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NOTES ON PLUTARCH’S CAESAR*

1.1. Tyv Kivva 100 uovagyrnoavios dvyatéoa Kogvnliav
wg émexpdrnoe ZvAdag olt’ éAmiowv olite pofw dvvndeic dmo-
ondoat Kaloopog, édnuevoe mjv peovny avtrc. It has been rec-
ognised since Niebuhr that several paragraphs are missing from
the beginning of Caesar'). It further seems that the preserved
Fortion of the Life begins in mid-sentence. This is inherently
ikely, if the lacuna arose from a missing leaf in the archetype or
before; and, whatever preceded, the presumed asyndeton would
seem very harsh. The very similar sentence at 7i. Gr. 1.3 begins
010 nal v Sumiwvos 10U xatamoleuioavros "Avvifav du-
yatéoa Kogvnliav. .. Here, too, perhaps only a few words have
been lost; perhaps a whole co-ordinate clause (dealing with the
gentiliciae Eeredimtes of Suet. Div. Iul. 1.2?). It is possible that
some corruption was needed to make sense of what survived. The
prTsent poor balance of this sentence may therefore not be origi-
nal.

3.1. 'Ex 6¢ toUtov tijg ZUALa Suvduews 7idn uaoatvouévig
xal T@v oixor xaloUviwv avtdv, Emievoev eic ‘PéSov émi
oxoANY mEog "AmoAdviov 1oV T00 MéAwvoc . . . Translators take
the genitive absolute as concessive: ‘although Sulla’s power was
waning and his friends were calling him, he nevertheless sailed to
Rhodes’. If so, Plutarch has left his meaning very awkward and
unclear. We should at least have expected ovy dmijxovoev, GAL
Endevoey ..., or E&mhevoe mpwrov el PéSov: compare, for inst-
ance, Ant. 26.1. The correct explanation is suggested by Cic.
4.4-5. When Cicero heard of SulPl)a’s death, moAdha uév t@v dmo
Paiuns pikwv yoaedviwv xai Seouévwv, molda & Avidyov
mapaxelevouévoy 1oic xowoic EmiPaieiv modyuaory, aivdig
womeg doyavov EEnetieto oV dntooixov Adyov . .. Thus Cicero
decided to visit Asia and Rhodes. Caesar, like Cicero, was sum-

* These notes started life in my Oxford D. Phil. thesis on Caesar
(1974); 1 am grateful to Mr. D. A. Russell, Mr. A. N. Sherwin-White, and Mr. E.
L. Bowie for their invaluable help at that time. — Reference to “Ziegler’ are to the
1968 edition of his Teubner text, from which all lemmata are taken. o
1) In CQ n.s. 23 (1973), 3434, [ try to reconstruct some of the missing
material from Zonaras’ paraphrase.
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34 C.B.R. Pelling

moned by his friends to play a part in public life; Caesar, like
Cicero, sought to elaborate lZis rﬁetorica skill domep doyavov;
and so he sailed to Rhodes. .. On rhetoric as a political doyavov,
cf. Mor. 801 c-802e, Fab. 1.7, C. Min. 4.3, Cic. 32.6, Crass. 3.3,
Ant. 27 4, etc.

It is still true that Plutarch has abbreviated his source-mate-
rial to the point of logical obscurity. :

3.2-3. ... ¢ 1o Oevtepgia uev adnoltwe Exewv, 10 OF
mowreiov, Srwg T duvduet xat Toig SmAoLs TEATOS €in pariov
[GAA’] doyoAndeic, dpeivon, mpds Smep 1 giows benyeito Tig év
1) Aéyelv SevOTNTOS, U0 TTQATELDV %Ol TWOMTELQS, 1) HOTEK-
Tjoato v fyeuoviay, ovx EELnouevog.

