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PREFACE

| have described the aims and approach of my commentary in the Introduction;
here 1t 1s my pleasure to acknowledge the many debts I have incurred during its
long evolution.

My first thanks go to the series editors Philip Hardie and Stephen Oakley, who
read the entire manuscript and substantially improved it by their comments. With

great generosity Gian Biagio Conte and Richard 1’ homas read the commentary
and oftered numerous valuable suggestions and corrections. A portion of the
commentary in an earlier form benefited from careful reading by L. ]J. Kenney
and P. E. Easterling.

For advice and information on specific points I am grateful to Ewen Bowie,
Cynthia Damon, Carlotta Dionisotti, Katherine Dunbabin, Catharine Edwards,
Christian Flow, Albert Henrichs, Tom Jenkins, Jennifer Ledig, Gregory Nagy,
Lara Nicolini, Silvia Ottaviano, Sergios Paschalis, Andreola Rossi, Mark Schiet-
sky, Ben Tipping, and Tony Woodman. Special thanks to Miriam Carlisle for
alerting me to the possible relevance of the lyszkiewicz Painter’s vase (see
Appendix).

James Zetzel suggested that I include a section on metre 1n the Introduction,
but he bears no responsibility for its content. Alessandro Schiesaro secured for
me a copy of Alfonso Iraina’s commentary (a work unfortunately hard to find
in this country), and Professor Iraina himself kindly sent me a copy of the
second edition, containing an updated bibliography. Ian Goh carefully checked
references, and Lauren Curtis oftered timely assistance 1n preparing the final
form of the commentary.

Kind invitations from various institutions gave me the chance to try out 1deas

before committing them to print. I mention 1n particular the Scuola Normale
Superiore 1n Pisa, the Society for the Promotion of Roman Studies in London,

Ambherst College, Princeton University; Skidmore College, the University of
Virginia, and Washington and Lee University. Audiences on those occasions
have been most helpful 1n their comments.

I am grateful to Denis Feeney, Andrew Fkeldherr, Tim O’Sullivan, Mirnam
Carlisle, Deborah Beck and Pat Larash for giving drafts of the commentary
trial runs 1n their classes. Long before this commentary was wnitten, the stu-
dents in my own Adeneid classes at the University of Toronto helped me to
appreciate the enormous richness of this book of Virgill. lo have had the
opportunity to comment on 1t for a wider audience has been a privilege and
a ]oy.

As a graduate student 1 had the good fortune to be supervised by Roger
Mynors while he was working on his OC'T text of Virgll and his commentary

vl
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on the Georgics. At the time neither of us imagined that I would one day write a

commentary on Virgil; my hope now 1s that he would have found something of
value 1in what I have done.

June 2011 Cambridge, M A



ABBREVIATIONNS

Titles of ancient works are abbreviated according to the Oxford Classical Dictionary
(3rd revised edn, Oxford 2003), as are titles of secondary works and collections
but with the following additions and variations:

ALL Archur fiir latenische Lexicograpiue (Leipzig 1884—1908)

LV Enciclopedia virgthana (Rome 1984—q1)

GLA H. Keil, ed., Grammatici latin, 8 vols. (Leipzig 1857—-80)

K-S R. Kiithner and C. Stegman, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der lateinischen
Sprache, zweiter leil (Hanover 1971)

OLD P. W. Glare, ed., Oxford Latin dictionary (Oxford 1968—82)

R? O. Ribbeck, Tragicorum romanorum fragmenta, 2nd edn (Leipzig 1871)

RG Augustus, Res gestae

TLL 1 hesaurus limguae latinae (Leipzig 19oo-)
WF W. Warde Fowler, 1he death of Turnus (Oxford 1919)
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INTRODUCTION

1 STRUCTURE AND THEMES

Book 12 1s the longest book of the Aeneid,' but also one of the most highly

concentrated. The action unfolds within a single 24-hour period and focuses
almost exclusively on the combat between Aeneas and Turnus that will determine
the outcome of the war between Irojans and Latins. 'T. agrees to meet A. 1n the
opening scene, but the decisive encounter is repeatedly deferred and does not
take place until the end of the book. After 1. 1s wounded and his plea for mercy
is rejected, the book ends with I.’s death at A.’s hands. | he only part of the book
that does not relate directly to the duel or its delaying 1s the conversation between
Jupiter and Juno 1n 791-842; although 1t 1s essential in determining '1.’s fate, that
episode looks beyond the immediate circumstances to the union of lrojans and
Latins that will follow A.’s victory.

An outline of the action may serve as a point of reference for the following
discussion:

1—80

Latinus and Amata try to dissuade 1. from meeting A. 1n single
combat. 1. 1s not deterred: he calls a truce and challenges A.

S1—-112 1. and A. arm.

113—33  l'he field 1s prepared; both sides gather to watch the duel.

134—00  Juno encourages Juturna to subvert the truce.

101—215  The preparations continue; oaths are sworn by A. and Latinus.

210—310 Juturna disguised as Camers urges the Rutilians to break the truce; a
general melee ensues.

311—32 A. 1s wounded, and 1. goes on the oflensive.

383—440 A.’s wound 1s miraculously healed; he returns to the field.

144199  A.pursues T., but Juturna, disguised as 'I.’s charioteer Metiscus, keeps
him out of A.’s reach. A. 1s attacked by Messapus and, enraged, begins
to kill the enemy indiscriminately.

r00—53 1. and A. deal slaughter all around them.

554—Q92  Venus prompts A. to attack the city of Latinus; panic erupts among
the besieged inhabitants.

593—011  Amata commits suicide.

61496  T. rejects Juturna’s eflorts to protect him and resolves to die nobly;

learning from Saces of the city’s plight, he rushes to meet A. alone.

' At 950 lines — g52 1n the conventional numbering, but what would be lines b12—19

are bracketed by all editors — 1t 1s significantly longer than the next longest book, 11 (g15
lines), and would remain so even if 882—4 are bracketed, as suggested 1n the commentary.
Further discussion and supporting evidence for points made 1n the Introduction will often
be found at the relevant places in the commentary; | have not included cross-references
where thev can be readily inferred.
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0g7—765 IFirst encounter of A. and I. I.’s sword — 1n fact that of Metiscus —
shatters on A.’s armour, and he flees with A. 1n close pursuit.

760—go  A.’s spear 1s held fast in a wild olive tree sacred to Faunus. Juturna
and Venus intervene to rearm the combatants.

791—842  Jupiter persuades Juno to end her hostility to the lrojans; he grants
her request that the Latins be allowed to retain their language and
customs.

843—86  Jupiter sends a Dira to terrify 'I; Juturna retires in despair.
837—52 A. kills 1.

The end i1s The End

Book 12 has long been regarded as one of Virgil’s greatest achievements,” but its
unresolved ending has occasioned much puzzlement and has prompted numer-
ous sequels and continuations (on which see below, pp. 31—3). 1'he 1ssues raised
by the killing of 1. will be taken up 1n a later section (pp. 16—30); my aim here 1s
to show that there 1s every reason to believe that the text as transmitted reflects
Virgil’s tully developed thoughts.

Like other books of the Aeneid, book 12 contains some traces of the poem’s
unrevised state, but on the whole 1t does not appear to be less finished than earlier
books, as 1t might be expected to be 1f Virgil had composed it last. It has only one
clearly incomplete line (0631, but cf. 218n.) as against, e.g., six each 1n books 7, g,
and 10. A few passages may show a lack of final revision (e.g. 101—74), but not as
many as 1n several other books.

The poem’s essential integrity and the place of book 12 within 1t are con-
vincingly demonstrated by the many structural symmetries, large and small,
exhibited by the text as i1t stands. At the most basic level, there 1s the division into
two six-book units, each with a distinctive narrative focus, traditionally called
the ‘Odyssean’ and ‘lhiadic’ halves, respectively.? T hat bipartite division 1s under-
scored by correspondences between structurally significant places in the poem,
most notably books 1, 6, 7 and 12. Each half concludes with the premature death
of a young man (Marcellus 1n 6 and 1. 1n 12, each a potential future leader), while
the war 1n Italy that breaks out 1n 7 1s brought to an end 1n 12 1n a way that recalls
1ts beginning: Juno employs the Fury Allecto to incite 1. and the Latins against the
Irojans, and Jupiter sends the Allecto-like Dira to 1solate 1. and seal his doom.*

* For example, Mackail (1930) I thought that 6, 11 and 12 were ‘books 1n which the
general workmanship 1s most elaborate, and 1n which Virgil 1s perhaps at his greatest’;
Warde Fowler (1919) 39 ‘It 1s my experience that the twelfth book calls for more thinking,
more leisurely reading, than any other part of the poem’; Putnam (196b5) 152 ‘Book XI1 15
In many ways the best constructed book of the denewd, particularly rich 1n associations with
the rest of the poem.’

3 See, e.g., Anderson (1957), Otis (1964), Gransden (1984).

* Some comms. 1n fact regard the Dira and Allecto as identical, but this seems to me
unlikely; see n. on 845—52.
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Correspondences between books 1 and 12 cluster thickly in the final scenes of
the latter book. On the large scale, the conversation between Jupiter and Juno 1n
12.791—-842 balances that between Jupiter and Venus 1n 1.213—9gb; each scene con-
tains a prediction by Jupiter of the future of Rome. T'he last first-person authonal
statement 1n 12.500—4 echoes (and implicitly answers) the first, in 1.8-11. At a
more detailed level, the phrase soluuntur frigore memora, which describes A. at his
first appearance 1n 1.92, i1s applied to T. in his last moment of life, 12.g951. The first
and last speeches of the poem both begin with an indignant question introduced
by the particle -ne attached to a personal pronoun (1.37 [Juno| mene incepto desistere
wictam . . . 2; 12.947—8 [A.] tune hinc spolies indute meorum | enpiare mahi?).> Finally, an
accumulation of closural language toward the end of the book strongly suggests
that Virgil saw the end of book 12 as the end of the poem: e.g. 793 quid deinde
restat?, 8og uentum ad supremum est, 873 quid . . .1am . . . superat?

