigns it to 416/5, 
when Kekropis (perhaps) held the eighth prytany, 64 while Mattingly now favours 
425/4, when he thinks the secretary for Kekropis had nine letters in his name, 
ending in - - - es. 6 5 Yet Kekropis would hold the eighth prytany on the average 
of once a decade, and one out of every twelve names in a sample drawn from 
casualty lists has nine letters and ends in - - - es. 6 6 Again, therefore, there is no 
objection to placing the First Fruits Decree prior to the Archidamian War. 
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Finallyl some scholars see an indication of date in Lampon's amendment 
to the decree ordering the archon basileus to mark off the temene· in the Pelargikoo 
and forbidding the erection of new altars in the precinct and disallowing ,any 
furthet quarrying there. Thucydides remarks that as a result of the Pelopon° 
nesian invasions of Attika the country folk were forced to live in the Pelar
gikon and .other uninhabited spots. 6 7 Since the Athenians would not have 
tolerated this abuse of the Pelargikon any longer than absolutely necessary, so 
the argument runs, 6 8 the First Fruits Decree was passed soon after the Attic 
countryside became safe. Yet Lampon, it will be noted, does not legislate against 
living in the Pelargikon, but against quarrying and erecting altars there, so 
that the notion of "any longer than necessary" is inapplicable. In fact, we do 
not know how long the Athenians countenanced such activity. 

Moreover, once we distinguish the occupation of the Pelargikon from its 
exoloitation, we are free once again to date the decree prior to the Archidamian 
War. ft is true that Lampon's amendment is entirely consistent with the situation 
after the plague, when the devout, turning to new foreign gods, might encroach 
on forbidden territory, and the irreligious, giving way, as Thucydides says, to 
licentiousness, would use the same ground for secular and profitable purposes. 69 
Still, for all we know, Lampon may have been reacting to a long-term problem 
rather than to recent aberrations. On the Acropolis a congeries of different 
temene had developed over the centuries, and many believe that this situation 
led to disputes over territory during the Periklean building program. 7o Be 
that as it may, unplanned growth of cults in the Pelargikon would eventually 
have to be regulated. As for the quarrying, it could easily be connected with 
the building programme itself instead of the activities of the depraved. 

The amendment does make it clear that people were not living in the Pel
argikon. Even after the capture of the men on Sphakteria the Athenians feared 
a Spartan invasion, as we learn from Thucydides. 71 As Mattingly himself 
points out, we have "Aristophanes' evidence (Knights 792f.) for overcrowding 
sti.ll in 424 B.C. Only in that summer did the Athenians know that Attika was 
safe from further invasion." 72 Therefore, a date earlier in the war seems ex
cluded. 73 

In summary, then, there is no apparent connection between the Pryta
neion Decree and either the First Fruits or the Philoxenos Decrees, nor any 
reliable way of dating this pair. There is, finally, only one real clue to the date 
of the Prytaneion Decree: its mason also inscribed the Springhouse Decree 
between 433 and 429. 74 Unfortunately, we must still allow a leeway of some 
ten years on either side for the Prytaneion Decree itself. 

NOTES 
1 PA CA 9 (1966) 61-76. 

University of California, Davis. 

2 JG I 2 76 and 78. He has since changed his mind about the date of the former ; cf. BCH 
92 (1968) 483. 

J For /G 12 160, SEG X 53, and SEG X 60 cf. H. T. Wade-Gery, BSA 33 (1932-1933) 122-135; 
for JG J 2 54 and SEG X 44 cf. B. D. Meritt and H. T. Wade-Gery, JHS 83 (1963) 105, n. 35. 

4 For a revised text of this document cf. A . Wilhelm, JHS 68 (1948) 128-129, and B. D. 
Meritt, H. T. Wade-Gery, and M. F. McGregor, The Athe11ia11 Tribute Lists II, D 19. 

5 This is Mattingly's restoration, PACA 9 (1966) 69 . 
6 Plut., Per, 36. 
7 Plut., Per. 24. 
8 Xen. , Hell. 4.5.13 and 6.3.2. 
9 16.29 

1 o Cf. Jean Hatzfeld, Alcibiade, 60-66, and Dover's remarks in A. W. Gomme, A. Andrewes, 
and K. J. Dover, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides IV, 236. 
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11 Thuc. 1.64.2. 
12 H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, 287. 
13 Alk. 7. 
14 At Symp. 219e Alkibiades speaks of the times when the Athen ians were cut off and com-

pelled to go without food. 
1 s 153b. 
16 153b ; 220a-d. 
17 Cf. H ermes 96 (1968) 216-232. 
18 SEG X 60; K. Kourouniotes, H ellenica 2 (1928) 5-10. 
19 A. Papagiannopou los-Pala ios, Polemon 1 ( 1929) 174-1 80; cf. Wade-Gery, op. cit., 127-1 31. 
20 This is Wilhelm's restoration, published in SEG X 60, which I have given for the reader's 

convenience. Matt ingly, op. cit., 73, prefers a more conservative version. 
2 1 Thuc. 4. 11 8.7. 
22 In 1850 the United States Congress passed a Fugitive Slave Law requiring citizens to ass ist 

in apprehending runaway Negro slaves. 
23 Op. cit., 73, where he mistakenly writes ECJ.V /le. 
24 JG 12 160. 
25 SEG X 53. 
26 BSA 62 (1 967) 14-1 7. 
27 Ibid. , 15. 
2 8 This was first noted by Wade-Gery, op. cit., 134. 
29 I have counted nine-letter names ending in - - - os in four texts chosen at random, with 

the following results: 
JGJ2 929 19outofl77 
JG 12 943 11 out of 59 
SEG X 424 (I I) 4 out of 54 
SEG X 424 (Ill) 8 out of 64 
total 42 out of 354 

cf. JG 12 929, lines 27, 31, 35, 39, 45, 61, 64, 77, 94, 107, 122, 128, 137, 145, 146, 153, 156, 
171, and 180 ; JG ]2 943, lines 6, 9, 15, 22, 31, 54, 60, 64, 7 1, 84, and 90 ; SEG X 424 (II), 
lines 4, 7, 60, and 65; SEG X 424 (Ill), lines 3, 4, 14, 26, 47, 61, 72, and 77. I do not in
clude incomplete names in the tabulation. 

3 0 H esperia 14 (1 945) 89-90. 
31 PA CA 9 (1966) 69; but cf. R . Meiggs, JBS 86 (1966) 96. 
32 Meritt, op. cit., 89. 
33 K. Kourouniotes, Ele11si11iaka I (1932) 175-177. 
34 According to Meritt, op. cit., 89, the ho rizon ta l stoichedon unit is .014 m. 
3 s JG 12 94, JG J2 943, and the First Stele of the Tribute Lists (cf. B. D. Meritt, AJA 33 (1929) 

. 379). 
3 6 For a group of stelai five and six times as wide as they are thick cf. Phoenix 18 (1964) 

262-265. 
37 Many scholars have taken this as an accusa tive plural, and other forms are poss ible; 

cf. AJP 92 (1971) 233-235. 
38 PACA 9 (1966) 61 -76. 
39 The Prytaneion Decree rewards appointees of Apo llo, the Philoxenos Decree hon ors 

Apollo himself, and the First Fruits Decree was passed in response to an oracle from 
Delphi. 

4 0 Cf. James H. Oliver, AJP 75 (1954) 160-1 74, and Mattingly, op. cit., 63-64. Actua ll y 
Ma ttingl y's text has a misprint, -rov ayCJ.0ov, and Oliver himself prefers TCJ. VOfHf1(1. 

to TCJ. 1tCJ.TP(CJ.. 
4 1 Op. cit., 64. 
42 Op. cit., 167. 
43 Line 595; cf. Plato, R epublic 427c, where Apollo is ca lled 71:CJ.Tp(oc; E~YJ YYJTY)c; . 
44 Op. cit., 168. 
4 s Op. cit. , 63 ; cf. W. Ban nier, RlzM 77 ( I 928) 285. I myself a m sceptical about the identi fication 

of the two men. 
46 Fr. 208. 

7 



47 Hesychios, s.v. ~Lovucroxoupo1tupwvwv. 
48 Frs. 206, 207, 209, 210, 213, 218, and 237. 
49 Op. cit., I, 218, n. I. 
50 Cf. Margherita Guarducci , RF 89 (196 1) 283-295. 
51 BCH 87 ( 1963) 39 1 (422/ 1), PACA 1 (1964) 53-55 and PACA 9 (1966) 74-76 (423/2), BCH 

92 (1968) 478-485 (425/4). 
52 A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to the End of the Fifth Century 8 .C., 223. 
53 Cf. A. Wilhelm, JOA! 6 (1903) 15 and AA WW 69 (1922) 45. 
54 IG 12 295; cf. Meiggs and Lewis, op. cit., 222. The Kallias Decrees (IG (2 91-92) and /G 

12 190 (unda teable) a re also similar. 
55 Cf. lines 15, 20, 30, and 31. For the restoration [XLALatc; ] cf. Wilhelm, JO A! 

6 (1903) 14. 
56 Cf. lines 3, 15, 20 bis, 22, 24 bis, and 32. The whole problem is discussed by A. Korte in 

F . N oack, Eleusis, 313-317. 
57 JHS 86 (1966) 92. The three a re /G 12 50, 51, a nd 52. 
5 8 /G (2 232, 256, and 276. 
59 In 41 8/7: JG 12 244 and 268. 
60 !G 12 296, 366, 352, and 353. 
61 JG 12 349. 
62 IG 12 92, lines 39, 42, 47, 53, and 58 (where h[ o]L vuv is now the accepted reading); 

IG (2 57, lines 36, 41 bis, 50 ter, 51 , 52, 53, and 56. 
63 Lampon 's amendment provides tha t he sha ll introduce proposals on the tithe o f o li ve o il 

to the Boule in the ninth prytan y. 
64 The Archons of Athens, 339-340: cf. Meiggs and Lewis, op. cit. , 222-223. 
65 For this Mattingly, BCH 92 (1968) 483, cites Meritt, Wade-Gery, and McG regor, op. cit., 

Ill , 133-134. They, however, make Kekropis the fifth or sixth pryta ny of the year, while 
the First Fruits Decree seems to belo ng to the eighth. 

66 In fo ur inscriptions chosen at random nine-letter names ending in - - - es occur as fo llows: 
IG (2 929 14 out of 177 
/G 12 943 7 out of 59 
SEG X 424 (II) 1 out of 54 
SEG X 424 (III) 8 out of 64 
total 30 out of 354 

Cf. IG 12 929, lines 12, 24, 30, 38, 43 , 60, 80, 81,115,118,147,161,174, and 183 ; IG 12 
943, lines 33, 67, 75, 78, 79, 91, and 97; SEG X 424 (II), line 37 ; SEG X 424 ( Ill), lines 2, 
17, 18, 30, 51 , 58, 66, and 68. 
Again I do not include incomplete names in the reckoning. 

67 2.17.1. 
68 Cf. Guarducci , op. cit. , 293, and Ma ttingly, PACA 9 (1966) 68, n. 57. 
69 2.53. 
1 0 Cf. especially W. Dorpfeld, AM 10 (1885) 38-56 and 131-144. 
71 4.41.1. 
72 Op. cit., 61, n. 47. 
73 I agree with those scholars who think tha t the tone of the decree shows that it was passed 

during peacetime. 
74 I now realize that the old datives ending in - - - OLCJL do not help to date the decree, 

fo r they occur so rarely in our documents that they seem to be either random or archaizing; 
cf. K. Meisterhans, Grammatik der allischen lnschriften3, 126. 
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VERGIL, AENEID I, 200 - 1 

by KATHLEEN M. COLEMAN 

'O socii (neque enim ignari sumus ante malorum), 
0 passi graviora, dabit deus his quoque finem. 
vos et Scyllaeam rabiem penitusque sonantis 
accestis scopulos, vos et Cyclopia saxa 
experti ... ' (Aen. I, 198-202). 

Commentators 1 have taken 'penitusque sonantis scopulos' as an expansion 
of 'Scyllaeam rabiem'; I submit that the phrase is an unconscious echo by Vergil 
of the references to the Planktai by both Homer and Apollonius Rhodiusz 
in their treatment of the heroic adventure with Scylla. 

In Homer, both Circe's prophecy and the narrative of Odysseus' adventures 
include .a narrow escape past the Planktai, confusingly transferred from their 
traditional site at the entrance of the Black Sea to an unidentified position in 
the Western Mediterranean. These adventures of Odysseus provide a model 
for the Jason of Apollonius Rhodius ; Apollonius however focusses on the 
Planktai, and in the actual narrative Scylla and Charybdis are barely mentioned: 

TlJ µ.e:.v yccp I:xuAA'Y)c; ALO'O''Y) 1tpoucpcHvE't'O 7tE't'p'Y) · 
't'l] il' &µ O't'OV ~occoccrxe:.v &vcc~Au~oucrcc Xccpu~iltc; · 
aAA00t Se:. IlAccy x't'cct µe:.yccA(!} u1to xuµCJ.'t'L 7tE't'pcct 
pox0e:.ov (Argon. IV, 922-925). 

In both Homer and Apollonius Rhodius these adventures are framed by the 
episodes with the Sirens and on the Island of the Sun . 

Vergil's Aeneas, harassed by the storm in Aeneid I, raises his crew's 
spirits by reminding them of past trials overcome. In Aeneid III two passages 
expand this first brief reference: Helenus' prophecy and the actual narrative of 
the events3. In the narrative itself Scylla, described in detail by Helenus, is not 
specifically mentioned; the horrendous scene described is recognised by Anchises 
as Charybdis: 

et pater Anchises 'nim1rum hie ilia Charybdis: 
hos Helenus scopulos, haec saxa horrenda canebat . 
(A en. III, 558-559). 

Vergil continues his narrative and describes the echo produced by the rocks; 
either these rocks are to be identified with Charybdis or else Anchises has fai led 
to identify Scylla clearly. 

Thus it is my hypothesis that in I, 201-2, 'penitus sonant is scopulos' is a 
vague phrase wh.ich can as easily app ly to Charybdis, without specific mention 
of her, as to Scylla, who is described by Helenus as: 'Scyllam et caeruleis canibus 
resonantia saxa' (Aen. III, 432). The phrase may be inspired by Vergil's 
memory of some other rocks prominent in the epic tradition, notably the 
Planktai. 

The exact application of this phrase is less interesting than its possible origin. 
Although Homer does not mention the P/anktai by name in his narrative (Od. 
XII, 201-221), this passage is understood to describe the peril prophesied by 
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Circe in 55-72 where the P/anktai are named. Homer refers to the noise as a 
primary feature of this hazard: 

'A )..)..' OTE lh1 T"l)V V"l)uOV EAEmOµ.Ev , a.:u-rtx' E7tEtTO'.: 
xa.:1tvov xa.:t µE ya.: xuµ.a.: U~ov xa.:t oou1tov &xoucra.:. 
(Od. XU, 201-2) . 

Apollonius Rhodius, concluding his description of the Nereids rescuing Jason 
from the Planktai, attaches to the Rocks an epithet referring to the noise they 
produce: 

oaa-ii o' da.:ptvOU fl-"l)XUVETO'.:t -~µa.:-ro c; a.:tcra.:, 
-rocrcra.:-rtov µ.oy .... crxov Em x_povov, ox_"At~oucra.:t 
v-iia.: OtEx 1tE-rpa.:c; 1to"Au-iix_Ea.:c; · (Argon. IV, 96 1-963). 

It is my belief that in Aeneas' brief reference in Aeneid I to the adventures 
later to be described in Book IH, Vergil unconsciously conflates the episode of 
the Plank tai of Homer and Apollonius Rhodius with his own conception of 
Scylla and Charybdis. His 'penitus sonantis' may be a translation of Apollonius 
Rhodius' 1to"Au-iix_Ea.:c;, fleetingl y recalled by Vergil's subconscious. Thus whi le 
Vergil does not include in the Aeneid a scene which Homer and Apollonius 
Rhodius describe in detail , his knowledge of their epics stimulate a verbal 
echo of this scene in a si milar context. 

NOTES 

1 Cf. Conington, Page, Mackai l, Austin , Williams ad loc. 
2 Hom . Od. XII, 55-72, 201-221 ; Ap. R.hod. Argon. IV, 856ff. 
3 Verg. A. II[, 410-432 ; 554-567. 
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V ARIA CRITICA 

by J. B. HALL 

Ovid, Amores Jl.9.1-2 

0 numquam pro me salis indignate Cupido, 
o in corde meo desidiose puer. 

So the MSS of the Amores, except that one or two of the recentiores have 
per me for pro me. These verses have long been recognized as calling for elu
cidation if not for emendation, and I do not propose to take up space here in 
mentioning and assessing all the suggestions provoked by the difficulties of the 
couplet ; reference to Munari 's latest edition (Florence 1970) and G. P.Goold's 
discussion in 'Amatoria Critica', H.S.c.P: 69 (1965), 35, will suffice to introduce 
the most likely ideas so far put forward . 

While u. I has been much harassed by conjecture, u.2 is tacitly given a clean 
bill of health. I will therefore start with it , and ask what, in this context, may be 
the meaning of desidiose. 'che habiti perennemente', says Munari, but this 
would be a pathetically weak observation for Ovid to make here, and one is 
relieved to discover that such a meaning is not in any case to be assigned to 
desidiose. 'piger' (Nemethy in his second edition) and 'loafing about' (Lee) 
give accurate representations of the sense of desidiose, but what have such notions 
to do with this poem ? Cupid is emphatically not lounging about idly in the 
poet's heart : he is busy making the veteran campaigner, who was due for retire
ment, fall in love all over again . Lewis and Short interpret desidiose in an 
active sense, with Ovid as the implied object therefore, but love as the elegists 
affected to see it, far from promoting inertia, called for the toughness of the 
legionnaire. Since l can see no sense here in desidiose, I pronounce it to be cor
rupt. What Ovid wrote was seditiose, the mot juste for one who stirs up insur
rection in a military camp and doubly applicable when the guilty party is the 
general himself. 

What now of u. I ? 'O you who have never been sufficiently angry on my 
behalf' or ' ... indignant on my behalf ' is what the expression of the MSS 
must mean (for the moment I ignore per me); but 'angry', ' indignant' about 
what? As far as the poem tells us, Cupid's 'anger' or 'indignation'-if indeed 
it is he who feels these emotions-is directed against the unlucky poet, not 
placed at his disposal ; and it is not to be supposed that he is such a fool as to 
ask for more of it (numquam ... satis). l lndignate therefore cannot be right,2 
and Madvig's indignande most simply corrects the fault by directing the anger 
or indignation not from but at the one who has stabbed his own loyal soldier 
in the back, Cupid himself. With indignande, pro me is obviously impossible, and 
Burman's pro re understandably has moved into favour, being strongly urged 
by Madvig and Goold . But what is the force of pro re? In isolation it is thorou
ghly ambiguous, and it is only in association with saris that the force of pro 
at least becomes clear: 'proportional to' . But proportional to what? 'Propor
tional to the res'. But what precisely is the meaning of res? It is only when the 
reader has read on and ruminated somewhat on the vast range of meanings 
that res may convey that he comes to understand the words pro re in the sense 
'proportional to the deed of treachery', 'proportional to the harm you have done 
me'. To my mind, however, such ambiguity right at the beginning of a poem 
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is most unlike Ovid, who is not wont to leave his reader to flounder for want of 
orientation by opening with a line whose interpretation only becomes clear by 
benefit of hindsight. For I do not think this is too strong a way to put the matter. 
I will not labour the fact that the phrase pro re, in addition to being obscure, is 
also prosaic and un-Ovidian. 

What is the alternative to pro re? It is already there, lucid, elegant, and 
immediately meaningful, in a few of the more recent MSS : per me, 'as far as [ 
have anything to do with the matter', 'as far as I am concerned'. With this 
phrase now set beside indignande, and with seditiose in u.2, all the difficulties 
that hitherto have beset this couplet now vanish away, [ venture to assert. [n 
the first verse appear the undeserving victim and the object of his hatred ; in 
the second a single word, sedftiose, begins to broach the cause of his hatred, 
Cupid's treacherous turning on his loyal soldier and friend. 'As far as I am 
concerned, you can never be hated enough, Cupid: though you are just a boy, 
you rose up against me in my very hea rt '. 

1 I will say nothing of Nemethy's silly interpretation (in his first edition), which is surpassed 
in si lliness only by his la ter attempt to emend (in the second edition). Both pieces of non· 
sense disfigure Munari's apparatus criticus. 

2 Evidence for Mario tti 's notion that it here has passive force is to seek. 

Tacitus, Histories I. 47 

decernitur Othoni tribunicia potestas et nomen Augusti et omnes principum 
honores, adnitentibus cunctis abolere conuicia ac probra, quae promisce iacta 
haesisse animo eius nemo sensit ; omisisset ojjensas an distulisset breuitate imperii 
i11 incerto fuit. 

Comparison of this, the text of the Second Medicean MS, with the trans
lation of it offered by K. Wellesley (Penguin Classics 1964), will serve to intro
duce a problem of sense, and, I believe, of text which to my knowledge has 
passed unnoticed by previous scholars. 'A decree was passed', writes Wellesley, 
'giving Otho the tribunician power, the title 'Augustus' and all the imperial 
prerogatives. Everybody made a desperate effort to obliterate the taunts and 
insults which had been freely bandied about- so freely that no one could tell 
how deeply they rankled in Otho's mind. Whether in fact he had renounced 
revenge or merely postponed it was a question which remained unanswered 
owing to the shortness of his reign'. 

Considered apart from the Latin it purports to represent, Wellesley's trans
lation makes excellent sense; but at one point it does not, I believe, represent 
the Latin. conuicia ac probra quae promisce iacta haesisse aninw eius nemo 
sensit, unless I am very much mistaken, cannot by any stretch of Latin usage 
be made to mean what Wellesley says it means: what the Latin words convey 
to me is ' taunts and insults which had been freely bandied about, and which 
no one realised rankled in Otho's mind'. If nemo sensit can mean 'no one could 
tell how deeply', what I shall go on to say will be worse than gratuitous ; but I 
have yet to see proof that nemo sensit, two very straightforward words, could 
impart such a wealth of subtlety. In the absence of such proof, I must call atten
tion to the absurdity of Tacitus being made to say in one breath that no one 
realised that the insults he had joined in showering on Otho had struck home, 
and in another that all alike were concerned to wipe out the memory of those 
insults. The two statements are absolutely contradictory : one cannot be con
cerned, one cannot endeavour, to wipe out insults which one does not realise 
one has offered. 

If this analysis is correct, there can be only one solution : emendation which 
will restore sense. What I think Tacitus wrote was, not nemo sensit, but nemo 
non sensit. The translation will now run: 'Everybody made a desperate effort to 
obliterate the taunts and insults which had been freely bandied about and 
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which, as everyone well knew, rankled in Otho's mind'. Lest I be accused of 
ignorance of Tacitean usage, I must here record the fact that, according to 
Gerber-Greef's lexicon, nemo non is not found elsewhere in his works. This does 
not unduly dismay me: there are many other isolated usages in his writings, 
and the double negative is, I contend, indispensable to the restoration of sense 
in this passage. 

Epigramma Bobiense No. 4. 

In ba/neas eiusdem domus 
Hospes, balneo/um breue sum. comite utier uno 

uis? etiam famulos, si duo sint, patiar. 
pluribus ojfendarque tuis ita laeseris usum 

11011 secus ac magno qui lauat in populo. 

I give the text as it stands, lightly and certainly corrected, in Speyer's 
Teubner edition, except that in u.3 I offer the obviously corrupt wording of the 
codex unicus for this piece, Vat. lat. 2836. At least six critics have assailed this 
verse with conjectures of more or less violence, and the one suggested by Munari 
(pluribus ojjendar, quia tune) even finds its way into Speyer's text despite the 
editorial comment 'uersus nondum sanatus'! 

If I say that Munari's conjecture is not the worst of the bunch, it will 
readily be understood why I prefer to leave others to ponder the contents of 
Speyer's apparatus and simply put forward my own suggestion. What I think the 
anonymous author of this trifle wrote was pluribus ojfendare tuis: ita laeseris 
usum ... , 'More of your servants, and you would keep getting bumped by 
them, thus impairing the amenity . ' 

Rutilius Namatianus I. 461-21 

ut praebente uiam densi symp/egade limi 
seruet inoffensas semita clara notas. 

461 uiam V: algam RB symplegmate Zumpt 

Rutilius is here sailing along a channel through the mudbanks of the 
Vada Volaterrana (on the Tuscan coast between the mouths of the rivers today 
called Cecina and Fine). Two trees mark the entrance to the channel (u. 457), 
and a double line of piles surmounted by laurels has been set up (uu. 458-60) 
ut . .. /seruet inojfensas semita clara notas, so that the passage may be clearly 
delimited and collision with the markers avoided. 

