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MYTH AND MYTHOGRAPHY AT ROME I 

No definition of myth is offered at the outset, not least because the chief concern of this 
chapter is mythography, and because over the last few years the powerful arguments of W. 
Burkert and his followers have indicated that it would be most unwise to make use of neat 
distinctions between 'myth' and 'legend';? at Rome, anyway, there are many stories (above all, 
that of Servius Tullius, p. 5) which look to contain elements of both. The 'peculiar sort of 
aridity' with which Michael Grant not unfairly characterised the mythological imagination of 
early Rome seems to have discouraged scholars writing in English from the study of Roman 
myth. This first chapter grew out of a longstanding preoccupation with Latin mythographic 
texts, and offers some clarification of the evidence and of its transmission. The literary and 
historical character of our scanty source-material has been neglected above all else, and that 
neglect weakens and often even invalidates many of the attempts that have been made to 
impose the approaches, subtle but often opaque, which students of Greek myth and 
comparative mythology have developed, especially in Italy and France, upon the modest but 
recalcitrant body of Roman material (eg Arrigoni (n. l), Camassa (n. 27). Liou-Gille (n. 20)). 

Very few students of Roman myth have paused to draw a distinction between: 
(i)  those very few Roman and Italian myths whose evidently great antiquity, predating both 

regular contact with Greek literature? (cf. p. 5) and the spread of literacy in its application to the 
preservation of narrative' (cf. p. 5), is indicated both by their form and by copious Indo- 
European (and indeed non-Indo-European) parallels (Romulus, Cacus, Caeculus), and which 
have survived all the v~cissitudes of accretion and transmission; and 

(ii) those, which I shall call 'secondary myth', that are the products of antiquarian industry, 
literary activity, a desire for impressive antecedents, a good nose for suggestive analogies and 
for what might pass as a credibly antique story, a talent for creating a seductive but illusory 
patina of hoarily ancient authenticity, and, lastly, wide reading. The poets of classical Greece 
create or retell myth for society at large; Roman men of letters construct secondary myth for 
recitationes. In that context it exercises little or no 'social function' (cf. Burkert (n. 2), 2), 
though the Aet~eid came at times to exercise something of that function for the Roman Empire. 

' This study was prompted by invitations to write about Messapus and the Aeneas-legend (2. 221-9) for the 
Ericiclopedic~ Vir;qiliariu, to review Giampiera Arrigoni. C a n ~ i l l ~  (Milan, 1982). and Jocelyn Penny Small, Co1.rr.s 
atirl Mi7r:~yos (Princeton. 1982). for CR (34. 1 (1984). 61-2. and 34. 2 (1984). 226-9). and to lecture on Roman 
myth at Utrecht (at Jan Bremmer's invitation). Reviews of L. Braccesi, Atiretior.e and OGR (ed. J.- C. Richard) to 
appear in CR will offer further clarification of details. I am also most grateful to ProC. Arrigoni for much 
disbelieving yet cordial discussion, to Fritz Graf for criticism of an early draft, to Tim Cornell and Peter Wiseman 
for helpful criticism at a later stage, and to Prof. Emilio Gabba, who kindly invited me to speak at Pavia and 
contributed a great deal to my understanding of the historical context. A text of an earlier version of this paper is 
also published in Echos drr niotirk cla.r.sirlrre 29 (1985). 393-410. I quote from M. Grant. Ron~cl~i M ~ h s  (London. 
1971). a stimulating book. 

'Cf. the neat but fallacious distinctions between myth ('thoroughgoing fiction'). legend ('stories based. however 
remotely. on historical fact') and 'folktale' ('a species of myth'): Grant (n. 1). 762 n. 24, 263 n. 27: cf. Small (n. 1) .  . . . 
~ I I I .  Cf., far more helpfully, W. Burkert. Strrrc,trrre a~irl Histor:\! (Berkeley, 1979). ch. 1: F. Graf. Ct~ie~~lri.sc~lrc~ 
M~~liolo,qie (Munich. 1985). 7ff. 

? G. Wissowa, Reli~iotr 11.  Kltltlrs der Riimet. (Munich, 1912). 9: C. Koch. Der ,dnr. J l t l~ /~i to .  (repr. Darmstadt. 1968). 
30. 

' Note the prudent survey by G. Cavallo. in Ci~vilru del Mer:ogior.rio: I'inrl~rotito elletrico (Milan. 1984). 129ff: cf. 
further nn. 25. 75, and J. N. Bremmer in Actrts: Strrdics it1 horrolrr r , f  H .  L. W .  Nelsotr (Utrecht, 1982). 44ff. for 
suggestive distinctions between oral and written transmissiorls of myth. I refer purely to the unquestionable 
antiquity of numerous themes contained in the stories under discussion. Cf. J .  Poucet. L1.s ot.igi~rc~s (11, Ronrc~ 
(Brussels. 1985). 238ff. 



7 - ROMAN MYTH AND MYTHOGRAPHY 

Two central questions above all have been neglected: first, how the Romans themselves 
regarded what was or might pass for a myth; and, secondly, how the stories were transmitted 
and transmuted. This discussion is intended as a first step towards remedying that neglect. 

Grant's 'peculiar aridity' is the more surprising in that it occurs in a society which preserved 
vigorously and unconcealed its peasant origins in language, in proverbs, in riddles, in 
superstitions, in folk-medicine, in animal-fables5 But the survival of stories about ghosts and 
werewolves (for instance Petr. 62, 63) is one thing, that of myths is quite another. It is very 
striking to contrast the extremely slender traces of popular awareness of Italian myth with the 
easy familiarity with classical mythology displayed in the dialogue of Theocritus 15 (61, 4), or 
with that assumed by the authors of New Comedy, whether in Greece, or even, very strikingly, 
before a third to second century BC Roman a ~ d i e n c e . ~  Likewise, the language of Greek 
proverbs is rich in mythological content, whereas, extraordinarily, the subject index to Otto's 
Spricl7~~or-ter yields, alongside a page of references to Greek gods and heroes, only Pici dil~itiae 
from Italian soil.' That is to say that imported myths have almost wholly displaced the native 
product at this basic level. Oaths are quite another matter,x but Eqrririne, for instance, belongs 
rather to the study of popular religious language and falls outside the scope of this discussion. 
The popular Roman stage yields similar conclusions: only one mime-title proves relevant, the 
A1717a Perennu of Laberius, whose plot (the story of Mars and Anna Perenna) may be 
reconstructed with the help of Ovid, Fasti 3. 677ff.9 

The evidence of art may prove significant in this context, for a sufficient body of 
representations of Italian mythological themes would permit important inferences about the 
likely knowledge of the intended public. The Roman and Pompeian evidence is throughly 
catalogued, but, at least if one looks at the painting, mosaic and sculpture, little enough 

. emerges: a handful of Pompeian Romulus-scenes, the reliefs of the Basilica Aemilia, the 
Esquiline paintings, a Rhea Silvia with Mars from the Domus Aurea, half-a-dozen fragments of 
sculptural relief, all but one clearly identifiable1"- and the Capitoline wolf! The stories are all 
from the most conventional areas of mainstream myth or legend.'' 

