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      I have been a student of English literature for most of my life, but in mid-life I brushed up my Latin and began to study Latin literature seriously. I joined a class, hosted by Oxford University, in which we read the texts and discussed them. We also had the opportunity to write essays and most of the pieces here started as essays written for this class. Later, I posted some of them online, and, such has been their reception, that I decided to put them into more permanent form in print. They have been found useful by students and teachers, and I hope would also have something to offer more advanced scholars.

      In these essays I have asked myself, and tried to answer, the questions that ordinary readers and students may have when reading the classics of Latin literature and which critics and scholars often seem mysteriously to overlook. They are arranged, not in the order of my writing them, but in what seemed the most attractive structure for reading them. I begin with a group of essays on Virgil.

      There are two essays on Aeneid II. The first deals with the sequence of events by which the fall of Troy became inevitable. In the course of this, I consider Priam’s passivity and poor judgement and the way Aeneas as narrator handles the events he recounts at some distance, although he was present for at least some of them. I also consider some of the other treatments of this episode from the mythological tradition, including some which Virgil rejected or only touched on. The second essay on this book shows Aeneas at his lowest point, wholly dependent on outside guidance. Here he is at the very beginning of the process by which he has to learn to become an effective leader on a new model, since that of Homeric warrior is denied him.

      The essay on Aeneid IV considers Dido’s claim that she and Aeneas were married, against the denial of this by Virgil as narrator, and comes down on her side after considering the evidence within the book. Aeneas comes out very badly from this episode, and this, at least, I believe to have been Virgil’s intention.

      The essay on Aeneas in the underworld asks what he learned from this adventure and how he learned it. I see this as a version of the mythological motif of the underworld journey and argue that the contradictions and inconsistencies in this book are deliberate and support a coherent view of the meaning of Aeneas’s experience. The book is not a scenic tour of the underworld for its own sake but a vision deliberately constructed for the benefit of Aeneas, who is experiencing it.

      I then go back to the Eclogues. That on Arcadia in the Eclogues argues for the unity of the collection in the setting of Arcadia, an ideal landscape, in contrast to some recent views which deny it. I then take up the celebrated use of the fourth Eclogue as a prophecy of Christ and explore the case for reviving this interpretation, which turns out to be stronger than one might expect.

      I then turn to Catullus and consider one of the strangest of Latin poems: his poem on Attis, and ask what was the motivation of the central character and what was the point of the poem for Catullus. This is a long and complex essay but I hope will be rewarding to those looking for a coherent interpretation of this poem.

      Next, I move to Horace and consider three of the Odes. Ode 1.37 Nune est bibendum and 2.5 Nondum subacta ferre iugum ualet first drew my attention for negative reasons: the first seemed unpleasantly jingoistic and the second prurient. However, in working through them I came to a different view of each. The third Ode I consider, 3.3 Iustum et tenacem propositi uirum takes a central theme of the Aeneid, Juno’s opposition to the Trojans, a personification of everything that has gone wrong for them. Horace treats this in one short poem and shows her change of mind expressed in one key word.

      ‘Ovid’s happy afternoon’ considers Amores 1.5 as that rare thing, a love poem, which is actually about lovers meeting and making love. I contrast Ovid’s handling of this with poems by Catullus and Propertius. The essay on Ovid’s treatment of Circe tries to separate this from Homer’s account and show that it has had its own influence.

      Dr Johnson’s ‘The Vanity of Human Wishes’ is a free imitation of Juvenal’s tenth satire and has a reputation of its own independent of that. I consider both where Johnson follows Juvenal and where he doesn’t, to bring out the characteristic qualities of each.

      The Satyricon of Petronius is a kind of parody of the Greek romances, with the disreputable same sex couple of Encolpius and Giton replacing the devoted opposite sex lovers of the Greek stories. However, there is more to it than that, and I argue that there is more to the attachment of the two than may at first appear.

      The tale of Cupid and Psyche is the longest and most celebrated of the inset tales in the Metamorphoses, better known as The Golden Ass, of Apuleius. I had to abandon my original intention to write about allegorical interpretations of this tale, since there are several of these, all of some length, and to consider them would require a book rather than an essay. Instead, I have concentrated on Apuleius’ handling of the psychology particularly of the divine characters in the story.

      In writing these essays I have used the techniques of literary criticism, which I learned through the study of English literature, and applied them to the classics. Three schools of criticism of English literature in particular have influenced me. The first is the traditional humanist approach which I associate with C. S. Lewis, Graham Hough and Frank Kermode. This aimed to situate the work under discussion in its historical and literary context and to enter in the minds of its intended first audience. Then came the New Criticism, pioneered by T. S Eliot and I. A. Richards and taken up by many others, including William Empson and Cleanth Brooks. This uses close analysis of the text, together with relevant comparisons, but often without a historical context, with a view to arriving at a contemporary understanding and a value judgement of the work. Then there was the myth criticism of Maud Bodkin, Joseph Campbell and Northrop Frye, which stressed the affinity of literary works with analogues in myth and ritual which, it is argued, gives literary works their power. All these approaches have been given theoretical underpinnings, and I have found them variously useful in reading my texts.

      I also acknowledge debts to classicists who have concentrated on criticism, and four names stand out for me. These are Brooks Otis, Kenneth Quinn, Gordon Williams and Michael Putnam. The occasional references I make to their work do not exhaust my debts. I am also grateful to Dr Alison Samuels, my mentor at Oxford, who saw most of these papers in an earlier form, but who is not responsible for my errors. And of course, I value scholarly work on texts and interpretation and make frequent reference to it. I have given full references to all such works. As I do a great deal of close reading, the reader will find it helpful to have copies of the original texts in front of them. However, to reduce the notes, the texts and commentaries I have used are cited simply by editor’s name; details are in a list at the end. Other older texts are given without note, but in a form which can be located in any edition. There is some repetition in the two essays on Aeneid II, as I wanted these essays to be able to be read independently. Some interesting side-issues are explored in the Appendices. All Latin is translated.

      

      
        
        Stephen Barber

        May 2025
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            COULD THE FALL OF TROY HAVE BEEN PREVENTED?
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      Virgil’s command of suspense is such that, however often you read Aeneid II, each time you find yourself hoping against hope that this time it will be different: that the Trojans will heed some of the many warning signs, dispose of the Greeks in the horse and save their city. It doesn’t happen, of course. So the issue is to consider these warning signs and also to reflect on why it was that the Trojans did not respond to them. Virgil’s skill is to make it clear to the reader both that the signs are there and why it was that they were not heeded.

