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THE ROLE OF EUDAIMONIA IN 
ARISTOTLE'S ETHICS 

by JOHN McDOWELL 
University College, Oxford 

1. In Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle evidently endorses 
the thesis that eudaimonia is the chief good, the end for all that we do. 
Fo!Jowing Anthony Kenny, we can distinguish at least two possible 
interpretations of that thesis : either as claiming that eudaimonia is that 
for whose sake a!J action is undertaken (an indicative thesis), or as 
claiming that eudaimonia is that for whose sake all action ought to be 
undertaken (a gerundive thesis).' Kenny is reluctant to attribute any 
doctrine of the former kind to Aristotle. But on the face of it an 
indicative thesis is what Aristotle appears to accept. At 1.12.8. 
(1102a 2-3), he says: " .. . it is for the sake of this ( sc. eudaimonia) 
that we all do all that we do" ; and there seems to be no prospect of 
taking this to express a gerundive thesis.2 And the general drift of Book I 
points in the same direction. At 1.2.1 (1094a 18-22), Aristotle says : 
" if, then, there is some end of the things we do, which we desire for its 
own sake (everything else being desired for the sake of this), ... clearly 
this must be the good and the chief good". Whether or not we suppose 
that the second "if" clause, which I have omitted, is meant as an 
argument for the truth of the first,3 what I have quoted appears to say 
that if an indicative thesis about a single end of action is true, then the 
single end whose existence it asserts is the chief good; and it is hard to 
resist the impression that eudaimonia figures in the later chapters of 
Book I as verifying the antecedent of that conditional: first at 1.4.2 
(1095a 17-20), on the strength of general consensus, and then at 1.7.3-8 
(1097a 25-b 21), on the strength of its satisfying the two conditions, 
finality and self-sufficiency, which Aristotle argues that the chief good 
must satisfy. 

2. Suppose someone says that everyone has a single end which he 
pursues in all his actions. We might ask: does he mean (i) that there 
is some end of action common to everyone? or (ii) that everyone has 
his own end, but one which may differ from his neighbour's? 

1.4.2-3 (1095a 17-28) indicates that Aristotle's answer would be 
"Both". Which answer is appropriate depends on the level of specificity 
with which ends· are formulated . People have divergent views about 
what eudaimonia amounts to in substantive detail : if we formulate a 
person's end at a level of specificity at which such divergences appear, 
then ex hypothesi we cannot find that end shared by all (cf. (ii) above). 
But a thesis on the Jines of (i) can be true nevertheless, in virtue of the 
availability of "eudaimonia" itself as a specification of the common end 
whose existence such a thesis asserts . 
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Aristotle himself has a specific view about what kind of life constitutes 
eudaimonia.' He certainly does not hold that everyone aims to lead 
that kind of life. But this yields no argument against attributing to him 
a thesis like (i). It would be a mistake-a missing of the non-extension
ality of specifications of aim or purpose-to think one could argue on 
these lines: eudaimonia is in fact such and such a kind of life; there are 
people who do not have that kind of life as their aim; therefore there 
are people who do not have eudaimonia as their aim. 

If it is the availability of the specification "eudaimonia" which permits 
the unification of substantively divergent ends in life, the question arises 
whether the unification is merely verbal. I shall revert to that question 
in due course (§§ 7 ff.). 

3. Kenny's reluctance to attribute an indicative thesis to Aristotle 
deserves sympathy. Even if we bracket the question whether any inter
esting unification of divergent ends in life is effected by the specification 
"eudaimonia", there is still room for suspicion of the claim that any one 
person has, in any interesting sense, a single end in all his actions. If 
"actions" means something like "voluntary or purposive doings", there 
is surely no plausible interpretation of the notion of eudaimonia which 
would make it true that all of anyone's actions are undertaken for the 
sake of what he conceives eudaimonia to be. Worse: that is conceded 
by Aristotle himself, when he recognizes the occurrence of incontinence. 
When someone acts incontinently in pursuit of pleasure, he differs from 
an intemperate person-who would also pursue the pleasure-in that 
pursuit of the pleasure would conform to the intemperate person's con
ception of the sort of life a human being should lead (hence, his 
conception of eudaimonia); whereas for the incontinent person that is 
precisely not so. The incontinent person has a different conception of 
what it is to do well (i.e. of eudaimonia), but allows himself to pursue 
a goal whose pursuit in the circumstances he knows to be incompatible 
with what, in those circumstances, doing well would be. 5 So his action, 
though voluntary, is not undertaken for the sake of (his conception of) 
eudaimonia. 

4. But we can eliminate this counter-example, and so preserve the 
possibility of ascribing an indicative thesis to Aristotle, as Book I seems 
to require (§1 above), without accusing him of inconsistency. What is 
needed-and independently justifiable-is to equip Aristotle with a 
concept of action under which not just any voluntary or purposive 
doing falls. 

The chief good is the end of the things we do (telos ton prakton: 
1.2.1, 1094a 18-19, cf. 1.7.1, 1097a 22-23); and in the explicit statement 
of 1.12.8 (1102a 2-3), quoted in §1 above, the verb is "prattein". Now 
we know in any case that "prattein" and its cognates have a quasi
technical restricted use at some points in Aristotle. At Vl.2.2 (1139a 
19-20), and at Eudemian Ethics II.6.2 (1222b 18-21), praxis ("action") 
is restricted to man and denied to other animals. Voluntary behaviour, 
however, is allowed to other animals by III.2.2 (111 lb 7-10). That 
passage suggests that we should connect the field of application of the 
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restricted use of "prattein" and its cognates with the field of application 
of the notion of proairesis (standardly translated "choice"), since 
proairesis is similarly denied to non-human animals (and also to child
ren). As for proairesis, one might have thought, from III.3.19 (1113a 
9-12), that just any deliberative desire to do something would count for 
Aristotle as a proairesis. But that does not square with the fact that, 
while denying that someone who acts incontinently acts on a proairesis 
(e.g. III.2.4, 1111 b 13-15), he recognizes that an incontinent act can 
issue from deliberation (VI.9.4, 1142b 18-20). The best resolution is to 
suppose that a proairesis is a deliberative desire to do something with a 
view to doing well ( eupraxia: see VI.2.4-5, 1139a 31-b5). • "Doing well" 
("eu prattein") is by common consent a synonym for "having eudai
monia" (I.4.2, 1095a 19-20). So, given the conjecture that praxeis
actions in the restricted sense-are doings which issue from proairesis, 
we have it guaranteed, by the implicit explanation of the restricted use, 
that all praxeis are undertaken for the sake of eudaimonia 
(i .e. eupraxia). 

We might reach the same conclusion, without the detour through 
proairesi s, from VI.5 .4, 1140b 6-7) : ". . . while making has an end other 
than itself, action ( praxis) cannot; fo r good action ( eupraxia) itself is 
its end". This passage forces a further refinement into our picture. 
Aristotle here appeals to his distinction ( cf., e.g. , I.1.2, 1094a 3-5) 
between two sorts of application of the notion of an end, or of expres
sions like "for the sake of", according to whether or not that for whose 
sake something is done is distinct from that which is done for its sake. 
In the terminology which commentators have adopted from Greenwood, 
this is the distinction between productive means (where the end is 
distinct) and constituent means (where the end is not distinct). ' Now 
in order to respect the distinction between praxis and making, we have 
to recognize that, even if undertaken for the sake of eudaimonia, a bit 
of behaviour need not thereby be shown to be a praxis. To count as 
a praxis it must be undertaken as a constituent means to eudaimonia 
(that is, the agent's reason must be expressible on these lines: "Doing 
this is what, here and now, doing well is"); as opposed to a productive 
means (with the agent's reason expressible on these lines: "Doing well 
is doing such and such, and I cannot get into a position in which I 
can do such and such except by doing this").• 

5. Kenny does consider (at p.28) the possibility of getting round the 
problem posed by incontinence (§3 above) in something like the way I 
have suggested : he contemplates the suggestion that since the incon
tinent person does not act on a proairesis ("choice"), one might ascribe 
to Aristotle the thesis that whatever is chosen is chosen for the sake of 
eudaimonia. Kenny rejects this on the basis of I.7.5, 1097b 1-5: "for 
this ( sc. eudaimonia) we choose always for itself and never for the sake 
of something else, but honour, pleasure, reason, and every virtue we 
choose indeed for themselves (for if nothing resulted from them we 
should still choose each of them), but we choose them also for the sake 
of eudaimonia, judging that by means of them we shall have 
eudaimonia". But this is inconclusive. 
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According to Kenny, it is clear that Aristotle "means not that on 
some particular occasion honour and pleasure are chosen both for their 
own sakes and for the sake of [eudaimonia], but that on some occasions 
they are chosen for their own sakes, and on other occasions for the sake 
of [eudaimonia]". This is open to dispute. Presumably Kenny's idea 
is this: the parenthesis shows that choosing those things for themselves 
is not choosing them as means to anything else; hence it can be true 
both that we choose them for themselves and that we choose them for 
the sake of (as means to) eudaimonia, only if the occasions of these 
choosings are different. However, the terminology of the parenthesis 
(note "resulted") suggests the possibility of a different construal, accord
ing to which what it shows is that choosing those things for themselves 
is not choosing them as productive means to anything else. With that 
construal of the parenthesis, the language of the passage is compatible 
with the idea that choosing those things for themselves, so far from 
excluding their being chosen, on the same occasions, for the sake of 
eudaimonia, actually is choosing them as constituent means to 
eudaimonia. • 

However, although the language of the passage permits this interpre
tation, I am doubtful whether the substance does. Virtue and reason 
are surely not constituent means to eudaimonia (though they may be 
productive means); nor is it obvious that this is the right view of the 
relation of pleasure and honour to eudaimonia. Such a view has its 
plausibility in the context of a conception of eudaimonia as an aggregate 
of independently recognizable goods, and I shall be questioning (§§ I 2-14 
below) whether that conception is Aristotle's. 

Suppose, then, that Kenny is right about the meaning of the passage: 
that, according to it, there are, or could be, choosings of, say, pleasure · 
in the belief that the behaviour motivated thereby will neither constitute 
nor produce eudaimonia-hence, choosings of pleasure other than for 
the sake of eudaimonia. Even so, my suggestion is not refuted. The 
verb translated "choose" in this passage is not "proaireisthai", which, 
with its cognate noun, has the quasi-technical use discussed in §4, but 
"haireisthai", which can mean (what "proaireisthai" in Aristotle's quasi 
technical use does not mean, and what he must sometimes have needed 
a word for) simply "prefer", or "choose" in an ordinary sense. In that 
case the concession that, in the sense appropriate to this passage, there 
can be choosings of pleasure other than for the sake of eudaimonia need 
involve no more than the familiar point about incontinence (§3 above); 
or a similar point about pursuit of pleasure, not contrary to ' one's con
ception of eudaimonia, as in incontinence, but engaged in by those (e.g. 
children or non-human animals) who do not pursue eudaimonia at all. 
Such thoughts pose no threat to the thesis that all behaviour which 
issues from pr<Jairesis is undertaken for the sake of eudaimonia. ' 0 

6. At Eudemian Ethics 1.2.1 (1214b 6-12), Aristotle says: " .. . 
everybody able to live according to his own proairesis should set before 
him some object for noble living to aim at-on which he will keep his 
eyes fixed in all his praxeis (since clearly it is a mark of much folly not 

4 



to have one's life regulated with regard to some End) ... ". 11 Kenny 
remarks (p.29) : "The fact that this is made as a recommendation shows 
that what is recommended is not something that is already the case in 
the behaviour of all men". 

Curiously enough, the "should" which occurs in the Loeb translation 
I have quoted 12 corresponds to nothing in the text translated (although 
some manuscripts do have "dein"). One might argue that even if the 
text contains no "should", it needs in any case to be understood, because 
the parenthesis is evidently meant to back up a recommendation. .. But 
it is not obvious that the parenthesis cannot be understood differently, 
as a sort of gloss on the restriction "able to live according tq his own 
proairesis" . In that case, with the Loeb text, the passage yields an 
indicative thesis about those to whom the restriction applies ( sc. all 
but the very foolish). 

In any case, once the character of the indicative thesis which I am 
ascribing to Aristotle is clear, it does not ultimately matter if this 
passage has to be read as making a recommendation. The recom
mendation is that those able to act on proairesis should do so, i.e. 
should form a conception of eudaimonia and act for i.ts sake; that this 
is made as a recommendation does not presuppose that a piece of 
behaviour may both issue from proairesis and not be undertaken for 
the sake of eudaimonia. 

7. Suppose Aristotle does wish to maintain that praxeis are (by 
definition) bits of behaviour undertaken as constituent means to eudai
monia. What would be the point of such a thesis? 

If we can find something more than merely verbal unification of 
divergent ends in life effected by the specification "eudaimonia", then 
"undertaken as constituent means to eudaimonia" marks out, in spite 
of the divergences, a distinctive sort of reason an agent can have for 
behaving as he does. In that case the point of the thesis can be to 
introduce us, by way of our grasp of that distinctive sort of reason, to 
a restricted class of bits of behaviour which, because undertaken for 
that sort of reason, are of special interest in ethics. I suggest that we 
can indeed grasp such a distinctive sort of reason: it is the sort of reason 
for which someone acts when he does what he does because that seems 
to him to be what a human being, circumstanced as he is, should do. 
The ethical interest of such behaviour is that the behaviour. with its 
reasons, is indicative of the agent's character. " 

8. It is important not to be misled about the kind of classification of 
reasons I have in mind. One possible classification of reasons is by 
general features of their content, into such categories as moral, aesthetic, 
or prudential. But that is not the kind of classification I have in mind. 

To say that someone should do something is to say that he has reason 
to do it. Since reasons fall under categories of the sort I have just 
mentioned, it might seem to follow that uses of "should" fall under 
categories likewise. On this view, when "should" is used in characteriz
ing the distinctive sort of reason which is involved in acting with a view 
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to eudaimonia, what is involved would have to be one such specific kind 
of " should", say a moral or prudential "should". But that is not how 
I intend the suggestion . 

Consider a dispute on the following lines. One party (X) says that 
a human being should exercise certain virtues, including, say, justice 
and charity. The other party (Y) says: "Nonsense! That's a wishy
washy ideal, suitable only for contemptible weaklings. A real man looks 
out for himself; he certainly doesn't practise charity, or justice as you 
conceive it." Now when X applies his view to specific circumstances, 
he will produce reasons which, according to him, people so circum
stanced have for acting as he says they should; and the reasons will 
belong to one of the categories into which reasons fall . As his position 
has been described, the reasons will, at least in some cases, be moral 
ones. Y's reasons will be of a different category: viz. reasons of selfish 
interest. If we can nevertheless understand the exchange as a genuine 
dispute, with the recognizable topic "How should a human being 
behave?" , then we cannot take the "should" in the question to have a 
sense which permits it to be backed only by one of the favoured cate
gories of reason . And surely we can so understand the exchange. 

9. I have been using the word "moral" for a certain category of 
reasons to which a person may or may not think he should conform his 
life: a category of reasons on a level with, and distinguished by their 
content from, say, aesthetic reasons, so that if someone argues that 
human beings should not act in a certain way because it would be, say, 
inelegant, we might describe him as adducing not a moral but an 
aesthetic reason.•• Some philosophers may want to object, in the interest 
of a use of "moral" according to which the reasons to which someone 
thinks a human being should conform his life are, ea ipso, the reasons 
he counts as moral. Thus, in the case I have just mentioned, the person 
is described, according to this view about the use of "moral", as think
ing that the avoidance of inelegance is morally required; and similarly 
Y, in §8, thinks looking out for oneself is moraJly caJled for. This is 
to insist that the " should" which fixes the topic of such disputes as that 
described in §8 is a moral "should". 

It is a terminological question whether we should use " moral" in 
this way. The terminological proposal does not conflict with the sub
stance of my suggestion: viz. that we can make sense of a "should" (it 
does not matter whether we describe it as a moral "should") which, 
since it intelJigibly locates disputes of the sort described in §8, is not 
proprietary to any one specific mode of appraisal-in the sense in 
which, on this terminological proposal, moral appraisal is no longer a 
specific mode of appraisal. 

Some will be tempted by a different way of insisting that the "should" 
in question does, contrary to my suggestion, belong to a speci~c 
category : viz. the thesis that ultimately it stands revealed as a certam 
sort of prudential "should" . This is not merely a terminological pro
posal. I ·shaJI postpone discussion of it until I have related the 
suggestion to Aristotle's text. 
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10. At 1.7.9-16 (1097b 22-1098a 20), Aristotle exploits the thesis that 
the ~rgon of man consis~s in rational activity, and the conceptual con
nections between the notions of ergon, excellence, and activity, in order 
to reach the conclusion that eudaimonia, the good for man, is rational 
activity in accordance with excellence. This passage is commonly 
taken as a (purported) argument for Aristotle's own substantive view 
about what eudaimonia is. But it can be read in such a way that the 
conclusion is (so far) neutral, as between Aristotle's own substantive 
view and, say, a view of eudaimonia corresponding to the position of Y 
in the dispute described in §8. With such a reading, the point of the 
passage can be, not to justify Aristotle's own substantive view, but 
rather to help tfie reader to comprehend the distinctive kind of reason 
which, according to the suggestion of §7, the concept of eudaimonia 
serves to delimit. 

What is the ergon of a kind of thing? Kenny (p.27) objects to 
"function", and proposes the translation "characteristic activity". If 
that phrase is understood merely statistically, the required connection 
with the notion of excellence is not plausible. To underwrite that connec
tion, we had better understand the ergon of an F as something like: 
what it is the business of an F to do. 1 0 This paraphrase leaves it open 
that, for different substitutions for "F", different sorts of consideration 
may be appropriate in justifying a candidate specification of the ergon 
of an F. For a range of cases it will be a matter of extracting, from an 
account of what it is to be an F, a specification of something that is 
indeed appropriately spoken of as the function of F's; but the concept 
of an ergon does not require the argument to take that shape in all cases. 

Now disputes of the sort described in §8 could evidently be conducted 
as disputes about what it is the business of a human being to do. 
Equally, they could be conducted as disputes about what human ex
cellence is." The thesis that man's ergon consists in rational activity 
obviously excludes what might otherwise have been a conceivable view 
of eudaimonia, viz. a life of unreflective gratification of appetite; in the 
spirit of the ergon argument, we might say that that embodies no 
recognizable conception of a distinctively human kind of excellence. 
But no other likely candidate is clearly excluded by the eliminative 
argument for that thesis (1.7.12-13, 1097b 33-1098a 7).1" Aside from its 
exclusion of the brutish life, then, the ergon argument can be understood 
neutrally. Its upshot is not to identify eudaimonia with one of the 
disputed candidates, viz. Aristotle's own, but to bring out how the issue 
between the candidates can be seen as an issue between competing views 
about which specific properties of a person are human excellences; and 
the route to the conclusion brings out how the issue can be seen as an 
issue between competing views about what it is the business of a human 
being to do. 

11. It will be protested that I have got this far only by ignoring that 
aspect of die sense of "eudaimonia" which makes the standard trans
lation, "happiness", not completely inept. That aspect ensures that the 
term is correctly applied only to the life which is maximally attractive 
or desirable. 
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Thus if disputes about how a human being should live, like the 
one considered in §8, are disputes about what eudaimonia is, then, 
according to the protest, that ensures that the "should" in the competing 
theses must claim its justification from considerations about the attract
iveness or desirability, to a person wondering how to arrange his life, 
of the competing lives. Hence it is, after all, a "should" of a specific 
category, viz. a kind of prudential "should". (Of course the prudence 
in question need not be wholly self-centred.) 

Again: even if the words "Eudaimonia is rational activity in accord
ance with excellence" can be accepted by all parties in substantive 
disputes about what eudaimonia is, still Aristotle thinks there is a correct 
position, viz. his own, on the topic of substantive dispute. According 
to the protest, now, even if the ergon argument does not actually con
stitute Aristotle's justification of his own position on the substantive 
issue, nevertheless, because it is eudaimonia which he identifies with 
rational activity in accordance with excellence, he is committed to the 
availability of a certain sort of justification for his own view about what 
rational activity in accordance with excellence is, viz. a kind of pru
dential justification: it must be possible to demonstrate, to a person 
who is wondering what sort of life to lead, that Aristotle's own recipe 
marks out that kind of life which is in fact most desirable for a human 
being. 

If someone supposes that Aristotle undertakes this commitment, he 
will naturally suspect that there is more to the ergon argument than §10 
allowed. A natural speculation will be that the argument is meant to 
bring the investigation of human nature to bear on the specification of 
the good life, by way of the thesis that a specification of the ergon of 
F's is derivable from an account of the nature of F's. With this specu
lation, the ergon argument is conceived as a promissory note for 
something much more elaborate, in which the claim that Aristotle's 
own recipe marks out the most desirable life for a human being would 
be grounded in some prior doctrine about hmpan nature. 

12. This protest begins with something indisputable: the concept of 
eudaimonia is in some sense a prudential concept. When Aristotle says 
that activity in accordance with excellence is eudaimonia, what he says 
can be paraphrased as the claim that two prima facie different inter
pretations of phrases like "doing well" coincide in their extension: 
doing well ( sc. in accordance with exceUence: living as a good man 
would) is doing weU (sc. as one would wish: living in one's best interest). 
But we need to ask which way round this equation is to be understood. 

If, as in the protest, the prudential nature of the concept of 
eudaimonia is taken to show that that concept yields something like a 
decision procedure for disputes like the one described in §8, then we 
have to suppose that we are meant to make our way into the equation 
at the right-hand side. The requisite idea of the most desirable life 
must involve canons of desirability acceptable to aU parties in the 
disputes, and intelligible, in advance of adopting one of the disputed 
theses, to someone wondering what sort of life he should lead. Such 
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prior and independent canons of desirability would presumably need to 
be constructed somehow out of the content of desires which any human 
being can be expected to have: thus, desires conceived as manifestations 
of a fairly stable and universal human nature, susceptible of investigation 
independently of adopting one of the disputed theses about eudaimonia." 

If someone demands that the exercise of moral excellences must be 
shown to make up a life which is maximally desirable, and his canons 
of desirability are of that independent sort, then he risks being accused 
of missing the point of moral thought ; that the demand is a mistake is 
a weU-known doctrine of H. A. Prichard. 2° Commentators who take 
Aristotle's equation this way round sometimes acquit him of this charge 
by alleging that his conception of the left-hand side of the equation is 
shaped precisely so as to make the equation come out true. Thus: 
Aristotle's admiration for what he regards as human excellences is not 
moral admiration, in the (it is alleged) peculiarly modem sense which 
makes Prichard 's thesis plausible; what it is to be an excellence, in the 
sense in which that notion figures on the left-hand side of Aristotle's 
equation, is to be explained precisely in terms of the role played by 
states of character in enabling their possessors to secure for themselves 
maximally desirable lives.21 

But this seems unsatisfactory. Certainly Aristotle's list of excellences 
of character includes states which it is difficult to believe anyone could 
find morally admirable; since he sees no noteworthy difference of kind 
among those excellences, it is plausible to conclude that he lacks our 
concept of moral appraisal as a distinctive mode of appraisal, to be 
contrasted, say, with aesthetic appraisal. But from the thesis that he 
lacks the conceptual equipment required to see it this way, it does not 
foUow that, in the case of those of the exceUences he recognizes which 
we can make sense of someone's morally admiring, his admiration for 
them cannot be classified by us as moral admiration; and if it can, then 
in respect of those excellences Prichard 's objection tells against the 
equation, on the present interpretation, to exactly the extent to which it 
would have told if "excellence" on the left-hand side had been explicitly 
announced as a moral term. Moreover, if Prichard 's thesis is plausible 
about the specifically moral dimension of thought, then it seems equally 
plausible about the not specifically moral (perhaps undifferentiatedly 
moral-cum-aesthetic) kind of appraisal apparently effected by the con
cept which unifies Aristotle's admiration for his excellences of character, 
viz. the concept of the fine or noble ( to kalon: see, e.g., III. 7 .2, 1115b 
11-13; IV.1.12, 1120a 23-24; IV.2.7, 1122b 6-7). The attempt to dtsarm 
Prichard's objection on the score of anachronism is, to say the least, 
not unproblematic.22 

13. However, the equation can also be understood the other way 
round. If our way into it is meant to be at the left-hand side, then the 
point is this: if someone reaUy embraces a specific conception of human 
excellence, however grounded, then that wiIJ of itself equip him to 
understand special employments of the typical notions of "prudential" 
reasoning-the notions of benefit, advantage, harm, loss, and so forth
according to which (for instance) no payoff from flouting a requirement 
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of excellence, however desirable by the sorts of canons considered in 
§ I 2, can count as a genuine advantage; and, conversely, no sacrifice 
necessitated by the life of excellence, however desirable what one misses 
may be by those sorts of canons, can count as a genuine loss. 23 

Consider, for example, a specific conception of excellence which 
includes some form of temperance. The exercise of temperance will on 
occasion require sacrificing the opportunity of some otherwise attractive 
gratification of appetite. According to the way of employing the pru
dential notions that is appropriate to the position considered in § 12, 
that means that to live the life of excellence will be, on such an occasion, 
to incur a loss; and Aristotle's equation, on the interpretation considered 
in §12, could be maintained in face of such occasions only by claiming 
that acting temperately would involve a gain (in terms of the independ
ent standards of gain and loss appropriate to the position of §12) 
sufficient to outweigh that loss. In suitably described cases any such 
claim would be implausible to the point of being fantastic. On the 
different interpretation of the equation which I am considering now, the 
thesis is not that the missed chance of pleasure is an admitted loss, 
compensated for, however, by a counterbalancing gain; but, rather, that 
in the circumstances (viz. circumstances in which the missed pleasure 
would involve flouting a requirement of excellence) missing the pleasure 
is no loss at all. 

How this derivative employment of the "prudential" notions comes 
about can be explained as follows. To embrace a specific conception 
of eudaimonia is to see the relevant reasons for acting, on occasions 
when they coexist with considerations which on their own would be 
reasons for acting otherwise, as, not overriding, but silencing those other 
considerations: as bringing it about that, in the circumstances, they are 
not reasons at all. Now for any way of employing the notion of a 
reason, we can make sense of a derivative way of employing the 
"prudential" notions, controlled by such formal interdefinitions as that 
a benefit is what one has reason to pursue and a harm is what one has 
reason to avoid. In the case considered in the last paragraph, even 
though the attractiveness of the missed pleasure would have been a 
reason to pursue it if one could have done so without flouting a require
ment of excellence, nevertheless in the circumstances that reason is 
silenced. And if one misses something which one had no reason to 
pursue, that is no loss.24 

There seems to be no obstacle to allowing this derivative employment 
of the "prudential" concepts to occur side by side with a more ordinary 
employment-except that there is a risk of confusing them. If we take 
seriously Aristotle's contention that a person's eudaimonia is his own 
doing, not conferred by fate or other people25

, but also try to make 
room for his commonsense inclination to say (e.g. I.8.15-17, 1099a 31-b8) 
that external goods make a life more satisfactory, we are in any case 
required to distinguish, on his behalf, two measures of desirability or 
satisfactoriness: one according to which a life of exercises of excellence, 
being-as eudaimonia is-self-sufficient (I.7.6-8, 1097b 6-21), can contain 
no ground for regret in spite of great ill fortune 20

; and one according 
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to which such a life would have been better if the fates had been kinder. 
The derivative employment of the "prudential" notions yields the former 
measure; and the strains in Aristotle's treatment of the relation between 
eudaimonia and external goods can be plausibly explained in terms of 
an intelligible tendency to slide between the derivative employment and 
a more ordinary conception of prudence. 

