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Roman Public Law. In Logic he was always int�rested, and it was 
a kind of hobby of his to give 'Pass-men• instruction in the elements 
of it. He printed also a short outline of the Rules of Syllogistic 
Logic for the use of his hearers. 

But all his life long Homer and the study of Comparative Philo
logy remained his chief interests. ,vith regard to the latter he was 
held by (ar the greatest authority in Oxford after Max Millier. For 
him, indeed, these two branches were intimately connected, and 
he expressly advocated the necessity of a thorough knowledge of the 
reF;ults of linguistic research for the criticism of Homer. An interest
irig example of this ,·iew is a paper bf his (Transaction., qf lM Orford 
PhikJlogical Society, 1888-9, p. 6), where it is shovrn how a number of 
erroneous emendations had arisen in some cases from imperfect 
acquaintance with Comparative '.Philology, and in others from im
perfect acquaintance with Homeric i9iom. 

The first publication which made Mon'ro known outside bi1 own 
University was apparently his article in the Quarterly Review for 
October, 1868, entitled 'The Homeric Question'. In later yeai-s he 
recast and developed his views in an article published in the Eru,y
clnp(U;dia Bruannica (1880, art. 'Homer '}-an essay which remains 
to-day unsurpassed in English scholarship in this field, or only sur
passed by his own last utterance in the edition of the Odyi,ey. 
A copy of this was found among his papers with manuscript changes 
and additions intended for a new edition in the E-ncycl,opaedio 
Britdnnica. This has been prepared for publication by his faithful 
felJow-worker, T. W. Allen. 

After this he wrote regularly year by year essay91, review's, and 
articles on a variety of subjects-Homer and the Epic Cycle, 'Cmn
parative rhilology, Roman A'tltiqtlities, Plato, Aristotle, Greek 
Grammar, Greek Miithematics, and Greek Music, in the Quarterly. 
the Academy, the Jo,.rnalof Philology, the Transaction, qflhe Oeford 
Phuological Society, the Journal qf Hellenic Seudw, the Clauical 
Review, and the Hi3t()ffi"a/, Revier,,, about ninety articles in all 1 ; for 
the most part short but to the point, and generally decisive; for 
Monro was wont only to write when long and scientific testing of 
evidence hfl.d made him fairly sure of his ground. 

He collated the Venetian MSS. of the scholia to the lliad fot 
Dindorfs edition (Clarendon Press, 1875 and 1878). 

His first book appeared in the year 1878. Monro exercised so 
atrict a self-criticism that it was sometimes doubted whether he would 

1 For an enumeration of ihtse see I short memoir ptlblished by the ClarendoD 
Press. 
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ever come to a book at all, and it so happened that his first was 
a &ehool edition of Iliad I, apparently a small matter for a man 
of his reputation. But the modest little volume, which con
t.oined an excellent short Homeric Grammar, betrayed the hand 
of a master; and the competent judge could obsen·e how often 
in it traditional and unqueslione.:I explanations of the text were dis
posed of in an unassuming manner. Six yenrs lat.er appeared his 
school edition of the first half of the Iliad., and in 1889 that of the 
second half. The short introduction on the main points of the 
Homeric question and the short summaries of the argument of 
the books a.re excellent of their kind. The latter taken together give 
a clear view of what is most essential in the way of evidence for 
the unity and consistency of the whole poem. 

In 188i appeared at last his principal work, the Grammar of the 
Ilonieric Language, so long in the conception, and so eagerly awaited 
by his fellow•workers. This book put him in the first rank among 
grammarians and Homeric scholars, and confin11ed in the world 
at large the reputation which he had long enjoyed at home. 

The second edition of the Homeric Grammar appeared in 1891; 
in 1894 Modu of Greek Mu.tic. The latter constitutes an important 
contribution to the history of this celebrated problem ; and even 
if perhaps the solution offered should not win approval, the union of 
clear expoeition and logical arrangement ofU1e materials with accurate 
knowledge of the ancient sourcei and mastery of the principles 
of music must command admiration. In 1896 he published an 
edition of the Homeric text, Homeri opera el reliquiae (the readinbrs 
for the Hym,u by T. \V. Allen); and in 1902:, in collaboration with 
'l'. W. Allen, a text of the JUlld provided with an apparatus crilicus. 

