


158 Book Reviews

Elle en consacre une autre (p. 161-162) à 
Callistratos, fils de Léon, autre personnage des 
Propos de table (IV, 4-6 ; VII, 5). C ’était sans 
doute un Delphien. Il pourrait être le bouleute 
mentionné dans un décret de citoyenneté très 
mutilé (.FD III, 4, 111) qui date de la fin du Ier 
ou du début du IIe siècle, sous l’archontat de 
Tiberius Calavius Firmus, qui était lui aussi, 
semble-t-il, un proche de Plutarque.

Enfin, une inscription d’Eleusis (n° 180) 
datant du IIIe siècle concerne le héraut sacré et 
sophiste Nicagoras. Il est qualifié de « descen
dant des philosophes Plutarque et Sextus ». 
Comme le remarque à juste titre B. Puech, 
l’absence de gentilice a pour effet de présenter 
Nicagoras comme l’égal des deux philoso
phes. Le sophiste avait sans doute préparé lui- 
même l’inscription. B. Puech ajoute que l’on 
aperçoit peut-être l’aïeule ou la parente de 
Nicagoras dans les Métamorphoses d’Apulée 
(II, 2). Dans ce roman, le narrateur proclame 
d ’ailleurs qu’il descend lui aussi, par sa 
famille maternelle, de Plutarque et de Sextus 
(I, 2). B. Puech considère que, par cette réfé
rence, Nicagoras entend, comme le personna
ge d ’Apulée, se réclamer d ’une certaine tradi
tion platonicienne.

Les inscriptions présentées par B. Puech 
permettent ainsi d ’apercevoir certains person
nages de Plutarque et certains signes de sa 
gloire posthume.

A l a in  B il l a u t
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The latest volume of the C.U.F. (Budé) 
Moralia provides a rich harvest o f quite dis
parate works, although all fit under Ziegler’s

rubric of “antiquarischen Schriften”. Merito
rious deeds o f  Women {Mul. viri.) offers 
twenty-seven historical or semi-historical 
narratives, Roman Aetiologies (Qu. rom.) one 
hundred thirteen inquiries into Roman cus
toms, Greek Aetiologies {Qu. gr.) fifty-nine 
explanations of unusual Greek practices, and 
finally Lesser Parallels {Par. min.), generally 
considered as non-Plutarchan, forty-one pairs 
o f rather bizarre incidents from Greek and 
Roman myth, legend and history. The works 
document that Plutarch’s moral philosophy 
was intimately related to his extensive read
ing in local history and religious ritual and 
cult. For him, reading about, telling stories of 
and speculating on customs and religious 
practice was a fundamental mode of under
standing people. If on the one hand he was 
alert in his major writings to the rhetorical 
and literary elements of his task, in these 
works he lets us see his curiosity about 
human behavior and the lengths to which he 
will go in his reading to satisfy it.

I will consider the construction of the 
text first, then treat each work individually. 
B. does not claim a thorough new collation, 
but prefers as a rule to accept the text of 
Nachstãdt for Mul.virt. and Par. min., and 
that of Titchener for Qu. rom. and Qu. gr. 
(X). For his basic stemma he relies chiefly 
on Irigoin’s study in vol. I o f the series. The 
detailed collations o f Par. min by A. De 
Lazzer {Plutarco: Paralleli minori, Naples 
2000 [CPM 33] 89-139) appeared too late to 
be used; the CPM  editions o f the other 
works are still being prepared. For this 
review I have sampled sections o f B .’s text 
o f Mul. Viri, and Par. Min.

