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PREFACE

HE subject of this book is the transformation of state and

society at Rome between 6o B.c. and A.D. 14. Itis composed
round a central narrative that records the rise to power of
Augustus and the establishment of his rule, embracing the
years 44-23 B.C. (chapters vii-xxiii). The period witnessed
a violent transference of power and of property; and the
Principate of Augustus should be regarded as the consolidation
of the revolutionary process. Emphasis is laid, however, not
upon the personality and acts of Augustus, but upon his adherents
and partisans. The composition of the oligarchy of government
therefore emerges as the dominant theme of political history,
as the binding link between the Republic and the Empire: it 1s
something real and tangible, whatever may be the name or theory
of the constitution.

To that end, the space (and significance) allotted to the
biographies of Pompeius, Caesar and Augustus, to warfare, to
provincial affairs and to constitutional history has been severely
restricted. Instead, the noble houses of Rome and the principal
allies of the various political leaders enter into their own at last.
The method has to be selective: exhaustive detail cannot be
provided about every family or individual. Even so, the subject
almost baffles exposition. The reader who is repelled by a close
concatenation of proper names must pass rapidly over certain
sections, for example the two chapters (v and vi) that analyse
the composition of the Caesarian party in the form of a long
digression.

No less than the subject, the tone and treatment calls for
explanation. In narrating the central epoch of the history of
Rome I have been unable to escape from the influence of the
historians Sallust, Pollio and Tacitus, all of them Republican
in sentimient. Hence a deliberately critical attitude towards
Augustus. If Caesar and Antonius by contrast are treated
rather leniently, the reason may be discovered in the character
and opinions of the historian Pollio—a Republican, but a
partisan of Caesar and of Antonius. This also explains what is
said about Cicero and about Livy. Yet, in the end, the Princi-
pate has to be accepted, for the Principate, while abolishing
political freedecm, averts civil war amf preserves the non-
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political classes. Liberty or stable government: that was the
question confronting the Romans themselves, and I have tried
to answer it precisely in their fashion (chapter xxxiii, Pax et
Princeps).

The design has imposed a pessimistic and truculent tone, to
the almost complete exclusion of the gentler emotions and the
domestic virtues. Avvauis and Tvyn are the presiding divinities.
The style is likewise direct and even abrupt, avoiding meta-
phors and abstractions. It is surely time for some reaction from
the ‘traditional’ and conventional view of the period. Much
that has recently been written about Augustus is simply pane-
gyric, whether ingenuous or edifying. Yet it is not necessary to
praise political success or to idealize the men who win wealth
and honours through civil war.

The history of this age is highly controversial, the learned
literature overwhelming in bulk. I have been driven to make a
bold decision in the interests of brevity and clearness—to quote
as much as possible of the ancient evidence, to refer but seldom
to modern authorities, and to state controversial opinions quite
nakedly, without hedging and without the support of elaborate
argumentation. Further, the bibliography at the end is not
intended as a guide to the whole subject: it merely contains, put
together for convenience, the books and papers mentioned in
the footnotes.

It will at once be evident how much the conception of the
nature of Roman politics here expounded owes to the supreme
example and guidance of Miinzer: but for his work on Repub-
lican family-history, this book could hardly have existed. In
detail my principal debts are to the numerous prosopographical
studies of Miinzer, Groag and Stein. Especial mention must
also be made of Tarn’s writings about Antonius and Cleopatra
(from which I have learned so much, though compelled to
dissent in one matter of cardinal importance) and of Anton von
Premerstein’s posthumous book Vom Werden und Wesen des
Prinzipats. My opinions about the oath of allegiance of 32 B.C.
and about the position of the Princeps as a party-leader naturally
owe much, but do not derive entirely, from this illuminating
work—in an earlier form and draft they were the substance of
lectures delivered at Oxford in the summer of 1937.

The index is mainly prosopographical in character, and it
covers the footnotes as well as the text. If used in conjunction
with the list of consuls and the seven genealogical tables it will
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sometimes reveal facts or connexions not explicitly mentioned
in the text. In some way or other most of the consuls and
governors of military provinces gain admittance to the narrative.
The immense number of characters mentioned in a brief and
compressed fashion has been the cause of peculiar difficulties.
Many of them are bare names, void of personal detail; their
importance has been deduced from family, nomenclature, or
rank; and most of them will be unfamiliar to any but a hardened
prosopographer. For the sake of clearness, conventional labels
or titles have often been attached; and the relevant evidence is
sometimes repeated, in preference to an elaborate system of
cross-references.

For assistance in the reading of proofs and for improvements
of expression and substance I am deeply under obligation to
the following friends, Mr. E. B. Birley, Professor A. Degrassi,
Mr. M. Grant, Mr. C. . Hardie, Mr. A. H. M. Jones, Mr.
R. Meiggs, Professor F. Minzer, Mr. A. D. Peck and Miss M. V.
Taylor -to say nothing of the alacrity and the patience of the
readers of the Clarendon Press.

Furthermore, 1 gladly take this opportunity to acknowledge
the constant encouragement and the generous help that I have
received from Mr. Last, the Camden Professor of Ancient
History in the University of Oxford-—the more so, precisely,
because there is so much in the present volume that will make
him raisc his eyebrows. Its imperfections are patent and
flagrant. It has not been composed in tranquillity ; and it ought
to be held back for several years and rewritten. But the theme,
I firmly believe, is of some importance. If the book provokes
salutary criticism, so much the better.

OXFORD, 1 June 1939 R. S.

NOTE TO SECOND IMPRESSION

THE occasion of a reprint enables the author to rectify certain
mistakes of fact or attribution, and to remove some biemishes.
It was not possible to register, still less to utilize, the writings
and discoveries of the last twelve years, much as T should have
liked to insert various small yet significant details accruing. Essen-
tially, and strictly, therefore, the book is what it was when it first
appeared.

OXFORD, 1 January 1951 R. S.
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I. INTRODUCTION: AUGUSTUS AND
HISTORY

THE greatest of the Roman historians began his Annals with
the accession to the Principate of Tiberius, stepson and son by
adoption of Augustus, consort in his powers. Not until that day
was the funeral of the Free State consummated in Solemn and
legal ceremony. The corpse had long been dead. In common
usage the reign of Augustus is regarded as the foundation of
the Roman Empire. The era may be variously computed, from
the winning of sole power by the last of the dynasts through the
War of Actium, from the ostensible restoration of the Republic
in 27 B.C., or from the new act of settlement four years later,
which was final and permanent.