Commentators have made very heavy weather of this pas-
sage. All have assumed that 70 mpwreiov must be the antecedent
of the distant mp0¢ Smep; and that certainly gives an obscure, ill-
balanced sentence, crying for emendation. For the various conjec-
tures, see Ziegler, Rh. M. 87 (1938), 289-90. Garzetti proposed an
alternative solution: elaborating a suggestion of Reiske, he argued
that 77j¢ év 1@ Aéyewv SewvdtnTog was to be taken as the object of
ovx éEunduevog. The relative clause mpoc dmep 1) @voig Venyeito
will then qualify only what precedes: Garzetti repunctuated to this
effect. This is approved by Flaceliére and Chambry, but is surely
wrong. Plutarcﬁ would now be saying that ‘Caesar did not be-
come eloquent’; but Caesar was eloquent, Rome’s nearest rival to
Cicero. All he lacked, Plutarch must be saying, was the degree of
eloquence he might otherwise have attained. It further seems that
Plutarch does not use éEuxveiodou in this way, with a simple
genitive. We must take the closing words together, as mpog 6meg
7 pvots Opnyeito thg év 1@ Aéyey dewvdétniog . .. [meOg TOUTO]
oUx éEixduevos. It 1s easiest to abandon the connexion of mpdg
Smeo with 10 mowteiov and take it absolutely with 7ij¢ év 1@
Aéyewv dewvétnrog: ‘the degree of eloquence’. Cf. e.g. Mor. 976 a,
C. Gr. 18.2. “The second place was his beyond all goubt, but he
allowed the first to escape him: he was too busy striving to be-
come pre-eminent in power and in armed conflict, and he did not
reach that height of el%quence to which his natural powers would
have borne him.’

The codd. give the impossible uaAlov GAX’ doyoAndeic. The
most straightforward cure 1s the deletion of dAA” (Stephanus); but
udrrov amaoyoindeic, suggested to me by Mr. E. L. Bowie, is a
plausible alternative.

5.1. ... 8te mpog I'diov [Momilov éploag vmép yihiagylag
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mbtepog dvnyopetdn. All translators take this in the sense ‘he
stood for the post of military tribune at the same time as C.
Popilius, and came out above him on the list’ (Warner). This gives
a weak sense to 8pioag, and makes Plutarch’s thought quite in-
coherent. It should be no great achievement for Caesar, the new-
ly-elected pontifex, to come out above this Popilius, who was
perhaps not even a member of the main branci of his gens?).
éoloag should mean ‘quarrelled’ or ‘wrangled’. Plutarch’s words
probably reflect some specificicontention of the two during the
election campaign: it became a point of honour which won the
more support. He has again abbreviated his source-material to the
point of obscurity.

5.8. ...Aéyetar moiv gl doxnv tva xadiotaodal yidiov
%ol Toraxooiwv yevéodal yoewpeiAétng tardviwy. Plutarch can
only mean that Caesar owed 1300 T ‘before he held any public
office’ (so all translators): i.e., presumably, before his guaestura
in 69. The word dpyrj itself might equally mean ‘provincial gov-
ernorship™), and that rendering would imply that Caesar owed
this sum ‘before his first province’, Spain in 61. That interpreta-
tion would certainly make better historical sense, as we shall see;
but no reader would take the sentence in that way. Compare the
use of doy7 in § 7, just before, and § 9, just after: in both cases it
clearly means simply ‘magistracy’. And the logical sequence of §§
8-9 is clear. Caesar already owed a large sum before 69, and spent
much more in 65.

Yet all this is very difficult. 1300 T should represent
31,200,000 HS, and is perhaps a rounding of 30,000,000 HS (=
1250 T). Appian, B. C. 2.8.26 has a very similar item to this: there
Caesar owes 25,000,000 HS in 61, before departing to his Spanish
proconsulship. (For his creditors’ importunity at that date, cf.
Caes. 11.1-2.%)) But it is hardly credigle that Caesar’s debts de-
creased during the decade. Plutarch notes his expenditure in 65,
and App. B. C. 2.1.3 mentions the vast debts which he incurred

2) Suolahti, The Junior Officers of the Roman Army (Helsinki, 1955), 92.
On this man, cf. Volkmann, R-E xxii.53 nr.5; Syme, JRS 34 (1944), 956, and JRS
53 (1963), 59.

3) Cf. Magie, de Romanorum iuris publici sacrique vocabulis sollemnibus in
graecum sermonem conversis (Leipzig, 1905), 59, 78; H. J. Mason, Greek Terms for
Roman Institutions (1974), 26, 110.