With the equation understood this way round, it is because a certain 
life is a life of exercises of human excellence, or, equivalently, because 
it is a life of doing what it is the business of a human being to do, that 
that life is in the relevant sense the most satisfying life possible for its 
subject, circumstanced at each point as he is. How one might argue 
that this or that is what it is the business of a human being to do is 
left open. It does not have to be by showing that a life of such doings 
maximizes the satisfaction of some set of "normal" or "natural" desires, 
whose role in the argument would need to be justified by a prior theory 
of human nature. 

We may still find an intelligible place, in the different position I am 
considering, for some such idea as this: the life of exercises of excellence 
is the life which most fully actualizes the potentialities which constitute 
human nature. But the point will be that the thesis-justified in the 
appropriate way, whatever that is-that this or that is what it is the 
business of a human being to do can be reformulated, with an intelligibly 
"value loaded" use of "human nature", as the thesis that this or that 
is most in keeping with human nature; not that the justification of the 
thesis about the business of a human being is to be found in an inde
pendent, "value free" investigation of human nature. 

Such an explicit mention of human nature would be a sort of 
rhetorical flourish, added to a conclusion already complete without it. 
It is arguable, however, that human nature itself is more importantly 
involved in disputes like the one described in §8. The suggestion would 
be that it is our common human nature which limits what we can find 
intelligible in the way of theses about how human beings should conduct 
their lives, and which underlies such possibilities as there are of resolv
ing such disputes, or at least of stably adopting one of the competing 
positions for oneself in a reflective way (aware that there are others). I 
do not intend to discuss these very difficult issues here. What I want 
to emphasize is that if, according to the position considered in this 
section, human nature is involved in this sort of way, then what it has 
is what David Wiggins calls "a causal and enabling role"; not the 
" unconvincing speaking part" which it would need to be credited with 
in the position considered in § 12.2' 

14. The price of supposing that Aristotle's equation is to be under
stood as in §13 rather than as in §12 would be to deprive him of what, 
in § 12, looked like a sketch of a decision procedure for disputes like 
the one described in §8, and hence a programme for a justification for 
his own substantive view of eudaimonia. But how high a price is that? 

It is not obvious that Aristotle has any pedagogic purposes which 
require him to sketch a decision procedure for disputes like the one 
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described in §8; for he carefully stipulates (1.4.6, 1095b 4-6) that he is 
not addressing people like the anti-moralist Y. 

It would be rash to suggest that there are no difficulties about making 
the position of §13 cohere with everything Aristotle wrote.28 But I 
believe the main reason why commentators tend to take for granted the 
interpretation considered in § 12, in spite of the philosophical difficulties 
it involves, is not textual but philosophical. A position on the lines of 
§12 strikes them as so obviously what Aristotle needs that charity de
mands ascribing it to him; or they assume a philosophical framework 
within which the possibility of a position like that of § 13 is not so 
much as visible." 

Such a framework would be one within which it seems obvious that 
if disputes like the one described in §8 are to be recognizable as genuine 
disputes, then it must be possible in principle to resolve them by means 
of the sort of external decision procedure, independent of any one of 
the disputed theses, which the position of §12 envisages. Now that 
might be represented as an application of a quite general claim, to the 
effect that where there is a real question there is a method for answering 
it. In that case discussion would need to focus on the question whether 
what truth there is in the general claim really does justify, in the case 
of disputes like the one described in §8, the demand for an external 
decision procedure. But the philosophical framework I have in mind 
purports to justify that demand directly, by way of the Humean thesis 
that a genuine reason for acting owes its rational cogency ultimately to 
the fact that the action for which it is a reason will satisfy an un
motivated desire-a desire which the agent just has, without having any 
reason for it. 30 Given that thesis, an account of practical rationality
of the reasons to which we should conform our lives--cannot but be 
on the lines of the position of § 12: that is, in terms of the maximizing 
of some bundle of goods recognizable as such from outside any of the 
disputed positions about excellence. And the idea that there is an 
objective topic for disputes about how a human being should live must 
needs be anchored, as in the position of § I 2, in a conception of human 
nature as a subject for prior investigation . 

Prima facie conflicts arise in the application of an individual 's con
ception of excellence, and this may seem similarly to necessitate a view 
of rationality as involving the maximizing of independently recognizable 
goods. For if there is no externally applicable method of resolution, 
does not the conception of excellence collapse, in virtue of the conflicts, 
into a mere random heap of intuitions?31 The same philosophical 
framework is operative here. A possibility not being contemplated
rendered invisible by the subjectivjsm about reasons for acting which 
the Humean thesis seems to entail-is this. A coherent conception of 
excellence locates its possessor in what is for him at ]east a world of 
particular facts, which are often difficult to make out. Faced with a 
prima facie conflict, one has to determine how things really are, in the 
relevant comer of the world which one's conception of excellence makes 
more or less dimly present to one. What makes it the case that the 
conception of excellence is a unity, in so far as it is one, is not that 
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prima facie conflicts are resolved by asking what will maximize some 
independently recognizable goods, but that the results of those efforts at 
discernment tend to hang together, in the way that particular facts hang 
together to constitute a world. 32 

This is not the place to mount an attack on the Humean thesis about 
reasons. But whatever one's attitude to that thesis, one ought to be 
able to see that it would be a pity if commentators allowed their 
acceptance of it to blind them to the possibility that Aristotle may 
simply not be moving within the framework which it characterizes. Of 
course such blindness will seem more deplorable to those who would 
like to regard Aristotle as an ally in their opposition to the Humean 
cast of thought. 

NOTES 

' "Aristotle on Happiness" , first published as "Happiness" in Proceedings of the 
A ristotelian Society !xvi (1965-6). 93-102; revised version in Jonathan Barnes, 
Malcolm Schofield, and Richard Sorabji, eds., Articles on Aristotle, 2. Ethics 
and Politics (Duckworth, London, 1977), pp.25-32 (page references will be to 
this printing). Kenny further distinguishes two versions of the indicative thesis 
(logical truth and empirical observation) ; and he is concerned with a scope 
ambiguity in the thesis that everyone has a single end (see §2 below) . 

2 Pace, apparently, Kenny's new footnote, p.28 . I quote (as throughout) from 
the translation of Sir David Ross, The Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle 
(Oxford University Press, London, 1954): I shall sometimes substitute a 
transliteration for Ross's "happiness", in order not to prejudge the sense of 
"eudaimonia". Citations and references are from the Nicomachean Ethics 
unless otherwise specified. 

' See, e.g. Kenny, p.26; on the other side, J. L. Ackrill's Dawes Hicks Lecture, 
"Aristotle on Eudaimonia" (Oxford University Press, London, 1974), p.14. 

• Or perhaps two specific views: an intellectualist view, and a different view 
which more easily accommodates the excellences of character discussed in 
Books II-V. My concern is with the role of Aristotle's notion of eudaimonia 
and not with the content of his conception of it, so I shall not discuss this 
well-known problem of interpretation: for discussion and references see, e.g., 
John M. Cooper, Reason and Human Good in Aristotle (Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1975). I shall proceed throughout as 
if Aristotle were single-minded about what eudaimonia amounts to . 

' So Kenny, pp. 27-28, presumably on the strength of, e.g. , VII . 3.2, 1146 b 22-
24. Kenny seems to me to be clearly right about this, pace (by implication) 
Cooper, p. 16. (On I. 7.5, 1097 b 1-5, on which Cooper partly relies, see 
§5 below.) 

• See G . E. M. Anscombe, "Thought and Action in Aristotle", in Renford 
Bambrough, ed., New Essays on Plato and Aristotle (Routledge and Kegan 
Paul, London, I 965), pp. 143-158 (also in Barnes, Schofield and Sorabji, 
op. cit., pp. 60-71). "Deliberative desires" are desires the reasons for which 
can be reconstructed in the form of a deliberation, not desires actually arrived 
at by deliberation : see Cooper, pp. 5-10. 

' L. H . G . Greenwood, Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics Book VI (Cambridge 
University Press , Cambridge, 1909), pp . 46-47. 

' See Anscombe, pp. 149-150 (pp . 64-65 in the reprinted version). 
9 See Ackrill , pp . 9-11. Cooper's idea, at p. 16, is a different one: that honour, 

etc. are chosen for themselves and also for the sake of eudaimonia. 
10 The other objects of choice mentioned would require different treatment. A 

great deal more would need to be said in a full account of this difficult 
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passage; all I have aimed to do is to show that Kenny 's use of it is not 
conclusive. 

11 Translation (with substituted transliterations) from H. Rackham, Aristotle: 
The Athenian Constitution, The Eudemian Ethics, On Virtues and Vices 
(Heinemann, London, 1935). 

12 And in the Oxford Translation quoted by Kenny. 
,. So Cooper, p . 94 . 
"Perhaps in a sense of "character" stipulatively determined by this thesis itself ; 

but that would not make the thesis any less worth considering. It is because 
they are undertaken for the distinctive sort of reason involved in proairesis 
cf. §6) that bitg of endeavour belong to the restricted class of praxeis; that 
explains why Aristotle says (111.2.l ., 1111 b 5-6) that proairesis is more 
indicative of character than praxeis are . 

1 5 I have deliberately left open the question what general features of their con
tent mark out reasons as moral reasons in this sense. 

10 Note the normative force that has to be attributed to "work", in Cooper's 
rendering "definitive work" (p . 145). 

1 7 This is sometimes obscured because of the way in which "excellence", and 
still more "virtue", have been commandeered by those whose substantive view 
is a moral one, in the narrow sense. But obviously Y's position, in §8, could 
be intelligibly expressed by saying "Genuine human excellence is the in
telligence and strength needed to further one's own selfish ends" . 

1
• Pace those who suppose that the ergon argument, as it stands, is meant to 

prove that eudaimonia is, as in Book X, to be equated with a life of "con
templation": see, e.g. Cooper, pp . 99-100. Against that view, see Ackrill, 
pp . 16-18 (and note the end of Cooper's footnote 10, pp. 100-101). 

1
• So, e.g., Cooper, pp . 120-121 . 

'
0 "Does Moral Philosophy Rest on a Mistake?", in his Moral Obligation (re

issued with Duty and Interest: Oxford University Press, London, Oxford, 
New York, 1968), pp . 1-17. 

21 See Kathleen V. Wilkes, "The Good Man and the Good for Man in Aristotle's 
Ethics", Mind lxxxvii (1978), 553-571; also Cooper, pp. 125 ff. (and for a 
remark about the modernity of the concept of morality, p. 77 footnote 104). 
This view of the appropriate concept of excellence pervades Terence Irwin's 
account of Socratic and Platonic ethics, in Plato's Mora/, Theory (Clarendon 
Press, Oxford, 1977). 

2 2 Wilkes combines this attempt with the claim that Aristotle's thesis, as she 
interprets it, is "exciting and intellectually satisfying" (p. 571). But if, for 
better or worse, we are stuck with a notion of morality about which 
Prichard's doctrine is true (as I believe we are), the thesis cannot be intel
lectually satisfying to us. Wilkes' enthusiasm is unjustified unless Prichard 
is wrong about our notion of morality; and if he is (which she does nothing 
to show), then she did not need to make so much of the claim that Aristotle 
lacks that notion. 

2 3 See D. Z. Phillips, "Does it Pay to be Good?", Proceedings of the Aristotelian 
Society lxv (1964-5), 45-60; and D. Z. Phillips and H . 0 . Mounce, "On 
Morality's Having a Point", Philosophy xi (1965), 308-319. 

" I exploit the idea of silencing in order to interpret Aristotle's distinction be
tween virtue and continence, in my "Are Moral Requirements Hypothetical 
Imperatives?", Aristotelian Society Supplementary Volume Iii (1978), 13-29. 
The idea will seem unintelligible if one finds the following assumption 
plausible: if a certain general consideration (e.g. that something would be 
pleasant) is ever a reason for acting in a certain way, then it can be rational 
to act otherwise, on an occasion on which that consideration is known to 
obtain, only if the agent has weighed that reason against a reason for acting 
otherwise .and found it outweighed. But we should not simply assume that 
the philosqphical framework which makes that assumption plausible is 
Aristotle's: see §14 below. 
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"See Cooper, pp . 123-124, with references to Aristotle. 
"Cf. I.10.13-14, 1100 b 33-1101 a 8. Commentators who interpret the passage 

about self-sufficiency in terms of W. F. R. Hardie's notion of an inclusive, 
as opposed to dominant, end (see "The Fi nal Good in Aristotle's Ethics" 
Philosophy xi (1965), 277-295) tend not to notice, or sufficiently emphasize'. 
the constraints which Aristotle's doctrine that eudaimonia is one's own doing 
places on the interpretation of the claim that if is "that which when isolated 
makes life desirable and lacking in nothing" (I. 7. 7, 1097 b 14-16). Kenny's 
construal (p . 31) has more to be said for it than Ackrill (p . 12) allows; 
though I do not think the upshot is felicitously expressed in terms of the 
notion of a dominant end either. 

°' See "Truth, Invention, and the Meaning of Life", Proceedings of the British 
Academy !xii (1976), 331-378, at p. 375, footnote . I have borrowed Wiggins's 
phrase; but when he accuses " Aristotelian Eudaemonism" of assigning human 
nature an "unconvincing speaking part", he does not have in mind the inter
pretation of Aristotle considered in §12. (It is important to be clear that 
Wiggins is not interpreting Aristotle on those lines. If he were, then I 
should be about to suggest, in §14 below, that he is reading Aristotle in the 
distorting framework of a Humean view about practical reason . But the 
rest of his lecture makes it obvious that Wiggins is hardly liable to such a 
temptation .) What Wiggins has in mind is a position in which, while the 
investigation of human nature is not conceived as prior to the specification of 
eudaimonia, claims about human nature are nevertheless thought capable of 
exerting some leverage in justifying candidate specifications. For my part, I 
should be inclined to view such a position (which I believe might meet with 
Aristotle's approval) as a response to the following fact (insufficiently recog
nized in the penultimate paragraph of § 13) : the concept of human nature 
constitutes a natural focus for the rhetoric with which one might naturally 
try to recommend a particular conception of eudaimonia. (There is very 
nearly an example of this in my gloss, in § 10 above, on Aristotle's exclusion 
of the brutish life.) If crediting this sort of speaking part to human nature 
is combined with a clear recognition that there is no question of an appeal 
to truths es tablishable independently of disputation about eudaimonia 
(that the leverage is not Archimedean}, the position strikes me as innocuous . 
The speaking part need not be unconvincing-that depends on the quality 
of the rhetoric . 

28 In particular, something needs to be said (but not here) about the "first 
principles" or "starting-points" of I.4.5-7, 1095 a 30-b 13. 

,. Cooper (p . 120) briefly considers something like the leading idea of that 
position , but dismisses it as "trivial". (Similarly, on Plato, Irwin , pp. 9-10.) 
This complaint seems to issue from the philosophical framework I am about 
to describe . 

• 0 David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, II. III. III (pp. 413-418 in the 
edition of L. A. Selby-Bigge, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1896) : of course Hume 
does not express the thesis in terms of reasons for acting. The distinction 
between motivated and unmotivated desires is drawn in Chapter V of Thomas 
Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1970). 

31 See Cooper, pp. 95-96 (similarly Irwin, pp . 264-265). 
32 The Humean thesis about reasons, suggesting as it does a quasi-hydraulic 

model of their cogency, underlies the assumption mentioned in n.24 above. 
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The Proceedings of the African Classical Associations XV, 1980 

ON CATULLUS 64.21 

by ROLAND MAYER 
Birkbeck College, London 

19 tum Thetidis Peleus incensus fertur amore, 
20 tum Thetis humanos non despexit hymenaeos, 
2 l tum Thetidi pater ipse iugandum Pelea sensit. 

If the first twenty-one lines of 'The Marriage of Peleus and Thetis' 
are set before an unprepared undergraduate for translation at sight, the 
final line tends to be rendered somewhat as follows: 'then did her father 
himself' deem 2 that Peleus was the one to be wed to Thetis'. The 
purpose of this note is to show that Catullus meant us to understand 
the line in this way, and that the current reference of the words pater 
ipse to Jupiter needs revision. 

Let us first look at the reasons why Nereus is the best candidate for 
identification with the pater of 21, and then see what advantages flow 
from that when the poem is considered as a whole. The chief reason 
for regarding the father as Thetis's natural one is that a father 's role 
in the arrangement of a marriage is paramount: 'ne pugna .. . uirgo. / 
non aequum est pugnare, pater cui tradidit ipse, / ipse pater', Catull. 
62.60ff. The lines printed above3 in fact sketch the rapid courtship : 
Peleus falls in love with Thetis, she does not reject his suit, and the 
union is sanctioned (by her father). No one else has yet been named 
who can be called pater ipse, a point to which I shall return, but Nereus 
has been obliquely mentioned at 15 in the patronymic, Nereides. 
Furthermore the poem as a whole recommends the identification. Its 
basic argument is a contrast between the love of Peleus and Thetis and 
that of Theseus and Ariadne. Catullus stresses that Ariadne ran 
away from home, and above all that she abandoned her father, cf. 'ut 
Iinquens genitoris filia uultum' 117, 'me patriis auectam ... ab aris' 
132, 'an patris auxilium sperem?' 180. Her love affair lacked a father 's 
consent (or indeed anyone's). Thetis on the other hand has done the 
proper thing in securing the permission, as soon becomes clear, of her 
grandparents (29f.) and of Jupiter, who had some claim upon her but 
waived it in favour of a mortal (26f.). It would be curious, not to say 
unnatural, if she did not also win over her own father. If his consent 
is merely taken for granted, then the contrast between Thetis and 
Ariadne is to that extent weakened. 

There is also, it seems to me, a rhetorical propriety in seeing Nereus 
in 21, rather than Jupiter. For the lines printed above are formaUy the 
close of the first section of the poem and we dweU for a moment on 
the successful wooing of Thetis. This achievement prompts Catullus 
in a sort of coda to apostrophise and praise the heroes of the past, 
Peleus above all (22-30) . Apostrophe is in itself a highly emotional 
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device and we are moreover invited to see -the actors in this romantic 
drama in a brighter light than hitherto. Whereas in 19 and 20 Peleus 
and Thetis are merely named, the hero is now styled 'Thessaliae 
columen' (26) and the sea nymph is 'pulcherrima Nereine' (28); we are 
also told that the father of gods himself yielded up the girl, and that the 
Ur-gods, Tethys and globegirdling Ocean, give their granddaughter in 
marriage. In the earlier lines Thetis is seen negatively, as not rejecting 
human marriage, but at 28 she actively embraces her partner, 'te . . . 
tenuit'. In the light of this marked shift in tone, and the greater im
portance given to the figures in the apostrophe (22-30) it would be, in 
my judgement, feeble rhetoric to allude so early as 21 to Jupiter's 
concession, especially by calling him 'father' there too. Far better not 
to anticipate this wonderful feature of the romance; Nereus is suited, 
in a way that Jupiter is not, to the plain and intimate narrative of 19-21. 

The common opinion• however is that Jupiter is meant by pater ipse: 
Merrill, Kroll, Fordyce and Quinn acknowledge no alternative. And by 
their references and remarks they show first that they think 21 is to be 
interpreted by a glance forward to 25f.-a literally preposterous method, 
and secondly that they regard pater ipse as something of a standing 
phrase whose reference to Jupiter is all but unmistakable. 

Let us look at this last point immediately. It should be clear that 
any phrase incorporating a defining genitive, e.g., pater diuum at 298, 
is irrelevant. What we must study is the simple occurrence of pater 
ipse, or the reversed order of words, as listed in TLL 7.2, 342, 7-11. 
When these examples are seen together one fact shines out: the context 
is never ambiguous. Virgil says at geor. l.328f. 'ipse ... fulmina 
molitur dextra'; and no one regularly hurls thunderbolts except Jupiter 
(so too Luer. 6.398). At geor. 1.353 ipse pater ordered the signs of 
heaven; at Tibull. 1.4.23 loui precedes pater ipse in the first half of a 
pentameter; at Aen. 2.617 ipse pater is appropriately last in a list of 
the gods who are tearing down Troy ('diuum inclementia diuum' 602, 
Neptune 610, Juno 612, Pallas 615). At geor. 1.121 Virgil says that 
pater ipse made agriculture hard for men; this alone might be ambigu
ous for no one has been mentioned yet as so directing affairs. But the 
next sentence begins at 125 with the words 'ante Iouem' and all is clear. 
On this showing therefore ipse pater does not appear to me at least to 
be a standing phrase that unambiguously points to Jupiter. The same 
may be said in passing of the word genitor, of which examples will be 
found in TLL 6, 1818, 79ff. For example, at Aen. 8.427 he launches 
thunderbolts, an unmistakable activity (and so Aen. 12.200 and [Sen.] 
Oct. 245, where summe is added). At Aen. 12.843 the genitor proposes 
to remove Juturna from her brother's side; since the immediately pre
ceding episode was the conversation between Juno and Jupiter, 'hominum 
rerumque repertor' 829, we know who is meant. (But one example 
cited at TLL 6, 1819, lf. is erroneous. At 9.645f. Lucan writes 'hoc 
monstrum timuit genitor numenque secundum / Phorcys aquis', and 
Housman, as well perhaps as the commenta Bernensia, sees that the 
genitor is Medusa's father, Phorcys. The adnotationes super Lucanum 
however, which the TLL seems to prefer, gloss genitor with Jupiter, and 
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numen secundum is consequently Neptune [as at Lucan 4.1 lOf. and 
5.622]•; as usual the scholiast is reading and commenting upon a line 
at a time, with no eye to context.) Likewise the simple reference to 
parens at Hor. carm. l.l 2.13 is immediately clarified by the subsequent 
relative clause. It may therefore be said with some confidence that the 
context determines who, in any given instance, the pater or genitor or 
parens is, and that the mere addition of ipse, unlike the addition of 
rerum or diuum, is insufficient to specify (or perhaps even suggest) 
Jupiter. 

And this brings us to the first point, that 21 can be explained by an 
appeal to 26f. Such an approach is not illegitimate if a writer builds 
ambiguity into his utterance, as Virgil may have done at gear. 1.121, 
cited in the previous paragraph. But is Catullus's line in any way 
ambiguous, and if so, how exactly has he warned the reader to suspend 
his judgement on the father's identity until further evidence is received? 
In the case of Virgil the riddle was immediately clarified. But any 
doubt Catullus may have meant us to entertain about the identity of the 
pater is not so quickly resolved, for the next sentence is an apostrophe 
to the heroes of the past, and then another sentence follows devoted 
to Peleus. The clarification of the ambiguity is no better signalised 
man was the supposed ambiguity itself. 

That Nereus is meant in 21 was long ago seen by Muretus,' and 
occasionally is acknowledged today, e.g., in F. C. W. Riley's translation, 
or in C. S. Floratos's Ueber das 64. Gedicht Catulls (Athens 1957) p.12. 
Why was it ever doubted? Since recent commentators do not even 
notice the identification we must return to Baehrens and Ellis for an 
answer. Baehrens says, 'intellege Iouem (non Nerea utpote deum 
minorem silentio omissum)'; he also shows that he takes pater ipse to be 
a plain enough reference to Jupiter. On the evidence cited above how
ever that seems unlikely, and Baehrens has ignored the propriety of 
obtaining a father's consent. Nereus's social standing among the gods 
is not relevant, for even if Jupiter waived his claim to Thetis, her father 
could still have forbidden the engagement to Peleus. So Nereus can 
be important in the story. But Ellis observed that the prominence of 
Nereus in the marriage of his daughter does not seem to be dwelt upon 
by most of the writers who have mentioned the subject. This is not 
a cogent objection, since the 'approach of other writers does not bind 
Catullus-he alone for instance mentions Apollo's absence from the 
wedding (299-302). Furthermore we now possess a lovely fragment(?) 
of Alcaeus ( 42 P LF, 111 LGS) which is similar in argument to this 
Catullan poem. Alcaeus contrasts Thetis, N'l)pttl3wv &.ptcr-r<X, with Helen. 
He dwells upon the nymph's marriage in the second stanza and says 
that the son of Aeacus-the patronymic is respectful-took the delicate 
maiden be N 'IJ[ p ]'!Jo cr .. . (µe:A<X0 pwv. The consent of Zeus is unnoticed but 
the approval of Nereus is implied in that Thetis is decently led from 
her father's (house) by her groom. This is not of course decisive for 
Catullus, but it helps to remind us that myths, when used as exempla, 
are not fixed in their details and that poets alter emphases at will. 

Muretus was, I contend, correct to identify the father of 21 as Nereus. 
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Jupiter is a doubtful candidate and he needs a more substantial defense 
than commentators offer. 

NOTES 

I. ipse - 'willingly, without being pressed ' cf. TLL 7.2, 336, 2lff., Catull. 63.56, and 
Virg. eel. 6.26 'simul incipit ipse'. 

2. sensit is awkward, but its meaning does not seem to me to bear upon the point at 
issue in this note. 

3. One misses in commentaries citation of Anacreon 359 PMG 'K1,.e:o~ou1,.ou µe:v 
Eywy ' F,pe:w, / KAe:O ~ OUAWL o' bttµctt\loµcct , / KAe:O~OUAO\I oe: OLOcrxe:w.' 
The erotic context is as significant a parallel as the polyptoton. 

4. The 'communis opinio ' is reflected in translations, e.g. , F. W. Cornish's ' the Father 
himself' in the Loeb Classical Library (and this improper typographical shift is also 
found in G . Williams, 'Tradition and originality in Latin poetry ' (Oxford 1968) 
p. 700), in articles, e.g., M. C. J. Putnam, HSCP 65 (1961) 189 and, by implica
tion, L. C. Curran, YCS 21 (1969) 177, and now unfortunately in TLL 7.2, 312, 
63c4 sv. ipse. 

5. Housman noticed th is sort of ambiguity in his note to Manil. 2.617f. 
6. Muretus (I 550) was not of course alone in this opinion ; A . Statius also agreed that 

Nereus was meant. Later scholars tend to notice both interpretations and prefer one 
o r other : Passerat (1608) shows a preference for Nereus in his note on se11Sit ; 
Vossius ( 1684) prefers Jupiter as did Parthenius and Vulpius (I 737); Silvius, the 
Delphin editor, gives Nereus in his interpretatio , and finally Sillig in his index (p. 318) 
says that the pater is Jupiter. Scaliger, a las, has no note on the interpretation of the 
word. 
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PREFECTS AND LESSER OFFICERS IN THE 
AUXILIA AT THE BEGINNING OF THE 

ROMAN EMPIRE 

by D. B. SADDINGTON 
University of Zimbabwe 

The typical commander of an auxiliary regiment in the Roman army 
of the early imperial period was a member of the Roman equestrian 
order who held the posts of prefect of an infantry cohort, tribune in a 
legion and prefect of a cavalry ala'. However this order developed only 
gradually, and never became absolutely fixed, and it will be instructive 
to review the main types of prefectural career patterns that are known 2

• 

At the same time it will be valuable to consider the evidence for lesser 
officers and officials in the auxilia. Given the nature of the evidence, 
a certain amount of speculation is unavoidable, and all the possible 
interpretations cannot be advanced in each case. This will apply par
ticularly to the order of the posts recorded on the inscriptions. Only 
cases which are dated" comparatively securely will be listed: it will not 
be possible to include parallel instances that are however undated . 