So far both text and sense are clear enough: the problems arise in u. 461. 
Consider first densi symplegade limi. This is variously rendered as 'the shifting 
shallows of dense mud' (Savage-Armstrong in C. H . Keene's edition), 'the 
shifting bank of thick mud' (J. W. and A. M. Duff), and 'die bewegliche Bank 
von dickem Schlamm' (E. Doblhofer), but are mudbanks formed by gradual 
silting-up in any way comparable (even by the grossest hyperbole) with the 
clashing rocks of mythology? To symplegas, indeed, Lewis and Short assign 
the sense 'a joining together', 'cohesion', but on the basis of this very passage 
and without support from etymology.2 If this, or something like it, is the sense 
intended by Rutilius, there is much to be said for Zumpt's symplegmate, which 
suggests the idea of the mud wrapping itself round the piles.3 

What does a mudbank gathering around marker-posts 'offer' (praebente) 
the mariner? A 'path' (uiam), no doubt, although uiam would introduce an 
unwelcome anticipation of u . 462. But whence came algam then? It is not likely 
to have arisen by accident, and no one would have introduced it by conjecture 
since, as those who accept it make clear in their ,interpretations and translations, 
it makes no satisfactory sense with praebente. '(algam) quae facit mo/liorem 
uiam, ne nauis ojfendatur, uid. inf 537', says Castalio, but the two situations are 
quite different, and here, in the mudbanks of Volaterrae, there is no talk of 
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rolling breakers but of the need for a clear passage. 'Obtrude their sea-wrack', 
translates Savage-Armstrong, but this is surely incompatible with semita c/ara. 
The same objection holds for 'shows its mass of sea-weed' (J. W. and A. M. 
Duff)-if the inexplicit 'shows' is meant to convey the idea of obtrusion (I can 
hardly conceive what else it might mean). 

If a/gam is original, some participle other than praebente is clearly indicated. 
My suggestion is that praebente, made more obviously meaningful by the 
conjectural substitution of uiam for an original algam, conceals an original 
prohibente, which goes perfectly with algam and vastly improves the point of 
the couplet: an accumulation of seaweed would obscure the passage and contri
bute to block it, and one purpose of the piles is to keep it at bay. The metre of 
ut prohibente algam (2s elision after a dactylic opening) is not paralleled else
where in a Rutilian hexameter, but then neither is that of L 373 et tum forte 
hi/ares. The 2s elision after a dactylic opening is, however, found three times in 
pentameters, at I. 118 (perpetuosque ignes) and 130, and II. 40. 

1 I give the text of E. Doblhofer's recent edition (Heidelberg I 972). Keene and the Duffs 
print algam, Prechac his own conjecture uluam (but could the palustris 11/110 grow in 
salt water?). 

2 Martial's symplegade c11/i (11.89.5) and Ausonius' luteae symplegadis antrum (Epigr. 106. 
9, p. 351 Peiper) represent crude applications of the sense 'clashing rocks' . 

3 I once contemplated enriching Latin with a new loan-word sympegas. But Zumpt's conjec
ture at once gives better sense and is nearer the MSS. 

Oxford Book of Medieval Latin Verse, No. 237. 

I . lam lucis orto sidere 2. Quicumque uult esse feater, 
statim oportet bibere: bi bat semel, bis, ter, quater: 
bibamus nunc egregie bibat semel et secundo, 
et rebibamus hodie. donec nihil sit in fundo . 

3. Bibat ille, bibat ilia, 
bibat seruus et ancilla, 
bi bat hera, bibat herus: 
ad bibendum nemo serus. 

5. Haec est fides potatica, 
socio rum spes unica: 
qui bene non potauerit, 
saluus esse non poterit. 

4. Potatoribus pro cunctis, 
pro captiuis et defunctis, 
pro imperatore et papa, 
bibo uinum sine aqua. 

6. Longissima potatio 
sit nobis salutatio: 
et duret ista ratio 
per infinita secula. Amen. 

Throughout this parody of the famous old hymn for prime (O.B.M.L. V., 
No. 41) the disyllabic end-rhyme linking pairs of verses is well sustained, except 
in the last couplets of the fourth and sixth stanzas. In the former place the sense 
of the verses is excellent, and the poet's reduction to mono-rhyming, though a 
little disappointing perhaps, does not go against the traditional requirements 
for rhyme, namely, the recurrence of at least one letter, whether consonant or 
vowel, in the final syllables of consecutive verses; indeed, for the sixth-century 
antecedent of this parody, papa-aqua would have provided an amply sufficient 
rhyme. The final two lines of the sixth stanza, however, do not rhyme at all, 
by twelfth or sixth or any century's standards. The expression of the last line 
being quasi-formulaic, it follows that the fault must lie in ratio, which indeed 
is curiously inexplicit. This vagueness, however, need cause no surprise if, 
as I believe, the genesis of ratio is to be sought in the erroneous repetition of 
the endings of the previous two lines. So what, then, did the parodist desire 
to last for ever? What but his regu/a, the Rule under which he and his frat res 
(u. 5) lived in riotous contempt of the Regula S. Benedicti with which the hymn 
here parodied had long been associated? 

Bedford College, London. 
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THE CRISIS IN ROME AT THE BEGINNING 
OF 32 B.C. 1 

by E.W. GRAY 

The year 32 B.C. was a critical year in the history of the Roman state. 
Early in the year one of the consules ordinarii, C. Sosius, a supporter of M. 
Antonius, threw down a challenge to Octavian, the rival triumvir, in Rome. 
Octavian replied by a military coup. The consuls and three hundred senators 
fled from Italy to join Antonius in the East and war was declared against Cleo
patra, whilst Antonius was stripped of his triurnviral power and his prospective 
consulship for the following year. Octavian and Antonius prepared for war, for 
the war in which Octavian won an easy and overwhelming victory at Actium, 
the prelude to the capture of Alexandria and the deaths of Cleopatra and Anto
nius. Octavian emerged as the undisputed ruler of the Roman world. 

Why did the crisis come to a head just when it did, at the beginning of 
32 B.C.? Why was Octavian challenged at this moment? Why did his reply take 
the form of a military coup? 

We must first look closely at the sequence of events at the beginning of 
the critical year. Our principal narrative source is the Roman History of the 
Greek historian Cassius Dio, who in general follows the practice of Roman 
historians in grouping together the events of each year in turn, giving first the 
names of the consuls who took office at the beginning of the year. He begins 
his fiftieth book with a brief account of the causes of the war and the pretexts 
used by the two remaining triumvirs, their claims and counterclaims (the third 
triumvir, M. Lepidus, had already been stripped of his powers by Octavian), 
and pauses to draw attention to the importance of the year when Cn. Domitius 
Ahenobarbus and C. Sosius became consuls, the year in which the rivals threw 
aside all concealment and hostilities began.2 Both consuls were supporters of 
Antonius; but there was a difference between them. Domitius " had already 
experienced many vicissitudes of fortune" and took no drastic step at this 
moment. His colleague Sosius "was without experience of misfortune" and 
"at once, on the very first day of the month" launched into praises of Antonius 
and bitter criticism of Octavian. He would immediately have proposed a motion 
directed against Octavian in the senate if a tribune of the plebs, Nonius Balbus, 
had not interposed his veto. Octavian, prudently, was not present in the senate, 
or in Rome at all, at the time.3 

To which month does Dio refer? Not to January, as the run of Dio' s 
narrative might suggest. We know that Octavian was present in Rome for part, 
at least, of the month of January. In an earlier passage (recorded by Dio under 
the consuls of 34 B.C.) Dio gives an account of the so-called Donations of 
Alexandria.4 At a ceremonial occasion in Alexandria Antonius had invested 
Cleopatra with the title "Queen of Kings" and her son, Ptolemy Caesarion, 
alleged by Cleopatra and Antonius to be her son by the dictator Caesar, with 
the title "King of Kings". Caesarion was being put forward as a rival to Octavian, 
the new Caesar, who had long been exploiting the title "divi filius" . Vassal 
kingdoms of the East and parts of existing provinces, such as Cyprus and 
Cyrenaica, not to mention Armenia and unconquered Parthian territories 
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beyond the Euphrates, were assigned to Caesarion, Cleopatra and her son and 
daughter by Antonius. Dio tells us that Antonius, so far from being ashamed of 
this manifesto in Alexandria, sent a despatch about it to Rome for ratification 
by the senate. But this despatch was not published in Rome. Dio explains what 
happened. Domitius and Sosius were consuls when the despatch arrived and 
were unwilling to publish a document which would bring Antonius into dis
credit in Rome, although Octavian for that very reason urged its publication. 
On the other hand Antonius' despatch also accused Octavian of intriguing with 
the King of Armenia, whom Antonius had deposed, holding his treachery re
sponsible for the failure of his invasion of Parthian territory in 36 B.C. Octavian, 
in negotiation with the consuls, was able to prevent the publication of this part 
of the despatch, so that, in fact, none of it was published. How then did its 
contents become known ? We learn the answer to this question from Plutarch's 
Life of Antonius. Plutarch gives an account of the Donations of Alexandria 
which does not differ in essentials from Dio's . He adds that the facts were di
vulged by Octavian in speeches delivered by him against Antonius in the senate. s 
These speeches can only have been made after Octavian's coup. They were part 
of the propaganda war between the two triumvirs, a war which entered a new 
and more virulent phase after the departure of Antonius' consuls and other 
supporters from Italy. 

In this case why should we give credence to the whole story of the Do
nations? Surely it comes from a tainted source? 

But there are good reasons for accepting the traditional account of the 
Donations. First, general grounds of probability. It is consistent with the rest 
of what we know of Antonius' conduct in the East, his policy and his relations 
with Cleopatra, his conviction that his actions in the East would stand scrutiny 
and be approved in Rome. We can account for the fact that the charges he 
brought against Octavian in the despatch also became known. During the period 
immediately before the outbreak of war there was plenty of coming and going 
between the two halves of the Empire. But the evidence of Dio and Plutarch is 
reinforced by the evidence of coins, a single issue of silver denarii. 6 These have 
on their obverse the head of Antonius with the legend ANTON[ ARMENIA 
DEVI CT A and on the reverse the head of Cleopatra and the legend CLEO
PATRA REGINA REGVM FILIORVM REGVM. This issue must date to 
34 B.C. or shortly after. The reverse legend seems as concise a summary as one 
could get of the content of the Donations. 

The coins fall into line with other issues of Antonius in the East in which 
Antonius and Cleopatra appear together. Can we be certain that this particular 
issue was Antonius'? He had mints and minting rights in Italy still, as well as 
in the East. He was minting coins with which to pay the marines of his fleet at 
Tarentum after 37 B.C. and he had another mint near Rome at Anagnia, 7 which 
must have been taken over by Octavian at the latest in 32 B.C. It has been 
suggested 8 that Octavian, as part of his propaganda against Antonius, issued 
these coins in Antonius' name to discredit him in Italy. The suggestion would 
not appeal to numismatists on general grounds. 9 Coin legends would have 
been accepted at their face value in antiquity. If anyone were told that this 
issue was really minted by Octavian it would be at once inferred that Octavian 
endorsed Cleopatra's new title, "Queen of Kings". Apart from this argument, 
it remains true that the issue of such a coin by Antonius is entirely in character 
and consistent with other reported actions of his, as also with Dio's account of 
his despatch from Alexandria. Complete certainty could only be reached if it 
were demonstrated that all or nearly all known specimens of this coin had an 
eastern provenance. A coin hoard from Soviet Armenia recently publishedl0 
provides evidence in support of the view, in itself most probable, that this issue 
was of eastern minting. The hoard must have been assembled by someone serving 
with Antonius' forces in the East, or connected with Roman activities in the 
East, shortly before the battle of Actium. It contained many coins from Italy 
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but also a large number of eastern origin. The more recent coins in the hoard 
were of eastern origin and the most recent of all were two specimens of this 
rare issue. In default of any evidence suggesting a western provenance for coins 
of this issue we may safely accept the view that Antonius was responsible for 
the issue and see it as clinching the evidence of Dio and Plutarch. 

Octavian was in Rome early in 32 B.C. before Sosius attempted to take 
action against him. What, then, is the month to which Dio refers? The problem 
may be solved by a consideration of the manner in which the consuls in the late 
republic divided up their duties. They followed a system of monthly rotation, 
each consul in turn, month by month, being a ttended by the lictors with their 
fasces and possessing the initiative in home administration. Dio tells us that 
Octavian reverted to this practice when he held the consulship jointly with 
Agrippa in 28 B.C.1 1 But what determined which of the two consuls should 
begin the rota and take the initiative in January, March and so on? Recent 
research has made it probable that the consul whose name appears first on 
official lists of the consuls of the year was consul prior and held the fasces in 
January. 12 

In 32 Domitius was consul prior.13 Thus Sosius could not, without the 
consent of his colleague, take the initiative (for instance, in bringing proposals 
before the senate) before the beginning of February. 

We can now reconstruct the sequence of events at the beginning of the year. 
The despatch would have arrived addressed to " the presiding consul" (consuli 
qui praesidebit), a formula that recurs elsewhere ; for example, in decrees of the 
senate containing instructions for future action by one or other of the consuls, 
whichever shall be presiding at the time. 14 The despatch arrived in January to 
be opened by Domitius. Unlike his colleague, he was anxious to avoid a quarrel 
with Octavian and prudently called in the triumvir, present in Rome and all
powerful in Italy, to consider what action to take over the despatch. Should it 
be published? Octavian and Sosius were each anxious for part of the despatch 
to be published, each a different part, and the rest suppressed. Domitius achieved 
a compromise, agreement to suppress all of it. But meanwhile Sosius had made 
no secret of his hostile intentions towards Octavian. In good time before the 
first day of February Octavian slipped out of Rome, leaving behind a friendly 
tribune, who could be relied on to obstruct any dangerous motion of Sosius 
in the senate, until Octavian took countermeasures himself. And so, once 
Sosius had thrown down the glove in the senate, Octavian prepared in safety 
the coup by means of which alone, as he saw it, he could regain control of the 
situation. 

Two questions at once arise. First, what was the content of Sosius' projected 
measure ? Dio does not tell us. But it surely included a demand for Octavian's 
immediate resignation from his triumviral power, perhaps jointly with Antonius. 
This interpretation gains support from another, earlier passage in Dio. At 
XLIX, 41, 6 Dio has just described the negotiations that took place between 
Octavian and the consuls early in 32 B.C. after the receipt of Antonius' despatch 
(41, 4-5). He continues: -roLoi:u-roc o' ouv 6 'Av-rwvLoc; 1tpoc-r-rwv t-ro"Aµ,oc -rlJ 
~OUAlJ ypoccpe:tv, 6-rt 'TT)c; 't"E &px:,ic; 7t0CUO"OC0"0oct XOCL t1t' he:tvlJ -rep 't"E 01)µ,(!) 7tOCV't"O( 
-roc 1tpocyµ,oc-roc 1tot71croccr0oct t0e:"Ae:t, oux 6-rt -rt xoct 1tpoc~e:tv ocu-rwv -~µ,e:"A"Ae:v, &"A"A' 
( , ' '"'I. K ' ' , 01twc;, -roctc; 7t0Cp OCU't"OU E/\7tLC:-L 't"OV , OCLO"OCpoc "l)'t"OL ocvocyxocO"WO"LV IX't"E XOCL 1tocpov-r11. 
't"WV 07tAWV 1tpooc1tOO"'t""l)VOCL "I) XOCL 0(7tEt071crixv-roc f-LLO""l)O"WO"L. 

Dio has interrupted his narrative of the events of 34 B.C. (41, 4-6) to describe 
what happened in Rome when Antonius' despatch arrived, and makes it clear 
that it arrived in 32 B.C. (6 -re: yocp ~oµ,t-rtoc; xoct 6 ~ocrtoc; u1toc-re:uov-re:c; ~O"Y) 
-ro-rs:). The beginning of his chapter 42 echoes this -ro-re: (-ro-re: µe:v O"I) -rocu-roc 
-re: t y s:ve:-r o xocL ... ), but in what immedia tely follows he continues his narrative 
of events in 34 B.C. This is careless writing, but there is no difficulty in deducing 
the correct chronological sequence from Dio's narrative here and in L, 1 ff. 
It could be reasonably, though not certainly, inferred that Antonius ' offer to 
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resign his triumviral power was also included in his despatch along with the 
report of the Donations and the charges he made against Octavian (cf.Dio 
/oc. cit. TOUll:UTOC /> ' ou\l O 'AVTW\ILOc; 7tpOCT TWV tTOAJJ,OC XTA.). 

In view of its place in Dio's narrative, Antonius' offer must have been made 
before the end of 33 B.C. , to reach Rome at latest at the very beginning of 32. 
The motivation that Dio provides for the offer to resign, obviously derived from 
a source favourable to Octavian, has a high degree of plausibility. Antonius was 
far away in Egypt, Octavian in Italy (xoc i 1tocp oVToc), where Antonius' supporters, 
the consuls of 32, would be able to assume the initiative the moment Octavian 
resigned from his triumviral power. Sosius' attempted motion may be seen as a 
natural sequel to an offer from Antonius to resign, and Antonius' offer as timed 
to arrive in Rome precisely in 32, when both consulships were to be held by his 
trusty adherents. 

The brief and tendentious account in Livy, Periocha cxxxii, of the events of 
33-31 B.C. has nothing to tell of any offer by Antonius to resign. 15 Because of 
his passion for Cleopatra, says the epitomator, Antonius was unwilling to come 
to Rome and, after the expiry of his triumviral term, to lay down his imperium; 
instead, he prepared for war. Caesar crossed to Epirus with his army when 
Antonius' preparations fo r war by land and sea against Rome and Italy were 
well advanced. The phrase "finito triumviratus tempore" in this context does not 
exclude the possibility that before that term was up Antonius had made an offer 
to resign ; but the whole passage in the Epitome reflects an allegation by Antony's 
opponents that he was unwill ing to give up his power and throws no light on 
the question whether or not he had earlier offered to resign. The natural way to 
interpret the phrase in its context is that at a time when the legal date fo r the 
expiry of his triumviral power had already passed he showed his unwillingness 
to resign. The date of this alleged unwillingness to resign, as Dio's narrative 
shows, cannot be earlier than the end of 33 B.C. The sequence of the statements 
in the Periocha suggests that it preceded Antonius' divorce of Octavia, which 
may be dated to the early summer of 32 B.C. 

This brings us to the second question. Why did Octavian suddenly become 
vulnerable at the very beginning of 32 B.C. ? Was it simply because two sup
porters of Antonius took office as consuls at that moment and that one of them 
had aggressive intentions against Octavian ? It cannot be simply for that reason. 
For a decade Octavian with his fellow triumvirs had possessed supreme power 
in the state, power superior to that of the consuls and all other magistrates and 
promagistrates. If the proposal had been made (in a despatch that was made 
known to Octavian before the beginning of 32 B.C.) that he should surrender 
his triumviral power on the strength of an undertaking by Antonius to do like
wise, Octavian, in possession of legalized triumviral power . could simply insist on 
Antony's returning to Rome for a joint and simultaneous resignation . There 
could be no objection on legalistic grounds to Octavian's acting in this way at 
any time before the expiry of the second quinquennium of his triumviral office. 
But Octavian's reaction to the threat from Sosius and in anticipation of Sosius' 
action on I February 32 reveals clearly that his situation had changed dramati
cally by that time. Such a counter-argument by Octavian, however much he 
may have continued to assert its validity after the beginning of 32, was apparent
ly not sufficient, in his view, to secure him aga inst action by Sosius. He kept 
clear of Rome until positively challenged by Sosius, and his answer, when he 
gave it, was presumably the answer he felt compelled to give, a military coup. 
The obvious explanation is that Octavian's triumviral power legally terminated 
on the last day of 33 B.C. , so that any longer tenure of it could be rightly con
sidered, or at least cogently argued, by the consuls to be a usurpation, to be 
denounced as such in the senate. If the consuls stood firm on the ground of 
legality and imposed their will on the senate, Octavian could be ordered by the 
senate to surrender his office or be deposed. 

The Lex Titia of 27 November, 43 B.C. had appointed Antonius, Lepidus 
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and Octavian triumviri rei publicae constituendae for a term of five years. The 
duration of their tenure of this office was closely defined, perhaps to prevent a 
recurrence of what had happened towards the end of Julius Caesar's command 
in Gaul earlier, when there had been uncertainty about the exact legal date of 
the termination of his command. The triumvirs were to hold office until the 
end of the day preceding the sixth kalends of January from the day of the ratifi
cation of the Lex Titia.16 That is, it was to terminate on the last day of 38B.C. 
When the year 37 B.C. began the triumvirs had not been able to meet and come 
to an agreement about the renewal of their powers. They simply carried on in 
office. Eventually Antonius met Octavian at Tarentum. At the conclusion of 
their protracted negotiations (in the autumn of 37) they declared themselves to 
be in agreement to renew their term of office for a second quinquennium. So 
Dio and Appian.11 

When was this second quinquennium due to come to an end? This question 
has given rise to endless and seemingly fruitless discussion. Most scholars 
believe that it legally terminated on the last day of 33 B.C. , but there is still a 
minority who maintain that it went on until the end of 32 B.C., or who take 
up an agnostic position.18 

Let us first discover what was the official picture of the duration of the 
triumvirate given by the later Augustus. There is a certain answer to this question. 
In his Res Gestae, of which, for this item, we possess in full the Greek version 
only, Augustus declared that he was triumvir rei publicae constituendae for ten 
consecutive years,19 a statement that is echoed by Suetonius in his Life of the 
Deified Augustus.20 We must take the figure ten as a round number, which 
ignores the extra weeks at the end of 43 B.C. But the round number could 
hardly be stretched to cover more than a total of ten and a half years. If so, 
Augustus would have been in a position to boast that he had held this legally 
constituted office for eleven consecutive years. Augustus' statement implies 
that there was no gap in continuity of his tenure of this office. Since there was a 
de facto gap between the end of the first quinquennium and the decision at 
Tarentum, we must consider the possibility that this gap was bridged by retro
spective ratification. Of the agreement at Tarentum Appian says that Antonius 
and Octavian made their decision to have a second quinquennium without 
asking the people (the comitia, that is) to vote the extension.21 However in his 
Illyrian Wars Appian refers to the fact that the people had subsequently ratified 
the extension.22 There is, then, the possibility that this subsequent ratification 
was given retrospective force to cover not merely the period of time back to 
the date of the decision by the triumvirs, but to the beginning of the year 37 B.C. 
The evidence of the Capitoline Fasti indicates that this ratification was presented 
on an official Augustan document as made retrospective so as to be with effect 
from l January, 37 B.C. 

Let us examine this evidence in detail. The Fasti Capitolini, now preserved 
in the Conservatori Museum on the Roman Capitol, recorded the complete 
list of consuls and other higher magistrates of the Republic and early years of 
Augustus' reign and (eventually) on down to the year 13 A.D. The date at 
which they were originally set up in Rome by Augustus has been the subject of 
much dispute. Degrassi, the most recent editor of the Fasti, believed that they 
were first set up shortly after the battle of Actium, in about 30 B.C.23 But 
cogent arguments were brought forward by L. R. Taylor in favour of a later 
date, about 17 B.C.,24 and this date is strongly supported by arguments ad
duced by the author of the most recent monograph on the Fasti, R . StiehJ.25 
It should be preferred. 

In any case we are dealing with the fragmentary remains of the official 
lists set up by Augustus after he became supreme in the Roman state. The 
appearance of the stone fragments that immediately concern us may be observed 
in Degrassi's monumental edition.26 Fragment XLI covers the last part of the 
year 44 B.C. and the first part of 43 B.C. The year equivalent to 43 begiifls with 
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the names of the consules ordinarii who entered office on I January, Pansa 
and Hirtius. Then followed the names of the suffect consuls of the year, of 
which only part of the first name survives C. Julius C.f. (that is, Octavian). 
The fragment does not go down to the point in the year when the Lex Titia was 
passed and the triumvirate officially began. Thus for 43 B.C. the appointment 
of the triumvirate was mentioned in its proper chronological place at the end 
of the list of senior magistrates of the year. 

The next surviving fragment, XXXUd, covers the whole of the year 37 
B.C. and the first part of the year 36. For 37 it recorded first the names of the 
triumvirs (the part with their titles as triumvirs is lost) and then follow the 
names of the consules ordinarii who entered office on I January and the single 
suffect consul of the year. For the year 36 the list begins with the names of the 
consuls. 

We conclude, then, that the Fasti Capitolini did not repeat the names of 
the triumvirs at the head of the list each year in which they held office. The list 
is a list of the creative electoral acts of the Roman people, not a list of all senior 
magistrates in office in each successive year, like the lists in Broughton's Magis
trates of the Roman Republic. That is why designati are listed who never actually 
entered into office.27 The triumvirs entered office immediately on election in 
November 43 and their election was noted at the appropriate place at the end 
of the list of that year. Their names were recorded under the year 37 because 
they were renewed in that year, and put first on the list for the year because 
they were deemed to have held office as from I January of that year. 