4) Crassus there goes surety for only 830 T (19,920,000 HS — certainly a
rounding of 20,000,000) — but that is explicitly to placate only rovg pdhora
XCAETTOUS KOl QaQaLTHToUs TV SAVELOTMY.
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‘as aedile and praetor’; and it was of course common practice for a
candidate to borrow in an election campaign against the hope of a
future province. The Spanish proconsulship was Caesar’s first
opportunity to recoup his outlays. Appian and Plutarch often
share the same source-material, and it here seems likely that both
reflect a single original item, which one of them has displaced. Itis
no surprise that the figure has been corrupted or exaggerated.
Appian’s date is certainly the correct one, for 61 is the natural time
for Caesar’s debts to reach their zenith. Plutarch reflects, imports,
a confusion: he seems again to have misunderstood a source. Did a
Greek original similarly refer to doyr — meaning Spain?
6.5. ... ¢ avtl mdvrwv d&og i 6 dvip tis Magiov ovy-

yevelag.

elc 6 dvio Ziegler: ein els dvnpe H el 6 dvijo cet.

The archetype®) evidently read &in 6 dvno, with intolerable
hiatus. &in efc avio (H) is no more than conjecture; but £ig, at
least, is plausible, sharpening the point of dvzi wdvrwv d&iog.
Plutarch probably intends the reminiscence of the Homeric in-
100G Y00 Gvijo mOAA®DY dvTdEiog dAAwv (I1. 11.514, partly quoted
at Mor. 122 c); preferable to Ziegler’s reading would be the simple
eic avip (D. A. Russell), which gives a construction closer to the
Homeric paradigm.

This is one of several literary allusions in this highly-
wrought chapter. Note particularly, in this same sentence, TOA-
Aoic 8¢ xai ddnpva éywper (§ 5): surely an echo of Plato, Phaedo
117 ¢, AL 8uot ye Big xai avtot doraxti &ydoel Ta ddxova.
Cf. Mor. 595d, and, for other passages where Plutarch is influ-
“enced by the last chapters of the Phaedo, Helmbold and O’Neil,
Plutarch’s Quotations 59. t

11.4 "Eyw uév (ualiov év) éBovAdunv maod tovtols

elvau [uarrov] modrog 1 mapa ‘Pouaios Sevtegos.
uéAdov huc trp. et &v add. Ziegler uaidov ante eivar hab. C, om. M.
udAlov {av) eivar Castiglioni.

The archetype evidently read éyd uév éBovAdunv wapa Tov-
T01¢ givar u@Aiov modroc 1 mapd Pwualows deltepog, with
impossible word-order: the position of ud@Alov is especially harsh.
Neither Ziegler’s nor Castiglioni’s transposition of u@iiov is co-
gent. Castiglioni follows C, but such transpositions are a feature
of the Q-branch of the tradition. Better than either would be the

5) 1 hope to analyse the textual transmission of Alexander and Caesar else-
where, and argue that a stemma codicum can be reconstructed.
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crisp éyw uév éBovAdunv mpdtoc mapd toltows elvar uaAov 7
mopda Pouaiols devtepog, suggested to me by Mr. Russell. But
the simple deletion of u@Adov 1s preferable (though the word’s
omission by M can only be a mistake or a conjecture). 7 for
ud@Adov 7 1s especially 1diomatic after verbs of wishing (K.G.
11.2.303), and an explanatory gloss udAiov could easily have crept
into the text. Most critics, including Ziegler and Castiglioni, have
also wanted to supplement (dv), but its omission with the past
indicative is quite acceptable: cf’ K.G. ii.1.215-6 and examples
there cited.

14.1. Ov unv @A’ 6 Kaioap év péow tig Kodooov

xai Mopmniov piliog (donep) dopupogovuevos éni
v Umateiav monyd.
domep add. Ziegler e Zon. moonydn L*Zon.: xarrfydn cet.

The L? reading mpory¥n can onlgf be a conjecture, and
Zonaras is no authority on such matters®). The archetype clearly
read xawiydn, and did not qualify dopugogoduevoc with domep.
In both cases the archetype readings should be retained.

Plutarch’s vigorous language is only semi-metaphorical,
building on the practice of escorting candidates to the comitia on
the morning of the elections; xai Aaurpds dvayogevideic ...
immediately relates the sequel. Compare two versions of Appius
Claudius Pulcher’s bon mot, rebuking Aemilius Paulus on Scipio’s
disreputable supporters: ... 8t 007U 1OV viov émi TipunTIXNY
doyxnv raraPoivovia Pikévixoc ... Sopupopel (Mor. 810b),
and ... 81 00U TOV ViV Aiuilios 6 wfovE xai Awxivviog
DiAbdvinog éml nuntelov xardyovorv (Aem. 38.5). Cf. C.Gr.
8.2, Cic. 14.7, Brut. 14.4; C.Mai. 16.5 is similarly semi-
metaphorical. Ziegler’s mporydn would destroy the point of the
figure, and (@omeQ) is no more necessary — Sopu@ogeiv and cog-
nates are favourite figures, and need no apology. Cf. Pel. 6.2,
Alex. 77.7 (with Hamilton’s n.), Mor. 94 a, 817b, 830d; PL. Rpb.
573 ae, 574 d, 587 c; esp. Isoc. 10.37; Luc. Tim. 28, Peregr. 16, tyr.
4; and many other post-classical instances, esp. in Philo.

