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The Holy Blood and the Holy Grail v. The Da Vinci Code - 
A Chill on Research

By Michael Ireland, M.A.

Disclaimer: Worthington and Associates Ltd. 
accepts no legal responsibility for the ideas 
expressed within this article.  The article 
is posted here for visitor’s reading interest 
only and does not refl ect the opinions of 
Worthington and Associates Ltd., its agents or 
employees.

Thinking readers may believe that Random 
House, the publisher of the blockbuster hit The 
Da Vinci Code, won the copyright infringement 
lawsuit against it because, as everyone knows, 
you can’t copyright an idea. Fact is, that was not 
the reason Random House won. Michael Baigent 
and Richard Leigh, two of the authors of The 
Holy Blood and the Holy Grail, sued because, 
they alleged, Random House  “appropriated the 
architecture of their book.”  It’s funny, but that 
ordinary word, “architecture,” caused these two 
historians a lot of trouble – a substantial legal 
bill worth of trouble! Caught in the media furor 
outside the High Court after the decision, Leigh 
reportedly said “we lost on the letter of the law, 
but we won on the spirit of the law.” What did he 
mean? It all comes down to “architecture.”

There were two narrow legal issues paramount 
in this lawsuit: was Baigent’s and Leigh’s work 
so special that it could be copyrighted? and, if it 
was, did Random House infringe this copyright?  
The plaintiffs hoped that copyright law as 
written would draw a distinction between a mere 
idea, which can’t be copyrighted, and a unique 
formulation of ideas, which they hoped could be 
copyrighted. But, at the conclusion of this lawsuit, 
the burning question, “can a compilation of ideas 
which form an original theory be copyrighted?” 
was not adequately answered.  Why? Because by 
wrapping their allegations in the “architecture” 
argument, Baigent and Leigh steered the lawsuit 
in a different direction. In the end, the judge, Mr. 
Justice Peter Smith, merely decided that on the 
facts in this particular case, HBHG did not have 

an “architecture” for Brown to appropriate. The 
judgment was long and complicated. It left some 
serious questions unanswered, not the least of 
which were the important issues of the rights 
of authors to capitalize on historians’ research 
and the rights of historians to ownership of their 
work. In the end, this lawsuit seemed to be more 
about grist for the entertainment mill than it was 
about analyzing the fi ner points of copyright law. 
Even the judge got into the amusement factor 
of the case, and, having his own bit of fun, left a 
secret message embedded in the judgment! 

Numerous newspapers covered this exciting trial. 
But no report I read covered the most crucial 
issue – the legal principle of copyright law upon 
which this lawsuit hoped to stand and what was 
(and is) at stake for society as a whole. I’ll explain.

We are an entertain-me-now society. Chart-
busters like the Harry Potter books and movies, 
the movie versions of the children’s classic 
The Lord of the Rings, among others, attest to 
modern society’s desire for entertainment of 
an arcane and spiritual nature. Dan Brown’s 
The Da Vinci Code (DVC) sits at the pinnacle 
of this marketplace craze – his book has sold 
over 40 million copies. 40 million is a very big 
number and it gives one cause for pause. Brown’s 
success is a barometer of sorts for society – it 
tells us who we are and where we are at, in the 
greater scheme of things. Brown has proved 
we are smart, we are open-minded, and we are 
forward-thinking. Yet we hunger for our spiritual 
roots, and we thirst for knowledge of the secrets 
things of old. History is big business these 
days and Brown’s new-age story of the age-old 
quest for the Holy Grail got us hooked. Even 
better, Brown’s book, set against a backdrop of 
historical mystery and intrigue, fi t the entertain-
me-now bill perfectly, and then some. Through 
Brown’s lens, Jesus of Nazareth wasn’t a celibate, 
wandering holy man, son of God and all that   – 
in Brown’s view, he was a family guy! This is 
pretty heady stuff! 
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A Chill on Research ... (con’t . . .)