Language: 0. Weise. Cl~arakterisrik der /at. Sl>raclle, 3rd. ed. (Leipzig. 1905). 13ff = Lan~irage atid Character ef 
rke Ronrati People (London. 1909). 12ff; C. di Meo. Lingire techniche del Laritio (Bologna, 1983), 27ff. Proverbs: 
A. Otto, Sl~richwiirrer. 383ff. Riddles: Petr. 58. 8, with Smith's notes: Virgil, Birc. 3. 104ff; W. Schultz. PW IA 
1 16. 16ff. Superstitions: Petr. Cena, ed. Smith, index, s.r3.: X. F. M. G. Wolters, Notes on atitiqrre .folklore 
(Amsterdam, 1935). Folk-medicine: J. Scarborough, Roman tnedicine (London, 1969). 23. Animal fables: Babrius 
and Phaedrus, ed. B. E. Perry (Loeb ed.), Ixxxvff; A. Scobie, RIIM 122 (1979), 244ff. and Apirlei~rs and Folklore 
(London. 1983), 20ff. Of course Petronius might be expected to modify, moderate, manipulate. even invent 
'popular' elements to suit his own literary purpose. 

Fully discussed by F. Middelmann, Griech. Welt 11. Sprache in Plarrtirs' Knnliidien (Bochum, 1938). 48ff; E. 
Fraenkel. Elenlenti Plairtini in Plarrto (Florence, 1960). SSff. 
' E. L. van Leutsch, etc.. Poroen~io~t-aplii Graeci, index nominurn; contrast Otto (n. 5) .  402f. 

". B. Hofmann, Lar. Uti~,qat~,q.r.~~~racl~e, 3rd. ed. (Heidelberg. 1951), 30f = La litigita d'lrso Latitla (tr. L. Ricottilli: 
Bologna, 1980), 136ff. 

' E. Fantham. HSCP 87 (1983). 200. Greek influence on the mime was considerable, but I find it difficult to believe 
that the whole category of Roman mythological themes was excluded for precisely that reason: cf. further T. P. 
Wiseman in Les 'Bouyqeoisies' tnitnicipales Iraliennes c1ir.v Ile er Ier siicles ats. J.- C .  (Paris, 1983). 300. 

I f '  W. Helbig, Fiihrer, 4th. ed. (1963), 1397. 

" Helbig, Index, s . ~ .  Rom. Griindungssagen, Friihgeschichte: K. Schefold, Die Wiinde Pompejis (Berlin, 1957). 
index s.~. Romulus. Aineias, etc. The more extensive coin and gem material is conveniently collected by P. 
Aichholzer, Da,:rtellut~,yeti riirn. Sagen, diss. Wien 160 (1983). catal. 123ff; this list, however. is notably outdated 
in its bibliography and uncritical in its methods. 
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The absence of identifiable mythological scenes in Roman or Pompeian art containing 
figures of identifiably Italian origin'? is clearly itself significant, though the numerous 
unidentified mythological or legendary figures in Etruscan or Praenestine art may of course 
often constitute unrecognisable evidence for lost non-Roman myth or for variant themes of 
known stories." 

INTERA MNA NAHAlZS 

aPRAENESTE 

At this point it might even seem legitimate to suspect that our knowledge is so extremely 
fragmentary that our entire picture of Roman myth might be distorted. But a search for 
unexplained allusions, unidentified iconographies, names without stories, and stories without 
names does not yield much. Possibly some of the towns of Latium once had king-lists more 
ancient and interesting than that of Alba, recording figures to whom legendary feats adhered: 

" On a striking combat of Trojans and Latins (cf. Aeti. 7-12). see my remarks in Atri ckl c~otr~~c,,qtro nroricliole 
s(~ietlt$ico di strrcli xu \/il;qilio, 2 (Milan, 1984). 61 n. 7 1. 

'3Etruscans: Sniall (n. I )  37ff; on mirrors. C. Sowder in (ed.) N. de Grummond, A grriclp to Ett.rrsc.crri t?rit.t.or:c. 
(Tallahassee. 1982). 100ff; on Praenestine cistae, see, T. Dohrn. 'Die Ficoronische Ciste'. Motr. or1i.s r-otri. I I 
(Berlin. 1972): G. Bordenache Battaglia, LC ci.c.te pretre~litie, I (Rome. 1979). in progress: my thanks to Nigel 
Spivey for guidance in this morass. Cf. p. 4 for a typical instance of unhelpful speculation. 
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the survival of such names as Acron, king of Caenina," Propertius, Thebris and Morrius, kings 
of Veii,I5 and Dercennus, king of the Laurentes (see below) might suggest as much. Erulus 
king of Praeneste is killed by the young Evander (Aen. 8. 561ff), but in his Virgilian form (cf. 
Eden, ad  loc.) is merely a doublet of Geryon (cf. 8. 202) with his tres animae: the name Erulus 
is interesting, but clearly need not in origin have belonged to an authentic figure of primitive 
Praenestine myth. Dercennus (Aen. 11. 850) is named by Virgil as an ancient king of the 
Laurentes; the name appears Celtic and clearly belongs to a quite different stratum from the 
superficial reconstructions of 7. 45ff and 1 70ff.Ih 

The name Recaranus is hardly more rewarding: it occurs only in the fragments of Hemina 
cited in the late fourth century compilation known as the OGR.I7 The name appears in some 
way connected with that of Geryon: that Recaranus could once have existed as a figure distinct 
from Geryon is scarcely credible;Ix certainly the existence of a further form, Garanus, used by 
Servius ad  Aen. 8. 203 of a Recaranus-like figure, suggests as much. However, something very 
strange has happened not only to the name but to the f u n c t i ~ n , ' ~  for Recaranus/Garanus takes 
over the function of Hercules and slays Cacus. But the problems Recaranus presents are, I 
suspect. primarily ones of misunderstanding and garbled transmission. It does not solidly 
advance our comprehension to emend the name to Trecaranus, the three-headed (cf. Aen. 8. 
202,564!) and to found giddy speculations thereupon.'" 