Thus we have in the Fasti Capitolini the official record of a piece of retro
spective legislation passed, as Appian tells us, some time after the triumvirs 
separated at Tarentum. As Dio says, once Augustus emerged as sole ruler after 
Actium, the task of the historian became more difficult. Much material for the 
historian was not published and all official documents should thenceforth be 
treated as suspect. 

Augustus was a master in the art of producing official statements about 
himself and others that were so expressed that they could not be directly con
tradicted or proved to be untrue, statements of carefully contrived ambiguity, 
or vagueness, that presented him in a most favourable light. Examples abound in 
his Res Gestae.28 One item of the Fasti Capitolini may be viewed as an outright 
falsehood, the statement that Octavian was designated magister equitum by 
Julius Caesar for the year 44 B.C. in succession to M. Lepidus.29 But even 
here one can only argue for its extreme improbability. We do not know enough 
about the modality of the dictator's designations for that year to be able to 
refute the statement outright. Augustus may have been able to assert that he 
possessed evidence to support his claim. What of the record on the Fasti for 
the year 37 B.C. ? Either we must say that the law passed in 37 did not make the 
second quinquennium run from I January 37 and that Augustus faked the record 
years later or that Octavian did take the trouble in 37 to ensure that his tenure 
of triumviral power was made in law continuous by backdating it to the beginning 
of the year. Since we know from Appian that he took the trouble to have a law 
passed to confirm the decision made at Tarentum, that he was at this time, in 
contrast to Antonius, anxious to appear constitutionally respectable, the first 
alternative should be rejected . Comitial laws were available for inspection by 
the public and such a blatant misstatement of the facts could not be expected 
to go unchallenged. Everything points to the conclusion that in this instance 
the statement in the Fasti is correct as far as it goes. The statement ignores the 
brute fact that the triumvirs in the first part of 37 by continuing to exercise their 
triumviral functions were acting in a way that contemporaries would consider 
a usurpation, whether justifiable or unjustifiable, a usurpation that in fact 
went unchallenged, except, presumably, by Sextus Pompey and his supporters. 
Mommsen could argue that in strict constitutional theory a magistrate continued 
to exercise his power and carried on in office until he swore himself out of 
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office.JO But to act as the triumvirs did in the first part of 37 was a violation of 
consuetudo and the mos maiorum. They were in a unique position of dominance 
in the state and also could claim to be continuing with their uncompleted task 
rei publicae constituendae. The phrase "ten consecutive years" in the Res Gestae 
covers up the ugly fact of usurpation in the first part of 37 B.C., but from the 
point of view of constitutional legality it was given its justification by retro
spective legislation, as the record in the Fasti indicates. 

After the agreement at Tarentum Antony continued to ignore the fact of 
comitial validation of the second quinquennium of triumviral power, as if he 
considered it unnecessary and irrelevant to his status. On his coins and inscrip
tions he is simply TRIUMVIR RP C after 37, as before.3 1 But Octavian began 
to call himself TRlUMVIR R PC ITERUM after the passing of the law rati
fying the extension. A coin of Agrippa,32 possibly unique, reveals that after 
the departure of Antonius from Tarentum and before the passing of the law he 
was still simply TRIUMVIR R P C. The coin has on the obverse Agrippa's 
portrait and the legend [OR(ae) MAR(itimae) ET C]LAS(sis) PRAE(fectus) 
C(onsul), that is, "Prefect of the sea coast and High Admiral of the F leet and 
Consul", whilst the reverse has a portrait of Octavian with the legend CAESAR 
ll[ VIR R P C. Agrippa was consul for the first time in 37 B.C. and consul 
throughout the year; but he did not become High Admiral until some time had 
elapsed after the conclusion of the Pact of Tarentum, as Appian tells us .33 
We may infer that Octavian began to call himself "triumvir r.p.c. iterum" on ly 
after the passage of the comitial law. This was the title he used thereafter on 
coins and inscriptions until the end of the year 33 B.C. There is no official 
coin or inscription of Octavian of later date on which the title triumvir occurs. • 
The inscription from Trieste must belong to the year 33 B.C.34 

Engaged in a life and death struggle with Sextus Pompey, Octavian felt all 
the more strongly the need to conci liate conservative and republican elements in 
Italy by a display of constitutionalism, whenever he had an opportunity. In a 
position of dominance in Italy in Antonius ' absence, it cost him nothing to get 
his position as triumvir fully legalised on his return to Rome. Lepidus also 
appears as HIVIR R P C BlS on an inscription of the year 36, discovered re
cently in Africa.35 He too made use of the act of ratification of the second 
quinquennium and let it appear that he did so in his official titulary, which must 
be reflected in this unofficial dedication . He was the least secure of the three 
triumvirs and so felt the need to stress his constitutionalism, as did Octavian. 
Thus the evidence of the Res Gestae, of the Fasti Capito/ini, of the inscription 
from Africa and of Suetonius all support the statement of Appian that a rati
ficatory law was passed, and the hypothesis that the second quinquennium was 
not backdated to the beginning of 37 involves its proponents in the extremely 
awkward position of having to argue that Octavian was foolish enough to draw 
further attention to the gap in continuity of his power and gratuitously display 
his contempt for the constitution. 

The above evidence, coupled with the conclusions to be drawn from Dio's 
account of the crisis at the beginning of 32 B.C. , points to the conclusion that 
the legal date for the termination of the second quinquennium of the triumvirate 
was the last day of 33 B.C. The case of those scholars who wish to reject thjs 
evidence rests only on three passages in Appian, and their interpretation of 
these passages. 

The first is the passage in his Civil Wars where he describes the meeting at 
Tarentum and the decision of Antonius and Octavian to carry on with their 
triumviral power for another quinquennium.36 The second occurs in his 
Jllyrian Wars. Octavian, we are told, resigned his second consulship on the 
very first day of his year of office (on 1 January 33 B.C.) and set off to continue 
his campaign in Illyricum. Appian adds that at this time he still had two years 
of his second quinquennium to run. Some have thought that Appian took this 
from Augustus' memoir of his Illyrian campaigns. Certainly some of Appian's 
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narrative of Octavian's campaigns in Illyricum was derived ultimately from 
Augustus' personal account; but Appian's language in this context makes it 
clear that this remark of his is his own comment-37 

The third passage occurs in Appian's account of the arrangements made 
by the three triumvirs at the time of their meeting with Sextus Pompey at 
Misenum in the summer of 39 B.C. The triumvirs had at an earlier date a lready 
designated in advance the consuls for the next four years ahead, that is, for the 
years 38, 37, 36 and 35 B.C. They now at Misenum designated the consuls for 
a further period of four years, 34 - 31 B.C. There was the question of finding 
room on the consular lists for Sextus. [t was decided that Antonius and Scri
bonius Libo should hold the consulship in 34, Sextus Pompey with Octavian in 
33, two of Antonius' generals, Cn. D omitius and C. Sosius, in 32 and finally 
Antonius and Octavian in 31 B.C. Appian's comment on these a rrangements 
is that it was expected tha t Antonius and Octavian would be giving up their 
triumviral power at that time and so would step into a consulship together 
(that is, on 1 January, 31 B.C.)38. 

Thus Appian's three statements point consistently to the end of 32 as the 
legal date of the termination of their second quinquennium. If we accept that 
date, we must assume that the triumvirs at Tarentum decided to ignore the gap, 
in fact to add to it, by counting the second quinquennium as beginning o n the 
first day of 36 B.C. 

But when we look closely a t Appian's account of the motives of Antonius 
and Octavian in fixing the consulships fo r 34-31 B.C. as they did, it can be seen 
to contain an intrinsic flaw. It refutes itself. Let us admit, for the sake of argu
ment, that it was reasonable for Appian to assume that in the summer of 39, 
when the first quinquennium had still a year and a half to run, Antonius and 
the other triumvirs saw the necessity of their having a second quinquennium of 
triumviral office. This would certai nly make sense for Antonius. He was plan
ning a major offensive campaign against the Parthians, which could be expected 
to last several years. Only one year would be left for campaigning after the end 
of the present year. But how cou ld the triumvirs in the summer of 39 expect 
that two periods of five years would add up to a total of eleven years? The 
projected second quinquennium would bring them only to the end of 33 B.C.39 

Let us look again at Appian's account of the agreement made at Tarentum. 
Dio40 says, "They allowed themselves another five years of rule, since the first 
five had a lready gone past (t~EAYJAU0e:L)". Appian puts it differently : " Since 
their period of office was coming to an end (tAYjye:,41 the imperfect tense of the 
verb), they decided on another term of five years". We can now account for the 
blunder Appian makes in his 11/yrian Wars. He has wrongly assumed that 
the first quinquennium had not yet come to an end at the time of the decision 
to renew for a further five years, made at Tarentum. When Augustus renewed 
his imperium at intervals of five or ten years on successive occasions during his 
forty years of rule, he made sure that the renewal was confirmed before the 
expiry of his previous term, not after it had already expired. It was a natural 
assumption for Appian to make that he had shown equal foresight earlier; it 
happens to be a mistaken assumption . So Appian's evidence comes to nothing 
after all. 

But Appian's account of the motive for the decision to arrange a joint 
consulship for Antonius and Octavian in 31 B.C. suffers from two other serious 
errors or faulty assumptions. These must be examined. Similar assumptions 
have been the bane of more recent historians. Why should Octavian have let 
himself get into the difficult situation he found himself in at the beginning of 
32 B.C. , wi th Antonius' men consuls and himself no longer legally tnumvir?42 

The two false assumptions of Appian are, first , that Octavian was the domi
nant partner, or at least equal in effective power with Antonius, at the time of 
the Pact of Misenum and a f ortiori at the time of the Pact of Tarentum, two 
years later ; and, secondly, that they, or one or other of them, wanted to arrange 
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matters so that they could step together straight from Triumviral office into a 
consulship without a break. 

The first assumption is the result of hindsight wrongly applied. Since Octa
vian won in the end he is assumed to have been always in a position to win. 
But we cannot understand the decisions made at Misenum or Tarentum unless 
we have correctly appreciated the facts of power, the power situation throughout 
the years that followed the death of Julius Caesar. With whom did power lie in 
44 B.C. after Caesar's death? Who had the will and the power to insist on 
the maintenance and consolidation or completion of the Caesarian programme? 
Whose claims or demands had Caesar satisfied, or been in process of satisfying, 
at the time of his death? The answer must be : those of his soldiers and veterans 
and of the civil population of the areas from which they had in great part 
been recruited, especially North Italy. It was the Caesarian armies and veterans 
that were most concerned to see to it that that programme was continued and 
completed. 

The leaders of the Caesarian armies and Antonius in Rome lost no time in 
carrying on Caesar's programme of veteran settlement, whether in colonies or 
in lesser foundations. The Caesarian armies and veterans were the most powerful 
pressure group m the Roman state during the years after Caesar's death. Appian 
tells us that at the time of Caesar's death many of Caesar's former soldiers were 
in Rome, some of them recently discharged and assigned land, others awaiting 
assignments, others preparing to join Caesar's expedition against the Parthians43. 
Caesar's programme of mass settlement of veterans was only partly carried 
through as yet. The senatorial oligarchy had for a century consistently thwarted, 
or attempted to thwart, such schemes of land settlement, which they had viewed 
as a threat to their vested economjc and political interests, their personal control 
over the loyalties and means of subsistence of the populace. Similarly they had 
nullified attempts to give an effective franchise to the population of outer 
Italy (such as Caesar promised and eventually gave to the Transpadani in 49 
B.C.). Thus, as soon as the threat to the Caesarian party from the East began to 
look serious, Caesarian generals were forced , by pressure from their armies as 
well as from considerations of their own safety, to combine together "to make 
the world safe for Caesarism".44 Hence the formation of the triumvirate late 
in 43 B.C. By this time Octavian had already won a place among the Caesarian 
leaders ; but it was greatly mferior to Antonius' . Antonius was dominant at 
this time. At Philippi he greatly increased his military prestige and strengthened 
ti.is position of dominance within the Caesarian party, now the supreme party 
in the state. Appian's narrative of the events of these years is excellent, whenever 
he sticks to his main source, a writer who had a thorough understanding of the 
forces and pressures at work at the time,-Asinius Pollio, it has been conjec
tured. Writing of the situation in 41 B.C. at the time of Octavian's return to 
Italy to settle the veterans after Philippi, Appian says: "At this time the prestige 
of Antonius both with the army and with the general population reached its 
peak. For they considered that the victory at Philippi was entirely his achieve
ment. Octavian had been ill at the time of the engagement." 45 Secure in the 
loyalty of all the Caesarian armies, Antonius was to remain dominant, the 
paramount Caesarian general, until his prestige with the soldiers was gradually 
eroded, and, in the critical year 36 B.C., gravely undermined by the failure of his 
Parthian expedition and the simultaneous successes of Octavian in the west. 
Throughout the years after Philippi the wishes and demands of the soldiery 
were an important factor in public life. Appian tells us of the pressure they ap
plied to stop the war between Octavian and Lucius Antonius in 41 B.C.46 
Again, in 40 B.C., before the Pact of Brundisium was formed between Antonius 
and Octavian, we learn that Octavian attempted to induce the veterans, to 
whom he had allotted land in Italy, to fight against Antonius, on the ground 
that he was siding with Sextus Pompey, who had gathered under his standard 
many of the Italian farmers displaced from their farms in favour of the veterans. 
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"This was a persuasive and provocative rallying cry", says Appian, " but, for 
all that, the veterans were not willing to march against Antonius. So powerfully 
did the prestige he had acquired by his victory at Philippi work in Antonius' 
interest."47 Later, Octavian appropriated eleven legions along with the province 
of Gallia Comata on the death of Antonius' lieutenant, Fufius Calenus, in that 
province. But those legions were of no immediate use to him. They were loyal 
to Antonius. Octavian gave away six of the legions most suspect in their loyalty, 
to Lepidus. They were to prove of little use to Lepidus later on. In 36 they 
abandoned Lepidus in Sicily and deserted to the more effective Caesarian leader, 
Octavian .48 At the time of the armed confrontation of Antonius and Octavian 
at Brundisium in 40 B.C. the Caesarian generals and officers forced the two 
triumvirs to come to terms instead of fight ing each other,49 and Appian tells 
us that the army as a whole also took the initiative in insisting on peace. so 

On the other hand, it was imposs ible for Antonius in 41 B.C. ·openly to 
instruct his generals in [taly, even if he had wished to do so, to attack Octavian 
when he was engaged in settling the veterans after Philippi. Pollio and other 
Caesarian generals would not have been able to induce their troops to prevent 
Octavian from carrying to completion what was, to the soldiers themselves, the 
most important part of the Caesanan programme, land settlement of veterans. 
Antony had to leave it to his wife Fulvia and to his brother Lucius (consul in 
41 B.C. and in Italy) to use their discretion in protecting his interests in [taly . 
When their intrigues and open warfare against Octavian failed, Antony was 
obliged to disown them. 

We must conclude that during these years power depended on military 
prestige and the loya lties of the Caesarian armies. One cannot determine the 
relative strength of Antonius and Octavian in 40 B.C. simply by totting up 
provinces or legions or shipping. Antonius' great victory at Philippi st ill deter
mined the reality of power. Only on this premise can one correctly interpret 
Vergil's fourth Eclogue. The infant son whose birth is expected and who will 
rule a better, peaceful world may well be the offspring of the marriage of Anto
nius and Octavia. High hopes, centred on the a lliance of 40 B.C. , will have been 
disappointed when the child proved to be a daughter, not a son. 51 Meanwhile, 
Octavian had gained greatly by the alliance, consolidating his position of second 
to Antonius by a close marriage tie. But by the time of the meeting at Misenum 
in 39 B.C. his position had deteriorated . Whilst Antonius ruled the East, in the 
West Octavian had to share power with Lepidus and, more dangerously, with 
Sextus Pompey. He was obliged to let Antonius use his influence with the Repub
licans and the faction of Sextus to bring about a reconciliation at Misenum. 
His position in Italy, threatened with starvation by Sextus' fleet , had become 
untenable. Consequently, it was not Octavian that worked out the list of future 
consuls for his own future advantage; nor is it true that Antonius and Octavian 
worked it out for their joint and equal advantage. The arrangements that were 
made in 39 only make sense on the assumption that Antonius was dominant, 
dictating a settlement that worked primarily to his personal advantage. 

Appian's second mistaken assumption has been shared by some more 
recent historians . It is not correct to say that Antonius wished to step straight 
from triumviral office into a consulship. On the contrary, he wished to ensure 
that there would be a distinct interval between his tenure of the two offices. He 
bad learnt something from the experience of Julius Caesar, who had become 
involved in a civil war, partly because he had insisted on going straight from 
his ten-year proconsular command in Gaul to a consulship. Julius had feared 
that, if there were a gap and he became a privatus for a year or even less, 
be would be liable to prosecution by his enemies and would incur the risk of 
political annihilation. On the other hand, his enemies had a sound constitu
tional argument on which to base their insistence that there should be a gap. 
How could Antonius avoid a repetition of such a crisis? His solution of this 
problem, set out in the list of consuls designated at Misenum, was a neat one. 
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The consulship for Octavian in 33 would mea n no access of real power to 
Octavian, as both he and Antonius, if a second quinquennium were contem
plated, could be expected to be triumvirs throughout the year. Likewise Sextus 
Pompey's command a nd consulship would be over by the end of 33 B.C. As 
long as they held the triumviral office the triumvirs did not ta ke their consulships 
at all seriously. T hus Antonius resigned from his consulship of 34 on the first 
day of the yea r a nd Octavia n did likewise in the following yea r. But a t the end of 
33 An to nius a nd Octavia n would cease to be triumvirs and two consuls would 
take over wha t would now become once more the highest office in the sta te. 
There wo uld be every a ppearance of a return to the old Republic. In fac t, 
however, the consuls of 32 would be leading men of Antony's fact ion a nd wo uld 
be in a positio n to ensure tha t A nto nius, afte r a year as a pri11atus, go t his co n
sulshi p and found himself a t the head o f affa irs aga in. As fo r Octavian, we 
need not say tha t the plan was directed against him. It is simply A ntonius' 
insura nce policy, constructed for Antonius' benefit , no t for Octavia n's. Octa vi a n 
was still second in the Caesaria n party, the a lly of A nto nius. 

T he fac t th at o ne o f the two consuls fo r 32 was to be D omitius A heno barbus 
would work even fu rther to Anton ius' adva ntage. D o mitius a nd his fa mily had 
a splendid republican record. He belo nged to a closely li nked gro up o f no ble 
fa milies which had pu t up a powerful a nd sustained resista nce to the pretensions 
o f Caesa r in the fi fties. D omitius was the best o f his fa mily. He had fo ught a t 
P hilippi , but was reconciled to A ntonius by Asin ius Pol lio. Earlier he had made 
himself a n autonomo us admira l with a fleet opera ting fo r the Republicans in 
the Adriatic. He beca me a va lua ble a lly of Anton ius and his son was betrothed 
to A;-itonius' daughter. 52 Th us A ntonius a t Misenum was consol idating an 
importa nt link between himself a nd the remna nt of the republican nob le fam ilies. 

I t is important to be aware o f the cont ra t between the cond uct a nd po licy 
of Anton ius in 39 a nd la ter, after the Pact o f Ta rentum. In 39 he was st ill tactful 
a nd concil ia tory i,1 dea li.1g with the Republicans a nd their su c~p tibil it ie· , 
whereas after 37 B.C. , when he had decided o nce a nd for a ll to have done wi th 
Sextus Po mpey, he displayed less rega rd for co nsti tutio na l nicetie . 

In 37 at the time of the Pact of Ta rentu m there was no questio n o f Octa
vian's a ttempting to a lter the a rrangements nn de a t M isenum, wh ich so neatly 
insured A ntoniu in advance. T he second q uin ::i uennium o f triumviral office 
now beca me a reality. But Octavian was in no positio n to propose tampering 
with decisions made, appa rentl y, in a nticipa ti o n o f tha t renewal of office. By 
the time the two triumvirs met in the spring of 37 Octav ia n's positio n was very 
much more precarious than it had been in 39. To survi ve in [ta ly he had had to 
fight Po mpey, but througho ut 38 he had suffe red o ne disaster after a no ther a nd 
come nea r to co mmitting suicide in despair. He a ppealed to Antonius for naval 
assista nce. Appian tells us tha t he had lost ha lf his ships a nd was short of funds; 
but he was clever a t finding the right solution for his di fficulties a nd on this 
occasion sent off Maecenas to concilia te Antonius a nd induce him to implement 
the alliance and help him against Sextus. 

The accounts given by our three main literary sources (Dio, Appian and 
Plutarch) 53 of what happened in the negotiations at Tarentum must be treated 
with circumspection. They make Octavia the heroine of the whole affair and 
are unanimous in suggesting that Octavian was in a stronger position vis-a-vis 
Antonius than he really was. Suddenly the sun shone for Octavian. Energetic 
shipbuilding in the winter of 38/37 B.C. led him to feel that he had no need to 
borrow ships from Antonius after all. But there was Antonius at Tarentum with 
a fleet of 300 ships, desperately anxious to hand over many of them to Octavian 
for the war, to save having to pay the crews himself. Eventually the good offices 
of Octavia prevailed. Octavian consented to borrow 100 ships- on condition 
of sending 20,000 Italian legionaries to Antonius. A hard bargain, indeed. 
After Octavian had finished the war and eliminated Sextus, and Lepidus as well, 
he failed to keep his word and sent Octavia to Antonius with only a handful of 
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soldiers, along with the remnant of battered ships. 
Octavian's violation of the Pact of Tarentum led to Antonius ' repudiation 

of the Treaty of Brundisium and eventually to his divorce of Octavia. The 
military and family alliance was at an end. Henceforth Antonius and Octavian 
were to be open enemies. The literary evidence for the Pact of Tarentum and 
the negotiations that led to it reflect the fact that Octavian had much to explain 
away. The evidence has been doctored in order to present Octavia and her 
brother in a favourable light. 54 Octavian did not need or want the ships after 
all. In this way the dishonouring of the Pact appeared less dishonourable. 
Also, it was Antonius that was the beggar, not Octavian. Octavian was unac
countably buoyant, considering the run of disasters he had suffered so far. 
The reality was different. Octavian was the beggar; it was he that was short of 
money, as Appian had said earlier, 55 short of both money and ships; not 
Antonius, who also had the wealth of Asia and Egypt behind him. On the other 
hand it had not been simply noble generosity on Antonius' part when he made 
·the decision to come out openly in support of Octavian against Pompeius. He 
was compelled to make this decision by the logic of his position as the man who 
was still the paramount Caesarian general. Nothing had happened as yet to 
diminish seriously the military prestige of Antonius. But in an open conflict 
between Octavian and the last great leader of the Republican party Antonius 
could only act as he did. It is clear at least that at Tarentum there was no ques
tion of altering the arrangements made at Misenum. Antonius and Octavian 
were still allies, actively allies. Octavian in 37 revealed himself as anxious in the 
first place to patch up the gap in his legal authority as triumvir. His task was to 
defeat Pompeius and at the same time to reconcile Republican feeling in Italy 
as best he could. His first important step in that direction had been made earlier, 
when he took advantage of the general reconciliation at the time of the Treaty 
of Brundisium to ally himself with several noble families through his marriage 
with Livia, the wife of Claudius Nero, divorced to make the new alliance possible. 
Nero was a Republican who had gone over from Sextus Pompey to Antonius 
and finally come home to Italy. 56 

The year 36 is the crucial year when the scales tilted in favour of Octavian. 
In that year Octavian eliminated his rivals in the west, Sextus and Lepidus, in 
succession, and consolidated his hold on Italy and the sources of man-power 
and patronage there, and simultaneously Antonius suffered a military disaster 
in his attempted invasion of Parthian territory. Octavian showed a correct 
appreciation of the change in the power situation when he made the decision to 
challenge Antonius by violating the Pact of Tarentum. But the new situation of 
enmity between the two triumvirs meant that, when the year 33 came to an end, 
Octavian might find himself at a disadvantage compared with Antonius. When 
the time came, Antonius' absence in Egypt increased this disadvantage. Hostile 
consuls, claiming to act as the supreme magistrates of the state, could demand 
his immediate resignation from triumviral office on the strength of undertakings 
made by the distant Antonius. 

Octavian could be caught on the wrong foot constitutionally. There is an 
element of comic irony in the situation. The legalisation of the second quin
quennium had been exclusively his affair. Now he could be hoist with his own 
petard. 