In 2003, Brown’s novel appeared to be the fi rst in 
this generation to oppose a mainstream religious 
principle that hadn’t been challenged, openly 
and on a wide scale, since antiquity – whether 
Jesus was human, divine, or a combination 
thereof. However, a scholarly writing team 
made up of Michael Baigent, Richard Leigh and 
Henry Lincoln had already published a book 
in 1982 called Holy Blood, Holy Grail (HBHG) 
which raised this identical question. In HBHG, 
the authors proposed that Jesus had a wife 
and child and survived the Crucifi xion. Their 
book enjoyed moderate marketplace success 
in the 1980’s, selling two million copies. When 
Brown took a few of HBHG’s great ideas and 
wove them together with several other fabulous 
ideas into a heart-pounding mystery thriller, 
an entire generation sat up and paid attention. 
His book made us think “outside the box” and, 
much to the chagrin of some theologians, even 
made some of us re-think our most deeply 
held religious beliefs. An adoring public is still 
rewarding Brown handsomely for his efforts. It 
seems like almost everyone is winning – Brown 
is a millionaire many times over and the hungry 
maw of our entertain-me-now society has been 
fed some yummy bits of literature and can 
expect to partake of some delectable fi lm as 
well. The Da Vinci Code fans can hardly wait. Our 
entertain-me-now society loves to be in on a 
winning streak. 

When somebody wins, often somebody else 
loses. Baigent and Leigh felt they lost big when 
they started this lawsuit three years ago but 
Random House has successfully denied their 
claim of appropriation, proving the action was 
indeed “without merit.” Yet, was their claim truly 
without any merit at all?  What about the back 
cover of the original HBHG, which says, among 
other things: “Is the traditional accepted view 
of the life of Christ in some way incomplete? ... 
According to the authors of this extraordinarily 
provocative, meticulously researched book, 
not only are these things possible – they are 

probably true! So revolutionary, so original, so 
convincing ... here is the book that has sparked 
worldwide controversy.”  In 1982, HBHG seemed 
to the book jacket’s author to be “revolutionary,” 
“original.” Brown’s 2003 DVC was clearly not 
entirely original. Via the spirit of the law, 
Baigent’s and Leigh’s lawsuit should have been 
successful. At the end of the day, however, the 
letter of the law dominated. Random House won 
and as a result, everyone has lost. This means 
that you, dear reader, have lost, and the writers 
and producers of the books and movies you love, 
have lost. Why? Because, just as in ancient times, 
if you don’t pay your historians, they’ll need to 
move to Alexandria and they’ll take their good 
ideas with them. Imagine a not-so-distant future 
when entertainment production houses cannot 
supply the entertain-me-now masses with 
product assembled from tantalizing tidbits of 
appealing arcane historical knowledge because 
the historical scholars all went broke, took their 
ancient books and moved far, far away.

Historical scholars are that strange, oft-forgotten 
breed of creature that toils alone in libraries and 
haunts rare book stores. They make their livings 
(by and large a thankless task, which generally 
pays poorly but answers an inner calling only 
they can hear) bringing us information about 
our history. Collectively, their research tells us, 
intelligently – and, most importantly, in a manner 
unfettered by strings held by government 
funding agencies, churches, or the political 
machinations of University Deans – what the 
ancients knew. Historians – good ones, that is – 
help us to understand who we are in the greater 
scheme of things, where we have been, and 
where we are going. Independent researchers 
especially tell us things that expand our minds, 
things that enfl ame our souls, and sometimes, 
things that shock us. One of the things such 
historians have revealed, for example, is this 
unique theory that Jesus and Mary Magdalene 
had a child and started a royal blood line that 
survives even today. This idea fl ies in the face of 
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popular Christian belief and caused the Church 
considerable grief in HBHG in the 1980’s. Maybe 
we shouldn’t believe everything we learned 
in Sunday school! Now, in 2006, it is Brown’s 
book that has become enough of a thorn in the 
side of the Church that theologians have been 
scrambling to discredit not only Dan Brown but 
their fellow-scholars Baigent, Leigh and Lincoln 
as well. It’s all become a tremendous money-
maker for the book publishers and authors. 
The counter-culture of  “The Da Vinci Code de-
bunkers” has fl ooded the publishing marketplace 
with a surfeit of appealing anti-Brown, anti-
Baigent / Leigh / Lincoln books. And the book-
buyers love it. Dueling histories! What fun!

It took half a decade for the team of Baigent, 
Leigh and Lincoln to create what Baigent and 
Leigh called their “architecture” or Central Theme. 
When Baigent related in a television interview 
why they had sued Random House, he said that 
collectively, he and his co-writers wove together 
seemingly incongruent threads from various 
historical disciplines, and tracing back through 
time and ages, they pulled clues from here and 
pieces of evidence from there, and they wove 
these disparate ideas, slowly over time, into a 
tapestry that illustrated a version of history never 
before revealed. Jesus did not die on the Cross. 
He took Mary, his dearest disciple (!), as his wife. 
They had a child, moved to France and lived in 
obscurity, happily ever after. Really shakes up the 
basic tenets of Christianity, doesn’t it?  