But whereas, for example, the tales told by Nestor point clearly towards the existence of a 
vast body of non-Trojan epic" known to Homer, the surviving corpus of authentic central 
Italian myth conveys not the faintest impression of being the tiny visible part of a vast 
submerged mass. More important. this modest corpus is certainly not, by the period for which 
we are informed, a precious popular heritage: sufficient evidence should by now have been 

- adduced (pp. 2-3) to suggest that popular culture embraced imported myth with enthusiasm. 
while native myths, which, I would argue, had never been very numerous (pp. 7-10), held by 
contrast little or no popular appeal. The Mythenlosigkeit of Roman religion was already noted 
by Dionysius of Halicamassus (2. 18. 3), and has been variously explained by scholars from 
Wissowa to Gabba (RSI 96 (1984), 855ff). The present article and that controversy run 
parallel. 

No single explanation for the 'failure' of Roman myth, for its absence from, for instance, the 
language of proverbs and from the popular stage, is here offered; but certainly, if aristocratic 
priesthoods had been the jealous guardians of a modest range of local myths,?' the stories would 
indeed remain little-known and highly vulnerable to sudden oblivion, in, for example, the 

I.' Acron: Liv. I. 9. 8; Horsfall, JRS 63 (1973), 69, n. l l = 92; G. Dumkzil, Maricr,qes indo-cur-ophens (Paris, 1979), 
225ff. 

I s  Propertius: Cato fr. 48P; Thebris: Varro, LL 5. 30; Morrius, Serv. Dan. ad Aen. 8. 285. Cf. too Aen. 12. 94, 
Actor-is Aurlrnci spoliltn~, perhaps. 

I h  Dercennus: Th. Koves-Zulauf, Gynln. 85 (1978). 412ff. 

l7  OGR 6.9: Small (n. I), 27 n. 80. 

IX To assert Recaranus' independent existence is, I suspect, wilfully to enlarge cnaos; on the identification of 
Hercules and Recaranus. Small (n. 1). 27 n. 80. 

l 9  Cf. Small (n. I), 26ff; Burkert (n. 2). 854. 

'"Three-headed: after S. Ferri, A. Alfiildi, Die strrrktlrr dcs ~~ore/rrtskiscl~et~ Riin~erstaates (Heidelberg, 1974). 186; 
surprisingly, Burkert (n. 2). 86: B. Liou-Gille, C~tltes hhroicl~res r-on~uit~s (Paris, 1980). 34 and passin1 (on whose 
extravagances, see R. Turcan, RHR 199 (1982). 183-6). Three heads are now disquietingly promoted into the text 
of the OGR: (ed. Richard), 126. 

'' G. L. Huxley, Greek epic poetr? (London, 1969). 39ff. 

" J. Bayet, Hist . . . de la re l i~ ion romaine (Paris, 1957). 45f; E.'T. Salmon. Sunlniun~ and the Samni/es (Cambridge. 
1967). 179f; E. C. Evans, Cul/s of tile Sahine Terrirot-y (New York, 1939). 121. 
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destruction of the Hannibalic or Social Wars:?' if the only context in which a foundation story 
was related was to reinforce the authority of an oligarchic or dominant family (cf. Salmon (n. 
22), 820, its popularity was perhaps unlikely to develop deep roots. There is not a word in 
Cicero on Arpinum's origins; very possibly, if the new men of Sullan Rome abandoned the 
myths and legends of their home [owns, :hen the only guardians of those stories had departed." 
On the other hand, from 240 BC or so, the 'interloper', Greek mythology, was firmly linked to 
explicitly popular theatrical representations.?' There was now a growing literate public, and 
Roman armies were bringing back scraps of Greek stories, language and mores from the south. 
Two and a half centuries earlier, the Roman purchasers of black-figure and red-figure vases, if 
they could read (unlikely), were clearly Greekless, and even if there were itinerant polyglot 
storytellers, their skills have left no trace. Before Livius Andronicus, no vehicle existed 
whereby Greek myth could attract or retain the attention of a population monoglot and not long 
literate. Undeniably, the stories of Romulus at Romezh, and, probably, that of Caeculus at 
Praeneste, were of immemorial antiquity, but such narratives are exceptionally rare. Likewise. 
the story of Servius Tullius is clearly in part of primitive character and has widespread 
mythological  analogue^,'^ yet he himself remains in some sense an historical figure. One 
would, at Rome, be most unwise to distinguish sharply between myth and legend, between 
fah~rla and histor.ia; Livy lays down no firm periodisation in terms of chronology and 
~redibility.?~ Etruscan art even juxtaposes the mythological Cacus with the historical Vibenna." 
So when G. W. Williams asserts3" that Virgil thought of Aeneas as historically real, one might 
suspect that no educated Roman of that date would have conceived of the matter in such crude 
terms. 

We have alsc to remain at all times sharply aware of the distinction between transmission 
and creation: under the stimulus of Hellenistic mythography and local history, Roman poets 
and antiquarians successfully and deceptively created a corpus of 'secondary myth' for Rome 
and for many other central Italian towns, and we need to be more cautious than some recent 
writers in applying such terms as 'folktale' to the products of elegant first century BC 
composition on the analogy of old and familiar stories. According to Ovid, for example, Numa 
overcomes Faunus and Picus with wlne in order to make them reveal how he can entice Jupiter 
Elicius. This is a story-type already old in Homer. Antias or his source will have known many 
instances; to create another is not 'folktale' (Fantham, loc. cit.) but mass-production of 

z3 Hannibalic War: Wi. W. Frederiksen. Canlparrio (Rome. 1983). 304. Social war: Salmon (n. 22),55. 386f. 