In short, despite the poem’s apparently abrupt conclusion, there can be no
doubt that the Aeneid ends where and how Virgil meant it to end.”

Delay and pairing

One conspicuous motif of the book 1s delay,” specifically delay of the single
combat between 1. and A. that was proposed 1n the previous book as a means
to determine the outcome of the war.® The importance of delay as a theme is
highlighted 1n the opening scene, in which 1. twice denies that he wishes or 1s
able to put off the crucial encounter: 11 (his first words in the book) nulla mora
i Turno, and 74 neque entm Turno mora hibera mortis. '1.’s words have a meaning of
which he 1s unaware, in that it 1s his allies, especially his sister Juturna, who will
succeed 1n putting off the duel until the end of the book.? 'The motf 1s seen
from an opposing perspective 1in two of A.’s speeches. When he announces his
decision to set fire to Latinus’ city, he orders his men that there 1s to be no delay
In carrying out his order: 565 ne qua meis esto dictis mora, luppiter hac stat. And
when A. finally confronts ‘1., he taunts him for delaying their duel in words that
mockingly echo 1.’s nulla mora in Turno: 88q quae nunc deinde mora est? aut quid 1am,

> On the possible implications of that parallelism see below; p. 5.

> S. West (2007) 13 thinks it possible that V. intended to add a brief epilogue, but a
narrative epillogue that stands outside the framework of a book would be formally unique
In ancient epic, while a first-person envoz such as G. 4.559—606 (see also Ovid, Met. 15.871—
and Stat. 7Theb. 12.810—-19) could hardly avoild seeming anticlimactic and would 1n any
event not bring formal closure to the narrative.

’ Forms of mora appear ten times 1n the book, about a quarter of the word’s occurrences
In the poem (11, 74, 431, 500, 541, 553, 565, 676, 699, 339).

° Book g is similarly constructed around T.’s attempt to storm the Trojan camp, which
1s held off until nearly the end of the book; cf. Hardie (1994) 3.

9 I’s eventual awareness of Juturna’s action i1s expressed 1n his command that she delay
no longer, absiste morart (676).
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Turne, retractas? For most of the book A. 1s the implacable opponent of delay: 1n
addition to the passages just cited, cf. 431 odit. . . moras, 6gq praecipitat . .. moras
omnis. It 1s, however, A. who 1s responsible for the last and most significant delay
in the book. When I. pleads with A. to spare him or to return his body to his

people, A. hesitates and 1s on the point of being persuaded.” For a long moment
it appears that the imnevitable conclusion will be not just deferred but cancelled.
The final obstacle to A.’s destiny that must be removed 1s the promptings of his
own better nature.

The role played by delay in this book 1s a microcosm of its place 1n the poem
as a whole. Since Juno 1s aware that she cannot prevent the Irojans from finding
a new home in Italy, her strategy throughout 1s to forestall that fated outcome:
sed trahere (‘draw out’) atque moras tantis licet addere rebus (7.315). Her most nearly
successful tactic 1s the affair with Dido, which 1s itselt characterized several times
in terms of delay: see 4.51 (Anna to D1do) causas . . . innecte morand:, 407 (1in the simile
comparing the ‘Irojans preparing to leave to a column of ants) castigant . . . moras,
69 (Mercury to A.) heia age, rumpe moras (with morantem 1n the previous line).

A second prominent feature of the book 1s the frequent pairing of narrative
elements. Examples include the successive arming scenes of 1. (81—106) and
A. (107-12), the paired oaths of A. (175—94) and Latinus (197—211), the dual
interventions of Venus and Juturna (411—19, 468-80; 784—5, 786—7) and the unique
double arnistera of A. and 1. (500—53). Pairing also operates at the level of similes,
as in the case of 684—q ('I. compared to a rolling rock) and 701—3 (A. compared
to three mountains). In structural terms, such pairing has its counterpart 1n
the bipartite arrangement of several episodes: so, for example, the aristeia of
T. (324—45 and 346—82) and the following description of A.’s healing (383—410
and 411—40)."" This pervasive dualism at the level of narrative corresponds to
the paired characterizations of A. and I., even 1n parts of the book where
they are physically apart — which 1s to say, in most of the book. (See below,
pp. 13—160.)

These two elements of the book’s narrative are connected, since delay always
has a binary relation to that which 1s being put ofl, and delay 1s in turn followed
by a new forward motion: if A 1s used to represent motion toward the goal
and B stands for an obstacle that slows or stops that motion, the movement

of book 12 could be represented as A B A B A B etc., ending with A (1.e. I.’s
death).’

[ O

The shift from 1. to A. as the source of hesitation 1s marked by balanced uses of
cunctart, of '1. 1n 916 and g19g and of A. 1n g4o0.

"' Other sections with a bipartite structure: 441—9, 554611, 614—6, 728—90, 843—386.
For details see the introductory notes to those passages.

' A structural analysis on that basis might look like this: A 1—-133; B 134—60; A 1061—215;
B 216—310; A g311—17; B 318—410; A 411-67; B 468-613; A 614—733; B 733-37; A 788—o0;
B 791-886; A 887—929; B 930—41; A 941—52. The boundaries of some sections could be
defined differently, but the basic pattern 1s clear.
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1 hemes concluded

Book 12 also performs a closural function by bringing to completion a number
of themes that have run through either the poem as a whole or its latter six
books. Several of these processes of culmination are made possible by delaying
the finale: what takes place in the interim not only generates suspense about the
finale but also deepens our understanding of the end when 1t does come.

(a) funo’s anger

Juno’s anger against the Irojans is the driving force of the Aeneid’s plot, as the
anger of Achilles 1s for the fliad. Prominent in the poem’s opening lines (1.4 saeuae
memorem lunonis ob ram),'3 1t reappears near the opening of the poem’s second
half (cf. 7.291 stetit acnt fixa dolore) and 1n the divine council scene of book 10 (03
acta furore graur, with dolorem 1n 64). In this book that anger as 1t aflects A. and his
people 1s finally assuaged by Jupiter’s promises and concessions (ci. 841). But even
as Jupiter eftects this reconciliation, he remarks on Juno’s propensity to anger as
a defining characteristic, 830—1 es germana lows Saturmque altera proles, | irarum tantos
uoluis sub pectore fluctus.'* 'The implication is that Juno’s anger has been allayed, not
permanently stilled. Furthermore, when anger breaks out once again 1n the final
lines, 1t takes a Junoesque shape; 1n a form of ring composition, the poem ends
as 1t began, with ‘remembering anger’ (1.4 memorem . . . 0b 1ram), but the mindful
wrath 1s now that of A. (945 saeu: monimenta doloris). ”

(b) T he Tropan War replayed and reversed
Even before A. sets foot 1n Italy, he 1s told by the Sibyl that he will experience
there a re-enactment of the ITrojan War and will face a second Achilles: non Simois
tibi nec Xanthus nec Dorica castra | defuerint; alius Latio iam partus Achulles, | natus et ipse
dea (6.88—q0). At many points in books 7—12 Virgil evokes incidents of the [rojan
War.'® The final book brings this pattern of recollection, and with it the reversal
of 'Irojan fortune, to its conclusion.

At the large-scale level, the aborted duel between A. and 1. near the opening
of the book 1s modelled on the disrupted duel between Paris and Menelaus 1n
Iliad g; the disruption iIn Homer 1s caused by the Trojans, here by the Latins
(another instance of inverted recollection). The actual confrontation to which
the book builds recalls the duel of Hector and Achilles in /liad 22, with the Irojan
now 1n the role of victor.

More specifically, the book contains many passages where language or plot
developments that originally involved A. or the lrojans are now applied to the
Latins or to 'I. A few examples:

'3 Other early references to Juno’s anger occur 1n 1.25, 130, 251.
'+ T'he phrase has been variously interpreted; see commentary.
'> On other resemblances between A. and Juno see below, p. 20.

6 Anderson (1957) remains the standard discussion. See also Quint (1993) 65—83.
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When Juno incites Juturna to break the truce, she describes 1. as facing
unequal fates: nunc muenem impanbus uideo concurrere fatis (149). The line recalls
two descriptions of ‘Irojans unequally matched against Achilles, Iroilus in 1.475
mfelix puer atque impar congressus Achill, and A. himself in 5.808—q Pelidae . . . fort: |
congressum Aeneas nec dis nec urribus aequis.

The scene in which the Latins break the truce 1s particularly rich 1n such
reversed recollections, which i1nvolve the corresponding episode of the lliad
and Virgil’s own account of the decision by the Irojans to receive the Horse
(2.195-249).

241— qui sibt 1am requiem pugnae rebusque salutem | sperabant, nunc arma uolunt
foedusque precantur | mfectum. Virgll underscores the Latins’ change of attitude with
a clear echo of A.’s rueful reflection on the Irojans tricked by Sinon: captique dolis
lacrimisque coactis | quos neque Tydides nec Larisaeus Achulles, | non anm domuere decem, non
mulle caninae (2.196—3).

206 (" Tolumnius casts a spear to break the treaty) aduersus telum contorsit in hostis.
This phrase contains two cross-references, to the Irojan Pandarus breaking the
treaty in the lliad, recalled in 5.496—7 Pandare, qui quondam wussus confundere foedus |
m medios telum torsistt primus Achios, and to Laocoon hurling his spear at the belly
of the Horse, 2.50—2 hastam | in latus inque fert curuam compagious aluum | contorsit.