      There are three preliminary issues. Firstly, Virgil was working here with traditional themes and legends, some of which were unalterable. The givens included the wooden horse, the involvement of Sinon and Laocoön and the return of the Greeks, but the details varied and gave Virgil scope to arrange them to his own satisfaction. Homer was some help, but the action of the Iliad ends well before the fall of Troy, though there are some references in the Odyssey. We cannot now get a full understanding of Virgil’s use of sources, since some of the most important ones are wholly or mostly lost: these include parts of the Epic Cycle, particularly the Sack of Ilion by Arctinus, and at least two plays by Sophocles (Laocoön and Sinon). However, there are versions of the story later than Virgil which are thought to preserve earlier traditions.⁠1  And there are some traditional motifs which Virgil sometimes hints at even if he deliberately did not use them and which I shall touch on.⁠2

      Secondly, the whole of this book, as well as the next, purports to be Aeneas’ tale to Dido, told in retrospect and with later knowledge occasionally slipped in. This will sometimes be relevant. Apparently, this is the first time that the fall of Troy had been told from a Trojan point of view. Aeneas can expect a sympathetic hearing since Dido, like him, is an exile from her native country and already knows something of the Trojan war from the temple murals at Carthage which Aeneas has seen in Book I. However, Aeneas himself does not appear in his account of the wooden horse at all; it is only when the doom is already upon the Trojans that he tells her what he did. I shall return to the issue of his absence from his own account.

      Thirdly, although the actual Trojan war was supposed to have taken place a good thousand years earlier than Virgil and the details had become absorbed in legends, nevertheless sieges and the sacking of cities were an only too recent memory and fear, because of the Roman civil war. Virgil is too canny to make this point explicitly, but it is a very clear implication of this book that the fall of Troy is the kind of thing that has happened and could happen again. You can think what you like about Augustus, but the fact that he put an end to the civil war comes up in Virgil’s first acknowledged poem, Eclogue I, and is touched on or implied intermittently and gratefully throughout the Aeneid.

      With these in mind, let us turn to the actual events as set out by Virgil. He charts the path to destruction in five stages, which I shall consider in turn:

      
        
        I. The discovery of the horse.

        II. Laocoön’s warning.

        III. Sinon.

        IV. Laocoön’s death.

        V. The horse brought into the city.

      

      

      I then want to consider more briefly:

      
        
        VI. Greek duplicity and Trojan trust.

        VII. The role of Priam.

        VIII. The role of Aeneas.

        IX. The role of the gods.

      

      

      Aeneas starts by telling Dido immediately that the horse was a trap, why and how:

      
        
                                     fracti bello fatisque repulsi

        ductores Danaum tot iam labentibus annis

        instar montis equum divina Palladis arte

        aedificant, sectaque intexunt abiete costas;

        uotum pro reditu simulant; ea fama uagatur.

        huc delecta uirum sortiti corpora furtim

        includunt caeco lateri penitusque cauernas

        ingentis uterumque armato milite complent. (13-20)⁠3

      

      

      
        
        The leaders of the Greeks, broken by the war and driven back by the fates and with so many years now slipping by, build a horse the size⁠4 of a mountain with the divine art of Pallas (Athene, Minerva)⁠5 and weave its ribs with planks of silver fir; they pretend it is an offering for their (safe) return; that rumour spread. In this they enclose securely within its blind side picked bodies of men and deep within filled the huge caverns of the belly with armed soldiery.

      

      

      This is almost entirely retrospective knowledge. But how does Aeneas learn that the horse was built divina Palladis arte, with the divine art of Pallas, and that uotum pro reditu simulant; ea fama uagatur, they pretend it is an offering for their return; that rumour spread? Virgil chose not to use the tradition that it bore an inscription saying explicitly that it was a thank offering to Minerva from the Greeks for their safe return home.⁠6 Aeneas must have deduced it from what Sinon says later:

      
        
        hanc pro Palladio moniti, pro numine laeso

        effigiem statuere, nefas quae triste piaret. (183-4)

      

      

      
        
        They have set up this image (in atonement) for the Palladium, having been warned, for the injured deity, to atone for the dreadful sacrilege.

      

      

      Sinon is, of course, completely unreliable, but this is the only basis for what Aeneas says, and it may be partly true. As for how the rumour arose, this is unexplained, as the Greeks were no longer around to start it off. Perhaps we are to assume that it was a speculation of the Trojans, given the presence of the horse and the apparent absence of the Greeks. Although in the war Minerva was on the Greek side, the Palladium, named after her title of Pallas, represented her in her customary role as guardian of the city, and in removing it the Greeks had removed her protection from the city.⁠7 It also had a symbolic meaning I shall come to.

      Aeneas goes on to recount the actual discovery as it seemed at the time:

      
        
        pars stupet innuptae donum exitiale Mineruae

        et molem mirantur equi; primusque Thymoetes

        duci intra muros hortatur et arce locari,

        siue dolo seu iam Troiae sic fata ferebant.

        at Capys, et quorum melior sententia menti,

        aut pelago Danaum insidias suspectaque dona

        praecipitare iubent subiectisque urere flammis,

        aut terebrare cauas uteri et temptare latebras.

        scinditur incertum studia in contraria uulgus. (31-9)

      

      

      
        
        Some were amazed at the fatal gift of chaste Minerva and marvelled at the bulk of the horse; Thymoetes was the first to suggest that it should be pulled inside the walls and placed in the citadel, whether by treachery or because the fate of Troy was already tending that way. But Capys, and the opinion of those better in their advice, bid us either to throw the suspicious gift of the Greeks into the sea as it was a trap or to burn it with flames from underneath or to bore through the hollow of the belly and test its hiding places. The wavering crowd was split into opposing views.

      

      

      Notice how the fact that the horse was innuptae donum exitiale Mineruae, the fatal gift of chaste Minerva, is slipped into the narrative, although in Aeneas’s account this is again retrospective knowledge. So is also the apparently casually dropped phrase sive dolo seu iam Troiae sic fata ferebant, whether by treachery or because the fate of Troy was already tending that way. This latter will prove important in the narrative. In fact, the whole passage is close to Homer,⁠8 except that there the Trojans take the horse to the citadel first and then argue about what to do with it. Virgil has added the names of Thymoetes⁠9 and Capys as leaders of the two (in Homer three) factions. Neither, however, commands enough authority to resolve the dispute; the situation called for leadership. There is, however, no mention of Priam at this point.

      So the issue is left hanging because of the arrival of Laocoön, storming down (ardens … decurrit, 41) from the citadel. In fact, the debate never resumes properly because each opportunity to bring it to a proper conclusion is interrupted: first by Laocoön’s arrival, then by Sinon and lastly by Laocoön’s death. This is part of Virgil’s technique for generating suspense, because we keep wanting the Trojans to discuss the issue properly and they never do.