But the chief work of his later yea.rs was an edition of the Inst tweh·e 
books of the Ody11ey, with a Commentary and comprehensive nppen• 
dices on the chief problems of Homeric research, published by the 
Clarendon Press in 1901. Here a.re put together the results of years 
of careful study of the Homeric question. \Vith unwcaryi11g industry 
he had made. himself master of all the necessary material, and had 
submitted e"erything to a slow, thorough. and searching scrutiny. 
The remarkable patience with which he reserved his judgement was 
a proverb among his acquaintance, who, indeed, often felt that his 
decision might be too long deferred. But :Monro had a horror of all 
�ha� was unripe and premature, and his long deliberation is folly 
Justified by its results, which, as time goes on, will be recognized 
more and more as a pattern of sound and sober judgement. It must 
be expressly noticed that Monro po6sessed just the fttculLy which, 
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though necessary before all else to the handling of the t lomcric 
11ucstion, is only too often lacking in criticism of the e.nnlping 
and dissecting type-a fine sense of literary form. 

)lonro's style is scientific in U1c best sense of the word: c:ompnct 
nnd curt, but not sacrificing lucidity lo bre,·ity, good pure English 
1 simplex munditiis '. 'l'he mode of statement is singularly c·lear, aud 
the course of the argument shows an analytica1 lranspA1-c11t·y for 
which perhaps he had to thank his training in Logic and :\lnthc
nll\lics. 

In the vnri0l1s mo,·cmcnts of his lime for the reform and adrnm:e of 
the higher education Monro bore an important part. 

In nil probability he was the chief trnd perhaps Ute sole founder of 
the Oxford Philological Society. He wns the first president of it: 
the first meeting (ISi0) WM held in his rooms in Oriel College, nnd, 
wilh a few exceptions, for thirty yeari1 all the meetings were at Oriel. 
D11ring the whole of this time he wa.;. pn .. -sident; the first nine years 
he wns also secretary, and managed all the affilirs of the Society. It 
should not be forgotten that it was )lonro who organized a union of 
c·c1·Ulin Oxford colleges lo form collections of special subjects in their 
libraries. 

He belonged lo the group of scholars who founded the Armlemy. 
and was for many years a contributor. Ht:: hnd n share in the 
institution of the Hellenic Society. f'rom the bcginni11g he was 
R member of the Council, and often nltended ih sittings. f'rom 
1886 onwan:ls he was Vice-Prcsidcul of the Society it.-:.elf. He 
was 111s0 n member of the Standing Committee which founded nnd 
controlled the Journal, of llrlle11ic St11dies. 

In the establishment of the Classical Associnlion of England and 
"'ales l\lonro played a t·onsiderahle part, as is apparent from the 
n<·cmmt of its Hrst meeting (see C!tts81crtl Review, l•'cbruary, 1904'). 
J.'rom the beginning he wns \'ice-Preside11t, attended the public 
meetings, e.nd he wn.,; oncn nt the sittings of the Council, aud took 
n li,·cly interest in the work of the Society. 

I Ic wns always a generous supporter of the British School al Home, 
11nd for the last fifteen years of his life was on the Council of the 
British School at Athens. 

If n right cstinmt.c is to be formed of the work of Monro's life, 
il mu�t be borne in mind thnt he constantly de,·oled himself in 
n sclf-snnificing nuumer to ll!e ser,·ice of his University and of his 
college. Ile uni led praclicnl shrt::wdness and liberal , iew!li with rare 
impartiality, and that is why he was so indispcnsnble in the business 
nflitirs of lhe University. 
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For twenty years he was on the Hclxlomn<lal Council, for twelve 
years on the Boord of Curators of the Unin:rsity )luscum, an<l for 
twenty years on the Delegncy of the Uni,·ersity Press. For nbout 
three years he was pro-.Vic.-c-Chanc.-ellor, and for three years Vice
Chancellor of the University. In dealings with foreign universities 
his talent for languages came in very usefully. He spoke German, 
French, and Italian, and was nble on academical occn.<1ions to make 
public speeches in nil three languages. 

In acndcmical politics :Monro belonged t.li:,tinctly to the party of 
reform, and must be reckoned as 011c of its chief leaders. Great 

rnluc was set upon his opinion, for he was c.:rec:lited with remarkable 
clearness of \'ision and snncncss of judgement. His manner was, 
from first lo last, unobtrusive, and so it came about thnt his 
influent·e reached further thn11 people suspected. The changes which 
a l'adiamentary Commission in the sc,·entics intr<Kluced. into the 
t.-onslitution of the Uni,·ersity were not all to his mind, but he 
strongly appro,•cd of some of them, and he rontributcd. a good deal 
towards pulling the new regulations into an ad\'antngeous and 
prncticnl shape. 