A'’s plan to attack Latinus’ city (554—92) 1s a sort of delayed vengeance on
A’s part for the destruction of Troy. The attack 1s suggested to A. by Venus
(554), recalling her appearance to A. amid the destruction of Iroy (2.589), and
the assault 1s to be with fire (12.573). Specific echoes include 12.569 eruam et aequa
solo fumantia culmina ponam ~2.603 stermitque a culmine Troiam, 611—12 lotamque a
sedibus urbem | eruit. Other parallels cast A. and his men 1n the sinister role of

Pyrrhus storming Priam’s palace: e.g. 577 primosque trucidant ~ 2.494, 579 pse inter
primos ~ 2.479.

The destruction of a turris that had been built by 1. (672—5) recalls the 'Irojans’
attack on a furns at 'Troy (2.460—7). As a hollow wooden structure provided with

wheels, the destroyed tower also recalls the 'Irojan Horse.'’

T.’s recognition that Jupiter 1s his enemy (8qr di me terrent et luppiter hostis) 1s the
counterpart to A.’s awareness in 2.325—7 that Jupiter has turned against Iroy:
Sfuimus Troes, fuit Llum et ingens | glona Teucrorum; ferus omma luppiter Argos | transtulit.

In the final scenes of the book, inverted echoes of Iroy cluster thickly around
T. himself in his encounter with A., as the new Hector meets the new Achilles.'®

(c) The war n Italy as a quasi-civil war
At the outbreak of the war in Latium, Virgll makes an unmistakable allusion to
the civil war between Caesar and Pompey by having Juno call A. and Latinus

'/ See n. on b72—5,.
'8 See nn. on 891—2, 894—5, 896—8, 89gg—o00, go2, go8—12, 920, 926, 931-8, 946-7,
947, 952-
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son-1n-law (gener) and father-in-law (socer): hac gener atque socer coeant mercede suorum
(7.317). T'he connection i1s secured by the fact that Virgil had already used socer
and gener to describe Caesar and Pompey 1n 6.830—1.' Book 12 renews those
assoclations, while also looking beyond the end of hostilities.

The clearest example in the book of civil-war language 1s A.’s use of discordia
In 313 to describe the fighting that breaks out as the truce 1s violated. The term
recalls such earlier Virgihan uses as Ecl. 1.71—2 en quo discordia cuus | produxit miseros!
and G. 2.496 mfidos agitans discordia fratres, as A.’s question quo ruitis? recalls the
opening of Horace’s Epode 7 quo, quo scelesti ruitis?*°

Latinus’ charactenization of the war as bellum infandum 1n 7.583 1s repeated 1n
the mouth of Jupiter in 12.804; 1n the earlier passage the religious connotations
of infandum are spelled out (contra omina, contra fata deum, peruerso numine), but there
may also be a hint of ‘a war that should not be fought’, given who the people
fighting 1t are. 1 hat aspect 1s explicitly highhghted 1in Virgil’s anguished question
to Jupiter at 12.503—4. Jupiter’s description of the union between lrojans and
Latins clanfies the i1ssue retrospectively: the people who have been at war are
not only destined to live 1n peace, but to intermarry and to form a single nation
(834—40). From that future perspective, the present conflict 1s a civil war 1n the
strict sense.

Virgil’s narrative subtly anticipates that merging of peoples by blurring the
distinction between foreign Trojans and native Italians. For example, A. 1s ‘Ital-
1anized’ through similes that link him with Italian places, to pater Appenninus
(702—3) or to a bull fighting 1n the Calabrnian mountains (715—24), while '1.’s Ital-
1an 1dentity 1s complicated by similes that compare him to the Ganges or the Nile
(9.30—2) and to a Punic lion (12.4—9).?' At a more allusive level, the proper names
of the combatants can convey a similar message: cf. e.g. 459 Arcetium Mnestheus
(sc. ferit ense), where the ancestors of two Roman genfes meet as enemues.

A consequence of portraying the war 1n those terms 1s that moral clarity about
the opposing sides and the outcome becomes dithcult to maintain; the losing ltal-
1ans cannot be demonized, since they are destined to unite with their conquerors,
and victory 1s less than straightforwardly glorious if 1t requires killing one’s
future kinsmen. As lacitus characterized the civil wars that brought Augustus to
power, these are ‘wars that cannot be entered into or carried out by honourable
means’.**

In describing the resolution of the conflict and in hinting at what will follow,
Virgil again alludes to recent events and does so 1n a characteristically ambivalent

2 Camps (19bg) gb—7.

* See commentary for additional references.  *' See Reed (2007) 5—6, 53—bo.

** dnn. 1.9.9 (of Octavian) ad arma cwuilia actum, quae neque parart possent neque habert per
bonas arles. 1'he remark forms part of the favourable post mortem assessment of Augustus,
and 1s meant as exculpatory. Similar tactics have been employed to mitigate A.’s descents
into fury.
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fashion.?3 A.’s oath before the aborted duel, in its promise of clementia and respect
for tradition, 1s strongly reminiscent of the image cultivated by Augustus following
his final victory;** but A.’s last words before killing 1. (948—9g “Fallas . . . poenam
scelerato ex sanguine sumit’) unmistakably echo the words of Ennius’ Romulus as he
prepares to kill his brother Remus (dun. g5 Sk. nam mi calido dabis sanguine poenas),
an act that by Virgil’s time had become a paradigm for civil war.?> We are shown
how the warring peoples will achieve their destined union in time to come, but
the poem’s last scene evokes the memory of Rome’s ‘primal sin’ of fratricide.

1 he afterplot
At the end of the Adeneid A. stands over the body of 1., whose shade goes com-

plaining into the darkness below. There 1s no triumph, no celebration, no vision
of a better future. At the same time, the poem abounds with indications of what
will follow that stark finale. T he most prominent references to future events are
Anchises’ speech to A. in the Underworld (6.756—859) and the shield forged by
Vulcan for A. (8.626—728), which between them constitute a history of the Roman
people down to Virgil’s own time. The first such reference, Jupiter’s prophecy to
Venus (1.257—6), 1s the one that reaches furthest forward, extending beyond the
present of Virgil and his contemporaries to predict imperium sine fine (279) for the
Romans. In contrast to those far-reaching views of the future, book 12 contains
several allusions to events that will follow immediately on the poem’s final scene.

Early in the book, Virgil describes the preparations for the duel between A.
and 'T. 1n great detail: 113—33 set the stage and show the spectators assembling,
and 161—215 reproduce the oaths sworn by A. and Latinus. 1'he elaborate build-
up might seem superfluous, since the truce 1s soon violated and the opposing
sides return to combat, but the episode serves a vital function 1n laying out
conditions for the future union of ITrojans and Latins. Particularly important 1s
the part of A.’s oath that sets out his intentions 1if he prevails: equal status for
Trojans and Latins, no assumption of power (regnum) by A., but instead deference
to the authority of Latinus, and a new foundation to which Lavinia will give her
name (189—4). A.’s references to Latinus as father-in-law (socer) and to Lavinia as
giving her name to the new city tactfully introduce another result of his victory,
his marriage to Lavinia; that development 1s three times explicitly mentioned by
T., early 1n the book as a consequence should A. be victorious (17 cedat Lauina
coniunx, 8o illo quaeratur contunx Lauina campo) and 1n his final speech as a faif accompli
(937 tua est Lawima coniunx).

3 On ambivalence as a fundamental aspect of the .Adeneid’s meaning see below;
pp- 17—30.

*+ Cf. nn. on 189—4, 190, 192—3.

> Cf. Hor. Epod. 7.17—20 acerba fata Romanos agunt | scelusque fraternae necis, | ut immerentis
fluxut in terram Remu | sacer nepotibus cruor, with Mankin ad loc.
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Although the fulfilment of A.’s promises 1s delayed by the breakdown of the

truce, 1t would be reasonable to expect that they will go into eftect once the
outcome of the duel 1s decided. T hat expectation 1s confirmed, with significant
modifications, by the later scene (791—842) 1n which Jupiter and Juno negotiate
the terms on which she agrees to suspend her opposition to A.’s victory. Jupiter’s
promises supersede A.’s proposed arrangements in two important respects — the
Trojans will be culturally subordinate to the Latins, and Jupiter, rather than A.,
will be responsible for setting religious practice?® — but the essential framework
of the earlier agreement 1s maintained and now acquires divine sanction. In
particular, Juno’s reference to ‘laws and treaties’ (leges et foedera 822) recalls A.’s
use of the same terms (1go—1I).

Another moment that looks ahead to events 1n the near future 1s A.’s speech
to Iulus before returning to the battlefield (435—40). The reference to a time not

far ofl (mox) when lulus will be of mature years, combined with the fact that we do
not see father and son together again in the poem, gives A.’s words the character
of a valedictory. Virgil thereby alludes to the tradition that A.’s reign 1n Latium
was destined to be short, and that he would be succeeded by his son (as foretold
by Jupiter in 1.2065-6).?7 A.’s transformation into the divine figure Indiges 1s also
foreshadowed, 1n Jupiter’s speech to Juno (12.794—75).

‘T he many continuations inspired by the poem’s unresolved ending all develop
hints in Virgil’s narrative that allow no significant event subsequent to '1.’s death
to remain 1n doubt.

2 TURNUS AND AENEAS

In a formal sense 1. 1s the protagonist of the book. His name 1s 1ts first word, his
recognition of his destiny 1s the high point of its central section, and his death
brings it to a close. In its concentration on a central figure, book 12 most closely

resembles book 4, dominated by the figure of Dido.*

No other character in the Aenerd has been as variously evaluated as 1.%9
According to Page, ‘the figure of lurnus i1s one which kindles the 1imagination
and touches the heart. .. Although Aeneasis Virgil’s hero, still his natural feeling

26 Compare A.’s sacra deosque dabo 192 with Jupiter’s morem ritusque sacrorum | adiciam
836—7; further discussion in the n. on 836-7.