      Anyway, Laocoön has summed up the situation correctly and warns the Trojans, ending with a line that has become proverbial, indeed a sententia:

      
        
                                                equo ne credite, Teucri.

        quidquid id est, timeo Danaos et dona ferentis. (48-9)

      

      

      
        
        Do not trust the horse, Trojans. Whatever it is, I fear the Greeks, especially when bringing gifts.

      

      

      The tremendous force of his conclusion is achieved by avoiding the usual words for especially, such as praecipue, praesertim or maxime, and putting all the weight on the little word et, strengthened by the fact it is here long by position, just after the fourth foot caesura, and supported by the coincidence of metrical ictus and stress accent which comes naturally at the end of a line.

      He follows his spoken, or more probably, shouted warning with a startlingly aggressive act:

      
        
        sic fatus ualidis ingentem uiribus hastam

        in latus inque feri curuam compagibus aluum

        contorsit. stetit illa tremens, uteroque recusso

        insonuere cauae gemitumque dedere cauernae.

        et, si fata deum, si mens non laeua fuisset,

        impulerat ferro Argolicas foedare latebras,

        Troiaque nunc staret, Priamique arx alta maneres. 50-6

      

      

      
        
        Having so spoken he hurled a huge lance with great force into the side of the monster and the arching structure of its belly. It stood quivering and from its stricken belly the hollow caverns resounded and gave a groan. And, if the decrees⁠10 of the gods had been otherwise and the minds of our people not been misguided he would have forced us to pierce the Greek hiding place with steel and Troy would now be standing and you, the lofty citadel of Priam, would remain.⁠11

      

      

      We had Troia … fata, the fate of Troy, in in a passage I have already quoted; here we have fata deum, the decrees of the gods. Virgil is setting up his characteristic double motivation: human beings are responsible for their actions but the gods have a plan of their own all along; I shall return to this. We should also note that my rendering of mens, is slightly expanded as minds of our people: Virgil does not say whose minds were misguided and, in particular, Aeneas has not explicitly included himself. In fact, he may not even have been there: he does not introduce himself into the action until line 268. Heinze thinks he is speaking as an eyewitness; this need not be true  and indeed cannot be true as far as seeing Laocoön coming from the citadel is concerned, or the serpents disappearing into the temple, if all the time he was on the beach.⁠12

      Virgil had here another tricky issue to deal with. In at least one early account Aeneas takes the death of Laocoön as an indication that the city is doomed and at that point decides to leave.⁠13 A Roman would have seen this as desertion and cowardice so Virgil needs to keep Aeneas in the city until the last moment and to make the decision to leave as difficult as possible for him. (It also means he can witness the beginning of the sack of the city and the death of Priam.) On the other hand, he does not want to associate Aeneas too closely with the credulousness of the other Trojans. I shall return to this issue.

      Laocoön interrupted the debate among the Trojans, and, in turn, he never gets a proper response because at this moment Sinon is produced.⁠14 When we next hear of Laocoön, he is making a sacrifice, so at some point he removed himself from the rest of the group. Meanwhile, we have Sinon’s three long speeches, which are a tissue of lies from beginning to end, but there are several points at which the Trojans should have been more suspicious. These begin with his very first words:

      
        
        cuncta equidem tibi, rex, fuerit quodcumque, fatebor

        uera (77-8)

      

      

      
        
        I shall indeed tell you, king, everything truthfully.

      

      

      I cannot improve on Austin’s comment here: “Did the Trojans not know what ‘I will be perfectly frank’ so often means?” I must add that the single word rex, king, slipped in, is the only definite indication so far that Priam was present at all.⁠15

      Then there is the way he avoids naming his father (pauper …  pater, my father, a poor man, 87, and exoptatumque parentem, my longed-for father, 138). For Virgil’s readers this would have been suspicious in itself; some of them might also have known, from earlier accounts now lost to us, who Sinon’s father actually was⁠16 and that the suggested enmity with Ulysses was unlikely, to say the least. Virgil never resolves this in the poem. But Sinon has managed to appeal successfully to a Trojan, i.e. proto-Roman, sense of family.⁠17 I imagine that when Virgil read this book to his first audience, which included Maecenas and Augustus, one of them might have asked at the end: ‘By the way, who was Sinon’s father?’ He would have smiled and said ‘They should have asked, shouldn’t they? But as it’s you, I’ll tell you,’ and did so.

      There are contradictions in his story, which the Trojans never notice. Aeneas tells us that the horse was made of abies (silver fir, 15), but Sinon on first mentioning it says it was made acernis (with maple wood, 112), possibly a deliberate mistake.⁠18 He mentions the horse as standing there (staret equus, 113) before Calchas has issued his warning to build it as an offering:

      
        
        hanc pro Palladio moniti, pro numine laeso

        effigiem statuere, nefas quae triste piaret. (183-4)

      

      

      
        
        They have set up this image (in atonement) for the Palladium, having been warned, for the injured deity, to expiate the dreadful sacrilege.

      

      

      Furthermore, Eurypalus has supposedly gone to the oracle of Apollo, presumably that at Delphi, and returns to tell the Trojans that a sacrifice is needed for fair winds, with a reference to Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphigenia at the beginning of the war:

      
        
        sanguine placastis uentos et uirgine caesa,

        cum primum Iliacas, Danai, uenistis ad oras;

        sanguine quaerendi reditus animaque litandum

        Argolica. (116-9)

      

      

      
        
        You appeased the winds with the blood of a slaughtered virgin, Greeks, when you first came to Trojan shores; returns must be sought by blood and sacrificing of a Greek life.

      

      

      This turns out to be Sinon himself. Yet, when he escapes with no sacrifice made, the Greeks sail away without any difficulty:

      
        
        eripui, fateor, leto me et uincula rupi,

        limosoque lacu per noctem obscurus in ulua

        delitui dum uela darent, si forte dedissent. (134-6)

      

      

      
        
        I snatched, I admit, myself from death and broke my bonds, and lurked all night in a muddy swamp, hidden in the sedge while they set sail, if by chance they were to do so.

      

      

      
        
        Which indeed they had done, though only as far as Tenedos, with no problems with the wind, as we were told at the beginning of the book:

      

      

      
        
        nos abiisse rati et uento petiisse Mycenas. (25)

      

      

      
        
        We thought they had gone away and were heading for Mycenae with a favourable wind.

      

      

      The holes in his story are gaping. Yet no one challenges it and Priam himself takes the initiative in releasing him:

      
        
        his lacrimis uitam damus et miserescimus ultro.

        ipse uiro primus manicas atque arta leuari

        uincla iubet Priamus dictisque ita fatur amicis. (145-7)

      

      

      
        
        With these tears we give him his life and furthermore take pity on him. Priam himself first orders his manacles and tight fetters to be removed and then spoke to him with friendly words.

