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NoTEs AND DIscussioNs

of a greater marvel, human passion; this passion is
then illustrated by concrete examples, the last of
which represents to deinon best.

11. Cf. 256-58 and the scene between the chorus
and the nurse.

12. Orestes’ words provide a point of departure for
interpreting 622-23, a strophe that Murray calls
‘‘locus paene desperatus,”’ on which remark Groene-
boom remarks that the description would be more
accurate if ‘‘paene’’ were omitted. This strophe fol-
lows the first two paradigms and introduces the third
which forms the subject of the antistrophe:
érel 8 érepvnoduny dpeixwy wovwr—1t dxalpws / 8¢ dvapilis
yapihevu' dwebxeror dbuots / yuvaikoBobhovs Te uhTidas ppeviw. . .
H. W. Smyth, Aeschylus? (London, 1958), II, reverses
the meaning entirely by emending akairds to ho kairos:
‘‘But since I have called to mind tales of pitiless afflic-
tions, ‘tis the fitting time to tell of a marriage void of
love, an abomination to the house. . .."”” Mazon, op.
cit., preserves the MS reading and translates the line
as a question expecting a negative answer: ‘‘Et
puisque j’ai ici rappelé ces tristes forfaits, n’est-ce pas
1'heure pour ce palais de honnir aussi 1’épouse abomi-
nable . .. ?"”" A. W. Verrall, Choephori (London, 1893),
punctuates after akairés de: ‘‘But since the ungentle
feats here cited fit not the present theme—it is from
a fell wedlock that this house prays to be de-
livered. . . .”

Only F. H. Paley's interpretation, Tragedies of
Aeschylust (London, 1879), reveals the connection be-
tween use of paradigm and reluctance to speak openly
of Clytemnestra, between akairés in the lyric and
Orestes’ parting reminder to speak ta kairia and leave
therest in silence. (Paley himself does not mention this
connection. He understands akairés to mean, ‘‘It is
inconsistent with the position of a slave and captive.’’)
An aposiopesis follows pondn in 622; a verb of saying,
understood from epemnesamen, is to be supplied with
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akairés de. (If desired, one might follow Paley in
smoothing the syntactical irregularity of akairés to
akairon [esti].) The scholiast’s note, Aelwe, uvioopar
K\vrawriorpas, suggests that he understood the line
in a similar way.

This then is the train of thought: after the exempla
of Althaea and Scylla, the chorus are on the verge of
turning from exemplum to thing exemplified. But
they break off, and by means of praeteritio, bring out
what should be passed over: ‘“‘And since I speak of
cruel acts—but this is not the time for that unlovely
marriage and the wiles of woman’s will.”” Instead
they turn again to myth, that of the Lemnian women,
closest parallel of all.

Several scholars, following the suggestion of
Preuss, reverse the order of strophe and antistrophe.
In his Commentary on the Surviving Plays of Aeschylus
(Verhand. Kon. Ned. Ak. Weten., XLIV [1958]), II,
180, H. J. Rose maintains that the manuscript order
is not ‘‘a rhetorically intelligible structure’’ because
the ‘‘case in question, Klytaimestra's, is suddenly
thrust into the middle of examples illustrating it.”” In
support of the manuscript order, Holtsmark, loc. cit.,
points out a structural parallel between the gnomic
introduction (585—-601) and its paradeigmatic corrobo-
ration (602—-38). When the third strophic pair are con-
sidered in connection with Orestes’ command to speak
ta kairia, one finds added reason for retaining the tra-
ditional order.

13. Hdt. 6. 138.

14. The fullest account of the first crime is given
by Apoll. Rhod. 1. 609 ff. Cf. Pind. Pyth. 4. 252.

15. A. D. Godley, Herodotus (London, 1928), III,
295. Commentaries on Choephori call attention only
to the earlier deed and not to the sequence of crime
following crime nor the reversal, both of which are
relevant.