Outlasting the friends, the cnemies and even the memory of
his earlier days, Augustus the Princeps, who was born in the
year of Cicero’s consulate, lived to see the grandson of his
granddaughter and to utter a prophecy of empire concerning
Galba, to whom the power passed when the dynasty of the
Julii and Claudii had ruled for a century.! The ascension of
Caesar’s heir had been a series of hazards and miracles: his
constitutional reign as acknowledged head of the Roman State
was to baffle by its length and solidity all human and rational
calculation. It lasted for forty years. No astrologer or doctor
could have foretold that the frail youth would outlive, by a quarter
of a century, his ally and contemporary, the robust Agrippa;
no schemer could have counted in advance upon the deaths of
his nephew Marcellus, of Drusus his beloved stepson, of the
young princes Gaius and Lucius, grandsons of Augustus and
heirs designate to the imperial succession. Such accidents of
duration and fortune the future held. None the less, the main
elements in the party of Augustus and in the political system
of the Principate had already taken shape, firm and manifest, as
early as the year 23 B.C., so that a continuous narrative may run
down to that date, thence to diverge into a description of the
character and working of government.

! M. Junius Silanus, grandson of the younger Julia, was born in A.D. 14 (Pliny,
NH 7, 58); on Augustus’ remarks about Galba, cf. Suetonius, Galba 4, 1; Dio 64,
1, 1; note, however, Tacitus, Ann. 6, 20.
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‘Pax et Princeps.” It was the end of a century of anarchy,
culminating in twenty years of civil war and military tyranny.
If despotism was the price, it was not too high: to a patriotic
Roman of Republican sentiments even submission to absolute
rule was a lesser evil than war between citizens.! Liberty was
gone, but only a minority at Rome had ever enjoyed it. The
survivors of the old governing class, shattered in spirit, gave up
the contest. Compensated by the solid benefits of peace and by
the apparent termination of the revolutionary age, they were
willing to acquiesce, if not actively to share, in the shaping of
the new government which a united Italy and a stable empire
demanded and imposed.

The rule of Augustus brought manifold blessings to Rome,
ITtaly and the provinces. Yet the new dispensation, or ‘novus
status’, was the work of fraud and bloodshed, based upon the
seizure of power and redistribution of property by a revolutionary
leader. 'The happy outcome of the Principate might be held to
justify, or at least to palliate, the horrors of the Roman Revolu-
tion: hence the danger of an indulgent estimate of the person
and acts of Augustus.

It was the avowed purpose of that statesman to suggest and
demonstrate a sharp line of aivision in his career between two
periods, the first of deplorable but necessary illegalities, the
second of constitutional government. So well did he succeed
that in later days, confronted with the scparate persons of
Octavianus the Triumvir, author of the proscriptions, and
Augustus the Princeps, the beneficent magistrate, men have been
at a loss to account for the transmutation, and have surrendered
their reason to extravagant fancies. Julian the Apostate invoked
philosophy to explain it. The problem does not exist: Julian was
closer to the point when he classified Augustus as a chameleon.
Colour changed, but not substance.

Contemporaries were not deceived. The convenient revival
of Republican institutions, the assumption of a specious title,
the change in the definition of authority, all that made no dif-
ference to the source and facts of power. Domination is never
the less effective for being veiled. Augustus applied all the arts
of tone and nuance with the sure ease of a master. The letter

' As M. Favonius, the friend of Cato, observed: yxeipov elvar povapyias
mapavipov modepov éudvdiov (Plutarch, Brutus 12).

2 In the Caesares of Julian (p. 309 A) Silenus calls Augustus a chameleon:
Apollo objects and clairns him for a Stoic.
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of the law might circumscribe the prerogative of the First
Citizen. No matter: the Princeps stood pre-eminent, in virtue
of prestige and authority tremendous and not to be defined.
Auctoritas is the word—his enemies would have called it potentia.
They were right. Yet the ‘Restoration of the Republic’ was not
merely a solemn comedy, staged by a hypocrite.

Caesar was a logical man; and the heir of Caesar displayed
coherence in thought and act when he inaugurated the proscrip-
tions and when he sanctioned clemency, when he seized power
by force, and when he based authority upon law and consent.
The Dictatorship of Caesar, revived in the despotic rule of three
Caesarian leaders, passed into the predominance of one man,
Caesar’s grand-nephew: for the security of his own position and
the conduct of affairs the ruler had to devise a formula, revealing
to the members of the governing class how they could co-operate
in maintaining the new order, ostensibly as servants of the Repub-
lic and heirs to a great tradition, not as mere lieutenants of a
military leader or subservient agents of arbitrary power. For
that reason ‘Dux’ became ‘Princeps’. He did not cease to be
Imperator Caesar.

There is no breach in continuity. Twenty years of crowded
history, Caesarian and Triumviral, cannot be annulled. When
the individuals and classes that have gained wealth, honours
and power through revolution emerge as champions of ordered
government, they do not surrender anything. Neglect of the
conventions of Roman political terminology and of the realities of
Roman political life has sometimes induced historians to fancy
that the Principate of Caesar Augustus was genuinely Republican
in spirit and in practice—a modern and academic failing. Tacitus
and Gibbon knew better.! The narrative of Augustus’ rise to
supreme power, supplemented by a brief analysis of the working
of government in the new order, will reinforce their verdict and
reveal a certain unity in the character and policy of Triumvir,
Dux and Princeps.?

Whether the Princeps made atonement for the crime and

' Tacitus, in his brief summary of the rise of Augustus (4nn. 1, 2), makes no
reference at all to the ‘Restoration of the Republic’ in 28 and 27 B.c. Gibbon’s
remarks (c. 111, init.) may be read with profit.

2 The Triumviral period is tangled, chaotic and hideous. To take it all for
granted, however, and make a clean beginning after Actium or in 27 B.C. is an
offence against the nature of history and is the prime cause of many pertinacious
delusions about the Principate of Augustus. Nor is the Augustan period as straight-
forward or as well known as the writers of biographies appear to imagine.
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violence of his earlier career is a question vain and irrelevant,
cheerfully to be abandoned to the moralist or the casuist.
The present inquiry will attempt to discover the resources and
devices by which a revolutionary leader arose in civil strife,
usurped power for himself and his faction, transformed a
faction into a national party, and a torn and distracted land into
a nation, with a stable and enduring government.

The tale has often been told, with an inevitability of events
and culmination, either melancholy or exultant. The conviction
that it all had to happen is indeed difficult to discard.! Yet that
conviction ruins the living interest of history and precludes a
fair judgement upon the agents. They did not know the future.