      

      

      The acceptance of Sinon is the crucial decision in the whole business of the horse and it is the only decision Priam is seen to take. Virgil sometimes likes to make his points by implication rather than directly, and this is one of them: a main theme of the Aeneid is leadership, and—leaving aside for the moment the machinations of the gods—it is partly the absence of it in Troy that leads to disaster.⁠19 I shall return to this.

      Then Sinon’s whole account of the horse as an offering in atonement for the theft of the Palladium is self-contradictory. Sinon reports Calchas as saying:

      
        
        extemplo temptanda fuga canit aequora Calchas,

        nec posse Argolicis exscindi Pergama telis

        omina ni repetant Argis numenque reducant

        quod pelago et curuis secum auexere carinis. (176-9)

      

      

      
        
        Straightway Calchas prophesied that the sea should be attempted in flight, nor could Pergama be torn up by Greek weapons unless they sought new omens at Argos and bring back the divine power which they have carried off with them overseas in their curved ships.

      

      

      Not only is the seeking of new omens, which would have been in addition to the one from the oracle of Apollo, not carried out, but if the Palladium had been restored, it would surely have renewed its protection of Troy, thus defeating the Greeks’ purpose. Nor would the supposed offering of the horse have been an adequate substitute for the Palladium, as gods are precise about such things. Sinon then reports Calchas giving advice which is quite absurd:

      
        
        hanc tamen immensam Calchas attollere molem

        roboribus textis caeloque educere iussit,

        ne recipi portis aut duci in moenia posset,

        neu populum antiqua sub religione tueri.

        nam si uestra manus uiolasset dona Mineruae,

        tum magnum exitium (quod di prius omen in ipsum

        convertant!) Priami imperio Phrygibusque futurum;

        sin manibus uestris uestram ascendisset in urbem,

        ultro Asiam magno Pelopea ad moenia bello

        uenturam, et nostros ea fata manere nepotes. (185-194)

      

      

      
        
        But Calchas ordered us to build the large structure of interlaced planks so that it could not be brought through the gates or brought within the walls or guard the people under the protection of their traditional faith. But if your hand were to violate the gift to Minerva, then a great destruction—may the gods turn that prophecy first on himself—come to Priam’s empire and the Trojans, but if it were to climb to the city by your hands, Asia would come further through a great war to the walls of Pelops [Mycenae] and that fate would remain for our offspring.

      

      

      Calchas’s advice to build the horse so large as to make it impossible to bring into the citadel would have meant it could not expiate the sacrilege of stealing the Palladium, even if it were an acceptable substitute, and so help the Greeks with their return journey, which was supposedly the whole point. No sensible deity would agree to be fobbed off with a wooden horse too big to go into the city as adequate compensation for the theft of the Palladium from inside the city.⁠20 And as Athene had won the contest with Poseidon in offering Athens the olive tree—symbol of peace—when he offered the horse, it woould hardly have been an appropriate offering to her. But Sinon distracts attention from this by a specious account of the consequences to the Trojans of bringing it in.

      This, the climax of Sinon’s account, is also the most internally incoherent part of it. But none of the Trojans challenge it: the faction led by Capys says nothing and Laocoön has not stayed for an answer to his warning but is elsewhere making a sacrifice. By this point the Trojans have been completely taken in:

      
        
        talibus insidiis periurique arte Sinonis

        credita res, captique dolis lacrimisque coactis (195-6)

      

      

      
        
        Through such traps and the skill of perjured Sinon his account was believed and we were caught by tricks and forced tears.

      

      

      In fact, in the course of Sinon’s speeches his deceptions increase as he finds he has got away with the previous ones. No one challenges his frankness, asks about his father, takes up his mistake about the wood the horse is made of, when it was built or when a second group of omens were required. Nor, something which they should surely have been concerned about, did they query the rigmarole about the horse as an adequate substitute for the Palladium or how offering it outside the city would appease Minerva and gain favourable winds. The reader is left wondering how the Trojans could have been so taken in.

      However, any debate there might have been is again cut short because of Laocoön’s second appearance and the horrible death of himself and his sons dealt by the serpents.⁠21 This is, clearly, a portent, but what is its meaning? The only clue we are given comes at the end of the account:

      
        
        at gemini lapsu delubra ad summa dracones

        effugiunt saeuaeque petunt Tritonidis arcem,

        sub pedibusque deae clipeique sub orbe teguntur. (225-7)

      

      

      
        
        But the twin dragons with a gliding movement escape to the lofty citadel of Tritonia⁠22 (Minerva), and are hidden under the foot of the goddess and under the circle of her shield.

      

      

      There is a link between Minerva and serpents, as, for example, that made by Virgil himself in his later description of the aegis on the shield of Aeneas:

      
        
        aegidaque horriferam, turbatae Palladis arma,

        certatim squamis serpentum auroque polibant

        conexosque anguis VIII. (435-7)

      

      

      
        
        They [the Cyclopes] were eagerly polishing the dread aegis, the weapon of angry Pallas [Minerva], with the golden scales of snakes and interwoven serpents.

      

      

      Anyway, for the Trojans, this clinches the matter:

      
        
        tum uero tremefacta nouus per pectora cunctis

        insinuat pauor, et scelus expendisse merentem

        Laocoönta ferunt, sacrum qui cuspide robur

        laeserit et tergo sceleratam intorserit hastam. (228-231)

      

      

      
        
        Then indeed a new fear creeps into the trembling hearts of all of us, and they say that Laocoön has paid the deserved penalty for crime, who (they say)⁠23 injured the sacred wood⁠24 with his lance and hurled a cursed spear into its back.