?" E. 7'. Salmon, 7'lie Mokit?~ of Roniari Ira!\. (London. 1982). 132f; Wiseman (n. 9). 305; J.- M. David. ihid., 309ff. 
Cf. G. Wissowa (n. 2). 9, for comparable explanations. applied to an earlier era. 

Fraenkel (n. 6), 85ff. surely exaggerates knowledge of Greek myth at Rome before Livius. Literacy: note the 
highly significant career of Cn. Flavius, aed. cur. 304. Much of the apparent evidence for earlier popular literacy 
depends on annalistic reconstructions influenced by the ~ & p p a ~  and &jr5oves of Solon: Liv. 3. 34. 2; Plin. NH 35. 
12; R. Stroud in Atliet~s c.on1e.Y cf age (Princeton. 1978). 20ff. and 'The Axones and Kyrbeis of Drakon and 
Solon'. UCPCP 19 (1979); cf. too the fascinating but chronologically inconclusive evidence of F. Schulz, R O ~ ? I N I ~  
legal sc.ierlcc, 2nd. ed. (Oxford, 1953). 25ff. 

'"ee Bremmer, 25ff; Poucet (n. 4). 179ff and possirn: T. J. Cornell, PCPhS. an admirable discussion of Romulus 
(on Aeneas, several of his conclusions have to be modified). 

l7 On Cacus, see. for instance, G. Camassa, L'occ,Aio e il nletallo (Genoa. 1983). 48f: also Ogilvie on Liv. 1. 39. 1 :  
Ov. F. 6. 627f Compare Promathion of Gergis on thc birth of Romulus and Remus. FGrH 8 17 = Plut. Roni. 2. 3: 
Cornell (n. 26). 25 n. 4. 26. 

lX Liv. Praef. 6. 6. 1. 2; cf. DH 1. 79. 1; P. G. Walsh, L i y ~  (Cambridge, 1961), 30, 32; T. J. Luce, Liyv (Princeton. 
1977). 141 n. 3; T. P. Wiseman. Clio's Cosn1eric.s (Leicester. 1979). 143ff. 

'y Small (n. 2). 37ff. 

3" Techttiqtre and icleas iri rile Aeneid (New Haven. 1983). 36. Cf. P. Veyne. LES Grcc .~  ant-il.7 c.1.11 d 1 ~ 1 1 1 : ~  t?ly/lle~? 
(Paris. 1983). 44 n. 32. 
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pleasantly familiar goods by literary assembly-line." Interesting in its own right, often, but 
only an incidental concem of this paper. Nor is the enthusiasm of antiquarian writers the only 
stimulus to creation: local pride in the prosperous and well-educated Italian towns (cf. Cic. 
A1.1.h. 5) will have cried out for heroic origins.'? Likewise, at a later stage, it is easy to imagine 
that the new-found dignity and expectations of the successful and often cultured appar-itores 
might have encouraged and even financed the development of secondary myth." Where heroic 
origins did not exist, clearly they had to be invented. 

The Romans' own perception of their native myths has often been neglected (but cf. Grant 

(n. 1). 18-43 for some incidental insights), nor is an awareness of ancient techniques for 
presenting - or inventing - such myths much in evidence. Two frequent and regularly 
misleading stylistic phenomena occurring in the presentation of Roman myths tend both to 
create an atmosphere antique, traditional, suggestive: first, to preface a narrative with r7amqlre 
fer-rrnr (cf. fer.tlr~-, oniriis qlrem cr-ellidit aeras, vel sim.)" is a mannerism of Alexandrian 
scholarly poetry, a manifestation of the compulsion hpaprupov 0 6 6 ~ ~  cki6av." Secondly, the 
same is true of what appears formally to be the reverse of such a preface, that is, of expressions 
such as 11i.v equidem cr.ec10.'~ Such introductory flourishes are of themselves no guarantee 
against in~ention. '~ Similarly we should approach references to oral sources in, for instance, 
Ovid's FastiJx with, at the very least, caution. There are half-a-dozen. But that Ovid claims to 
have learned of the loves of Jupiter and Jutuma per anriquos senes (F .  2. 584) should not 
impress unduly. Such claims after all appear already in Zallimachus,'%nd their ultimate origin 
belongs in the discussions between travellers such as Herodotus, Timaeus or Pausanias and the 
e.~e,qerai, the priests or guardians of the temples they visited.'" 

It is perhaps worth making explicit here that there never seems to have existed any 
perception that there might be a difference in kind or degree between the myths of Italy and 
those of Greece; the absence of distinction is already clear from the post-Hesiodic lines, 
Tlieo,poriy 101 Iff,." where Agrius (? = Silvius, cf. Comell (n. 26). 31) and Latinus are described 
as offspring of Odysseus and Circe. And of course borrowed Greek and ancient Italian 
elements can coexist in the same story: the founders of Tibur, Tiburtus, Catillus and Coras are 
Al;pi\ta ilrl~entlrs in Virgil (Aen. 7. 670ft3 and this Helleni~ation of Tiburtine legend is at least as 
old as Cato.'? But Virgil also describes Catillus and Coras as ~eniinifr-arr-es (7. 670): that could 

" Cf. Poucet (n. 4). 196; Coleman on Virg. Brcc. 6. 13-4, 19; F. R. Schroder in Geclcrikschr. W. Bl.ot~cler~steit~ 
(Innsbruck. 1968). 325ff: Ov. F. 3. 289ff. After Antias: see Plut. Nlrnl. 15, Antias fr. 6P; Fantham (n. 9). 190. Cf. 
too Liv. 5. 15. 4. with Ogilvie's note, for another recent development of this story-type. 

3? The cultural background before the social war is most stirnulatingly sketched by Wiseman (n. 9), 299ff. Cf. S. 
Mratschek, Atlie~l. 72 ( 1984), 154ff: G. A. Mansuelli. I Cisull>i~li (Florence. 1962). 267ff: E. Rawson. I~lrellec.rrrcrl 
L(fe (London. 1985). 19ff. 

33 Cf. N. Purcell, PBSR 51 (1983), 142ff. 

3J T. C. W. Stinton, PCPllS 22 (1976). 60ff: Bonier on Ov. F. 2. 203; R. Heinze, I'ergils el>isc.he Trc~h~lik (repr. 
Stuttgart. 1965 ). 240ff. 