18.1. moo¢ ‘EApnrtiovs ... xai Tiyveivous: Plutarch clearly
regards the Helvetii and the Tigurini as two distinct tribes; so
does App. Celt. fr. 15.1, &dvn 8vo Tiydowvor xai ‘Elovitior,
and this was therefore the version of the source which Plutarch
and Appian regularly share (probably Asinius Pollio). Caesar,

6) I again hope to defend this view of the manuscript transmission else-
where.
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however, claims the pagus Tigurinus to be one of the four Helve-
tian pagi (B.G. 1.12.4); and the statistics of B.G. 1.29 clearly
include the Tigurini among the total of Helvetii. It is usual to
accept Caesar’s version (see, e.g., Stihelin, Die Schweiz in rom.
Zeit’ 78.4, and Flaceliere’s note here); but Strabo 4 p. 193 indepen-
dently states that there were only three Helvetian pagi. It is just as
likely that Caesar has simplified his narrative by subsuming the
Tigurini to the Helvetii as a fourth pagus — or that he has simply
made a mistake. The relationship of a subservient tribe to a
stronger neighbour can naturally suffer from ambiguity; cf. the
case of the Mandubii and the Aedui (Holmes, Caesar’s Conquest
of Ganl® 446-7).

19.1. Agvrepov 6¢ meos N'epuavois dvunpus vnép KeArwv
émodéunoe, naitol Tov faoidéa mpdtepov alTdv "Agiéfiotov év
Padup odupayov meroinuévo.

The senate had certainly recognised Ariovistus as rex atque
amicus populi Romani during 59 (ct. Caes. B.G. 1.35.2, 40.2, 43 .4,
44.5; App. Celt. frr. 16-17; Dio 38.34.3). But the precise force of
Plutarch’s wemoinuévog is elusive: it should mean that Caesar was
directly responsible for Ariovistus’ recognition. Unless Ariovis-
tus’ request was received in February or in April, Caesar presum-
ably presided at the senate-meeting which discussed it (see Taylor
and Broughton, Hist. 17 [1968], 166-72). This is presumably
what lies gbehind the unclear notice of App. fr. 16, Ariovistus
recognised Umareoviog avrov Kaloapog xal ymeioouévouv.
Appian may mean by this that Caesar ‘carried this by vote’ (cf.
e.g. Plut. Pomp. 67.1, Ant. 60.1); or simply that he supported the
proposal (although in fact magistrates possessed no voting right:
Mommsen, Staatsrecht iii. 944—6). Whatever he meant himself,
his ultimate source presumably said something like ‘Caesar rem
detulit ad patres’. But Plutarch’s memounuévos should imply a
more direct responsibility than this. He seems either to assume
that Caesar granted the title on his own initiative, or to imply
some formal ceremony of admission which he conducted as con-
sul. The same alternative interpretations are afforded by Dio
38.34.3, é¢ ToUg @ikoug TOUG TE oUpUdYOUS AUTAY U’ aUTOT TOU
Kaioapoc Omarevovroc éoeyéypanto. It need not follow that

Plutarch and Dio have anything to go on; both may reflect inde-

pendent inferences from Caesar’s words (B.G. 1.35.2), “... tanto
suo populique Romani beneficio adfectus, cum in consulatu suo
rex atque amicus a senatu appellatus esset ... Caesar there ex-
plains tanto ... beneficio by what follows. Ariovistus owes
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gratitude to the whole Roman people, but especially to the man
who happened to be consul at the time of his recognition. Plutarch
and Dio, not realising the influence of a consul in choosing what
matters to bring before the senate, might not think ‘happening to
be consul at the time’ represented much of a beneficium; they
would naturally seek to invent a more concrete reference.