In Mul. viri. B. devotes very few notes to 
textual issues: for the twenty Stephanus 
pages of this work, I counted twelve. Five 
consider names; three justify accepting a 
reading already in Nachstãdt; one discreetly 
points to his own conjecture at 250B6, a cor
rection that is not necessary, but is suggest
ed by some variant readings. The remaining 
three justify keeping the reading o f the mss.
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against emendations accepted by Nachstadt 
at 249A, 250B, and 250D. In fact, although 
B. does not refer to the strictures o f I. Gallo 
against the Teubner edition’s normalization 
of Plutarch’s language, or the more passion
ate sentjments o f G. Giangrande in the same 
volume , B. not infrequently prefers the mss. 
to Nachstâdt’s text when the mss. are in 
agreement: in the first five pages he accepts 
243D ekbiazôsi (vs. ekbibazôsi), 243D 
bebaiois (vs. bebaian <allois>), 243E de 
(vs. deî), eu te kai kalôs (Nachstadt obelizes 
the passage), and poiein au tous (vs. poiein 
hautois <tous>), 244D tauta (vs. tauta). At 
246D9, Kruasan seems a misprint for 
Kruassan, used below at 246F10, and in the 
translation. B. follows Nachstadt in accepting 
Dinse’s emendation at 243B of the optative 
after ean to a subjunctive. He silently passes 
over many conjectures recorded but not 
accepted by Nachstadt, as he does my own 
suggestion to read Evadne for Eirene at 243D 
(CQ 25 [1975] 157-58). Unlike Nachstadt, he 
does not try to avoid hiatus in the text.

B.’s edition of Par. min. gives only that 
work, without the parallels reported by 
Nachstadt and De Lazzer. Jacoby called for a 
full reconstruction of the original work of 
which he thought Par. min. an epitome 
(FGrHist 3A, p. 369). B. rejects this approach, 
asserting that Par min. is the original work, 
and the other versions are derivative. In the 
first ten pairs B. differs some eighteen times 
from Nachstadt, thirteen from De Lazzer (who 
differs from Nachstadt ten times), most often 
on names (Postumios Albinos 306B,

Trisimachos 307A, Konatios [B.’s own con
jecture, supported by CIL VII, 1336] 307B, 
Kritolaos 307B, Koklês 307D, Entoria 307E 
[n. 73 suggests Satoria]). B. does not mark the 
lacunae postulated by Nachstadt when author 
names are missing at 307C and E, and accepts 
pemptô at 308C. He rejects emendations for 
duo 306B and timion 306F, but accepts 
erêmias 306B, lithinos 306F, and hêttêmenou 
307C. Altogether his editing practice is more 
conservative than Nachstadt, but less so than 
De Lazzer. The apparatus is rather full, but 
more condensed than De Lazzer’s.

Meritorious Acts o f  Women (Mulierum 
Virtutes)

Plutarch’s collection surprises for the vari
ety of actions presented as virtuous, quite dif
ferent from what we know of other collections 
of warrior women in antiquity (e.g., the 
Anonymous de mulieribus  ̂recently translated 
and annotated by D. G era). B.’s introduction 
reviews the major issues: the locations, times, 
and typ^s of action treated, other catalogues of 
women , and the meaning of aretê when 
applied to women (though B. notes that the 
title is probably not Plutarch’s). Plutarch’s 
method is to argue by examples, but the com
parative method proposed in his introduction 
is left implicit in the stories that follow. 
Unfortunately S. B. Pomeroy’s book 
Plutarch s Advice to the Bride and Groom and 
A Consolation to his Wife (Oxford 1999), 
which contains useful essays on Plutarch’s atti
tude toward and literary treatment of women, 
apparently appeared to late to be used.
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B. notes that the general tone of the essay 
is one of curiosity regarding customs, history, 
and religion, a tone that appears also in the 
Quaestiones which follow. Moreover, like Qu. 
rom., Mul. virt. often gives variant accounts. 
But B. perhaps underrates the narrative tech
nique of the stories, a topic which is addressed 
neither in the introduction nor the notes. The 
stories vary from brief notices (the women of 
Ceos, no. 12) to long narratives presented in 
multiple episodes (Mikka and Megisto, no. 
15). It surely is not enough to credit Phylarchus 
with the narrative of the latter: Plutarch pre
sumably reshaped it for this collection (e.g., by 
eliminating Hellanicus’ threat to betray the 
conspirators, found in Justin). Some comment 
on the structure, tone, and style of these narra
tives would have been instructive.