[· · -]ius Sex[-·· (no. 1), from Sicily, held the posts of praefectus 
fabrum, praefectus cohortis and tribunus militum before becoming pro 
legato• or governor of a province. The Nervian tribal leaders 
Chumstinctus (no. 2) and Avectius (no. 3) assisted Drusus the Elder in 
Germany in 10 B. C.: obviously the title of " tribuni" assigned them by 
the epitomator of Livy cannot be taken precisely. Gratus (no. 4) and 
Rufus (no. 5), who were infantry and cavalry commander respectively 
in the Jewish royal forces that remained loyal to Rome after the death 
of Herod the Great, may later have served in the Roman auxilia. C. 
Caristanius Fronto Caesianus Julius (no. 6) of Antioch in Pisidia 
(Yalva~.) was praefectus fabrum, praefectus cohortis and praefectus 
equitum and had a municipal career as well. C. Velleius Paterculus 
(no. 8), the historian, was Tr. Mil. and Praef. Eq. before entering a 
senatorial career: his father (no. 7) had been a Praef. Eq. before him. 
L. Aponius (no. 9) from the colony of Baeterrae (Beziers) in Narbonese 
Gaul, possibly the "eques" sent by Drusus the Younger to Tiberius 
during the mutiny of the Pannonian legions, was Praef. Eq. Tr. Mil. of 
2 legions, praefectus castrorum as well as having a municipal career. 
Q. Aemilius Secundus (no. I 0), probably of Berytus (Beirut), was Pr. 
Fab. of 2 consuls, Pr. Coh. (in 2 different regiments) in Syria, where he 
conducted a census of a town and led an expedition against the 
lturaeans in the Lebanon as well as holding municipal positions. C. 
Fabricius Tuscus (no. 11), probably the author mentioned by Pliny the 
Elder, was prefect of a Coh. Apula, which involved him in supervising 
public works in the colony of Alexandria Troas (Eski Stambul), tribune 
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in a legion for 8 years, tribune of a levy conducted in Rome, Pr. Fabr. 
for 4 years, "praefectus equitum alae praetoriae" for 4 years, as well 
as holding office in Alexandria Troas•. The Cheruscan Arminius (no. 
12) commanded a unit of cavalry and was given Roman citizenship and 
elevated to equestrian status•. Boiocalus (no. 13), the Ampsivarian, may 
also have commanded fellow tribesmen serving as Roman auxilia. 
Staius (no. 14) was another tribal prefect: he was a Trumplinian of the 
Val Trompia in the Alps who became not a Roman citizen, but an 
"immunis Caesaris". Q . Octavius Sagitta (no. 15) of Superaequum 
Paelignorum (Subequo) in Italy was Pr. Fab. Praef. Eq. Tr. Mil., a 
procurator in Raetia and Spain and a holder of municipal posts. M. 
Sufenas Proculus (no. 16) was prefect of a cohort. Cn. Petronius 
Asellio (no. 17) was Pr. Fab. Tr. Mil. Praef. Eq. A Castricius (no. 18), 
recorded at Lanuvium, was Tr. Mil. Praef. Eq. praefectus dassis and 
held minor posts in Rome. Interest attaches to his father, Myriotalentus, 
no doubt non-Roman, if not a freedman. As C. E. Stevens' suggested, 
Castricius probably owed his distinguished career to revealing the con
spiracy of Murena. P. Numicius Pica Caesianus (no. 19) of Rome had 
a senatorial career after being Praef. Eq. So, too, M. Arrius Maximus 
(no. 20) of Anagnia. 

The diversity of the prefects' origins and careers is already apparent. 
If those who set up inscriptions referring to "diuus Augustus" or who 
served under Tiberius are added to those just enumerated, the following 
types of career emerge: 

1. an auxiliary prefecture (or prefectures) with a municipal career such 
as that of Ti. Julius Viator (no. 31) of Aquileia, the son of a freed
man of Augustus, who held the rare rank of subprefect of the Coh. 
III Lusitanorum and became prefect of the Coh. Ubiorum Equitata8; 

2. those who list posts both in the legions and the auxilia, sometimes 
before or after a municipal career, such as Q . Aemilius Secundus, 
prefect of the Coh. Augusta I and the Coh. II Classica (no. 10, 
discussed above)". 

Rather dissimilar is the ignotus (no. 25)10 of Bononia (Bologna) 
who was primipilus, Tr. Mil. for 4 years, Praef. Eq. for 3 years and 
then Pr. Cas. and praefectus classis. 

It is difficult to make rigid distinctions, but there seem to be two 
main types in this category. Some had been praefecti fabrum and 
tribuni militum in the legions, while others had held more "profes
sional" positions in them, if one may be allowed the term, especially 
the primipilate. 

3. The next group served in the legions and the auxilia, but also had 
an "equestrian" career, such as Q. Octavius Sagitta (no. 15, discussed 
above)1' . 

4. Fourthly, there are two cases of those who held praefecturae equitum 
before entering the senate1 2

• This sort of career is referred to by 
Suetonius, who says that Augustus was so keen for prospective 
senators to have military experience that he sometimes appointed 
two sons of senators to the joint command of an ala. 
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5. Fifthly, we also know of a small group of men who were promoted 
to the senate after holding military posts in both the legions and the 
auxilia, often for many years on end. The most notable case is 
Velleius Paterculus (no. 8, discussed above) 13

• 

Velleius is the only figure noted so far who is known solely from 
the literary record. He himself names another, Arminius the 
Cheruscan (no. 12, discussed above). Tacitus, disdainful of technical 
precision as often, merely calls him "Romanis in castris ductor 
popularium", where however the important phrase is "Romanis in 
castris": this was official Roman military service. It is Velleius who 
allows us to designate him a praefectus equitum by specifying their 
many years of joint military service and by stating that he had been 
rewarded not only with Roman citizenship but significantly also with 
equestrian status : the equestrian order was the main recruiting 
ground for the prefects of Roman origin and this may be taken as a 
pointer to the way in which Augustus was thinking. For Arminius 
does not stand alone: there were other Germans who served as 
commanders of auxiliary units. As suggested above, one may even 
suspect that the Herodian cavalry commanders with Roman names, 
Gratus (no. 4) and Rufus (no. 5), also served in the Roman army 
when Judaea was provincialized. 

6. A sixth category of prefect must accordingly be added to those 
already listed, that of the indigenous chieftain commanding his own 
people, but given Roman authority and even status in Roman terms'•. 
This is not confined to the literary record, as the case of Staius (no. 
14, discussed above) shows. In spite of being almost Italian, he 
became not an equestrian, like Arminius, or even a citizen, but 
merely "immunis Caesaris". The inclusion of loyal tribal nobles 
with military competence among the prefects was not an innovation. 
Besides tried professionals like C. Volusenus QuadratUS 15

, Caesar 
used the Allobrogians Roucullus and Egus in the Civil War of 
49 B. C.' ". An inscription from Glanum (Bouches-du-Rhone) even 
records a C. Licinius Macer 11

, tribunus of "milites Glanici" , "qui 
sub uexsillo fuerunt". Was he a Gaul with citizenship of recent 
origin or a Roman serving as a tribunus of soldiers not actually part 
of a legion but intended to join one, or of a separate para-legionary 
or auxiliary detachment? 

Some more doubtful cases may now be considered. Julius Macer 
(no. ii) is definitely Augustan by date: it is the nature of his command 
that causes difficulty. But there seems little reason for not regarding 
his having been recalled to service to command 600 Raetian gaesati as 
the equivalent of an auxiliary prefecture, as Suolahti has apparently 
done. If so, he is the only tribal prefect for whom we have ev:dence 
of prior jUJ)ior service: in his case as an ordinary auxiliary on double 
pay (cf. appendix D, 2). That he may be regarded as a prefect is 
perhaps confirmed by Pro[- - - (no. 21) from Tergeste (Trieste), who 
became a praefectus gaesatorum after legionary service. 

If the Scaeva after whom the Ala Scaevae was named can be identified 
with the M: Cassius Scaeva (no. i)'" known from Caesar, we have another 
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exa!11ple of a legionary who rose to high rank in the legions before 
taking over a cavalry regiment : interestingly however his date fall s 
under the Second Triumvirate. 

M. Florus (no. iii) and 3 other prefects recorded in Egypt (iv-vi) 
under Augustus are difficult to classify. They commanded cohorts 
which were previously regarded as legionary. However Speidel 10 ha~ 
argued that, since some of the soldiers belonging to the cohorts could 
only have been auxiliaries, these were auxiliary cohorts and the com
,manders accordingly auxiliary prefects. 

Not much weight can be given to statistics derived from the history 
of pre-Claudian careers, since in many cases only partial careers are 
recorded. However the pattern Praef. Coh. Tr. Mil. Praef. Eq. hardly 
occurs20

; of the 2 prefects known to have held more than 1 auxiliary 
prefecture, Fabricius Tuscus (no. 11) does exhibit the pattern referred 
to, but, as noted earlier, there are reasons to believe that his case was 
somewhat anomalous. Stertinius (no. 36) may have been Tr. Mil. 
earlier in his career, but he belongs to a different category to be 
discussed below. 

Prefects of cohorts are prepared to name the regiment they com
manded from early under Augustus, as the cases of Caristanius Julius 
(no. 6) and Aemilius Secundus (no. 10) show. But this is not so in 
the case of cavalry commanders, who adhere to the formula praefectus 
equitum. The only exception is again Fabricius Tuscus (no. 11) who 
is the first prefect to call himself praefectus alae and to name the ala21

• 

Otherwise it is not until Gaius that we have a named cavalry regiment, 
called an ala, in the phrase "praefectus alae Augustae" (no. 50). For 
praefectus alae (without the name of the ala being given) instead of 
praef.ectus equitum, cf. no. 51 (also Gaian). 

The use of the title tribunus for Chumstinctus (no. 2) and Avectius 
(no. 3) in the Epitome of Livy can hardly be regarded as significant, if 
accurate. But Faianius Sabinus (no. 33) is so entitled on an inscription, 
as is L. Purtisius Atinas (no. 42). The title in the latter case is to be 
explained by the fact that he commanded the Coh. VI Voluntariorum : 
Cohh. Voluntariorum were in origin different to peregrine cohorts, and 
the use of tribunus for their commanders regular22

• Faianius Sabinus 
was tribi,me of the Coh. I Ligurum: if the Ligurians concerned were 
regarded as Italians the title becomes easier to understand. 

Occasionally the auxiliary prefecture seems to have involved simultane
ous administrative responsibilities. Although this is not specifically 
stated, it seems likely that Aemilius Secundus (no. 10) conducted his 
operations against the Ituraeans and possibly also his census of Apamea 
(Famieh) as prefect of an auxiliary unit : it is more likely that C. 
Fabricius Tuscus, "praef. cohort. Apulae et operum quae in colonia 
iussu Augusti facta sunt" (no. 11) carried out the public works referred 
to as prefect of the Coh. Apula. More common was the assignation 
of the supervision of remote tribal districts especially in newly conquered 
areas to auxiliary prefects. They were then called praefecti ciuitatis 
(nationis or gentis)". Thus Julius Rufus (no. 32) was "praefectus ? 
cohortis Corsorum et ciuitatum Barbariae in Sardinia" . The inscription 
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recording Pro[- - - (no. 21) has been emended to make him "prae
fectus ciuitatium Heluetiarum" . The tradition continued under the 
later emperors: Calpurnius Fabatus (no. 84) was "praef. cohortis VII 
Lusitanorum [et] nation. Gaetulicar. sex quae sunt Numidia" . 

The Claudio-Neronian period may now be considered. Suetonius 
(Cl. 25, 1) says that Claudius arranged the "equestris militias" to pro
duce the order Praef. Cob. Praef. Eq. Tr. Mil. 3 instances are known 
(nos. 70-2) : the arrangement did not endure. Only 2 careers of the 
"normal" pattern are known for the period (nos. 76; 87): both occur 
under Nero. 

The title praefectus equitatus occurs for the first time under Claudius, 
in the person of A Didius Gallus (no. 54), a senator, possibly during 
the invasion of Britain. Much more than a simple auxiliary prefecture 
was involved. Didius Gallus may have controlled all the cavalry used 
in an invading army. It is in this sense, though not confined to cavalry, 
that the position of the senatorial brothers Domitius Lucanus (no. 110) 
and Domitius Tullus (no. 111) early under Vespasian must be under
stood: each was "praefectus auxiliorum omnium". 

The praefectura leuis armaturae (nos. 27-8; 38) of the Julian period 
is not an exact equivalent: this was more the command of all the mili
tary forces in a region where no legion was stationed, usually as part 
of the functions of a "governor" . This is probably the context of 
Suetonius' remark about Felix (no. 72 bis) that Claudius " (eum) 
cohortibus et alis prouinciaeque Iudaeae praeposuit" . When Josephus 
stated that Gaius had sent Marullus (no. 48 ter) to be t1t1tO(P X.'YJV £1tL 
•'Yl<; ' louoO(tO(<; , it is less clear what the "cavalry command" means and 
whether it can be assumed to include the governorship of J udaea. It 
may be intended to include infantry, and so equivalent to praefectus 
leuis armaturae, or it may imply a conversion of a praefectura equitatus 
into something fairly permanent. 

On a rather different level from command of the auxiliaries of a 
large invading army or of a newly conquered administrative area was 
the Roman readiness to assign auxiliary forces of different sizes to 
subordinate officers in times of war on a large scale. Thus Titus, a 
legionary legate at the time, operated on one occasion under his father 
Vespasian in Judaea with 1000 foot and 500 horse, on another with 
600 chosen cavalry and on yet another with 1000 horse" . During the 
Flavian advance into Italy in A D. 69 Vipstanus Messala, then a mili
tary tribune, operated with "auxiliaries from Moesia" 25

• Such a role, 
between that of a simple prefect and a praefectus equitatus, must be 
assigned to Pedo (no. 35) and Stertinius (no. 36) : they are superior 
to Paullus Aemilius (no. 34). 

Military necessity or favouritism led to many unparalleled promotions 
in the Year of the Four Emperors, the effects of which are often only 
to be seen under Vespasian. The new irregular patterns might be 
symptomatic of the future. In particular Attius Suburanus (no. 136) 
may be noted: the Vespasianic prefect ends up as the Trajanic prefect 
of the praetorian guard and consul ordinarius. It is a feature of this 
period that a considerable number of auxiliary prefects, though not so 
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magnificently as Attius Suburanus, are adlected into senatorial careers 
(nos. 98; 126-7; 129; 134-6). Analogous cases may be found under 
Augustus, as noted, but hardly appear in the Claudian period. 

It may be noted that, except for Attius Suburanus (no. 136), auxiliary 
prefects no longer appear to hold the praefectura fabrum: since the 
prefects numbered 89-91 do, they are presumably rather to be regarded 
as Claudio-Neronian than Flavian. Similarly the primipilate appears 
to be associated with auxiliary prefectures no longer: the ignotus (no. 95) 
probably belongs to A. D. 68 and although Valerius Clemens (no. 96) 
is dated by a reference to "diuus Vespasianus" his primipilate and 
cavalry prefecture are clearly Neronian. Auxiliary prefects had ceased 
to be praefecti castrorum even earlier: no definitely datable Claudian 
example is known. 

The chance survival of the Histories of Tacitus enables us to observe 
that the "tribal" prefecture, so prominent under Augustus and Tiberius, 
was sti11 flourishing in the Lower German army command (nos. 101-5) 
and therefore possibly elsewhere. That prefects of local origin were not 
regarded as different in any way to those of Roman, Italian or pro
vincial "municipal" backgrounds is shown by the case of Julius 
Briganticus (no. 103), the first tribal prefect to proceed from a command 
over his fellow tribesmen to one over a regiment of different origin 
(the Ala Singularium). 

What emerges with great clarity is a picture of the imaginative use 
of the best men available for very different purposes. The prefect of a 
long established regiment with its own tradition would usually be a 
Roman equestrian from an Italian municipium; the leader of a newly 
drafted unit of frontiersmen could suitably be their own chieftain, 
sensitive to their customs and methods of fighting. Such a tradition 
might well be worth maintaining, as in the case of the Batavians: not 
a sign of political differentiation or lack of professionalization of these 
regiments, but of the best man in the best place. Obversely, the pre
fecture might prepare a man for other posts in the army and the 
administration; or it might be a factor in the provincialization and 
Romanization of local aristocracies, as in the case of Arminius, 
instructive for what he was intended, but refused to be. Roman 
flexibility is further i11ustrated by the use of prefects for tasks not 
strictly confined to the command of cohorts or alae. 

* * * 

Other ranks may now be considered. The position of sub-prefect>• 
did not endure. Decurions in alae are known from the time of 
Tiberius. (It may be noted that, unlike prefects, they, like ordinary 
auxiliaries even earlier, do not avoid the use of the term ala for their 
regiment, whose name they usually supply.) The first case is rather 
doubtful, Flavus (no. Bl) the brother of Arminius. In Tacitus he is 
called an "explorator" but the term is intended to be deliberately dis
paraging. Flavus' statement that he received "aucta stipendia" may 
mean that he became a dup!icarius. He received military decorations : 
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"torquem et coronam aliaque militaria dona" 21
• The system of dona 

militai:ia had n~t been finalized by this date. Up to the Flavian period 
Pr. Pil., Tr. MIi. and Praef. Coh. and Eq. generally received a hasta 
pura and a corona aurea: Flavus lacks the hasta: he could not have 
been a prefect, as Suolahti proposed. The torques was always in
significant. From this Timpe has deduced that he was a centurion. 
More likely he was a decurion. At any rate we have clear evidence 
of the promotion of a Cheruscan auxiliary at the end of the Augustan 
or early in the Tiberian period. 

Ti. Julius Bellicus (no. B2) and Ti. Julius Reitugenus (no. B4) are 
basically similar to Flavus and represent a common type: auxiliaries, 
especially from the West, elevated to Roman citizenship. But there is 
also the instructive Ti. Julius Maximus, son of Tiridates (a well-known 
Parthian and Armenian name), decurion in the Ala Parthorum, who 
gave his "domus" as Rome (he was 26 when he died in DaJmatia). 
His father was presumably a Parthian refugee or member of the 
entourage of a Parthian hostage in Rome. Fewer centurions are known. 
But Ti. Julius Niger, the son of Ittixo, of the Coh. IV Aquitanorum, 
who was buried in Aquitania, belongs to the same category as 
Reitugenus and is presumably representative. 

The second category of decurion and centurion consisted of Roman 
citizens, but they are less easy to date. C. Cassius Blaesianus (no. B20) 
was an obvious citizen, but belonged to a Coh. Ligurum, which may 
have had special features if it was regarded as more "Italian" than 
peregrine. However one may contrast M. Sempronius L. f. domo 
Termestinus28 (no. B6a) (from Tiermes near Soria in Spain) of the Ala 
Sebosiana, buried at Borbetomagus (Worms) in Upper Germany with 
the enfranchised peregrine Ti. Julius Diviciacus (no. B6) of the same 
regiment and province. T . Octavius C. f. Macer 7 cohor. I Liburnorum 
(l.L.J. 208) (no. Cii*) from Nedinum (Nadin) in Dalmatia, who could 
even possibly date from Octavian's Illyrican campaigns, was definitely 
a citizen, although again the Coh. I Liburnorum, otherwise unattested, 
may fall within a more "Italian" orbit. This is definitely the case with 
C. Ligurius L. f. Vol. Asper (no. C7) of the Coh. I Civium Romanorum 
Ingenuorum: may Cornelius (no. CS) of the Coh. Italica in Acts be 
regarded as a citizen, even if of peregrine origin, by analogy? 

The civic status of decurions and centurions with Roman-sounding 
names, but without the tribus or even filiation, is difficult to decide. 
For example, Aebutius (no. Bl6) in Josephus has a Roman-sounding 
name and was entrusted with military responsibilities of considerable 
magnitude. One is inclined to classify him with the L. Aemilius 
"decurio equitum Gallorum" known from Caesar (B. G. I, 23, 1). In 
general one will not be inclined to refuse Roman citizenship to the 
decurion or centurion with the tria nomina or even a single Latin name. 
No. B12 provides an instructive pointer. An auxiliary is reported as 
serving in the squadron of a certain Domesticus, not a common Roman 
nomen or cognomen. But later in the same document Domesticus 
appears as Octavius 0omesticus in the company of L. Herennius Valens 
(no. Bl3) and M. Marcius P. f. Fal. Optatus (no. B14). However most 
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subalterns in the auxilia with Roman citizenship are likely to have been 
of provincial rather than Italian origin. 

We have very little evidence, but most of it points in the direction of 
the promotion of troopers to positions of privilege or authority. This 
may seem to conflict with a deduction commonly made on the basis of 
a passage in Tacitus20

, that legionaries wei:e transferred to the auxilia as 
decurions in the early principate: Tacitus mentions the placing of 
Roman soldiers and centurions in a newly formed cohort of auxiliaries 
to train them in the Roman way. But this may refer to the initial 
period of the formation of a new regiment rather than to the situation 
in an established unit; it may point to secondments rather than to 
permanent incorporation. 

There is even less evidence for those promoted to positions above 
the ranks but below the centurionate. The duplicarii stand out. Par
ticularly impressive was C. Julius Macer (no. D2), of Mediolanum 
Santonum (Saintes) in Aquitania, of the Ala Atectorigiana who served 
for 32 years, received a bronze document to attest his citizenship and 
was called out as euocatus to be· in charge of 600 "Gaesati Raeti" in a 
Raetian fort. As suggested above (no. Aii) this can probably be re
garded as the equivalent of a prefecture. The career of Arminius' 
brother Flavus (no. D2 bis), who probably reached the decurionate 
(no. Bl, discussed above), may provide a parallel. 

A fairly detailed command structure in the auxilia in the Claudian 
and early Flavian period emerges from Josephus (nos. Bl6-17; CI0-11; 
cf. C8-9). Apart from 5 decurions (no. B7 bis), I duplicarius (D6 bis) 
and 4 sesquiplicarii (no. D10) are recorded from 3 alae at Coptos (Qift) 
in Egypt, most probably before Claudius. If the cohorts named after 
their commanders recorded in Egypt under Augustus can be regarded 
as auxiliary"", we have an auxiliary curator (no. D14), showing that, 
in Egypt at least, the command structure in auxiliary units had developed 
to a fairly complex level at an early stage. 

Although Romans, especially of provincial origin, are found serving 
in the auxilia below the rank of prefect, naturally most of the under
officers were peregrines or peregrines recently enfranchised, that is, of 
the same civic origin as the ordinary auxiliaries themselves. 

* * * 

The appendices which follow present a somewhat simplified summary 
of the evidence. It is not possible to discuss each case in detail. 
Iterated commands are shown only in the case of auxiliary prefectures. 
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N 
00 

No. 

(i) ?• 

(ii) ? 

(iii) ? 

(iv) ? 

(v) ? 

(vi) ? 

(vii) -
(xi) • 

I 

Name and Documentation 

M . Cassius (or Caesius) Scaeva 
R.E. III , 1744, no. 87; 
Dobson , 1978, 4. 

C. Julius Macer 
Suolaht i, 366, no. I 18, C308. 

M . Florus 
P.M .E. F 111. 

Facundus 
P.M.E. F 103. 

N iger 
P.M.E. N 31. 

Camerensis 

Mainly Republican 

- - -]ius Sex[- - -
P.M .E. S 106; Suolahti, 375, 
no. 157, C323; Dobson, 70 ; 
Pflaum, 7. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS 

Pr. I Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. - Coh. Mil. Eq. Mil itary trian cipal Tribal 

AUGUSTAN 

I.L.S. 2490; X 7 ; Pr. Pi l. 
Caes. B.C. IIJ , 
53; C.I.L. XI 
6721, 28 

I.L.S. 2531 ; Evocatus X 

C.l.L. XVI, Gesatorum 
p. 146, no. 15 DC 

Raetorum 
--

A.E. 'JO, 207; X 
I.G.R.R . I 1250 

/ .G.R.R . I 1366 X 

I.G.R.R . l 1236 X 

0 . Tait 245 X 
(p. 114) 

Cf. p. 22 above 

C.I.L. X 7351 X X X Pr. Leg. 



APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
No. Name and Documentation Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

2 ? Chumstinctus Livy, Epit. X X 

P.I.R .2 C 729; P.M.E. I 44 ; CXLI 
Suolahti, 352, no. 57, A316. 

3 ? Avectius ibid. X X 

P.I.R. 2 A 1377 ; P.M.E. I 31 ; 
Suolahti , 346, no. 26, A297. 

4 ? Gratus Jos. B.J. II, 52 ; X X 

R.E. Vil, 1846, no. 3 88; A.J. XVII, 
266. 

~ 5 ? Rufus ibid . X X 

R.E. IA, 1204, no. 2. 

6 C. Caristanius Fronto I.L.S. 9503 X X X X 

Caesianus Julius 
P.I.R. 2 C 425; P.M .E. C 81; 
Suolahti, 350, no. 48, C221 ; 
Dobson, 70. 

7 Velleius Veil. II, 104 X 

R .E. VlllA, 637, no. 3; 
P.M .E. V 63; Suolahti, 395, 
no. 267, Cl81. 

8 C. Velleius Paterculus ibid. X X s 
R.E. VIIlA, 637, no. 5; 
P.M.E. V 64; Suolahti, 395, 
no. 267, C233. 



w. 
9 . 

.. 

No. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

J3 ? 

14 

15 

. 

Name and Documentation 

L. Aponius 
P.I.R. 2 A 934; P.M.E. A 150; 
Suolahti, 344, no. 14, C261; 
cf. Dobson, 1978, 169. 

Q. Aemilius Secundus 
P.l.R. 2 A 406 ; P.M .E. A 90 ; 
Suolahti, 343, no. 6, C254; 
(Dobson, 65). 

C. Fabricius Tuscus 
P.l.R. 2 F 90; P.M .E. F 18; 
Dobson, 71 ; W. Eck, R.E. 
Suppl. XV, 98, no. 13a. 

(C. Julius ?) Arminius 
P.l.R .2 A 1063 ; P.M.E. [ 25 ; 
Suolahti, 345, no. 19, C239. 

Boiocalus 
P.l.R.2 B 140. 

Stai us 
P.M.E. S 61; Suolahti , 390, 
no. 239, C35l. 

C. Octavius Sagitta 
R.E. XVII, 1855, no. 85; 
P.M.E. 0 11; Suolahti, 377, 
no. 167, C329 ; Dobson, 70 ; 

•Pflaum, 13 ; 957. 
--

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Contin·ued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. · Military trian cipal Tribal 

I.L.G. 558 ; X X Pr. Cas. X 
Tac. A11n. I, 29 

/.L.S. 2683 X xx X 

' 

A.E. '73, 501 ; X X X xxxx Tr. Dil. X 
Plin. N.H. ind . 
m 

Yell . H, 118 ; X X 
Tac. Ann. II , 10 

Tac. Ann. XIII, X 
55 

-
l.L.S. 847 X X 

--
I.L.S. 9007 X X X X X 

•· 
. .. 
- . -.. --



w 
1--' 

No. 

16 

i7 

18 

19 

20 

21 • 

I 
Name and Documentation 

M. Sufenas Proculus 
R.E. Suppl. XIV, 747, no. 2; 
P.M.E. S 84 bis. 

Cn. Petronius Asellio 
P.M.E. P 21 ; Dobson, 73. 