Other books subsequently referenced these 
and others of HBHG’s ideas (notably Margaret 
Starbird’s popular The Woman with the Alabaster 
Jar (WAJ)), as well as The Templar Revelation 
(TR), The Goddess in the Gospels (GG),and 
Hiram Key (HK). Until now, historical research 
has been, perhaps, good-natured sport, each 
academic trumping another with a new lead, 
a new “Eureka!,” by and large respectfully (but 
occasionally lobbing friendly criticisms of each 
others’ theories about in scholarly journals. 
Most scholars value and acknowledge each 

other’s work. It’s just good academic manners. 
Throughout history, scholars have been happily 
and collectively building a network of research 
and laying the groundwork for other scholars 
to come behind and reap the intellectual, and 
if they are lucky, fi nancial, rewards of further 
exploration. No one sued anyone else (until now) 
for pilfering their ideas! The acknowledgement 
and gratitude of other scholars, combined with 
a modest income, was (until now) enough. The 
unwritten academic goal, one surmises, is that 
eventually someone, through brilliance and skill, 
will discover something so earth-shattering 
that it will offer a clue to answering the eternal 
questions “Who are we?” and “Why are we here?” 
Scholarly reverence for scholars who have come 
before has always been paramount in the world 
of academia. Throughout the ages, the spirit of 
scholarly camaraderie has helped innumerable 
great minds to make grand discoveries that have 
brought humanity to a new understanding of 
the whys and wherefores of human existence. 
Many of these fi ndings have served as cruces of 
change – they have changed the way we live and 
the way we see ourselves. 

The judge in this case could have regarded 
Baigent, Leigh and Lincoln as some of those 
great minds and HBHG as one of these books. 
As it was, he called Baigent and Leigh “authors 
of pretend historical books,” revealing perhaps, 
his own religious leanings. “Pretend” historians 
or not, “true” deduction or not, nothing can 
take away the fact that they spent the time and 
they did the hard slogging through mountains 
of research before formulating their hypothesis. 
Baigent and Leigh told the Court that all they 
ever really wanted was a little respect and 
acknowledgement for their hard work (and 
they earned at least that). But when this upstart 
Dan Brown stumbled upon some of the jewels 
they had unearthed and used them to build 
himself an empire, he forgot to give appropriate 
thanks and credit where it was due. It was 
not enough for Baigent and Leigh that Brown 
used an anagram of their names for one of 

A Chill on Research ... (con’t . . .)
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A Chill on Research ... (con’t . . .)

his characters (Leigh Teabing) or that in DVC, 
Teabing acknowledged the real-life researchers’ 
efforts. A good old-fashioned real-life “thank 
you” might even have been adequate but 
apparently it was not forthcoming. So much 
for scholarly etiquette – are famous novelists 
somehow beyond such social niceties? The Court 
didn’t buy Baigent’s and Leigh’s submission that 
their desire for acknowledgement had kindled 
this lawsuit, incidentally. In fact, the Court didn’t 
buy a lot of what Baigent or Leigh had to say, 
fi nding that Leigh just “want(ed) to have a fi ght 
over something” and that Baigent’s testimony 
was ultimately “completely useless.” As to Brown, 
the judge found his evidence “unconvincing,” 
and, he said, while Brown did not “consciously” 
lie, he had indeed used HBHG’s ideas – just at “at 
a general and low level of abstraction.”  After all, 
you can’t copyright history. 

But why can’t you copyright a unique theoretical 
version of history?  This Court did not answer that 
question and skillfully avoided even making that 
question the one that had to be answered. To 
be fair, as it currently written, copyright law does 
not include the notion that theoretical versions 
of history could potentially be proprietary. This 
judge could not have changed the law. The judge 
could only interpret the law as it is written. Only 
Parliament can change the law and Baigent and 
Leigh needed a changed law in order to win. 
Back to your moldy books, Baigent and Leigh! 

Copyright law stands on the notion that a work 
has to be regarded as original and show “a 
degree of labour, skill or judgment.”  The general 
principle of originality (i.e., the work originates 
with the author) constituted a strong argument 
in this case and the success or failure of the case 
ought to have stood on whether or not Baigent’s 
and Leigh’s theory was “original” enough; 
whether the degree of labour, skill or judgment 
involved was great enough; and whether their 
independent research and labour required such 
unique talent and ability as to be copyrightable. 