'Call. fr. 612Pf: cf.A. R. I. 154. 

3" OV. F. 2. 55 1. 

j7 Horsfall, .lRS 63 ( 1973). 75 = 100. 

" Ov. Frrs!i ed. Bomer, 1 .  29; Horsfall, GR 21 (1974). 196; L. P. Wilkinson, Ovid Rec?lled (Cambridge, 1955), 
247f; Fusti ed. Frazer. Ixiii; G. Wissowa, Ges. Ahl~.  (Munich, 1904). 274fk D. Porte, L' Etiologic reli~iertse (Paris, 
1985). 125f. 

3' Fr. 282. 

Cf.. for instance, W. M. Calder, GRBS 23 ( 1  982). 28 1 ff: E. Gabba. JRS 71 (198 I), 61 f: Ch. Habicht, Pn~rsa~lias' 
Gltide m Ancient Greece (Berkeley, 1985). 145f. 

" On Aen. 7. 205ff see Horsfall. JRS 63 ( 1  973). 78 n. 87, and below, 89. 

'? 01. i~ .  fr. 56P; cf. S. Weinstock, PW s.19. Tibur viA, 816ff. 
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be an autoschediasma, a detail invented by Virgil or his source on the model of Rome, as the 
very name of Coras, associated evidently with the distant town of Cora, might suggest (cf. .IRS 
63 (1973), 71f = 98f); or. alternatively, these twins might in fact constitute a suggestive local 
analogy to Romulus and Re~nus.~' We may also observe an apparent element of 'authentic' 
exposure of a royal child in the story of Silvius; though Livy's reference to casir cjirodani in 
sihis natus ( I .  3. 6) might look like a late aition of the name, the story (frrgit acl sillws, Cato (?) 

fr. 1 IP (cf. 22 n. 133); Cornell (n. 26), 3 1 )  is perhaps of no small antiquity. Even the tediously 
synthetic monarchy of Alba, a creation inspired by the chronological work of Eratosthenes and 
his  follower^,^ appears therefore to retain or to have attracted some fragments of primitive 
myth. 

It is only to be expected, first, that the Romans, as we have just seen, take over and re-use 
Greek techniques in the narratior?, presentation and beautification of their myths: and. secondly, 
that such fitful rationalist analysis as we discover is itself entirely traditional and perhaps 
faintly Stoic in character. Reason and respectability will tend, in the name of patriotism, to 
purge early stories of their vulgar and miraculous elernent~..'~ But i t  should not be thought 
either that there were not writers who toured central Italy in pursuit of infom~ation on the 
ground, or that there were not at least a few local myths to be uncovered. The evidence for 
local writings of at least part-historical character is excellent. for Etruscans and Sabines, for 
Interamna Nahars, Cumae and Praeneste (perhaps; cf. 59), l~ossibly even for Ardea;.'" and Cato 
after all criticised the Ligurians for their absence of historical records (fr. 3 1P). Consultation, 
however, clearly entailed travel for the Roman historian or antiquarian. Both Cato and Varro, 
to go no further, not only consulted local records, but recorded  inscription^.^^ Such interests are 
not exceptional: from Hemina to Atticus and H y g i n u ~ ~ ~  an interest in Italian origins, reaching 
far beyond mere consultation of earlier authorities in the comfort of a study, is attested, though 
we sliould be careful not to read back into the republican antiquarians the academic values and 
intentions of a Grimm or a Lonnrot. That is to say that the means for the recording and 
preserving in writing such Roman and Italian myths as might have survived and the desire to 
record in sitlr may possibly reach back as far as Tirnaeu~,~" though one should never suppose 
that what is recorded is necessarily a story of vast and virginal antiquity. Local priests wish to 
please the distinguished visitor who in turn records what he wants or expects to hear. 

The Etruscan and Italian catalogues in the Aeneid provide a test to determine how much 
Italian myth existed in the late first century BC to supplement Rome's own feeble contribution. 

'"pparently not in G. Binder. Die  A~rsset:rrtl,q cles KAtri<qskitldes (Meisenheim, 1964): but see Cornell. 30. For the 
motif of exposure (Silvius): Liv. 1. 3. 2: Grant (n. 1). 1032f; Binder, possin~: Co~nell (n. 26), 6: etc. 

+I Cf. Horsfall, CQ 24 (1974). 113f. 

45 H. D. Jocelyn, PCPlrS 1971, 51. Cf. P. Boyanck, REA 57ff = EI.  re/.  t.om. (1972). 253ff: Ogilvie. Li\:\.. 158. 

Jh Interamna: ILS 157. Etruscans: Censorinus 17. 6: Cornell, ASNP 3. 6. 2 (1976). 41 Iff. Sabines: DH 2. 49.4: Dio 
1 fr. 6. 5: C. Letta, Athetl. 72 (1984). 423 n. 93 for bibliography. Cumae: F G r H  576: T. J .  Cornell, M H  31 (1974). 
206. Praeneste: Sol. 2. 9, but see 59ff. Ardea: Varr. RR 2. 11. 10. See in general E. Pais. Storio Critic.0 (Rome. 
1913). 1. 1 ,  90 n. 4 = (repr. 1918). 91, 1: G. C. Lewis, Etlqrriry I (London. 1855). 197f: H. Nissen, Irc~l. 
Lar~clesk~rtide 1 (Berlin, 1883), 20. references for which I am grateful to Dr. Cornell. Add A. Schwcgler. Riitir. 
Gesch. 1 (Tiibingen, 1867). 40: Salmon (n. 24)- 205 n. 461. Are records implied by the claim that, for instance, 
Antemnae was older than Rome. Cato 0t.r.q. fr. 21P (with Cornell. n. 26, 15f)'? Perhaps not necessarily: the 
narratives about Romulus implied that many towns were thought to be. 

47 For instance Cato fr. 48P. Varro, RR 2. 1 1. 10. See A. Stein. Riinr. Itisc~lrrifre~~ i.d. otlt. Lit.  (diss. Prag. 193 1 ). For 
further bibliography. see R. Chevallier, Epigroplrie et IittProllrre d Rotne (Faenza. 1972). 1 Iff: Rawson (n. 32). 
238f. 