For the date o f composition, B. argues 
from parallels with the Lives and calculations 
concerning the recently deceased Leontis and 
Clea, the dedicatee, to arrive at a time ca. 
110. The date would probably be earlier if the 
elder Clea is meant, as I believe. The funda
mental source question is the relation 
between Mul. virt. and the many similar sto
ries in Polyaenus’ Strategemata. B. accepts 
my argument o f 19654 that Polyaenus took 
those stories from Plutarch rather than a 
common source (31-38). The stories, he con
cludes, come in large part from reading done 
while preparing the Lives, and are derived 
from a large number of sources. Women fre
quently achieve the overthrow of tyrants 
(nos. 15, 19, 25, 26) as well as other dangers: 
a sign, perhaps, that in Plutarch’s thinking, as 
in Attic tragedy, women step in to defend 
society when men are unable to do so. More 
might have been said on Plutarch’s dialogue 
with Herodotus, Phylarchus, and other major 
historians: does his introduction o f variants 
or diverse emphases tell us something about

his own thinking, or is it part o f the show of 
erudition essential for ^  prominent literary 
figure in Plutarch’s day5?

While we may think the stories trivial, the 
surprisingly large number of translations and 
plays based on these stories composed since the 
Renaissance show that the collection played an 
influential role in defending women’s inde
pendence of action. B. recalls Aulotte’s obser
vation of its significance in the sixteenth centu
ry for the querelle sur les femmes.

B.’s thirty-six pages of notes are quite full 
on sources and historical matters, according to 
the new practice of the C. U. F. series, and will 
be very convenient for consultation. Several 
times the notes justify B. in preserving in his 
translation a ‘Greek’ flavor for words com
monly used to translate Latin terms, thus 
“commandant supreme” for hypatos, the usual 
Greek word for consul (n. 164). However, in 
the notes as in the introduction, B. is usually 
silent on literary or stylistic matters.

Roman Aetiologies (Quaestiones Romanae)

The standard treatment o f Qu. rom. by H. 
J. Rose is now almost ninety years old 
(though it was published in 1924 and 
reprinted in 1975, it was largely completed 
before the First World War). Rose gives a 
thorough discussion, supplying comparative 
material in the Frazierian tradition. I have 
not seen the introduction, translation, and 
notes o f M. Lopez Salva (Plutarco, Obras 
morales y  costumbres V, Madrid 1989). Just 
before the present work was published, and 
too late to be more than mentioned in the 
preface, M. Nouilhan, J.-M. Pailler and P. 
Payen produced their introduction, transla
tion, and notes to both Roman and Greek 
Questions, Grecs et Romans en parallèle 
(Paris 1999). B .’s own thorough study in

P lu ta rch ’s H istorical M ethods, Cambridge MA, 1965, pp. 13-29, cf. now also Μ. T. Schettino, 
Introduzione a P olieno  [Pisa, 1998], pp. 184-88.
Cf. T. Whitmarsh, Greek literature and the Roman Empire: The Politics o f  Im itation , Oxford 2001.
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“Les ‘Questions romaines’ de Plutarque”, A N R W  II.33.6 (1992), 4682-4708 and Plutarque. Un 
aristocrate grec sous V occupation rom aine , Lille, 1994, 75-146, with the observations of S. 
Swain, Ploutarchos 12,2 (1995-96) 16-20.
Twice Plutarch mentions practices ‘among us’ in Chaeronea (267D) or Boeotia (27ID). Cf. also 
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Even the sacrifice of two Greeks and two Gauls is accepted as ordered by oracles (83, 283F-84C). Cf. 
as well the detailed description of the living burial of an unchaste vestal at Numa  10, where Plutarch rec
ognizes the horror of the punishment, but does not condemn it, as does Pliny the Younger (Ep. 4.11).
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ANRW and his book6, which provide an 
overview of the larger issues raised this 
work, especially Plutarch’s attitude toward 
Rome, are now complemented by his intro
duction in the present text.