19.8. &1L O6¢ udarlov avrovs tjuPAuve Ta uavieduara TOV
feo@v yvvaix@v, ail motauv dévoaug mpoofrémovoal xal Jev-
udtwv EAryuoic xai Woégols texpaipduevol mooedéomloy ...
“This is a merry sort of divination’ (Dacier), and Plutarch’s state-
ment is in fact very strange. Caes. B.G. 1.50.4, from whom much
of Plutarch’s account ultimately derives, has merely sortibus et
vaticinationibus. Tac. Germ. 10 discusses German methods of
augury, and makes no mention of hydromancy: the most com-
mon practice relied on lots made from a tree-branch. It is still
possible, if unlikely, that Plutarch here preserves good evidence of
a genuine German custom. Hydromancy was certainly practised
elsewhere in antiquity (Halliday, Greek Divination [1913],
145-62, and esp. Boehm, R-E ix. 79-86); and very occasionally a
type of hydromancy was linked with the use of lots (cf. Paus.
4.3.5, Suet. Tib. 14.3, Halliday 148-9). Yet it is difficult to refer
Plutarch’s words to such a custom. Hydromancy does not seem
elsewhere to have exploited the waters of natural rivers; it rather
relied on holy springs, or liquids borne in special vessels. And
hydromancy seems to have %een a technique derived from the
Orient and from Egypt. Nothing suggests that it was practised in
the north and west (see Boehm, 1.c.). The nearest German parallel
seems to be augury from the patterns formed by running blood
(Much, Die Germania des Tacitus’, 200). It is more likely that
Plutarch has misunderstood his immediate source, though the
misunderstanding is a strange one. If that source was Latin, va-
ticinationibus may have been corrupted to, or misread as, ver-
ticibus; if it was Greek, there may have been some confusion
between xAddoc (reflecting the custom described by Tacitus) and
*AUSwv.

20.7. oimep eic ovpuLyeic SoUHOTS KaTXANUEVOL, VEVEAS OF
xal xtijoeic &v vt Pud@ g UAng dmwtdtw Yéuevor Twv
TOAEULWY . ..

This passage is textually very difficult. Ziegler keeps the manus-
cripts’ ouppyeis, but this cannot be right. ovpueyric is close to.
the Latin promiscuus, and should refer to a whole composed from
a ‘commingling’ of different sorts of parts: ovuuLyeic Soupovs
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could only be an inapposite comment on the variety of the vegeta-
tion. Translators take the word as ‘dense’, but this meaning is not
attested. The two parallels cited by LSJ are both false: at Mor.
725e the Nile is ovuutync ... xai Yorepds, but that means that
the original stream joined with the yvuoi from the banks, and
they flowed ‘commingled together’; at Pl. Phdr. 239¢ we have
o0& &v HAlw xadaopd tedoauuévov AL Vmd ovuuryel oxig, but
ovuuiyei there clearly contrasts with xadop@ (cf. de Vries ad
loc.) — not in pure sunlight, but in a mixture of light and shade.
Madvig’s ovveyeic would be the most economical improvement.
The Nervii had settled in woods which joined together to make a
continuous forest, ‘and they left their families and possessions in a
corner of this forest as far as possible from the enemy’.

But the expression is still an odd one, and the corruption
may well go deeper. The rest of this part of Plutarch’s narrative
seems to Eerive ultimately from Caes. B.G., but Caesar has no-
thing like this. The perfect middle or passive use of xarowxéw is
fairly frequent in Herodotus (1.96.2, 2.102.2, al.) and Thucydides
(1.120, al.), but it afterwards falls from favour; Plutarch never
uses it elsewhere. Once xat@xnuévor is suspected, it becomes
likely that Plutarch’s phrase should reflect the description of Caes.
B.G. 2.18.2-3. A hillp rose from the river, open for the first two
hundred yards, but wooded on its upper slopes: intra eas silvas
hostes in occulto sese continebant. That is, Plutarch will not be
referring to the permanent dwelling-place of the Nervii, but to
their temporary military disposition: cf. yeveas 8¢ xai xtijoeg
»#tA. Emendation is d}i]fﬁcult, but xoaraxeiyevor is tempting
(perhaps with Bryan’s ouvngegeig rather than ouveyeis), al-
tﬁough that is awkward with eic ... dpvpodg, and its tense sits
uneasily with $éuevor. Other possibilities might be (xara-)xov-
Wduevor or xaAvypduevot, but these are disturbingly far from the
ductus litterarum.