SATURN, SATURNINUS, AND THE SOCII

The representation of Saturn on a coin of
the Roman Republic should not, it would
seem, be an occasion for discussion. That
divinity appears regularly on the obverse of
the semis of the bronze “Prow-Aes” series,!
which Mattingly is inclined to interpret in the
light of the old mythological history of Lati-
um:? “Janus (of the 4s) is the old god-king of
Latium; Saturn of the semis had been wel-
comed by Janus to Latium when he fled there,
escaping from the wrath of Jupiter.”’® To this
myth, which is one of the foundations of this
paper’s thesis, we shall revert below. With the
introduction of the denarius about 213/211
B.C.,* Saturn disappears from the coinage to
reappear again only about 108/107.5 It is with
this reappearance that we are here concerned.$

About 108, Cn. Domitius Cn. f. Cn. n.

Ahenobarbus issued semisses with the head of
Saturn on the obverse and with Saturn’s spe-
cial symbol, the harpa, on the reverse.® This
coin was probably a military issue, struck in
North Italy (where the Domitii had extensive
clientela®). This particular Domitius!® was a
well-known popularis: he may have been one
of the duovirt who founded the colony of Nar-
bo;!* while tribune of the plebs in 104 (a tur-
bulent year),!? he initiated several prosecutions
against members of the optimate faction!3 and
carried a law which provided for popular elec-
tion to fill vacant posts in the major colleges
of priests. Gnaeus and his brother Lucius sup-
ported the recall of Metellus Numidicus while
the latter was in exile;!4 this seems to have been
a personal affair, however, since Lucius was a
Marian in the year of his consulate (94).% As
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censor in 92, Gnaeus continued (it may be in-
ferred) his Marian policies, bitterly attacking
his optimate colleague L. Licinius Crassus,
leading ultimately to the abdication of both.1
His son (Cinna’s son-in-law) lost his life at the
head of the Marian government’s army in
Sicily (82).17

A certain M. Cipius, M. {., issued a series of
coins at an Italian mint ca. 107.1® The semzs of
this series (CRR, No. 547) portrays Saturn on
the obverse and a prow on the reverse. Nothing
is known about Cipius; the only other entry
under this name in RE" is the man renowned
as an observant cuckold. An inscription dated
to 105 exhibits among some twenty-three ma-
gistre Campanz P. Cipius Cn. 1. and C. Cipius
C. L. Pera.?® In the imperial age, the name
Cipius (most commonly Marcus) is frequent
at Ostia.2! The name is clearly either Latin or
Campanian: our moneyer may be either a new
citizen or one generation removed from this
status; in any event, he is probably to be as-
sociated with the popular faction.22

P. Licinius Nerva, ca. 106, issued semisses
with the head of Saturn on the obverse and
with a prow and a standing female figure on
the reverse.?? The denarius of this series (CRR,
No. 548) portrays a voting scene on the reverse
(voting in progress, a pons, and a fabella in-
scribed P). Carney?* suggests that ‘“‘this type
refers back to a measure of enfranchisement
carried by an ancestor of the moneyer’s and,
with contemporary reference by emphasizing
the pons, to the Marian law of 119 which
narrowed the pons.? . .. This coinage identi-
fies Nerva as a Marian as early as 106.” The
scene may refer to the more contemporary
lex Coelia tabellaria, which extended the secret
ballot to trials for perduellio,* on which charge
C. Popillius Laenas was tried in 106.%7

About 105/4, L. Marcius Philippus issued
uncitae with the head of Saturn on the ob-
verse.?8 The reverse of one type portrays a dog;
that of the other, a dog on a prow. While
tribune of the plebs, ca. 104,2® Philippus pro-
posed a demagogic lex agraria and perhaps a
“democratic”’ lex de fenore.’® In 913 and in
78/7732 he was the leader of the senatorial oli-
garchy; but, as the very fact of his censorship
in 86 clearly shows, he was co-operating with
the (legal) government of Cinna at that time.??