The Roman Questions are valuable to us 
as a source of customs and rites, but for 
Plutarch they are an attempt to bridge a gulf 
of difference between Roman and Greek tra
ditions. Roman practices elicit from Plutarch 
a variety of responses, characterized by B. as 
characterological, ethical, historical, mytho
logical, and physical (i.e., based on natural 
philosophy). Multiple explanations pile up 
for almost every topic, and it is not easy to 
decide when or whether Plutarch has a pref
erence for one or the other. Plutarch’s 
attempts at explanation often tell us more 
about him than about the Romans. B. sees 
Plutarch as attempting an ‘ethnography’ or a 
‘hermeneutic’ of Roman society and prac
tices, and speaks of Plutarch’s ‘helleniza- 
tion’ of the Romans, but notes (99) that 
through study of the Romans Plutarch 
attempts to express a general notion of 
human behavior. This could be pursued. 
Plutarch explores difference in terms of sim
ilarity, demonstrating that what in Roman 
customs at first seems strange to a Greek fits 
into standard patterns familiar to his audi
ence: a historical moment preserved in a rit
ual or customary practice, the expression of 
an underlying social good, or of an ethical or 
philosophical truth. What is most remark
able is that in all the 113 questions, none of 
the Roman practices is interpreted as bad, 
harmful, or foolish. Time and again the

strange or ‘other’ is shown tĉ  be similar to 
practices found also in Greece , or alluded to 
in a Greek poet, or consonant with Greejc 
philosophy, but never reprehensible . 
Roman practices are sometimes to be pre
ferred to the Greek, as in beginning the day 
at midnight and the year after the winter sol
stice. Plutarch argues that while not intu
itively obvious, the Roman usage is astro
nomically and philosophically profound (84, 
284C-F; 19, 267F-268D). Plutarch can even 
seem to share the Romans’ distaste for Greek 
practices: “The Romans have strong reserva
tions about oiling the body, and think that 
there is no greater cause for the Greeks’ slav
ery and softness than the gymnasiums and 
palaestras, which engender much boredom 
and idleness in the cities, as well as time- 
wasting and pederasty” (274D). The first 
person plural in this work often refers to 
Greeks, but more frequently refers to human 
beings in general, suggesting a fundamental 
unity of viewpoint and interests among all 
peoples. A comparison with modem Western 
European and American criticisms of prac
tices in some contemporary Islamic countries 
(treatment of women, the legal code) reveals 
Plutarch’s openness and an underlying desire 
to stress concord over opposition. The 
Romans are presented as one unusual and 
especially interesting group within a larger 
whole, to which the Greeks also belong.

While admitting that citation does not 
need to mean direct reading, B. believes that 
Plutarch himself, not some earlier scholar, 
was the learned man who did most of the 
reading in both the Roman and Greek
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sources he cites, perhaps helped by secre
taries or students. B. argues reasonably that 
Plutarch read Latin as he required informa
tion, and not for pleasure, though I do not 
expect that we would find indications of 
leisure reading in Latin in his published 
works in any case. He places the composi
tion of the work ca. 100-110 A.D., as 
Plutarch was beginning work on the Parallel 
Lives, the sources of which it shares . 
However, Plutarch may well have begun his 
reading much earlier, since both his Lives of 
the Caesars and Fortune o f the Romans 
show his deep interest in Roman affairs. 
Cluvius Rufus, cited^t Qu. rom. 289C, is 
also cited at Otho 3.2 . The reference to his 
younger contemporary Favorinus (271C) is 
intriguing: from a lecture, or a conversation 
at a symposium (cf. Qu. Conv. 734D, where 
Favorinus shares a conversation with Plutar
ch, his sons, and Mestrius Florus).