*/ Also as anticipated 1n Dido’s curse (4.618—20): nec, cum se sub pacis leges iniquae | traduderit,
regno aut optata luce fruatur, | sed cadat ante diem mediaque inhumatus harena. Pax iniqua 1s Dido’s
characterization of the agreement reached by Jupiter and Juno, ‘unequal’ 1n that 1t assigns
the Trojans a subordinate status (ct. 835—6 commauxit corpore tantum | subsident Teucr).

*® The opening words of the two books share a significant detail of word order;
see n. on I.

*) Good summary of divergent views in Iraina (1990) 324—5. For some detailed analyses

cf. Schenk (1984), Iraina (1998), TThomas (19g3).




10 INTRODUCTION

seems to be with Turnus, and, almost 1n spite of himself, he makes him the more
interesting figure’.3° For Willcock, on the other hand, 1. 1s nothing but a thug.?'

One reason for the divergence of opinion 1s that more 1s at stake in the
assessment of 1. than with any other character apart from A. himself. The view
one takes of IT. as a moral actor will necessarily influence how one regards A.’s
action 1n killing him, and, as we shall see, how one interprets A.’s killing of '1. has
a good deal to do with how one interprets the poem as a whole. Views of 1. are
therefore impossible to separate from broader questions of interpretation.

Another reason 1s that Virgil’s portrayal of 'I. 1s not unequivocal and allows for
a diversity of reactions. In fact, almost everything about 'I. 1s ambiguous. He has
a dual ancestry, Italic and Argive.3* He 1s prophetically introduced by the Sibyl
as a new Achilles (6.8qg alius Latio 1am partus Achilles),>> a role he eagerly embraces
(cf. 9.742 hic ettam inuentum Priamo narrabis Achullem), but one that he ultimately
exchanges for that of Hector.3* The armour he wears projects a conflicting
symbolism, with the chimaera on his helmet representing chaotic violence while
the 1mage of Io on his shield recalls a victim of Jupiter’s lust and Juno’s anger.3>
His eagerness for battle would seem to cast him as a hypermasculine figure, but
in fits of helplessness his words evoke the desperate heroines of myth.3°

Corresponding to those ambiguities 1s a pattern of behaviour that oscillates
between extremes, in particular between bravado and loss of nerve. At times the
change takes place with dizzying speed, as when '1.’s eager pursuit of the phantom
Aeneas (10.647—58) turns within the space of a few lines into an outburst of suicidal
despair (10.6606—-34).

Shifts of this kind are especially frequent in the last book. For example,
IT.’s ferocity 1in his arming scene (81—100) contrasts sharply with his subdued
appearance the following morning (219—21). His determination to meet A. even
at the cost of death (676—q6) vanishes when his (1n reality Metiscus’) sword shatters
against A.’s armour (733—45), and he turns and runs for his life. In his final speech
to A. (931—-8) 'T. professes a willingness to die and in the next moment asks that

3 Page (19oo) xx11. Page may have been thinking of Milton as described by Blake, as
being ‘of the devil’s party without knowing 1t’. Camps (1969) 39 ollered a similarly positive
assessment: “Turnus i1s no more conceived as an antipathetic character than i1s Achilles 1n
the llad.’

31 Willcock (1983) 94, cited with approval by Galinsky (1988) 323. See n. on j12.

»* Traina (1990) 325.

33 Why alius and not alter? Traina (1998) 100 suggests that 1. 1s ‘a different Achilles’; 1.e.
an Achilles who loses; Thomas (1998) 281 sees alius as opening the way for a third Achilles,
A., who will come into being in Latium at the end of the poem. Neither explanation seems
fully persuasive.

3+ T.’s claim to be a second Achilles 1s undercut already 1n book g; cf. Hardie (1994) 7.

35 Jo’s story i1s nearly replicated by the experience of 1.’s sister Juturna, raped by Jupiter
and made an instrument of Juno’s anger.

3® Most clearly in 10.668—79, on which Harrison notes resemblances to the monologues
of abandoned heroines such as Medea and Ariadne. On blurring of gender categories 1n
T.’s depiction see also Reed (2007) 60—72.
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his life be spared. 'T. more than once speaks of himself as wishing to die for the
sake of his people, in a Roman-style deuotio (11.440—2, n. on 12.234 deuouet, n. on
694—5 unum | pro uobis). But while 'I.’s death does 1n the end save his people (see n.
on g21 muralr), he does not voluntarily offer his life for that purpose, as 1s essential
for a true deuoti0.’

I.’s inability to maintain a consistent course of action 1s also manifested by
his lack of forethought at critical moments. In book g, 1. lets shp the chance to
open the Trojan camp to his forces, which V. says would have spelled doom for
the Trojans: 759 wltimus ille dies bello gentique fuisset. Instead he 1s driven by furor
and cupido into attacking the enemy: 760—1 furor ardentem caedisque insana cuprdo | egit
i aduersos. In allowing himself to be distracted by cupido ‘1. resembles Euryalus
(9.354) and Camilla (11.780—2), although unlike them he does not immediately
pay for his recklessness with his life.3® Virgil even more emphatically highlights
T.’s lack of forethought in taking and wearing Pallas’ swordbelt (10.503—4 Turno
tempus ertit magno cum optauenrit emptum | imtactum Pallanta).

Some of I.’s shifting depiction 1s due to the exigencies of Virgil’s narrative;
so, for example, early in this book his transformation from a confident adversary
to a submissive youth fuels the resentment of the Rutuli at what they see as an
unequal contest (216—17 Rutulis impar ea pugna widert | :amdudum) and so contributes
to Juturna’s success in disrupting the truce. But at a deeper level of explanation
his inconsistent behaviour implies a lack of constantia, and his failure to anticipate
the consequences of his actions suggests a related lack of prudentia. In Arnistotehan
terms, T. resembles the rash man (6 8pacus), who 1s iImpetuously eager for danger
when 1t is still in the future but who recoils when danger arrives (Eth. Nic. .7
1r16a7—8). At his worst, in his recklessness and lack of steadiness, 1. can be
seen as typifying violence uncontrolled by judgment, Horace’s wis consili expers
(Carm. 3.4.65).39

Despite the clarity with which Virgil depicts 1.’s flaws, he still evokes sympathy
for him at several points. Indeed, I.’s most sympathetic moments come 1n this
book. One 1s his ‘recognition scene’ (b14—6), which gives him his strongest
claim — albeit a temporary one — to tragic status.*® The other 1s his relationship
to Juturna, which 1n its warmth and mutual concern has only one equal 1n
the poem, the bond between the siblings Dido and Anna. Even here, though,

37 I cannot agree with Thomas (19g98) 285 that 1.’s claim 1n 11.440—2 to have made that
dedication qualifies as a deuotio ‘regardless of whether 1t will be played out to its end’; |
would argue that 1.’s inability to play out his heroic intentions to their end 1s essential to
his characterization. On ‘1. and deuotio, see also Leigh (1993).

38 T. displays similar recklessness in chasing the phantom A., not realizing that his
pursult 1s 1n vain (10.0652 nec ferre uwdet sua gaudia uentos).

39 Some interpreters view I.’s inconsistency in a kinder light. Here, for example, 1s W.
on 12.216f. : ‘at the supreme moment his self-confidence 1s drained from him...and our
sympathy for him 1s increased’. My position is closer to that of| e.g., Heinze, as quoted 1n
n.on 31—112.

1 “Tragic’ here applies 1n a strict generic (1.e. Sophoclean) sense; see n. on 676—30.
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Virgil unites sympathetic and critical perspectives. Juturna’s impulse to protect 1.
demonstrates her loving nature (and thereby makes 1. appear lovable), but 1t also
implies that she recognizes the fear that underlies his protestations of bravery.
For 1.’s part, his closeness to Juturna makes it seem likely that at some level he
knows that she has been shielding him from danger, and that he has allowed her
to do so.*!

Virgil most conspicuously elicits sympathy for 1. in his last moment of heroic
striving, when he attempts to heave an enormous rock at A. but finds his strength
shipping away from him. In the following simile, companng I. to one 1n a dream
(go8—12), Virgil draws the reader into 1.’s situation with extraordinary first-person
verb forms (g10 widemur, 911 succidimus). As Virgil makes us experience the event, .
could be any one of us.** But . also can claim a more particular sympathy as the
victim of the Dira. Indeed, 'I.’s contradictory pattern of behaviour 1s replicated
(and at one level can be accounted for) in terms of superhuman intervention: he
1s incited by Allecto and intimidated by the Dira. Both interventions can also be
understood symbolically (the first as reflecting 1.’s bloodlust and the second his
fear of death), but their symmetrical placement in the narrative reinforces the
impression that 1. 1s subject to forces beyond his control.43

1. 1s obviously on the wrong side of history, but that does not make him a bad
person, as the example of Dido shows. Nevertheless, some critics have looked for
a character defect in him that would explain why he needs to be swept aside so
that a new order can be created.

One argument of that kind 1s that 'I. 1s driven by purely personal motives, with
no element of public interest;** he would then fit Cicero’s description of a brave
but unprincipled warrior in De officiis 1.62: sed ea anime elatio quae cernitur in periculis
et laboribus, st wstiha uacat, pugnatque non pro salute communr sed pro suis commodis, mn
uitio est.® 1. does speak several times as if his claim to marry Lavinia were the
main reason for carrying on the fight, most explicitly in his self-casting as a new
Menelaus, 9.136—8 sunt et mea contra | fata mihu, ferro sceleratam exscindere gentem |
contuge praerepta. But he 1s also aware of the larger 1ssue of who will rule the Latins:
see, for example, habeat uwictos 1n 12.17, which shows that I. sees a victory for A.
in the same despotic terms as does Amata (12.63 nec generum Aenean captiua uidebo).
Furthermore, 1n his ‘recognition speech’ I. admits that by allowing Juturna to

' Note, for example, his admaission that he had known all along that she was responsible
for breaking the treaty (632 dudum agnouz).