'". Rawson, Lot. 35 (1976), 696, and (n. 32). 239,248. Atticus: Nep. At!. 18. 3f. Hyginus: C R F ,  533ff. 

JqTimaeus: see F. Castagnoli. Loi*it~i~o?r 1 (Rome, 1972). 109 n. 10: A. D. Motnigliano. Essoys it1 ot ic~iet~~ trtitl 
nloder-17 lristnriogrc~plry (Oxford. 1977). 46ff. 
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Virgil's use of this corpus is most suggestive: upon Cacus and upon certain ancient names (for 
instance Dercennus) which appear to have lost their stories we have already touched. Beyond 
that, progress is difficult; the use of the Italian and Etruscan catalogues entails complex 
problems of source-analysis, and a distinction must be observed between stories, however they 
may have been transmitted (and expanded), that are demonstrably ancient and indigenous 
(Romulus, Cacus. Caeculus), whose existence in some form is overwhelmingly likely to have 
predated any close and regular contact (n. 3) with Greece, and those which, whether first 
recorded by Greek travellers or by Roman scholars writing more or less in the tradition of 
Greek local historiography, are essentially stories on a Greek model involving Greek heroes 
and their myriad offspring by intermarriage with Italian brides, even when, as was the case by 
the second century BC, such stories were actively welcomed by the local Italian aristocracies. 

The Catalogue of Turnus' Italian allies in Aerleicl 7 is crucial. Here, after all, a notoriously 
well-read poet presents thirteen leaders of primitive Italian peoples. Virgil's topographical 
source was conclusively shown by Rehm"' to be Varro. res hrrr~iar7ue 11; derivative and related 
texts, notably Pliny NH 3 and a number of topographical entries in Festus, de si,qn~ficutu 
~~ei.bot-uni. suggest that Varro included in bare outline foundation stories where known." It is 
equally quite clear that where Pliny, Servius, the OGR and Solinus - that is to say, all the 
surviving elements of the prose mythographic tradition - are silent, then Varro himself had 
probably been silent too and Virgil could and did invent. But one may wonder how far he or 
his readers were aware of what a farrago of disparate elements these thirteen chieftains turn out 
to be when analysed. Umbro, Ufens and Aventinus (at least in his present role) are in all 
probability Virgilian inventions,'? whereas Mezentius and Turnus belong to the Aeneas-legend 
at least as far back as Cato; Mezentius has an Etruscan name and perhaps belonged in the first 
instance to the aition of the ~inal iu ~.ustica." Virbius of Aricia is linked to an aetiological story 

' 

to account for the exclusion of horses from the shrine of Diana at Nemi,-'J which Virgil, it 
would seem, found in Callimachus' Aetia, though the name Virbius may have a very old place 
in Arician cult and myth.?? Messapus and Halaesus represent a curious problem: Messapus 
(Aen. 7. 691ff) belongs by name to the heel of Italy (Messapia), yet leads the men of South 
Etruria. an area long associated with Halaesus, who in turn (7. 723ff) leads a contingent from 
Campania, with which he has no traditional associations." Even a dislocation in the text has 
been suggested:?' i t  is a good deal likelier that Virgil had at least some sense of how recent, 
synthetic and undeserving of reverence such stories were; Varro's collection and 
systematisation by cities of Italian foundation stories he had studied closely but ignored at 
will.5s At all events, both Messapus and Halaesus, Oebalus, pr~bably,"~ and likewise the leaders 
of the Tiburtines, Tiburtus, Catillus and Coras (but see 6f above), all belong to that single 

"9. Rehm. Dus ,geo,gr. Bild r1c.s u11e11 11olie11 01  \/er:gils Aerieis. Pkilol. Sl,pplhrl. 24 ( 1  932). 92ff: Horsfall. Varrone e 
I'Eneide, E~i(.icI. lfir;qil., forthcoming. 

For instance Plin. NH 3. 103. 104. 108; Horsfall loc. cir. (n. 44). For Festus, see R. Reitzenstein, Her~,ies 20 
( I  885). 532ff. 

'? Rehrn (n. 44). 92. The stories are discussed in greater detail in my (unpub.) Oxford thesis for D. Phil.. 'Virgil. 
Arr~eid VII: notes on selected passages' ( 197 1 ). 

"ato. Orig. Fr. 12P. with W.- A. Schroder's note. 

Aer~. 7. 778. 

" Horsfall, JRS 65 ( 1975). 729: F.- H. Pairault, MEFR 81 (1969), 425ff. 

'" See Horsfall. E17c.ir.l. V i r ~ i l .  s.~. Messapus. Forthcoming. 

" J .  Perret, MPI. P. BojurlcP (Co / / .  Ec. FI.. Ronre 22) ( I  974), 557ff. 

5Worsrall lo('. cil. (n. 50): CR 34 (1984). 61f. 

" Oebalus: Aori. 7. 733ff with G .  4. 125; Horsfall, CR 34 (1984), 134. 
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category of Greek immigrants laboriously linked to Italian toponyms in Varro, Timaeus and 
earlier.M' Their character as figures of 'scholarly' secondary myth is itself suggestive, for their 
towns and peoples cannot go leaderless whether in epic or in geographical and antiquarian 
writing, and their very existence therefore seems to point to the fact that the areas they 
represent lacked recorded indigenous mythological origins of their own. 

The origins of Volscian Camilla have recently been discussed in great detail by Prof 
Giampiera Arrigoni of Milan." The source-analysis of that leamed and stimulating book does 
not convince me. A case for sceptical analysis remains. Metabus, whom Virgil makes 
Camilla's father, may have no long-standing connexions with the town of Privemum, and 
therefore may not himself constitute a tiny fragment of ancient Volscian legend, or myth."? 
Camilla herself canrlut be shown beyond doubt to be anything other than Virgilian invention, 
though one of very varied antecedents (notably Penthesilea and Hippolyte) and associations."' 
We are left with Caeculus, for whom there exists a rich and complex tradition (cf. 59ff: NMH 
on the attestations; 49ff: JNB on the myth). 