The notes are quite full, and serve on the 
whole to replace Rose. As is to be expected, 
they are chiefly informational, explaining 
Plutarch’s references and citing other 
ancient passages and modem discussions. 
Roman Questions is full of oddities, and B. 
follows every trail as far as possible. In this 
sense his notes complement those of Nouil- 
han and Pailler, who are much more brief on 
factual information, but attempt an interpre
tation of each question as a whole, looking at 
what it reveals about Plutarch’s thinking (cf. 
the section in their introduction, “How 
should we read the Roman and Greek 
Questions today?”, 48-55). The contrast is 
apparent in the treatment of the four pro
posed responses on 18, ‘Why do many

wealthy Romans tithe to Heracles?’. B. 
gives notes on Heracles’ supposed visit to 
Rome, the identification of Roman Hercules 
with Gre ĵc Heracles, the Roman “tithe” to 
Hercules , the nature of offerings to 
Heracles, the source of the explanations (not 
necessarily Varro), and the Hippocratic 
Aphorisms as source for the idea of main
taining health by removing the superfluous 
(326-27). These notes are fuller than Rose’s, 
but do not comment, e.g., on why Plutarch 
seems to prefer the last response (indicated 
both by ê mallon and the climactic position). 
Nouilhan and Pailler (92-93) follow a fixed 
format (cf. pp. 60-61): sources (Varro and 
the Aphorisms), historical and linguistic 
clarifications (Hercules in other of the 
Questions, the Ara maxima, the tithe to 
Heracles [with fewer parallel passages than 
B.], Heracles’ offerings and virtue). In their 
rubric ‘interpretation’ they read the four 
hypotheses as progressively moving from 
less to more certain, leading to a true under
standing of Heracles and his benefactions. 
For them, Plutarch’s account of the tithe sup
ports the topos of noble frugality in early 
Rome. Their sense of a progressive search 
for a deeper explanation seems right, though 
the final reference to early Rome is perhaps 
unwarranted, since Plutarch in the Lives 
cites the dedication of tithes to Hercules in 
the case of Sulla and Crassus (Sull. 35.1, 
Cras. 2.3, cf. 12.3), hardly examples of 
archaic frugality (Diod. Sic. 4.21.3-5 gives 
the equally late example of Lucullus). 
Neither commentary mentions that the tithes 
actually cited in these passages (and cf. 
Macr. Sat. 43.12.2) take the form of a feast 
for the populace, and so unite the notions of

A further indication of a date ca. 100 may be the absence of late Republican material. Most of the 
Lives treating that era belong to the later period of Plutarch’s work.
On the possible Vespasianic date of the C aesars, see P. A. Stadter, “Revisiting Plutarch’s Lives of 
the Caesars,” forthcoming in A. Pérez Jiménez (ed.), Literary Values o f  P lutarch's Works. Studies 
devoted  to P rofessor Italo Gallo by the In ternational Plutarch Society , 61-77.
Note 72, which explains the ten percent tax imposed by the Etruscans and not the tithe to Hercules, 
is misleading placed.
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Heracles as glutton and as benefactor. 
Plutarch’s interest in the tithes perhaps should 
be connected rather with the euer^tism , 
including public meals, o f his own day .

Greek Aetiologies (Quaestiones Graecae)

In his introduction, B. notes the quite dif
ferent form of Qu. gr., which often ask not 
‘why?’ but ‘who?’ or ‘what?’, and regularly 
give only one response, narrating a historical 
cause or clarifying an antiquarian point. 
Plutarch presents the meaning of these prac
tices as knowable, and usually easily 
explained. He does not indulge here the spec
ulative mode found in Roman Questions, and 
there is correspondingly less incentive to 
explore his own preoccupations and attitudes. 
His intended audience is not clear. He seems 
not to refer to ‘we’ as in Qu. rom., except for a 
single ‘in our day’ (299F), and many of the 
oddities he mentions would have escaped the 
notice of Greek as well as Roman readers. B. 
suggests that there is a contrast between Greek 
pluralism, seen in the different customs of 
many districts, and Roman unity, but Plutarch 
may also intend to suggest that there are 
strange customs in Greece as well as Rome, 
though they require less universalizing expla
nations. Notably, no examples are drawn from 
Athens or Sparta, the two cities which domi
nate the Parallel Lives.