A. Castricius 
P.l .R. 2 C 541 ; P:M .E. C 99; 
Suolahti, 351 , no. 52, C217. 

P. Numicius Pica Caesianus 
R.E. XVII, 1342, no. 5; 
P.M.E. N 15 ; Suolahti, 376, 
no. 166, C327. 

M. Arrius Maximus 
P.l.R. 2 A 1099; P.M .E. A 162 ; 
Suolahti, 345, no. 21, C262. 

Pro[- - -
P.M.E. P 132 bis, 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

Latomus, X 

XXXVII, 620. 

c.1.L . xm X X X 

6816. 

l.L.S. 2676 add . X X Pr. Cl. Rome 

/.L.S.911 X s 

l.L.S. 912 X s 

C.l.L. V 536 Gaesati ,, Leg. ? 
Pr. Civ. ? -

•. 



I.,) 

N 

No. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Name and Documentation 

M '. Vibius Balbinus 
R.E. VIIIA, 1967, no. 24; 
P.M.E. V 91; Suolahti, 396, 
no. 273, C365 ; Dobson 71. 

L. Voluscnus Clemens 
R.E. Suppl. IX, 1856, no. 5; 
P.M.E. V 132; Suolahti, 398, 
no. 280, C373 ; Ptlaum, 17. 

M. Junius Proculus 
P.M.E. I 150; Suolahti, 366, 
no. 119, C311 ; Dobson, 70. 

- - -
P.M.E. Inc. 190; Suolahti, 
376, no. 164 ; Dobson, 1978, 
168. 

T. Junius Montanus 
P.I.R.2 I 780; P.M .E. I 148; 
Dobson, 73. 

Sex. Aulienus 
P.I.R.2 A 1422; P.M.E. A 201 ; 
Suolahti, 347, no. 31 , C266; 
Dobson, 73; 1978, 167. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. I~ Tr. Praef. Other Equcs- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

OF THE DEIFIED AUGUSTUS 

l.L.S. 937 X X X s 

l .L.S . 2691 X X Pr. Tir. X 

C.I.L. X 6309 X X 

C.I.L. XI 711 X x:xx Pr. Pil. X 

Pr. Cas. 
Pr. Cl. 

A.l.J. 173 X X xxxxxx Pr. Leg. 

l.L.S. 2688 X Lev. Arm. X Pr. Pi!. X 
Pr. Cas. 
Pr. Cl. 



~ 
~ 

No. 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

··---

Name and Documentation 

- - -]urius Gallus 
Dobson, 1978, 185. 

M. Vergilius Gallus Lusius 
R .E. VIIlA, 1020, no. 6; 
P.M.E. V66; Suolahti, 395, 
no. 268, C359; Dobson, 71; 
1978, 170; Pflaum, 23; 958. 

A. Lusius Gallus 
P.l .R .2 L 434 ; P.M.E. L 39 ; 
Suolahti, 370, no. 135, C315. 

Ti. Jul ius Viator 
P.l.R.2 I 625; P.M.E. I 139. 

Sex. Julius Rufus 
P.M.E. I 114; Suolahti, 366, 
no. 118, C309. 

L. Faianius Sabinusl1 

P.l.R.2 F 107; P.M.E. F 22. 

Paullus Aemilius 
P.l.R. 2 A 328; P.M.E. A 71 ; 
Dobson, 1978, 175. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq . Military trian cipal Tribal 

C.l.L. X (i()98 Lev. Arm. Pr. Pil. 

l.L.S. 2690 X X Pr. Pil. X X 
Tr. Coh. Pr. 

ibid. X X 

l .L.S. 2703; cf. xx (Subpr.) X 
A.E. '95, 36 

l .L.S. 2684 X Leg. 

I 
Pr. Civ. 

TIBERIAN 

C.l.L. XI 838 Tr. X 
Tac. Ann. I, 73. 

l .L .S. 2686 X Pr. Pil. 
Tac. Ann. II, 11; Tr. Cob. Pr. 
IV, 42. 



(.;.) .,. 

No. 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 • 

Name and .Documentation 

(Albinovanus ?) Pedo 
P.I.R .2 A 479; P.M .E. A 97 ; 
Suolahti , 379, no. 185, C256. 

L. Stertinius 
R .E. IIIA, 2451 , no. 7. 

Chariovalda 
· P.l.R.2 C7l6 ; P.M .E. I 43 ; 
Suolahti, 352, no. 56, C278 . 

Sex. Pedius Lusianus Hirrutus 
R.E. Suppl. VII, 832, no. 6b ; 
Suolahti, 379, no. 184, C333 ; 
Dobson, 1978, 175. 

- - -
P.M .E. Inc. 165 . 

T . Pomponius Petra 
R.E. XXI, 1952, 2343, no. 63 ; 
P.M.E. P 79; Dobson, 70. 

Vi bius Fronto 
R .E. VIIIA, 1971 , no. 31 ; 
P.M.E. V 94. 

L. Purtisius Atinas 
P.M.E. P 117. 

C. Purtisius Atinas 
P.M .E. P 116 ; Suolahti, 384, 
no. 207, C343; Dobson, 71 ; 
Dobson, 1978, 184. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. M il. Eq. Milit;;i ry trian cipal Tribal 

Tac. Ann. I , 60 X ? 

Tac. Ann. I, 60 ; Lev. Arm. X 
71 ; II, 8 ; 11 ; 17. 

Tac. Ann. II, 11. X X 

l.L.S. 2689 Lev. Arm. Pr. Pil. X X 

C./.L. IX 3664 X X 

C.I.L. XI 969 X X X X 

Tac. Ann. II, 68 X 

A.E. '64, 227 Tr. 

C. l .L. XI 624 X lt Pr. Pi l. X 



w 
VI 

No. 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

48 bis 

48 ter? 

49 

50 

Name and Documentation 

Julius Indus 
P.l .R.2 I 358 ; P.M .E. I 69 ; 
Suolahti, 366, no. 118, C307. 

P. Vergilius Paullinus 
P.M.E. V 67; Dobson, 70. 

M . Tarquitius Saturninus 
P.M.E. T 3; Dobson, 1978, 176 

Vitrasius Pollio 
R.E. IXA, 418, no. 6 ; P.M.E. 
V 122; Pflaum, 18. 

L. Arrius Salanus 
P.M.E. A 163; Dobson, 73. 

---
P.M .E. Inc. 65. 

Marullus 
P.M.E. M 80. 

L. Eienus Saturninus 
P.M .E. ES. 

C. Terentius Bassus Mefanus 
Etruscus. P.M.E. T 8. 

APPENDIX A : PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
- " · Reference - Fab. Coh . Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Triba.l 

Tac. Ann. III , 42 X X 

l.L.S. 6747 X X 

l .L.S. 2692 X X Pr. Pil. ' X 

C.l.L. X 3871 X X X 

l.L.S. 6285 X X X Pr. Cas. X 

A .E. '26, 82 ? X Pr. Vet. 

GAIAN 

Jos. A .J. XVIII, ? 
237. 

l.L.S. 8899 X 

l.L.S. 6102 X 

- -



(.;) 

0\ 

No. 

51 

52 • 

53 

54 ? 

55 

56 

57 

58 

Name and Documentation 

C. Herennius Capito 
P.I.R. 2 H 103; P.M.E. H 13 ; 
Pflaum, 23,. 

Sex. Pompeius Merula 
P.M.E. P61 . 

M . Valerius Severus 
P.M.E. V 36-7. 

A. Didius GallusJ2 
P.l.R.2 D 70; P.M.E. p.322. 

Q. Cornelius Valerianus 
P.I.R. 2 C .1471 ; P.M.E. C250. 

C. Plinius Secundus 
R .E. XXI, 271, no. 5; P .M .E. 
P 44 ; Pflaum, 106. 

I - G]litius Barbarus 
P.I.R . 2 G 182; P.M.E. G 20; 
Dobson, 73 ; Dobson, 1978, 
189. 

C. Julius Victor 
P.M.E. I 141; Suolahti, 366, 
no. 118, A331; Dobson, 70. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

A.E. '41, 105. X X Pr. Vet. X 

PRE-CLAUDIAN 

/.L.S. 2483 1_1 X 

CLAUDIAN 

/.L.A . 634 Auxilia X X 

I.L.S. 970; cf. Equita- s 
A .E. '47, 76 tus 

C.I.L. II 3272; X Pr. Vex. 
/.L.S. 2713 

C.I.L . XIII x? X Pr.Cl. X 
10026, 22; Plin. 
Ep.111,5 

C./.L. V 6969 X x? X Pr. Pil. 

C.I.L. XIII X Tr. X 
1042-5 



w 
-..J 

No. 

59 

60 

61 ? 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

Name and Documentation 

Caelius Pollio 
P.l.R .2 C 140 ; P.M .E. C 32. 

Curtius Severus 
P.l.R .2 C 1620; P.M.E. C 261. 

Celer 
P.l.R .2 C 617; P.M .E. C 272. 

Arrius Yarns 
P.l .R .2 A 1111 ; P.M.E. A 
164; Dobson, 1978, 202. 

C. Cavarius Priscus 
P.M .E. C 103. 

M . Mi lonius Verus Junianus 
P.M.E. M 54. 

M . Licinius Rufus 
P.M.E. L 16. 

C. Oetius Rixa 
P.M .E. 0 14; Pflaum, 959. 

L. Pupius Praesens 
R.E. XXIII, 1994, no. 15; 
P.M.E. P 115 ; Pflaum, 58 ; 
960. 

APPENDIX A : PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Othar Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Cob. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

Tac. Am,. XII, (x ? or) X 

45 

Tac. Ann. XII, X 
55 

Jos. A.J. XX, Tr. 
132 ; 136; 
B.J. II, 244 

Tac. Ann. XIII, X Pr. Pil. 
9; Hist. UT, 6; Pr. Praet. 
IV, 2 

C.l.L. XVI 2 X 

C./ .L. XVI 3 X 

!.L.A . 559; X X 
A.E. '69/70, 
649; 652-3 

A.E. ' 56, 15 X X X 

/.L.S. 8848 X X X 



(.;) 

00 

No. 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

72 bis ? 

73 

74 

75 

Name and Documentation 

Sp. Turranius Proculus 
Gellianus. R.E. VIIA, 1443, 
no. 12; P.M.E. T 44; 
Dobson, 68. 

Q. Fabius Casper[- - -
P.l .R .2 F 24; P.M.E. F 2; 
Pflaum, 53. 

- - - Jtius Varus 
P.M.E. V 137; Suolahti, 395, 
no. 262, C356-7; Dobson, 70. 

Sex. Caecilius Senecio 
P.M.E. C 25; Dobson, 75. 

L. Domitius Severus 
P.M.E. D 33. 

M. Antonius Felix 
P.l.R .2 A 828 ; P.M .E. A 134. 

C. Julius Augurinus 
P.l.R .2 I 187/8; P.M.E. 129. 

Claudius Lysias 
P.l.R.2 C 917; P.M .E. C 154. 

C. Caesius Aper 
P.l .R.2 C 191; P.M.E. C 42. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

l.L.S. 5004 X X X X 

C./.L. llI 7271 X X X 

/.L. S. 2681 X X X X 

C./.L. V 4058 X X X X 

A.E. '66, 124 X X X X 

Suet. Cl. 28 ? ? X 

NERONIAN 

/ .L.S. 2491; ? X 
Tac. Ann. XV, 
50 

Ac. 21, 31; 23, Tr. X 
26; 24, 22 

C./.L. XVI, 4; X X s 
I.L.S. 981 



(.,.) 
\0 

No. 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 ? 

82 

83 

84 

Name and Documentation 

L. Baebius Juncinus 
P.I.R. 2 B 18 ; P.M.E. B 11 ; 
Pflaum, 295; Dobson, 75. 

Q . Pomponius Rufus 
P.M.E. P 80. 

Jucundus 
P.I.R .2 I 72 ; P.M.E. p. 503. 

Aemilius Jucundus33 
P.I.R .2 A 351; P.M.E. A 80. 

Neapolitanus 
R .E. XVI, 2131; P.M.E. N 26 

Placidus 
R.E. XX, 1934, no. I ; P.M.E. 
P 124. 

Antonius 
P.I.R.2 A 796; P.M.E. A 129. 

Antonius Silo 
P.I.R.2 A 877; P.M.E. A 144. 

L. Calpurnius Fabatus 
P.I.R.2 C263; P.M.E. C53; 
Dobson, 70. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq . Military trian cipal Tribal 

/ .L.S. 1434; P. X X X X X 

Fouad I 21 

C./.L. XVI 5 X 

Jos. B.J. II, 291 X 

Jos. 8.1. H, 544 X 

Jos. Vil. 120; X X 

B.J. II, 335 

Jos. Vil . 213 ? 

Jos. B.J. III, l 2 X 

Jos. B.J. III, 486 ? 

I.L.S. 2721 ; X X X Pr. Nat. X 
Tac. Ann. XVI, 
8; Plin. Ep. V, l 1 



APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
No. Name and Documentation Reference Fab. Coh . Mil. Eq . Military trian cipal Tribal 

85 Q. Atatinus Modestus /.L.S. 2707 X X X 

P.J.R.2 A 1275;P.M .E. A 172 ; 
Dobson, 73. 

86 C. Nymphidius Sabinus /.l.S. 1322 X Pr. Praet. 
R .E. XVII, 1605, no. 5; 
P.M.E. N 25 bis. 

87• L. Volcacius Primus I.LS. 2737 X X )( Pr. Rip. X. 
P.M.E. V 124. et Civ. 

88• C. Vibius QuartusJ4 I.L.S. 2538 )( Leg. 

t P.M.E. p. 869. Dec. 

PRE-FLA VIAN AND YEAR OF THE 4 EMPERORS 

89• Ti . Claudius Hierophantes A.E. '96, 5; X. X 

R.E. XVII, 2253, no. 1. A.E. '37, 6 

90* Ti . Julius Julianus A.E. '13, 194 )( Tr. 
P.M .E. I 74; Dobson, 70. 

91• M . Stlaccius Coranus l.L.S. 2730 )( )( )( )( 

P.M.E. S 81; Dobson, 75. 

92 C. Vibius Publilianus I.LS. 2706 )( )( 

R .E. VIIIA, 1979, no. 47 ; 
P.M.E. V 104; Suolahti, 396, 
no. 273, C366. 

93 L. Pomponius Lupus l.L.S. 9196 xx )( Pr.Civ. )( 

P.M.E. P78. 



APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued ) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
No. Name and Documentation Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

94 Sex. Caesius Propertianus l.L.S. 1447 X X X X 
P.l.R.2 C204; P.M.E. C44; 
Pflaum, 88. 

95* --- C.I.L. XI 5744 X Pr. Pil. X 
P.M.E. Inc. 211 ; Dobson, Pr. 0. M. 
1978, 212; Pflaum, 54; 960. 

96 C. Valerius ClemensJ6 I.L.S. 2544 X Pr. Pil. X 
R .E. VIIA, 2411, no. 132-3; 
P.M.E. V 8; Dobson, 1978, 
213. 

_,,. 
97 Publilius Sabinus Tac. H . II, 92 X Pr. Praet. 

R.E. XXIII, 1920, no. 24; 
P.M .E. P 112. 

98 Sex. Lucilius Bassus Tac. H . II, 100; X Pr. Cl. s 
P.l.R .2 L 379; P.M .E. L 30 ; Jos. B.J. VII, J 63 
Pflaum, 92. 

99 Vibennius Rufinus Tac. H . III, 12 X 

P.M.E. V 89. 

JOO Julius Flavianus Tac. H . III, 79 X 
P.l.R.2 I 313; P.M.E. I 62. 

101 Alpinius MontanusJe Tac. H . III, 35 X X 

P.l .R. 2 A 550 ; P.M .E. A JJJ. 

102 Julius Classicus Tac. H. II, 14 X X 
P.l.R. 2 I 267; P.M.E. I 46. 



~ 
N 

No. 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 ? 

111 ? 

----

Name and Documentation 

Julius Briganticus 
P.I.R . 2 I 211; P.M .E. I 35. 

Julius Civilis 
P.l .R. 2 I 264; P.M .E. I 45. 

Claudius Labeo 
P.I.R.2 C906; P.M.E. C150. 

Asinius Poll io 
P.l.R .2 A 1240; P.M .E. A 170 

Festus 
P.I.R. 2 F 147; P.M .E. F 108. 

Scipio 
R.E. IlA, 823, no. 2 ; 
P.M.E. S 94. 

Claudius Sagitta 
P.I.R. 2 C 1006; P.M .E. C 181 

Cn. Domitius . .. Lucanus 
P.I.R .2 D 152. 

Cn. Domitius .. . Tullus 
P.I.R .2 D 167. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil . Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

Tac. H. II, 22 ; xx X 
IV, 70 

Tac. H. IV, 16 X X 

Tac. H. IV, 18 X X 

Tac. H. II, 59 X 

Tac. H. II, 59 X 

Tac. H . II, 59 X 

Tac. H. IV, 49 X 

VESPASIANIC AND OF THE DEIFIED VESPASIAN 

I.L.S. 990 Aux. s 
Omnia 

l.L.S. 991 Aux. s 
Omnia 



APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 
---

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
No. Name and Documentation Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

112 T . Mucius Clemens A .E. '67, 525 xx Adiutor ? X 
R.E. Suppl. XV, 291 , no. 9a; 
P.M.E. M 68. 

113 ---Jinius Secun[dus l.G.R.R . III 1015 X Pr. Nat. ? X 
P.M.E. S 97. Adiutor? 

114* Ti. Claudius Heras l.G.R.R. III 230 X X X 
P.M.E. C 144. 

115 M . Aemilius Pius I.L.S. 9499 xx 

t; P.I.R .2 A 393; P.M.E. A 85. 

116 Ti. Claudius Atticus C./.L. XVI 20 X 

P.M.E. C 121. 

117 C. Quintius Laberius Tutor R.M.D.2 X 

Sabinianus P.M .E. Q 3. 

118 Marcellus C./.L. IX 2564 X Leg. 7 X 
P.M.E. M 78 bis. Pr. Civ. 

119 --- A.E. ' 57, 307 X 

P.M.E. Inc. 50 bis. 

120 Q. Varius Secundus A.E. '57, 307 X 

P.M.E. V 54 

121 --- A.E. ' 11 , 228 X 
P.M.E. Inc. 66. 

I 



APPENDIX A : PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
No. Name and Documentation Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

122 T. Staberius Secundus l.L.S. 2729; X X X 
R.E. IIIA, 1925, no. 5; C.l.L. XVI 23 
P.M.E. S 59. 

123 P. Seppienus Aelianus C. l .L. XVI 22 X 
P.M .E. S 26. 

124 Herodes l .G.R .R . III Il44 X X 

125 [-- - ] Charetus l .G.R .R. III 1136 X Pr. Nat. 

126 - - -]tilius Lol[lian]us ? C.l .L . III 335 X X s 
t P.l .R.2 L 309 ; P. M .E. L 49. 

127 C. Fulvius Lupus Servilianus C. l .L. XII 3166 X Pr. Vig. s 
P.l.R .2 F 548; P.M.E. F 94. 

128 L. Venuleius Pataecius A .E. '36, 1 X X X X 
R.E. VIIIA, 823, no. 10 ; 
P.M.E. V 118; Pflaum, 104; 
963 . 

129• - - - ]rianus Vo[lcinius - - -)- C.l.L. VI 1543 X s 
anicus R.E. Suppl. IX, 1839; 
P.M.E. V 125 . 

130 - -- A.E. ' 73, 485 X X Aedilis X 
P.M .E. Inc. 75. Castrensium 

131 C. Nonius Flaccus A.£. ' 75, 353 X X X 



""' Vo 

No. 

132 

133 

134 

135 

136 

137 

Name and Documentation 

C. Minicius Italus 
R.E. XV, 1826, no. 15 ; 
P.M .E. M 60; Pflaum, 141. 

Pompeius Faventinus 
R.E. XXI, 2271, no. 78; 
P.M.E. P 57. 

T. Rutilius Varus 
P.M.E. R 21. 

C. Caristanius Fronto 
P.l.R. 2 C 423; P.M .E. C 80. 

Sex. Attius Suburanus 
Aemilianus P.l.R.2 A 1366; 
P.M.E. A 189; Pflaum, 128. 

M . Sempronius Albanus 
P.M .E. S 17. 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS (Continued) 

Pr. Praef. Tr. Praef. Other Eques- Muni-
Reference Fab. Coh. Mil. Eq. Military trian cipal Tribal 

l.L.S. 1374 XXX X X X X 

C.l.L. II 2637 = X X X X 
A.E. '66, 187 

C. l .L. X 1258 X X s 

l .L.S . 9485 X X s 

A.E. '39, 60; X X Adiutor X 
Plin . Ep. VII, 6; Pr. Praet. 
Viet. Caes. 13 s 
A.E. '73, 539 X X 



APPENDIX B: DECURIONS 

No. Name and Documentation Reference I Regiment Location Notabilia 

TIBERIAN 

l? (C. Julius ?) Flavus37 Tac. Ann. II, 9; XI 16 Germany "explorator" 
P.I.R .2 F 450; P.M.E. I 63; Suolahti , 
361, no. 97a, C298 

2 T(i). Julius Bellicus A .f.J. 82 Ala Asturum U Noricum decurio 
Kraft, 152 municipii 

---
3 Albanus C./.L. III 4368 Ala Augusta lllyricum Tribal 

~ 
Kraft, 422a. Ituraeorum 

4 Tib. Julius Reitugenus C./.L. III 4368 Ala Augusta Jllyricum Tribal 
Kraft, 422b. Ituraeorum 

5 Lucanus C.I.L. ill 4368 Ala Augusta Illyricum 
Kraft, 422c. Ituraeorum 

6 Ti. Julius Diviciacus B.R.G.K. XVII, 216 Ala Sebosiana Germany Tribal 
Kraft, 562. 

7 [Ti .] Julius Maximus I.L.S. 2532 Ala Parthorum Dalmatia Tribal 
G . Alfoldy, Situ/a, 
Vlll, 1965, 96. 

7 bis• dee. V. I.L.S. 2483 Egypt 



APPEND IX B: DECURIONS (Continued ) 

No. Name and Documentation Reference I 
Regiment Location Notabil ia 

CLAUDIO-NERONIAN 

8 t. Frontonis P. Hamb. I, I Ala Augusta Egypt 
Cavenaile, 897. 

9 t. Longini P. Hamb . I, 2 Ala Vocontiorum Egypt 
Cavenaile, 1344. 

10 L. Quintius Viator l .l.S. 8759a Egypt 
Cavenaile, 1810. 

11 t . Acamantis C. P.L. 212 Ala Apriana Egypt 

~ Cavenai le, 6. 

12 t. Domestici = Octavius C. P.L. 212 Ala Yocontiorum Egypt 
Domesticus38 ; Cavenaile, 777 ; 1613. 

13 L. Herennius Valens C.P.L. 212 Ala Apriana Egypt 
Cavenaile, 1001 . 

14 M . Marcius Opta tus C. P.L. 212 Ala Xoitana Egypt 
Cavenaile, 1475. 

15 decurio equitum Tac. Ann. XIII, 40 Armenia 

16 Aebutius Jos. Vit . 115; B.J. TII, Judaea 
P.l .R .2 A 110. 144; IV, 36 

17 Valerian us Jos. B.J. III, 448 Judaea 
R.E. YIIA, 2284, no. 1. 



""" 00 

No. 

18 

19 
- --
20 

21• 

22 

23 
- --
24 

25 

26 

27 

Name and Documentation 

Decurions 

decuriones 

C. Cassius Blaesianus 

C. Yibius QuartusJD 
Cf. Kraft, p. 158. 

t. Genialis 

t. Albani 

Ti . Claudius Valerius 
Kraft , 372. 

Ti . Claudius Sabininus 

Tib. Claudi us Andecamulus 

t. Attici 

APPENDIX B: DECURIONS (Continued) 

Reference Regiment Location Notabilia 

Jos. B.J. IV, 442 Judaea Commanding 
garrisons in 
viJlages 

I.L.S. 2544 Ala Gaetulorum Judaea 

I.L.S. 2595 Coh. Ligurum Sardinia Princeps Equitum 

/ .L.S. 2538 Ala Scubulorum ? Moesia Leg. ; Praef. Coh. 

R.I.B. 109 Ala Thracum Britain 

R./.B. 108 Ala Indiana Britain 

C.l.L. III 3271 Ala 11 Aravacorum Ulyricum Tribal 

A .Arch.Hung XIV, Ala Nova Claudia Dalmatia Tribal 
1962, 290, no. 2 

J.S .G.U. LXI, 1978, Ala Gemelliana Raetia Tribal 
207 

c.1.L. vm 21026 Ala Thracum Mauretania 



APPENDIX B: DECURIONS (Continued) 

No. Name and Documentation Reference I Regiment Location Notabilia 

Y.F.E. AND VESPASIANIC 

28 decurio equiturn Tac. H. ll, 29 

t 
29 T. Flavius Capito C.l.L. ill 14453 Ala Pannoniorum Moesia Tribal: Donis 

Kraft, 477. Donatus 

30 t . Juli Proculi C.l.L. II 812 Ala II Thracurn Lusitania 

31 T . Flavius Sabinus C.l.L. III 10033 Ala Claudia Dalmatia Tribal 
Kraft, 235. 

32 t. Ingcnui C.l.L. III 3679 Ala Frontoniana Pannonia 

33 t. Fabi Prudentis l .L.S. 2512 add. Ala Noricorum Germany 



V, 
0 

No. 

(i) ? 

1 

2 

3* 

4* 

5* 

6 

-· 

Name and Documentation 

7 Bassi 
Cavenai le, 486 

Ti. Julius Niger 

Ti. Julius Restitutus 
Laguerre, l .A .N.C. , 65 

C. Terentius Maximus 
Cavenaile, 2020. 

C. Julius Montanus 
Cavenai le, 1218. 

L. Domitius Aper 
Cavenai le, 789. 

XE:VTUP(WV 

APPENDIX C: CENTURIONS 

Reference 
I 

Regiment Location Notabilia 

AUGUSTAN 

A.E. ' JO, 207 

I 
Coh. Flori Egypt 

TIBERIAN 

C. /.L . XIII 17 Coh. Aquitanorum Aquitania Tribal 
IV 

C. I.L. V 7888 Coh. Nauticorum Maritime Alps Tribal 

PRE-CLAUDIAN 

I.LS. 2483 Coh. I Thebaeorum Egypt 

) 

I.LS. 2483 Coh. I Thebaeorum Egypt 

I.LS. 2483 Coh. I Thebaeorum Egypt 

Mk. 15, 39 Judaea Tribal 
... 



VI ..... 

No. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Name and Documentation 

C. Ligurius Asper 
Kraft , 3032. 

Cornelius 
P.I.R .2 C 1308. 

Julius 

Gallus 

"Centurions" 

7 Eruli 
R. Egger, A.A . W.W. XCVI, 
1959, 79. 

Caeno 
H. Lieb, Pro Vindo11issa 
1971 , 1972, 36. 