21.1. Tav® 1) ovyxAnros mudouévn meviexaidey’ nuéoog
éymepioaro Hewv toig Jeoic xai oyordlewy éoprdfovrag, doag
ém’ 0UOeuLdl vixy mOOTEQOV.

fuboas L? Ziegler: fuéoaig cett. )

Ziegler may have been misled by inaccurate reports of the
MSS in preferring fjuépag (so too Dio 39.5.1); he is followed by
Flaceliere. But L? is the only Plutarch MS to offer fuépag here;
and, as I hope to show elsewhere, L? has no authority in isolation.
(It in fact is based on a collation of H and a manuscript of the Q-
tradition). The use of the dative for duration of time is well-
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attested in later Greek, and need cause no suspicion here: cf. e. g.
2.3 and the examples cited by Schmid, Der Atticismus 1. 92, 236;
il. 41-2, iii. 55-6; iv.615-6.

22.6. ... tov Pijvov éyepigov, mAdtog te moAvy dvia xal
2ot Eneivo TOU YOVOU UdALOTO TANUUUEOTVTA ®al TEOXUV xal
gowdy ...

xo6vou Ziegler: wégov codd.

76pov is the reading of all the manuscripts; that would mean
‘at that point in its course’, cf. LS] s.v. mdpog, 1.3. Ziegler, how-
ever, probably influenced by the repetition of ToU w6pov at § 7,
prints his own conjecture xat’ éxeivo 10U ypdvov. Despite the
approval of Gossage (CR n.s. 22 [1972], 25), Ziegler’s case is
hardly made out. Plutarch is not particularly sensitive to such
iteration: cf. the repetition of megiiordvar at 49.5, of dvijxeorog
at Mar. 29.5-8, of éxxdmrelv in Pomp. 24, and many other exam-
ples. And it may be relevant that in 53 Caesar preferred to bridge
the Rhine paulum supra eum locum quo ante exercitum traduxerat
(B.G. 6.9.3); was he dissatisfied with his initial choice of crossing-
point? — Whether Plutarch wrote ypévov or ndgov, the item
seems to rest on good information. Below Mainz, the Rhine
reaches its greatest depth at the a;)proximate region of the cros-
sing, between Bacharach and Linz’); and at this point in its course
the river flows at its fullest in June, a plausible month for the
crossing. (See Der Rheinstrom und seine wichtigsten Nebenfliisse,
issued 1n 1889 by the Centralbureau fiir Meteorologie und Hy-
drographie im Grossherzogthum Baden, tables at pp. 166-71). The
item does not derive from Caesar’s account, which is the ultimate
source of most of Plutarch’s narrative; and Plutarch himself was
hardly well-informed about the vagaries of the Rhine’s flow. The
item must come from an intermediate source, who has added this
note to his version of Caesar’s narrative. The identity of so
scrupulous a source is not beyond conjecture: surely Asinius Pol-
lio. And, as it happens, Strabo 4 p. 193 independently attests
Pollio’s interest in the Rhine’s flow.

23.3. vijoov dmiotovuévny Umo ueyédovs. Not ‘an island of
incredible magnitude’ (Xylander, Stewart and Long, Perrin, Gar-
zetti, Warner): that would require e.g. dmorovuévnv 0
uéyetog. Plutarch’s words rather introduce the theme of dvoua
xat A6yog below; ‘an island whose reported size was so great that

7) On the location of the crossing, cf. Holmes, Caesar’s Conquest of Ganl*
706-10, and Grisart, LEC 28 (1960), 171,
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men would not believe it existed at all’: cf. LS] s.v. 96 A.IL.3. So
Amyot and Chambry; the versions of ‘Dryden’, Langhorne, and
Clough are imprecise. Plutarch here seems to be reflecting a com-

ment made by his source: cf. Suet. Div. Iul. 25.2, Britannos ig-

notos antea, and esp. App. Celt. fr. 1.13, énépaoe ... é v
Boettavida vijoov, fimeipov te ugifova odoav ueylotns xai Toig
10e Gvdowmouis dyvworov &ri. But there does seem to be some
confusion here. Suet. and App. need mean only that ‘Romans had
hitherto had no personal experience of the British or their island’,
and Plutarch’s fetailed expansion, xal wOAANV Eouv ... mémAa-
otat, seems to be a garbling of the item of Dio 39.50.3 — xai Toig
uév mavv modrois xai ‘EAAjvov xai Pouaiwv 098’ 6t Eotiy
éyryvaoxero, Toig 8¢ Ereita eic Guprofritnoty eite 1jmelpog eite
nai vijoog ein Goineto. Very early writers did not realise that
Britain existed at all; later writers (never doubted its existence,
but) debated whether or not it was an island. (For this controver-
sy, cf. Quint. 7.4.2 and Tac. Agr. 10.4, with Ogilvie-Richmond
ad loc.). Pace Stevens, Lat. 12 (1953), 21, it would be very dif-
ficult after Pytheas to doubt that Britain existed: after all, Cornish
tin appeared regularly in Roman markets. It is much easier to
assume that Plutarch has misunderstood his source.