Monro was by nature ,·ery quiet and retiring, :md. on that account, 
outside the narrow circle of his intimate acquaintance, he passed for 
a somewhat cold tfo•position. In reality he was kind-hearlcd.ness 
il-iclf. Those who sought his help IIC\'Cr sought it in min. The under
gmduatcs of his t.'Olk•ge were fond of him, the college scn·ru1ls 

adored him, and he wa..,; touchingly de,·otcd lo children. 
The honomry degree of Doctor of L'lws was t.-onfcrrcd upon him Uy 

the Uni,•c�ily of Glnsgow, that of Doctor of Letters by Trinity 
College, Dublin, and that of Doctor of Cidl Ltw by his own 
Unin:rsily. From France he n.-cci,·C(l the honorary title of• Oflicicr 
de l'lnstrudion J'ubliquc.' I le was 011c of the original Fdlows of 
the Hriti�h Acndcmy, \1 hm1c lltrn1cs arc the only ones whid1 nppcar iu 
lhc lo1111dttlio11 charter. 

This b1·icf skclch mny be <'ioM.>d wilh nn c�linmlc of ;\lonro's 
Homeric work communicated by Mr. T. \V. Allen, who hns been 
already mentioned as his faithful friend and t-olluborator. 

'What distiuguished Mouro·s I lomeric 11·ork from thi+.t of other Eujllis=hnu.•n 
of his generation ww,, in tl1e first place, his k11owledg-e of Com1>arati1·e t.:r:unmar 
or PhilolOftY. \\"hen he began to write on Homer he was :\lmost aloue in this 
po&te&Sion, lllltl at his death there are few 111cmherJ1. of his own l'.nh·crsily wlto 
hl\\'e II first-hl\ml kuowh_,.liCe of Comparafo·e l'hiloli'gy, 

'·n1is equipment enabled him, on the one hantl, to take account of the result.� 
of t

_
he compar�ti.

1·e method in eslabli�hiu/,!' the llomcrit· tc�t h<'roml 1he period 
of literar�· trwlit1011, au1l there\.y l'r�er\·etl him from tl11.• ouc-�ide,,l attitude of 
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so emineut a Homerist as Arthur Ludwich: and on the other, it gave him the 
means to gauge and to resist the eccentricities of the purely linguistic school. 
Monro, from the first, denied the hypoU1esis of August Fick, which still 
in a modified form holds the field on the Continent, namely, that Homer 
was originally written in the Aeolic dialed; and in hie lat.est work, the 
Appendix to the Odym:y, Books XIII-XX IV, he may be Yid to have given 
the deathblow to it. He there laid down his own theory of the Homeric 
language (which he also embodied in a paper read at the Archaeological Con
gress at Rome in 1003), namely, that it was one of the varieties of the common 
tongue of pre.Dorian Greece, which accident and the merits of Homer elevated 
to the peeition of a literary langtt.age. '11tis theory, that of the iJJwtre volgare, 
appears likely to prevail. 

'His poeition in Homeric cri.tlCi1m was defined by tradition 011 the one hand, 
and linguistic results on the other. He had difficulty in admitting into the text 
a form recovered to the Greek language by1inguistic method unless there was 
documeulary evidence to show that it had once stood in the text, or its dis
appea:rance could be easily and clearly accounted for. Thus he restored ;Of T"ijor 
r"8�r, &c., on the ground that the MS. forms were the result of mechanical 
mistranscription, but retained metrical irregularities like AldAov, av�+1oii, &c., 
because the forms in •oo are without inscriptional teatimony, and cannot be 
assigned to a definite pel'iod. In these mattel'fl his method was very much that 
of Arietarchll8

1 
who, 90 far B8 we can gather, did not admit a correction into 

the Vulgate of h_is day, unleea diplomatc authority could be found for it. 
Monro, indeed, in many respeels, ttSembled that most judicious of ancient 
critics. Besides this he was a great uegete, and had a sure knowledge both 
of Greek and of Homeric usage. His annotations, of which he was sparing, are 
mostly in this province. 

'He was in oll8 sense not original. Probably he had done little actual 
collection of material-.though it is abeurd to call his work, as a recent German 
critic has done, a "mosaic"'. J,'rom this poeition-that of estimating and 
utilizing the statistics of others-he derived two benefits: the absence of 
intellectual fatigue, which prevents the researcher from weighing and utilizing 
his own collections, and freedom fro111 prejudice.and partiality. His judgement 
iudeed was unapproached. 'fhe motives for liking or dislike were far from him, 
:md from his verdict there is aeldom an appeal. Few can have had dealings 
with him, personal or literary, without feeling that rrp<inpor yty,ll'f, .wl ,rA.,io"" 
""'I•' 