2 Similarly, his fatal decision to despoil Pallas 1s said to exemphfy a universal human
blindness (10.501—2) nescza mens hominum falr sorlisque fulurae | el seruare modum rebus sublala
secundis!

3 La Cerda has an interesting discussion of the sympathetic portrayal of 1. 1n terms of
Arnistotehan tragedy: . must be presented as noble and worthy of living so that his death
will arouse the proper sort of emotional response 1n the reader. Cf. Laird (2003) 31.

t See, e.g., Wk 42.

5 Dyck ad loc. speculates that Cicero’s source Panaetius had Achilles in mind, and that
Cicero was thinking of Juhus Caesar.
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protect him he has failed in his responsibility as /mperator to those fighting with
him (638—42).4° To call T. a freedom fighter would be even more misleading
than to regard him merely as a disappointed suitor, but Virgil does show him
conscious at times of a cause larger than himself.#/

T. would certainly have found 1t dithcult to occupy a subordinate position 1n
A’’s new order, and he would probably have resented the equal status for the
Trojans that A. envisages, but those are not moral failings.*® T.’s acute sense of
his position and of how others see him, his charismatic leadership skills and his
propensity to violence would have made him fully at home 1n the turbulent final
decades of the Roman Republic.#? One ‘new society’ in which he could not have
long survived was the Rome of Augustus.

T. in this book 1s often defined in relation to A. One technique employed by
Virgil for that purpose 1s juxtaposition. Although 'I. and A. do not meet until the
end of the book, they encounter each other indirectly several times before that,
and each of these juxtapositions shapes our view of them 1n relation to each other.
T. and A. have not met prior to this book, which focuses even more attention
on their several juxtapositions here. The 1nitial comparisons establish a strong
bias 1n favour of A., which becomes increasingly blurred in the course of the

book:

81—112, the arming scenes on the night before the single combat:

5()

the colour-
ing of I.’s scene can be illustrated by its closing lines: hus agitur furus, totoque ardentis
ab ore | scintillae absistunt, oculis micat acribus ignis (101—2). T'he tone 1s one of rest-
less activity and fierce emotion, reflected in an accumulation of fiery imagery.
A., by contrast, exhibits an almost eerie self-possession and seeks to comfort his
companions rather than to stir them up (107-12).>' While I. “1s driven’ (agitur),
A. actively ‘rouses himselt’ (se suscitaf). 1 he implication 1s that 1. 1s a character
swept along by passion, whereas A. represents a model of self-control.

175—221, the treaty-making scene: here A. 1s at his most magnanimous and
most commanding, fully the equal of Latinus if not his superior, while 1. becomes

% T’s dismay at having abandoned the men he is supposed to lead is even clearer in
his earlier soliloquy at 10.672—5. One might compare the despair of Antony after Actium,
as reported by Plutarch (dnt. 67).

7 At 7.469 T. calls for the defence of Italy against foreign invaders: tutar: ltaliam, detrudere
fintbus hostem. On 1.’s mixture of love, patriotism and ambition see Horsfall (1995) 210.

9 S. G. P. Small (1959) 298 asserts that T. and Camilla are disqualified from participation
in A.’s new soclety by their ‘innate bloodthirstiness’. But their delight 1n battle could be
less pejoratively described as the ltala wirtus that, according to Juno, will make Rome great
(12.827).

19 Camps (1969) 40 notes that many of the terms associated with 1. had been used by
Cicero 1n his attacks on Antony.

5° This juxtaposition recapitulates in an accelerated form the contrasting descriptions
of T.’s and A.’s armour that conclude books 7 and 8 respectively; cf. Hardie (1986) 118-149.

! That contrast parallels Aristotle’s distinction between the rash man and the coura-
geous man in Eth. Nic. 3.7 1116a.7—9: the courageous man (6 Gvdpeios) 1s passionate (6EUS)
in the midst of danger but calm (fjouyios) beforehand.



14 INTRODUCTION

a secondary figure whose obvious inferiority to A. rouses the indignation of his
followers.

310—45, following the violation of the treaty: A. tries in vain to calm the
tumult (311—17), while T. exploits it and A.’s enforced withdrawal to engage 1n
savage slaughter. 'I. 1s implicitly portrayed in negative terms through the simile
comparing him to Mars, 331—-6, and more overtly by the narrator’s editorializing
comment on T.’s cruelty, 338—q muserabile caesis | hostibus insultans.

At about the midpoint of the book, after A. has returned to the battlefield,
the narrator explicitly places A. and 'I. on the same footing in wreaking havoc
among their enemies: 502 mque uicem nunc Turnus agit, nunc Irotus heros. A similar
coupling effect 1s produced by the double simile 1n 521—5, comparing them to
twin forest fires or rivers in spate. In that same section, however, A. and 1. are
contrasted as fighters: A. kills efhiciently and impersonally (505-8, 513—15), while
T. displays the severed heads of his foes on his chariot (511—12) and the narrator
evokes sympathy for one of his victims with a brief biography (516—20).>*

r54—071: Venus prompts A. to lay siege to the city of Latinus, a vindictive
attack on non-combatants. That turn of events leads directly to '1.’s ‘recognition
speech’ (632—49), his best moment 1n the book. A.’s assault, launched on the
dubious pretext that the city is the source of the war, 1s countered by 1.’s growing
awareness that the city’s survival depends on him.”’

766—qgo: A.’s spear sticks fast in a wild olive tree sacred to Faunus, an object of
veneration to the Latins that had been uprooted by the ‘Irojans to create a level
fighting ground (766—76). '1.’s successtul prayer to Faunus and 'lerra contrasts his
devotion to those native deities with the Trojans’ profanation (777—9).

880—5: A. and 'I. stand face to face and exchange their first words 1n the
poem. A.’s bitter (and 1n part unfair) sarcasm contrasts with 1.’s collected reply,
which accurately identifies the enmity of Jupiter as the reason for his fear. 1he
two now seem to have switched roles, since mockery of the sort A. indulges 1n
here has previously been characteristic of 1.5

By means of the several juxtapositions of A. and I. preceding their decisive
encounter, Virgil establishes a shifting moral balance between them; the com-
parisons closest to the final scene counteract the presumption that A. necessanly
occupies a higher moral ground than his opponent.

T. and A. share several features that make them potential doubles: each 1s the
son of a goddess and a mortal father; the father in each case survives into old

2 Those differences in fighting style make me reluctant to accept 1Thomas’s charac-
terization of the episode: ‘through narrative and simile . .. Vergil has blended Aeneas and
Turnus so that they have become doublets of each other’ (' homas (1998) 277).

3 In 620—1 T. senses that something bad 1s happening to the city; 643—4 destruction
of the city is linked to other causes of disgrace for him, with d rebus defurt unum giving 1t
prominence among them; 654—6 Saces’ report of A.’s attack; 670—5 1. looks back toward
the city and sees ‘his’ tower going up 1n flames.

>+ Cf. e.g. his ironic reply to Pandarus (9.741—2), his taunting of Pallas before killing him
(10.481) and his words to the phantom A. (10.649—50).
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age and has no other source of support; each possesses arms crafted by Vulcan (a
complete set for A. (8.620—5), for 1. a sword made for Daunus (12.9o—1)); each 1s
surpassingly attractive. In fact, though, Virgil has developed A. and |. as antitypes
of each other, which makes their exchanges of characteristics and language all
the more pointed. In particular, the terms often used to characterize 1., such as
audax, turbidus and wolentus, highlight his recklessness and lack of restraint. He 1s
thus the polar opposite of the usually controlled A. As a corollary, 1n each case
departures from their habitual behaviour — A.’s spasms of rage and 1.’s moments
of lucid self-awareness — register with added force.

Book 12 contains many places where language associated earlier with A. 1s
now applied to 1. Early in the book a line describing 1. as he enters for the
duel with A. (165 bina manu lato crispans hastilia ferro) replicates 1.313, of A. newly
arrived 1in Carthage.? In the middle section 'I.’s gradual awareness of the attack
on Latinus’ city contains several parallels to A.’s becoming aware of the sack

of Iroy (cf. n. on 617—21); I’s question usque adeo mor:i miserum est? (646) recalls
A.’s thought of a noble death at Troy (2.317 pulchrum . . . mori succurrit in armis).>°
These exchanges become most conspicuous 1n the decisive encounter, which
begins when 1. attempts to hurl a huge rock, as the Homeric Aeneas had done
(8gb—o2, cf. Il. 20.285—7), and which ends when T.’s limbs are loosed by the
chill of death (951 soluuntur frigore membra), as A.’s imbs had been loosed by the
chill of fear at his first appearance 1n the poem (1.92). Finally, the description
of A.’s deadly anger as he kills 1. (946 furiis accensus) combines elements of I.’s
characterization at the start of the book (g accenso, 101 s agitur furus).>’ In these
exchanges some critics see either a blurring of distinctions between 1. and A. or,

in a stronger form of this view, a kind of twinning effect.5® But the Aeneas-related
language that 1s applied to 1. characterizes A. at an earlier stage of the plot,
and what 1s being predicated of 1. no longer applies to A. That 1s to say, 1. and
A. are not simultaneous doubles, but successive ones. At the end of the poem
“lurnus becomes what Aeneas had been when we first saw him, i1solated and

facing death.™

> Similarly 868 arrectaeque horrore comae et uox faucibus haesit (1. terrified by the Dira) =
4.280 (A. reacting to Mercury’s command to leave Carthage). See commentary.

5 When the passages are juxtaposed, T.’s implicit acceptance appears as a more mature
response than A.’s glorification of death, a manifestation of what Quinn (1968) 1—22 calls
the *heroic impulse’ whose futility may be apparent to A. himself as he describes his
younger self.

>/ For other examples see nn. on 622 amens, 665 confusus, 702—3 gaudet . . . se attollens.