But Octavian knew that he was vulnerable in this respect from the moment 
he openly challenged the power of Antonius. He knew before the year 32 
opened that he was, in the military sense, master of Rome. He had already 
made one successful coup, in 43 B.C., when, in the absence of Antonius, tempor
arily driven out of Italy, he had marched on the defenceless capital and had 
himself elected consul. And so, when Sosius challenged him at the beginning of 
February, he was not taken by surprise. At a safe distance, among the Caesarian 
veterans and his own troops, he gathered the forces he needed, marched on 
Rome, surrounded the senate house with his soldiers, seated himself, as the 
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holder of supreme imperium, between the consuls and denounced their previous 
conduct. He convened the senate for a further meeting, at which he would 
denounce Antonius. The consuls, who had not ventured to speak during the 
senate's meeting, left Italy, along with some 300 senators to join Antonius. 57 

We have reached once more our starting point in Dio's narrative of the 
opening moves in the war between the two masters of the Roman world. His 
narrative finds a complete explanation once the constitutional tangle concerning 
the legal date of expire of the triumviral office is cleared up, and, more important, 
once the power situation in the preceding years is correctly appreciated. 

Christ Church, Oxford. 
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1 1 have not a ttempted to refer in deta il to all modern and recent discussions of the legal 
date of terminatio n of the Triumvirate and have been content throughout to mention 
the ancient sources a nd documentary material only where they appear to me to contribute 
to the elucidation of the problem. I cannot claim to have brought to light a ny important 
fresh evidence or novel arguments (most points of deta il have been noted a t o ne time or 
another by different scholars who have made their contribution to the di scuss io n); but 
perhaps a brief a nd stra ight forward ma rshaUing of the evidence aga inst the background 
of the changing power situatio n in the years fro m 42 to 32 B.C. may leave the question in 
a less inconclusive sta te than it is thought by many scholars lo be in at present . 

2 Cassius Dio L, 1, 1-2,2. 
3 id. L, 2, 3. 6 Ile: ll71 ~ocnoc; .. . 7t0AA(1. µ,e:v TOV 'AvTCuVLOV , EV (1.\JTl] e:u0uc; 
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◄ id. XLIX, 41. 
5 Plut. Vir. Ant. 54-55. 
6 Sydenha m, R . Rep. Co inage, n. 1210 a nd Pl.29. The signi ficance of this co in was noted 

by Ta rn , C.A .H. X, 80. Sydenham assigned the issue to a mint in As ia Mino r, M. Grant 
(F.I.T.A. 372) co njectured Alexandria as the mint city. 

7 Mattingly, N .C. 1946, " Dives Anagnia", pp. 9 1 f. He assigns the above mentioned issue 
to a mint of Antonius at Anagnia on the strength o f the passage in Servius ad Verg. Ae11. 
vii, 684-5 " dives Anagnia": a ut fertilis aut alludit ad hisloria m : nam Anton ius, Augusti 
sorore contempta, poslquam Cleopatram duxit uxorem, monetam eius nomine in Anagnia 
ciuitale iussit feriri. 

8 By Adcock, ap. Mattingly, foe. cir., p. 96, note 2. 
9 It is rejected by Mattingly, foe. cit. 

IO E. Pacho mov, Acad. Sc. Soviet Azerbaijan, Hist. Phil. Inst. vi (1954) n. 1523 . 
II Dio Llll , l. 
12 T.R.S. Broughton and L. R. Taylor, M em. Am. Ac. Rome (1949) 93 f.; id. Historia xvii 

(1968), 166 f. 
13 Degrassi , lnscr. Ital. xiii, I. pp. 510-11. 
14 Cf. e.g. S.E.G. iii n. 378, B5 'Y]rt(J.Toc; 6c; &.v 1tpeuToc; y e:v71T[(1.L y p(J.µ,µ,](1.T(J. &.rt o-

crTELA(J.TCu, in the Piracy Law from Delphi of 100 B.C.; E hrenberg a nd Jones, Docu
ments 2 n. 311, line 138 f. TCuV U7t(1.TCuV TOV TE rtpo71yopOUVT(1. (cf. de Visscher, Les 
Edits d 'Auguste etc. p. 149 and note 2). 

1 5 Per. 132 Caesar in lllyrico Da lma las domuit. C um M. Antonius ob amorem Cleopairae ... 
neque in urbem veni re vellet neque finito triumviratus tempore imperium deponere, 
bellumque molirelur, quod urbi et ilaliae inferret, ingentibus tam nav? libus quam terres
tribus copiis ob hoc contractis, remissoque Octaviae soro ri Caesa ris repudio, Caesar in 
Epirum cum exercitu traiecit. Pugnae deinde navales et proelia equestria secunda Caesa ri s 
referuntur. 

I 6 Fasri Coloriani (EJZ p. 32) ex a.d. V. k. Dec. ad pr. k. Ia n. sext. 
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Is; See esp . Rice Ho lmes, Th e Architect of the R. Empire I , 231 -245 ; G. F. Chi lver, Historia 

l I (1950) '408 ff. ; E. Gabba , Rivista di Filologia 98 (1970), 5-1 6 (for bibliography, esp , 

" P• 5 note I) . 
19 Res Gestae 1 Tri]umv[i]rum rei pu[blicae c]on[s ]ti[tuendae fui per continuos an]nos 

decem. The Greek vers ion runs : 
Tptwv &vopwv tyEvoµ,"l)v 1tpay µ,O(,WV XO(Top6w-r"l)c; auvEX.Eutv t't°Ecw1 OEXO(. 

20 Suet. Vit . div. Aug. 27 Triumviratum rei p. constituendae per decem a nnos administravit. 
2 1 foe. cit. ETEPO(V wpt~O\I 7tE\ITO(ETLO(V, OUOE'I ETL TOU ~"/)µ,Ou ~E"l)~E'ITE:c; . 
22 App. JI/yr. 28, 80 Tl] OEUTEpq. 7tEVTO(E'."rtq. T"ljuOE T"l)c; o:px."l)c;, "l)V Em TlJ 1tpo-re:pq. 

aqnatv O(UTOtc; E4i"l)cptu0(\/TO XO(t 6 oY')µ,oc; tmxExupwxEL. 
23 Degrass i, op. cit. pp. I 9-20. 
24 For a list o r articles by L. R. Taylor on this subject see R . Stiehl , Die Datier1111g der Kapito/-

i11ische11 Fasten (1957) p . 7, note 2. 
2 5 See previous n o te. 
26 op. cit. pp. 58-59. 
27 ,See (provisiona lly) M. Swan , Harv. Stud. Class. Phil. 11 (1966) 235 ff. 
28 E.g. Chs. I ; 3, 2 ; 6, I ; 25, 2; 26, 2; 32, I ; 34, I and 3. 
29 Degrass i, op. cit. pp. 58-59. 
30 Mommsen , S taatsrecht 11 3 718 ff. 
31 er. Sydenh a m , op. cit . nos. 1202-12 11. 
32 Mattingly, NC 1934 pp. 48-50 ; Sydenham, op. cit. n. 1367; M. Grant, F.I.T.A . pp. 46-47. 

33 App. B. C. V, 96, 399-400 (ignored by Sydenham, foe. cit. Consequently he misdated the 
co in). 

34 ·oessau, I.LS. 77 imp. Caesar cos. des ig. tert . lllvir r.p.c. iter. murum tu rresque foc it. 
Octavian wa no lo nger cos 11 arter I January 33 B.C. (cf. App. JI/y r. 28, 80). 

35 A .£ . 1959, n. 77 M . LEPIDO IMP. TERT. PONT. MAX. Ill. V IR.R.P.C. BIS.COS. 
ITER. PATRONO EX. D . D (it should not be dated as early as the spring of 37 B.C.) . 

36 B. C. V, 95, 398. 
3 7 JI/y r. 28, 80 (cf. note 22 supra and Gabba, foe . cit. p. 12). The expression ·~v t1tt Tl] 

1tpo-rE pq. a cp tatv au-rote; ttji-ljcptuO(VTO tells decisively agains t the hypothesis that 
the who le paragraph was taken from Augustus' memoir. 

38· B.C. V, 73, 313 a.1tEcp"l)VCI.V OE T"l)c; tmOUu"l)c; i'.ma-rouc; tc; TETpO(ETEc; 'Anwvtov 
µ,Ev XO(t At~WVO( 1tpw-rouc;, &v-rtJm6tuTO(VTOc; bµ,w c; 'Av-rwvtau, 6,1 &v 
~OUAOLTO, tm o' EXELVOtc; KatuO(pCI. TE XO(t Iloµ,1t"l)LOV , E:LTO( ' A"l)VO~O(p~ov 
XO(L ~OutOV, dT' O(U6tc; ' AvTWVLOV TE XO(L KO(tuO(pO(, TptTOV o·'l TOTE: f-l,EAAO 
VTO(c; U7tO(TEUuELV XO:L EAm~OJJ-EV OUc; TOTE XO(L CX7tOOWuEL\I T(fl O"l) f-l,(fl T"/)\1 
7t0ALTEIO(\I . 

Gabba (foe. cit . pp. 8-9) a rgues that App ian's accou nt is not incompatible with the account 
given b y Dio (XLVIII, 35, 1-3) ; but Dio 's account is co nfused and there is no reason to 
reject Appian 's clearer account of the designatio ns for the yea rs 34-3 1 B.C. (so Rice 
Holmes, op. cit. I , 108 and note I). 

3 9 Dio XLVI II , 36, 5 supplies the additional information that Sextus was to have a five-year 
command of Sicily, Sardinia and Achaea (tbat is expiring before hi s promised consul ship). 
Dio 's comment (ibid. 6) on this dec ision is more perceptive than Appian's on the desig

nations TO\/ oe: O"I) x.p ovov O(UT(fl TOUTO\I 1tpOuEypo:1Jio:v, OTL XO:L O(UTOL 1tpoa
XO(tpov O"I) TL\10( T"l)V t~OUuLO(V, a.AA' aux O(LQLOV EX.EL\/ ~OXEL\/ -~6e:AOV. 

40 cit. sup., note 17. 
41 cit. sup., n o te 17 ; cf. T a rn, C.A. H . X , 59, note I ; Gabba, fo e. cit. p. IO. 
42 Cf. Chilver, fo e. cit. 410, fo llowing Wilcken, Sitzb . Preuss. Ak. d. Wiss. 1925, 68 f. 
43 B .C. II, I 19, 501 Touc; taTpO(TEUf-l,EVOUc; -rep Ko:LuO(pt 1tOAAouc; tv -:1] TOAEL 

TOTE 7tO(p0VTO(c;, TOuc; JJ-EV &pTt T"/)c; uTpO(TEtac; tcpELf-LE\IOUc; XO(L tc; XA"l)pOu
X.tO(c; OLO(TETO(YJJ-EVOuc;, -rouc; OE 1tpoo:1t(f)Xtuµ,Evouc; f-l,EV , tc; oe: 1tO(p0(1t0µ,1t"l)\I 
-rou KO(tuo:poc; t~tov-roc; &cp ty µ,Evouc;. · 
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44 The expression was made use of by H.M . Last in an unpublished lecture. 
• 45 App. B. C. V, 14, 57 ~xµ.a~e: oe: E'I ,qi 't"O'i"E f.1,!X/\Lu't"!X 'i"O X/\e:Oc; 70 'AvTW'ILOU 

X<XL 1tapa ,qi u-rpaT(f) xat 1tapa Toti:; IX/\/\OLc; a7t<Xut · TO yap e:pyov TO e:v 
<l>tAm1toti:; otri. Tl)V ,oTe: Katuapoi:; &ppwuTtav a1tav ~youvTo 'AvTwvtou 
ye:yove:vat. 

4 6 Ibid. V, 23, 90 ouo oe: uTp!XTOU TE/\"') Ta e:i:; 'Ayxwva 7t0/\L'I {f)Xtuµ.e:va, Kat
o-apt -re: 0\/Ta 1taTpqia xat e:uTpaTEUµ.e:va 'AvTW'IL{f), T'l)c; -re: t'otai:; 1tapauXEU'l)c; 
auTwv 1tu0oµ.e:vot xat Tl)'I de; e:xaTe:pov mpwv olxe:tOTY)Ta a1oouµ.e:vot, 
1tpe:u~e:Lc; sm:µ.tjiav e: c; ' P wµ.'l)V, ot Ef.1,E/\/\0'1 e:xaTe:pwv e:c; Ota/\Uue:Lc; OE'l)ue:cr0at. 

47 Ibid. 53, 219 f. , esp. 220 xaL m0av ou TOU OLe:pe:0wµ.aToc; O'ITO <;, ouo' <i>c; ot 
XA'l)pOu;(Ot n:po0uµ.wc; e:m TOV 'Av,wvtov EuTpaTe:uov· ou-rwc; ·~ oo~a 
TW'I e:v <l> t/\LTl:Tl:Ot<; ye:yovOTWV e:?>·l)µ.aywye:L 't"O 'J 'AvTW'ILO'I. Cf ibid. 58, 245. The 
reservations of Syme, op. cir. 216, note 3 should be noted. 

4 8 Cf Syme, op. cit . 213, 232. 
4 9 B.C. V, 59, 246f. al . . . uTpan)YLOe:c; . . . Ta~e:tc; take the initiat ive, on 

A ntonius' side, in overtures for peace; on Octavian's side it was made clear (248) 
OTL Katcrapt cruve:A0ote:v oux &µ'JY)f-LOVoune:c; 'AvTwvLou T'l)c; &pe:TY)c;, 
IX/\/\a ota/\Aay ac; e:mvoouvTe:c; &µ,cpo-re:potc; ~ 'Av-rwvtov &1te:L0ouv,a xat 
7tOAe:µ,ouv,a &.µ,uvouµ,e:v o L. 

50 Ibid. 64, 272 o uTpaToc; o Tou Katcrapoc; . 
5 1 Cf Ta rn , J. R.S. 22 ( I 932) 154 ff.; Syme, op. cit. 2 I 8 ff. 
52 Syme, op. cit. 268. 
53 Dio XLVIII, 54 ; App. B.C. V, 92,384 f. ; Plut. Vit. Ant. 35. 
54 Syme, op. cit. 225 and note 2. 
5 5 B.C. V, 92, 384 ;(p'l)µa,W'J T' e:xplJ~e: xat ~7tope:t, 'Pwµ,atwv ou-e: dcrcpe:po

'ITW'I OUTe: 'i"OUc; 1topouc; EW'l'l"W'J, ouc; e:mVO'l)uE:Le: . 
56 Syme, op. cir. 229. Observe the continuity of the patrocinium/clientela relationship between 

the C laudii Nerones and Sparta ; cf. Suet. Vir. Tib. 6: (the infant Tiberius) Lacedaemoniis 
publice, quod in tutela C laudiorum era nt, demandatus. Lachares, representative of a 
prominent Spartan aristocratic family, was executed by Antoni us on a chargeofAl]u,e:Lot 
(Plut. Vil . Ant. 67). He was no more and no less a praedo than Sextus Pompey (cf 
RG 25 mare pacav i a praedonibus). C la udius Nero and Livia and their infant son moved 
successfu lly from Sicily to the Peloponnese. Presumably Lachares was slower to make 
the shift of allegiance tha t his patroni made and paid the penalty with his life. His son, 
C. Julius Euryc les, performed hi s &ptuTe:ta in his attack on Antonius' ships 
in the naval battle of Acti um. His la ter career can only be properly understood if o ne keeps 
in mind the continued patronage of Li via and Tiberius, as well as that of Augustus. 
The le:poc; voµ,o c; from Gytheio n (E. and J. n. 102 a) underlines both the special relation
sh ip between Li via and the Laco nians and the special posi tion of Eurycles and his son 
Laco. 

5 7 Dio L, 2, 6; Syme, op. cit. 278 and note 3, citing R.G. 25. 
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THE SPECTACLES AS AN ISSUE BETWEEN 
GAIUS AND THE SENATE 

by R. F. NEWBOLD 

After he has described the manner of Claudius' accession and the character 
of the new emperor (LX 1-2), Dio proceeds to list Claudius' acts in the first year 
of his reign (LX 3.1 - 8.4). The tone of the narrative is sober and favourable : 
-rocu-roc . .. &me:Lx@; e1tpoc-r-re: (LX 6.1) and -rocu-roc . . . 0cp' &1tocv-rwv E1t1Jve: t-ro 
(LX 8.4): there are few vague generalisations and there is little reason to ques
tion the accuracy of this passage. Jt is clear that much of Claudius' activity 
was a reversal of Gaius' policies : he tried to placate senatorial opinion by 
undoing the acts of Gaius which had caused so much hostility to the idea of 
autocracy. For example, he abolished the charge of maiestas which had been 
abolished and then restored by Gaius.1 Among Claudius' measures reversing 
the policy of Gaius were three that affected the spectacles: 

(i) Praetors were no longer to put on gladia torial shows in Rome : should 
any such shows be put on elsewhere, they were not to be put on 01te:p '!'I)<; 
fou-rou (sc. Claudius) crw-r'l)ptoc<; (LX 5.6). 

(ii) A ban on excessive instauratio, which was being caused ex 1tocpoccrxe:u'I)<; 
'!WV wcpe:)..ouµ,e:vwv &1t' OCU'!OU (LX 6.4 - 5). 

(iii) Those of equestrian rank, male and female, who had been accustomed to 
appear on the stage under Gaius, Claudius forced to appear once more: 
he did this, not because he enjoyed the sight, &)..)..' &,; e)..e:yxov -rwv ye:yov
o-rwv (Dio LX 7.1). His act ion was effective : no more equestrians ap
peared on stage in his reign . 
The content of these measures, plus the fact that -they were praised by all 

right-thinking senators and knights2 and refer to practices definitely not en
couraged by Tiberius (see below, p. 34) indicate that Gaius' policy concerning 
the spectacles had offended those who valued decorum, tradition and their 
property. They supply an opportunity to examine the hostile and often un
reliable literary material that comprises much of the evidence for Gaius' reign 
and to see what is there that helps explain the measures taken by Claudius. 
To consider the measures of Claudius in the listed order: (i) Dio reports that 
Gaius reintroduced the custom whereby praetors (two, chosen by lot) were 
required to put on gladiatorial games.3 This is a specific measure of Gaius' 
which we can accept. Less specific but sti ll acceptable is Dio's statement that 
Gaius would sell the survivors of gladiatorial combats at inflated prices to 
consuls, praetors and others: reluctant purchasers were forced to employ 
the gladiators at circensian games. (What were known as circensian games 
could include gladia torial combats or beast hunts, given either in the circus or 
at another site.)4 Even less specific is a statement made by Dio in a hostile, 
introductory sect ion on Gaius ' reign : speaking of the charioteers, actors and 
gladiators on whom Gaius allegedly fawned, he declares that Gaius spared 
no expense to satisfy their every whim and put on frequent shows for them to 
perform in: moreover, consuls and praetors were made to follow suit , wcr-re: 
xcx.0' hoccr-r'l)v o)..tyou ~µ.epocv 1tocv-rw,; -rt -rOLou-rov &yecr0cx.L (LIX 5.3). This could 
mean that magistrates (and perhaps others) had to put on extraordinary 
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scenic and circensian games (ludi) and gladiatorial exhibitions (munera), and 
not simply spend money on the gladiatorial components of the regular, state
subsidised games. How acceptable is Dio's statement that there were perfor
mances of some kind almost every day? The evidence for abuse of instauratio 
under Gaius seems solid enough : Dio LlX 14.2 and LX 5.6 testify that praetors 
put on gladiatorial shows under Gaius and LIX 14.2 indicates that this had not 
been the custom under Tiberius. As for extraordinary games the second part 
of the Claudian measure (i), referring to games given for the emperor's pre
servation, offers a clue as to how some extraordinary games could have been 
introduced- henchmen of Gaius, or senators anxious to win his favour or 
placate his wrath, sycophantically proposing games for Gaius' preservation. 
These proposals could not be rejected by the senate and Gaius, a keen spectator, 
would be doubly pleased at such a demonstration of loyalty and the prospect of 
more entertainment. It is highly likely that the 1t1XV-1JYUPEL½ -rLvlX½ voted by the 
senate in 40, coming as they do after the removal of the politica l suspect Scri
bonius Proculus and associated with measures to preserve Gaius' safety 
(UX 26.3), were imi::p 't"'IJ½ crw-r'l)pLIX½. Abuse of instauratio, with the connivance 
or encouragement of Gaius could also help increase the number of days on 
which there were performances. This brings us to the second Claudian measure. 
(ii) There ts plenty of circumstantial evidence to render credible what Dio 
LX 6.4 - 5 attests about the abuse of instauratio under Gaius. Such evidence 
concerns Gaius' enthusiasm for the games. Philo draws a graphic picture of the 
new emperor enjoying the scenic games, watching dancers with great excitement, 
guffawing like a schoolboy at the obscenities of the comedians and even joining 
in dances himself. 5 Suetonius and Dio have several references to Gaius' en
thusiasm for the games. Together with this enthusiasm went a keen, sometimes 
excessive, partisanship on behalf of certain performers. 6 His devotion to the 
actor Mnester was such that he would kiss him in the theatre and flog with his 
own hand anyone who made a sound while Mnester was dancing : a Roman 
knight is reported to have been banished for this offence (Suet. Cal. 55. 1; cf. 
36.1 ). This and other reports of Gaius enjoying the company of performers 
give some support for the belief that Gaius would welcome as many oppor
tunities as possible for his favourites (including the horse [ncitatus) to perform 
and win fame and prizes. As beneficiaries of instauratio, performers would 
have an interest in ensuring that vitia occurred and were reported. 7 
(iii) Claudius' action to discourage knights from appearing on stage leaves no 
doubt that this happened under Gaius . There are, however, no specific instances 
in the sources, although Suetonius does report Gaius as castigating the knights 
as devotees of the stage and arena (Cal. 30.2). Men (or women) of high status 
appearing as performers in public (even in games that were not official and were 
put on by private individuals) was considered a scandal and the emperor's 
duty to halt it. The sources for Gaius do record knights appearing as gladiators. 
Two specific instances are the knight who was forced to fulfil a vow to fight in 
the arena if Gaius recovered from his serious illness in 37 and the son of a chief 
centurion whom Gaius ordered to be dragged from his seat in the amphitheatre 
and pitted against two gladiators. 8 Otherwise the issue of compulsion is less 
certain.9 Naturally, compulsion is alleged but proof that Gaius did more 
than fail to enforce the law (cf. Suet. Tib. 35.2) against such appearances is 
lacking. Nevertheless, the senate (those of them concerned with preserving 
respect for status) were right to show alarm (if that is what is being reflected in 
the hostility of the sources) because once a situation came into being whereby 
such appearances were conceivable and permitted, the way was open for the 
emperor to show his contempt for status and humiliate individuals by "inviting" 
them to appear : such invitations could be difficult to refuse (N.B. Tac. Ann. 
XIV 14). Suetonius records senators appearing as charioteers at what seem to 
be extraordinary games put on by Gaius.10 

Although not arising directly out of the measures of Claudius, it is con-
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venient to discuss at this point a notice of Dio's : (Gaius) o.twc; TE 1.1:r/aEµ,w. 
TLVL 't"OU µ,·ri cruµ, cpOLTO:'I e:c; Ta: 0Ea:Tpa: 1tpocpa:cr1c; d ·ri (xa:L ya:p -~crXCJ.AAE OELvwc; 
d 't"Lc; a:uTwv &.1tEAEmETO -~ xa:i µ,EuOUcrY)c; TY)c; 0Ea:c; e:~avLG't"a:To), Ta:c; TE oixac;
&1ta:cra:c; &.vE~a:AETO xa:i Ta: 1tEv01) TIO:vTa: e:1tEcrXEV (LIX 7.5). It is clear from 
what follows immediately after this notice and from the fac t that senators and 
knights were most likely to be involved in formal mourning tha t it was the 
upper classes Gaius was concerned with. Gaius' behaviour is more intelligible 
if the performances concerned were part of extraordinary ga mes put on by 
Gaius himself. It would be a mark of courtesy for senators to a ttend these, 
especially if formally invited (cf. Dia LXXV 4.3). Gaius may have been unwilling 
to forgive any fa ilu re in this respect. However, his wish that hi s favo urite per
formers receive senatorial as well as plebeian acclaim may a lso have been a factor 
in requ iring at tendance even at ord inary performance, (cf. Dia LIX 13.5-6). 
References to Gaius' autocratic dislike of people not attend ing at a ll , a re sup
ported by Suetonius when he writes: gladiatorio munere reduct is interdum 
j/agrantissimo sole velis emitti quemquarn vetabat.11 

So far we have considered severa l reasons for senatoria l unhappiness about 
the management of the spectacles under Gaius-magistrates had to bear the 
burden of extra games, instauratio was abused, persons of high status performed 
in public and Gaius appears to have insisted, initially at any rate, on senators 
a ttending his games, a serious infringement of their libert ies. 12 ·1 here remains 
the problem of what further light is thrown by the sources on the spectacles 
u nder Ga ius. We wi ll try to find specific instances which lend cred ibil ity o 
general a llegations. 