Nores AND Discussions

Cn. Cornelius Blasio, ca. 105, struck semqis-
ses with the head of Saturn on the obverse and
with a prow on the reverse.** Nothing can be
said about this Blasio; the only connection be-
tween him and the factions of his day is almost
too tenuous to mention—an ancestor had
served with a certain Appuleius Saturninus on
a quinqueviral commission in 168.3%

The next series of coins portraying Saturn
(on the obverse) is a set of serrate denarii,
asses, semisses, and quadrantes issued by L.
Memmius of the tribe Galeria ca. 103/102.%¢
The sons of this Memmius, C. and L. Mem-
mius, issued a repetition of this type ca. 86/
85.37 This is neither the time nor the place to
restudy the family tree of the Memmii;* Pro-
fessor Taylor feels®*—with good reason: note
the spelling Memies (CRR, No. 712)—that the
Memmii of the tribe Galeria were, at least in
the eighties, pro-Marian in sympathy. They
may have changed allegiance in the nearly two
decades intervening between the two series of
coins, or the sons may have been of different
political persuasion from that of the father;
but the exact repetition of the coin type (both
obverse and reverse) seems a sufficiently
strong argument that this is not the case.

A certain L. Appuleius Saturninus struck
denarit, asses, and unciae in Rome with the
head of Saturn on the reverse and, in some
cases, on both sides.% Sydenham* and Brough-
ton,* by suggesting the possibility that these
coins might have been struck after 10 Decem-
ber, 100, are (apparently) distinguishing this
Saturninus from the tribune of the plebs.4 It
seems incredible that, at a time of violent re-
action from Saturninus,® a man with this
name would have been chosen to fill an office
(either as I1Ivir monetalis or as quaestor) that
gave the ample scope for publicity and propa-
ganda which the moneyer Saturninus clearly
took advantage of. It is better to assign these
coins to the famous Saturninus and to his
quaestorship, that is, to 105 (or earlier).* The
representation of Saturn is emphasized by the
abbreviated form of the moneyer’s name L.
SATURN.¥

The last issue of coins in this Saturn series—
denarit struck at an auxiliary Italian mint by
L. Calpurnius Piso and Q. Servilius Caepio**—
is difficult to interpret.*® The obverse portrays
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Saturn, with PISO above and CAEPIO Q be-
low the god’s head. The reverse depicts two
figures seated on subsellia. The one on the left
is looking back; the other extends his right
hand (as a gesture of harmony?). There is an
ear of grain on each side and AD FRU.
EMU. / EX 8. C. in exergue. The traditional
date for these coins has been 103 (or 100) when
Caepio, the quaestor urbanus, opposed a fru-
mentary proposal of the tribune L. Appuleius
Saturninus.®® Sydenham has cast serious
doubts on this dating; his main thesis,® based
on the evidence of finds, is that this coinage
was not issued during the quaestorship of Piso
and Caepio (which he dates to 100), but is to
be dated to the middle of the next decade (ca.
96-94), and was issued commemoratively.

Badian® has unraveled the complexities of
Caepio’s “‘astonishing volte-face” from staunch
defender of the optimate position in 103 to bit-
ter enemy of the optimates (and defender of
the Marians) in 92. The middle of the decade
“when he had not yet openly embraced the
cause of his former enemies (sc. the Marians)
and deserted his friends’® is the very period
“about which we would like to know more.”’54
This is precisely the period to which we may
now with confidence date the issue of the Piso-
Caepio coins. Piso’s political position appears
less difficult to divine (despite his father’s
career): he was engaged in manufacturing
weapons during the Social War;% his father-in-
law, Calventius, was a wealthy merchant from
Placentia;% his son, the consul of 58, was an
adherent of Caesar. We may assign Piso to
the Marian faction.

All of the coins so far discussed portray
Saturn on the obverse, the reverse, or both.
Some are part of a series that repeats the ar-
chaic “Prow-Aes” series. Five of the moneyers
(Domitius Ahenobarbus, Licinius Nerva, Mar-
cius Philippus, L. Memmius, and Saturninus)
were, at the time the coins were minted, Mari-
ans or populares. One (Cipius) was a non-Ro-
man or of non-Roman extraction; one (Blasio)
is uncertain. Piso was a Marian; Caepio was
coming around to that position. Here is the
link that binds all of these issues together.