5 Rossi (2004) 163—5 gives a sophisticated version of this reading, which links the alleged
similarities between A. and L. to the depiction of the war between Irojans and Latins 1n
terms of civil conflict. See also Gross 2003—4 for a less nuanced variation.

’Y "T'homas (1998) 275. For the reversal of the positions of victor and deleated expressed
as an exchange ol identity, note the lapidary phrase Livy puts in the mouth of Hanni-
bal addressing Scipio after Zama: (30.30.12) quod ego fui ad [rasumennum, ad Cannas, d tu
hodie es.
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That exchange of characteristics can be related to one of the poem’s recurring
themes. It would seem that in Virgil’s world madness and disorder can only be
treated homoeopathically; that is, they are not overcome by their opposites, but
by like forces. In his fight with Cacus, a frenzied creature (8.204 Cacit mens effera)
spewing black fire (198—q atros | ore uomens ignis), Hercules displays a similar fiery
ferocity (219—20 furus exarserat atro | felle dolor, also 228 furens animis, 230 feruidus
ira).°° At the cosmic level, the effects of one hellish intrusion (Allecto) are put to
an end by another, the Dira.®’ In the same way, to defeat T., A. must take on his
attributes and become a creature inflamed by furae.

3 THE FINAL SCENE

The end of the deneid has long been a site of controversy.®* At one level the issue is
how A.’s decision to kill T. is to be assessed: is it the necessary and just retribution
for T.’s killing of Pallas, or a violation of Anchises’ precept to ‘spare the defeated’
(6.853 parcere subiectis)?®3 But because evaluations of A. are hard to separate from
views of Augustus, the final scene has also been a focus for a larger debate about
the Augustan import of the Adeneird. At that broader level the difference of opinion
1s between those critics who see Virgil as expressing hope (in however troubled
a form) for Rome’s future under Augustus and those who find him questioning
or doubting that future. The latter group can be further subdivided into those

for whom Virgil was genuinely split in his responses — a view sometimes referred
to as the ‘two voices’ interpretation, after an article by Adam Parry®* — and
those who see Virgil as deliberately complicating or undermining the ostensibly
Augustan aspects of the poem.? In recent decades the differing viewpoints on
the poem’s Augustan dimension have often been characterized with the terms
‘optimist’ and ‘pessimist’;66 those labels have been deprecated, and they are at

¢ Darkness is Cacus’ milieu (cf. 258 nebula. . . ingens specus aestuat atra, 262 domus atra),
which gives added force to the description of Hercules’ anger as ‘hot with black gall’
(Mandelbaum’s rendering of exarserat atro | felle dolor). It seems not 1nconceivable that, 1n
spite of prosody, V. intends Hercules’ rage (219 furus, 228 furens) to be seen as a response to
Cacus’ thievery (205 funis Cact).

°' In this context one can better understand why V. has made the Dira as Allecto-like
as possible without actually 1dentifying the two; see n. on 845-52.

2 Horsfall (1995) offers an even-handed and well documented summary.

3 Strong versions of both views continue to be espoused: contrast, e.g., ‘there is no
tragedy in Turnus’ death and no cruelty in Aeneas inflicting it on him’ (Klodt (2003) 38)
with ‘in a very real sense by killing Turnus, Aeneas spiritually annihilates himself” (Gross
(2003-4) 154).

°+ Parry (1963).

°5 Among the principal proponents of this view are Putnam (1965, 1995), Lvne (1987),
Thomas (1988, 1998, 2001) and O’Hara (1990).

% The designations were introduced by Johnson (1976), referring to ‘the essentially
optimistic European school’ (9) and the ‘somewhat pessimistic Harvard school’ (11). The
assocliation of pessimism with Harvard, although dubious on historical grounds (cf. Clausen

quoted in Horsfall (1995) 313—14), remains popular: G. Wills (2009), reviewing Ruden (20038),
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best a crude shorthand to describe positions that may be quite subtle, but the
basic opposition they denote 1s a real one in contemporary Virgilian scholarship.

The following discussion begins with an attempt to evaluate A.’s actions 1n the
final scene, then goes on to consider the Augustan ramifications of the poem’s

ending. It concludes by relating the finale to the universal import of the Aeneid, an
issue that has not generated controversy mainly because most critics have chosen

not to address 1t. At each stage I shall be advocating an ‘ambivalent’ reading of
the poem, in which ambivalence 1s to be understood neither as a gentler name

for pessimism nor as a compromise position, but rather as a continuing tension
of opposites.®?

T he scene itself

A century ago Gaston Boissier could write that ‘ce qui est encore plus remar-
quable, c’est que le poéte a su lui [1.e. A.] conserver son humanité et sa douceur
jusque dans la scéne sanglante de la fin’.*® Such an untroubled view of A’s action
is now rare;®? most critics agree that T.’s death evokes a complex set of reactions,
even 1f they differ significantly in how they describe them.

1.’s death can be justified on multiple grounds. He had agreed to a decisive
single combat with A., and as the loser his life 1s forfeit. Furthermore, although
I. was not personally responsible for breaking the treaty, he had taken 1t upon
himself to expiate its violation: me werius unum | pro uobis foedus luere et decernere
ferro (6g4—5). His death 1s also required as payment for the death of Pallas, and
Evander’s words at 11.178— make it clear that it 1s A. himself who must discharge
that obligation: Turnum gnatoque patrique | quem aebere uides. 1'he use of debere recalls
the claim to meeting Pallas made by T. in 10.442—3 solus ego in Pallanta feror, soli
miht Pallas | debetur. 'The later passage doubles the terms of the earlier (gnatoque
patnique versus solus ego and mufu solt), thereby making the obligation of vengeance

commended her for having remained immune to the pessimism of the ‘Harvard school’
despite having received her doctorate there.

7 1 sometimes use ‘double-sided’ as a synonym for ‘ambivalent’, to show that I believe
V. 1s maintaining two points of view simultaneously. Ambivalence might appear similar to
Parry’s ‘two voices’ interpretation, but in Parry’s reading there 1s never any doubt that the
voice of lament and not that of triumph 1s the authentic voice of V.; which collapses the
essential distinction between that view and pessimism.

°8 ‘What is even more remarkable is that the poet could preserve A.’s humanity and
mildness even in the bloody final scene’; Boissier (1907) 368, cited with approval by Wk
75=6.

° But cf. Stahl (1990) 205: ‘repelled by Turnus’ unethical, abominable conduct as
depicted in Book 10, the attentive reader will join Aeneas 1n the end 1n opting for revenge
rather than mercy’. (Compare Boissier: ‘on comprend qu’a cette vue sa colere se ranime
et on lul pardonne de n’écouter qu’un juste ressentiment’; ‘we understand that his anger
revives at this sight [1.e. of Pallas’ belt] and we pardon him for merely giving heed to
a justified resentment’.) Thomas (2001) 288—3 ofters a rollicking critique of Stahl’s and
other recent one-dimensional interpretations.
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appear even stronger than the imitial act of killing. Finally; '1.’s death 1s demanded
by Virgil’s own narrative, which has been anticipating 1t throughout the book.””

Virgil could therefore have presented A.’s action as unproblematic, but he
chose not to do so. Instead, he first gives 1. a cannily formulated speech of sur-
render that appeals to A. 1n several ways: to his prefas toward his father, by evoking
the image of I.’s own aged parent, Daunus; to his clementia, by acknowledging
defeat and withdrawing his claim to Lavinia; and to his moderation, by suggest-
ing that to kill him would carry hatred beyond reasonable grounds (938 wlferius
ne tende odns). Even more remarkably, Virgil then shows A. so moved by I'’s plea
that he comes close to sparing the one man he 1s most strongly obliged to kill.
A.’s hesitation shows how powertul an appeal the 1deal of clementia has for him,
and also how different a character A. 1s from Achilles — or from '|.

Even after A.’s hesitation, Virgil could have shown him deciding to kill 1. 1n
a way that would raise few moral scruples. Many critics believe that A. fails to
act 1n accordance with the precept parcere subiectis (6.853); but Anchises 1s there
stating an 1deal, and such statements do not come with fine print spelling out
exceptions and limitations. Romans did traditionally see themselves as exhibiting
clementia toward defeated enemies,”' but that policy was not equated with pardon
for all: Cicero, for example, defines the action of a w/r magnus in the aftermath of
victory as punire sontes (presumably the leaders), multitudimem conseruare (Off. 1.82),”
and even Augustus at his most auto-encomaiastic 1n the Res gestae claimed to have
spared only those foreign foes who could be pardoned with safety (quibus tuto
inosct potuit, RG 3). A moment’s thought would make 1t clear that sparing 1., 1in
the expectation that he would retire quietly to Ardea, would be the height of
folly.” Romans who had seen the result of Julius Caesar’s clementia toward Brutus

° For a selection see nn. on 4—9, 38—45, 56—63, 74, 151, 234—5, 646, 649, 676—80, 727,
881, 8g5. F. Cairns (1989) 211—14 argues that the killing of 'I. echoes the killing of the suitors
in the Odyssey, and that ‘the eflect of Virgil having looked through several episodes from
the end of the Odyssey to the killing of Hector in the [lliad1s. . . to strengthen the moral case
for the destruction of Turnus; for the odyssean material transtorms the killing of an enemy
(Hector) into the killing of a man of discord (Turnus)’. I do not find the alleged Odyssean
parallels convincing enough to bear the weight that this reading places on them.

T Cf. Cic. Rosc. Am. 154 populum Romanum, qui quondam n hostis lenissimus existimabalur; Lavy
33.12.7 (Flamininus speaking) Romanos, praeter uetustisssmum morem wictis parcendr, praecipuum
clementiae documentum dedisse pace Hannibali et Carthaginiensibus data; Hor. Carm. saec. 51—2 wacentem
lents in hostem (on which see Fraenkel (1957) 376 n. 3). Anchises’ words are analogous to a
uatictntum ex euentu, adjuring A. (addressed proleptically as Romanus) to behave as Romans
had come to believe they did behave.