All the literary sources accuse Ga ius of qu ickly dissipating the la ge sums 
left by T iberius. Dio is particula rly insistent on th is, and adduces spending on 
spectacles as a major factor. 13 Some modern :scholars have queried the extent 
and onse: of Gaius' fina ncia l di fficulr1es, 14 but there does seem to be enough 
evidence in the sources to suggest that the burden im posed by the spectacles 
(not the sole but a conspicuous example of heavy spend ing) on the fina ncia l 
resources of both the upper cl asses and the emperor, became a real issue be
tween senate and princeps: senators saw themselves as having to pay for the 
spectacles, both directly and indi rectly, as a n increasingly straitened emperor 
saw 111 their estates the resources for his continuing largess (cf. n. 13). 

We have already seen how the direct cost of the games to magistrates 
increased under Gaius (more performances). T he cost of individual days' 
programmes seems to have increased. Before Gaius ten races per day at circen
sian games were usual (Dio LIX 7.3). Speaking, under A.D. 46, of some magis
trates being forced to resign through poverty, Dio says that the reason was the 
greatly increased expenses of the circensian games, since there were now twenty
four races per day (LX 27.2). Suetonius has the story of the dozing praetor who 
" bid" for thirteen gladiators, which he obtained for nine million sesterces, 
and has a general statement about Gaius selling the survivors of gladiatorial 
combats and forcing up the bidding to very high levels (Cal. 38.4). Dio has a 
similar statement (LIX 14.2). By permitting anyone who wished to exceed the 
legal number of gladiators tha t could be employed, Gaius, it is implied, put 
pressure on any games-giver to do just that. He set an example. 15 So the cost 
of gladiatorial shows could have been increased by the greater cost of individual 
gladiators and by the greater numbers employed. 

Gaius' lavish expenditure on spectacles went beyond putting on gladiatorial 
shows when more than the legal number of combatants were employed. Sue
tonius devotes a chapter to the extraordinary games put on by Gaius : scaenicos 
ludos et assidue et var ii generis ac multifariam fecit, quondam et nocturnos accensis 
tot a urbe luminibus ( Cal. 18). Miss ilia and food distributions · accompanied 
these. Edidit et circenses plurimos a mane ad vesperam: the races were inter
spersed with beast hunts and Trojan games. Gaius apparently needed so little 
excuse to put on extraordinary games that commisit et subitos (sc. ludos) cum e 
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Celotiana apparatum Circi prospicientem pauci ex proximis Maenianis postulas
sellf. The games to celebrate the dedication of the temple of Divus Augustus in 
37 included two days of horse races, twenty races on the first day and forty on 
the second, plus the slaying of eight hundred wild animals (LIX 7. 2 - 3). The 
amphitheatre of Taurus was too small for Gaius' tastes, so he began a new one 
at considerable expense (Suet. Cal. 21, Dio LIX I 0.5). There were no less than 
twenty thousand gladiators in Gaius' training school.16 

Besides these extraordinary games, new festivals were added to the calen
dar. In 37 circensian games in honour of Gaius' mother were instituted (Suet. 
Cal. I 5.1 ). In 38 it was declared that the late Drusilla's birthday should be 
celebrated with a festival equal to the Ludi Mega lenses (Dio LlX 11.3: pre
sumably, therefore, lasting seven days). [n 39 this birthday was celebrated 
by two days of horse races, athletic contests and the slaying of one thousand 
animals (Dio LIX 13. 8-9). In 40, it was decreed that Tiberius' birthday be 
celebrated, and be celebrated in the same manner as Augustus' , i.e., by two 
days of horse races (Dio LIX 24.8). Presumably the state bore much or a ll of the 
expense incurred by these extra festivals-but perhaps not in the case of Gaius ' 
birthday celebrations (Dio LIX 20.1). [n 42, some praetors celebrated Messalina's 
birthday. Dio makes a point of saying tha t they did this voluntarily and adds: 
':'WV iJ,EVT OL uTp<XT'Y)YW'I nve:c; E0E:AOVTO(L XIXL !Xii:' oul>e:voc; YJ'Y)cpLu/J,IXTOc; 
E:/.ELV"l)V TE T'Y)V ~µe:p<Xv X<XL TIX ye:ve:0At<X TIX T'Y)c; Me:crcr<XALV'Y)c; l>'Y)µO
uL(f. ETLµwv (LX 12.4). The cost of such games to magistrates is what may 
have made the absence of compulsion so admirable inDio's mind. Dio is probably 
again thinking of the contrast with the previous reign when he notes voluntary 
observance of Britannicus' birthday in 43 by the praetors (LX 17.9). Ct was 
natural that senators should associate lavish spending on spectacles by Gaius 
with some of the company he kept and believe that he sought to gratify his 
entertainer friends by putting on lavish shows for them to perform in (Dio 
LIX 5.3) : it was natural to say th at he was the complete slave of such creatures 
in matters of policy (Dio LIX 5.2; cf. Suet. Cal. 55.2) and to believe that he 
considered appointing his horse consul (Dio UX 14.7, Suet. Cal. 55 .3): this 
would have been the ultimate retort to those who disapproved of how he arran
ged and behaved at the spectacles. 

There was little wrong as such with instituting new festivals or with em
perors and magistrates putting on extraordinary spectacles: there were Re
publican and Augustan precedents. But taken in conjunction with all the aspects 
of the spectacles under Gaius that provoked criticism or ill-feeling, and bearing 
in mind the atmosphere of hostility and distrust that existed between senate and 
emperor, innovations could cause resentment amongst senators. Those who 
dared to criticize Gaius' shows were savagely punished.17 Six months after 
Gaius' death , Claudius could attract favourable comment for his moderation 
in not insisting that his birthday be celebrated with special games.IS 

In this article, our method has been to take a few early measures of Claudius 
that affect the spectacles and see what there is in the sources for Gaius that 
would provide an explanation for the action of Claudius, an emperor demon
strably anxious to conciliate senatorial opinion at the beginning of his reign 
and who had himself been a senator under Gaius; and then to see whether 
general statements in the sources can be corroborated by anything more specific. 
In fact, one need accept very little of the tradition on Gaius' spectacles policy 
and his conduct there 19 to realise that he must have caused very strong feelings 
and that these feelings must have found some reflection in the sources. Now 
Augustus, although he spent lavishly on the games, took stern action on occasion 
against performers (Suet. Aug. 45.4, Dio LIV 17.4), regulated the conduct and 
seating of the audience with an eye to decorum and respect for rank (Suet. Aug. 
44, 53.1), assisted magistrates to give games when they lacked the means (R.G. 
22.2, Suet. Aug. 43.1) and, at a time of scarcity and financial stringency, banished 
gladiators from Rome and reduced expenditure on games.20 Not every senator 
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may have known or remembered this but most would have recalled that Tiberius, 
for all his faults, was a stern upholder of status and decorum, an enemy of 
/evitas. Tiberius deprecated attempts to introduce games in his honour into the 
calendar (Dio LVIII 12.5, 12.8), reduced the cost of games by cutting down the 
pay of actors and limiting the number of gladiatorial pairs,21 exiled senators 
and knights who appeared on the stage or in the arena (Suet. Tib. 35.2), dis
couraged them from social intercourse with pantomimi (Tac. Ann. I. 77.4) and, 
in 23, banished some actors and their supporters from Rome for the rest of his 
reign ;22 and generally showed little interest in the spectacles.23 The strongly 
contrasting policy and conduct of Gaius was bound to produce a deep sense of 
shock and outrage among a traditional elite as yet without experience of the 
excesses of Nero. 

University of Adelaide, Australia. 

NOTES 

I LX 3.6; cf. 4.1, 4.5, 5.1, 5.8-9, 6.3, 6.6, 6.8, 7.1 , 8.1. The frequency of references to reversa ls 
of Gaius' policy should provide adequate support for my contention that Claudius, at 
the begining of his reign , was deferring to senatorial grievances over Gaius. 

2 Which is what Dio means by ucp' CX7tO(V"t"WV at LX 8.4. 
3 wcr1te:p 1tOTe: e:yLyve:To, LIX 14.2 : the practice had evidently lapsed under Tiberius. 
◄ LIX 14.1-2; cf. e.g. XLYJJ 40.6, LY 33.4, LYII 14.4, LIX 7.1-2, 13.8, LX 7.3, 17.3, 23.5, 

LXYII 23.5. Also below, p. 33. 
5 Leg. 42: for Gaius' interest in the dance, cf. Dio LIX 5.4-5, 29.6, Suet. Cal. 54.1-2. 
6 Suet. Cal. 30.2, 54.1, 55.1-3, Dio LIX 5.4, 10.2, 13.5, 16.5-7. 
7 Being forced to use an unaccustomed site or stadium could be a pretext for instauratio. 

In A.D. 12, because the Tiber had flooded the Circus, the Ludi Martiales were held in 
the Forum of Augustus: then , wcr1te:p d0LcrTo, they were held again in the Circus 
(Dio LYI 27.4-5). According to Dio, Gaius used the Diribitorium instead of the theatre 
during heatwaves : scenic performances could have been repeated in the theatre when 
temperatures dropped (LIX 7.8; cf. Suet. Cal. I 8.2). Perhaps of value is a notice in Philo 
L eg. 13 - TO(c; 7t0(\10LXLa<; oµou XO(L 7tO(\laY)µOuc; µe:0 ' ~µe:pO(V Te: XO(L \I\JX"t"Wp 
e:ucppocrUVO(c;, O([ µe:xpL /J-Y)VW\I E7t"t"O( "t"W\I 1tpW"t"W\I <X7tO(UCJ"t"OL XO(L cruve:xe:Lc; e:y e:v
OV"t"O. People may have only been too willing to pay for some of the festivals that made 
up the public celebrations that accompany Gaius' accession. If this passage is good 
evidence for significantly more games than usual in 37, they could have raised the expecta
tions of Gaius and his favourite performers for the rest of the reign. 

8 Suet. Cal. 27.2, 35.2, Dio LIX 8.3. Cf. Dio LIX 10.4-a different version of Suet. Cal. 
27.2, or another instance? 

9 See Dio LIX 10.1-2, 10.4, 13.2, Suet. Cal. 26.5. 
1 o Ca/. 18.3. It is perhaps strange that Claudius, a man who respected traditional expec

tations concerning status and decoru m, is not recorded as doing anything about the 
appearance of knights in the arena. He may not have, but Dio, who felt strongly about 
such appearances and who, throughout his history, is alert to record instances, does not 
appear to have noted any cases under Claudius (the record for 47 to 54 is epitomised). 
Nor does Suetonius or Tacitus. Probably, formal action was unnecessary : Claudius ' 
attitude was clear. 

J 1 Ca/. 26.5. Jos. AJ XIX 96-8 is inconclusive on the subject of early exits. 
12 We do not know how long Gaius persisted with compulsory attendance, insofar as it 

was enforceable anyway. But, clearly, attendance would be a bitter experience for senators 
who disapproved of the expense of the games and Gaius' conduct there. 

13 Suet. Cal. 37.3 (Gaius squandered Tiberius' 2,700 miJJion sesterce legacy in less than a 
year), 38, 40 (new taxes) ; Jos. AJ XIX 2-3 (new taxes) ; Dio LlX 2.4-6 (Gaius spent large 
sums on actors, horses, gladiators; spent 2,300 or 3,300 million sesterces left by Tiberius 
in two years) ; LIX 9.6-7 (a lavish distribution of missilia in 38 which, combined with the 
abolition of the I % sales tax , supposedly grieved Touc; e:µcppovO(c;, who reasoned 
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that if 't"O( O'l't"O( e;~O(VO(AW01J O(i 't"E dotXO(l 1tpocroooL 7t(l(U0wcrL, 1toAAO( XO(L OELVO( 
cruµ,~"l)uE't"O(l); LIX 10.5 (alleged censure of Gaius by senatorial opinion for expense in
volved in gladiatorial shows he put on in 38) ; LIX 15.1-4 (Gaius in need of funds) ; LIX 
I 8.5 (man destroyed because of his wealth-A.D. 39); LIX 21.1-2 (Gaius had exhausted 
wealth of Rome and Ita ly); LIX 22.3-4 (executes richest Gauls for their wealth-A. D. 39); 
LIX 28. 11 (new taxes). 

14 e.g. J . Balsdon , The Emperor Caius, (Oxford, 1934), 180/f. , A.N. Sherwin-White, Latomus, 
XXXI 1972, 820/f. 

1 5 Legal limit: Dio LIV 2.4, LIX 10.1, 14.3, Suet. Tib. 34.1 Declaring his intention to a ttend 
may have been a sufficient hint to producers of games. 
According to Dio, Gaius' intervention or mere presence at auct ions encouraged bidding 
for gladiators, so that they were sold for high prices: so me thought that purchasing the 
gladiators would please Gaius; others took the opportuni ty to diminish their wealth and, 
hopefully, their chances of being destroyed for the sake of it (LIX 14.4). This allegation 
may not be without foundation: it coheres with the upper class-spectacles- straitened 
emperor nexus. On the cost of the games, see W. M . Green, AJP, LI (1930), 249/f. 

16 Pliny HN XI 144. Feriae in honour of Salus, celebrated with 24 races on 5th August, 
were instituted at some time in the reigns of Tiberius, Gaius and Cla udius (C IL Ip. 398)
if under Gaius thi s would be a nother piece of evidence confirming increased entertain
ments . 

17 Suet. Cal. 27 .3- 11111/tos (an exaggeration?) honesti ordinis deformatos ... ad bestias 
condem11a vi1 ... male de 11111nere suo opi11atos. Cf. 27.4. 

I 8 Dio LX 5.3; cf. LX 5. 1 and LIX 20. I. 
19 Thus we need not accept that Gaius preceded Nero and appeared in public as a n actor 

(Suet . Cal. 54. 1, Dio LIX 5.4). Suetonius concedes this by saying that Gaius intended to 
make his public debut on the night of the day he was slain (Cal. 54.2; cf. Dio LIX 29.6). 
The charge is, however, not entirely without foundation-see Philo Leg. 42, Suet. Cal. 
54.2, on his public accompaniment of actors. Gaius built a private circus in the Vatican 
va lley (another games-related item of expenditure) but appears to have used it for private 
practice, not public performance (Dio LIX 14.6, Pliny H N XVI 201, XXXVI 74). More 
difficult to assess but hard to dismiss entirely are stories that Gaius expressed a wish that 
the Roman people had one neck for easier decapitation when they applauded a racing fac
tion he opposed (Suet. Cal. 30.2); that he rushed from the amphitheatre in a rage when the 
audience applauded an act of generosity by a gladiator (Suet. Cal. 35 .3); that Gaius slept 
and dined in the Green stable (Suet. Cal. 55.2) and showered gifts upon lncitatus (Suet. 
Cal. 55.3); that he hurled a group of spectators to wi ld beasts because of a shortage of 
criminals (Dio LIX 10.3); and that he encouraged the plebs to take the seats allocated to 
the knights at the theatre (Suet. Cal. 26.4). 

2 0 Suet Aug. 42.3, Dio LV 26.1, 31.4. 
21 Suet. Tib. 34. 1, 47, Dio LVlll I.la , Tac. A1111. lV 62, Sen. Prov. 4.4. 
22 Suet. Tib. 37.2, Dio LVII 21.3, Tac. A1111. IV 14.3: one of Gaius' first acts was to restore 

them-Dio LIX 2.4. 
2J Suet. Tib. 7.1, 47, Ta:. A1111. I. 54.2, 76.4, Dio LVII 11.5-6. 
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AFRICA AND ROME: 
CONTINUOUS RESISTANCE? 

(A Vexillation of the Norican Ala Augusta in Mauretania) 

by M. P. SPEIDEL 

To Professor C. P. T. Naude-grato animo 

As a result of its newly won independence, .the focus of North Africa's 
ancient history has been shifting away from the Roman urbanizing penetration 
of the land towards a greater emphasis on native tribal resistance. The study of 
the survival of Berber tribal life in between the cities has led to surprising results 1, 
and in the field of military action not only the Sahara nomads but the settled 
tribes are credited with a coherent, unrelenting spirit of hostility towards Rome 
resulting in a continuous chain of uprisings leading to a final victorious "revenge".2 

This sh ift of focus undoubtedly enriches our understanding of Africa's 
past but it is prone to vastly overstate the anti-Roman feelings and in extreme 
cases goes so far as to dissociate the present-day African peoples from their 
most glorious epoch in history, the five centuries of Roman civilization of 
distinctly African character,3 

o doubt, the countless prosperous cities favoured the Roman order to 
such an extent that with their help attempts of the tribes to reduce the pax 
Romana to the thin ai r of a mirage could a lways be thwarted. Roman civilization 
in Africa perished only at the hands of foreign conquerors. The question, 
therefore is rather whether indeed such a coherent, unrelenting hostility existed 
on the part of the tribes and whether it was strong enough to precipitate con
tinuous uprisings. 

We hear of frequent peaceful arrangements with the tribes, but the real 
test comes in the interpretation of epigraphical and archaeological documents 
pertaining to military action. While formerly there existed a tendency to assign 
such documents to the Moorish war of Antoninus Pius(A.D. 144-IS0)or to the 
crisis of the third century, there exists now the opposite trend to space them out 
as evenly as possible in search of cont inuous uprisings. The dating of documents, 
therefore, becomes crucial. 

A case in point is a recently published altar found near Caesarea Mauretani ae 
(Cherchel/Algeria) with the following text4 : 

l(ovi) o(ptimo) m(aximo), Victoriae, Noreiae sac(rum), vexellatio ala(e) 
Aug(ustae), Senti[u]s Exoratus, Spectatius Viator, decuriones exercitus 
Norici, quibus praeest lul(ius) Primus (centurio) leg(ionis) Xllll g(eminae), 
v(otum) s(olverunt) l(ibentes) m(erito) . 

To Juppiter Best and Greatest, to Victory, and to Noreia dedicated (by) 
the detachment of the ala Augusta. Senti[u)s Exoratus and Spectatius 
Viator, lieutenants of the army of Noricum under Julius Primus, centurion 
of the 14th Gemina Legion, gladly and deservedly fulfilled their vow. 

The editor dated the altar to the third century A.D. because of the composition 
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of the detachment, the troops of which come from Noricum, while the com-
,. mantling centurion comes from Upper Pannonia where legio xmr Gemina was 

stationed. The dating rests on the observation that vexillations combined from 
several provinces occur mostly during the third century A.D. s Yet it is exactly 
the composition of the detachment that places the altar squarely in the second 
century A.D. Certainly men so proud of Noricum that they sacrifice to the 
goddess of the province, Noreia, and explicitly state· their belonging to the 
exercitus Noricus6 would not have been given a commander from the Pannonian 
army had there been centurions available in their own provincial army, 7 for it 
was a principle generally observed in the Roman imperial army to put detach
ments under the command of officers of their own provincial army. Nor is it 
likely that the detachment comprised both Norican and Upper Pannonian 
troops, for that would have made it a major command, not entrusted to a mere 
centurion. 8 

Quite obviously, then, the Norican auxiliary detachment was put under the 
command of a centurion of the neighbouring province simply because there 
were no legionary centurions available in Noricum at the time. This accords 
with the well established usage to supply legionaries where needed to neigh
bouring provinces devoid of legions . 9 The time bracket for the altar under 
discussion runs therefore from A.D. 93, the date of the establishment of /egio 
XII/I Gemina in Pannonia, 10 to A.D. 169 when legio II ltalica became Noricum's 
first own legion. 1 I 

Within these time limits there was no other war in Mauretania that would 
necessitate troop reinforcements from distant Noricum except Antoninus Pius' 
Moorish war. The magnitude of that uprising becomes increasingly evident, 
for to quell it troops from provinces as far away as Britain and Lower Pannonia 
had to be called in 12 and now we learn for the first time that Noricum, too, 
had to send a detachment.13 Conversely, if the altar under discussion indeed 
belongs to the war under Antoninus Pius there is no more need to build on it 
yet another act of Moorish resistance against the prosperity of the African 
pax Romana which encompassed the entire north of the continent for over half 
a millennium.14 

University of Hawaii, Manoa. 

NOTES 

1 Ph. Leveau, " La res istance des tribus en Mauretanie Cesarienne centrale. 6cme congres 
des etudes classiques", Madrid , September, 1974. Idem : " Paysanneries antiques du 
pays Beni-Menacer", BCTH 1972. 

z .M. Rachet, " Rome et les Berberes, Un probleme militaire d'Augl!ste a Diocletien", 
Brussels, 1970 ( = " Collection Latomus", 110). Ph. Leveau, " Un nouveau temoignage 
sur la resistance Maure en Mauretanie Cesarienne centrale," " Antiquites africaines·• 
8, 1974, 103-110. 

3 E.g. Mahfoud Kaddache, " L'Algerie da ns l'antiquite," Algiers 1972. 
• Leveau, l.c.n.2. 
5 The other dating hints adduced by Leveau are the ligatures and the fact that " ala Augusta" 

is known in Noricum in the third century A.O. Yet ligatures may occur already during 
the mid-second century and the "ala Augusta" , identical with "ala I Augusta Thracum", 
was in Noricum through most of the second century, cf. G . Alfoldy, "Noricum·· (London, 
1974) 257f. The inscription commemorating the construction of its camp at Augustiana 
has now been published by H. Ubl in " Pro Austria Romana" 25, 1975, I 7. 

• The "exercitus Noricus" had recently been extolled by Hadrian on coins. For other 
participants emphasizing their belonging to a provincial army in Antoninus Pius' Moorish 
war see A E I 955, 131 : " exer(citus) Panon(iae) inferior(is)" '; also M. Speidel, " The Pedites 
Singulares Pannoniciani in Mauretania," A/Ph 93, 1972, 299-305 . Another decurion of 
the same unit also made a dedication to Noreia (Dessau 4863) : "Noreiae Aug(ustae) 
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sacr(um).Q. Fabius Modest us domo Roma, dec(urio) al (ae) I Aug(ustae) Thracum phiala m 
argcnt(eam) p(ondo) II (uncias tres) embl(emata) Noreiae aurea uncias duas d(onum) 
d(edit). 

7 R. Saxer, " Untersuchungen zu den Vexillationen des riimischen Kaiserheeres von Augu
stus bis Diokletian", K iiln , 1967 ( = " Epigraphische Studien" I) 121. 

8 Fighting detachments are not normall y commanded by centurions-ours is the firs t 
and only known example (Saxer's no. 72, adduced by Leveau, p. !08, may be called a 
garrisoning detachment); it can be explained, though, by the small number of troops it 
compo rted and by their auxiliary sta tus. 

9 See A.v. Domaszewski , " Die Rangordnung des riimischen Heeres," (2nd ed . by B. Dobson), 
K iiln , 1967 ( = " Beihefte der Bonner Jahrbiicher", vo l. 14) 63f. 

JOE. Ritterling, " legio", R E 12, 1924, 1211 -1829, esp. 1736. 
11 G. Winkler, " Legio II lta li ca, Geschichte und Denkmaler", " Jahrbuch des Oberiister

reichischen Musea lverei ns," 11 6, I 971 , 85-138. 
12 Britain : see M. Leglay, " Rome: Une nouvelle inscription rela ti ve a !' insurrection maure

tanienne de 145- 147", Lib yea 7, 1959, 216-220. Pannonia inferior : see e.g. Speidel (note 6). 
For the wa r in general see P. Romanelli , " Storia delle province Romane dell ' Africa," 
Rome, 1959, 350-365. 

J3 Another unit tha t may have come fro m Noricum or neighbouring Raetia is " cohors IV 
Tungrorum vexi ll atio," C/ L XVI, 181 and 182, fo r it is known in Raetia in A.D . 121/ 125 
on the Straubing diploma (A. Rad not i, " Neue ratische Militardiplome aus Straubing 
und Eining", Germania 39, 196 1, 93- 11 7) a nd in Noricum on an undated tombstone from 
Zollfield : A. Gerst I, "Supplementum epigraphicum zu CIL 3 fiir Karnten und Ostt iro l, 
1902-1 961", Diss. Wien 196 1, no. 141. 

14 Simila rly, the buildi ng of city walls in Maureta ni a ca nnot be taken to reveal local upri sings 
as has been shown in the excellent study of R. Rebuffa t, "Enceintes urbaines et insecurite 
en Mauretanie Ti ngi tane" , MEFRA 86, 1974, 50 1-522. 
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REVIEWS AND DISCUSSIONS 

SOPHOCLES: Electra, ed. J. H. Kells. Cambridge, 1973. Hard covers £4.90; 
paperback £2.20. 