At Praeneste, there was also, probably (cf. 610, available in Virgil's time a 'mass-produced' 
Hellenised ktisis-story: the town was, according to this, founded by a grandson of Odysseus, 
much as Telegonus had for some while been held to be the founder of Tusculum. Thus, exactly 
as in the case of Rome, it appears that indigenous and Hellenised versions coexisted. But i t  is 
unlikely that there is anything special and significant in Virgil's preference for the indigenous 
version. Caeculus is an ancient figure. who had long attracted mythographers. It is perhaps 
significant that our (relative) wealth of surviving testimony derives from a town which 
contained so majestic a sanctuary. Similar coincidences of rich mythological associations with 
a notable temple or temples occur of course also at, for instance. Lavinia, Alba, Nemi, Ardea, 
and Falerii. Hardly an accident: the physical structures, surviving into the late republic, provide 
walls to record and priests to embroider the scholars' source material." But it is quite clear that 
what Virgil records tersely in Aen. 7. 678ff is a local story of great antiquity. So, aside from 
some minute but suggestive scraps, the thirteen leaders have yielded up precisely one native 
myth. Yet no impression emerges that Virgil himself thought this odd or striking or was even 
particularly aware of the highly distinctive character of Praeneste. And it  would appear that the 
text of Virgil confirms the suspicion expressed above that by Virgil's time very few fragments 
of central Italian myth, properly speaking, did survive; and it is therefore, further, likely that 
such stories had not been firmly rooted and possible too that their number had never been very 
large (cf. 4). 

But it may now be a little easier to understand the vagaries and mechanisms of transmission, 
and i t  is also possible to dismiss swiftly from consideration Virgil's Etruscan catalogue: after 
the extravagant claims made for the poet's expertise in matters Etruscan (cf. 100) on the basis 
of his name and Mantuan orisin," it is remarkable how little North Italian lore he actually does 

"' J. Bkrard, La colot~isa~iot~ gl'ecrlrte, 2nd. ed. (Paris. 1957). pnssim. 

" I  See CR 34 (1984). 61-2. A. Brill, 'Die Gestalt der Camilla bei Vergil' (diss. Heidelberg. 1977). 1 Iff. reached 
similar conclusions. thouph on a very narrow view of the evidence. 

"Cato, Ori,q. fr. 63P: but M. Cancellieri (in Etlc~ct tlel Lozio (Rome, 1981). 78f) is of course quite right to insist that 
the text of Servius does not necessarily prove that Cato himself referred to Metnbus. 

h3 Arrigoni. />clssin~. Cf. also E. C. Kopff in 'The Greek renaissance of the eighth century BC'. Ac,tcr r!f'/lrc S~c~edi.slr 
111s/itrtrc~ it1 A / l ~ e ~ u  30 (1983). 57ff. 

Cf. F. Coarelli. Borri;qc~oisies (n. 9). 217ff: Wiseman, ihid. 299f: F. Castagnoli. Arc.11. Ltr:. 3 (1980). I64ff: V. 
Cianfrani. C~rltrrr~c~ Aclrioriche (Rome. 1978). 98ff; AA I/\/ in E11c7rr riel Ln~io (n. 63). I Off. 

hs Bibliography in .lRS 63 (1973). 75f = 100 n. 95. 
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admit to his text.hh Indeed, i t  would be truer to say, none at all. The only extended narrative in 
the Etruscan catalogue (Cycnus; 10. 189ff) is Greek and largely of identifiable origins.h7 Ships, 
arms and places of origin contain no surprising or suggestive relics; names are more interesting, 
and yet it is not unexpected to discover that they are not exclusively Etruscan and that none 
permits secure inferences about origins and antiquity.hx Virgil's abstention from Etruscomania 
is the more striking inasmuch as Transpadana's cultural awareness was a recent and vigorous 
growth involving strong local pride and historical curio~ity.~' 

There had survived into the late republic innumerable ancient names, objects, shrines, rituals, 
formulae which cried out for expansion, explanation and embroidery, and this compulsion to 
explain in narrative terms was itself the most powerful stimulus towards the generation of a 
'secondary mythology' (cf. Wissowa, Ges. Ahh. (Munich, 1904), 129ff; Poucet (n. 4), 199ff). 

The decay and disappearance of so much ancient mythological material can only have been 
accelerated by the great changes in Latin language and literature; sophisticated scholars and 
stylists were disgusted on occasion by the Latin of the early rep~blic;~" more seriously, perhaps, 
in~itatio or aenllrlario of the Greeks entailed, generally, rivalry on the Greeks' terms within 
Greek forms and employing Greek ~tories .~ '  But the issue was not only one of literary taste; 
scholars of the late republic and early empire did not find easy the linguistic forms or the script 
of archaic Latin; thus Quintilian writes of the Salior~ml cal-nlirla 1'i.u sacer-dotihus s~ris 
inrelle~ra,'~ and Polybius of the 'first Carthaginian treaty', 'the fact is that the ancient language 
is so different from that at present in use that the best scholars among the Romans themselves 
have great difficulty in interpreting some points in it even after much study' (3. 22).7' The 
decay of the Italian dialects - and Etruscan - in the face of Latin's advance may also have 
contributed to the disappearance of some local stories.'-' But the stories of Romulus or, more 
interestingly, Caeculus, to look no further, demonstrate the possibility that narrative can - at 

. least in Latin - survive, whether in priestly formulae, in incised texts, in song or in folk- 
memory. One might also be tempted to wonder whether the paucity of myths transmitted is not 
itself a reflexion of the limitations of form and language in archaic Latin literature overall, and, 
did one wish to persevere in peculiarly fruitless speculation, in particular in the car-mina 
co171~il~alia.~~ 

"Despite the cultural activity in Transpadana (n. 32), i t  is highly significant to.observe that Virgil's brief reference 
to the origins of Mantua (Aen. 10. 198fQ appears entirely traditional and Varronian in character (cf. Plin. NH 3. 
115-6. Sil. 8. 598ff). The significance of these passages emerged from discussion with Dr Stephen Harrison; I am 
most grateful to him for generously sharing his fine understanding ofAeri. 10. 

" Cf. Antichtkon 15 (1981), 149. 

"See L. A. Holland, AJPII 56 (1935). 203f; and, with great caution, A. Montenegro Duque, La orlon~crstica de 
Vigil io (Salamanca, 1949). 143ff. 

"See n. 66, and Wiseman (n. 9). 306. 