APPENDIX C: CENTURIONS (Continued) 

Reference 
I 

Regiment Location Notabilia 

CLAUDIO-NERONIAN 

/.L.S. 1348 Coh. I Civium Raetia 
Romanorum 
lngenuorum 

Ac. 10, 1 Coh. Italica Judaea Tribal 

Ac. 27, 1 Coh. Augusta Judaea 

Jos. B.J. IV, 37 Judaea Tribal; " a Syrian" 

Jos. B.J. Judaea Commanding 
IV, 442 garrisons in towns 

PRE-FLA VIAN 

A.E. '60, 53 I Tribal 

A .E. '71 , 276; '72 353 Coh. Hispanorum Tribal 



APPENDIX C: CENTURIONS (Continued) 

No. Name and Documentation Reference I Regiment Location Notabilia 

Y.F.E. AND VESPASIANIC 

14? Priscus Jos. B.J. VI, 175 Judaea 

15 ? Julianus Jos. B.J. VI, 81 Judaea Tribal : from 
P.l.R.2 I 87. Bithynia 

16 L. Arnius Bassus C.l.L. V 522 Coh. II Civium Leg; Praetorian 
Romanorum 

~ 
17 7 Gesati I.L.S. 2560 Coh. III Raetia 

Kraft, 1241b. Britannorum 

18 7 Bassi l.L.S. 2564 Coh. I Pannoniorum Aquileia : 
Cf. Kraft, p. l 82 ? from Germany 

19* 7 Macriniana4o C./.L. VI 3588 Coh. I Asturum Rome: 
Cf. Kraft, p. 167. ? from Noricum 

20* 7 Faustini I.L.S. 9168 Coh. II Italica C. R. Syria 
Cf. Kraft, p. 196. 

21 7 Gratini C./.L. V 7896 Coh. I Ligurum et Maritime Alps 
Laguerre, I.A.NC. 89. Hispanorum C. R. 

22 L. Obulnius A.E. '25, 121 Coh. Augusta Syria 



Vt w 

No. 

1• 

2 

2bis? 

3 

4 

---
5 

6 ? 

6bis• 

7 

8 

9 

10• 

Name and Documentation 

Proculus 
Kraft, 3051. 

C. Julius Macer 
Kraft, 161; Suolahti, 366, 
no. 118, C308. 

(C. Julius?) Flavus 

C. Julius Chrestus 

Ti . Julius Acutus 

Ti. Julius Fr[- - -
Laguerre, l .A .N. C. 64. 

Primus 

dupl. I 

Longinus 

Ti. Claudius Saturninus 
Kraft , 141. 

---

sesquiplic. IIII 

APPENDIX D: OTHER RANKS 

Reference Unit Location Rank Notabilia Date 

l.L.S. 9168 Coh. II ltalica Syria Optio Tribal Y.F .E. 
C.R. 

l.L.S. 2531 ; Ala Atectorigiana Duplicarius Tribal ; Augustan 
C.l.L. XVI, p. 146 Evocatus 
no . 15 Gesatorum DC 

cf. Bl above Cheruscan? Germany Duplicarius Tribal Augustan 

l .L.S. 8967 Syria Duplicarius Tribal Augustan 

A .E. '60, 127 Ala Pansiana Moesia Duplicarius Tribal Tiberian 

C.l.L . V 7887 Coh. Nauticorum Maritime Duplicarius Tribal Tiberian 
Alps 

A .E. '67, 425 Ala Capitoniana Moesia Duplicarius Tribal Tiberian 

/.L.S. 2483 Egypt Duplicarius Pre-Claudian 

R./.B. 201 Ala I Thracum Britain Duplicarius Tribal Claudian 

Arch. Anz. XXIX, Ala Asturum Moesia Duplicarius Tribal Claudian 
1914, 438 

A . Arch. Hung. Ala Nova Claudia Dalmatia Duplicarius Tribal Claudian 
XVI, 1962, 290, 
no. 2 

/.L.S. 2483 Egypt Sesquiplicarii Pre-Claudian 



APPENDIX D: OTHER RANKS (Continued) 
·-

No. Name and D ocumentation Referenc;e Unit Location Rank Notabilia Date 

11 Crispin us A.E. '26, llO Coh. I Aquileia lmaginifer Tribal Y.F .E. 
Kraft, 1694. Pannoniorum ? from - Germany 

~ 12 Sex. Sulpicius Sabinus C./.L. V 7896 Cob. I Ligurum et Maritime Vexillarius Y.F .E. 
Laguerre, I.A.NC. 89. Hispanorurn C. R . Alps 

)3• T. Flavius Tullio A.E. ' 74, 455 Coh. II Asturum Germany Singularis Tribal Vespasianic 
Galsterer, R.S.l.K. 260. 

14 ? Ptolemaeus A.E. ' 10, 207 Cob. Flori Egypt Curator Augustan 
Cavenaile, l 786. 



APPENDIX E: ALPHABETICAL LIST OF PREFECTS 
Paullus Aemilius, 34; Aemilius Jucundus, 79; Aemilius Pius, 115; Aemilius Secundus, 
10; Alpinius Montanus, 101; Antonius, 82; Antonius Silo, 83; Aponius, 9; Arminius, 
12; Arrius Maximus, 20; Arrius Salanus, 48; Arrius Varus, 62; Asinius Pollio, 106; 
Atatinus Modestus, 85; Attius Aemilianus, 136; Aulienus, 27; Avectius, 3. 
Baebius Juncinus, 76; Boiocalus, 13. 
Caecilius Senecio, 71; Caelius Pollio, 59 ; Caesius Aper, 75; Caesius Propertianus, 94; 
Calpurnius Fabatus, 84; Camarensis, vi; Caristanius Fron to, 135; Caristanius Julius, 6; 
Castricius, 18; Cavarius Priscus, 63 ; Celer, 61; Charetus, 125; Chariovalda, 37; Chum
stinctus, 2; Claudius Atticus, 116; Claudius Heras, 114; Claudius Hierophantes, 89; 
Claudius Labeo, 105; Claudius Lysias, 74 ; Claudius Sagitta, 109; Cornelius Valerianus, 
55; Curtius Severus, 60. 
Didius Gallus, 54; Domitius Lucanus, 110; Domitius Severus, 72; Domitius Tullus, 111 . 
Egus, x; Eienus Saturninus, 49. 
Fabricius Tuscus, ll; Fabius Caspe[r- - -, 69; Facundus, iv; Faianius Sabinus, 33 ; 
Felix, 72bis; Festus, 107; Florus, iii; Fulvius Lupus, 127. 
- - - ]urius Gallus, 28; Glitius Barbarus, 57 ; Grat us, 4. 
Herennius Capito, 51 ; Herodes, 124. 
lgnoti-C.I.L. IX, 3664, 39; XJ, 711 , 25; XI, 5774, 95; A.E. 11, 228, 121; 26, 82, 
48bis; 57,307, 119 ; 73, 485, 130. 
Jucundus, 78; Julius Augurinus, 73; Julius Briganticus, 103; Julius Civilis, 104; Julius 
Flavianus, 100; Julius Indus, 44; Julius Julianus, 90; Julius Macer, ii; Julius Rufus, 32; 
Julius Viator, 31; Julius Victor, 58; Junius Montanus, 26; Junius Proculus, 24. 
Licinius Macer, xi; Licinius Rufus, 65; - - -Jtilius Lollianus, 126; Lucilius Bassus, 98; 
Lusius Gallus, 30. 
Marcellus, ll8; Marullus, 48ter; Milonius Junianus, 64 ; Minicius Italus, 132; Mucius 
Clemens, ll 2. 
Neapolitanus, 80; Niger, v; Nonius Flaccus, 131 ; Numicius Caesianus, 19; Nymphidius 
Sabinus, 86. 
Octavius Sagitta, 15; Oetius Rixa, 66. 
Pedo, 35; Pedius Hirrutus, 38; Petronius Asellio, 17; Placidus, 81 ; Pliny the Elder, 56; 
Pompeius Faventinus, 133; Pompeius Merula, 52; Pomponius Petra, 40; Pomponius 
Rufus, 77; Pro[- - -, 21; Publilius Sabinws, 97; Pupius Praesens, 67; C. Purtisius Atinas, 
43; L. Purtisius Atinas, 42. 
Quintius Sabinianus, 117. 
Roucillus, ix; Rufus, 5; Rutilius Varus, 134. 
Sabinus, viii; Scaeva, i; Scipio, l08; - - -]inius Secundus, ll3; Sempronius Albanus, 
l 37; Seppienus Aelianus, l 23; - - - ]ius Sex[- - - , I; Staberius Secundus, 122; Stai us, 14; 
Stertinius, 36; Stlaccius Coranus, 91; Sufenas Proculus, 16. 
Tarquitius Saturninus, 46 ; Terentius Etruscus, 50; Turranius Gellianus, 68. 
Valerius Clemens, 96 ; Valerius Severus, 53; - - -Jtius Varus, 70; Varius Secundus, 120; 
Velleius, 7; Velleius Paterculus, 8; Vergilius Lusius, 29; Vergilius Paullinus, 45; Vibennius 
Rufinus, 99 ; Vibius Balbinus, 22; Vibius Fronto, 41; Vibius Publilianus, 92; Vibius 
Quartus, 88; Vinuleius Pataecius, 128; Vitrasius Pollio, 47; Volcacius Primus, 87; - - -1 
rianus Vo[lcinius - - - , 129; Volusenus Clemens, 23; Volusenus Quadratus, vii. 

APPENDIX F: ABBREVIATIONS 
Aux: Auxilia; 7: Centuria; Coh. Pr. : Co hors Praetoria; Coh. Vol.: Cohors Volun
tariorum; Dec.: Decurio; Leg.: Legionary ; Lev. Arm.: Leuis Armatura; Pr. Cas.: 
Praefectus Castrorum; Pr. Civ. : Praefectus Ciuitatium; Pr. Cl.: Praefectus Classis; 
Praef. Coh. : Praefectus Cohortis; Praef. Eq.: Praefectus Equitum; Pr. Gen.: Praefectus 
Gentium; Pr. 0. M.: Praefectus Orae Maritimae; Pr. Pil. : Primipilus or Primipilaris; 
Pr. Praet.: Praefectus Praetorio; Pr. Rip.: Praefectus Ripae; Pr. Tir.: Praefectus 
Tironum; Pr. Vet.: Praefectus Veteranorum; Pr. Vex.: Praefectus Vexillationum; Pr. 
Vig.: Praefectus Vigilum; Pr. Leg. : Pro Legato; S: Senatorial; t.: Turma; Tr. Coh. Pr.: 
Tri bu nus Cohortis Praetoriae; Tr. Dil.: Tri bun us DiJectus; Tr. Mil.: Tri bun us Militurn. 
? before a name indicates that it is doubtful whether the person concerned belongs to 
the category named at all; * that the dating is less secure than the other instances. 

APPENDIX G: LIST OF WORKS CITED BY AUTHOR ALONE 
Birley, E.: Roman Britain and the Roman Army, Kendal, 1953. 

: Alae Named after their Commanders, Anc. Soc. IX, 1978, 257ff. 
Cavenaile, R. : Prosopographie de l'arrnee rorn. d'Egypte d'Auguste a Diocletien, 

Aegyptus L, 1970, 213-320. 
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Cheesman, G . L.: The Aux.ilia of the Roman Imperial Army, Oxford, 1914, r. 
Hildesheim, 1971. 

Devijver, H. : Prosopographia Militarium Equestrium (Symbolae A/3), Louvain, 
1976-7. 

Dobson, B.: The Praefectus Fabrum, in M. G . Jarrett & Dobson, Britain and Rome 
(Festschrift E. Birley), Kendal, 1965, 6lff. 

: Die Primipilares (B. J. Beih. 37), Cologne, 1978. 
Domaszewski, A. von: Die Rangordnung des rom. Heeres (B. J. Beih. 14), Cologne/ 

Graz, 1908, 2 1967. 
Galsterer, B. & H. : Die rom. Steininschriften aus Koln, Cologne, 1975. 
Kraft, K. : Zur Rekrutierung der Alen und Kohorten an Rhein und Donau (Diss . 

. Bernenses I, 3), Bern, 1951. 
Laguerre, G . : Inscriptions antiques de Nice-Cimiez (Fouilles de Cemenelum, 2), 

Paris, 1975. 
P.M.E.: s.v. Devijver. 
Pflaum, H.-G.: Les carrieres procuratoriennes equestres .. . (Inst. fr. Arch. Beyrouth, 

57), Paris, 1960-1. 
P.I.R.2 : Prosopographia Imperii Romani2 , ed. E. Groag & A. Stein, Berlin, 1933-. 
R.M.D.: Roxan, M. M.: Roman Military Diplomas 1954-1977 (I. of A. 0cc. Pub. 2), 

London, 1978. 
Saddington, D. B.: Towards the Dating of Early Inscriptions recording Roman 

Auxiliary Regiments, VI. Kongress. fiir Epigraphik, Munich , 1972, 
Vestigia XIII, 1973, 538-40. 
The Development of the Roman Auxiliary Forces from Augustus 
to Trajan, A.N.R.W. (Festschrift J. Vogt), Berlin, 1975, 176-201. 

Suolahti, J.: The Junior Officers of the Roman Army in the Rep .... (Ann. Acad. Sc. 
Fennicae B 97), Helsinki, 1955. 

NOTES 
l. This is a revised version of a paper, a summary of which was read at the Vllth 

International Congress for Greek and Latin Epigraphy at Constanta in Rumania 
in 1977. Cf. the discussion in Domaszewski, 122ff., and, especially for the later 
period, Birley, 137ff. Birley, 153, characterized the typical prefect as a man in his 
thirties appointed after he had some administrative experience in a municipium or 
colony. There were however some who were younger, the sons of centurions, and 
some who were older, not infrequently ex-centurions themselves. Appointments 
seem to have lasted for 3 or 4 years, although it was easy for a prefect to be super
seded and returned to civilian life. 

2. For the development of the auxilia in this period, cf. Saddington. Dobson has 
provided valuable analyses of the related careers of praefecti fabrum and primi
pilares. 

3. On the problem of dating auxiliary inscriptions, cf. Saddington, 1972, 1973. I hope 
to present the evidence for the dating of the cases discussed elsewhere. 

4. On this title, cf. J. Sasel, Chiron IV, 1974, 467ff., who regards Pflaum's emendation 
as plausible, if not quite certain. 

5. For the regiments involved, cf. Saddington, 185f. For a detailed analysis of his 
career, cf. P.A. Brunt, Z .P.E. XIII, 1974, 16lff. W. Orth, ibid. XXVIII, 1978, 57ff., 
does not accept the dates proposed by Brunt for the different stages in Tuscus' 
career; nor does Birley, 1978, 272. 

6. For a detailed analysis of the status and career of Arminius, cf. D . Timpe, Arminius
Studien (Bibi. kl. Altertumsw., NF 2. R., 34), Heidelberg, 1970. 

7. CT. Suet, Aug. 56, 4; C. E. Stevens as quoted in B. M. Levick, ed., The Ancient 
Historian and his Materials, Farnborough, 1975, 1. 

8. Cf. L. Faianius Sabinus (no. 33), an equestrian, and an ignotus from Marruvium in 
Italy (no. 39). For other subpraefecti, cf. M . Julius Sabinus (I.L.S. 2704; no. 31a; 
P.M.E. I 117), who held municipal positions in Aquileia, and C. Julius Capito (A.E. 
'31, 97; no. 31b; P.M.E. I 39), also of Aquileia, and D. Decmanius Caper (C.I.L. 
XII 2231; no. 31c; P.M.E. D 5) of Gratianopolis in Narbonese Gaul. 

9. Cf. Caristanius Julius (no. 6, discussed \l,bove); Fabricius Tuscus (ho. 11, discussed 
above); L. Aponius (no. 9, discussed above); Petronius AseUio (o,o. 17, discussed 
above) ; A. Lusius Gallus ofVenafrum in Italy(no. 30), who presumably died young; 
T. Pomponius Petra of Regium Lepidum in Italy (no. 40) who al~o had a municipal 
career; L. Arrius Salanus of Formiae in Italy (no. 48); an ign(ltus of Antioch in 
Pisidia (no. 48 bis). 
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10. Cf. Sex. Aulienus from Venafrum (no. 27) who also had a municipal career; Sex. 
Julius Rufus from Praeneste (no. 32), Paullus Aemilius of Capua (no. 34) ; C. 
Purtisius Atinas of Forum Livi in Italy (no. 43), who also had a municipal career ; 
M. Tarquitius Saturninus of Veii (no. 46). 

1 I. Cf. L. Volusensus Clemens of Sestium in Italy (no. 23); M. Vergilius Gallus Lusius 
of Venafrum (no. 29), father of Lusius Gallus mentioned above (no. 30); Sex. Pedius 
Lusianus Hirrutus from the Paelignian territory (no. 38) who also had a municipal 
career; P. Vergilius Paullinus of Hasta in Italy (no. 45) and Vitrasius Pollio of 
Capua (no. 47). - - -]ius Sex[- - - (no. l , discussed above) and T. Junius Montanus 
(no. 26), who is recorded in Alexandria Troas, may be included here as well. 

12. Numicius Caesianus (no. 19, discussed above); Arrius Maximus (no. 20, discussed 
a bove). Cf. Suet. Aug. 38, 2. 

13. Cf. M '. Vibius Balbinus of Treia in Italy (no. 22). 
14. Cf. Chumstinctus (no. 2, discussed above); Avectius (no. 3, discussed above); 

Boioca lus (no. 13), Chariovalda (no. 37) and Julius Indus (no. 44). 
15. Caes. B. C. III, 60, 4 (no. vii); cf. R. Gundel , R.E. IXA, 1961, 896f. (no. 3); Suolahti, 

398, no. 280, Cl 43 ; for a prefect of the republican period commemorated on an in
scription, cf. I.L.S. 2488: Sabinus, prefect of auxsiliariei Hispanei (cf. App. B. C. V, 
13, 132, 547 ; Stein, R.E: IA, 1920, 1595 (no. 3)) (no. viii) in 37 B. C. 

16. Caes. B. C. m, 59f. (no. ix; x) . 
17. A.E. 1954, 102 ; 1964, 146 bis. Cf. G.-C. Picard, Gallia XXII, 1964, l9ff. for a dis

cussion of the date. (no. xi) . 
18. Thus, most recently, Birley, 1978, 263 . 
19. M . P. Speidel, Vortriige des 10. Internationalen Limeskongresses, 1977, 51 lff.: Birley, 

1978, 264, concurs. 
20. That however it had become common before Claudius can be deduced from the 

change made to it by Claudius to be discussed below. 
21. Saddington, 1972, I 973, 540. 
22. Cf. Cheesman, 36; 67. The title tribunus was sometimes given as an honour, which 

may explain its use in no. 58, where however there is a lacuna in the text and the 
possibility of a local error in drafting the wording. 

23. W. Ensslin, R .E. XXII, 1954, 1290ff. The praefectura orae maritimae may be re
garded as analogous, although more strictly military. 

24. Jos. B.J. III, 7, 31,299; JO, l , 470; IV, 2, l , 87. 
25. Tac. Hist. HI, 18, 2; for Yipstanus Messala, cf. R . Hanslik, R.E. IXA, 1961 , 170ff. 

(no. 6). 
26. Nos. 3J-3Jc; cf. a bove, n. 8. 
27. For the dona militaria, cf. Fiebiger, R.E. V, 1905, 1528ff.; cf. the later discussions 

ofB. Dobson, Anc. Soc. III, 1972, 205; E. Meyer, M.D .A.l. (M.) XIII, 1972, 193; 
Timpe, o.c.n. 6, 42. 

28. l.L.S. 2533 ; Kraft, 561. 
29. Tac. Agr. 28, 1 and Richmond-Ogilvie ad loc. Cf. C. Vibius Quartus (no. B2l) of 

Philippi who rose from service in a legion to the prefecture of a cohort (no. A88) 
via a decurionate in an ala. Domaszewski (54 ; xvi) considered that the transfer of 
legionaries to the decurionate was characteristic of the early principate. But Chees
man challenged this view. 

30. Cf. above, p. 23. J . F . Gilliam, T.A.Ph .A. LXXXIII, 1952, 52 suggests that "curator" 
here means a soldier in charge of a small detachment. 

31. Sabinus was however not a " medicus" as P.M.E.: this is presumably a misreading 
of " modicis" in Tacitus. 

32. W. Eck, R.E. Suppl. XIV, 1974, 111 (no. 6), is inclined to follow L. Petersen and L. 
Vidman (Actes Xllle Conference Et. Class., Ei rene, 1972, Bucharest, I 975, 
653ff.) in rejecting the ascription of A.E. 1947, 76 to Gallus. They suggest that, 
although Gallus was proba bly given leave of absence from his curatorship of the 
aqueducts in Rome for his Bosporan activities in 44 or 45, it is too much to expect 
that he was also released the year before to participate in the Claudian invasion of 
Britain, especially since this would make Gallus see service twice there, both then 
and later as governor. Accordingly they suggest that he was praefectus equitatus 
under Tiberius. But, as the career of Agricola illustrates, it was not unusual for a 
person to be sent more than once to the same province and Gallus may even have 
been entrusted with his Bosporan mission because of distinguished service in 
Britain . (In a comment (ibid . 669) H.-G. Kolbe tentatively proposed " praefectus 
(im Sinn vom VIuir) equit(um) a t[urmis VI]" for the difficult phrase.) 
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33. It is by no means definite that nos. 78 and 79 should be regarded as the same person, 
as P.I.R. 2 • 

34. Cf. below, B21. 
35. R.E. appears to have made 2 persons out of I. 
36. M. G. Jarrett, E.S. IX, 1972, 223, reports a suggestion of E. Birley that Montanus 

was probably the son of C. Julius Alpinus Classicianus (P.I.R. 2 I 145), procurator 
of Britain after the Boudiccan Revolt. Speculation may be carried further. Classi
cianus' wife was Julia Pacata (I 685), the daughter of Indus. He was surely the 
Indus (no. 44) after whom the Ala Indiana was in all probability named. If this is so, 
we have the interesting case of a family tradition in prefectural service, the grand
father remaining loyal in a revolt, the grandson defecting. 

37. Cf. below, D2 bis. 
38. Cavenaile does not identify the names. 
39. Cf. above, A88. 
40. Birley, 1978, 263, has explained that the genitive form of a name refers to the current 

holder of a position in the army, the adjectival to a previous holder to whom no 
successor had as yet been appointed . 

ADDENDA 

APPENDIX A: PREFECTS 
3la* - c*: cf. above, p. 56, n. 8. 
62 bis : Aerni Ii us Rufus (Front. Strar . LV, I, 28; P.I.R. 2 A 399; P.M.E. A 88), Praef. Eq . 
77 bis : C. Numisius Maximus (Germania LVI, 1978, 462), Praef. Coh. 
77 ter* : Q. Etuvius Capreolus (I.L.S. 9090; P.M.E. E 14 ; Suolahti, 360, no. 90, C296 ; 

Germania ibid.), Praef. Coh. Leg. 7. Capreolus is an example of a legionary 
who became an auxiliary officer and should be added above, p. 57, n. 29. 

77 quater* : L. Octavius Celer (C.I.L . XTIT 6213; P.M.E. 0 5; Germania ibid.) , Praef. 
Coh. bis. 

APPENDIX B: DECURIONS 
6a*: cf. above, p. 26. 
28 bis : decuriones (Tac. Hist. T, 70), of the Ala Siliana, in Italy, on transfer from 

Africa. 

APPENDIX C: CENTURIONS 
ii* : cf. above, p. 26. 
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NOTES ON THE COURTAULD COLLECTION 
OF GREEK COINS AT THE UNIVERSITY 

OF ZIMBABWE 

by C. M. KRAA Y 
Ashmolean Museum, Oxford 

Despite its small size (116 coins) the collection of Greek coins formed 
by Sir Stephen Courtauld and given to the University of Rhodesia 
contains a very high proportion of specimens which are both splendid 
examples of Greek numismatic art and important historical documents. 
A full catalogue by Graham Pollard, in which every specimen was 
illustrated, was published in 19701

• On a visit to Salisbury in May 1978 
I was privileged to be allowed to study the collection, and the following 
notes are a result of that visit. They are mostly amplifications of 
Pollard's excellent catalogue, which have become possible as a result of 
research published since it appeared in 1970. 
Gela, no.22. This didrachm is no.75, 1 in G. K. Jenkins, The Coinage 

of Gela (Berlin 1970) and is fixed in the die-linked sequence of the 
didrachms quite near its end; the date of the coin must be very near 
480 as given by Pollard. The dates for the reign of Gelon, however, 
should be emended to 491-478 B.C. 

Philip II, nos. 48 ( Au.) and 49 ( Ar.). The publication of G. Le Rider's 
great study, Le monnayage d'argent et d'or de Philippe II (Paris 1977) 
enables these two coins to be placed in more precise contexts than 
was previously possible. Le Rider now attributes the silver tetra
drachm to the second issue of Philip from the mint of Amphipolis 
(no.3 ld), and dates it to the beginning of the period c.355-349 /8; as 
its fine style bears witness, it is among the earliest of Philip's silver 
issues, and is ilJustrated by Le Rider on his Plate 24. 

The gold stater (no.49) is certainly later. It belongs to the second 
phase of gold coinage from the mint of Pella, and is listed by Le 
Rider as no.131 (on his Plate 57). Output at this time was heavy, 
and though the phase lasted into the reign of Alexander until c.328, 
the evidence at present available does not enable its beginning to be 
securely fixed; the alternatives are either within the reign of Philip, 
c. 340 B.C., or still later at the beginning of Alexander's reign, 
336 B.C. The phenomenon of posthumous coinage in the name of 
Philip has long been known, but it is one of the major conclusions of 
Le Rider's study that the great majority of the gold coinage in the 
name of Philip is, in fact, posthumous. 

Aegina, no.76. Of this prolific mint this is the only example in the 

' Obtainable from the Librarian, University of Zimbabwe. 
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collection, but it is far from being typical. As Pollard says, the 
carapace shows the two additional pellets, one on each side of the 
turtle's spine, which normally mark the coinage minted from c.480 
B.C. Yet tl;ie present specimen is certainly earlier than this as the 
date given in the catalogue, c.500-480 B.C. recognizes. The coin is 
probably a good deal earlier still, but because it is an anomaly, it is 
difficult to offer a precise date. The narrow, tapering, almost 
triangular carapace suggests a date early in the whole series in con
trast to the plumper turtles of the later issues; the reverse punch of 
rudimentary 'Union-Jack' pattern also looks early. The date might 
be as late as 540/35 or as early as 565 / 60 according to the view 
taken of the chronology of archaic Greek coinage in general. A 
die-duplicate of this coin exists in Leningrad. (R. R. Holloway, 
ANS Museum Notes 17 (1971), pl.viii, 9). 

Lacedaemon, no. 85. In a recent detailed monograph ( Die Munzpragung 
der Lakedaimonier, Berlin 1978) S. Grunauer-von Hoerschelmann 
rejects the traditional attribution to King Areus, 309-265 B.C. (fol
lowed by Pollard), and places this coin in 227 B.C., as the first issue 
of King Cleomenes III, 235-222 B.C. She records this specimen as 
the second example of Die Combination 1 in Group III (ex Weber 
4141), but does not know of its present location in Salisbury. 

Mi/etus, no.97. This electrum stater with the obverse type of a crouch
ing lion with head reverted is the earliest piece in the collection. 
Among the seven known specimens there is little variety in the obverse 
except that on no.6 the lion is turned to the right instead of to the 
left; among the six remaining obverses no die identity can be con
firmed from the published photographs. On the reverses are three 
punches of which the two outer are approximately square with a 
narrow rectangular punch between. Two of the punches always have 
more or less the same content. The rectangular punch has serrated 
edges which enclose a quadruped running towards a group of three 
or four pellets, of which two are sometimes connected by a straight 
line. On the most carefully executed punches (nos.4 and 7) the 
creature is clearly a fox with a long bushy tail; on other punches 
it could be a deer or a hound, but is presumably likewise intended 
for a fox. The second punch is always shaped with four lobes 

containing the figure X 
The third punch, however, is variable, and this allows the seven 

specimens to be divided into three groups. 