24.6. dvayayeiv 8¢ TOV ydooxa xal 14 AUAAG GmoLx0do-
Ueiv ¢ dedowndrag fvdyrale.

dmouxodoueiv Schweighiuser et Ziegler: dvouxodoueiv codd.

Retain avotxoSoueiv, meaning to ‘wall up’: Caesar’s portas-
que obstrui iubet (B.G. 5.50.5). Editors have tried to emend this
sense of dvouxodoueiv out of existence; hence, here and at Cim.
1.8, Ziegler accepts Schweighiuser’s conjecture. (Flaceliere oddly
reads dz- here, Eut Gv- at Cim. 1.8.) dvowodoueiv is decisively
defended by the manuscript readings at Ar. Pax 100, Lycurg. 128,
Apollodor. 2.5.1, D.S. 11.21.3, and Polyaenus 1.40.4 and 2.38.1;
cf. Hdt. 1.186.2.

25.1. Totto 10 moAAag drmoordoeis 1@v évratda Ioalatwv
HATEOTOQETE, %Al TOU YEWUDVOS QUTOS EMLPOLTDOV TE TAVTOYOOE
xat mpootywv SEéws ToIg VEWTEQLOUOIG.

A lacuna should be marked after this sentence. As the text
stands, aUTOC &mipoLTdy T€ . . . ®al TEOTEXWY . .. must be taken
as an afterthought, adding a further subject. “This (the relief of
Cicero’s camp) quieted the many revolts of the Gauls in the area —
this and Caesar himself, travelling everywhere and attending
swiftly to any disturbance.” It is hard to believe that Plutarch
could have meant this. The parallel personal and non-personal
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subjects are very harsh; the balance of the sentence is poor; and the
antithesis is more verbal than real - it would have more point if it
had not been ‘Caesar himself’ who had relieved Cicero. Ziegler’s
10076 (7€) is no great improvement. It is much easier to posit a
lacuna after vewtegtouoig: the missing words would presumably
have conveyed the sense ‘quelled any remaining trouble’. Caesar
aité¢ can then have a separate main verb to himself, as he de-
serves; and the whole sentence is much more elegant.

29.5. of 8¢ rovrovs Houmnie xouloavres eic uév 10 mAjdos
oUx Emigixeic 00O0E yonoTovs xatéomelgav Adyous UmEQ TOU
Kaioapog, avtov 8¢ Iounrjiov éAmior xevaic tépbepoav . ..
Translators usually take vrép ToU Kaloapog as ‘about Caesar’, and
assume that the men who spread these reports were acting inno-
cently: they were simply deceived about the morale of Caesar’s
troops, and their reports spread their misconception further. That
interpretation certainly fits the parallel version at Pomp. 57.7,
where Appius Claudius is named as the man who spread such
reports. He clearly seems to be misled, and there is nothing sinis-
ter or corrupt about his actions. But this is a strained interpreta-
tion of the Caesar passage; oUx émieineic oU¢ yonorovs then has
to mean ‘neither likely nor true’ (Warner), or something of the
like. émewnric = ‘likely to be correct’ is hard to parallel in
Plutarch, and the natural run of those words suggests much
stronger moral disapproval; North’s “ill and seditious’ catches the
tone, though hardly the precise sense. In that case, it is more
natural to take vmép 10U Kaioagog as ‘sul conto di Cesare’ (Gar-
zetti; so also Flaceliere-Chambry). Plutarch means that these men
were acting on Caesar’s behalf, and consciously spreading false
reports. This is inconsistent with Pompey, but the very inconsis-
tency illuminates Plutarch’s techniques®). His source may well
have mentioned both alternatives, for Appian’s version, which
clearly shares the same provenance, has these men acting &l 07’
Gyvolac eite Siegpdapuévor (B.C. 2.30.117). In each Life Plutarch
selects the version which best suits the run of the narrative. In
Caesar the context is stressing the ubiquitous efforts of Caesar to
gain support: Curio and Paullus have been purchased, the men
Caesar ﬁas sent home have been handsomely rewarded, Caesar is
outwitting Pompey on every front. It is natural to include the hint
that of Tovtovc Houmrniw xouloavies were also acting in Caesar’s