Did Brown simply use an idea originally 
expressed by the plaintiffs, or did he expropriate 
novel (meaning original) facts resulting from 
Baigent’s and Leigh’s independent “labour, skill or 
judgment?” ought to have been the critical issue.
 
Instead of speaking to the spirit of what the law 
should mean by “independent labour, skill or 
judgment,” with respect, it appears this judge 
did not even disturb the dust on the cover of 
the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act. Instead, 
he reached his decision by deconstructing 
the plaintiffs’ Central Theme submission and 
determining where each strand of theory in this 
alleged Central Theme had originated. After 
doing more of his own independent research 
than a Court would undertake as a rule (curious! 
– especially considering the clever “Smithy Code” 
– but never mind, I digress), the judge found that 
Baigent’s and Leigh’s original theory that Jesus 
and Mary were parents was irrelevant. Brown 
did not textually infringe their copyright (i.e., 
use their words, dramatic incidents, or acts in his 
book) and, far more importantly (the real crux 
of this case), their claim to having a so-called 
“architecture” was unfounded. 

The judge determined that Brown got his 
ideas for DVC from WAJ, GG, TR, HK, and his 
own Angels and Demons. After Brown already 
had manipulated these other authors’ ideas 
with his own into the structure of DVC, his 
researchers found HBHG and Brown used that 
research to fi ll in the details. Here, Baigent and 
Leigh might have had a sliver of opportunity, 
because derivative copyright infringement is still 
copyright infringement. However, based upon 
the special circumstances of this case, the Court 
(splitting the fi nest of hairs), found that Brown 
had not infringed Baigent’s and Leigh’s copyright.
 
Had the players in this case steered it in a 
different direction, Random House might have 
had quite a run for its money when it came 
to the “degree of labour, skill and judgment” 
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Baigent and Leigh used in writing HBHG. Like 
most scholars, Baigent and Leigh had the 
considerable weight of their research backing 
them up. Their impressive bibliography 
(comprising nearly thirteen pages) would 
convince any Reasonable Person that it took 
a considerable “degree of labour, skill and 
judgment” to read, understand and interpret 
all of those academic texts (whether their 
conclusions were accurate or just plain nonsense 
is moot). Brown’s on-line “partial bibliography,” 
on the other hand, was sparse. Despite this fact, 
based on the evidence before him (and in light 
of the weak “architecture” argument), the judge 
declined to give Baigent’s and Leigh’s “degree 
of labour, skill and judgment” its full weight. In 
this writer’s view, it would have been fair if he 
had done so. Why? Because an in-depth study 
of the books, as the judge said, that “had in 
effect sprung from HBHG” (i.e., WAJ, TR, GG, HK), 
might have indicated some degree of secondary 
infringement. For complex and extraneous (but 
admittedly, brilliantly expressed) reasons, the 
judge found it did not. “It seems odd,” said the 
judge, “that they have only chosen to attack The 
Da Vinci Code.” Perhaps this is why Leigh could 
so smartly say they “won on the spirit of the law” 
but “lost on the letter of the law.” 

In the end, this judgment could have a serious 
impact on our access to progressive historical 
research. It should trouble us, for example, that it 
was held to be of no importance whatsoever that 
Brown, holding himself out, as the Court said, 
to be a “deep and thorough researcher,” claims 
at the front of DVC, that “The Priory of Sion 
... is a real organization,” and later he says “All 
descriptions of ... documents, and secret rituals 
in this novel are accurate.” “All descriptions...
are accurate?!” There’s several PhDs worth of 
research right there! If the descriptions are 
indeed “accurate,” is it because scholars like 
Baigent, Leigh, Lincoln and others (not Brown) 
proved such accuracy? We’ll never know. 
According to the judge, it does not matter that 
Brown can’t remember where, how or when 
he gained this knowledge of “pretend” history 

or that Blythe Brown, his wife and researcher, 
didn’t show up in Court to provide that crucial 
information. As an historical novelist, said the 
judge, Brown has free reign to be inaccurate and 
can even claim that someone else’s version of 
pretend history is true without having to prove 
it. At the end of the day, it was enough for the 
judge that Brown’s people read a few secondary 
texts, including HBHG. That he made a mint 
from revamping some of the historical theories 
his team found (and that he wasn’t prepared to 
share either money or fame with the knowledge-
makers, Baigent, Leigh, Starbird (WAJ), and 
others), was beside the point. 