      

      

      It seemed obvious to the Trojans that Laocoön’s death was inflicted by the will of Minerva because of his assault on the horse, confirmed by the serpents making for her temple. However, this would not explain the death of his sons as well. Here Virgil seems to have made a deliberate break with the tradition about Laocoön as it was handed down. According to this, he was a priest of Apollo. In one version, against Apollo’s will he had married a wife and had children. Apollo took the opportunity, when Laocoön had been chosen by lot to sacrifice to Poseidon (Neptune) on the shore,⁠25 to send the two serpents to kill him and the wrongly-begotten children.⁠26 In another version, the offence was not the marriage itself but Laocoön’s having intercourse with his wife in the precinct of Thymbrian Apollo and before the images of the gods.⁠27 It rather looks as if Virgil took this story over and repurposed it with Minerva being the affronted deity, confirmed by the serpents making for her temple. We remember that among the temple murals Aeneas saw one of a suppliant and unsuccessful procession ad templum non aequae Palladis (to the temple of unjust Pallas, I.479). Her injustice is compounded in this scene by the deaths of the two children as there is no reason in Virgil to suppose that they were wrongly begotten.⁠28 In the Aeneid we have been told precisely nothing about any previous offence Laocoön might have caused either to Apollo or to Minerva and which, rather than his—perfectly accurate—denunciation of the horse, his dreadful death might have expiated.⁠29 The Trojans in his account know no alternative to the conclusion they draw. They do not misinterpret the snake prodigy, as Brooks Otis suggests,⁠30 as Virgil offers no other possible interpretation. The effect is to dispel the sense that they are culpably gullible, which has been encouraged by their acceptance of Sinon’s story. By this point the Trojans are in a trap with no escape.

      The Trojans then bring the horse into the city. However, even then all was not lost. There were three possible opportunities to reconsider, although we never really think they have a chance. First was the process of getting the horse through the walls. Virgil has Aeneas say:

      
        
        diuidimus muros et moenia pandimus urbis. (234)

      

      

      
        
        We breach the walls and open the buildings of the city.

      

      

      Austin says at this point: ‘After all the fuss made by Sinon to account for the vast size of the Horse, they got it in without real difficulty; even now they might have reflected on the strangeness of this.’ But Austin overlooked the fact that the wall was sacred. It had been built by Poseidon (Neptune) and Apollo,⁠31 but with the help of Aeacus, a mortal, so that, if necessary, the city could be taken.⁠32 The breach, probably of the upper threshold of the Scaean gate where Laomedon was buried,⁠33 undid the magical protection of the wall,⁠34 and it was important that it was made by the Trojans themselves. None of the Trojans remember that the wall was sacred, although it is possible that Virgil might have intended to write more here, as the immediately preceding line is incomplete. Or he might have deliberately decided only to hint at this motif. It is in any case important that, despite the breach, the gates and their supports remained intact, as it was the warriors from the horse who opened them later:

      
        
        caeduntur uigiles, portisque patentibus omnis

        accipiunt socios atque agmina conscia iungunt. (266-7)

      

      

      
        
        The sentries are slaughtered and, having opened the gates, they [the Greeks] greet all their comrades and unite their participating troops.

      

      

      And later we read:

      
        
        portis alii bipatentibus adsunt. (330)

      

      

      
        
        Some are at the gates, wide-open on both sides.

      

      

      Then the horse stopped four times on the way:

      
        
                                         quater ipso in limine portae

        substitit atque utero sonitum quater arma dedere;

        instamus tamen immemores caecique furore

        et monstrum infelix sacrata sistimus arce. (242-5)

      

      

      
        
        Four times at the very threshold of the gods it stopped and four times weapons gave out a sound from its belly; yet we press on regardless and blind with passion we put the ill-omened monstrous thing on our sacred citadel.

      

      

      Jackson Knight’s comment here seems definitive: ‘To Roman thought a stoppage in a procession or any other ritual was a bad omen, a stoppage at the threshold a worse omen still, and, since all even numbers, four more than two, might have sinister connotations, four stoppages at a threshold must have been a very bad omen indeed.’⁠35 We expect the Trojans to be anticipatory Romans here. Yet they not only ignore the omen, they do not even appreciate that it is an omen, because they are caecique furore, blind with passion. This is a point which Virgil leaves readers to work out for themselves.

      Finally, there is the warning by Cassandra, but of course she is not believed because she never is:

      
        
        tunc etiam fatis aperit Cassandra futuris

        ora dei iussu non umquam credita Teucris. (246-7)

      

      

      
        
        Even then Cassandra opened her mouth about the imminent doom, a mouth commanded by a god never to be believed by Trojans.

      

      

      In fact, she is ignored, the Trojans have lost their last chance and the city is doomed. Homer had said that the city would perish once the wooden horse was inside it.⁠36 There is no longer any suspense: we await with sickening dread what will happen when the horse releases its burden.

      Turning now to my more general themes, we have first the contrast between Greek duplicity and Trojan trustfulness. Heinze points out that their trustfulness is a Roman virtue, Sinon’s deviousness a Greek vice.⁠37 Aeneas dwells on this repeatedly, from the beginning of his account:

      
        
        uotum pro reditu simulant (17)

      

      

      
        
        They pretend that it is an offering for their (safe) return.

      

      

      and at the discovery of Sinon:

      
        
        accipe nunc Danaum insidias et crimine ab uno

        disce omnis (65-6)

      

      

      
        
        Hear now about Greek tricks and from a single crime learn about all of them.

      

      

      During his account the Trojans are⁠—

      
        
        ignari scelerum tantorum artisque Pelasgae (106)

      

      

      
        
        unfamiliar with such great wickedness and Pelasgian trickery.

      

      

      And at the end of it:

      
        
        talibus insidiis periurique arte Sinonis

        credita res, captique dolis lacrimisque coactis (195-6)

      

      

      
        
        Through such traps and the skill of perjured Sinon his account was believed and we were caught by tricks and forced tears.

      

      

      My point is simply is that this is all retrospective knowledge. (Of course, Virgil was happy to exploit a persistent stereotyping by Romans of Greeks here.) Even if Aeneas was suspicious at the time, he said and did nothing about it. Maybe he was as gullible as the rest of the Trojans. Or, as I shall propose, he was possibly not there. Anyway, it is important that Troy was conquered by trickery, not by force of arms.

      I have already suggested that a theme of this whole episode is the poor leadership provided by Priam. In fact, this is conspicuous by its absence. He did nothing to deal with the opposing views as to what to do with the horse, or try to ascertain its true nature or purpose before Sinon’s arrival, or to respond to Laocoön’s warning. The only thing Aeneas says Priam has actually done has been to welcome Sinon, order his manacles to be released and invite him to give his own account of the horse, which he does not question (147-151). It would be trite to say that Troy fell because of lack of leadership but the more you read it the more glaring does its absence seem. I am not overlooking the role of the gods, but the will of the gods does not exempt human beings from responsibility. There are three possible good reasons and one bad one why Aeneas does not otherwise mention Priam, which might all be true and which support one another. The bad reason is that, according to Homer, there was rivalry between the house of Anchises and the house of Priam for kingship, and Priam did not sufficiently recognize Aeneas’ prowess.⁠38 I do not think Virgil uses this idea or that his Aeneas would have distorted by omission Priam’s role if he had exercised it more forcefully. I think we can discard this suggestion. Of the good reasons, one is that he is loyal to his king, whose death he has witnessed by the time he comes to tell this story to Dido. The second is that he might not actually have been there when the horse was found and brought into the city, a possibility I shall take up in a moment. But the third is perhaps the most significant: this is, chronologically, the beginning of his story, and he has yet to learn what leadership involves and this is a major theme of the Aeneid as a whole. I believe Virgil intended us to reflect on this.