Heaven and the verdict of history conspire to load the scales
against the vanquished. Brutus and Cassius lie damned to this
day by the futility of their noble deed and by the failure of their
armies at Philippi; and the memory of Antonius is overwhelmed
by the oratory of Cicero, by fraud and fiction, and by the
catastrophe at Actium.

To this partisan and pragmatic interpretation of the Roman
Revolution there stands a notable exception. To one of the
unsuccessful champions of political liberty sympathy has seldom
been denied. Cicero was a humane and cultivated man, an
enduring influence upon the course of all European civilization:
he perished a victim of violence and despotism. The fame and
fate of Cicero, however, are one thing: quite different is the
estimate of his political activity when he raised up Caesar’s
heir against Antonius. The last year of Cicero’s life, full of
glory and eloquence no doubt, was ruinous to the Roman
People.

Posterity, generous in oblivion, regards with indulgence both
the political orator who fomented civil war to save the Republic
and the military adventurer who betrayed and proscribed his
ally. The reason for such exceptional favour may be largely
assigned to one thing—the influence of literature when studied
in isolation from history. The writings of Cicero survive in
bulk, and Augustus is glorified in the poetry of his age. Apart
from flagrant scandal and gossip, there is a singular lack of
adverse testimony from contemporary sources.

Yet for all that, the history of the whole revolutionary period
could be written without being an apologia for Cicero or for
Octavianus—or for both at once. A section of it was so written

t Plutarch, Antonius 56: &3¢t yap els Kaicapa mdvra mepieAeiv.
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by C. Asinius Pollio, in a Roman and Republican spirit. That
was tradition, mescapable The Roman and the senator could
never surrender his prerogative of liberty or frankly acknowledge
the drab merits of absolute rule: writing of the transition from
Republic to Monarchy, he was always of the opposition, whether
passionate or fatalistic.

The art and practice of history demanded of its exponents,
and commonly reveals in their works, a conformity to certain
habits of thought and expression. The debt of Tacitus to Sal-
lustius in style and colouring is evident enough: their affinity
goes much deeper than words. Nor would it be rash to assert
that Pollio was closely akin both to Sallustius and to Tacitus.!
All three sat in the Senate of Rome and governed provinces;
new-comers to the senatorial aristocracy, they all became deeply
imbued with the traditional spirit of that order; and all were
preoccupied with the fall of Libertas and the defeat of the
governing class. Though symbolized for all time in the Battle
of Philippi, it was a long process, not a single act. Sallustius
began his annalistic record with Sulla’s death and the rise to
power of Pompeius the Great. Pollio, however, chose the
consulate of Metellus and Afranius, in which year the domi-
nation of that dynast was established (60 B.c.). Tacitus in his
Histories told of a great civil war, the foundation of a new
dynasty, and its degeneration into despotism; in his Annals he
sought to demonstrate that the Principate of the Julii and Claudii
was a tyranny, tracing year by year from Tiberius down to
Nero the merciless extinction of the old aristocracy.

Pollio was a contemporary, in fact no small part of the transac-
tions which he narrated—a commander of armies and an arbiter
of high diplomacy; and he lived to within a decade of the death of
Augustus. His character and tastes disposed him to be neutral
in the struggle between Caesar and Pompeius—had neutrality
been possible. Pollio had powerful enemies on either side. Com-
pellec{’ for safety to a decision, he chose Caesar, his personal
friend; and with Caesar he went through the wars from the
passage of the Rubicon to the last battle in Spain. Then he
followed Antonius for five years. Loyal to Caesar, and proud
of his loyalty, Pollio at the same time professed his attachment to

' As Pollio has perished, Tacitus and Sallust can be drawn upon for compen-
sation. For example, the fragments of the preface of Sallust’s Histories, combined
with Tacitus, Hust. 1, 1-3, will give some idea of the introduction to Pollio’s work
on the Civil Wars. Cf below, p. 9.
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free institutions, an assertion which his ferocious and proverbial
independence of speech and habit renders entirely credible.!

Pollio, the partisan of Caesar and of Antonius, was a pessi-
mistic Republican and an honest man. Of tough Italic stock,
hating pomp and pretence, he wrote of the Revolution as that
bitter theme demanded, in a plain, hard style. It is much to be
regretted that he did not carry his History of the Civil Wars
through the period of the Triumvirate to the War of Actium
and the Principate of Augustus: the work appears to have ended
when the Republic went down at Philippi.  That Pollio chose
to write no further will readily be understood. As it was, his
path was hazardous. The lava was still molten underneath.?
An enemy of Octavianus, Pollio had withdrawn from political
life soon after 40 B.C., and he jealously maintained his inde-
pendence. To tell the truth would have been inexpedient; and
adulation was repugnant to his character. Another eminent
historian was also constrained to omit the period of the
Triumvirate when he observed that he could not treat his
subject with freedom and with veracity. It was no other than
Claudius, a pupil of Livy.3 IHis master had less exacting
standards.

The great work of Pollio has perished, save for inconsiderable
fragments or supposed borrowings in subsequent historians.*
None the less, the example of Pollio and the abundance of
historical material (contemporary or going back to contem-
porary sources, often biased, it is true, but admitting criticism,
mterpretation, or disbelief) may encourage the attempt to record
the story of the Roman Revolution and its sequel, the Princi-
pate of Caesar Augustus, in a fashion that has now become un-

! Pollio’s three letters to Cicero are valuable documents (Ad fam. 10, 31 3),
especially the first, where he writes (§ 2 f.): ‘natura autem mea et studia trahunt
me ad pacis et libertatis cupiditatem. itaque illud initium civilis belli saepe deflevi;
cum vero non liceret mihi nullius partis esse, quia utrubique magnos inimicos habe-
bam, ca castra fugi, in quibus plane tutum me ab insidiis inimici scicham non
futurum; compulsus eo, quo minime volebam, nc in extremis essem, plane pericula
non dubitanter adii. Cacsarem vero, quod me in tanta fortuna modo cognitum
vetustissimorum familiarium loco habuit, dilexi summa cum picetate et fide.’

* Horace, Odes 2, 1, 6 f.:

periculosae plenum opus aleae
tractas et incedis per ignis
suppositos cineri doloso.

3 Suetonius, Divus Claudius 41, 2.

4 For the fullest discussion of Pollio’s Histories and their traces in subsequent
works, see E. Kornemann, Jahrbiicher fiir cl. Phil., Supplementband xx11 (1896),

557 ff.
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conventiona!, from the Republican and Antonian side. The
adulatory or the uncritical may discover in this design a deprecia-
tion of Augustus: his ability and greatness will all the more sharply
be revealed by unfriendly presentation.