Comparison between the editions of W. R. 
Halliday, P. Payen in Grecs et Romains en 
parallèle, and B. is instructive. Halliday’s The 
Greek Questions o f  Plutarch appeared in 1928 
(reprinted 1975) as a kind of companion to

Rose. His commentary is much more loqua
cious than Rose’s, imitating the accumulative 
technique of Frazier. B. is briefer, more suc
cinct here than for the Roman Questions, but 
covers the historical and religious information 
well. Payen’s commentary follows the same 
format as Nouilhan and Pailler’s, including a 
paragraph of interpretation for each question. 
(An idea of relative prolixity: for the first 
question, Halliday’s notes run 107 lines, B.’s 
17, Payen’s 40; for the second, 165, 36, and 48 
respectively).

Lesser Parallels (Parallela minora)

The pseudo-Plutarchan Parallela Minora 
presents two difficult issues: first, in what cir
cumstances and by whom was it composed, 
and second, what is its relation to the exten
sive similar accounts in Stobaeus and other 
authors (the divergences are such that 
Nachstâdt’s Teubner edition prints texts from 
Stobaeus and others following individual 
paragraphs of Par min., as does De Lazzer). 
Two additional problems attach to the first 
issue: whether the numerous authors cited as 
sources (usually one for each story) are real or 
invented, and the treatise’s relation to the De 
fluviis, which is similar in style and method of 
citation . Felix Jacoby attempted in 1940 to 
resolve these issues . He concluded, as his title 
indicates, that most of the source citations were 
invented (in his FGrHist they are grouped 
together as 3A, nos. 284-96) and presented an 
elaborate stemma of several epitomes to explain 
the relations with Stobaeus and other works; our 
present text would be an epitome of a previous 
compilation, the original ps-Plutarch. The issues

For a possible parallel, cf. J. D ’Arms, “Between public and private: the epulum publicum and 
Caesar’s Horti trans Tiberim?” in M.Cima and E. La Rocca (edd.) H orti R om ani (B ullCom  suppl. 
6, 1998) 33-43.
I have not seen E. Calderon Dorda, A. De Lazzer, and E. Pellizer (eds.), Plutarco. F ium i e 
m onti, Naples, 2003 (C PM ).

“Die Überlieferung von ps-Plutarchs para lle la  m inora  und die Schwindelautoren”, M nem oysne, 8 
(1940) 73-144, reprinted in his Abhandlungen zur griechischen Geschichtsschreibung, ed. H. 
Bloch, Leiden, 1956.
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have now been reexamined by B. in his intro
duction to this text, as well as by A. De Lazzer in 
his recent edition for the Corpus Plutarchi 
Moralium (Plutarco, Paralleli minori, Naples 
2000), with differing conclusions.

Whereas De Lazzer basically follows 
Jacoby, though with some caveats, in regard to 
both the role of epitomators and the inauthen
ticity o f most o f the source citations, B. returns 
to the position o f I. Schlereth {De Plutarchi 
quae feruntur parallelis minoribus, Freiburg 
1931) and accepts most if not all citations as 
genuine. Parallela minora (like De fluviis) is 
remarkable for a very high percentage of cita
tions o f unknown authors or works. 
Nevertheless, B. argues, “le nombre des livres 
perdus est trop incommensurable pour que la 
prudence ne s’impose pas, et comme par 
ailleurs rien dans cette collection de paradox
es ne suggère la parodie, il convient d’ac
corder le bénéfice du doute” (231). Scholars 
have doubted the author’s erudition because of 
the lack o f discernible order in the collection, 
and a number of gross historical errors (con
veniently listed by Ziegler in RE  s.v. 
Ploutarchos). B., however, uncovers a com
plex and flexible thread of links uniting the 
forty-one pairs o f stories, based on subject, 
source, analogy, or era, which enlivens the 
mechanical sequence o f pairs. The style, often 
criticized as atrocious, he considers artful, and 
speaks o f “la nervosité du style ou sa sécher
esse” which represents a conscious striving 
after “concision et efficacité” (238).