7 In Off. 1.35 Cicero advocates sparing those defeated enemies who had not been
crudeles or immanes during the war. It 1s doubtful that 'I. would quality for clementia on those
grounds.

3 A point made with characteristic brio by La Cerda: ‘Quid 1lle [1.e. 1.], s1 ulueret?
nonne iterum arderent belli incendia? Ergo fas fuit, 1us fuit illum interfici. Quid tu uolebas,
qui Virgilio detrahis? an ut Turnus febricitans in lecto moreretur? Quis comprimeret illam
belli scintillam praesertim cum uideret delicias suas L.auiniam 1n alterius sinu? Certe s1uluus
Turnus euaderet, neque Aeneas bello suo, neque Virgilius suo operi finem adhibuisset’
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and others would have been well aware of the danger involved 1n letting an
enemy live.

Finally, the anger that in the end motivates A. to kill 1. could be understood,
in philosophical terms, as a legitimate response to extreme provocation. Of the
major schools of ancient philosophy, only the Stoics categorically rejected anger
as justifiable for one avenging a wrong, while both Aristotelian and Epicurean
analyses of A.’s actions would arguably have found them approprnate.’4

A.’s killing of 1., then, can be amply justified according to several standards
of judgment famihar to Virgill and his audience, and 1n fact 1t 1s only unjust
according to an interpretation of parcere subiectis that no Roman of Virgil’s time 1s
known to have endorsed.”” Yet many modern readers find A.’s action profoundly
disturbing, or even deserving of condemnation. Is that response based on a
misreading, or can 1t claim some basis in Virgil’s text?

Virgil presents A.’s action from two perspectives. In his narrator’s voice, he
describes A. as furiis accensus and ira ternibilis (946—7); he also gives A. a brief speech
in which 'I’s death 1s depicted first in religious terms, as a sacrifice to Pallas
(948—9), and then 1n legal terms, as punishment exacted from 1.’s ‘criminal
blood’ (949 scelerato ex sanguine). Neither perspective yields an explicit judgment of
A.’s action, and so no analysis of the lines can hope to prove beyond reasonable
doubt how they are to be interpreted.” But Virgil’s narration and A.’s quoted
words do share a feature that provides a basis for discussion: they both highlight
the intense emotional state into which A. 1s thrown by the sight of Pallas’ belt.
T hat colouring 1s conveyed by the metaphor 1n accensus and by the epithet ternbilis,
by the indignant question that opens A.’s speech (‘tune . . . enprare mihi?’) and the
following repetition of the name of Pallas, and by the loaded terms (immolat,
poenam . . . sumit) In which A. couches his reasons for acting. 1'hat accumulation
of emotive language suggests that all of the moral, legal, philosophical and
pragmatic arguments for killing 'I. are ultimately beside the point. A. does not
act because of something he thinks or as the result of an argument that persuades
him; he acts because of what he sees and what that object makes him remember

(cited by Laird (2003) 33). Townend (1987) 86 suggests that V.’s use 1n 12.104—6 of G. 3.232—4
(the defeated bull who goes oft and builds up his strength for a rematch) to describe 1.
before his scheduled meeting with A. shows how 1. could be expected to behave 1If A.
were to spare him. His argument 1s supported by V.’s use of the adjacent Georgics passage
to describe A. and I. through simile 1n 12.715—22. G. 3.227—-8 gemens . . . quos amusit inultus
amores could well describe a spared but still bitter 1.

+ (Gill (2004) usefully summarizes the relevant philosophical doctrines. See also Galinsky
(1988) (primarily Aristotehan), Erler (1992), arguing that A. has the disposition (di1af¢eois)
required by Epicureans in order to have his anger qualify as ‘natural’.

> Lactantius may have done so at the beginning of the fourth century, but for obviously
polemical reasons; see below, pp. 22—3.

7® Cf. Horsfall (1995) 198: ‘V. was. .. well able to hint at the “key” in which he wished

a given passage to be read, but I do not believe that to have been the case at the end of

bk. 12.°
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and feel. He acts for emotional, not intellectual, reasons, and it 1s the language 1n
which Virgil embodies his emotions that needs to be the next focus of attention.

Of the narrator’s two descriptions of A., /ra terribilis would seem to be the
more straightforward: the words express no moral judgment, and indeed 1t
seems Intuitively likely that the anger of a normally controlled person, once
unleashed, would be especially frightening. But A.’s terrifying rage might be
thought disproportionate when dealing with a wounded supphant lying at his
feet (930 humilis supplex), especially one who has already been ternfied by the
realization of divine enmity (8qr di me terrent et luppiter hostis). A. gave iree rein to
rage once before 1n this book, when his frustration at not being able to confront
T. led him to unleash indiscriminate slaughter (494—9g). In that case, as here, A.’s
anger 1s provoked and can be seen as just; but 1ts consequences are nonetheless
frightening (A. 1s also called fernibilis in 498) and, 1n the ensuing attack on Latinus’
city, barbaric. Earlier in the poem, A. experienced anger during the fall of 'Iroy
(2.316, 594),”” and when defied by Lausus (10.813—14 saeuae amque altius irae |
Dardanio surgunt ductor, ct. 12.494 adsurgunt irae); iIndeed, 1n the Aeneid as a whole, ira
is ascribed to A. even more often than to Juno.” When A. reflected on his actions
at Troy, he stressed the irrationality of the furor and /ra that had governed him:
2.3106—17 furor iraque mentem | praecipitat (also 314 arma amens capio, nec sat rationis in
armis). One wonders how A. in times to come would have described his behaviour
here.

Matters are more complicated with furus accensus, since both furiae and accendere
can 1n 1solation be used in a positive sense. For the former; cf. 8.494, where Etruna
responds to the atrocities of Mezentius: ergo omius furus surrexit Etruna wustis; there,
however, the addition of wustis 1s critical.”” Hercules’ rage when confronting Cacus
(8.219—20 furus exarserat atro | felle dolor) has been cited as another example of
justifiable furiae, but the text i1s not explicit on that point, and Hercules’ anger
may be better interpreted as what I have called ‘homoeopathic’ violence.*® The
positive senses of accendere include ‘firing up’ the fighting spirits of warriors, as
In 12.426 primus [sc. lapyx] . . . animos accendit i hostem (see also wncensa 1n 12.238);
justifiable anger can have the same eflect, as in 8.501 (quoted 1n n. 7g). But the
only other place 1n the poem where accendere and furiae are coupled as they are
here has a decidedly sinister tone, 7.392—3, describing the Latin women inflamed
by Allecto: fama uolat furiisque accensas pectore matres | idem oms simul ardor agit noua

7T omit 2.575, in the probably spurious Helen episode.

7% Eight times, five of them in this book (2.316, 594, 10.813, 12.108, 494, 499, 527 (jointly
with T.), 946) as against six for Juno (1.4, 25, 130, 251, 8.60, 12.831). lo be fair, A. 1s also
responsible for a rare (and unsuccessful) attempt at restraining the anger of others, ci. 314
0 cohibete wras!

9 Cf. Thomas (1991). That passage 1s curiously emphatic about the justice of the
Etruscan cause: 500—1 quos wstus in hostem | fert dolor et merita accendit Mezentius ira. Perhaps V.
felt it necessary to underscore the positive use of language that normally carries negative
assoclations.

90 Above, p. 16.
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quaerere tecta.”’ The nearly synonymous combination furiis incensa is applied by
Dido to herself in 4.376 heu furus incensa feror!

Descriptions of characters as accensus or incensus often refer to a loss of rational
control: in addition to 4.376 (feror) and 7.393 (agit), ct. 4.203 (larbas) amens animi
et rumore accensus amaro, 11.70q (Camilla) furens acrique accensa dolore, 4.300—1 (ID1do)
saeutt inops anami totamque incensa per urbem | bacchatur, perhaps also 9.342—3 (kuryalus)
incensus et ipse | perfunt. 'That loss of rationality 1s not explicitly stated here, but 1t
can be plausibly inferred.®?

The justifications A. offers also have to be examined rather than accepted at
face value.®3 A. is a man who needs to believe that whatever he does is right.
When his actions are not obviously justified, he feels compelled to ofler reasons
for them; as often happens with self-justifications, his are more persuasive to him
than they might be to an unbiased listener.®+ Perhaps because killing T. requires
A. to overcome his own inclination to show mercy, his rationale for doing so 1s
particularly elaborate. A. offers two justifications for I’s death: as a sacrficial
offering to Pallas (Pallas te . . . immolat), and as retribution for crime (poenam scelerato
ex sanguine sumit). Both explanations are problematic, and they are also mutually
exclusive, since 1if I.’s blood 1s tainted by scelus, he 1s completely unsuitable as a
candidate for immolation.®3

(@) 1.’s death as sacrifice. Calling an act a sacrifice does not make 1t one, nor
does it endow the act with religious authority. Revenge portrayed as sacrifice 1s
an old motif of tragedy, employed by the avenger as a means of justification but
often contested by others. So Clytemnestra in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon asserts that
not she, but an avenging spirit in her shape, was responsible for Agamemnon’s
murder, which she characterizes as ‘a crowning sacrifice’ (TéAeov 1504, Fraenkel’s
translation); to which the Chorus reply (1505—8) that an avenging spirit (GA&ocTwp)
may have assisted her, but that Clytemnestra cannot remain guiltless of the crime
(&vaiTios). A.’s use of the verb immolare (949) echoes his previous ‘immolation’ of
victims to Pallas (10.517—20). Even most ‘optimist’ critics regard A.’s earlier action
as a temporary descent into barbarism, and it 1s hard to see why the connotations

of the imagery should be different here. Also, the thought that underlies the

8t At 7.392 V. plays on the ambiguity furiis/Furiis, as also in 3.331 scelerum furiis agitatus
Orestes; cl. Lyne (198g) 28—q. I find 1t hard to see ambiguity of that kind here.