This is the third item to appear of a new series, "Cambridge Greek and 
Latin Classics." The series aims to "provide the student with the guidance he 
needs for the interpretation and understanding of the book as a work of liter
ature". The reviewer possesses little sympathy with persons who would regard 
the script of an Athenian stage play as a "book" or a "work of literature" but 
has tried to put aside his prejudices and to estimate the utility of Mr. Kells's work 
to a student not far advanced in Greek but wishing both to know more of the 
language and to understand and enjoy a little of what survives of the 'Ht..e:x,poc. 
He regrets his inability to see what advantages the work has over G. A. Davies's 
abridgement of R. C. Jebb's edition, published by the Cambridge University 
Press in 1908 and kept in print until very recently. 

The 'Ht..e:x,poc was set hundreds of years before the poet's own time in a 
monarchical society very different from that of Athens. [t concerned the return 
of a Mycenaean ~pwc; to the house where his mother had murdered his father, 
having taken the latter's cousin as a paramour and the vengeance which the 
-~pwc; exacted on both. The story was one which the spectators at the first 
production knew from plastic and graphic art and from earlier poems, dramatic 
and non-dramatic. Kells's twenty page Introduction tells the student nothing 
about older versions of the story, nothing about the society of the ~ pwe:c; as 
epic, lyric and tragic poetry portrayed it, nothing about the position of the family 
in that society, the vendetta et al., nothing about the customs and laws of 
fifth century Athens, little, except in passing, about the new ideas on morality 
which commerce, war and the immigration of foreign educators were causing to 
circulate in the city, hardly anything about the cultural experiences and ex
pectations of those who attended the theatre to watch tragedy. There is, on the 
other hand, a long disquisition about Sophocles' view of the morality of the act 
of vengeance and of the quality of the motives of the ~pwc; and his sister. Kells 
builds here on an essay by V. Woolf, titled significantly " On Not Knowing 
Greek" (in The Common Reader, London, 1925), and a slightly more learned 
piece by J. T. Sheppard, "ln defence of Sophocles" (in CR 41 (1927), 2-9; cf. 
also CQ 12 (1918), 80-88). There is perhaps more here to interest the student of 
the so-called "Bloomsbury Group" and its cultural influence than the serious 
student of Sophocles. Kells was entitled to argue for his own views but ought 
in a pedagogical work to have given a more careful account of the very commonly 
held kind of view of the 'Ht..e:x,poc which centres on ~ ,wv rcpocyµ.oc,wv crucr,occnc; 
rather than ,oc ~61) and ~ ihocvoLoc. 

The Athenian tragic poets gave their personages modes of utterance very 
different from those used in any imaginable situation by the members of con
temporary Athenian aristocratic families. These modes of utterance had par
ticular associations which were familiar to spectators and gave them pleasure 
along with the movements of the actors and the dancers, the costuming and the 
music. They are now very difficult to savour but a student who has read no more, 
say, than Xenophon's Anabasis, Menander's Dyscolus, a few Attic inscriptions 
and a little Homer could be assisted to do so. Kells includes in his Introduction 
six pages on "The Style of Sophocles" but he defines style in an extraordinarily 
all-embracing way and seems to make recent English imaginative literature his 
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point of comparison. He selects "hyperbaton" , "&.1to xotvou, economy, ana
coluthon or sense construction" , "variatio", "figures", "diction", "character
drawing", "irony" as features "with which a modern reader would not be 
familiar from experience of his own literature" and discourses in a highly 
subjective way about them. The stylistic feature of the script which would give 
the student most difficulty and at the same time best repay his attention, namely 
its metrical patterning, is banished to an exiguous appendix listing the labels 
applied by A. M. Dale to the lyric cola. Nothing is said about the dialogue 
trimeter. 

Sophocles wrote his script for production in a theatre with st ringently 
limiting conventions and many features of the script make sense only to a reader 
who keeps in mind these conventions. Kells devotes a mere half of a page of his 
Introduction to "Stage Production", saying nothing about the size of the stage 
and auditorium or about the numbers of the dancers or about the masks and 
costume or even about the txxuxA"Y)f,W. needed at v.1466. The three actor rule 
is mentioned but the silence of Pylades in the opening scene does not receive 
comment either here or in the commentary. 

Whereas the Jebb-Davies commentary fills a little more than twice as much 
paper as does the text of the script, Kells's replacement filJs about three times 
as much. It conta ins a profusion of passages, sometimes quite long ones, of 
fairly literal translation, general interpretations of large sections of the script, 
discourses on the alleged artistic effects of various speeches and songs, moral
ising discussions of character as supposedly revealed in particular utterances by 
personages of the drama, quotations of English literature, rhetorical sermons 
designed apparently to persuade the student that what he is studying is worth 
studying, statements like " ... a kind of oxymoron ... seemed to condense into 
itself the whole tragedy of man's existence" (on vv. 1139 f.) and " the urn has 
become a metaphysical entity" (on v.1165). It illustrates ancient concepts of 
thought with copious quotations in Greek. The process of compression and 
reduction to which the Preface refers (p.vii) was, it is clear, insufficiently ruthless. 
Not surprisingly, little space is devoted to the citation of close verbal parallels, 
that feature of the Jebb-Davies commentary which makes it so instructive to 
the student who wants to understand Sophocles' Greek. At the same time parts 
of the Sophoclean script are often rewritten in the kind of Greek which Public 
School masters and Oxbridge dons call "prose" . Opaque traditional labels are 
constantly applied by Kells to morphological, syntactical and stylistic phenom
ena which cry out for genuine explanation. Certain types of word order regularly 
inspire wordy speculation about their "literary" function. At times Kells' 
obsession with the character of the heroine and the total meaning of the play 
gets in the way of accurate interpretation of particularities: for example he 
makes VY. 1093-5 refer to "the lack of prudence . .. which has led her (sc. 
Electra) to concoct her impractical scheme to overthrow Aegisthus" and tran
slates the second half of v. 1315 as " you have done to me unfathomable things", 
adding the comment "a terrible phrase, significant of madness". At other times 
dubious theories produce unnecessarily complicated readings of quite straight
forward speeches : for example, Kells refers to Orestes as "primarily a soldier, 
trained in the Spartan fashion of strict discipline and obedience to orders" 
(on vv.23-38) and interprets the language describing his plan of operation as 
being full of military metaphor (on vv. 30 f., 73 f., 75 f., 82 ff.); 1 he opines 
that vv. 417-19 refer to sexual intercourse in dream between Clytemnestra and 
the dead Agamemnon ;2 on VY. 1232 he comments "starved of marriage and 
children she (sc. Electra) sees her brother, whom she had herself nursed and 
fondled as a young child, practically as her own child, here reborn before her 
eyes" and sneers at the "prosaic" Jebb. Hardly a page of this new commentary 
fails to aim a shaft at Jebb; rarely, however, is the great Victorian Hellenist 
hit. 

The claims of the divinities of heaven and the underworld form an impor-
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tant element of Sophocles' drama. After the language itself this religious element 
offers the greatest barrier to understanding. The Jebb-Davies commentary does 
not give much help. Here was an opportunity for Kells to make a real contri
bution. Unfortunately he did not grasp it. Electra's account of why Agamemnon 
felt obliged to sacrifice Iphigeneia to Artemis (vv. 563-76) produces hand
wringing rhetorical questions like " did Sophocles expect an intelligent person to 
believe it ?" (p. 126) and " did any intelligent Greek really believe this?" (p. 127). 
What is beyond question and of crucia.l interest to the student is that Sophocles 
represented at least some of his personages as taking such beliefs seriously. 
The student needs to be instructed on the psychology of the Olympians and 
their mortal worshippers and on the various kinds of sacrifice demanded and 
performed . It is important that Electra makes the act of sacrifice in question a 
compensatory rather than a votive one. Vv. 644-7 contain a conventional re:iuest 
that the god should divert in the direction of her enemies any evil at present 
threatening Clytemnestra (see E. Fraenkel, Horace, p.411) ; the Greek words 
do not imply the notion that " the dream is a product of the hostile wishes of 
Ciycaemnestra's enemies, which, by a kind of evil-eye magic, may affect her" 
(p. 134). Electra's far from resigned and consciously unspecific reference to the 
ultimate cause of her brother's death at v.848 is crassly and ignorantly parti
cularised as "he (sc. Orestes) is gone, snatched up (sc. by the Fates)". The same 
notion is pushed into the statement of the chorus at v. 864 with even less justi
fication. Some note on the actual technique employed by the Greeks for giving 
drink to the dead man in his tomb was needed at vv. 894-5. The note on vv. 9 16 f. 
rationalises excessively the belief in ocuµ. ov.: c; . A vague awareness of how late 
antiquity conceived these oo:tµ.ov.:c; leads Kells to a very peculiar remark in his 
note on vv.1265 ff: " the whole action from now on is a 'demonic' one, in which 
the nether powers possess Orestes and Electra, in order to make of them in
struments through which to exact vengeance on Clytaemoestra and Aegisthus". 

The Jebb-Davies commentary gives little help in visualising the stage action 
demanded by the script. Kells does no better. That it was impossible to represent 
indoor conversations dramatically on the Athenian stage is a fact which every
body knows but it ought to be brought to the attention of students faced with 
vv. 312-313 along with the limits placed by Athenian social convention upon 
outdoor activity by women of good family. 

The editors of "Cambridge Greek and Latin Class ics" seem to think it 
desirable that students of ancient texts should be made aware at an early stage 
of the problems which the nature of the transmission of these texts poses (cf. 
E. J. Kenney, Lucretius: De rerum natura: Book Ill, p. 35). They will need to 
exercise more control over the behaviour of their contributors if such thinking 
is to generate edible fruit. No coherent policy, much less a didactically helpful 
one,can be observed in the book under review. Kells mentions on p.19 the 1958 
work of A. Dain but prints the 1924 text and apparatus of A. C. Pearson with only 
a few changes.3 The commentary contains sporadic statements about the text prin
ted ; these tend to affirm the commentator's opinion rather than to elucidate the 
difficulty in a way instructive to the sort of student who will use the book. The 
tiro will be much puzzled by the totally unexplained list of sigla, by the appara
tus criticus and particularly by items in it like "Suid.", " Eustath.", "Thom. 
mag.", "Stob.", "Hesych.", "Etym.M.", by the references in the Commentary to 
"MS", "MSS" and "the Scholiast". If he perseveres to the end of the book he 
will find as appendix 3 a generalised account of ancient and Byzantine scholar
ship where Sophocles' scripts are concerned, an account originally composed by 
P. E. Easterling for tacking to T. B. L. Webster's edition of the Phi/octetes and 
here reprinted with a few minor amendments. What can be read in this appendix 
about the marginal scholia of the extant medieval manuscripts is instructive but 
too little is said about the Souda, the other medieval lexica or the Homeric 
commentary of Bishop Eustathius. The physical differences between a fifth 
century B.C. Athenian text of a stage play, an Alexandrian text, a Byzantine 
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text and a modem text are alluded to but not effectively forced upon the student's 
attention. The work of Alexander Turyn and others on the affiliations of the 
extant manuscripts is described but the consequences or lack thereof for the 
constitution of the text are not explained. Some brief remarks are made about 
Pearson's text, treating it as a historical curiosity rather than as the very object 
of the commentary. Those students, and worse those teachers, who think 
scholarship irrelevant to the understanding of ancient texts will be encouraged 
by this new edition of the 'Ht-ex't'p(X to a degree which I am sure will horrify 
both the commentator and the editors of the series. 

NOTES 
I. For Sophocles Orestes was an Argive brought up in Phocis and the fact that he did not 

bring a n army to deal with Aegisthus is a fact worthy of note (vv. 35-7). It is unclea r 
whether the distortion result s from Kells' general notion about the character of Orestes 
and the nature of the act of vengance or from a vague awareness of earlier versions of the 
saga setting the ac t of vengeance in Sparta. 

2. The dream described by Chrysothemis has more obvious sexual connotations than man y 
described by personages of Attic tragedy and a commentator with some knowledge of 
physiology and psychoanalytic theory could usefully further the student' s understanding 
of the way Sophocles conceived Clytemnestra. 

3. About 27, most of them returning the text to the paradosis but 3 involving new conjectures 
by Kells himself(at vv. 451,709, 1087 ; see a lso the note on vv. 21-2). 

University of Manchester H. D . JOCELYN 

K. D. WHITE : Farm Equipment of the Roman World, Cambridge University 
Press, 1975. Pp. xvii + 258 + 16 pis. £12.50. 

With this book Professor K. D. White has completed his trilogy on Roman 
agriculture. The format and arrangement of the present work is modelled on 
his Agricultural Implements of the Roman World and like that it is limited to 
equipment mentioned by classical authors; the evidence of archaeology merely 
being used to supplement the text . As a result much of it is really only applicable 
to Italy and the other provinces in the Mediterranean region with similar agricul
tural systems. 

The book is divided into a series of topics, defined partly on material and 
partly on function, each in turn ubdivided by types. Thus, 'Equipment made of 
Basketry' has an initial discussion on the various containers and the way in 
wbjch they were made, followed by sections on the types, arranged by their 
Latin names, each giving the main classical references, usually with an English 
translation. Then comes a discussion of their shape and size, details of re
presentations, and a note of any surviving examples. The topics covered include 
stamping and grinding equipment; vine props; fencing ; rope, cordage and 
netting ; measuring instruments; water raising devices ; basketry ; utensils made 
of earthenware, stone, metal, wood and leather. In addition there is an appendix 
on the makjng of olive oil, and a sect ion by Malcolm Bonnington on trees, 
shrubs and plants as sources of raw materials. 

The author states his aim as being 'to gather together the basic literary 
and lexical references to various items of equipment, to identify them where 
possible and match them with the archaeological material' (p. 109). In the 
reviewer's opinion he has been more successful in the former than in the latter. 
In effect each section fall s into two parts; the discussion of the classical texts, 
and the archaeological evidence. Both are best considered separately. The 
main problems arising from the texts are largely the result of their generality. 
Many of the terms used are imprecise and often have alternative meanings far 
removed from agriculture. An example taken almost at random is fiscus which 
in agricultural usage is the equivalent of the English 'sack' or 'bag' , themselves 
signjficantly imprecise terms. As the quoted texts make clear the word had a 
wide variety of meanings even within agriculture, and although they possess a 
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certain common link it is evident that the fiscus used to contain olives or grapes 
in the press will have been very different from that used in making cheese or 
for muzzling oxen. This is a problem which is brought out very clearly by this 
book, as is the fact that although the context may make the function clear it 
usually leaves the actual appearance of the object quite uncertain. The reason 
for this is obviously the familiarity of the Roman reader with the objects men
tioned. As a result Columella had no more need to describe the type of fiscus 
in question than Mrs. Beeton to define her saucepans. 

In assembling the many passages mentioning items of equipment White 
has performed a useful service, but in his attempts to link them with actual 
objects he is less successful. Where he is dealing with e::iuipment connected with 
those aspects of agriculture thought suitable subjects for reliefs or mosaic 
pavements, such as the grape harvest, he is on relatively firm ground and his 
plates of such scenes are of particular value. Without this evidence our know
ledge of such things as basketwork would be even more inadequate than it is at 
present. But when he leaves these scenes the problems mount rapidly, as can be 
shown by taking a few specific examples. 

Queros and grain mills have been studied in detail by Moritz and White's 
discussion is correspondingly short, but even so the omission of the remarkable 
battery of mills at the Barbegal near Aries and those on Hadrian's Wall is 
unfortunate. [n this section one sees very clearly how a reliance on the liter
ature leads to an equation of the Roman world with ltaly. The discussion of 
animal powered mills (molae asinariae), for example, fails to make it clear that 
they are excessively rare in the northern provinces, where rotary querns were 
the norm, almost certainly supplemented by a wider use of water mills than is 
usually recognized. A later statement that 'the use of the tympanum (the wheel 
used for raising water) cannot be proved from independent evidence' (p. 45) 
was presumably made in ignorance of the drainage wheels found in the Rio 
Tinto mines of Spain and elsewhere, one of which can be seen in the British 
Museum. Nor is this section made clearer by the illustration not of a tympanum 
but of a Vitruvian mill where the water moves the wheel and not vice versa. 
Another error is the assumption that because the force pump from Silchester 
was found at the bottom of a well it must have been used there. ln fact its 
presence was probably fortuitous, it having been thrown in as rubbish when the 
well was refilled. Had it been in situ the pistons should have still been in position. 
The statement that the Roman farmer had no metal cheaper than bronze for 
making containers (p. 53) is inexplicable in view of the widespread use of both 
iron and lead. 

It is in the section on utensils of earthenware, metal and wood that the 
limitations of the work become most obvious. The majority of the terms cited 
were connected with the production of wine and olive oil in ltaly and where 
White limits himself to illustrations taken from those industries there are few 
problems. Thus there is little doubt of the appearance of the dolium used for the 
bulk storage of wine, although the absence of any scale in the marginal illustra
tions tends to conceal their quite exceptional size. But as the texts make clear the 
term was used more generally, and it is doubtful if the vessels used for pickling 
turnips (Columella 12.56.3) were on this monumental scale, and this is confirmed 
by the fact that the smaller dolia are said to have been made on the potter's 
wheel. The truth is that we have no idea of the range of vessels covered by such 
a word, or what vessels outside the Mediterranean provinces might have been 
called dolia. [t is for this reason that archaeologists have usually avoided at
taching Latin names to particular vessels. [n most cases the Latin is as generalised 
as the English or German equivalent, and could cover as wide a range of types. 
There is no very obvious advantage in calling a vessel a lagoena when we mean a 
flagon. At best such attempts are an affectation, while at worst they are likely to 
be inaccurate. Only where there is no suitable equivalent term, as with amphora, or 
where long usage has given it a specific archaeological meaning, as with mortarium, 
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is the use of the Latin name justified. An excellent example of the confusion 
which can arise from attempts to link names and objects is provided by hydria 
(a vessel used for carrying water) which is here equated with a Greek vessel , 
largely because the word is of Greek origin, with two handles for carrying and 
one for tipping it when pouring. White points out that this is the type seen in 
Greek vase paintings and on the Parthenon reliefs, but he can cite no Roman 
example of this form, almost certainly because it was not the type used in 
Italy and the west, where large 'jugs' with globular bodies, relatively narrow 
necks and paired handles were the norm. The problem is further complicated 
by the original illustration being repeated for urna, and it reappears to bedevil 
the discussion of urceus, where Martial 's reference to an urceus with a spreading 
handle is taken to mean that the pouring handle was more conspicuous than the 
paired lifting handles, whereas it almost certainly refers to a single handled 
flagon or jug of the type common in the Roman world. At least part of this 
confusion arises from too great a reliance on such aids as R ich's and Daremberg 
and Saglio's Dictionaries, neither at their best on this kind of subject and 
both written before the study of such material had left its infancy. But the pos
ition has been aggravated by Professor White's failure to appreciate that the 
use of archaeological material has its own very special series of pitfalls. 

The detailed study of Roman pottery in Italy is a fairly recent development 
and until it is further advanced it is unlikely that any attempt to link the classical 
references with the actual vessels will be successful. Even then, if the experience 
of workers in the northern provinces proves to be typical, as it almost certainly 
wiJI, the actual range of pots wi.ll be far greater than the available names! 

The book is handsomely produced by the University of Cambridge Press, 
although it contains a number of unexpected minor errors such as the uncom
pleted cross-references on pp. 14 and 54, and the misdating of the completion of 
Daremberg and Saglio to 199 1. 
University College, Cardiff. W. H. MANNING ,... 
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REVIEWS 

PLATO : Philebus, tr. with notes and commentary by J. C. B. Gosling. (Claren
don Plato Series), Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1975. Pp. 256. Cloth £6; Paper 
£2.25. 

The author of this volume describes it as " intended primarily for philo
sophers with no ancient Greek, who wish to study Plato". Among philosophers, 
with or without ancient Greek, some would no doubt accept the appellation 
(or at least its intention)-' professional philosophers'. Others, 'non-professional 
philosophers', may find themselves in a condition either identical with or 
approximating to that of Protarchus, who at various stages in the discussion 
expressed his bewilderment as follows: " I think [ partly understand what you 
say, but some things [ need to have put more clearly" (17.a.7) . " You keep 
throwing me into confusion and asking questions that we won't as yet be able 
to answer adequately" (20.a.l). " Your argument has thrown me for the moment, 
Socrates. [ have nothing to say" (21.d.5) "I don't understand" (25.d.3) "Too 
true, and we're all at sea with that bewildering contribution to the argument" 
(29.b. I ) . The ' professionals', on the other hand, will no doubt move and breathe 
more easily in the rarefied atmosphere of our editor's meticulous and subtle 
exposition both of the problems and perplexities he hunts out in the text and of 
the diverse possible solutions and non-solutions and conflicting interpretations 
which he has to offer. He does indeed advert to, though only to reject, one 
daunting alternative : " Perhaps Plato is hopelessly confused" (p.ix). Daunting, 
but acceptable it may be, more especially to those who take seriously Ryle's 
suggestion (Plato's Progress pp.253-4) that the Philebus is only the second part
hence its otherwise defective beginning and end- of a projected trilogy attempt
ing to present anew in dialogue form at least some of the material used by Plato 
in his notoriously difficult not to say obscure lecture On the Good. 

Whether Ryle's suggestion is accepted or not, any true (alethes ?) member of 
our least 'determinate' class,- the one denoted by the term ' philosopher' and 
including both 'professional' and ' non-profession:11', whether with or without 
ancient Greek- should not fail to be proportionately recompensed for the 
expenditure of effort involved in pursuing the twists and turns both of Plato's 
thought as here rendered into English and of the editor's analysis of and comm
ent on it. The question "What is the good for man?" being as crucial as it is 
perennial in the human situation, mutual recrimination between teleological 
and deontological moralists should not be allowed to disfigure, still less disrupt 
their alliance in the face either of their immediate common enemy, hedonism, 
or of their ultimate antithesis and adversary, the rejection of all and any morality. 
Plato's problem is still with us and, confused or not, his attempts at a solution, 
not least in the Phi/ebus, are evidently not wit hout relevance to our own attempts. 
As for the 'confusion' , the dialogue, as confessedly a discussion not a treatise, is 
to be assessed and interpreted as purporting rather to explore and suggest than 
to define and dogmatize, and as consciously adopting the characteristics of 
informal conversation, which normally twists and turns in and out of its main 
theme or themes, its variations and developments, often leaving much un
developed or unconcluded. Socrates professes to be anxious " to avoid any 
digression and anything that is not to the point" (36.d. l 0) but this is after he 
has a lready confessed that he has "been fooling about. It takes the drudgery 
out of the work at times" (30.e.6). 

45 



From what the editor says in his Preface about "philosophers with no 
ancient Greek, who wish to study Plato", namely that "Such people may 
like readable English but their need is to get some idea of relationships in the 
original and ambiguities" , it might be inferred that some people may complain 
that the English of the translation is not readable. Even if the implication were 
to be validated in the case of some readers, the complaint itself would not be 
justified. For the English, though reproducing and matching the style and spirit 
of the Greek and therefore highly abstract, is at least as readable and meaning
ful as the original is to philosophers with ancient Greek. 

Since not readability but rather fidelity , that is to say the most exact possible 
reproduction and representation of the original's meaning, is what is most 
required of any translation from an ancient philosophical text, the Greekless 
reader needs to be furni shed with some check on the fidelity of the translator. 
To draw on a familiar example : a persistent bare rendering of the Socratic 
term arete throughout the Republic as 'virtue' would be unfaithful and mis
leading, unless editorially glossed or explained in such a way that the term's 
fundamental and permanent connotation- 'excellence' of whatever sort-is 
made clear to the reader. Our present translator has in his notes and general 
commentary provided a check for key terms such as alethes, episteme, eudaimon, 
peras, apeiron, phone, tee/me, psyche. 

In his translation of psyche he chooses, in the course of his text, to vary his 
English rendering, adding the transliterated Greek term in brackets. In his 
translation of alethes/aletheia he retains the single rendering ' true/truth ' but 
again adds the bracket. Thus no reader should say he does not receive fair 
treatment. Two comments, however, occur to this reader. First, what Colling
wood wrote (The Idea of Nature, Oxford paperback No. 97, pp.56-57) about 
alethes in Platonic usage seems apposite and worth recalling. "Alethes in Greek 
means literally unhidden, unconcealed, undeceptive. To call a man alethes 
means that he is candid, open, truthful about what he himself is. To call a thing 
alethes means that it does not deceive people by making them think it is what it 
is not. We have the same sense of ' real' when we speak of 'real lace' or a 'real 
antique' . .. A mathematical circle is absolutely 'real' in the Greek sense ; ... it i5 
really circular. Whereas a plate or cup is not, regarded as a circle, quite 'real'; 
because the potter cannot make it quite circula r. lt deceives the eye into thinking 
it a true circle when it is not .. . the things which go to make up the natural 
world ... are liable to change ... not merely they can be changed by the action 
upon them of external forces , but .. . they change of themselves ... their hold 
upon their own ostensible characteristics is insecure. The sun, for example, is a 
dying sun ... It is not through and through genuinely a sun; the prevalence in it, 
just now, of solar characteristics is only a passing phase in an existence that i5 
wholly made up of passing phases ; . . the qualities which when we call it the 
sun we think it to possess, it only enjoys for the time being ; they are not its 
inalienable property ; we think they are, but we are deceived." 