Agitation against the ruling oligarchy had
been relatively quiet for the greater part of the
decade after the death of C. Gracchus. The
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populares had no appealing cause célébre with
which to attack the faction, while the equites
seem to have established a modus vivends with
the optimates.5” The aspirations of the Italians
had been (temporarily) swept out of sight. But
the Jugurthine War saw the beginning of a
sustained attack on the optimates, “apud ple-
bem gravis invidia, patres solliciti erant.”’s8
This decade (plus one year), which culminated
with fighting on the Capitoline and slaughter
in the Curia, saw, for example, the quaestio
Mamilia, the leges tudiciariae of Caepio and of
Glaucia, the seditto Norbani, numerous politi-
cal prosecutions, and so on, and the rise to un-
precedented power of C. Marius, the one man
who, more than anyone else, assiduously fos-
tered Italian support which he unscrupulously
utilized for political capital.s®

Saturn as a coin type for Saturninus was a
fairly obvious choice, even without reference
to political ideograms. But if, as we have seen,
these Saturn coins are linked together, we
might find another, more meaningful reason
for selecting Saturn as a coin type at this time.
The reintroduction of the archaic prow series
may have been intended to recall an earlier,
happier period of concordia—in fact, a veri-
table Golden Age, an age of Saturn®®—with the
implicit promise of a return to the conditions
of this period under the aegis of Saturninus
and his legislative program. Posidonius’ de-
scription of the age of Saturn as a ‘“welfare
state”’®! may have appeared in an early work,
or in an earlier author, and may (or may not)
have had some bearing on this program. Fur-
thermore, Saturn was closely associated in the
public mind with the goddess of abundance,
Ops, his consort.2

Perhaps most important for understanding
why Saturn appears on these coins is the story
of his reception inte Italy by Janus. Although
the tale has (inevitably) survived in its fullest
form in writers later than our period, it was
known in the middle of the second century to
Cassius Hemina®? and even earlier to Ennius.%¢
Janus, king of the Janiculum,% after hos-
pitably receiving the exiled Saturn, was
taught peritia rurts by that divinity and re-
payed him by societas regni.® The two reigned
thereafter in harmony and founded vicina op-
pida communz opera,’” Saturn inhabiting the
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Capitoline Hill.*8 Saturn came to be considered
the progenitor of the rustic Italians, for whom,
precisely, the question of Roman citizenship
was a burning issue in the decades after Ful-
vius Flaccus and C. Gracchus: Saturn is pater
Sabinus;® he is the father of Picus™ (Picus
also received strangers);™ and is the founder of
the Latins.” Italy was Saturnia tellus,” and
the old Italian verse was the versus Saturnius.™
All of this information, of course, is according
to the mythici, not the physici (ancient or
modern).

The mere relating of all this makes the con-
clusion obvious and inescapable: the head of
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Saturn provided the pro-Italian element in
Rome with an ideogram suitable for the fos-
tering of support for the granting of citizen-
ship to the Italians (especially to the Latins).
Saturn served as a reminder to both sides of
the struggle not only of the close ethnic ties
that originally existed between Rome and her
neighbors but even more of the hospitable
manner in which Janus had acted toward
Saturn and of the intimate association that the
Italian divinity Saturn had with the very
heart of Rome.

RoBerT J. RowLAND, JR.

ViLranova UNIVERSITY
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HORACE CARM. 1. 32 AND THE DEDICATION OF
THE TEMPLE OF APOLLO PALATINUS

The temple of Apollo on the Palatine was
one of Augustus’ great buildings.! In citing his
subject’s public works Suetonius (Aug. 29. 1-3)
names it with the forum and temple of Mars
Ultor and the temple of Iuppiter Tonans on

the Capitol as those that can be called vel
praecipua. Associated with the crucial vie-
tories over Sextus Pompeius off Sicily and over
Cleopatra and Antony at Actium, presiding
over one of the earliest and greatest of the pub-