But it s not enough to redeem Augustus from panegyric and
revive the testimony of the vanquished cause. That would
merely substitute one form of biography for another. At its
worst, biography is flat and schematic: at the best, it is often
baffled by the hidden discords of human nature. Mor.over,
undue insistence upon the character and exploits of a single
person invests history with dramatic unity at the expense of truth.
However talented and powerful in himself, the Roman statesman
cannot stand alone, without allies, without a following. Thataxiom
holds both for the political dynasts of the closing age of the Republic
and for their last sole heir—the rule of Augustus was the rule
of a party, and in certain aspects his Principate was a syndicate.
In truth, the one term presupposes the other. The career of
the revolutionary leader is fantastic and unreal if tola v.ithout
some indication of the composition of the faction he led, of the
personality, actions and influence of the principal among his
partisans. In all ages, whatever the form and name of govern-
ment, be it monarchy, republic, or democracy, an oligarchy
lurks behind the fagade; and Roman history, Republican or
Imperial, is the history of the governing class. The marshals,
diplomats, and financiers of the Revolution may be discerned
again in the Republic of Augustus as the ministers and agents
of power, the same men but in different garb. They are the
government of the New State.

It will therefore be expedient and salutary to investigate, not
merely the origin and growth of the Caesarian party, but also
the vicissitudes of the whole ruling class over a long period
of years, in the attempt to combine and adapt that cumbrous
theme to a consecutive narrative of events. Nor is it only the
biography of Augustus that shall be sacrificed for the gain of
history. Pompeius, too, and Caesar must be reduced to due sub-
ordination. After Sulla’s ordinances, a restored oligarchy of the
nobiles held office at Rome. Pompeius fought against it; but
Pompeius, for all his power, had to come to terms. Nor could
Caesar have ruled without it. Coerced by Pompeius and sharply
repressed by Caesar, the aristocracy was broken at Philipp1.
The parties of Pompeius and of Caesar had hardly been strong
or coEerent enough to seize control of the whole State and form
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a government. That was left to Caesar’s heir, at the head of a
new coalition, built up from the wreckage of other groups and
superseding them all.

The policy and acts of the Roman People were guided by an
oligarchy, its annals were written in an oligarchic spirit. History
arose from the inscribed record of consulates and triumphs of
the nobiles, from the transmitted memory of the origins, alliances
and feuds of their families; and history never belied its begin-
nings. Of necessity the conception was narrow—only the ruling
order could have any history at all and only the ruling city:
only Rome, not Italy.! In the Revolution the power of the old
governing class was broken, its composition transformed. Italy
and the non-political orders in society triumphed over Rome
and the Roman aristocracy. Yet the old framework and cate-
gories subsist: a monarchy rules through an oligarchy.

Subject and treatment indicated, it remains to choose a date
for the beginning. The breach between Pompeius and Caesar
and the outbreak of war in 49 B.c. might appear to open the
final act in the fall of the Roman Republic. That was not the
opinion of their enemy Cato: he blamed the original alliance of
Pompeius and Caesar.? When Pollio set out to narrate the
history of the Roman Revolution he began, not with the crossing
of the Rubicon, but with the compact of 60 B.c., devised by the
political dynasts Pompeius, Crassus and Caesar to control the
State and secure the domination of the most powerful of their
number.

Motum ex Metello consule civicum
bellique causas et vitia et modos
ludumque Fortunae gravisque
principum amicitias et arma
nondum expiatis uncta cruoribus.3

That formulation deserved and found wide acceptance.* The
menace of despotic power hung over Rome like a heavy cloud
for thirty years from the Dictatorship of Sulla to the Dictatorship
of Caesar. It was the age of Pompeius the Great. Stricken by
the ambitions, the alliances and the feuds of the dynasts, mon-
archic faction-leaders as they were called, the Free State perished

! Thus Tacitus, writing imperial history in the spirit and categories of the
Republic, begins his Annals with the words ‘urbem Romam’.

2 Plutarch, Caesar 13; Pompeius 47.

3 Horace, Odes 2, 1, 1 ff.

+ Livy, Per. 103; Lucan, Pharsalia 1, 84 fI.; Florus 2, 13, 8 ff.; Velleius 2, 44, 1.
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in their open strife.! Augustus is the heir of Caesar or of Pom-
peius, as you will. Caesar the Dictator bears the heavier blame
for civil war. In truth, Pompeius was no better—‘occultior non
melior’.> And Pompeius is 1n the direct line of Marius, Cinna
and Sulla.3 It all secems inevitable, as though destiny ordained
the succession of military tyrants.

In these last and fatal convulsions, disaster came upon disaster,
ever more rapid. Three of the monarchic principes fell by the
sword. Five civil wars and more in twenty years drained the
life-blood of Rome and involved the whole world in strife
and anarchy. Gaul and the West stood firm; but the horsemen
of the Parthians were seen in Syria and on the western shore
of Asia. 'The Empire of the Roman People, perishing of its
own greatncss, threatened to break and dissolve into separate
kingdoms—or else a renegade, coming like a monarch out of
the East, would subjugate Rome to an alien rule. Italy suffered
devastation and sacking of cities, with proscription and murder
of the best men; for the ambitions of the dynasts provoked war
between class and class. Naked power prevailed.*

The anger of Heaven against the Roman People was revealed
in signal and continuous calamities: the gods had no care for
virtue or justice, but intervened only to punish.® Against the
blind impersonal forces that drove the world to its doom, human
forethought or human act was powerless. Men believed only in
destiny and the inexorable stars.

In the beginning kings ruled at Rome, and in the end, as was
fated, it came round to monarchy again. Monarchy brought
concord. During the Civil Wars every party and every leader
professed to be defending the cause of liberty and of peace.
Those ideals were incompatible. When peace came, it was the
peace of despotism. ‘Cum domino pax ista venit.’?

' Appian, BC 1, 2, 7: duvaorelal 7€ joav 7dn kard modda kai graciapyol
povapytrol. 2 Tacitus, Hist. 2, 38.

3 Tacitus, Ann. 1, 1; Hist. 2, 38.

4 Sallust, Hist. 1, 18 M: ‘et relatus inconditae olim vitae mos, ut omne ius in
viribus esset’; Tacitus, Ann. 3, 28: ‘exim continua per viginti annos discordia, non
mos, non ius.’