Second, this reader regrets the translator 's refusal to render psyche consi5-
tently as 'soul'. Having written: " No English word quite catches ' techne', at 
least as Plato used it" (p. 153) and having discussed possible translations he in 
fact uses the one word 'skill ' throughout hi s text. So he could just as well have 
used the single word 'soul' for psyche throughout, with an explanatory note 
warning the reader of the different connotations of the term. Since the concept 
of psyche with its later Latin counterpart 'anima' plays such a crucial role in all 
subsequent philosophy, and since the English term 'soul' has been canonized 
by long usage, surely much is lost by substituting a variety of terms. Like the 
term arete the term psyche does have its own fundamental and permanent 
connotation : it is the principle of life and activity in any living being. As the 
term arete can be made more determinate by the addition of an adjective or 
adjectival phrase (iatrike/tou iatrou) so can psyche be specified as that of a 
vegetable, animal or man. Aristotle and the Schoolmen found no difficulty in 
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the conception of vegetable, animal or human souls as the principles of different 
kinds of life in the respective kinds of living beings. In particular contexts the 
general term can be adequately specified by the context, without need of the 
additional adjective : thus, when it is clear that Socrates in the Republic is still 
talking about the 'excellence' proper to man as man, a. v. moral excellence, 
goodness, virtue, and not now about man as specializing in, say, medicine or 
navigation, he can drop the adjective anrhropine: so, too, when in the Philebus 
he is talking about human life-not bios but the principle of life and a ll its 
activities including the moral and intellectual- he is justified in using the 
general term psyche in a specific sense without more ado. To translate to ton en 
tais psychais in 48.e.8-10 as " their moral and intellectual eq uipment" is to risk 
obscuring the body/soul dichotomy crucial to Plato's argumentation in the 
Phi/ebus and to later philosophy. 

Plato's ideas about psyche receive somewhat cavalier treatment in the 
section of the editor's general commentary dealing with The Microcosm/ Mac
rocosm Argument 28-30 (pp.206-208). But to give a satisfactory account of my 
dissatisfaction I should have to write not a light-weight article but a book 
requiring among other things a discussion not only of modern scientific views on 
both the microcosm and the macrocosm but also of the meaning and validity 
of modern terms such as energy, mathematical order, life, evolution, in relat ion 
to Platonic terms such as motion, number, soul, nature. 

Still dealing with ' translation', perhaps I may be allowed to express yet 
another preference. The translation at I 7 .a. I ff. reads: "But present day in
tellectua ls are both too quick and too slow in making any one they encounter 
a plurality. From the one they pass straight to the indeterminate ... " At 17.b. 
6-8 we have: " Now we are not as yet experts in virtue of ei ther of these things, 
by fa miliarity either with its indeterminate aspect, or its unity." Since long 
usage, agai n, has canonized the terms in the phrase " The problem of the One and 
the Many", treating them as technical terms-as indeed the Greeks themselves 
did,-is anything worthwhile ga ined by rejecting the versions " in making any 
One they encounter a Many" and " by familiarity either with its indeterminate 
aspect or its Oneness"? Why not reserve 'unit , unity, unitary aspect, plurality' 
fo r explanation in the notes ? Capitalization would obviate any need of a 'double
take' on meeting 'one' in examples such as the first quotation a bove and in "If a 
person grasps any one . .. he must not turn immediately to its indeterminate 
cha racter but rather look for some number. " (18.a.7). In 18.b.3 "one should not 
immediately look to the unitary aspect but again note some number embracing 
every plurality and from all these end up at the one", why should not the last 
two words read "a One", the Greek being teleutan leek panton eis hen, not to 
hen ? 

Very few printing errors mark the book-product ion. For instance, pages 
xii-xiii have been transposed with pages xiv-xv; on page 8 at 17.b.8 "it" should 
be " if"; in the eighth line of the note to 22.b.4-6 on page 89 " expression" should 
be "expressing". · 

In sum, dissatisfaction with a part does not preclude satisfaction with the 
whole: I have learnt much and expect to learn more from Mr. Gosling's trans
lation and editing of the Philebus. 
Universi ty of Rhodesia V. I. FALCONER, S. J. 

J . F. KINDSTRAND : Home,· in der zweiten Sophistik (Studia Graeca Up
saliensia, 7) Uppsala, 1973. 

According to Socrates, or at least according to persons whose view Socrates 
is made to report (in Plato's Republic 606E), Homer was the educator of Hellas. 
He earned that title because his poems were among the texts most thoroughly 
studied in the schools of classical Greece. Changes in educational practice, and 
the controversy whether philosophy or oratory was the most suitable training 
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for the young, left Homer's position in the syllabus untouched. Even the advent 
of Christianity did not remove Homer from the classroom, and he continued to 
be read by many generations of schoolboys in Byzantium. 

This book, an Uppsala doctoral dissertation, is a study of the attitudes to 
Homer found in the works of three important writers of the Second Sophistic 
age. The authors chosen are Dio Chrysostom, Maximus of Tyre and Aristeides : 
Plutarch and Lucian would also have been obvious choices, but their views of 
Homer have been adequately surveyed already. The book is divided into two 
parts, the first dealing with each author's reading of Homer, the second with the 
authors' a ttitudes to the poet and his poems. In the first part Kindstrand analyses 
the quotations and references to Homer. It is not surprising to find that the 
Odyssey is exploited a little less often than the Iliad, especially by Aristeides. 
There is in any case evidence that the Odyssey was less fully studied in ancient 
schools, and K. is willing to entertain the idea that Maximus and Aristeides had 
not read it right through, which certainly is a legitimate inference from the 
pattern of the cita tions. K. is careful to classify the citations: this is not an easy 
matter, but he does it well , by drawi ng di stinctions between quotations (I) to en
list Homer's authority in favour of a proposition, (2) mentioned only to be cri
ticised (a mall category), (3) as examples, (4) to compare individuals with 
Homeric characters, (5) as pure decorat ion . Investigation shows that the text 
of Homer known to the three authors was almost exactly identical with the 
text as we read it today. That is only to be expected: the critical work of the 
Alexandrian scholar had established a tandard text about three hundred 
years before, and numerous or substant ia l variations from it would have been 
very surpris ing, except that an occasional deliberate a Iterat ion must be allowed 
for (an example is quoted on p. 43, where Dio seems to have wished to give a 
twist to the text for his imm diate purpo e) . 

The second part is perhaps more interesting. It shows how the authors 
exploited H omer for theiJ· particular pmposes. For example, Maximus, as a 
philosopher writing in the pagan form of literature closest to the Christ ian 
sermon, uses Odysseus more often as an example of moral behaviour. Another 
way of using Homer was to interpret his myths a llegorica lly. None of our three 
authors seems to have favoured the Stoics' method of doing this, which was to 
see in Homer allegory of physical forces. In general the att itude of Dio a nd 
Maximus was closer to that of the Cyn ic , while Aristeides as a rhetorician 
with less strongly held phi losophical views was closer to the Stoics. 

The book is clear and well written and contains a good many usefu l ob
servations about the three authors. There is for instance a long analysis of Dio 's 
eleventh oration ('That Troy was not captured'), argu ing that it should be 
dated after Dio's exile. K. cons iders whether it should be regarded as a parody 
of a sop hist's speech or an exercise in schoo l rhetoric (anaskeue, attempt ing to 
controvert a wel l-known proposition); he is inclined to see it as an attack on 
doxa, spurious knowledge (p. 156), but without denying that it may have some 
political reference (p. 160: the rulers of Rome, descended from Trojans, should 
not be thought o f as the descendants of defeated refugees). K. also shows that 
Maximus regards Homer as an authority justifying belief in demonology, 
daimones in this context being spirits mediating between God and man; Zeus 
apart, the Homeric gods can be regarded as daimones, for instance Athena in 
Iliad I when she restrains Achi ll es from attacking Agamemnon. 

Altogether th is is a solid piece of work on which the author is to be com-
plimented. · 
Lincoln College, Oxford . G. WILSO 

A. H . SOMM ERSTEI : The Sound Pattern of Ancient Creek (Publications 
of the Philological Society, XXIII) Oxford: Blackwell, 1973. £4.50 

Sommerstein 's book is a rea l delight for any Classical scholar interested in 
the field of linguistics since it adds a valuable treatise to the slowly growing list 
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of works on Latin and Ancient Greek from the standpoint of modern linguistic 
scholarship. His book presents a phonological analysis of Ancient Greek 
based on the insights of modern generative theory-a laudable achievement, since 
Classical scholarship has always been languid in accommodating new methods 
of grammatical analysis, and was especially unperturbed by the rapid advance 
of generative grammar as if generative theory was good for modern languages 
only. This idea has been occasionally refuted during recent years and Sommer
stein has proved the necessity of dealing with Greek phonological problems 
from a new point of view thus furthering the good work started by his one 
supervisor W. Sydney Allen in his well-known book Vax Graeca 1968. Sommer
stein's book is based on a doctoral dissertation entitled Phonological Theory 
and Ancient Greek supervised by Allen and Pieter Seuren, and submitted in 1971 
at the University of Cambridge. Part of the work was done at MIT and Indiana 
University enabling him to benefit from scholars like Householder and Carter. 
Sommerstein's broad background and training is quite evident from his book. 

Unfortunately, however, the book was written with too little concern for 
the novus homo in this particular field and since many Classicists are newcomers 
one would have welcomed a much longer introductory chapter. The seven 
pages of chapter one, titled 'Orientation', will not induce anyone but an insider to 
continue reading this book. Since there is a real need in Classical scholarship 
presently to review its assumptions on Greek phonology one can only but hope 
that Sommerstein would undertake writing a real textbook for undergraduates. 
To be fair, this was not at all Sommerstein's intention with his present book, 
yet the only two pages treating of the phonological inventory (pp. 2-3) even 
leave the general reader with many unanswered questions. He has to decide for 
himself, collecting material from all over the book, which Greek symbols 
represent the phonemes given in Roman script, hoping that he interprets the 
phonetic representations correctly since the extremely brief display of distinctive 
features will certainly not help the non-specialist in any way. This will most 
unfortunately discourage many readers who are really looking for a book to 
help them understand more of generative phonology. 

Chapter two offers the rules relating to consonants and vowels. This is a 
very sensible chapter though the evidence on which specific phonetic values are 
based should have been stated more explicitly. To mention only one instance: 
why is the first sound in dxov (p. 10) represented as e while in d1t6µriv .it is e 
since e is generally represented by the Greek eta- or is it a misprint? On p. 42 
we have WV as 9n, but AEWV as Jeon. On what evidence do we know that the 
Greeks made these slight differences in pronunciation? 

Though not explained at large Sommerstein gives the phonetic value of the 
Greek zeta throughout as zd which hopefully will end the long controversy on 
this notorious double consonant. Here again, and this I would like to apply to 
the whole book, the evidence on which decisions are based should be fully 
discussed. This is a fact which is lacking in all recent work on phonology. 
Erroneously the reader might get the impression that generative phonology 
works from an assumed phonetic ,.inventory, merely writing formalized rules 
to make it more impressive, since most of these rules relate to well-known facts. 

Chapter three is an important contribution to the theory of markedness 
developed by Chomsky and Halle (I 968). Sommerstein has the credit of refining 
this theory showing its considerable advantages. His contention that long and 
short vowels in Greek should not be interpreted as one of tenseness as in English, 
German and Latin for instance, is to be welcomed. Sommerstein suggests that 
the main feature distinguishing vowels in Greek is length, and then adds the 
important observations that where length is distinctive its unmarked value is 
minus. The markedness theory also allows for the important linking rules which 
simplifies a grammar to the extent that phenomena which would otherwise 
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have had to be stated several times in a grammar, can now be shown to be a 
function of universal constraints. 

Chapter four shows that any adequate description of a language requires 
morpheme structure rules, and that the current version of the theory of Marked
ness does not provide them. Sommerstein, however, indicates the possibilities 
to make a grammar account for these requisites. 

Chapter five is on the accentual system of Greek-a very complicated 
subject but one in which Sommerstein has sensed the basic principle stating 
that though almost everything else is uncertain, we can be sure of two things 
about the phonetic realization of the Greek accent: that on vowels which in 
writing are marked with an accent other than grave there was a high pitch, and 
that on the vowel following an acute-accented vowel, as also on the latter part of 
a circumflex-accented vowel, there was a falling glide. Chapter five also gives 
the rules for Greek word accent in a concise and satisfactory way. 

The last chapter is a listing of all the linking and all the main-sequence 
rules along with an index to these rules. This chapter is a valuable summary 
and a very convenient reference list. It also gives a passage from Andocides 
with the actual pronunciation and early derivation. 

All in all Sommerstein's book is a valuable contribution to Ancient Greek 
phonology and a book which any Greek scholar should take seriously. 
University of Pretoria J. P. LOUW 

E. N. BORZA, ed. The impact of Alexander the Great-Civilizer or Desrroyer ? 
(European Problem Studies), Illinois: The Dryden Press, J 974. Pp. vi + 182. 

This volume is one of a series which ranges from Homer's History and 
Athenian Democracy to volumes on Hitler and de Gaulle, and is obviously 
intended mainly for students of European hjstory but the volumes whjch deal 
with ancient history might be useful for Classical Civilization courses and even 
as introductions to the problems involved for more advanced students. 

The volume under review collects a number of viewpoints on Alexander's 
historical impact. Part One deals with Alexander's character; Part Two with 
the sources (including an essay by Borza himself), and has selections (albeit 
very short) from Arrian, Plutarch, Diodorus and Curtius. I feel that the in
clusion of the sources was a good idea-but I would have liked more extensive 
selections elsewhere too. Parts Three to Six deal with various problems-Alex
ander and the Asians ; The Brotherhood of Mankind ; Alexander's Personal 
Motivations, and his Achjevement; Part Seven is a speculative essay by Arnold 
Toynbee " If Alexander the Great Had Lived On". The main Alexander scholars, 
Badian, Burn, Wilcken, Tarn, are well represented in the selection. 

But I have some criticisms. Firstly it seems to me that a larger and more 
detailed essay on Alexander's career would be most helpful at the beginning. 
All that one gets is a painfully brief chronology of his career, and a brief intro
duction to the volume. One really needs more if this is to be useful to students 
coming to Alexander for the first time. What, one may ask, are they to make of 
the reference to proskynesis (p. 13) if they have not already read Arrian's 
Anabasis? It is strange that the editor sees no need to explain this. I grant you 
that an introductory essay of the type suggested would not be easy to write
choosing no sides, anticipating but not prejudging issues to be debated in the 
book; but it would not be impossible. I found Borza's introduction on the 
sources, although brief, a very worthwhile inclusion. 

Secondly there seems to me little reason for the inclusion of e.g. the essay 
by C. A. Robinson, Jr. " In Defense of One's Own Alexander" which consists 
of little more than references to that author's own articles, and allusions to the 
event of Alexander's career in some cases without even a reference to Arrian 
(see page 18, "And he tricked Porns"). One is bound to have one's own pre
ferences for inclusion , but there can be little justification for the inclusion of 
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aniules which. hinder ,rather -- than•'l:1elp. Again it isi surprising that the editor 
included Alexander's visit to the orade at Ammon as an' eX:ample for the conflict 
of- sources. He admits himself, "these incidents are ,not directly related to our 
:rriaih theme". One might weU ask:. why not include ones which are? .. , : 

There are things which make. one worried about this volume. On page · 30 
Borza, commenting on Plutarch's version of the visit to Ammon, writes that 
Alexander's deliverance from the wastes was brought about " here by birds 
rather than serpents, as in Arrian". It does not need great acumen to note that 
Arrian's version (printed on page 28) mentions birds as well as serpents. 

Borza concludes his introduction by saying that this volume "seeks to 
incline the reader toward further study of this unusual man". ln this it probably 
does succeed but it could have been better done. 
University of Natal M. M. HENDERSON 

C. BERARD: Anodoi, Essai sur l'imagerie des passages chtoniens (Bibliotheca 
Helvetica Romana, Xm) Rome : Institut Suisse de Rome, 1974. Pp. 181 and 
20 Plates. 

This book, which classifies and interprets the important anodos scenes on 
Greek vases, is set out with admirable clarity. Berard explains his methodology 
in three lengthy introductions comprising almost a third of the text, and by 
means of geometric diagrams in his "Catalogue". which might profitably have 
been moved to the third introductory discussion from the end of the book. The 
arrangement and approach to the subject owe much to modern structuralist 
thought and to C. Levi-Strauss in particular (cf p. 50 n.3), which means that the 
author is overly eager to categorize in a field which does not always lend itself 
to rigidly defined divisions. 

The "Problematik" and scope of the work are clearly explained in the 
preliminary discussions which broadly deal with the concept of anodos as it 
appears in Attic vase painting, its significance and the identification of the 
figures involved. Anodos is an arbitrary but convenient term to describe the 
numerous scenes of ascent from the ground of whole figures or heads of figures. 
In each instance the artist photographically fixes, as it were, the critical moment 
of a ritual rising from the world below : a transfer from one " niveau cosmique" 
to another of Kore-Persephone, Dionysus or Aphrodite under the guidance of 
Hermes Psychopompos wielding his magic caduceus. With few exceptions 
anodoi were almost exclusively a phenomenon of Attic vase painting, the many 
examples from Magna Graecia being purely derivative. It is curious therefore 
that the deities engaged in the " passages chtoniens"-Kore-Persepbone, Diony
sus, Aphrodite-and their myths are ' localised' outside Attica (at least prior 
to the annexation of Eleusis). Perhaps, as the author believes, the rising from the 
ground was intended to symbolise the Athenians' boast that they were autoch
thonous; but others, rightly or wrongly, like the Carians in the east and Sicanians 
in the west, made similar claims, and a more likely unifying element of the 
anodos scenes is their association with the celebration of mystery rites. 

However, the author is absolutely right in rejecting the thesis of Buschor 
and others that vase painters took their models from satyric drama. Berard 
establishes beyond reasonable doubt the religious import of such scenes which 
capture the central moment in a particular cultic ritual. In fact, according to 
Berard, the painter worked within the narrow confines of a particular kind of 
cult, drawing from an established standard of formulae which were provided by 
a few divine figures, their myths and attributes; in other words he was a recorder 
rather than an imaginative artist and therefore faithfully illustrated for posterity 
individual scenes from cult or legend. This is an arguable thesis-in the light 
of the earlier tradition of Greek vase painting-but an interesting one leading 
to a system of classification of the vase material into three major groups: 
mythical scenes (when gods are represented), ritual-showing the participant 
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(identified with his deity) at a crucial moment of his initiation, and scenes from 
cult performed in the presence of the deity's statue which, in the artist's re
pertoire, is shown in the form of a colossal head or bust. The author believes 
t'hat "rites de passage" were pictured as occurring on two levels namely (a) the 
divine-when mythological scenes were represented, and (b) the human con
sisting of scenes from cult and initiation ritual. These separate levels are brought 
into contact with one another through the force of the three divinities: the 
ascent of Persephone/Dionysus/Aphrodite is accomplished by the god or sym
bolically by the initiate in the form of the god. 

The main part of the book closely follows this structure. There are three 
sections dealing with aspects of cult, ritual and myth respectively. Berard 
constructs a kind of stemma tracing from an apex on the divine level concerned 
with "mythes de reference" down to cult and ritual on the lower level which is 
based on the human sphere. Each section is subdivided into three further 
chapters according to the number of divine protagonists. This almost Py
thagorean mystique of numbers may be overdone, but Berard's system seems to 
work nevertheless, provided one allows for occasionally blurred boundaries 
between themes, a certain artistic licence of the vase painter, and the possibility 
at least of errors in interpretation. Given the nature of the evidence it is unwise 
to insist on too rigid a classification of the material if one wants to avoid having 
to explain obvious exceptions and contradictions. For example one condition 
of Berard 's structure requires that the god Hermes should never appear in 
purely cultic or ritual performances which are recognized by the attendance of 
lesser creatures like satyrs. There are exceptions to this rule, as on the Oxford 
krater 525 (Pl. I 9, 71 ), and they can produce needlessly tortuous apologias 
(cf the appendix on p.161) . 

The book's nine chapters carefully review the evidence and the extended 
list of mostly isolated modern discussions. The author forcefully presents his 
own opinions, some of which are new to me at any rate, and he reaches 
conclusions with which I found myself in agreement or if not in agreement at 
least in sympathy. The many outsize heads or busts on anodos vases for example, 
which with their lifeless and grotesquely exaggerated features seem to disfigure 
the composition, were felt to represent the statue of a god and at the same 
time an expression of the god's divine energies. A divine epiphany could be 
drawn in this way or again be suggested by the numerous Eros or Nike figures 
seen hovering in attendance upon the personages engaged in cult. While the 
symbolism of anodos scenes is obvious, Berard makes many plausible suggestions 
in bis interpretation of detailed features and attributes like the bough or the 
fillet on a famous hydria (PI .14, 47), or on the same vase the garment which had 
concealed the initiate on his symbolic return from the dead. This scene calls to 
mind the figure of the ritually veiled Alcestis whom Heracles had won back 
from Hades for Admetos. 

The most frequently reproduced anodos is that on a black-figure lekythos in 
the Paris Bibliotheque Nationale (Pl.6, 21 ;22). The colossal head of Persephone 
is seen rising from the ground between two satyrs who are striking the goddess 
with large mallet-type implements. The standard explanation is (e.g. Nilsson, 
G.G.R.3 1,472) that the anodos is taking place in a ploughed field and symboli
cally represents the rising young corn for which the satyrs are preparing the 
ground by levelling it with their mallets. According to Berard's classification 
we are dealing in this instance with the performance of an actual cult. He rightly 
argues that the columns which frame the scene show that the rite occurred in a 
sanctuary. But the hammers, he believes, in · this and similar representations 
are used to summon the nether gods with the sound produced by striking the 
ground (''l'appel cogne"). This idea has been proposed before by others like 
J. Harrison and Guarducci and possesses at least as much merit as the more 
orthodox view, although I doubt whether Pausanias' story of the anaklethra 
rock where Demeter called for her lost daughter (l,43,2) is really an analogous 
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instance of Berard 's type of evocation. It seems to me rather that these imple
ments, which the attendants are wielding, could be connected with harvesting 
(cf the picks and hoes which feature on other occasions of this nature). Perhaps 
the mallets are really a kind of winnowing shovel (ptuon) which performed a 
vital functioQ in an egersis rite, like the /iknon in Dionysus' cult (on the liknites 
see pp. 107;109, on the use of harvesting implements in similar rites cf Cl.Q. 
8(1958)244ff.), and apparently a lso in the anodos (Pl .3, 7; cf the Hope Krater 
10,34b) . Of course all such proposals are conjectural and Berard does seem at 
times too confident of the truth of his interpretations. Occasionally doubt 
lingers in one's mind , and [ confess to feeling perplexed now and then like the 
satyr who can be seen clasping his forehead in wonder on one of these vases 
(Spina Pl. 8, 30c). Such doubt is natural in the a bsence of a written commentary ; 
oddly enough a named figure may actually compound the mystery as happens 
in the case of the Oxford krater (Pl. 19.71) ,where the identification of Pandora 
is decidedly awkward. Perhaps the painter made a mistake! 

Was Dionysus' function at Delphi during the winter months rea lly that of a 
Divine Child? (p. 147). The two women flanking the anodos on the hydria from 
Syracuse (Pl. 18, 62) could be Moirae (p. 158), but their white hair and attri
butes seem to belong more to the Semnai. Ares can hardly be described as a 
daemon of vegetation (p. 158). These are minor points of criticism. Berard's 
main thesis, by which the success of the book must be judged, is that all anodoi 
scenes in one way or another reflect the central rite in the celebration of the 
mysteries of the three gods most concerned . [n the ma in, if we exclude some 
marginal exceptions and allow for what might be called structuralist dogmatism, 
Berard proves his case in my opinion and throws light on a subject where 
archaeologist and historian rarely see eye to eye (cf p. 138) . 

I am not competent to venture an opinion on a " foreign" tongue but found 
Berard's style a pleasure to read with a good deal of sparkle in his polemic 
(e.g. the last sentence on p. l 53) . The type-setting, print and production are 
beyond reproach. The quality of the plates is generally high , although sometimes 
details discussed in the text are not evident in the reproduction (e.g. Pl. 16, 56 
where l cannot make out the flower which features on p. 134. Perhaps the worst 
example is Pl. 18, 65 a-b which does not support the discussion on p. 155). [ 
found most useful the arrangement of the vase material in five lists according to 
themes and divinities (pp. 169-172). [n sum, the book can be thoroughly re
commended as a fine addition to a University library. 
University of Rhodes B. C. DCETRCCH 

OVID : Amores, Book I. Edited with translation and running commentary by 
J. A. Barsby. Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1973. Pp. ix + 180. £2.50. Paper. 