7" Cf. Liv. 27. 37.13 (on Livius' hymn to Juno, illa tempesrote forsirari loudahile rudihus itigerriis, nrrnc ahl~orrens et 
irjcnr?ditrrni si referol~o-), 4. 20. 2, 5.49.7; Cic. Brut. 71; C. 0 .  Brink. Hor. Ep. 2, p. 182. 

" Prop 4 (see 4. 1 .  67ff) and Ov. F. (cf. 1. 7, an~~alihrrs eruta priscis) are sufficiently conscious of the element of 
primitive nationalism in their choice of theme; note the apocryphal but suggestive comment by Sew. ad Buc. 6. 3 ,  
cum ccrnerem reges er prnelia, o~ct gesta regltm Alhonor~rm, quae coepta oniisir nomir~im~ asperitate dererritrrs. 

72Quint. I. 6. 40. Cf. Liv. 7. 3. 5, DH 4. 58. 4; G. Radke. Arch. Larei~l (Darmstadt, 1981). 100ff; Rawson (n. 32), 
240. 

73Tr. Shuckburgh; cf. Radke (n. 72). 
7J Salmon (n. 24) 88f. (n. 22). 310F; W. V. Harris, Ronre ill Etrrrria and Unlhrin (Oxford, 1971). 169ff; J. Kaimio in 

P. Bruun (ed.), Slitdies in the Ro~notrisarion of Errirria (Rome, 1975). 95ff. 

75 V. M. 2. 1 .  9; Cic. TD 4. 3. B/.irt. 75; Varro de vita fr. 84Rip.: all refer to the praise of famous men. But see DH 1. 
79. 10 with Plut. Nimia 5. 3; cf. Salmon (n. 22). 112ff. for analogous considerations. See too, Scobie, Apul. (n. 5) 
4f: the material here neatly gathered shows that, carminu aside, no other pre-literary vehicle for myth is known. 
Cf. Poucet (n. 4). 238: J. Bayel, MPI. lit. La!. (Rome, 1967). 340ff. 
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It is dangerous to concentrate exclusively on the 'original form' of such stories; the very fact 
of recording, itself an essential preliminary to transmission and survival, generates processes 
both of accretion and of distortion. Any story for which we have enough evidence to make 
analysis possible is therefore, throughout its recorded history undergoing both growth and 
decay, accretion and disintegration; and if wc are fortunate enough with our material and 
prudent in our methods we shall at least be able tentatively to identify, if not always the 
primitive form of such stories as, for instance, Cacus and Caeculus, then the disparate elements 
in a Roman or Praenestine myth, their individual origin and, perhaps most important, where 
they occur In a myth's life-span. 

Thus, to turn back to Camilla, Virgil's narrative reflects a supposed fact of Etruscan 
domination over the V o l ~ c i : ~ ~  mothers Ty1.l-hena per. oppida wanted her for a daughter-in-law; 
at some stage she has acquired the Privemate Metabus as a father, perhaps only in Virgil, and 
Metabus himself may not be a figure of respectable antiquity. It would appear that there also 
existed a tumulus ( 1  1. 594) capable of bearing the designation 'Camilla's tomb'. If we accept 
the poetic ailusion as proof of a topographical reality (which is not compulsory), then we have 
also to consider whether the association of the 'tomb' with Camilla is earlier than Virgil or not, 
and whether the designation is to be explained in terms of aetiology, antiquarian invention or 
poetic fantasy on a very familiar There is lastly the problem of Camilla's name: its 
association with camilla, the religious attendant, is made clear in the text of the epic.7s The 
relevance of the Furii Camilli is extremely d ~ u b t f u l . ~ V l l  else, or so it appears from prolonged 
study, is merely a matter of literary borrowing by Virgil, from other doughty females of Greek 
myth and epic. But if Camilla adds little, or perhaps nothing at all, to our knowledge of myth, 
she does contribute a good deal to our understanding of the processes of mythography. 

The above may also be taken as a protest against a doctrine once advanced by LCvi-Strauss,"' 
that every element in the structure or pattern of a myth, as it has come down to us, is a 
significant part of its meaning. Michael Grant (n. 1, 229-30) vigorously pointed out the 
absurdity of attempting to apply this approach to our evidence for Roman myth, but the 
suspicion remains that this doctrine of the equipollence of all attestations lies behind some of 
the confusion which characterises many discussions of Roman myth and legend in the last ten 
years and more. No consistent hierarchy of merit exists; paradoxically, neither the age nor the 
authority of an ancient testimony is a guarantee of its significance: Varro is capable of cheap 
rationalism, while Solinus and the OGR can preserve material of the highest value; likewise the 
Verona scholia to Virgil can be vastly more helpful than the fragments of Cassius Hemina. 

A technique which can distinguish the fundamental difference between Caeculus and 
Camilla, which can, that is, isolate 'secondary myth', is essential if we are to make any 
progress in our understanding of Italian mythology, yet the same range of texts transmit the two 
stories and make no differentiation between them. 

7h Cat0 fr. 62P and Aeri. 11.  581f. See A. Alfoldi, Earlv Rome cir7d the Larir~s (Ann Arbor. 1965). 365: olirer, M. 
Cancellieri (n. 62). G. Colonna in Gli Etrltschi e Rrima (Rome, 1981). 165f. 

77 If Virgil is inventing so much in the story of Camilla, then i t  is likely that he also extrapolates a burial mound on 
the analogy of, for instance. Misenus (6. 232ff), Palinurus (6. 301ff), and Caieta (7. Iff); cf. F. Pfister. 
Reliquierik~tlt ( R M f  5 (Giessen, 1909)). 279ff. 

7X Aeri. I I .  582ff. Cf. Varr. LL 7. 34, Call. fr. 725Pf. 
79 Proposed. CR 29 (1979). 222; rejected, probably with good reason, Arrigoni, Camilla, 72 n. 155. There is no 

connexion attested between the Furii Camilli and Privemum; yet the absence of such a link did not discourage the 
. Caecilii Metelli at Praeneste (cf. 61). 

R"Cf., for instance. Grant (n. I), 229; G. S. Kirk, Mjvll, 50. Natltre of Greek Myrl~s, 84; K .  W. Gransden, CR 33 
(1983), 306; K. R. Walters, CW 77. 6 (1984). 347, and the trenchant remarks of Bremmer (n. 4). 46f (quite 
independent of my own). 