5 Tacitus, Hist. 1, 3: ‘non esse curae deis securitatem nostram, esse ultionem.’
Cf. Lucan, Pharsalia 4, 207; 7, 455.

¢ Appian, BC 1, 6, 24: &d¢ pév ék ordoewv mowkidwy 7) mohrela ‘Pwualos és
oudvoiay kal povapyiav mweptéorn).

7 Lucan, Pharsalia 1, 670.
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HEN the patricians expclled the kings from Rome, they

were careful to retain the kingly power, vested in a pair of
annual magistrates; and though compelled in time to admit the
plebeians to political equality, certain of the great patrician
houses, Valerii, Fabii and Cornelii, none the less held in
turn a dynastic and almost regal position.! The Senate again,
being a permanent body, arrogated to itself power, and after
conceding sovranty to the assembly of the People was able to
frustrate its exercise. The two consuls remained at the head of
the government, but policy was largely directed by ex-consuls.
These men ruled, as did the Senate, not in virtue of written law,
but through auctoritas; and the name of principes civitatis came
suitably to be applied to the more prominent of the consulars.?

The consulate did not mercly confer power upon its holder
and dignity for life: it ennobled a family for ever. Within the
Senate, itsclf an oligarchy, a narrow ring, namely the nobiles, or
descendants of consular houscs, whether patrician or plebeian
in origin, regarded the supreme magistracy as the prerogative of
birth and the prize of ambition.?

The patricians continued to wield an influence beyond all
relation to their number; and the nobiles, though a wider class,
formed yet a distinct minority in the Senate. The nobiles .-
predominant: yet in the last generation of the Free State, after
the ordinances of Sulla the Dictator, there were many senators
whose fathers had held only the lower magistracics or even new-
comers, sons of Roman knights. Of the latter, in the main deriving
from the local aristocracies, the holders of property, power and
office in the towns of Italy, the proportion was clearly much
higher than has sometimes been imagined. Of a total of six

' Along with Claudii, Aemilii and Manlii they formed an aristocracy within the
patriciate itself, being the so-called gentes maiores. On the patrician gentes, cf.
Mommsen, Rimische Forschungen 12 (1864), 69 fI.

2 M. Gelzer, Die Nobilitdt der r. Republik (1912), 35 ff.; A. Gwosdz, Der Begriff
des r. princeps (Diss. Breslau, 1933).

3 Gelzer’s definition (Die Nobilitat, 21 fl.) is here accepted. ‘Nobilis’ may not
be quite a technical term, but its connotation is pretty clear. (As Gelzer shows,
Cicero, with all the goodwill in the world, cannot attribute nobilitas to C. Fonteius
and L. Licinius Murena, descendants of ancient and famous houses of praetorian

rank.) Gelzer’s lucid explanation of the character of Roman society and Roman
politics, namely a nexus of personal obligations, is here followed closely.
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hundred senators the names of some four hundred can be identi-
fied, many of them obscure or casually known.! The remainder
have left no record of activity or fame in a singularly well-
documented epoch of history.

Not mere admission to the Senate but access to the consulate
was jealously guarded by the nobiles. It was a scandal and a pollu-
tion if a man without ancestors aspired to the highest magistracy
of the Roman Republic?——he might rise to the praetorship but no
higher, save by a rare combination of merit, industry and pro-
tection. The nobilitas did not, it is true, stand like a solid ram-
part to bar all intruders. No need for that—the conservative
Roman voter could seldom be induced to elect a man whose
name had not been known for centuries as a part of the history
of the Republic. Hence the novus homo (in the strict sense of the
term the first member of a family to secure the consulate and
conscquent ennoblement) was a rare phenomenon at Rome.?
Before the sovran people he might boast how he had led them to
victory in a mighty contest and had broken into the citadel of the
nobility :# he was less assertive in the Senate, more candid to his
intimate friends. There was no breach in the walls—a faction
among the nobiles had opened the gates. Cicero would have pre-
served both dignity and peace of mind had not ambition and
vanity blinded him to the true causes of his own elevation.s

The political life of the Roman Republic was stamped and
swayed, not by parties and programmes of a modern and parlia-
mentary character, not by the ostensible opposition between
Senate and People, Optimates and Populares, nobiles and novi
homines, but by the strife for power, wealth and glory. The
contestants were the nobiles among themselves, as individuals or
in groups, open in the elections and 1n the courts of law, or
masked by secret intrigue. As in its beginning, so in its last
generation, the Roman Commonwealth, ‘res publica populi

1 P. Willems, Le Sénat de la république romaine 1 (1878), 427 fI., established this
total for the Senate of 55 B.C.

2 Sallust, B¥ 63, 6 (cf. BC 23, 6): ‘etiam tum alios magistratus plebs, con-
sulatum nobilitas inter se per manus tradebat. novos nemo tam clarus neque tam
egregiis factis erat, quin indignus illo honore et is quasi pollutus haberetur.” Com-
pare the remarks of I.. Sergius Catilina, a noble and a patrician: ‘quod non dignos
homines honore honestatos videbam’ (BC 3s, 3); ‘M. Tullius, inquilinus civis
urbis Romae’ (ib. 31, 7).

3 Cf. H. Strasburger, P-W xvi1, 1223 ff.

4 Cicero, De lege agraria 11, 3 ff.

5 The manual on electioneering written by Q. Cicero (the Commentariolun.
petitionis) reveals much of the truth about his candidature.
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Romani’, was a name; a feudal order of society still survived in
a city-state and governed an empire. Noble families determined
the history of the Republic, giving their names to its epochs.
There was an age of the Scipiones: not less of the Metell1.

Though concealed by craft or convention, the arcana imperii of
the nobilitas cannot evade detection.! Three weapons the nobiles
held and wielded, the family, money and the political alliance
(amicitia or factio, as it was variously labelled). The wide and
remembered ramifications of the Roman noble clan won concen-
trated support for the rising politician. The nobiles were dynasts,
their daughters princesses. Marriage with a well-connected
heiress therefore became an act of policy and an alliance of
powers, more important than a magistracy, more binding than
any compact of oath or interest. Not that women were merely
the instruments of masculine policy. Far from it: the daughters
of the great houses commanded political influence in their own
right, exercising a power beyond the reach of many a senator.
Of such dominating forces behind the phrases and the fagade of
constitutional government the most remarkable was Servilia,
Cato’s half-sister, Brutus’ mother—and Caesar’s mistress.

The noble was a landed proprietor, great or small. But money
was scarce and he did not wish to scll his estates: yet he required
ready cash at every turn, to support the dignity of his station, to
flatter the populace with magnificence of games and shows, to
bribe voters and jurors, to subsidize friends and allies. Hence
debts, corruption and venality at Rome, oppression and extor-
tion in the provinces. Crassus was in the habit of observing that
nobody should be called rich who was not able to maintain an
army on his income.? Crassus should have known.