      Turning now to Aeneas’ own role in this episode, it is notable that he says nothing about himself at all. He has said to Dido:

      
        
                                          quaeque ipse miserrima uidi

        et quorum pars magna fui. (5-6)

      

      

      
        
        I saw these dreadful things myself and was a great part of them.

      

      

      He tells the story but does not include himself in it. Virgil had a difficult problem here. He cannot dissociate Aeneas from the rest of the Trojan people, since his destiny is to lead the remnant of them to Italy. One reason Virgil has deliberately kept him back is that he is to be introduced at the nadir of his fortunes in the next part of the book. Another is that he does not want to introduce us to him at the beginning of his account as simply another gullible Trojan. I think Virgil wants us to understand that, although Aeneas is caught up in the catastrophe—it is the defining experience of his life—he was not personally responsible for it. So Virgil finesses the issue: Aeneas might have been an eyewitness of the events he describes, as Heinze suggested, but he might instead have heard of them later, from the refugees whom he met up with at Mount Ida. He does not say in so many words that he was there himself, though we are free to conclude, though we do not have to, that he was, by his use of plural verbs. He implicitly seems to include himself in lines 105 (ardemus scitari, we are burning to find out), 145 (uitam damus, we give [Sinon] his life) and 234 (diuidimus muros et moenia pandimus urbis, we breach the walls and open up the buildings of the city). These need not be taken as meaning ‘all of us, without exception, and including myself;’ in fact, they clearly did not include Laocoön and we can only infer the presence of Priam when Sinon addresses him as rex (king, 77), before Priam speaks to him (148-9). He does not dissociate himself from his compatriots either, but he has slightly distanced himself from them throughout this whole episode; the subjunctive in qui cuspide robur | laeserit (who (they say) injured the sacred wood, 231) supports this. So does the fact that the description of the opening of the horse and the release of the Greeks, which immediately follows this episode, is something neither Aeneas nor any other Trojan could have witnessed.⁠39

      I think we should see him at this stage as more or less the Aeneas of Homer in the Iliad: he had a privileged position as the son of a goddess, so in the technical as well as the ordinary sense he was a hero, next to Hector among the Trojans as a fighting man.⁠40 Homer tells us that his destiny is to become king among the Trojans, or rather what remains of them, though this is said by Poseidon and Aeneas would not yet have been aware of it.⁠41 Of course it is progressively revealed to him in the Aeneid, starting later in this book, but in the account of the wooden horse he knows nothing of it. (In his account of the fall of Troy he does not call upon the knowledge of his destiny he later recounts from the ghost of Creusa or in Book I.) And so far, as also arguably in the Iliad, he has had no formal or informal leadership role: he is simply a Trojan warrior among others. He briefly takes a leadership role later but it is only really at the very end of the book that he finds himself leading the whole band of Trojan refugees. So Priam failed to offer leadership and Aeneas was not yet in a position when it could have been expected of him. How it came to be so is the subject of the rest of this book. As Brooks Otis rightly says: ‘he had to be a hero on the old model before he could be one on the new.’⁠42

      Finally, we need to consider the role of the gods. In this episode they feature, with one exception, mainly through hints and suggestions rather than anything explicit; it will be very different in the rest of the book. Aeneas begins his account by saying of the Greeks that they were:

      
        
        fracti bello fatisque repulsi (13)

      

      

      
        
        Broken by the war and driven back by the Fates

      

      

      Similarly, at the end of this episode, there are the omens on bringing the horse into the city. Virgil does not dwell on these and Aeneas merely refers to the horse as the monstrum infelix (ill-omened monstrous thing, 245). Here again we are in the territory of hints and suggestions.

      Then there is the association Aeneas makes of the horse with Minerva. It was built divina Palladis arte (by the divine art of Pallas,15) and is innuptae exitiale Mineruae (the fatal gift of chaste Minerva, 31). This is retrospective knowledge, and Aeneas’ hearers do not yet know how he came to know it. Instead there are more dark hints, but this time going the other way from the reference to the Fates. He says of Laocoön’s warning:

      
        
        et si fata deum, si mens non laeva fuisset,

        impulerat ferro Argolicas foedare latebras,

        Troiaque nunc staret, Priamique arx alta, maneres. (54-6)

      

      

      
        
        And, if the decrees of the gods had been otherwise and the minds of our people not been misguided he would have forced us to pierce the Greek hiding place with steel and Troy would now be standing and you, the lofty citadel of Priam, would remain.

      

      

      I earlier considered the force of mens in this passage; I now want to consider the passing reference to fata deum, the decrees of the gods. It is equivalent to the divine will, that is, the will of Iuppiter or divine providence.⁠43 The gods have a plan, and part of this is that they want Troy to fall, but why they should want this is left obscure. A kind of clarification comes with the death of Laocoön. The fact that the serpents go to Minerva’s temple (225-7, quoted above) is the exception to the obscurity of the other references to the gods; it makes clear the link between the goddess and the horse and that Laocoon’s verbal and physical assault on it was abhorrent to her. Virgil has deliberately discarded the version in which there was a previous offence against the gods by Laocoön, so as to justify the Trojans in taking the horse as a gift offering as Sinon suggested. It does not, however, justify them for accepting his rigmarole about the link with the Palladium. The double motivation still operates: they may have rightly discerned the will of the gods but that does not absolve human beings from acting prudently. However, there was no getting round the implacable opposition of Minerva,⁠44 made clear by the fact that the serpents went to her temple.

      However, it is worth considering why Minerva was so opposed to the Trojans. Yes, there is a long-term plan, at least by Iuppiter, which requires Aeneas to leave Troy to become the founder of Rome. But the double motivation continues to apply. Minerva is, among other things, the goddess of reason. The theft of the Palladium signifies the impending irrationality of the Trojans. Her opposition to them coincides with their abandonment of reason in ignoring Laocoön and accepting Sinon’s lies. The irrationality and the punishment are linked not as cause and effect but as the same thing, so are simultaneous. In the next part of the book we shall see something of Aeneas’ own irrationality.