Convinced that the work represents a liter
ary endeavor meant for publication (though 
well below the level o f Plutarch), noting the 
impressive list of authors cited, and accepting 
the date in the first third o f the second century 
A.D. suggested by Schmid, B. proposes that 
the work was composed in immediate associ

ation with Plutarch, by one of the secretaries 
the sage must have employed (239-40). He 
imagines the author working in Plutarch’s 
well-stocked historical library, reading little- 
known historical authors, even when their 
works treated diverse topics (Aristides of 
Miletus, e.g. is cited for Italica, Historiai, 
Persica, and Sicilico). Since several o f the 
Roman stories refer to periods treated by 
Plutarch in the Lives, especially Romulus and 
Publicola . B. suggests that they were written 
while Plutarch was writing the Lives9 or short
ly after his death. His hypothesis brings 
together Plutarch, estimated date, historical 
research, and an author with some literary pre
tensions. We might add that Plutarch appar
ently gathered historical anecdotes and 
arranged them in some way, though the exact 
relation of these collections to the Lives and to 
the apophthegmataj collections found in the 
Moralia is disputed . Unfortunately we have 
no evidence for Plutarch’s use o f research sec
retaries, whether students, freedmen, or 
slaves, on the order of Cicero’s learned and 
indefatigable Tiro, though they have been 
hypothesized by e.g. Jones and Pelling. Pliny 
the Elder used assistants (Pliny Ep. 3.5), but 
he did his reading (or often, listening) himself. 
Might an assistant with literary ambitions 
have marked passages for his own use, while 
reading to the master, or working in the 
library, and later produced Par. m in.l In many 
ways B.’s hypothesis is more attractive than 
Jacoby’s. It has a major weakness, however, 
that B. does not address in any detail: the 
problem of the variant traditions in Stobaeus 
and other authors. B. indicates briefly that he 
thinks that the differences in their texts reflect 
a desire to expand the brevity o f Par. min. 
(238). But the situation is quite complex and 
many more factors may be at work.

On p. 239, for Pericles 6 read Publicola 6 (and on p. 233, n. 65, line 4, read 9 for 8).

See C. P e l l in g , “Plutarch’s Apophthegmata Regum et Imperatorum and Plutarch’s Roman Lives” and 
P. A. S t a d t e r , “Before Pen Touched Paper: Plutarch’s Preparations for the Parallel L ives” both forth
coming in Weaving Text and Thought. On Composition in Plutarch, edited by L. V a n  d e r  S t o c k t  and 
P. A. S t a d t e r ; Pelling’s article has been preprinted in his Plutarch and History, London, 2002.
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The notes to this text are most often either 
historical or references to the source citations 
or parallel versions. They also explain B .’s 
translation o f Plutarch’s Greek words for 
Roman institutions, as in Qu. rom.: thus 
agora is translated ‘place du marché’ at 306F, 
then explained in n. 44, “à savoir le Forum.” 
This is usually alright, but the translation 
‘assemblée’ for sunklêtos at 305C is mislead
ing. Plutarch’s usual word for Roman assem
blies is ecclèsia {Rom. 27.6 and often); sun
klêtos in Greek is used for a specially sum
moned body, and often for a boule or other 
council, different from the assembly (cf. 
Aristotle Pol. 1275b8), and as far as I can 
see, Plutarch never uses it in his Greek lives, 
but reserves it for the Roman senate.