The competition was fierce and incessant. Family influence
and wealth did not alone suffice. From ambition or for safety,
politicians formed compacts. Amicitia was a weapon of politics,
not a sentiment based on congeniality. Individuals capture
attention and engross history, but the most revolutionary changes
in Roman politics were the work of families or of a few men.
A small party, zealous for reform—or rather, perhaps, from
hostility to Scipio Aemilianus—put up the tribune Ti. Sempro-
nius Gracchus. The Metelli backed Sulla. The last dynastic

! Compare Miinzer’s comments on the deliberate concealment by the nobiles,
for their own ends, of the true character of Roman political life, Rémische Adels-
parteien u. Adelsfamilien (1920), 427 f.

2 Cicero, De off. 1, 25; in a milder form, Pliny, NH 33, 134; Plutarch, Crassus 2.
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compact in 60 B.C. heralded the end of the Free State; and a
re-alignment of forces precipitated war and revolution ten years
later.

Amicitia presupposes inimicitia, inherited or acquired : a states-
man could not win power and influence without making many
enemies. The novus homo had to tread warily. Anxious not to
offend a great family, he must shun where possible the role of
prosecutor in the law-courts and win gratitude by the defence even
of notorious malefactors. The nobilis, however, would take pride
in his feuds.! Yet he had ever to be on the alert, jealous to guard
his dignitas, that is, rank, prestige and honour, against the attacks
of his personal encmies.> The plea of security and self-defence
against aggression was often invoked by a politician when he
embarked upon a course of unconstitutional action.

The dynast required allies and supporters, not from his own
class only. The sovran people of a free republic conferred its
favours on whom it pleased.? Popularity with the plebs was
therefore essential. It was possessed in abundance both by
Caesar and by his bitter enemy, L. Domitius Ahenobarbus. To
win a foliowing at clections, to manage bribery, intimidation or
rioting, the friendly offices of lowly agents such as influential
freedmen were not despised. Above all, it was necessary to con-
ciliate the second order in state and society, the Roman knights,
converted into a ruinous political force by the tribune C. Grac-
chus when he set them in control of the law-courts and in op-
position to the Senate. The Equites belonged, it is true, to the same
social class as the great bulk of the senators: the contrast lay in
rank and prestige.

The knights preferred comfort, secret power and solid profit
to the burdens, the dangers and the extravagant display of a
senator’s life. Cicero, a knight’s son from a small town, suc-
cumbed to his talents and his ambition. Not so T. Pomponius
Atticus, the great banker. Had Atticus so chosen, wealth, repute
and influence could easily have procured a seat in the Senate.*
But Atticus did not wish to waste his money on senseless luxury

! Tacitus, Dial. 40, 1: ‘ipsa inimicitiarum gloria.’

2 On this concept, H. Wegehaupt, Die Bedeutung u. Anwendung von dignitas
(Diss. Breslau, 1932): in the sense of ‘personal honour’, ib. 36 ff.

3 Cicero, Pro Sestio 137. Office was accessible to the ‘industria ac virtus’ of
all citizens. There was not even a property-qualification. The letter of the law
likewise knew no distinction between rich and poor.

+ Nepos, Vita Attici 6, 2: ‘honores non petiit, cum ei paterent propter vel
gratiam vel dignitatem.’
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or electoral corruption, to risk station, fortune and life in futile
political contests. Averse from ambition and wedded to quiet, the
knights could claim no title of civic virtue, no share in the splen-
dour and pride of the governing class. For that surrender they
were scorned by senators. They did not mind.! Some lived
remote and secure in the enjoyment of hereditary estates, content
with the petty dignity of municipal office in the towns of Italy.
Others, however, grasped at the spoils of empire, as publican: in
owerful companies farming the taxes of the provinces and as
Eankcrs dominating finance, commerce and industry. The
publicani were the fine flower of the equestrian order, the orna-
ment and bulwark of the Roman State.? Cicero never spoke
against these ‘homines honestissimi’ and never let them down: they
were in the habit of requiting his services by loans or legacies.?

The gains of finance went into land. Men of substance and
repute grew yet richer from the spoils of the provinces, bought the
farms of small peasants, encroached upon public land, seized
through mortgages the ancestral property of senators, and thus
built up large estates in Italy. Among senators were great holders
of property like Pompeius and Ahenobarbus with whole armies
of tenants or slaves, and financial magnates like Crassus. But the
wealth of knights often outstripped many an ancient senatorial
family, giving them a greater power than the nominal holders
of dignity and office#

Equestrian or senatorial, the possessing classes stood for the
existing order and were suitably designated as boni. The main-
stay of this sacred army of the wealthy was clearly the financiers.
Many scnators were their partners, allies or advocates. Concord
and firm alliance between Senate and knights would therefore
arrest revolution—or even reform, for these men could not be
expected to have a personal interest in redistributing property
or changing the value of money. The financiers were strong
enough to ruin any politician or general who sought to secure fair
treatment for provincials or reform in the Roman State through
the re-establishment of the peasant farmer. Among the victims

' Sallust, Hist. 1,55, om: ‘illa quies et otium cum libertate quae multi probi
potius quam laborem cum honoribus capessebant’; Cicero, Pro Cluentio 153; Pro
Rabirio Postumo 13.

2 Cicero, Pro Plancio 23 : ‘flos enim equitum Romanorum, ornamentum civitatis,
firmamentum rei publicae publicanorum ordine continetur.’

3 For example, Fufidius, an ‘eques Romanus ornatissimus’, left money to Cicero
(Ad Att. 11, 14, 3). On the activities of this man in Macedonia, cf. In Pisonem 86.

¢ Lucullus, owner of a palace at Tusculum, pointed out that he had a knight and
a freedman for ncighbours (Cicero, De legibus 3, 30).
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of their enmity will be reckoned Lucullus, Catilina and
Gabinius.

It was no accident, no mere manifestation of Roman conser-
vatism or snobbery, that the leaders of revolution in Rome were
usually impoverished or idealistic nobles, that they found sup-
port in the higher ranks of the aristocracy rather than in the
lower. It is all too easy to tax the Roman nobility in the last
epoch of its rule with vice and corruption, obscurantism and
oppression. The knights must not be left out of the indictment.
Among the old nobility persisted a tradition of service to the
State that could transcend material interests and combine class-
loyalty with a high ideal of Roman patriotism and imperial
responsibility. Not so among the financiers.