92 Gill (2004) 1201 uses furiis accensus and other elements of V.’s language to support an
essentially Stoic reading of A.’s anger.

93 As does, e.g., Horsfall (1995) 208, in a rare lowering of his guard: ‘the furiae of 12.946
are at one level anything but impious,. . . as Virgil lets Aeneas explain (947—9)" (my 1talics).

% An example earlier in book 12 is his attack on Latinus’ city, which he implausibly
identifies as the cause of the war (567 causam bellt). In a somewhat similar way, when A.
rejects the supplication of Magus who has appealed to him by Anchises and lulus, he
claims their support for his action: hoc patris Anchisae manes, hoc sentit lulus (10.534).

95 Quint (1993) 95 sees a similarity between A.’s deflection of responsibility for T.’s death
and Augustus’ claim to have yielded power to the Senate and other legitimate 1nstitutions
of government, which he calls an ‘enabling fiction’ of the Principate.
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words Pallas te immolat, when made explicit, suggests that Pallas 1s sacrificing 1. to
himself, a disturbing notion. The ‘sacrifice’ of 'I. 1s at best metaphorical, at worst
perverted.®®

(b) L’s death as punishment for crime. What 1s '1.’s crime? If he were being held
responsible for the entire war (which would be a distortion of the truth), he could
be called sceleratus, since the war has been characterized as an oflence against
the gods;®7 but A.’s projection of the killing onto Pallas shows that his primary
motive is revenge for Pallas’ death, which was 1n no way a crime.

[t is hardly surprising that the explanations offered by a man 1n the grip
of rage are not models of rigorous logic, but 1t 1s worth asking whether Virgil
suggests a reason for A.’s furious reaction to the sight of Pallas’ belt. T'he belt
functions as saeur momimenta doloris; one meaning of the phrase 1s ‘a reminder of
cruel grief’, that 1s, a reminder to A. of the grief he felt at Pallas’ death. But
for A. to be reminded of that grief implies that he had forgotten 1t, which does
indeed seem to be the case. Pallas has not been mentioned since his funeral early
in book 11, and for the whole of the final book until now 1.’s death has had for
A. a purely political significance, as the means of settling the war and avenging
the breaking of the truce.®® T.’s appeal, which admits defeat and accepts A.’s
victory, maintains that political focus; in that context, in which 1. 1s a conquered
enemy who asks for clementia, A. begins to be softened. But 1. can only be spared
if A. continues to forget his obligation to Pallas and Evander, and the sight of
the belt brings his forgetfulness to an end.?® It seems likely that the intense anger
A. then experiences i1s to some degree directed at himself for having let Pallas
fade from his mind, and that his over-identification with Pallas in the act of
vengeance (Pallas te hoc uulnere, Pallas | immolat) 1s a form of compensation. Those
considerations would not make A.’s action any less complex morally, but they
would make 1t all the more believably human.

Misgivings about the manner of 'I.’s death are not just the product of modern
squeamishness: the morality of A.’s actions had been questioned 1n Antiquity.
Late-antique commentators are at pains to see A. 1n a purely positive hght;
Servius, for example, interprets both his hesitation and his killing of ‘1. as man-
ifestations of pretas: ‘omnis intentio ad Aeneae pertinet glornam; nam et ex eo
quod hosti cogitat parcere, pius ostenditur, et ex eo quod eum 1nterimit, pietatis

% This point is especially controversial; for additional argument see commentary.
Hardie (1993) 33—5 ofiers a different, though not contradictory, interpretation.

%7 Cf. the prediction of Latinus in 7.595—7 st has sacrilego pendetis sanguine poenas, | o miseri.
te, Turne, nefas, te triste manebit | supplictum, uolisque deos uenerabere serzs.

"% Di Benedetto (1996b) 164—9.

% Cf. Horsfall (1995) 205: ‘Pallas’ balteus, markedly absent from the scene of T.’s arm-
Ing . .. strikes Aeneas’ eye (apparuit, g41: what, only now?).” T'he omission of the belt from
the earlier arming scene allows the reader to share A.’s forgetfulness.
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gestit insigne, nam Euandri intuitu Pallantis ulciscitur mortem’.”” This attempt to
square the moral circle looks like an eflort to defend A. from previous criticism,?’
and a blistering critique of A.’s claim to piefas had 1n fact been otlered a century
before Servius, in Lactantius’ Duunae institutiones. Citing A.’s murderous rampage
after the death of Pallas and his rejection of I.’s plea, Lactantius accused A. of
‘forgetting the shade of his father, by whom he was being entreated’ and of killing
‘not only those who offered no resistance, but even those who were begging him
<for mercy>’.9% Although the basis of Lactantius’ condemnation 1s remarkably
similar to that of some modern critics, he did not, like them, believe that Virgil
had knowingly portrayed A. in a reprehensible manner; instead he assumed that
Virgil approved of A.’s actions and thereby betrayed his own 1gnorance of true
pietas. Lactantius was, of course, engaged 1n an anti-pagan polemic, but his argu-
ment makes no appeal to religious values; in his view, A.’s actions are oflensive
to basic notions of human decency.

Servius’ observation that A. 1s moved 1n both directions by his peefas 1s unde-
niably true, but the result 1s not a greater sense of A.’s virtue, but rather an
awareness of the contradiction that he faces: whatever he does will violate a
claim made upon him by puetas. It 1s not, however, quite accurate to say that A.
experiences a conflict of pietas, since doing so runs together phases of the scene
that Virgil has kept separate. When A. considers sparing 1., it 1s not because he
believes that showing mercy to conquered enemies has a stronger claim on him
than avenging Pallas’ death; at that moment he 1s, apparently, not thinking of
Pallas at all. It 1s only the sight of the belt that reminds him of his duty to avenge
Pallas, and he responds to that reminder with no hesitation whatever. Conflicts
of pietas are portrayed more overtly and schematically by Ovid 1n the revenge
stories of the Aletamorphoses: e.g. when Procne must choose between pretas toward
her sister and her son, or Althaea between loyalty to her son or her brothers.”’
If Virgil had shared Ovid’s love of verbal paradox, he might have written of A.
killing 'T. that he was facto pius et sceleratus eodem (Met. 3.5).9

% On 12.940. Dante interpreted the final scene similarly: ‘tanta uictoris Enee clementia
fuit, ut msi balteus, quem Turnus Pallanti a se occiso detraxerat, patuisset, uicto uictor
simul uitam condonasset et pacem’ (De monarchia 2.9.14).

9 See Thomas (2001) 111—12, and 106—10 for other notes of Servius defending A. against
possible earlier criticisms.

92 Duu. inst. 5.10. manium patris per quem rogabatur oblitus . . . non tantum non repugnantes, sed
etiam precantes interemut. 'The passage contains other indictments of A. 1n a similar vein.

3 Cf. Met. 6.629—30 (Procne) ex nimia mentem pietate labare | sensit (Procne), 635 scelus est
pretas in conwuge Terer, 8.476—7 (Althaea) consanguineas ut sanguine leniat umbras, | impietate pra est,
508 animum pietas malernaque nomina frangunt.

9% [ suspect that the author of the Helen episode was recalling such Ovidian expressions
with the phrase sceleratas sumere poenas, 2.576. In a Virgihan context sceleratas has to be
understood as a bold transferred epithet, but to a post-Ovidian writer the 1dea that the
punishment itself constitutes a crime would appear less remarkable, so attributing that
thought to A. would not have caused difficulty.
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Less epigrammatically, one might say that A. does the right thing (or the
necessary thing) but does it 1n a ternifying way.?> ‘Optimist’ critics stress the
justifications for 1.’s death and downplay the manner in which 1t comes about,
while pessimists do the opposite. But both aspects, and the tension between them,
are grounded 1n the text, and both therefore need to be part of an adequate
response to the text. Such a response, however, calls for an attitude of genuine
ambivalence that 1s dithcult, perhaps impossible, to maintain; every reader on

every rereading will probably incline in one direction or another.9°

Augustan ramifications

The final scene 1s crucial for comprehending another central aspect of the
Aenerd, namely 1ts relationship to, and implicit commentary on, the Principate of
Augustus.”?/ Although A. 1s an independent character and not an allegorical sub-
stitute for Augustus, the connections between the two are so strong that the view
taken of one must inevitably colour one’s view of the other; as Richard Thomas
has written, "ambivalence about Aeneas and ambivalence about Augustus and
contemporary Rome go hand in hand’.9° The relationship between those forms
of ambivalence can be defined even more precisely: 1n historical terms, 1t seems
clear that ambivalence about or hostility to Augustus and what he represents —
in particular, an imperial system — was largely responsible tor the appeal of
‘pessimist’ readings of the poem 1n the mid and late twentieth century, and I
think 1t likely that for many critics an 1deological position for or against Augustus
continues to shape their interpretation of Virgil’s narrative.

A traditional, and essentially optimistic, reading of the Aeneid could be summed
up 1n the phrase that concludes the opening section of book 1: fantae molis erat
Romanam condere gentem (1.33). 1'he implication 1s that the struggles narrated 1n
the poem were required to bring Rome into existence and were for that reason
worth enduring. On that view, the poem’s allusions to contemporary events would
imply a similar understanding of the horrors of the civil war, finally brought to
an end by Augustus. Such an interpretation has the advantage of allowing the
suffering and loss that the poem depicts to carry their full weight; they can be
accepted as part of the appalling but necessary price of Rome’s foundation and

% Cf. Horsfall (1995) 216: ‘Aeneas remains right. . . but there 1s no general resolution of
1Issues and tenslons. . . such as to leave us (or Aeneas) emotionally at ease or content.’
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