For far too long Ovid's Amores have remained a closed book to most 
sixth-formers and to many undergraduates in the English-speaking world. 
Partly to blame is the legacy of Victorian prudery which considered Ovid's 
subject-matter unsuitable for young readers, but in more recent and more 
enlightened times the major obstacle to a wider reading of the Amores has been 
the complete lack of any commentary in English , Paul Brandt's German edition 
of 1911 (repr. Hildesheim 1963) providing the only readily available notes of 
any substance. John Barsby's edition of Amores [ constitutes the first attempt 
to remedy at least part of this deficiency, and as such it is a most welcome book. 

In format it resembles Gordon Williams' edition of Horace, Odes CU 
(O.U.P. 1969) i.e. Latin text plus English translation and ' running' commentary, 
together with a general introduction and appendix of passages for comparison. 
It differs, however, in its inclusion of a very select apparatus criticus and two 
separate sets of footnotes of which the one is concerned with linguistic and 
stylistic points and is appended to the translation, and the other, containing all 
references to parallel passages, deals with literary and textual matters and is 
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appended to the commentary. The result is a fragmentation of information 
which seems at times unnat ural and unnecessa ry; for example, at 6.23 Barsby's 
comments on the one phrase grato lice! esse quad optas have to be gathered 
together from three sepa rate places . 

Whil st I welcome the addi ti on of explanato ry linguistic footnotes for the 
benefit of less adva nced readers, I do not consider them uniformly helpful. 
Grammat ica l and syntact ica l jargon seems sometimes to be introduced for its 
own sake; most sixth-formers and undergraduate , I suspect, wou ld be bemused 
rather than enli ghtened by comments such as co/lo 'dative of end of motion' 
(4.6) and amem ' indirect deliberative subjunctive' (3.2). And is it really necessary 
to know that ocu!is a t 8.1 5. is ' locative ra ther than ablat ive of o rigin ' (if indeed 
it is!)? On the other hand, Bars by often labours the obvious; for example, 
that nobis is 'dative after ease/em' at 4.1. 

The translat ion itself is on the whole close a nd co mpetent , but it does 
have a tendency to be wooden and over-li teral (for example, at I 0. 35f. uo luptas/ 
... quarn socio 1110 /u fe111ina uirque ferunt: ' the pleasure which woman and man 
enjoy from movement in partnership' !) and there are so me posit ive errors: at 
4.36 cap 111 is translated ' hand ', and at 14. 14. dolor is 'anger' ; at 7.45 limidae is 
not translated at a ll ; a t 13. IO the nouns a nd adjectives are wrongly paired 
(roscida must go with fora, and purpurea, with 111.anu) . 

The com mentary is in general a pleasant blend of exp lanatory pa raphrase, 
critical ana lys is and subjective app raisal, but there a re si ns of omiss ion and 
commission: on elegy 4 .Ba rs by fails to mention the im portance of Ovid 's role 
as praeceptor amoris in this poem, which fore hadows his stance in the Ars 
Arnatoria, and occurrences of alliteration and assona nce he tends to invest with 
quite unjustifiab le significance (e.g. 8. 52, 111 ; compare with these 8. 97f. and 
4.3, lines contai nin g a n equal amount of a lliteration and assonance in which 
Ba rsby (r igh tl y !) sees no specia l effect). 

Textua l quest ions are kept to a min imum, whi ch is probably wise in a n 
edition of this kind , but [ would accord ingly li ke to see the apparatus used more 
fully (.Barsby might reasonabl y there record his own st rong support of Y's 
reading licenda at 10.30, and the rejected couplet 13 . 33-4 should surely be 
quoted) and I should li ke to see those textua l matters which .Barsby does raise 
handled with more decisiveness . A word must also be sa id here o n orthography. 
There are a number of inconsistencies in Barsby's text: forms of uultus are 
used at 4. I 5, 17, 7.2 1, 5 I , 8. I 2, I I. I 8, 13.28, 14.55; of uo/tus at 7.64, 8.24; uu/gus 
is used at 9.22, 15 .35, uo!gus at 2.34 ; /acru111as appears at 14.5 1, whilst forms of 
/acrima are used elsewhere; unassimilated forms are normally used throughout 
the book (e.g. 8.33 conparel 9. inpulit), but at 11.2 1 coniprimar appears. Barsby 
is not alone in perpetra ting these inco nsistencies (they appear also in the editions 
of Kenney and Muna ri), but it is surely particularly advisable to eliminate them 
in an ed ition intended for students . 

Ba rsby's introduction is generally sound , though he does, in spite of his 
own misgivin gs, tend to overest imate the autobiogra phica l content of the poem_s. 
His stylistic ana lys is is useful , but I feel that it would have been better to divide 
it into numbered or lettered sections (as does Williams) and use these for re
ference in the commentary rather than to clutter hi s footnotes with a plethora 
of, cumbersome stylistic term inology . ' 

· The appendix co nta ins a number of relevant Latin, Greek and English 
passages, prefaced by quest ions which should initi ate discussion in an intelligent 
class. 

T hough the book is relatively expensive for a paperback, it is attractively 
presented a nd l noticed very few misprints. If it encourages the more frequent 
inclusion of Ovid 's A111ores in school and uni versity syllabuses, as indeed l 
think it should, it will have ach ieved its modest aims. 

University College of Swansea, Wales JOAN BOOTH 
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J. C. BRAMBLE: Persius and the Programmatic Satire: A study in form, and 
imagery. Cambridge University Press, 1974. Pp. 224:. .,. , : 

·· B.'s prime concern is with Persius' first .satire, an unremarkable poem 
inferior to most of the other satires and scarcely indispensable to an understan
ding of ancient literary criticism. The present monograph lends the poem 
exaggerated status, while Persius' finest works, satires iv, v and vi, receive 
little attention apart from a tendentious first chapter. It is undoubtedly this 
imperfect view of his author that has encouraged B. in the exotic and artificial 
interpretations which fill his pages. A wider and deeper knowledge of Persius 
would have checked such fantasies . 

This book does not deserve to be wholly ignored. Its English style is smooth 
if a trifle slick for some tastes. Appendixes 1 and 2 (pp. 174-84) are eminently 
sensible, and the notes on 'modern' poetry (pp . 126-9) are not unhelpful. A 
lengthy discussion of i.22-3 (pp. 79-90, 96-9, 143-8) helps to clarify many of the 
issues (though B. 's own interpretation is at best unlikely), and a useful col
lection of metaphors is to be found in Chapter 3. Mostly, however, the work 
disappoints . 

B. claims (pp. I 8, 40-1) Persius inverts the common idea that style reflects 
character or morality, instead making character reflect style. This arbitrary and 
preposterous assumption is then used time and agai n by B. to elucidate Persius, 
occasionally with ludicrous results. Pp. 38, 114-15 : the poet-patron's gross 
stomach (i. 57) is supposed to incriminate his poetry (via his debauched character 
which his stomach signifies). P. 73: even more improbably, the reciter's combed 
hair, ring and high chair (i. 15-17) are taken to illuminate stylistic preciosity, 
ornamentation and grandiosity respectively. 

P. 2: the opening sentences on Persius' motives are sheer guesswork and 
should not have been trumpeted as though facts. P.3 : B. 's comments on the 
crucial v.14-16 are naive and could have been improved without much thought. 
Pp. 4-11 : v. I 9-29 is an introductory statement of Persius ' debt to his tutor. 
B. 's belief that the lines are programmatic rests on misinterpretation of the 
Latin (e.g. v.24-5). Pp. 9-12 : traham (v. 28) is repeatedly mentioned, but B. 
omits to say precisely what it means. Pp. 13-14: bullatis (v. 19), the case for 
which B. seriously understates, is far superior to pul/atis, an inane epithet in the 
context. Pp. 69, 100, 105-6, 142-3 : no reference to effeminacy or sex can 
reasonably be detected in i.4, I0-11 , 29, 42. P. 69: 'Rome's balance is defective' 
is a clumsy interpretation of i. 5-7, which is better explained ' Rome is seen as a 
defective balance'. P. 70 : Housman's punctuation of i. 11-12 leaves tune tune 
hopelessly isolated. P. 77: fractus (i. 18) means 'effeminate' , not 'worn-out and 
no longer virile' . P. 87: the reciter at i. 15ff. is a passive homosexual , and it is 
therefore futile to talk of him as having 'an active sexual intent' and to castigate 
his 'inability to meet his audience's requirements'. B. should have acquainted 
himself with Aristoph. Thesm. 130-3, an exact parallel for a pathic reciter causing 
a pathic reaction in his audience. Pp.112-13 : common sense dictates that ponere 
(i.53) means 'serve', not 'compose', and that calidum means 'hot' and is not a 
pun on callidum. 

B. explains (pp. 54-6) the imagery in v. 1-1 8 as 'a .. . correlation between 
eating and composition'. The view is facile. The lines rather present a complex, 
opportunist development of the initial ambiguity at v. 1-4. B. notes some 
'confusion' in the imagery, but this results from his own blinkered view of it. 
The ideas involved are not merely gluttony and composition, but also recitation, 
act ing, cooking, regurgitation and anthropophagy. Persius ridicules tragedy by a 
welter of undesirable associations which resist inclusion in a logical scheme. 

Finally, it is astonishing, in a work of this nature, to find ' image' and 'meta
phor' treated as interchangeable terms. 

London R . A. HARVEY 
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I. M. BARTON: Africa in the Roman Empire, Accra: Ghana Universities 
Press, 1972. Pp. 84. £1.25 

The continuing interest of universities in West Africa in the classical world 
is most gratifying. The University of Dakar, for example, includes articles on 
classical subjects in its Anna/es, and from Nigeria we have the useful collection 
Africa in Classical Antiquity-Nine Studies, ed. L.A. Thompson and J. Ferguson 
(University of Ibadan Press, 1969) as well as the continuation, of the periodical 
Nigeria and the Classics in the form Museum Africum (I, 1972-). From the 
University of Cape Coast comes Barton's book, which consists of three lectures 
which he delivered as visiting professor at Cape Coast. His object is to establish 
the importance of the African provinces to the Roman empire, to assess the 
effects which Rome had on these provinces, and to discuss the contribution 
of their inhabitants to Rome. Lecture I, Rome and Africa, suggests reasons for 
the annexation of "Africa" (in the Roman sense of the term), ascribing it mainly 
to a possibly irrational fear of the growth of a strong power in Africa (either 
Carthage or Numidia) in the 2nd century B.C. The opinion is advanced that 
the African provinces were strategically not worth the manpower which the 
Romans had to station in them. Africa's main contribution was the supply of 
corn for the hungry plebs of the capital as well as of wild animals for their 
shows and land for Roman settlement. ll,RomanAfricans, considers Romanization 
as it affected the status and size of the cities, life in town and country and the 
development of agriculture and religion. Lepcis Magna is chosen as an example 
for detailed discussion . Ill, African Romans, adduces the cases of Africans who 
served in the Roman army or who held positions in the administration as 
procurators, senators and emperors. Here Septimius Severus is given extended 
treatment, and Barton is surely right to accept the "Punic" influences in his 
family background : even if of Italian immigrant stock, his family must have 
undergone local acculturation if not actual inter-marriage. Next come authors 
of African origin, where "exuberance of style" is taken as a particularly African 
characteristic. There are two appendices: a list of dates and the main stages of 
Severus' career. There are several plates, all showing coins and all very poorly 
reproduced and indistinct. Surely some could have been sacrificed for photo
graphs of archaeological ruins. There are six sketch maps, showing different 
stages in the conquest of Africa, but these are strangely unnumbered, although 
referred to by number in the text, and not given in chronological sequence. 
Many places mentioned in the text do not appear on the maps. 

There is little point in querying matters of detail or objecting to omissions 
in what were lectures delivered to a non-professional audience. However one is 
left with the feeling that specifically ''African" items have not been highlighted. 
Some of the discussion attempting to establish the possible population figures 
for the cities could have been sacrificed for more detail on the rich variety of 
types of urban administration that resulted from Punic-Roman interaction. On 
the army one would have preferred a picture of the contribution of the auxi/ia 
from Africa to statistics on soldiers of local origin in the /egio Ill Augusta at 
Lambaesis, and would not the career of Lusius Quietus the Moor have been 
more instructive than that of a 2nd century centurion from Cillium, almost all 
of whose service was outside Africa and known only from a brief inscription? 
So too much of the information about Severus as emperor does not illumine 
Roman Africa: more instructive to hear of local rebellions in addition to that of 
Tacfarinas. In other words one often learns more about the Roman empire in 
general than about the fascinating phenomena that can be regarded as peculiarly 
Northern African. This, combined with a certain flatness of tone, creates a 
sense of some disappointment in what is otherwise a useful introduction to 
Roman Africa in a brief compass. 

University of Rhodesia D. B. SADDINGTON 
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H . DORRIE: Ziel der Bi/dung-Wege der Bi/dung. Kritische Eroterungen v~n 
Cicero bis Augustinus (lnnsbrucker Beitrage zur Kulturwissenschaft. Dies 
philologici Aenipontani , I). Innsbruck : Institut for Vergleichende Sprach
wissenchaft der Universitat Innsbruck, 1972. Pp. 20. oS 32.00. 

Teachers of the classics are constantly made to defend their subject in view 
of the declining numbers of those studying Latin and Greek at school and 
university. Basically all depends on the quality and worthwhileness of the 
education which a study of classica l civilization provides. In these circumstances 
it is no disservice to be asked to stand back and see how the great names of the 
ancient world themselves thought about education. This is what the excellent 
lecture by Dorrie does. He starts by sketching the Athenian background, 
advancing the view that education there was regarded as a preparation for 
citizenship, either in an ideal (Plato) or an actual (Isocrates) polis. The main 
disciplines were philosophy, by which one attained to a knowledge of the good, 
and rhetoric, si nce oratorical skill was so important for political success. Con
ditions changed, and the idea of an a ll-embracing education, the encyclios 
paideia, arose in the Hellenistic period. Oratory came into its own again in 
Republican Rome. Cicero redefined its role but also gave his attention to 
philosophy considered as the subject that best teaches theoretical insight and 
sound judgment. But its importance lies not only in preparing the future states
man for political decision-making, but it is also there to console him when he is 
in the political wilderness. Eloquence itself must always be directed to the 
highest aims. Once again the role of oratory declined, although educationalists 
of the early empire tried to maintain its primacy in education by again redefining 
its role and improving its content. Thus especially Quintilian. The other educat
ional traditions, those of philosophy and the encyc/ios paideia, had been brought 
together by Posidonius (where Dorrie's suggestion that his remarks on the 
liberal arts as quoted by Seneca- F90 Edelstein-Kidd-may come from the Peri 
tou Trepesthai- F3- is not generally accepted: cf. K. Reinhardt, R.E. XXU, 
1953, 768). This is continued in Seneca, although he allows the artes Libera/es 
only a very subordinate role in relation to Stoic ethical speculation. Hardly 
anything is sa id about the Christian position. In conclusion, although he had 
warned at the outset against a facile equation of conditions in antiquity with 
those of today, Dorrie suggests that the lesson for modern education, which 
must prepare its charges for an unknown future twenty years hence, is to remain 
as broad as possible and not to become too closely tied to specific aims. The 
more practical and modernist education becomes, the sooner it dates. 

This bare summary hardly indicates the interest of this booklet nor the 
felicity of much of its formulation and phraseology. Occasionally one may 
query certain emphases or the selection of material. Is it right (pp. 8-9) to criti
cize Plato for setting before the young an educational ideal that even the mature 
fail to realize? The main thrust of ancient education is not child-centred but 
directed towards what we would call adult education . It is basically concerned 
with pursuits or a way of life that only the leisured adult can adopt. Dorrie 
(pp. 11-12) makes some interesting remarks about the educational implications 
of Cicero's De Ojficiis, especially Book III. But one questions the propriety of 
defining the role of philosophy in Cicero's educational thought on such a 
broad basis: in the De Ora tore, the main source for his actual plan of studies, 
philosophy has a much more subordinate position. One may also quibble at the 
subtitle, which implies that the emphasis falls upon the period from Cicero to 
St. Augustine. In fact the pre-Ciceronian period receives equally full treatment, 
Cicero is not discussed more extensively than other thinkers and St. Augustine 
is not mentioned. But taken all in all this is a valuable and thought-provoking 
essay. 

(Since writing this review I have received a photo-copy of R. Nickel's 
article, Impulse antiker Bi/dungstheorien-Bemerkungen zu H . Dorrie, in Gym-
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nasium LXXXI, 1974, 415 ff., which continues the debate by applying Dorrie's 
conclusions to the modern situation.) 
University of Rhodesia D . B. SADDINGTON 

NOTICES 

EPISTULA RHODESIANA (Salisbury, Rhodesia). 
The Department of Classics in the University of Rhodesia continues to 

issue this newsletter for teachers of Latin (cf. P.A.C.A. XII, 1973, 64). The 
latest number is IX, 1975. All communications should be addressed to the Editor, 
Epistula, Rhodesiana, Department of Classics, University of Rhodesia, P. 0. 
Box MP 167, Mount Pleasant, Salisbury, Rhodesia. 

D.B.S. 

PLATO: The Collected Dialogues, including the Letters, ed. in tr. by E. Hamilton 
and H. Cairns (Bollingen Series, LXXI), Princeton University Press/O.U.P. 
1961, r. 1973. Pp. xxv + 1743. £5.95. 

This, the only complete single volume Plato in English, to judge from 
the evidence of its seven printings to date, has clearly established itself as a 
standard reference-work for the would-be reader of Plato who is without 
competence in the original Greek. Superbly printed, it gives full value for its 
relatively very modest price. The translations are by Lane Cooper, F. M. Corn
ford, W. K. C. Guthrie, R. Hackforth, Michael Joyce, Benjamin Jowett, L.A. 
Post, W. H. D. Rouse, Paul Shorey, J.B. Skemp, A. E. Taylor, Hugh Treden
nick, W. D. Woodhead, J. Wright. The American editors have been content to 
present the translations as they stand, with a minimum of editing: slight changes 
in spelling and punctuation, a thirteen page general introduction and a brief 
preface to each dialogue. The date of first printing of the volume has determined 
the choice of translations, some of which have been subsequently bettered. Even 
so, there will be readers interested enough to compare the different styles and 
interpretations in versions ranging from 1891 (Jowett) to 1956 (Guthrie). For 
those with a special interest in philosophy and allied subjects who desire to read 
what one of the greatest philosophers wrote, this collection of his works does 
provide a handy source-book, usefully furnished as it is with an index of 136 
pages. For checking purposes, more modern versions of and commentaries on 
single dialogues are readily available. The editors conclude their introduction 
with a provocative assertion : " It is by a return to Plato's insights that the thought 
of the West has continually renewed itself". 

V.I.F. 

PARRY, A. ed.: Studies in Fifth-Century Thought and Literature, (Yale Classical 
Studies, 22). Cambridge University Press, 1972. Pp. xi+270. £4.80. 

Under this generic title, the late editor has assembled a group of studies 
that maintain the very high quality associated with the series. The contents are 
wide-ranging in scope, from Cole's article on the relativism of Protagoras, 
through Havelock on Socrates in Aristophanes, to several distinguished pieces 
on drama and Thucydides' historiography. It is difficult and invidious to single 
out in a short review items of outstanding worth in so good a collection : Lloyd
Jones' article on Menander's Samia does however deserve special mention for 
the new ground it breaks. One must though question the value of Sale's trendy 
and gimmicky psycho-analysis of Pentheus, which appears to the reviewer out 
of place in the collection, however fashionable it may be becoming to apply 
this kind of technique to classical literature. The production of the volume is 
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• very good indeed, and there appear to be no misprints. The lack of an index 
• makes itself felt. 

N.J.A. 

FERGUSON, J. : A Companion to Greek Tragedy. Austin and London: Uni
versity of Texas Press, 1972. Pp. xi + 623. US.$12,50. 

Handbooks like this have much to offer, particularly at university level 
in the new Classics-in-translation type of course, as also to the Greekless general 
reader ; but I do not think that Greek-reading scholars alluded to in the preface 
will really find a great deal that is very new or different in Ferguson's views, in 
spite of his thorough and soundly selective 30-page bibliography at the end of 
the book. The introduction to the standard Oxford Euripides series or the 
Cambridge Sophocles, for instance, are certainly not supplanted in any way, 
but Ferguson does not pretend to be aiming at the kind of audience that would 
read them. In a brief and crisp introductory section Ferguson deals with back
ground and audience, and then goes on to an analysis of the tragedians and 
their works, a full chapter being devoted to each play; there follow chapters on 
Rhesus as a problem play, and on each of what he terms Satyric and Pro
Satyric plays. Ferguson's great virtue lies in the succinct 's tate of the art' sum
maries that he gives as an introduction to controversial aspects of the tragedies 
as well as a discussion of the other versions of the myths and legends they are 
based on, before proceeding to treat the content: any critic would carp at what 
is left out or brought in, but for the kind of audience mentioned above, at whom 
the book is aimed, it is admirable. The discussion of each play is a kind of ex
tended literary commentary, very good in itself, which bravely attempts to 
cover the main points of the subject material and to explain as much as is 
practicable (through the medium of translation) of the power of the writing: 
it is in this field that the book is unsatisfactory, more than anywhere else. This 
is not to denigrate Ferguson's translations, but none, however good, can do 
justice to, e.g., Aeschylus' resounding Greek : an example would be Ag. 168-170 
and Ferguson's version on page 78: "No he who of old was lord,/bursting with 
pride in war,/shall have his being unknown." Other instances abound, as may 
reasonably be expected. In spite of this, however, the book does go a long way 
towards meeting one of its self-imposed aims-" ... this book will have utterly 
failed if this (i.e. the reading of the plays complete) does not happen." It is 
beautifully produced, very readable in its style, and contains a comprehensive 
index, together with a vocabulary of Greek terms used in the text. 

N.J .A. 

CAMBRIDGE LATIN COURSE : Unit III. Cambridge University Press, 1972. 
Pp. 166. £1.65. 
For a review of the above, cf. Epistula Rhodesiana Vl, 1973, p. 8. 

CUNLIFFE, B.: Rome and the Barbarians (A Bodley Head Archaeology). 
London: The Bodley Head, 1975. Pp. 128. £2.95 

Without having seen the book, one might have assumed from the title 
that it was about Roman relations with non-Romans (itself a less emotive and 
probably more accurate word in any case). What in fact one has is a very brief 
introduction to the growth of the Roman Empire, then a review of archaeological 
sites connected with three of Rome's most famous wars in the West, those of 
Caesar in Gaul, Agricola in Britain and Trajan in Dacia. There follows a des
cription of Frontier Towns (Manching, Budapest and Tac) and of Cults of 
Water Deities (at Domburg in Holland, the sources of the Seine, Les Roches 
near Clermont-Ferrand and, in most detail, Bath). The work ends with a chapter 
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on Rome in Retreat which is concerned with various late Roman fortifications . 
Cunliffe often choses little known or only recently discovered sites to illustrate 
his theme and shows, particularly in the military chapters, how archaeology 
helps to supplement the literary record. His style is fresh and clear, bringing 
much of interest and stimulus to the general reader, and the book is well pro
duced with outstanding plates, both in colour and in black and white, sketches, 
maps and diagrams. 

D.B.S. 

BOOK RECEIVED 

DORRIE, H. : Der Mythos und seine Funktion in der antiken Philosophie (Inns
brucker Beitrage zur Kulturwissenschaft. Dies philologici Aenipontani, 2). 
Innsbruck : lnstitut fi.ir Vergleichende Sprachwissenchaft der Universitat 
Innsbruck, 1972. oS 32,00. 

(This journal is indexed in the Annual Index of South African Periodicals.) 

SCRIBES AND SCHOLARS 
by L. D . Reynolds and N . G. Wilson 

A guide to the transmission of Greek and Latin Literature. 

Boards S 13,20, Paper S5,50. 

OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS 
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PUBLICATIONS 

Series in Humanities 

No. 1 McLOUGHLIN, T. 0. 
Edmund Burke and the first ten years 
of the 'Annual Register' 1758-1767 1975 

No. 2 TURNER, N. 
The Art of the Greek Orthodox 
Church 1976 
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Supplement to Zambezia: the Journal of the University of Rhodesia 
No. 1 LEWIS, R . A. 

La Cloche Felee: an Essay in the 
Analysis of a Poem 1976 27 pgs. $1.50 

Miscellaneous Publications 
.·, GUITE, H. 

··· ·· · One Man's Classics 1965 16 pgs. Gratis~ 

CARNEY, T. F. 
Rornan and related foreign coins with descriptions of each coin, plates 
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Collection 1971 92 pgs. 
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