      The poet later says in his own person that Sinon was:

      
        
        fatisque deum defensus iniquis (257)

      

      

      
        
        protected by the unjust [?] fates of the gods

      

      

      Iniquis is a strong word to use of the gods but it is ambiguous: it can mean harsh but also unjust. The Loeb version translates it as malign and Bailey⁠45 as cruel, thereby leaning to the first alternative. Horsfall refers at this point to divine injustice, leaning to the second. Austin suggests that ‘this is Virgil’s way of saying that Sinon had luck on his side’ but this is surely not strong enough. Virgil is practising a piece of subtle equivocation, raising at least the possibility that the gods are unjust. I have already mentioned his doing so in book I. He will do so again in Book VI, where Aeneas meeting Dido in the underworld is casu percussus iniquo (affected by her unjust fate, 475).

      Throughout the account of the horse Virgil has had to hold in tension the inevitability of the disaster, which is the will of the gods, and human freewill. He made a skilful selection from the available traditional motifs, discarding some and choosing those which allowed to him to make a convincing narrative without digressions. He keeps the role of the gods to a minimum and in very general terms, apart from the portent of Laocoön’s death. He lays out very clearly opportunities for discovering the true nature of the horse, for heeding the warning of Laocoön and for challenging the lies of Sinon. In also showing how and why these opportunities are not taken, he creates that feeling of suspense which dominates the episode and also shows how the disaster became inevitable.

    

    
      
        
        

        
          
1 There are useful summaries of the earlier accounts by Robin Hard, The Routledge Handbook of Greek Mythology, London, 2004, 473-6, and Timothy Gantz, Early Greek Myth: A Guide to Literary and Artistic Sources, Baltimore, 1993, 646-50, and fuller discussions by Richard Heinze, Virgil’s Epic Technique trans. Hazel Harvey et al., London, 1993 (19282), 3-14, R. G. Austin’s commentary on this book, Oxford, 1964 and especially W. F. Jackson Knight, Vergil’s Troy, in Vergil: Epic and Anthropology, London, 1967 (1932), 75-102. I have used these as pointers to such primary sources and analogues as survive.

          

          
2 These include that there was an inscription on the wooden horse dedicating it to Minerva, that Laocoön was a priest of Apollo, that one or more of his family survived the serpents, that the walls of Troy were magically protected, that there was a rivalry between the house of Priam and that of Aeneas, and that Aeneas left the city at the death of Laocoön and before the catastrophe.

          

          
3 Quotations are from Book II unless otherwise noted.

          

          
4 The bulk must have been more in the height than the width of the horse, as otherwise it could not have got through the gates. See the discussion with estimates of its size and the material findings at the site of Troy, in Julian Ward Jones, ‘Sizing up Vergil’s horse,’ The Classical Outlook, Vol. 89, No. 1 (Fall 2011). See below for the discussion of its passage through the gates.

          

          
5 Virgil never uses the Greek name Athena but either the Roman Minerva or another title, such as Pallas or Tritonia. See Cyril Bailey, Religion in Virgil, Oxford, 1935, 152-7. I shall use Minerva, even in a Greek context.

          

          
6 Apollodorus, Epitome 14, in The Library of Greek Mythology trans. Robin Hard, Oxford, 1997, 156. Other early references are given by Horsfall in his commentary, Leiden 2008, 72.

          

          
7 Cities had tutelary deities and one of Minerva’s titles was ‘saviour of cities’ (Homeric Hymn XXVIII.3). One of the temple murals Aeneas sees in Book I is of Trojan women importuning Minerva in this capacity (I.479-82). Part of Roman siege warfare was to remove the gods’ protection through an evocatio. This is explained by Macrobius (early Vth century A.D.), Saturnalia, III.9.1-16. There is an example of an evocatio in Livy V.21.2-3 (the destruction of Veii). Ulysses and Diomedes did not resort to an evocatio but to a physical removal of the statue. See Walter Burket, Greek Religion, Oxford, 1985, 140, Stephen Benko, The Virgin Goddess: Studies in the Pagan and Christian Roots of Mariology, Leiden, 2003, 26-7.

          

          
8 Homer, Odyssey VIII.506-13.

          

          
9 There had been a prophecy that on a particular day a boy would be born who would be the ruin of Troy. On that day Priam’s and Thymoetes’ wives gave birth to Paris and Menippus respectively. Priam had Menippus and his mother killed but spared Paris; Lycophron (attrib.) Alexandra, 224, 316-22 and notes by Hornblower ad. loc.; Isaac and John Tzetzes, Scholia on Lycophron ed. G. C. F. Müller, 3 vv., Leipzig: Vogelii, 1811, I, 535. Thymoetes therefore had a motive for revenge on Priam, hence the suggestion of treachery (dolo), though Virgil neither explains this nor assumes it.

          

          
10 I take this translation of fata from Bailey, Religion in Virgil, 225.

          

          
11 I accept here the interpretations of Austin; in this passage see his note on curvam compagibus alvum.

          

          
12 Heinze, Virgil’s Epic Technique, 13. On his view, Heinze has to concede that Virgil ‘does not stay scrupulously within the confines of first-person narrative,’ 10.

          

          
13 Arctinus, Iliu Persis argument §1  apud Proclus, Chrestomathia, Greek Epic Fragments ed. M. L. West, Harvard, 2003, 144-5. In Quintus Smyrnaeus (II to IV century A. D.), Posthomerica, XIII, 332-86. the Greeks allow him to escape from the city; this would have been even less to Virgil’s purpose.

          

          
14 In Quintus Smyrnaeus, Posthomerica, XII, 427, the Trojans were about to obey Laocoön but Athene intervened directly. See note 29 infra.

          

          
15 Certainly, Aeneas says that the shepherds were dragging Sinon ad regem (to or towards the king, 58), but this is not confirmation that Priam was there, though it seems probable.

          

          
16 Lycophron (attrib.), Alexandra, 344, says that Sinon was cousin to Odysseus (Ulysses). We know the exact relationship only from late sources. In the fifth century poet Tryphiodorus, Sinon volunteers that his father was Aesimus; Excidium Troiae, 291. The late Byzantine commentary on the Alexandra explains that Aesimus, the father of Sinon, was the brother of Anticleia, the mother of Odysseus; Isaac and John Tzetzes, Scholia on Lycophron, I, 547. See also Simon Hornblower (ed.) Lykophron, Alexandra, Oxford, 2015, 194.

          

          
17 See John P. Lynch, ‘Laocoön and Sinon: Virgil, Aeneid 2.40-198,’ Greece and Rome, Vol. 27 No. 2 (Oct. 1980), for an analysis of the different rhetorical devices in the speeches of Laocoön and Sinon. He also appealed to his audience’s sense of religion and law, and shed tears.