8) I examine similar inconsistencies between parallel versions in JHS 100
(1980), 127-40.
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service. In Pompey Plutarch is treating the other factors which
encouraged Pompey’s dodoog xai megupodvnowv tijc Kaioapog
Ovvduews: in particular, he has just mentioned the enthusiasm

with which the towns of Italy celebrated Pompey’s recovery from -

sickness. There was nothing sinister or corrupt about that; and
Plutarch naturally continues to treat these reports in a similar vein.
Caesar’s own activities in securing supporters are delayed until the
following chapter, where they are conveniently grouped together.

42.1. ... 6 pév Houmrjios atdis eic TOV doyaiov Gvexpoy-
£T0 Aoyiouov v yvouny, &t xol gaoudtwv ovx aiclov
mooayevouévav xal ko Unvov SYews 00xer yop Eautov
opav év 1@ Jedto@ xpotovuevov vmo Pwpaiwv. Editors have
noted the inconsequentiality here: the content of the dream should
represent something unpropitious or portentous of defeat (like the
@pdouara ovx aiowa). Hence they have either deleted é06xet. . .
Pwuaiwv (Solanus, Sintenis), or, more usually, marked a lacuna
after Pwuaiwv (Muret, Amyot, Perrin, Flaceliere). The lacuna
would have contained the same material as the parallel account at
Pomp. 68.2, where Pompey also dreams adtog 8¢ xooueiv tegov
"Apeoditng vixnpdpov moAroic Lagigois. xal ta uev 6dopet,
0 & Umédpartev avrov 1 Syng, Sedowxdta ur) T yEver TOU
Kailoapoc eic "Apeoditnv dviirovnr 86Ea xal Aaumodtng am’
avtou yévnyral’). Cf. also App. B.C. 2.68.284, from the same
source (Pollio). Finally, Ziegler (followed by Garzetti) defended
the text as it stood, noting that Lucan, Florus, and Obsequens
have only the ‘theatre’ item, omitting all mention of Venus Vic-
trix: this was therefore the version of Livy. Ziegler’s defence is not
decisive. Even if Livy omitted the “Venus’ item, nothing follows
concerning Pollio or the accounts dependent on Pollio. But two
other factors suggest the text may be sound, and that no lacuna
should be marked. (1) Plutarch is severely abbreviating here. Ch.
42 treats events in Pompey’s camp, concentrating mainly on the
fierce optimism of most of Pompey’s colleagues and men. Pom-
pey himself is mentioned briefly as a foil to these. Ch. 43 will turn
to Caesar’s army, and it is there that omens will be treated more
extensively. Comparison with Appian and Pompey makes clear
that in Caesar Plutarch has delayed two Pompeian omens from
the present context, the Aaumds odpaviov mvpdg and the wavixog
tdpayos, preferring to treat them in ch. 43 as ‘what Caesar

9) Dacier and Langhorne simply inserted the passage from Pompey ver-
batim into the Caesar text.

Notes on Plutarch’s Caesar 45

noticed happening in Pompey’s camp’'®). Pompey’s own dream
could evidently not be delayed by this device, but pdouara ovx
aiowa are not Plutarch’s interest in ch. 42, and he might naturally
pass over them quickly. (2) Caesar itself never mentions the para-
ded descent from Venus, though there were several opportunities:
e.g. at 5.2 (cf. Suet. Div. Iul. 6.1), or indeed in the account of
Caesar’s sacrifices on this same day (43.3; cf. App. 2.68.281, from
the same source): cf. also App. 2.76.319, 102.424, 104.430, all
items omitted by Plutarch. Tﬁis is a quite different sort of Life
from Antony, which delights in the claimed descent from Heracles
(Ant. 4.1-3, 36.7, 60.5, 90(3).4). A mention of Aphrodite here
would involve Plutarch in a lengthy explanation, and he might
well doubt if it was worth the trouble. If the text is sound, an
inconsequentiality is undeniable; but (as we have seen) it would
not be the only case where careless abbreviation of source-mate-
rial involves Plutarch in logical obscurity.

University College, Oxford C.B.R. Pelling

10) There are further differences between the Pompey and Caesar accounts.
I discuss these in JHS 100 (1980), 131-5.
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