In this age of instantaneous transmission of facts 
and data, we can forget that the accumulation 
and compilation of facts and data is another 
thing altogether. It takes years of work and 
substantial skill and labour to create a theory 
as original as Baigent’s and Leigh’s. Never mind 
that it may be, in the judge’s view, “pretend 
history.” In this writer’s view, there “oughta be a 
law” that gets specifi c about where compilations 
of historical research come from and who may 
benefi t from them. As it is, scholars ought to 
be trembling right about now. Your original, 
meticulously-researched theories, once 
expressed in a format accessible for public 
consumption, can be re-constructed as fi ction 
and then can be re-sold for millions. Where 
have all our historians gone?  Alexandria looked 
promising.

Scientists and medical researchers are protected 
by patent and trademark laws (to some 
degree) as well as copyright laws. Legislation 
and performing rights organizations protect 
musicians when others use their creations or 
parts thereof. Film producers often choose to 
bring creators of unique ideas on board as 
Consultants when they use their material as 
the basis of a fi lm concept. But the theories of 
historical researchers are not protected because 
they compile facts from history and you can’t 
copyright history. However, don’t creators of 
original theories deserve some recognition (and 
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compensation) from those who capitalize on 
their compilations of research? If no voluntary 
acknowledgement is forthcoming (as in the 
fi lm industry), don’t legislated licence fees (as in 
the music industry) make sense? Barring such 
legislation, perhaps there is room in patent 
law for patenting a theoretical position (eg. a 
theory like “Mr. and Mrs. Jesus”). Or, do thinkers 
like Baigent and Leigh have to get used to the 
idea that in the 21st century, noteworthy ideas, 
once expressed, are hurled into that nebulous 
place known as the public domain? Is it “too 
bad for you weird scholar guys, spending fi ve 
years working on a theory? You did the research, 
Brown gets the money. That’s life.” Nowadays 
(with the extraordinary power of Google), can 
anyone own anything in the sphere of intellect? 
Is it fi nally true that, to paraphrase the Book of 
Ecclesiastes, there really is nothing new under the 
sun?

“How much copying of an original compilation 
of ideas is too much copying?” As noted earlier, 
the judge did not directly answer that question 
in this case, ruling instead that the plaintiffs’ 
alleged Central Theme (i.e., “architecture”) was 
an after-the-fact construction formulated to 
support a trivial lawsuit. So, society may not 
ask itself this question again for a while. But, it 
is a question that needs asking and one that 
needs answering. “When and at what stage in its 
development does a scholar’s research cease to 
belong to the creator and become the property 
of its recipients?”  And this begs another 
question – whom does historical research, or any 
research really, serve – the researcher alone? The 
researcher’s audience? Society at large? And, 
moreover, who owns it? Who pays for it?

Brown’s book capitalizes liberally on ancient 
concepts, secrets and philosophies of old 
that someone, at some time, excavated from 
history and wrote down as “historical evidence.” 
Sometimes that historical evidence is hard-
earned. What did the acquisition of that unique 
historical knowledge cost Brown?  Money? 
Maybe, the cost of some books and a few trips 
abroad. Time? Certainly, but not a half decade’s 

worth. Shouldn’t historical novelists be required 
to do their own research, despite the fact that 
they write novels – not historical tractates – and 
even though their focus is the unfolding of the 
story line, not historical accuracy?  If not, why 
not?

The way this judgment is written, society ought 
to be a little worried. We did not lose the 
historical novel as a genre, as writer Joseph Brean 
(National Post) had some time ago worried 
might happen in this case, but we may have lost 
something far more valuable – our access to 
unrestrained acquisition of uncensored history. 
The judgment in this case has revealed the 
diminished value society places on its historical 
scholars and has thereby pushed historical 
research back into dark, restricted domains 
where ideas are classifi ed and kept between 
academics. It has (perhaps) facilitated thereby 
the replacement of genuine factual research 
with more palatable and marketable “fi ctional 
speculation.” As a result, are we skipping, happily 
entertained, down the copyright-free road 
towards a fun future fi lled with mere substitutes 
for fact, from writers who express downright 
wrong – or worse, censured – versions of history, 
all compliments of those with the fi nances to 
pay for such ideas? Are we at the mercy of the 
star-maker machinery promoters use to reel in an 
eager public?  If we are, do we care? 