The Roman constitution was a screen and a sham. Of the
forces that lay behind or beyond it, next to the noble families
the knights were the most important. Through alliance with
groups of financiers, through patronage exercised in the law-
courts and ties of personal allegiance contracted in every walk of
life, the political dynast might win influence not merely in Rome
but in the country-towns of Italy and in regions not directly
concerned with Roman political life. Whether he held authority
from the State or not, he could thus raisec an army on his own
initiative and resources.

The soldiers, now recruited from the poorest classes in Italy,
were ceasing to feel allegiance to the State; military service was
for livelihood or from constraint, not a natural and normal part
of a citizen’s duty The necessities of a world-empire and the
ambition of generals led to the creation of extraordinary com-
mands in the provinces. The general had to be a politician, for
his legionaries were a host of clients, looking to their leader for
spoil in war and estates in Italy when their campaigns were over.
But not vetcrans only were attached to his cause—from his
provincial commands the dynast won to his allegiance and per-
sonal following (clientela) towns and whole regions, provinces
and nations, kings and tetrarchs.

Such were the resources which ambition required to win power
in Rome and direct the policy of the imperial Republic as consul
or as one of the principes. Cicero lacked the full equipment. He
imagined that oratory and intrigue would suffice. A programme,
it is true, he developed, negative but by no means despicable.!

! H. Strasburger, Concordia Ordinum, Diss. Frankfurt (Leipzig, 1931). A
cardir.al passage 1s Pro Sestio 97 f., on the definition of ‘optimus quisque’.
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It was an alliance of interest and sentiment to combat the forces
of dissolution represented by the army-commanders and their
political agents. It took shape at first in his consulate as concordia
ordinum between Senate and knights against the improbi, but
later widened to a consensus omnium bonorum and embraced tota
Italia. But it was an ideal rather than a programme: there was
no Ciceronian party. The Roman politician had to be the lcader
of a faction. Cicero fell short of that eminence both when a consul
and when a consular, or senior statesman, through lack of family-
connexions and clientela.

Within the framework of the Roman constitution, beside the
consulate, was another instrument of power, the tribunate, an
anomalous historical survival given new life by the party of the
Gracchi and converted into a means of direct political action,
negative with the veto, positive with the initiation of laws. The
use of this weapon in the interests of reform or of personal
ambition became a mark of the politicians who arrogated to them-
selves the name of populares—often sinister and fraudulent, no
better than their rivals, the men in power, who naturally invoked
the specious and venerable authority of the Senate.! But there
were to be found in their ranks a few sincere reformers, enemies
of misrule and corruption, liberal in outlook and policy. More-
over, the tribunate could be employed for conscervative ends by
aristocratic demagogues.*

With the Gracchi all the consequences of empire—social,
economic and political—broke loose in the Roman State, in-
augurating a century of revolution. The traditional contests of
the noble familics were complicated, but not abolished, by the
strife of parties largely based on economic interest, of classes
even, and of military leaders. Before long the [talian allies were
dragged into Roman dissensions. The tribune M. Livius Drusus
hoped to enlist them on the side of the dominant oligarchy. lle
failed, and they rose against Rome in the name of freedom and
justice. On the Bellum Italicum supervened civil war. The party
led by Marius, Cinna and Carbo was defeated. L. Cornelius

! Sallust, BC 38, 3: ‘namque, uti paucis verum absolvam, post illa tempora
quicumque rem publicam agitavere, honcstis nominibus, alii sicuti populi iura
defenderent, pars quo senatus auctoritas maxuma foret, bonum publicum simu-
lantes pro sua quisque potentia certabant.” The passage refers to the generation
after 70 B.c. Cf., however, no less pessimistic remarks about an earlier period,
Hist. 1, 12 M.

2 There was no party of the populares; cf. H. Strasburger, in the articles ‘Opti-
mates’ and ‘Populares’ (P-W, forthcoming).
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Sulla prevailed and settled order at Rome again through violence
and bloodshed. Sulla decimated the knights, muzzled the
tribunate, and curbed the consuls. But even Sulla could not
abolish his own example and preclude a successor to his
domination.

Sulla resigned power after a brief tenure. Another year and
he was dead (78 B.c.). The government which he established
lasted for nearly twenty years. Its rule was threatened at the
outset by a turbulent and ambitious consul, M. Aemilius Lepidus,
claiming to restore the rights of the tribunes and supported by
a resurgence of the defeated causes in Italy. The tribunes were
only a pretext, but the Marian party—the proscribed and the
dispossessed—was a permanent menace. The long and compli-
cated war in Italy had barely ended. The Samnites, Sulla’s
enemy and Rome’s, had been extirpated; and the other Sabellic
peoples of the Apennine were broken and reduced. But Etruria,
despoiled and resentful, rose again for Lepidus against the
Roman oligarchy.!

Lepidus was suppressed. But disorders continued, even to a
rising of the slaves in southern Italy. Then a coup d’état of two
generals (70 B.c.), restoring the tribunate, destroyed Sulla’s
system but left the nobiles nominally in power. They were
able to repel and crush the attempt of the patrician demagogue
L. Sergius Catilina to raise a revolution in Italy—for Catilina
attacked property as well as privilege. The government of the
nobiles, supported by a sacred union of the ]possessing classes, by
the influence of their clientela among the plebs and by due sub-
servience towards the financial interests, might have perpetuated
in Rome and Italy its harsh and hopeless rule. The Empire
broke it.

The repercussions of the ten years’ war in Italy echoed
over all the world. The Senate was confronted by continuous
warfare in the provinces and on the frontiers of its wide and
cumbersome dominion—against Sertorius and the last sur-
vivors of the Marian faction in Spain, against the great Mithri-
dates and against the Pirates. Lack of capacity among the
principal members of the ruling group, or, more properly, per-
sonal ambition and political intrigue, constrained them, in
mastering these manit{;ld dangers, to derogate from oligarchic
practice and confer exorbitant military power on a single general,
to the salvation of Rome’s empire and to their own ruin.

! Sallust, Hist. 1, 67 M; 69; 77, 6, &c.
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As an oligarchy is not a figment of political theory, a specious
fraud, or a mere term of abuse, but very precisely a collection of
individuals, its shape and character, so far from fading away on
close scrutiny, at once stands out, solid and manifest. In any
age of the history of Republican Rome about twenty or thirty
men, drawn from a dozen dominant families, hold a monopoly
of office and power. From time to time, families rise and fall:
as Rome’s rule extends in Italy, the circle widens from which
the nobility is recruited and renewed. None the less, though
the composition of the oligarchy is slowly transformed with the
transformation of the Roman State, the manner and fashion of
dynastic politics changes but little; and though noble houses
sufferec defeat in the struggle for power, and long eclipse, they
were saved from extinction by the primitive tenacity of the
Roman family and the pride of their own traditions. They
waited in patience to assert their ancient predominance.