Group I. Reverse punch, :sJ 
1 Paris: Babelon, Traite, piJ, 15. Both obverse and 

reverse are poorly preserved. 
2 Egger Sale xlvi (1914), 997. 
3 Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, acquired 1969; Report 

of the Visitors 1969, pl.xi, 2. 
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Group 11. Reverse punch, stag's head 1. or r. 

4 BM: NC 1926, pl.v, 10 (stag's head l.); enlarged 
Kraay, Hirmer, Greek Coins, pl.178. 

5 Boston, Cat. no.1882 (stag's head r.); K. Regling, 
Die griechischen Miinzen der Sammlung Warren, 
no.1710. 

6 BM: Babelon, Traite, pl.I, 17. (stag's head r.). 
Obv. Lion to r. 
On 5 and 6 the stag's head is from the same punch, 
thus linking an obverse with lion to I. (5) with one 
with lion to r. (6); cf. NC 1926, p.124. 

Group Ill. Reverse punch, goat's head 1. 
7 University of Rhodesia, Pollard no.97; enlarged 

L. Weidauer, Probleme der fruhen Elektronpriigung, 
pl.14, no.127. 

As has recently been fully documented by L. Weidauer (op.cit. 
49 ff), the multiple reverse punches of Ionian electrum were not 
clamped together and applied to the flan in a single operation, but 
were each affixed separately, without serious overlapping, without 
splitting the flan, and usually without producing double-striking on 
the obverse. What was the purpose of this cumbrous procedure 
whereby each major coin had to be punched two or three times? It 
looks very much like a system of checking designed to ensure that 
coins were not issued without the co-operation of two or three indi
viduals, each identified by his punch and each providing a cross-check 
on his colleague or colleagues. 

Rhodes, no.JOI. This splendid tetradrachm has the familiar types of 
the facing head of Helios on obverse, and the flower punning the 
name of the island on reverse; the symbol on this reverse, however, 
appears to be otherwise unknown. Unfortunately, since it occurs on 
the extreme edge of the flan, the identity of the symbol is not abso
lutely clear. Pollard describes it as "profile head wearing Phrygian 
hat". The head is certainly covered, but the impression is that of 
a veil rather than a hat or cap; the head is also surmounted by 
something which appears to be cylindrical with a projecting upper 
edge- a polus or modius? Perhaps Demeter is a possibility. Neither 
reverse symbol nor obverse die is represented in the large, recently 
published Rhodian hoard of the early fourth century (D. Berend, 
Rev. Suisse de Num. 51 (1972), 5 ff.). On the Helios heads in this 
hoard the hair is usually swept back in a series of almost horizontal 
locks; on the present specimen the hair falls vertically. The date is 
perhaps early in the second half of the century rather than c.380 as 
suggested by Pollard. 
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REVIEW AND DISCUSSION 

OVID: Metamorphoses, ed. W. S. Anderson (Bibliotheca Teubneriana). 
Leipzig: 1977. Pp. xxviii + 420. £16.85. 

Over three centuries have elapsed since the publication of N. Heinsius' 
edition of Ovid (1652), and over two and a half since the elder Burman 
(not Burmann, as Anderson, hereafter A., persistently calls him) gathered 
together the notes of Heinsius and other critics in a 'Variorum' edition 
(1727) whose usefulness to the student of Ovid can never be estimated 
too highly-though it is in fact largely ignored by A.! What progress, 
one may ask, has been made since those palmy days in the editing of 
the Metamorphoses? The answer is that except in the field of con
jectural criticism progress has been practically nil. There have been 
two reasons, not invariably co-operative nor always equally weighty, 
for this lack of progress : on the one hand an instinctive appreciation 
of Ovidian usage has in most cases given way to an instinctive capacity 
for acquiescing in scribal solecism; on the other, the open-minded 
utilization of a large number of MSS has been replaced by a blinkered 
fascination with, or feeble connivance at, the procedure of editing 
'ratione et uia' (that is, editing with a minimum of thought) on the basis 
of a handful of adulated 'codices optimi' . Not all modern editors of 
course can be accused of abdicating responsibility for thinking about 
what Ovid must or may have written or of failing to understand his 
manner-an honourable exception is Gerald Edwards, whose edition 
in Postgate's Corpus Poetarum Latinorum (1894) is nowhere mentioned 
by A.-; but all have contributed to, or tolerated, a staggering reduction 
in the number of MSS known at first hand and a corresponding diminu
tion in the number of readings to which it was felt that serious attention 
must be given. The editorial principle instinctively followed by Heinsius 
and Burman was that of eclecticism; and their practice was consequently 
to look for, and be prepared to find, the true reading anywhere in the 
tradition : that meant a wide acquaintance with manuscripts and their 
readings. Much the same editorial principle is now espoused by A. 
(p. xxii); but, as this review will make clear, his practice is utterly at 
variance with his principle, and his ability to recognize the truth in any 
case substantially inferior to that even of Magnus (1914) and Ehwald 
(I 915).' If, therefore, the zenith of rational and felicitous editing of 
the Met. be deemed to have been reached by Heinsius and Burman, it 
must be admitted that with A. we sink to the nadir of insensitivity 
and incompetence. 

The Met. survives in over four hundred MSS, the oldest being six 
fragmentary MSS dating from the late ninth to the late tenth centuries; 
then follow, in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the earliest MSS to 
offer the full text. From the moment when it first begins the manuscript 
tradition is seen to be thoroughly contaminated (see A. p. viiff.) and 
replete with a variety of specious alternative readings, whose quantity 
may reasonably be considered to have been growing ever since the 
Met. was first published, as it doubtless continued to grow until the 
time of the humanists. In such circumstances the hypothesis of a single 
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archetype becomes utterly improbable, and when A. says (p. vi) 'eis 
assentior qui affirmant unum solum exemplar satis uerisimile esse', he 
only reveals that he has not found his way to Pasquali's Storia della 
Tradizione e Critica def Testo, esp. p. 387ff. 

A rich tradition needs to have its wealth made known on a generous 
scale; and Heinsius, despite all the difficulties of travel and access to 
libraries with which he had to contend, and without the adventitious 
aid of photography, still managed to collate over one hundred MSS of 
the Met. from all over Europe. His successors since Burman, on the 
other hand, have been unjustifiably stingy, in practice dispensing in
formation from less than ten complete MSS of the eleventh to twelfth 
centuries (plus a few more or less arbitrarily selected auxiliary MSS 
and the Carolingian and post-Carolingian fragments) while keeping the 
lid very firmly shut on the three hundred or so MSS which nobody 
has yet bothered to exploit. Nor is it the case that Heinsius was 
unfamiliar with the earliest complete MSS by which modern editors 
set such store: on the contrary, he knew more about them than any 
critic until Slater (apparatus criticus published 1927) and only F (Flor. 
Marc. 223), introduced by Magnus, was not known to him at all. So 
what, then, has A. contributed? What he has contributed are recol
lations of E (Vat. Pal. 1669) F L (Laur. 36. 12) M (Flor. Marc. 225) 
N (Neap. IV. F . 3) P (Par. 8001) x (the Copenhagen fragment which 
is all that now survives of the Spirensis, S, otherwise known to us only 
from Heinsius' collation) and U (Vat. Vrb. 341), including what must 
be at least the fifth collation of M; recollations of the fragmentary MSS 
and various auxiliaries (including Heidelberg Pal. 1661, twice mis
numbered 1551); and new collations of W (Vat. 5859), a thirteenth 
century MS not very deservingly now promoted into the premier league, 
and further auxiliaries. Since A. 's reports of the London MSS are 
most inaccurate (I have compared what he says with the actual MSS 
and find him wrong in many particulars, in practically all of which 
Slater is right), 2 and his statements about FMN Jack the meticulous 
precision which characterises those of Magnus (as comparison of the 
two makes abundantly clear), the reader may wonder why A. bothered 
to recollate at all and did not simply adopt the reports of his predeces
sors., verifying only in cases of doubt or discrepancy. Such a course 
of action would (one presumes) have been less productive of error, and 
would have left A. with time (for clearly time was of the essence to 
him) to tell us something about the tiny fragment of text in Sangall. 
864 (? s. xi), about Lucens. 1417 and Guelferb. 2942 (both s. xi / xii), and 
about Atrebat. 996, Audomar. 678, Bern. 345, Caesen. S 1. 5, Dertus. 
134, Oxon. Bodi. Lat. class. c. 2, Paris 7993, Phillipp. 9033, Sabinian . 
7, Turic. 413 and Vat. 1593 (all. s. xii), to mention only the oldest 
witnesses whose testimony might have been adduced. In singling out 
these older MSS in Munari's list (published 1957) I do not of course 
mean to suggest that age is any guarantee of excellence, particularly in 
a tradition like this one, but it is interesting to find out how early 
readings are attested, and the best way of doing this is to start with the 
oldest MSS and work down : for a really comprehensive accumulation 
of 'lectiones probabiliores' a much wider chronological sweep of the 
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tradition would be necessary; and such an enterprise, a most worthwhile 
one, would have the result of enabling editors at last to dispense with 
such vague statements as, for instance, 'ex uno Heinsius', and to give 
an exact location for particular readings. I should stress that I am not 
in favour of more full collations fuJJy registered in the app. crit., but 
rather of an extension of the passim reporting which Heinsius practised. 
For, in truth, the company a reading keeps in a traditi_on so thoroughly 
contaminated as that of the Met. is no guide to its intrinsic quality (the 
stemmatic investigations to which so much time and effort have been 
devoted, cf. A p. ixff., are in principle misguided, and useless as regards 
the constitution of the text): what is necessary is that all considerable 
readings should be set before the reader for his appraisal, not just those 
which are presented by the MSS collated and reported in extenso. The 
importance of this point will become transparently clear in the sequel. 

We come now to the text, and first of all to orthography, which is a 
useful yardstick by which to measure a modern editor's attention to 
detail. A good editor will of course tell his reader what principles he 
has followed in determining what speJJing to print : A says not a word 
about principles of spelling, and his practice reveals that, beyond a 
determination to print non-assimilated forms as often as possible, he 
has not got any. There is osciJJation between haud and haut, impetus 
and inpetus, exs- and ex-. Aetn'am is found in the sixth foot along with 
Aetnen, the latter form indeed being introduced 'e coniectura' at 14. 1, 
while the former is retained with the MSS at 14.188 and elsewhere. 
Cretam coexists with Creten where metre is indifferent, Hersiliam with 
Hersilien, nympham with nymphen, while Europen (the geographical 
area) is curiously distinguished from Europam (Agenor's daughter) . 
At 8. 315 Pene/opae is printed against NU, at 13. 511 Penelopes with 
them. What reason is there for writing Atlas at 4. 657 but At/ans at 
2. 296? or Panados at 12. 360 but Palladis at 2. 712 and 6. 335? 
or Alpheos at 2. 250 against LMW but Alpheus at 5. 599 with them? 
Perusal of various papers by Housman would have saved A from a 
number of false forms: Abarim, Charybdim (at 14. 75; A 's Index 
however gives -in), Elim, Parim and Prytanim; Boream (by the side of 
Borean), Cinyram (beside Cinyran) and Phlegyam, cf. JPh 31 (1910), 
254ff. = Classical Papers II p_. 830ff.; Vlixen (for Vlixem), cf. JPh 31 
(1910), 259ff. = Classical Papers II p. 834f.; Hecube (for Hecabe), cf. 
JPh 31 (1910), 261 = Classical Papers II p. 835; Gnosiacus etc. (for 
Cnosiacus etc.) at 9. 669, al. , cf. CQ 22 (1928), 7 = Classical Papers 
III p. 1142f.; Cygnus etc. (for Cycnus etc.), cf. CQ 22 (1928), 8 = 
Classical Papers III p. 1143f.; Cylleneo (for Cyllenaeo) at 11. 304, cf. 
CR 14 (1900), 38 = Classical Papers II p. 514f., Echidneus (for 
Echidnaeus) at 7. 408, cf. JPh 33 (1914), 67 = Classical Papers II p. 
896, and Patarea (for Pataraea) at 1. 516. Similarly, familiarity with 
W. Schulze's Orthographida would have prevented A from adopting 
such forms as Chthonius, Damasichthona, Erechtheus (and its congen
ers), Erysichthon and Phthia, which Magnus had correctly replaced by 
Cthonius, Damasicthona, etc. 

It will give the reader a good initial impression of the quality of A 's 
judgement when it comes to the constitution of the text if I say that at 

64 



1. 53 he not only does not print the pondus ... leuius reported by 
Constantius Fanensis from a 'peruetustus codex' but does not even 
mention it! Evidently he has not read the preface to Housman's 
edition of Lucan, pp. xxviii-xxix. But this is only the first-though 
perhaps the most startling-of very many omissions from A's app. crit. 
of readings (or anonymous early conjectures-the distinction is a fine 
one) which ought at least to have been reported if they were not in 
fact placed in the text. Not one of the readings I now list will be 
found in A., though all of them were thought worthy of a place in 
Burman's text: 1. 85 tueri, 91 minacia, 187 circumtonat, 307 sidere, 
337 ut, 358 / 9 quid .. . / . .. animi, 412 uirilem, 426 sub ipsum, 435 
almoque, 479 nemorum, 529 impexos, 537 deprensus, 548 adligat, 561 
longae, 664 maerenti, 667 speculetur, 678 at tu (for '<lrte), 689 sub, 703 
illi, 706 cannas, 710 concilium, 719 cautem, 726 pectora, 748 huic, 2.14 
nee, 64 .enitantur, 76 domosque, 78 isse, ire, 104 tenet, 116 at pater, 133 
fit, 153 Pyroeis, 159 findunt, 182 iamque agnosse, 252 celebrarant, 271 
aestus, 289 uobis quod, 307 latis nubes, 327 signantque hoc, 362 laniatur, 
374 longum, 399 domans, 519 prosim, 527 cont,emptus tangit, 587 et, 
603 rapit, 639 addidicisse, 672 ultima, 677 sed nee, 696 loquatur, 759 
poposcerit, 822 recto pugnat, 3. 31 hoc, 73 plaga recens, 125 trepido, 
150 euecta, 151 repetamus, 200 ut uero solitis sua cornua uidit in undis, 
280 optem, 282 subiere, 321 contingat, 412 lacum, 477 quo fugis o, 490 
caeca, 503 claudit, 534 be!liger, 548 reuocate, 586 hamo, 672 depresso 
et . . . curuamin'a, 711 cone. motu, 724 disiectis corpora, 728 !wee ... 
nostrum, 4. 31 pacatus, 53 !wee ... hanc, 68 sensistis, 86 c!austra, 100 
trepido, 123 tenues ... longe, 127 puniceo, 177 possint, 224 adripite, 
346 tum uero obstupuit, 356 en meus, 375 conducta, 376 cernat, 407 
latebras, 415 trahunt, 637 uirentes, 653 Atlanti, 656 prodidit, 657 iam. 
barba, 669 Cepheia, 67 l immitis, 732 exit, 5. 40 palpit,at, 101 quem, 195 
non crinibus, 237 inmeritae, 309 fid. uocis, 442 flammifera, 482 cassa 
iacet, 530 repetat, 606 agitare, 619 Dictynna, 645 in arcem, 660 aera 
misit, 668 quo, 6. 63 percussus, 279 tendens, 286 insonuit, 363 satis hoc, 
370 isse ... undas, 373 considere, 443 numinis, 499 om. ut, 611 hie 
(for hoc), 642 auertit, 650 inde, 659 patri, 670 effluxere, 695 intoner, 715 
submissa, 7. 77 -reuixit, 97 per, 120 inplent, 132 paratos, 135 iuuenem 
tot uidit, 154 sistant, 161 liquefiunt, 195 magarum, 196 magas, 291 
sanguine uenae, 324 gurgite, 349 aenis, 536 prima, 601 prodiderat, 628 
reple, 636 et ramos totidem, 656 parcumque genus, 770 et uolucri, 824 
temerarius ,auctor, 8. 11 cornua Phoebes, 88 nwritis, 119 si nos, 123 
fabula uestri, 176 deseruit, 195 imitentur, 284 ardua, 356 lux micat ... 
spiratque e, 370 frendensque, 399 audacem, 435 longeque tuo sit, 447 
ululatibus, 457 torrem, 540/1 saxa / nomine, 594 pariturae, 595 caelo, 
653 curua clauo, 807 rigebat, 820 spargit ieiunia, 9. 213 tulisti, 300 
sustinuit nixus, 325 gementem, 394 miserabile, 402 posthac, 429 tantumne 
sibi quis, 431 reuirescere, 650 procidis, 653 moderetur, 716 Phaestiadas, 
777 comitesque facesque sonumque, 10. 10 decidit, 147 carmine rupit, 
166 caespite uernas, 182 ludi, 186 ac puer, 213 huic, 220 rnetalli, 248 
sculpit, 255 nee ebur tamen, 270 Veneri, 287 et timide, 300 natae 
procul hinc, 339 quia tam, 341 patriosque, 355 iuris et, 407 co/la, 483 
exorsa, 518 illis, 645 quem mihi, 679 ilia, 11. 92 traxere, 138 iugum 
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mantis, 140 spumifero-, 247 inde deos, 499 uerrit, 553 sinuatas, 624 
corda diurnis, 12. 77 candentia, 80/1 solacia mortis habeto / dixit, 121 
utar in hunc, 240 germana, 253 infixa palato est , 332 uirtute . . . 
cecidisse, 342 conantem, 396 descendebat, 405 nitentior, 444 ecce (for 
inde), 466 g~eaque, 503 natura duplex, 534 ferrum ... cruore, 619 
sentit, 13. 49 preceris, 86 comminus, 102 maior pars sit, 338 compare!, 
442 minaci, 517 damnosa, 634 uota, 725 obuersa, 726 at arctos, 728 
Teucri remisque, 769 ueniuntque, 788 mente notaui, 890 iacta, 904 
findens, 916 sentit , 918 in aequora, 919 aut, 14. 32 absitque, 67 
cohaerent, 188 fremebundus, 299 innocuae, 363 f umantia, 383 neque 
enim, 421 sese, 489 est in uota locus, 491 licet licet ut facit , 505 
mirantur, 508 subitarum, 630 cortice uirgam, 673 mille proci, 681 
loca sofa, 692 qui petit, 711 surdior, 713 uiua, 753 uix bene compositum, 
777 digna, 797 permissa, 809 nee praeside, 15. 1 qui, 42 culpae, 47 
munere facta, 107 putem, 114 mactandus (with ducitur 115), 159 
habitant domibus uiuuntque, 190 luci, 205 ridet ager, 211 sparsis, 226 
emensis, 315 huic, 388 fieri quis posse, 391 ducunt prim. rebus, 438 
before 437, 459 possint, 485 quern, 569 remeabat, 616 uereris, 619 
finem solis, 627 tabo, 649 renuere, 684 ter. 

A's habit of commenting 'suspectum' or 'locus saepissime emendatus' 
uel sim. (see app. crit. to 1. 712, 719, 2. 78, 774, 855, 3. 716, 4. 663, 
6. 27, 7. 741 , 13. 554, 890, 15. 271) without mentioning a single alter
native reading or conjecture that might meet the difficulty in question, 
or stimulate further attempts at divination, is particularly unhelpful ; 
and his app. crit. is in general no more hospitable to modern conjectures 
than it is to variant readings. Among many conjectures that ought at 
least to-have gained admittance to A 's app. crit. may be mentioned the 
following: 1. 239 lurent Housman (this is an appropriate moment to 
observe that since only seven of the thirty or so conjectures proposed 
by Housman are reported in A 's app. crit., space might fittingly have 
been found in A 's bibliography for a mention of Housman's paper in 
TCPhS 3 (18~0), 140-53 = Classical Papers I pp. 162-72), 441 numquam 
leta/ibus Housman, 652 niuea Getty, 677 abductas Exe. Mureti, 727 
exercuit Postgate, 2. 126 hie Heins. , 278 fractaque Housman, 688 
uicinia cuncta Housman, 809 non setius Heins. (Scaliger, acc. Slater), 
855 corn. torua Housman, 3. 507 planxere et Heins. (planxere iam codd . 
Heins.), 519 iamque Heins., 724 dereptis Housman, 4. 663 A etnaeo 
Housman, 679 iungantur Heins. , 718 fissum Heins., 760 lotique 
lyraeque Heins. et Gronouius, 5. 115 'I' ridens Heins., 118 ferit Hous
man, 378 mea gratia Heins., 6. 201 infectis properate sacris Withof, 234 
frena dabat Heins., 514 exsultansque animo uix iam Heins., 582 crimen 
Gronouius, 7. 335 del. Heins., 397 del. Heins, 509 communis rerwn 
Heins., 510 in hostem Burman, 555 anhelitus aridus igni Housman, 557 
graui Heins., 741 simulator 'adest Housman, 810 halabat Heins., 8. 60 
at puto Markland, 668 / 9 eadem I argilla D. Heinsius (ex eodem I 
argillo Pal. 1667), 745 potentum Heins., 9. 406 seductaque Heins., 557 
tamen ut sit Bach, 10. 202 tecumque mori uitamque Housman, 225 
ilicibus celebris Heins., 584 inuidiaque ed. Gryph ., 637 quid fuat Heins. 
et Housman, 732 ti net us Heins. et Housman, 11. 135 pactamque (uel 
pactique) fidem Heins., 181 releuare Housman, 270 gerebat Housman, 
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591 spissa Bentley, 781 / 2 sim . .. I ni tibi Const. Fan., 13. 351 in illis 
(uel et illi) Heins., 554 adlectus Heins., 602/3 Nais / exhalat Housman, 
14. 385 ~t est et aman_s P?stga~e, 15. 426-30 de]. Heins., 624 Thybridis 
alueo Hems., 625 adsc1uent Hems., adlegerit Housman, 820 orbis Heins. 

Fully as culpable in an editor as disregarding plausible or certain 
conjectures is depriving the author of a conjecture of the credit for his 
discovery and transferring it to somebody else; and the fault is no less 
serious when it is a case of fathering the readings of MSS, as though 
they were conjectures, on critics who merely reported them in their 
notes. The false statements of this kind that I have noticed in A 
(some of them recurring in Slater) should be corrected as follows: 1. 36 
difjundi e codd. Heins., 72 animantibus codd. ap. Heins., 313 Oetaeis 
Delrio, 531 mouebat codd. ap. Heins., 2. 144 efjulget Gronou. prim. 
ap. Heins., 244 Phegiaco Baumgarten-Crusius, 363 serpit Strozzae cod. 
un. ap. Heins., 399 f urens 'alii' ap. Heins., 454 uenatrix codd. ap. 
Heins., 485 tamen 'in uetustis exemplaribus' Regius, 496 parenti codd. 
ap. Heins., 600 amanti 'cum quarto Palatino' Heins., 657 me 'plerique 
ueteres' Heins., 691 tenuit e: (Ellis), 871 primis 'meliores' Heins. , 3. 93 
ima y 1 et Hartung, 200 'om. Med. alter delebat Heinsius' (Slater), 227 
feruntur 'cum duobus' Heins., 331 rursus 'tres' Heins., 417 rem codd. ap. 
Heins., 538 miseri Lactant. et codd. ap. Heins., 691 fest a Heins., 695 
demittite lect. uulg., 4. 282 Ce/mi codd. et Scaliger (cf. Magnus), 372 
seducat 'lege cum nonnullis' Ciofanus, 403 collucere ex Thuaneo et 
Vrbinati Heins., 542 Leucotheeque ed. Aldina 1502 (Magnus), 562 
lsmenides 'fragmentum chartaceum a ... Langermanno . . . mihi 
oblatum' et e coni. Heins., 691 amens 'primus Basil. & quatuor alii ' 
Heins., 5. 80 hamato 'Louaniensis .. . pro diuersa lectione' Heins., 
87 Phlegyan- 'meliores' Heins., 386 Pergus aquae codd. ap. Heins., 6. 58 
pauiunt in fact is Gruter's conj. in Seneca, 82 operi 'tertius Medic. 
secundus Moreti, & unus meus' Heins., 437 festam ex suis Heins., 660 
mentis codd. ap. Magnum, 7. 155 sibi uenit unus Vossianus ap. Heins., 
190 ternisque 'Florent. S. Marci ... Neap.' Heins., 248 fudit reported 
by Heins., 530 impleuit 'primus Gronouianus, secundus Palatinus, & 
duodecim a/ii' Heins., 576 in crimina paruos Slater, 582 an quad 'Florent. 
S. Marci, & Vrbinas' Heins., 687 sed quae narrare pudori est Heins., 
who also reports quae patitur etc., 8. 153 ut e codd. Heins., 308 Phyleus 
e codd. Heins., 515 in 'quinque libri' Burman, 588 reuoluit 'Cantabr. & 
prim. Gronou.' Heins., 653 curua uar. lect. in Barb., curta (sed non 
uara) e coni. Heins., 762 discussus 'quartus Mediceus' Heins., 9. 207 
frementem e cod. Sprotii Heins., 258 at (non et) Burman, 294 nixosque 
'unus meus' Heins., 637 deripuit 'ex scriptis' Heins., 10. 271 pandis 
Heins. et Gronouius, 284 subsidit 'unus Medic.' Heins., 359 patriisque 
'cum Arondel. & uno meo, & altero Twisdenio' Heins., 495 
pr,aestrinxerat e codd. Heins., et iam ante Gifanius Ind. Lucret., 11. 45 
rigidae 'prim. Ambros. & duo alii ' Heins., 522 Heinsius), conj. was 
micacia not micantia, 12. 597 patruoque codd. ap. Heins., 625 Laerta- et 
Laerte- ap. Glarean. , 13. 403 imposita est sero cum codd. Heins., 490 
uulnera lect. uulg. , 495 meum ... uulnus 'quidam' Heins. , sed non 
probat, 507 si 'cum prim. Reg. & uno Medic.' Heins., 794 mobilior 
dama Madvig, 14. I Aetnen 'S. Marci, ut & Thuaneus' Heins., 71 I 
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Haedis 'in nonnullis exemplaribus' Const. Fan., 744 miserorum e Palatine 
D. Heinsius, 15. 86 Armeniaeque 'quatuor codices cum Norico' Heins., 
311 Athamanas Fuss, 340 Aetne codd. Heins. , 386 Cythereiadasque 
codd. Heins., 479 instrnctum Monac. 29007 ap. Magnum, et Bentley, 
729 omnis populus Rottendorph. ap. Heins. 