The whole volume is concluded by sepa
rate indices o f names for each work.

We are all indebted to B. and the C.U.F. for 
a very solid new volume, bringing a conserva
tive text, new interpretations, and thorough 
commentaries to four quite disparate works. 
Let us hope that the Moralia, begun over thirty 
years ago, will soon be brought to completion, 
despite the recent blow caused by a disastrous 
fire in the warehouse of Les Belles Lettres.

P h il ip  S t a d t e r

T im  G  Pa r k in , O ld  A g e  in  th e  R o m a n  
W orld: a  c u ltu ra l a n d  s o c ia l  h is to ry , Baltimore- 
London, Johns H opkins University Press, 
2003, X III +  495  p. ISB N  080187128X .

En tant qu’éditrice des actes du colloque 
sur « L’ancienneté chez les Anciens » (Mont
pellier, 22-24 novembre 2001), il m ’a été 
demandé de rendre compte de l’ouvrage de T. 
Parkin, qui, très agréable à lire, est aussi très 
richement documenté. Se proposant d ’étudier 
la vieillesse dans l’Empire romain, l’auteur 
distingue néanmoins -sans justifier la disso
ciation- l’Empire romain proprement dit et 
l’Égypte romaine (cf. 2e partie, c. 4 et 5).

La perspective comparatiste entre 
l’Antiquité et nos sociétés, exprimée de 
façon répétée (p. 21, 22, 25, 35 et encore en

exergue au chapitre de conclusion, p. 273), 
n ’est pas absolument pertinente. En dépit 
des nombreuses fluctuations pour fixer l’âge 
de la vieillesse dans l’Antiquité (cf. c. 1 : de 
42 à 77 ans [p. 19] ou de 50 à 60 ans [p. 24]), 
l’auteur s’en tient à Y opinio communis de 60 
ans (cf. p. 16 et 25). Or, dans nos sociétés, 
contrairement à ce que pense G Parkin (p. 25), 
ce n’est pas là l’âge de la vieillesse, qui a 
considérablement reculé, étant donné nos 
conditions de vie et les progrès de la médeci
ne. À l’inverse cependant, si déterminer un 
âge, quel qu’il soit, est très difficile dans un 
monde où, comme le souligne G Parkin, les 
documents officiels ne présentent pas l’exacti
tude des nôtres et où on compte généralement 
en valeur arrondie, la comparaison avec l’é
poque moderne (p. 35) peut apparaître comme 
contestable car il existe encore des peuples 
chez lesquels l’âge est toujours « présumé ». Il 
faut donc rester très prudent quand on compa
re l’Antiquité à notre époque.

Le livre est divisé en quatre parties avec, 
dans chacune, des chapitres en nombre 
décroissant : 3 dans la première et la seconde, 
2 dans la troisième et un seul dans la dernière 
partie. Ce déséquilibre dans la structure de 
l’ouvrage reflète l’importante place accordée 
aux données purement historiques dans les 
deux premières parties (« Uncovering Aging 
Romans » et « Old Age in Public Life »), au 
détriment de l’aspect plus spécifiquement cul
turel (« Old Age in Private Life » et « Putting 
Older People in their Place »). C ’est bien 
dommage, car, sur un plan historique décliné 
en considérations sociales, économiques et 
politiques (cf. p. 25), T. Parker n ’apporte pas 
grand-chose de nouveau à une bibliographie 
déjà fort riche sur le problème de la vieillesse 
dans l’Antiquité et dans laquelle il occupe lui- 
même une place (cf. en effet Demography and 
Roman Society, Baltimore-Londres, 1992). En 
revanche, un certain nombre de remarques 
auraient gagné à être développées. Ainsi de la 
perception subjective de l’âge, que l’auteur 
traite trop brièvement à notre gré (p. 23-25), à 
travers la comparaison jeune/vieux, le senti