If such an animal as an original theory exists, is 
it, once expressed publicly, immediately subject 
to open season? If yes, then what value to the 
world is historical research if it must be kept 
hidden in the basement fi les of researchers 
and published only in the erudite scholarly 
journals, never to be released for the non-paying 
public’s consumption? And, what hope is there 
for research if scholars are to be unrewarded 
for their work, starved to death as it were, by 
a society hungry for knowledge but that can’t 
wrap its collective head around covering the 
sometimes-exorbitant cost of acquiring it?  

Independent research scholars sometimes do 
research that universities and funding bodies 

A Chill on Research ... (con’t . . .)
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will not fund. This is the kind of researcher 
who spends literally years on a concept and, 
ultimately, is daring enough, yes, courageous 
enough, to stand up to centuries of censorship 
and certain peer derision and state things like 
“Jesus was married, survived the Crucifi xion and 
had a family.”  In a society in which a startling 
number of mainstream believers consider the 
words of Christian Scripture relate truth in 
history, that was a valiant assertion. This ruling, 
in my view, stands to silence, via monetary 
punishment (i.e., future loss), not just Baigent and 
Leigh, but all of those independent scholars that 
would tell the world the truth they fi nd recorded 
in history – not the truth that powerful funding 
organizations are willing to pay for – the truth 
they fi nd. After all, should scholars work for a 
pittance while others reap the rewards of their 
labours?

Copyright should be the fi nal bastion to protect 
independent research. Without copyright 
protection for researchers like Baigent and Leigh, 
and the hundreds of independent scholars who 
are toiling even now in basement libraries fi lled 
with disintegrating books, do we, the people, 
stand unshielded against those who would have 
us believe their version of the truth? Will we 
wake up one entertain-me-now day to fi nd that 
independent historical researchers are extinct 
and that what is on television is what those 
in power want us to see? What then? Perhaps 
soon we’ll see the burning of so-called pagan 
books and the destruction of so-called heretical 
artifacts, just as occurred in the early centuries 
CE and again in the 15th  century. When we 
grow older, in that future time called “The Dark 
Ages,” we may remember 2006 and this lawsuit. 
Random House won, and now, everybody loses.

We ought to pray (to Mr. and Mrs. Jesus perhaps) 
that Baigent and Leigh ask British Parliament 
to consider their predicament. This is a battle 
worth fi ghting to the cold and bitter end, 
because there is far too much for all of us to 
lose. A chill has drifted down upon on scholarly 
research, because a highly popular mystery 
writer named Dan Brown reached the pinnacle of 

literary success with a spirited and entertaining 
novel, albeit one based, perhaps, in pretend 
history. Are we standing with Brown at the edge 
of a precipice, preparing to throw ourselves 
headlong into a bottomless pit of ignorance 
and disinterested mediocrity? Are we so hooked 
on being entertained in a big way right now 
that we have lost sight of the larger picture? I’m 
keeping my fi ngers crossed that our Parliaments 
make some new, plain language laws about 
who has rights to compilations of historical 
research. Hopefully, via the spirit of potential new 
legislation, hard-working scholars like Baigent 
and Leigh will get what they deserve – a little 
respect, a little recognition, and maybe, a little 
cash. And we, the common people, will reap the 
rewards – a little bit of truth, a little bit of fi ction, 
a little education, and a little entertainment. 
And, in the spirit of civility, perhaps it will all be 
received with gratitude by our entertain-me-now 
society.

Michael Ireland has a Masters degree in Religious 
Studies from U.B.C. She has written an occult 
novel called “Keeper of the Gate” and numerous 
television and fi lm projects. Michael can be 
reached at: michaelireland@shaw.ca.

Some Latin Phrases on Time and Life. . .

A Chill on Research ... (con’t . . .)

Diligemus eum qui pecunia non movetur. (Cicero)
We will admire him whom money does not 
move.

Cupiditatem pecuniae gloriaeque fugite! (Cicero)
Shun the passion for money and glory!

Fortuna fortes adiuvat. (Terence)
Fortune favours the brave.

Levis est fortuna: id cito reposcit quod dedit. 
(Publilius Syrus)

Fortune is shrewd: it quickly demands back what it 
gives.

Fortuna eum stultum facit quem nimium amat. 
(Publilius Syrus) 
Fortune makes him a fool whom she loves too much.