          

          
18 So Austin ad loc.. The alternative view, that the horse was made from different kinds of wood (cf. roboribus, 186, pinea, 258) has been defended by Horsfall, 60: ‘the many timbers used for the manufacture of the Horse have long been understood as having more to do with Parnassus than with wood-yard or carpenter’s shop.’ Servius suggests that the different kinds of wood named each have a magical significance; Servius on line 16.  However, Aeneas’ hearers and Virgil’s readers would surely notice the contradiction and it seems more telling that Sinon should seem ill-informed about the horse.

          

          
19 In his opera Les Troyens, based on Aeneid II and IV, Berlioz added a scene in which Priam explicitly took the fateful decision to admit the horse, against the warning of Cassandra. (Berlioz removed this scene from the orchestral score in anticipation of a performance, but it has been reconstructed from the vocal score by Hugh Macdonald. It is not usually performed but it is included in Dutoit’s recording of the opera.)

          

          
20 Virgil does not use the motif that Poseidon was in some sense god of horses and also presided over city walls, so that by accepting the horse the Trojans might have believed they would strengthen the magical protection of the city associated with him; Jackson Knight, Vergil’s Troy, 113-4. In rejecting this, Virgil emphasizes their credulity and discards a possible justification for it. Virgil was aware of horse magic, as in the story of the horses of Rhesus, Aeneid I.469-73, or those Anchises saw on first seeing Italy, Aeneid III.537-543.

          

          
21 The way Virgil introduces this raises an issue: Hic aliud maius miseris multoque tremendum | obscitur magis atque improvida pectora turbat (Then a greater thing, far more terrible for us wretched people, comes upon us and disturbs our unwary hearts, 199-200). Nothing terrible (tremendum) has happened yet: neither the discovery of the horse nor Sinon could be called that. This passage looks like an unrevised relic of a version in which Virgil used a different sequence of events.

          

          
22 A title of Minerva which goes back to Homer. Its origin and meaning were disputed even in the ancient world, Servius on line 171 and Austin’s comment. I am attracted by the argument of J. B. Trapp, ‘Virgil and the monuments,’ Proceedings of the Virgil Society, Vol. 18, 1986, that the link with Triton is the most important; he points out that in Virgil the Tritons are powerful beings and servants of Minerva and Neptune.

          

          
23 The subjunctive laeserit following qui makes it clear that this is what the Trojans say and is not vouched for by Aeneas or the poet.

          

          
24 Robur can mean oak specifically, but that would contradict Aeneas’s statement that the horse was made of abies (silver fir, 16) and the primary meaning is simply hard wood; I have already noted Sinon’s claim that it was made acernis (with maple wood, 112) as possibly a deliberate mistake by him. Virgil uses robore for it again in 260 and pinea, pine, at 258. See note 18 supra.

          

          
25 According to Servius, Euphorion, the Greek dramatist and son of Aeschylus, said that the Trojans had killed their previous priest of Poseidon for failing to make a sacrifice to prevent the arrival of the Greeks. It would seem that after the apparent departure of the Greeks Laocoön was drafted in as a temporary priest of Poseidon, as Virgil says (201), so that this time an appropriate sacrifice would be offered; Servius on line 201. The altar had been on the shore so during the war was inaccessible to the Trojans and the cult fell into disuse. It would have spoiled the story for Virgil to interrupt it with these explanations. See the discussion by Heinze, Virgil’s Epic Technique, 12-13.

          

          
26 This is known to us from Virgil’s contemporary, the mythographer Hyginus, The Myths of Hyginus ed. and trans. Mary Grant, Lawrence, 1960, § 135.

          

          
27 This is the version of Servius, loc. cit.

          

          
28 Although in the famous sculpture in the Vatican museum the two sons are youths, in Virgil they are small boys (parva duorum │ corpora natorum 213-4). In other versions, summarised by Austin, 95, one or both children were killed but Laocoön spared; in the sculpture it looks as if one boy might be escaping. Virgil is apparently the only writer to have all three killed; see Jackson Knight, Vergil’s Troy, 88-9.

          

          
29 Incidentally, although the serpents devoured the two sons, there is no mention of any burial for Laocoön himself or of the need for it; given the importance of proper burial in the ancient world—think of Sophocles’ Antigone or indeed Book VI of the Aeneid—I find this surprising. Presumably Virgil thought this would have been an unnecessary digression. In Quintus Smyrnaeus, Posthomerica, XII.479-537, Laocoön survives but is blinded and after the sack he and his wife build a cenotaph for the dead boys. Heinze thought this would have been the original version, Virgil’s Epic Technique, 40-1.

          

          
30 Brooks Otis, Virgil: A Study in Civilized Poetry, Oxford, 1964, 248.

          

          
31 Homer, Iliad, VII.451-3. Virgil mentions Neptune at II.625. (He omits Apollo, as he did with Laocoön; it would have been confusing.) Homer also refers to a weak place in the wall, Iliad, VI.434, though this is not one of the gates.

          

          
32 Pindar, Olympian Ode VIII, 30-6 with scholium quoted ad loc..

          

          
33 Servius on lines 13 and 241; I am indebted here to Jackson Knight, Vergil’s Troy, 120-3. Dares Phrygius (early VI century A. D.) De excidio XL, says there was an (apotropaic) emblem of a horse’s head outside the gate.

          

          
34 It had already been weakened by the negative magic of  Achilles’ dragging the body of Hector three times round the wall, Aeneid I.483-4—in Homer he chases the living Hector, Iliad, XXII.165; ‘Hector was in some supernatural sense the protector of Troy or the walls of Troy,’ Jackson Knight, Vergil’s Troy, 117; Iliad, XXIV.727.

          

          
35 Jackson Knight, Vergil’s Troy, 121. He is relying on Emory B. Lease, ‘A further note to Vergil, Aeneid II.242f.,’ The Classical Journal, Vol. 19 No. 7 (April 1924), who gives references substantiating this.

          

          
36 Homer, Odyssey, VIII.511-3.

          

          
37 Virgil’s Epic Technique, 7.

          

          
38 Homer, Iliad, XIII.460-1, XX.179-186.

          

          
39 Heinze says of this that Virgil ‘once again was not confining himself strictly to the stand-point of the first-person narrative; he wanted to give his audience not merely a bare outline of the essential facts, but a vivid picture,’ Virgil’s Epic Technique, 15. Cf. footnote 12 supra.

          

          
40 Homer, Iliad, V.466-9,

          

          
41 Homer, Iliad, XX.306.

          

          
42 Brooks Otis, Virgil: A Study in Civilized Poetry, 244.

          

          
43 See the discussion in Bailey, Religion in Virgil, 220-234.

          

          
44 Virgil might have taken this motif from the opening speech by Poseidon in Euripides, Trojan Women, 1-47, where it is explicit.

          

          
45 Religion in Virgil, 224.
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