Where all information necessary for the constitution of the text is 
present in A. 's app. crit. and he has to choose between two or more 
alternative readings, or between the paradosis and conjecture, it seems 
to be largely a matter of chance whether the true reading, or a necessary 
conjecture, finds its way into the text or not. I give now a list of the 
readings and conjectures (the latter marked by an asterisk) which I 
should print (as does Burman in the case of all of the readings and 
most of the conjectures made by earlier critics) but which A. confines 
to his app. crit. For the present, because of limitations of space, a 
plain list must suffice; but I hope on another occasion to have the 
opportunity of discussing some at least of these readings and conjectures 
at appropriate length. 1. 36 difjundi, 125 illas, 173 a fronte, 230 
quos, 235 uertitur, 268 lata, 325 uidet, 344 colles (without -que), 345 
*sofa Heins., 361 te modo, 398 descendunt, 439 incognita, 441 hanc, 
447 de domitae, 448 his ... pedibusue, 454 uicta, 465 tibi, 484 
sufjunditur, 491 quaeque, 509 secent, 531 moueb'at, 552 obit, 660 uir 
nunc, 2. 57 fas sit, 62 agat, 112 rutilo, 144 efjulget, 151 datas, 201 
summum . . . tergum, 340 {fetus, 347 terrae, 359 abrumpere, 376 
uestit, 382 qualis ... orbem, 454 uenatrix, 471 unum, 474 nempe, 
506 celeri, 513 hue, 541 cui, 556 hanc, 640 fatidicos, 701 pretium 
dabitur, 730 diuersa, 792 cacumina, 871 prim.is, 3. 34 uibrant, 78 exit, 
84 frangitque, 120 hie, 162 incinctus, 213 fero, 227 feruntur, 242 
rapidum, 278 ipsaque fit, 299 nutuque, 331 rursus, 348 uiderit, 374 
'admotam . .. flammam, 396 attenuant, 417 umbra, 428 / 9 medias . .. / 
... aquas, 482 tenuem, 501 *lacus Heins., 567 remoramina-, 661 
*siccam Housman, 665 ,:,destringunt Heins., 682 diuiduae, 691 accensis 
aris, 721 precanti, 4. 21 cingitur, 46 celebrasse, 48 a/bis, 13 I uersam, 
181 apte, 193 calorque, 225 paruerunt, 231 faciem, 236 *difjamatarnque 
Heins., 340 flexumque, 372 seducat, 378 et, 393 redolent, 408 ,:, inducit 
Heins. , 413 leui, 437 quod ducit, 562 sumptis, 587 uolenti, 599 
permulcent, 610 putet, 623 aethere, 647 moenibus, 674 trepido, 713 
uisam .. . umbram, 727 uerberat, 769 quae, 5. 2 fremitu ... turbae, 
93 adtrahor, 95 corpore, 131 farris , 175 inermia, 181 mimcula, 353 
fero, 363 depositique metus, 434 tergumque, 446 collegerat, 450 coxerat, 
522 digna est, 598 propioris . .. ripae, 634 lacus, 670 conataeque loqui 
et, 6. 15 uineta, 237 col/a, 308 gestus, 374 et nunc, 387 '1derepta Heins., 
403 tamen hanc, 435 ipsi, 441 '1uisendae Heins., 468 illis, 500 sollicitae, 
532 del., 547 querelis, 555/6 indignanti ... uocanti I /uctantique, 646 
stride!, 701 sed ui, 7. 8 /exque, 12 ''nisi hoc est Heins., 30 segeti, 62 
concurrere, 115 *ignes Naugerius, 155 sibi uenit, 162 cadit, 213 somni, 
246 Bacchi, 248 poscit, 282 cauo .. . aeno, 375 spreto, 405 qui, 429 
cornua, 499 a, 556 trepidisque .. . uenis, 600 fibra, 639 quod subito, 
662 ultima, 674 ille. 687 * sed quae narrare pudori est Heins., 739 
paciscor, 777 excussae, 820 captatur, 833 indicioque, 839 dixi, 8. 8 
'~Atcathoi Heins., 9 medio de, 49 rerum, 59 tuentibus, 60 qui si, 61 
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r;serab~t. 133 ~'.disso~temque Heins;, 180 subitos, 237 ramosa ... ilice 
( . cf. a partndge m a pear tree ), 266 acerris, 278 praeteritae, 281 
Oeneos, 301 spectatus, 541 in nomine, 588 *partesque resoluit coniunx. 
Heins., 621 modico, 647 ille, 778 et nece, 829 *incensaque Heins., 858 
nullos, 879 *nempe Polle, 9. 55 enim ficta mihi, 71 centum, 152 incursus 
(with habet, ap. Heins.), 211 trepidum et, 267 uirere, 280 cui, 288 posses, 
381 dearum, 387 possum, 452 praestanti, 529 correctis, 579 secum, 796 
sociosque, 10. 50 heros, 55 afuerunt, 115 pari/esque ex aere, 325 
dilectu (de- Burman), 501 cortice, 543 possit, 550 in, 553 mirabere, 558 
renidens, 733 pluuio, 11. 48 obscuraque, 70 fecere, 83 porrectaque, 94 
qui, 124 nitebant, 219 nepoti, 278 primia, 297 cu/ta, 351 trepidat ... 
heros, 365 strepitans, 372 omne, 393 focus, 438 hoc, 464 recurua, 493 
uetetue, 510 incursu (in cursu Burman), 529 ,:,nouiens Merkel, 534 
*setius Heins., 552 superstans, 608 quae ... reddat, 626 aequent, 
644/ 5 hi . .. solent, 12. 24 *Boreas Housman, 61 *repens Heins., 73 
,:,curru instabat Achilles Farnabius, 118 uertice, 230/ 1 retain, 279 
trepida, 420 quam, 434-8 retain, with sucus for spissus in 438 from 
Heins. MSS, 487 ceu, 494 rabidi, 514 *cumulo Naugerius, 543 
rescindere, 545 "'(di!) gessit Heins., 624/ 5 ,:,so/is . .. creatis / Laertaque 
Heins. , 13. 56 mallet, 74 trepidantem, 76 hoc, 133 succedat, 232 audet. 
at ( ausit. at Burman), 243 sic, 244 eadem, 272 atque, 273 sub, 323 
produce!, 332 del., 345 efjerre, 385 sustinet, 402 inposita est sero, 410 
tractata, 436 defigit, 456 inque, 490 uulnera, 491 legit, 495 tuum mea, 
496 en, 542 sustollit, 562 ualentem, 605 calorem, 619 more (Heins. 
*Marte adopted by Burman), 638 positique, 653 bacamque, 724 finguis, 
739 repetens, 858 uereor, 865 diuulsaque, 867 acrius, 896 sed, 928 
col/ectos sedula, 14. 103 uluis, 120 auerso, 121 fallit, 127 meritis, 137 
ostendens, 160 qui, 202 i/la ma/arum, 207 quae, 262 sublimis, 288 
'~manerem Gruter, 334 ancipiti, 365 uenefica, 377 repe/lit, 412 pauentum, 
442 marmorea, 495 ueteremque, 534 transtra, 550 faciem, 565 cautibus, 
574 quam ... ignis, 575 latuerunt, 639 Siluanusque, 666 nupta, 679 
habe, 682 quam, 803 ferro, 823 iam, 15. 22/3 transpose second halves 
of lines, 39 *cui ius caeli Muretus, 62 remotos, 138 *inde Postgate, 
182 prior ueniente, 217 materna, 363 tabuerint, 522 qua, 570 bracchia, 
577 inspexit, 715 columbis, 759 cauistis. 

In his app. crit. A. advances seven conjectures of his own, which he 
prudently refrains from printing. At 14. 671 imitanda is flat; at 15. 804 
intrepidum is nugatory; and at 14. 325 the assumption of a lacuna is 
gratuitous ( per in 324 and Elide pugnam in 325 aptly resolve all diffi
culties). The adverb rapide, proposed at 6. 399, is never used by Ovid 
(nor by any poet of the classical period except Lucretius-once-and 
Silius-once) . The unrnetrical ite statis, originally proposed in A 's 
commentary on books 6-10 (published 1972) at 6. 201, is still retained 
despite being expressly acknowledged now to be 'contra normam 
prosodiacam Ouidii' . inlugubris eri at 10. 225 is unspeakable. The line 
13. 333 A. would be happy to delete 'ue/ut inutilem': it only provides 
the apodosis to 328-32! Two interpretative observations in the app. 
crit. will cause amazement: at 7. 544 A. is on record as believing that 
/ongum iners is acceptable Latin for 'long inertia'; and deorum at 
15. 104 he pronounces 'to/,erabile si Ouidius re uera putauit homines 
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animali'a ante sacnrzcasse quam edisse-as if it would make a scrap of 
difference to the animals! 

It is a widely, but by no means universally, held belief that there 
are to be found in our surviving MSS of the Met. alternative versions 
(of lines, half-lines, phrases) that go right back to Ovid himself. This 
belief in a 'double recension' which has left its mark on the MS tradition 
is one with which A. flirts at 1. 544ff., 7. 144ff., 186f., 8. 597ff. and 
655ff., at 7. 144ff. and 186f. in conjunction with the compatible hypo
thesis of lacunae, but at I. 544ff. and 8. 597ff. as an alternative to the 
incompatible hypothesis of interpolation, his practice being variously 
consistent and inconsistent with the theory of 'double recension' . In 
other cases where 'double recension' has been suspected, A. talks only 
in terms of interpolation (4. 766ff.) or passes no comment at all on the 
nature of the particular problem (6. 280ff., 8. 285f., 693ff., 697ff., 11. 
57f.), simply deleting or retaining lines seemingly as the mood takes 
him. Inept or at best unsatisfactory choice of verses to be excluded 
(at 1. 544ff., 8. 597ff.), failure to make due accommodation of con
struction after bracketing (at 4. 769 qui has no reference) or to account 
for what is accepted (at 7. 186a why sopitae similis? ), and the capacity 
to countenance without a qualm the juxtaposition of mutually exclusive 
lines (at 6. 280ff., 7. 186f., 8. 655ff.)-these inadequacies of execution 
add to the confusion caused by A's diagnostic uncertainty. And yet, 
had A. taken the trouble to ponder the texts and the critical comments 
of Heinsius and Burman (for the former of whom he professes particular 
admiration, p. xxii), he might have seen that an entirely Ovidian version 
can in each of these passages be put together by deletion, recombination 
and emendation without need for recourse to notions of 'double re
cension'; and had he read Pasquali, he might have appreciated that the 
most likely general explanation of the phenomena discernible in the 
MSS is the haphazard absorption into a typically 'open' tradition of 
alternative or additional material emanating not from Ovid himself 
but from ancient editions of his work. 

Bedford College, London J. B. HALL 

NOTES 

' On a random sample of 30 passages (a statistically insignificant total, I well 
know, but still revealing) , I found Burman to be invariably right, Edwards to 
be right 28 times, F. J. Miller (in the Loeb ed .) 22, Korn-Mueller-Ehwald 11 , 
Magnus 10, Merkel-Ehwald 8, but A. not once. 

2 Positive misstatements about the readings of Brit . Lib. Add. 11967, Harley 
2610 and King's 26 number 99 in A. but only 7 in Slater, all of them recurring 
in A. Slater's reports in these places should have read : (Add. 11967) 3. 42 
orbes is the original reading, 6. 67 est is added suprascript; (Harley 2610) 
2. 186 suus, 523 uindicet, 758 fore ingratamque unmetrically, 3. 172, 171 but 
the order is corrected; (King's 26) 14. 93 inde forme, which is corrected. I 
hope shortly to publish a collation of the whole of King's 26, which inter al. 
will make good the host of omissions in A.'s reports from Books 14 and 15. 
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REVIEWS 

J. ADAMIETZ: Zur Komposition der Argonautica des Valerius 
Flaccus (Zetemata 67) . Munich: Beck, 1976. DM26. 

The most influential description in this century of the character of 
the Argonautica has been Friedrich Mehmel's, in his Valerius Flaccus 
(Diss. Hamburg, 1934); he suggested there that Valerius followed no 
plan, "so dass er am Anfang nicht genau hatte sagen konnen, wo er 
am Ende sein wiirde" (p.67) . Adamietz's object is to demonstrate a 
plan. " Besondere Beachtung verdient der innere Zusammenhalt des 
Werkes. Auszugehen ist dabei von der Anlage der jeweiligen Einzel
partie und anschliessend zu pri.ifen, <lurch welche gedanklichen 
Vorstellungen oder sonstigen Mittel die Verbindung zwischen den Teilen 
bewirkt wird." (p.3) He offers a running analysis of the narrative of 
Book I and the voyage to Colchis (ch.I) and of the rest of the poem 
(ch.II); then some arguments concerning the scope of the poem as a 
whole (ch.III, pt.I) and an outline of his principal conclusions (" Ver
bindung der Teile", pt.2, "Handlung und Bucheinteilung", pt.3, "Zurn 
gedanklichen Konzept", pt.4). Adamietz has made a substantial con
tribution to the understanding of a number of aspects of the poem. But 
he offers his analysis as a contribution to further studies (p.3), and 
his conclusions on some matters are tentative, especially on the themes 
of the poem, as he says himself (p.120), and on others he might have 
said more; it is with these matters that this review will be concerned. 

Some of the main themes of the poem appear in the scene in heaven 
at the Argonauts' departure, l.498ff. Adamietz distinguishes three 
(pp.2lff.): the opening of the sea, the conflict of nations and the shift 
of power from nation to nation (the injuries of the Greeks in 550f. 
are not the war at Troy [Adamietz, p.22] but the loss of Helen), and 
the trials and the rewards of the hero. The second is perhaps the least 
important in the rest of the poem, but it is more important than 
Adamietz indicates. He does not comment on allusions to the Trojan 
War e.g. in Chiron's appearance with Achilles (1.255ff.) and in the 
Catalogue (e.g. 380ff.); the fates of Il.445f. are not the fates of the 
rescue (p.38) but the fates of Troy. Adamietz stresses the third theme, 
rightly. Hercules is an example. Valerius compares Jason and the 
Argonauts with Hercules, at the beginning and after Cios, a point that 
Adamietz made in A & A 16 (1970), 36f., and that he might have made 
again. (To his list of comparisons add IV.700ff, and VIII.230f., and 
the story of Hercules' fight with the Amazons, ending with the baldric 
and the word aura, V.132ff.) Adamietz argues that Valerius' heroes 
become heroes (cf. I.563ff.) not only by achievement but also by suffer
ing. He finds examples of what he calls "den Weg <lurch Leiden zu 
gottlichen Ehren" (p.121) in Hercules (c. IIl.509ff., IV.35f.), in Helle 
and in Io, and (less plausibly) in Hylas. The idea does not appear 
very distinctly in the case of the other Argonauts. The point of Aeson's 
death is not Jason's suffering (Adamietz pp.45f., 121; better pp.26ff.). 
The Argonauts' grief for the Cyzicenes is not represented as a trial 
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(III.286ff., 362ff., 376ff.); the Idmon-Tiphys episode resembles the 
Cyzicus episode in form (Adamietz pp.42f., 64), but not in substance; 
the connexion between the two episodes marked by Jason's use of 
Cyzicus' cloth (V. 6f.) is not the idea of a trial (cf. III.340ff., Virg. A en. 
XI.72ff.). Adamietz's comparison of Hercules in Cios with Cyzicus 
(p.52) is obscure; and the Argonauts' attitude to Hercules in Cios is 
ambiguous. The final consequence of the expedition for Jason himself 
is to be suffering in Corinth, as Valerius emphasizes in e.g. I.224ff., 
VIII.247ff. Mopsus' prophecy in I.2llff. is answered by Idmon's in 
234ff. (cf. Adamietz pp.14f.), but that does not extend so far, and even 
then contains an ironic point for Jason in 237f. 

Further examination of single episodes and parts of the poem will 
reveal more details of the composition, as Adamietz observes (p.3). 
He argues against Li.ithje's suggestion that there is a division in Book I 
at 573 between exposition and action (p.24); and it appears from the 
structure of the book that he is right. The embarkation, the catalogue 
of the Argonauts, and the departure, occupying the centre of the book 
(350-497), are followed by three episodes, the council in heaven (498ff.), 
the storm (574ff.), and (after a transition in 693ff.) the deaths of Aeson 
and Alcimede (700ff.); each begins with a god or a man who watches 
the ship at sea; the second is longer than the first, and the third longer 
than the second; and the action passes from heaven to earth to the 
underworld. Again, from the voyage as far as Lemnos (II.6ff.) Valerius 
omits the stop at Aphetai (lOff., a pointed allusion to A.R.I.585ff.); 
that is more important than Adamietz allows ("den Aitien misst er 
auch sonst wenig Bedeutung bei", p.30). Valerius has postponed the 
first night at sea so as to arrange the narrative in a crescendo, voyage, 
Giants-Typhoeus (cf. Adarnietz pp.30f.), first night at sea (marking this 
by ring composition, 34ff., 72ff.). 

The Lemnos episode is perhaps the most striking in the composition 
of the poem, in the elaboration of Valerius' treatment of events before 
the Argonauts' arrival (II.82-310). Adamietz finds in the episode the 
idea that the gods punish and the Argonauts bring an end to the punish
ment, as in the Hesione, Phineus, and Prometheus episodes (pp.34f., 36; 
cf. 315, 322ff.). The Argonauts do not very obviously bring an end to 
the punishment, since Valerius does not describe any suffering from 
which the Argonauts save the women (compare on the one hand A.R. 
I.627ff., on the other Stat.Theb. V.296ff.; cf. F. Delarue, Latomus 29 
[1970], esp. pp.445ff.). But in any case that interpretation does not 
explain the proportion of the two parts of the episode. Adamietz 
connects Venus' actions with her actions against Medea in Colchis 
(pp.35f., 87). The Lemnians had neglected Venus because of her in
fidelity (98ff.), Venus helps Juno against Medea for revenge on the 
Sun's descendants (VI.467f.) . But the idea that Venus hated all the 
Sun's descendants seems to have been familiar (e.g. Ov.Met.XIV.25ff., 
Sen . Phaed. 124ff.), and Valerius might have introduced it without any 
reference to her actions on Lemnos. There is little to suggest a con
nexion. Valerius mentions the adultery in II.98ff. only as the last in 
the series of events that led to the Lemnians' neglect; and he does not 
mention the Sun there at all. Adamietz compares the actions of Fama 
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and Venus ?n ~emnos w~th those_ o~ J~no and Venus in Colchis (p.35); 
but !here _is httl~ particular s1m1lanty. Finally, he suggests that 
Hyps1pyle 1s a foil for Medea (pp.35f.) . That is more convincing 
(compare II.300ff. / VIII.208, II.404 / VIII.12f., and cf. Ov. Ep. VI.133ff., 
Stat. Theb. V.454ff.) ; but the account of the events leading to Venus' 
anger (82-106) and of her intervention and the massacre (107-241) is 
twice as long as the account of Hypsipyle's actions (242-310). Valerius 
appears to have ignored the canon of proportion , cruµµ&-rfHO(. (In 
beginning from Jupiter's first assumption of power in heaven, 82ff., he 
begins far in the past; cf. Hor.Ars 146ff. and C. 0. Brink ad foe.). 
Another instance is his treatment of Jason 's victim Colaxes in VI.62lff. , 
with five lines for one of Colaxes' victims (639ff.; cf. Virgil's treatment 
of Pallas' victim Halaesus in A en. X.41 lff. , with one and a half lines 
at most for any of Halaesus' victims); Mehmel is not right ("so erreicht 
er . .. den Eindruck des unruhigen Hinundher", p.60). Another in
stance may be Valerius' treatment of Medea (cf. Adamietz p.119, n.13) . 

This point used to be a commonplace of criticism of epic poets after 
Virgil. But to describe the character of the poem accurately and 
historically it is necessary to make such comparisons, as Adamietz 
observes (pp. If.); and Mehmel 's conclusions from particular com
pari ons are more substantial than Adamietz implies (p.2, n.7, pp.18ff.). 

Adamietz himself often compares Valerius usefully with Apollonius; 
more details remain . Adamietz does not comment on Mehmel's analysis 
of continuity in Valerius' and Apollonius' narratives; but Valerius 
achieves an effect of continuity in II.442ff., 579ff., V. l0lff., and on a 
large scale in II.44lf., 444, 579ff., 587ff. (Valerius lacked Apollonius' 
double compound verbs, and could not use the imperfect tense as 
conveniently.) Phineus sets the expedition in the larger context of the 
gods' interest and Jason's destiny (Adamietz p .60); it is worth adding 
that his advice itself is of much less practical importance in Valerius' 
version than in Apollonius', but Valerius has attempted to make it appear 
important. Phineus tells not only of events that will follow, but also 
of the events that have occurred already (IV.438ff.); he gives, in effect, 
a summary of most of the poem (Adamietz p.60). It is worth also 
comparing Jason's account to Lycus in A.R. II.762ff.; Valerius has 
used the idea more dramatically (cf Virg.A en. VI.690ff.) . Typhon 
tells Zetes and Calais, obscurely, of their fate at the hands of Hercules 
(524f.), an allusion to their actions at Cios (111.69 Jf.) ; Valerius has 
introduced Apollonius' idea (l.1300ff.) more dramatically. Phineus 
advises the Argonauts not after Zetes and Calais return from their 
pursuit (Adamietz p.60, n.64), but while they are still away (interea 
529, -rocppa. A .R . Il.301) ; but they have returned , Xll(T<7. -ro crtc,mwµevov , 
by the time he has fini shed (629ff.; cf. Apollonius 308, 426ff.); that 
achieves compression. 

Comparison with ApoJJonius reveals differences that are characteristic 
of Virgil, such as compression, in the voyage as far as Lemnos and in 
the deaths of Idmon and Tiphys (Adamietz pp.63f.), and progressive 
intensification of effect, in the voyage as far as Lemnos and in the 
encounter with Amycus (the stranger' s advice, in two stages, then the 
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scene of the contests, then Amycus himself). Adamietz might have 
said more about differences from Virgil. He does examine Aeson's 
speech in 1.336ff., which Mehmel compared with Evander's speech in 
Aen. VIIl.560ff. (Adamietz pp.18ff.); he observes that Mehmel neglected 
Alcimede's speech in 320ff., which Valerius based on the second part 
of Evander's speech (cf. A. J. Gossage in D. R. Dudley [ed.], Virgil 
[London, 1969], 85f.), and he stresses the contrasts between Aeson's 
speech and Alcimede's (he sees too much in single details here) . But 
that does not answer Mehmel's assertion that Aeson's speech lacks 
structure, and that Valerius' lines 337f. differ from Virgil's lines 561ff. 
as "ein mit einem Mal hingesetzter, schwerer, ungestalter Klumpen" 
(p.64). The speech contrasts three main ideas, "I am not able now to 
perform the exploits that I performed in the past" (336ff.), "but I see 
you in a position to perform such exploits" (34lff.), "and I hope you 
will surpass my exploits" (344ff.), making a further contrast between 
the first and the second idea, sanguis/preces, vota (and arma/ remo 
implies bella/ maria); and Valerius' few details in one and a half lines 
in 337f. cannot be compared with Virgil's arrangement of a large number 
of details in six and a half lines in 561ff. Adamietz observes that the 
over-lapping of the narrative of the voyage as a whole in V.1-216 
corresponds to the over-lapping of episodes between Books II and III, 
III and IV, IV and V, and is therefore in accord with a technique of 
composition (pp.66,116f.) . But W. Schetter's point remains, that the 
over-lapping is much greater in proportion than that of Virg. Aen. 
VII.1-36, which is the pattern that Valerius is following (Ph 103 [1959], 
304ff.; Adamietz is dubious about Valerius 140ff./Virgil 8ff., but notice 
also Valerius 70f. / Virgil Sf., where there seems no reason for the 
Argonauts to leave at night) . 

It is necessary to define the differences. Valerius does not arrange 
his catalogue of Perses' allies in VI.42ff. as distinctly as Virgil arranged 
the Italians in Aen.VII.647ff., although there is apparently at least an 
arrangement of north 60ff., west 79ff., east 99ff. , north l 22ff. His 
catalogue, although shorter (121 lines/171 lines), differs in multiplicity 
and variety. That is a matter of form (Mehmel pp.66f.), but also of 
substance, since Valerius emphasizes that the Scythians were numerous, 
36ff., 163ff.; contrast Virgil 64lff. Mehmel described VI.i89ff. as 
"Hinundherspringen" (p.58). But he did not notice that these are 
particulars of the picture in 182ff.; and there is no more "Hinundher
springen" here than in Virg.A en. IX.569ff. Moreover, Valerius 
arranges the events in a structure. But the structure is more obscure 
than Virgil's, partly because Valerius attempts to achieve more in 
colour and variety (cf. Stat.Theb. VIII.428ff.). I hope to examine these 
differences in more detail elsewhere. 

Adamietz supports the opinion that the poem consisted or would 
have consisted of eight books. He makes this inference (a better in
ference than some others have made) from the fact that Valerius has 
treated already events that Apollonius treated subsequently {pp.11 lf.) . 
Add the fact that Venus has visited Medea in the guise of Circe in 
VII.2l0ff.; and perhaps the motif in V.150ff. (Apollonius IV.316ff.), 
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although Valerius repeats motifs (III.340ff., V.6f.). It is not as obvious 
as mos~ have thought that Valerius must have described the voyage 
to the end. 

This review has been much concerned with what Adamietz did not 
set out to do; I should repeat then that the book is a good analysis of 
the composition of the poem. 

University of Auckland W. R. BARNES 

[HYGINUS] : De metatione castrorum, ed, A Grillone (Bibliotheca 
Teubneriana). Leipzig: 1977. 

This fragmentary treatise, transmitted amidst the writings of Hyginus 
gromaticus in the sixth-century codex Arcerianus, presents problems 
enough to vex the most patient of editors. To begin with, the 
Arcerianus, though ancient, is far from venerable, being disfigured by 
a multitude of phonetic and visual errors, misunderstandings of abbre
viations, and careless omissions. Its scribe was plainly an ignoramus. 
Again, the work itself, perhaps of the third century and certainly not 
earlier, is written in a nondescript Latin, without the least pretence to 
style or (particularly in the use of tenses) much regard for the observ
ances of classical syntax. That is a fact which the editor must always 
have in mind. And again, its subject-matter is sometimes perplexing 
and much of its technical terminology unfamiliar. As Grillone says, 
Latomus 36 (1977), 794-5, any substantial improvement of the text still 
possible must be the fruit of long study. Such he has devoted to Ps.
Hyginus, and succeeded in making a tangible contribution, by conjectural 
emendation, by independent and critical appraisal of his predecessors' 
work, and by presenting a full and helpful apparatus together with 
numerous references to other authors and to scholarly writings. This 
is the edition which commends itself for general use, in preference to 
Gemoll's or any other, even though, as we shall see, it has some serious 
faults. And, in spite of those faults, Grillone deserves our gratitude 
for making the reading of this text a little less of a torment. 

Grillone affirms (p.xi) 'in textu constituendo id praecipue contendi, 
ut quam maxime codicis lectiones retinerem, quae ipsae se explicarent 
et usui et sermoni auctoris proximae uiderentur', a respectable aim, 
provided the task is properly executed. Let us see whether it is. Take 
first 18 quaestorium minore esse debet latitudine quam praetorium, ut 
strigae statorum posticum praetorii proximi sint. 'proximi retinui' says 
Grillone, comparing 19. That alleged parallel is as follows: tendere 
debent ad uiam quintanam centuriae statorum, ut posticum praetorii 
tueantur et proximi sint praetorium. Does not the position of statorum 
here, before the ut clause, not in it, make all the difference in the world? 
proximi at 18 is indeed a reading 'quae ipsa se explicat', but not in 
Grillone's sense: it appears to be an error from assimilation. Or take 
57 praecipue obseruari debebit uia quae lateribus castrorum supersit. 
cetera quocumque latere {lumen siue fontem habere debebis. Lange 
wrote ceterum and some such correction is inevitable, unless Grillone 
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can produce some valid evidence for cetera = ceterum. And, if he 
should think the passages listed at TLL 3.973. 6lff can serve that pur
pose, he would be much mistaken. Nor can he appeal here to the poor 
quality of the author's Latin : cetera thus used is not poor Latin, but 
no Latin at all. In 18 and 57 then, as in some other places, Grillone's 
conservatism is quite absurd and has led him to diverge from the very 
principles he declares. But there is a strange converse to this. Often 
Grillone, like his predecessors, unhesitatingly accepts conjectures which 
are violent and improbable in the extreme, setting the reading of A at 
naught. Here is a conspicuous example. At 11, where A reads furmam , 
Grillone prints praetorii. It is not impossible that, if the author wrote 
praetorii, f urmam should be transmitted instead, but, apart from scribal 
inebriation, I can think of only one way in which this might have 
happened. I once asked A. Y. Campbell how what he supposed Horace 
to have written could have been changed into the transmitted text, and 
he suggested that mice had nibbled Horace's manuscripts. I suggest 
that, if Grillone is right here, they had also been busy with Ps.-Hyginus'. 
Even granted that possibility, the proper thing to do with furmam is to 
obelize it. And that applies to several other readings in a sometimes 
desperately corrupt text. Yet nowhere is an obelus in sight. This is 
the least excusable fault of Grillone's edition. 

Now some miscellanea. At 2 what is the meaning of pedatura 
cohortis uno pariter nudabitur, and, if uno pariter is meaningless, why 
is it printed? At 9 numerus, qui lateribus (latere A) praetorii tendit 
is the change necessary? Cf. 33 occupantur nwnero militwn latere 
praetorii pedes CCCCXX. At 16, in a passage concerning an ala 
quingenaria, A offers in singulis equitibus terni pedes computantur, 
mille deficitur. Grillone accepts Gemoll 's nihil deducitur. It is curious 
that A's reading is virtually the same as mille D (or MD) efficitur, which 
seems superficially to make sense (3 x 500). I do not propose this as 
a correction, not being sure whether this sense really fits. On the other 
hand nihil deducitur has little point. At 19 ut omni parte nationes et 
supra scripta contineantur Grillone's et supra scripta (et suprascribtas 
A: supra scriptae Schele) is nonsense, unless the supra scripta are 
different from the nationes. If they are different, what are they? At 
33 occupantur .. . praetorio pedes LX, stationi pedes XX, comitibus 
pedes LX Salmasius' comitibus doubtless gives the right sense, but 
seems remote from A's communi. Perhaps comitatui should be con
sidered. At 48 the author says there are five kinds of munitio and 
proceeds to list them. His list itself is lacunose, appearing thus in A : 
fossa uallo agmine agremmis. But we know what its components are, 
since they are discussed in 49-53, viz. fossa, uallum, ceruoli, armorum 
ordines, aggeres. So the list at 48 should be recoverable. For the last 
three items Lange proposed < ceruolis> armis aggere, Grillone prefers 
< uimine> agmine aggere. < uimine> is certainly possible and its omission 
readily explicable before agmine. It would, however, be better to keep 
the same word, if we can . Unhappily the omission of < ceruolis> is hard 
to explain. But that obstacle can be removed by writing the singul~r 
< ceruolo > , which could easily have dropped out after ual/o. There 1s 
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no objection to the singular here followed by the plural in 5 l : similarly 
we have 'Clggere here and aggeribus in 53. 

The work has long conventionally been known as De munitione 
castrorum. This title has no authority from A or elsewhere, but is 
merely ~he guess of one or more renaissance scholars. Certainty cannot 
be obtained on the matter, but, since munitio is the subject only of a 
small part of the work, which is mainly concerned with metatio, Grillone 
is entirely right to reject the vulgate and resuscitate Pontanus' De 
metatione castrorum. 

Bedford College, London F. R. D. GOODYEAR 

BUDE, A W. A M.: De Hypotheseis der Griekse Tragedies en 
Komedies; een Onderzoek naar de Hypotheseis van Dicaearchus' (Diss. 
Nijmegen). 'S-Gravenhage: J . H. Pasmans, 1977. Pp. 218. 

The ordinary reader of Greek tragedy is inclined to neglect those 
mysterious introductions, called hypotheseis, which are usualJy prefixed 
to our Greek texts. But if he should think that serious scholars do not 
pay any attention to them, he would be mistaken. Considering the 
relative obscurity of the subject, an amazing number of articles and 
monographs on these hypotheseis have already been published, as the 
bibliography to Bude's thesis clearly shows. 

Bude's main object is to examine the contribution of Dicaearchus, a 
contemporary of Theophrastus, to the development of this kind of 
introduction. He complains, however, that most of the above-named 
studies deal with only one aspect or one type of hypothesis; there is no 
comprehensive survey of the literature on the subject and no attempt to 
assess the results which have been attained. Without such a survey no 
real progress in the study of hypotheseis can be made. 

Therefore Bude first attempts to supply this deficiency. Since the 
hypotheseis do not all have the same form or characteristics, he gives 
a description of the main types in his first chapter. Some types, in 
addition to a short resume of the plot, supply all kinds of information 
concerning the plays-the myth, the place of action, the chorus, the 
speaker of the prologue, the results of the dramatic competition and 
even literary criticism - e.g. the hypotheseis of Aristophanes of 
Byzantium and the historical introductions to the comedies. Other 
types confine themselves to a more detailed summary of the plot, e.g. 
the so-called "Tales from Euripides" or the narrative hypotheseis to the 
comedies. The Byzantine scholars, in addition to modifying existing 
hypotheseis, also wrote introductions which have a character and style 
of their own. In his second chapter the author discusses the most 
important problems connected with the hypotheseis, especialJy the way 
in which they have been transmitted and the modifications to which 
they have been subjected . He also examines the problem posed by the 

' The Hypotheses of the Greek Tragedies and Comedies. An inquiry into the 
Hypotheses of Dicaearchus. 
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contradictions between hypotheseis and extant plays and the reliability 
of hypotheseis in reconstructing lost plays. 

Having thus cleared the ground, Bude now gives special attention to 
Dicaearchus. He discusses in detail a special group of eight hypotheseis 
which do not conform to any of the main types described in the first 
chapter. He argues that they have certain common characteristics and 
that they show a special interest in the way the dramatist has adapted 
the traditional myth in his play. In five of them there is a reference to 
Dicaearchus. After summing up what we know about Dicaearchus' 
hypotheseis, he states his agreement with Schrader's conclusion that 
they mainly dealt with the treatment of myths. Bude does not attempt 
to prove that the above-mentioned hypotheseis were written by 
Dicaearchus but regards it as likely that certain passages in them were 
borrowed from Dicaearchus, especially those discussing the treatment 
of myths. From them we may form some impression of Dicaearchus' 
work and the way in which he influenced the writers of hypotheseis. 

Bude weighs his evidence carefully and is very cautious in drawing 
conclusions. In my opinion he makes out a good case for attributing 
certain parts of these hypotheseis to Dicaearchus. This conclusiqn will 
mainly interest those scholars who devote special attention to this sub
ject. For the non-specialist, however, the main value of his thesis is in 
the excellent and well documented introduction to the problem of 
hypotheseis in general. 

University of Stellenbosch P. J. CONRADIE 

GARNSEY, P . D . A. & WHITTAKER, C. R. , edd.: Imperialism in 
the Ancient World (Cambridge Classical Studies), Cambridge University 
Press, 1978. Pp. 392. £12.50. 

This work was issued by the Cambridge University Research Seminar 
in Ancient History and belongs to the well known series of Cambridge 
Classical Studies. It ranges from New Kingdom Egypt and Carthage 
to Jewish literature in the Roman Empire. 

In the introduction the editors note the pejorative associations of the 
word "imperialism" in modem times and refer to the attempt to find a 
more neutral term in "hegemony". They discuss the application of 
"imperialism" to the R oman empire and note the dispute between those 
who would ascribe imperialistic or "expansionistic" aims to the Romans 
in the republican period and those who regard the growth of ~he 
Roman empire then as accidental and who even speak of a defensive 
imperialism. They propose a simple definition of imperialism, the 
relationship of ruler to subject (4) . 

In an interesting discussion of "Spartan Imperialism?'.' (with its 
pointed question mark in the title) A. Andrewes surveys p_oss1ble Spartan 
imperialists before Lysander. Unfortunately he says little ~bout the 
"mechanisms" (99) by which Lysander attempted to retam former 
Athenian possessions for Sparta. He finds an absence of the "will to 
empire" (101) : at best the Spartans were reluctant imperialists. How-
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ever one may note that they did not free the cities they took over from 
Athens nor relinquish them without a struggle. In "The Fifth-Century 
Athenian Empire : A Balance Sheet" M. I. Finley is subversive of 
accepted doctrine. He particularly attacks the notion of a clearcut 
switch from a voluntary association of states in the Delian League to 
the harsh empire of the later period (104), although he does admit that 
there was change and development. But his main concern is with the 
economics of Athenian power. He explains the tendency to pay tribute 
rather than supply ships not in terms of increasing Athenian naval 
domination but because the allies found this less costly. The question 
of the extent to which Athens "exploited" her subjects is rejected as 
meaningless. Finley's emphasis on economic factors is useful, but his 
dismissal of the attempt to trace the development of the empire is too 
cavalier. G. T . Griffith analyses "Athens in the Fourth Century". He 
asks whether Athens desired upx. "YJ again. This he answers in the 
negative and regards the Second Athenian Confederacy as a group of 
allies gathered round a 11y e:µwv (134). (Hegemony is not defined , except 
implicitly in contrast with a pn.) 

In "Laus Imperii" P. A. Brunt elucidates the concepts of empire 
prevalent in the time of Cicero. He discusses the main ways in which 
the Romans themselves thought of their empire: they claimed that they 
had acquired it justly, as ordained by the gods, and openly asserted the 
glory which it brought to them. Brunt usefully reminds us (168) that 
the client kingdoms were a form of indirect rule rather than buffer 
states. He is short with those who would attempt to limit Roman 
willingness to expand: the Romans were imperialistic even when they 
did not directly annex new territory. The Roman doctrine of the just 
war is placed in context: like all major powers Rome could make her 
moralizing fit almost any situation. This is put too negatively: it must 
be observed that the quality of Roman imperialism was improved by the 
formation of such doctrines, and by Roman willingness to listen to 
Greek theorists on the subject. Similarly it is easy to be too cynical 
about Roman claims that they governed their subjects justly. The claim 
is better than its absence, and its justification in terms of "fame" (188) 
does not discredit or invalidate it. To dwell on the fact of taxation is 
somewhat anachronistic. It is hardly realistic to expect an empire, 
especially one before nineteenth-century liberalism, to be apologetic 
on this score. Throughout Brunt demonstrates how fully Cicero 
accepted current Roman dogmas of empire: this will not surprise, but 
need it be regarded as a criticism? It is easy to uncover Cicero's 
exploitation of prejudice against provincial witnesses in his speeches, 
but one must admit that the standards which he set himself in Cilicia 
and his discussions in his treatises on provincial administration merit 
respect and have their value. In fact it is unfortunate that Brunt pays 
so little attention to actual administration, where the Roman achieve
ment lay, rather than concentrating on contemporary justifications for 
empire, which sound so lame today. 

M. H. Crawford writes on "Greek Intellectuals and the Roman 
Aristocracy in the First Century B. C." . He stresses the vitality of 
Greek institutions under Roman rule and enunciates Greek philosophical 
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precepts for Roman governors. He is useful on the role of Greek 
intellectuals who had links with powerful Romans in securing advantage 
for their home cities (206). V. Nutton (chapter 10) handles Greco
Roman relations in the second century A. D.: the Roman empire has 
become a xo LV"IJ a px"IJ and even a mx-r p ic; xo ini itC<v-rwv, at least for the local 
aristocrats. P. D. A. Garnsey has a chapter (11) on Africa under the 
Principate. His main themes are agricultural development, tribute, the 
conscription of Africans for military service, the function of the cities 
and the local elite. In passing, one may ask whether it is helpful to 
denigrate the Roman army as an "agent of exploitation" (239) because 
it assisted in tax collection. More needs to be said about methods of 
collection if the term is to be justified at all, and generally it would be 
profitable to have some reference to tax collection in the pre-Roman 
Numidian period, for example. Garnsey has a judicious conclusion on 
Romanization and resistance. As he sagely remarks, the individuality 
of African culture was not a threat to Roman rule. N. R. M. de Lange 
assesses "Jewish Attitudes to the Roman Empire" from Jewish literature, 
largely rabbinical in nature. There is much of interest here fo r the 
classical historian, though it needs to be weighed against the evidence 
of the New Testament and Josephus: the latter, for example, makes it 
easier to understand the intensity of Jewish resistance to Rome during 
the Revolt than the authors quoted by de Lange. 

A collection of articles, however good in themselves, is bound to 
disappoint when presented under a broad and comprehensive title crying 
out for analysis. They provide valuable fresh insight into the aspects 
of imperialism the authors choose to discuss, but fail to cover the topic 
as a whole. One will not want a lengthy disquisition on the "nature" 
of imperialism such as that in R. Werner, "Das Problem des 
Imperialismus ... " in A.N.R.W. Festschrift J . Vogt I, I , 1972, 501ff., 
for example, but the concept could have been defined in more detail. 
Some of the implied criticism needs justification. Some legitimately 
reject empire of any sort with shock and horror, but empire is a com
mon human phenomenon, and profit might accrue from close study of 
the actual institutions of rule over others in ancient times and the 
benefits of imperial administration. The Roman empire might not 
emerge too discreditably from such an approach. 

However, given the intractable nature of the evidence fo r Greek 
imperialism and the lack of statements about imperial policy and even 
systematic theorizing in Rome, a stimulating and thought-provoking 
collection of essays has been provided. 

University of Zimbabwe D. B. SADDINGTON 

DEUEL, L. : Memoirs of Heinrich Schliemann. A Documentary 
Portrait Drawn from his Autobiographical Writings, Letters and Ex
cavation Reports. London: Hutchinson, 1978. £10.00. 

For over a century now the figure of Heinrich Schliemann has haunted 
Aegean archaeology, has appealed to the imagination of many and still 
continues to exercise this appeal ; hence a book of memoirs of the con-
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troversial businessman-turned-archaeologist, such as the present volume 
by Leo Deuel, is a welcome addition to the biographies and other books 
about him which are briefly discussed in Deuel's introduction to his 
selected bibliography on pp. 382 ff. 

In his introduction (pp. 1-18), Deuel divides the biographers and 
novelists who write on Schliemann into two main groups, those who 
see Schliemann as 'the pre-ordained single-minded awakener of the 
Homeric past', and those who see him as a mere materialistic treasure
seeker. Since in his view both these conceptions are distorted, Deuel 
states (p.2) that it is his aim to let Schliemann speak for himself, and 
'to assemble his own accounts of himself and his career-several of 
them previously not available in English or otherwise difficult of 
access-and thereby chart the principal way stations of his life as he 
himself saw them'. So then each chapter except the last has a section 
in which Deuel gives an account of the period of Schliemann's life 
under discussion, followed by extracts from Schliemann's own published 
works, letters, diaries and excavation reports. Some of the material is 
translated from other languages into English by Deuel himself. Cuts in 
quotations from lengthy books are indicated by ellipses, while correc
tions made to Schliemann's often eccentric English, as well as addition 
of dates and other relevant information, are put into square brackets. 
Deuel takes care to pinpoint his sources accurately and fully, and has 
copious notes for each chapter. He also gives, as a kind of epilogue, 
a short collection of opinions r.xpressed by contemporaries on Schlie
mann, some of them full of praise, others decidedly antagonistic, but 
all agreeing in the way they show the impact made by Schliemann on 
all with whom he came into contact. 

The final result is a full picture of Schliemann the man, Schliemann 
the successful businessman, Schliemann the archaeologist. Deuel does 
not gloss over any of his less attractive qualities, such as his inability 
to accept criticism and his uncritical clinging to preconceived notions, 
but he also stresses his enthusiasm, his powers of endurance, his irre
pressible optimism, his ever-restless activity. He shows clearly 
Schliemann's development as an archaeologist, from the initial bull
dozing destruction of anything that impeded his progress downward to 
find the lowest levels of Troy, to the more systematic, careful methods 
and cautious interpretations of his discoveries in his later life, when 
he was assisted by the younger archaeologist Wilhelm Dorpfeld. 

For those mainly interested in archaeology, the chapters on his busi
ness career and earlier travels might seem to contain too much detail, 
and so tend to become tedious. But even here the essential picture of 
the man is being built up, with particular stress on his tremendous 
powers of endurance in the trials he had to face while waiting for a 
steamer to take him and other passengers to New York in the 1850's. 
These chapters are also valuable for the sidelights which are thrown on 
life in America in the middle of the 19th century. For the Aegean 
archaeologist and the Homeric scholar the section of the book beginning 
at Chapter VI, when at last we reach Greece, is of greater interest than 
the earlier section, and we are taken step by step through the successive 
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seasons of excavation at Troy, Mycenae and elsewhere. It makes 
such exciting reading that it is difficult to put the book down, and the 
reader's attention is held to the last page. 

The book is well illustrated with historic photographs and prints of 
early drawings. There are a few minor errors of detail, such as the 
description of the Parthenon as Ionic (p.314). The book is remarkably 
free of misprints, though there are some errors in the Greek words 
printed, e.g. 1t0Auxcpvcro<; for 1t0Auxpucro<; on p.221. But these errors are 
rare, and do not detract from the excellence of the production of 
the book. 

The overall result is a scholarly work which is a valuable addition 
to the ever-growing literature on Heinrich Schliemann and his place in 
Aegean archaeology. 

University of Cape Town L. BAUMBACH 

TURNER, N. : The Art of the Greek Orthodox Church (University 
of Rhodesia. Series in Humanities, 2, 1976). Salisbury: University of 
Rhodesia. ZR$4,00. 

This is one of the first books on Early Christian and Byzantine art 
published in Southern Africa, and as such it is sincerely welcomed both 
by academics and students doing research in this field . 

It is regrettable, however, that Dr. Turner does not clearly define the 
objectives of his book in his Introduction. If it is intended as an 
introduction to the art of the Greek Orthodox Church, or if it is directed 
at the beginner of Byzantine studies, the many gaps and superficialities 
may perhaps be excused. If, however, the book is intended for post
graduate students and academics, these cannot be overlooked. 

Nothing at all, for instance, is said about the ecclesiastical art 
created during the Iconoclastic period (p.43). Although the art during 
this period may not have been as varied as in the other periods, it 
was, nevertheless, theologically significant. I am thinking here, for 
example, of the symbol of the cross which can still be seen in the apse 
of H. Irene in Constantinople, and traces of which have survived behind 
the Theotokos in the apse of H. Sophia in Constantinople, as well as 
in the apse of H. Sophia in Salonika. 

When dealing with themes represented during the pre-Byzantine and 
Early Christian period, the author refers to specific Bible texts to sub
stantiate his findings, but he only refers very marginally to specific 
pagan prototypes. The Good Shepherd's prototype can, for instance, 
be traced back directly to the Calf-bearer, ca. 570 B. C., i.e. of the 
Archaic (not the Hellenistic) period of art, exhibited in the Acropolis 
Museum, as well as to earlier prototypes. 

Where definitions of certain images are attempted, as for instance for 
the different types of the Virgin (p.42 note I) these are incomplete and 
partly inaccurate. There is, for instance, also the type of the Virgin 
Blachernitissa, i.e. the iconographic type of the Theotokos in which the 
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bust of t_he_ Child Christ appears in a medallion upon the orans figure 
of the VJigm, named after the Monastery of Blachernae at Constantin
ople where a treasured icon of this type was preserved. In the 
Hodegetria type the Virgin holds the Child on her left arm, with his 
right hand raised in blessing, named after the Monastery of the Muleteers 
( ton hodegon) in Constantinople where a famous icon of this type was 
preserved, etc. 

The author also failed to give an explanation of the hierarchical 
system according to which the decorative cycles were arranged during 
the Middle-Byzantine period within the architectural framework of the 
domed-inscribed-cross-type of church, as well as of the liturgical signi
ficance of the location of each icon within this framework. Reference 
to Constantinus Rhodius' description of the decoration of the Church 
of the Holy Apostles at Constantinople, Leo VI's description of the 
Church built by Stylianus Zaoutzas, etc. , would have been informative. 
(Mango, C., The Art of the Byzantine Empire: 312-1453 (1972), p.199 ff. 
and p.203 ff.) 

The author gives the impression that the basilica only appeared in the 
West during the 11th century (p.60), although it is well known that the 
basilica existed from the earliest times and throughout the Middle
Byzantine period. It would again have been interesting to show how 
the decorative programmes designed for domed churches were adapted 
to these longitudinal buildings. 

Of the major Comnenian monuments in Macedonia only H. Sophia 
in Ochrid and the Nerezi frescoes are mentioned. Reference should at 
least have been made to Kurbinovo and some of the monuments in 
Kastoria. 

Perhaps the above mentioned gaps can be attributed to the fact that 
the author does not refer to some of the basic literature on the subject, 
such as, Demus, 0 ., Byzantine Mosaic Decoration (1947); id., The 
Mosaics of Norman Sicily (1950); Mango, C. , The Art of the Byzantine 
Empire (1972); Lazarev, V., Storia della Pittura Bizantina (1967), etc. 

Dr. Turner, himself a Reader in Theology, is primarily concerned 
with the origins of Christian imagery and their theological significance. 
He gives a survey of the art of the Greek Orthodox Church from its 
beginnings to the Palaeologian period, and he also briefly deals with 
Byzantine influence in the West. Historically and theologicapy then, 
the publication is fairly informative, particularly as regards the meaning 
of icons, the veneration of icons, the philosophy behind the veneration 
of icons, as well as the controversies that existed about the depiction 
of holy images. The author puts forward some stimulating theories 
about the possible origins of certain Christian symbols, such as the 
cross in ancient Egypt, and the adaptations these underwent in Christian 
times. He also attributes the technique of encaustic painting to the old 
Egyptians. Furthermore he points to pagan borrowings, such as the 
fish for the Baptism, vine tendrils signifying the sacrament of Christ's 
blood, the sun-god charioteer in the form of Christ, the dove as a 
symbol of peace, etc. 
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Dr. Turner also comments on the significance of reliquaries for the 
vast production of thaumaturgic icons in Western Europe, i.e. icons 
which enclosed reliquiae, and were therefore considered as relics. The 
origins of church brasses the author attributes to the inspiration derived 
from the incised metal covers of reliquaries. 

Most disappointing, however, is the lay-out and the presentation of 
the book, particularly since it deals with art. The choice of lettering 
for headings throughout is uninspiring and the close typescript makes 
for extremely difficult reading. In some cases (e.g. p.4) it is not clear 
at all why the last two paragraphs each begin with a different type of 
lettering. My most severe criticism, however, concerns the sketches: 
they are crudely executed without any feeling for Byzantine art. They 
are neither artistically nor academicaJJy acceptable. I am convinced 
that a few good black-and-white reproductions of the actual work 
would have been much more informative. Alternatively, exact diagram
matical line drawings of the works could have been made. 

Whereas the spacing of the text is crowded, some sketches are so 
generously spaced, leaving a quarter or half a page completely open 
(e.g. p.15, p.42, p.51). One is inclined to think that these mark the 
end of a chapter or a section-where in fact, the text continues on 
the following page. 

There is a large number of typing errors, such as concensus (p.3), 
mosiacs (pp.75, 77, etc.), frescos (p.78) etc. Certain place names are 
spelt differently in different parts of the book, for instance Cephalu 
(p.61) and Cefalu (p.92). When talking about Sapocami (p.78) the 
writer possibly means Sopocani. 

Reference techniques are not used consistently. Sometimes the author 
plus title are indicated in a footnote (p.56), whereas on the next page 
(p.57) the author is given in brackets in the text, with only the title 
of his book in the footnote. Sometimes only the initial of the author 
is indicated, e.g. A. Grabar (p.56) and sometimes the first name is given 
in full, e.g. Andre (sic) Grabar (p.19). 

Empirical data are not always fully or precisely indicated, e.g. ' the 
Ascending Christ ..... . at a monastery in Cyprus' probably belongs 
to the fresco cycle of Lagoudera. In some cases, for instance, concern
ing Mithras (p.8 note 2) no reference is given whatsoever. 

An uninitiated reader would also like to know that, for instance, the 
12th century mosaic of St. John the Baptist in the South Gallery of H. 
Sophia in Constantinople is a detail of a Deesis composition (p.53). 
Furthermore, the author sets out (Introduction, p.l) to study stylized 
Byzantine art, but the reader searches in vain for some kind of dis
cussion of this characteristic stylization in the art of the Orthodox 
church. 

Irrespective of whether the publication is an academic study or merely 
an introduction to the art of the Orthodox church, the following phrases 
and descriptions add very little to the deeper understanding of this 
art : 'There is something very attractive in the resulting symbolism 
and mysticism ... ' (p.1); 'In addition, the high forehead of the saint, 
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his very delicate nose and small tight mouth, add a deep spiritual con
tent' {p.51); 'At Cephalu we have Byzantine art at its best, abstract and 
symbolical, not a line out of place' (p.61). 

Despite the shortcomings of this book, it can be regarded as an ele
mentary introduction to the art of the Early Christian and Byzantine 
period. It could be useful, particularly to historians and theologians 
who wish to gain a more comprehensive understanding of this period . 

University of South Africa. K. M. SKA WRAN 

NOTICE 

EPISTULA RHODESIANA (Salisbury, Rhodesia) 
Volume XIII, 1978, contains an article by E. A Petropoulos on 

"Ancient Greek Medicine". Future issues will be entitled Epistula 
Zimbabweana Rhodesiana. All communications should be addressed 
to the Editor, Epistula Zimbabweana Rhodesiana, Department of 
Classics, University of Zimbabwe, P.O. Box MP 167, Salisbury, 
Zimbabwe. 

D. B. SADDINGTON 

BOOKS RECEIVED 

CARLINI, A et alii: Papiri letterari greci (Biblioteca degli studi 
classici e orientali, 13). Pisa: Giardini, 1978. 
FERGUSON, J. & CHISHOLM, K. : Political and Social Life in the 
Great Age of Athens (A Source Book). London: Open University 
Press ISBN O 7062 3628. Pp. xxii & 248. Illustrations. £2.25. (Re
viewed in Epistula Zimbabweana Rhodesiana XIV, 1979.) 
VITELLI, C. : Sull'Edizione Mondadoriana della Consolatio di 
Cicerone (obtainable from the author: Via N. Deill'Oro 6, 20075 Lodi, 
Italy). 

(This periodical is indexed in the Annual Index of South African 
Periodicals.) 
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OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS 

ROMAN PAPERS By Sir Ronald Syme (Ed. E. Badian) 

Sir R onald Syme is one of the greatest •Jiving historians of R ome. Thjs 
selection contains nearly all his articles and reviews up to 1970, except 
for those already published in other volumes. The articles are provided 
with bibliographical references and ample cross references. 
948 pp 2 volume set 

Publication 
1979 

PRICE: R82.55 (Ex. GST) 

H ESIOD: WORKS AND DAYS Ed. M. L. West 

The WORKS AND DAYS is a poem of great interest to students of 
Greek and comparative literature and ancient society. This critical 
edition with comprehensive commentary follows the pattern of Professor 
West's edition of Hesiod 's Theogony. 

408 pp. 

Publication 
1978 

PRICE: R32.60 (Ex. GST) 

OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS 
P.O. Box 1141 
CAPE TOWN 
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