When the rule of the Etruscan Tarquinii collapsed, the
earliest heirs to their power were the Valerii and the Fabii.!
To the Fasti of the Roman Republic these great houses each
contributed forty-five consuls, cxceeded only by the patrician
Cornelii with their numerous branches. Sulla the Dictator, him-
self a patrician and a Cornelius, did his best to restore the
patriciate, sadly reduced in political power in the previous genera-
tion, not s0 much through Marius as from internal disasters and
the rise of dynastic houses of the plebeian nobility. But neither
Valerii nor Fabii stand in the forefront of his oligarchy. The
predominance of the Valerii had passed long ago, and the Fabii
had missed a generation in the consulate.? The Fabii and the
main line of the Cornelii Scipiones had been saved from extinc-
tion only by taking in adoption sons of the resplendent Aemilii.3
But the power of the Cornelii was waning. Their strength now
lay in the inferior Lentuli, whose lack of dangerous enterprise
was compensated by aomestic fertility and a tenacious instinct
for survival.

Some of the patrician clans like the Furii, whose son Ca-
millus saved Rome from the Gauls, had vanished utterly by
now, or at least could show no more consuls. The Sulpici
and Manlii had lost prominence. The Servilii, old allies of the

! Miinzer, RA4, 53 ff.

2 No Fabius was consul between 116 and 45 B.C.

3 Q. Fabius Maximus Aemilianus (cos. 145 B.c.) and P. Cornelius Scipio
Aemilianus (cos. 147, cos. 11 134). The Fabii also adopted a Servilius (the
consul of 142).
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Aemilii, ambitious, treacherous, and often incompetent, were
depressed by a recent catastrophe.’ So, too, were the Aemilii:2
but neither house resigned its claim to primacy. The Claudii,
however, persisted, unchanged in their alarming versatility.
There was no cpoch of Rome’s history but could show a
Claudius intolerably arrogant towards the mobiles his rivals, or
grasping personal power under cover of liberal politics. There
were two branches of their line, unequal in talent—the Pulchri
and the Nerones. The lesser was to prevail.

T'he patricians in the restored oligarchy held rank not so much
from resources of their own as from alliance with houses of the
plebeian aristocracy. The greatest of those families had earned
or confirmed their title of nobility by command in war against
the Samnites and the Carthaginians: some had maintained it
since then, others had lapsed foratime. The Fulvii, the Sempronii
and the Livii were almost extinct; and the Claudii Marcelli,
in abrupt decadence, had lacked a consul for two generations.3
But there was a prominent Lutatius, whose name recalled a
great naval battle and whose father had defeated the Cimbri;
there were several families of the Licinii, great soldiers and
distinguished orators, not to mention other houses of repute.*
The Marcii, in ancient dignity rivals to the patriciate, now
stood high again, with several branches. L. Marcius Philip-
pus, eloquent, alert and pliable, resisted the revolutionary
designs of M. Livius Drusus, held the censorship under the
domination of Marius and Cinna, passed over to Sulla in the
right season, and guided by craft and counsel the first stormy
years of the renovated oligarchy.> Among other eminent houses
of the plebeian nobility in the Marian faction were the Junii
and the Domitii,® who became firm supporters of the new order.

! That of Q. Servilius Caepio, cos. 106; cf. Miinzer, R4, 285 ff.

2 Cf. Miinzer, R4 3os5il. The patriciate was in very low water in the last
decade of the second century B.C.

3 Ever since M. Marcellus, cos. 111 152 B.C.

4 For example the Aurclii Cottae and the Octavii (with two consuls each in the
years 76--74 B.C.), the Calpurnii, the Cassii and the Antonii. C. Scribonius Curio
(cos. 76), a man of capacity and repute, came of a senatorial family that had not
previously reached the consulate.

5 Philippus stceled the Senate to take action against I.epidus (Sallust, Hist. 1,
77 M); and he secured for Pompeius the command in Spain, not ‘pro consule’
but ‘pro consulibus’ (Cicero, Phil. 11, 18). On his high repute as a wit, cf. Cicero,
Brutus 173; as a gourmet, Varro, RR 3, 3, 9. For a stemma of the Marcii, P-W
X1V, 1539.

¢ For example, M. Junius Brutus (tr. pl. 83) and L. Junius Brutus Damasippus

P-W x, 972 f.; 1025). Note also C. Marcius Censorinus (P-W x1v, 1550 f.) and
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But the core and heart of Sulla’s party and Sulla’s oligarchy
was the powerful house of the Caecilit Metelli, whom some called
stupid.! Their heraldic badge was an elephant, commemorating
a victory against the Carthaginians.> The Metelli prevailed by
their mass and by their numbers. Their sons became consuls
by prerogative or inevitable destiny; and their daughters were
planted out in dynastic marriages. In their great age the Metelli
overshadowed the Roman State, holding twelve consulates,
censorships or triumphs in as many years.3 Impaired by the
rise and domination of the party of Marius, the Metelli got
power and influence again from the alliance with Sulla. Q.
Metellus Pius led an army to victory for Sulla and became
consul with him in 8o B.c. The Dictator himself had taken a
Metella to wife. The next pair of consuls (P. Servilius Vatia
and Appius Claudius Pulcher) furnished a suitable and visible
inauguration of the restored aristocracy, being the son and the
husband of women of the Metelli.4

The dynasty of the Metelli could not rule alone. Both the
framework and the bulk of the governing coalition 1s revealed
in the relations and alliances between that house and two other
groups. The first is the Claudii: in addition to threc sons, Ap.
Claudius Pulcher left three daughters, whose birth and beauty
gained them advantageous matches and an evil repute.s Second
and more important by far is that enigmatic faction soon to be
led by a man who never became consul. Its origins lie at the very
heart of Roman dynastic politics. The tribune M. Livius Drusus,
whose activities did so much to precipitate the Bellum Italicum,
left no son of his blood. His sister was twice married, to a
Cn. Dornitius Ahenobarbus (P-W v, 1327 f.), the brother of the consul of s4.
Ahenobarbus had married a daughter of Cinna (Orosius 5, 24, 16).

' As Scipio Aemilianus said of one of them, ‘si quintum pareret mater eius,
asinum fuisse parituram’ (Cicero, De oratore 2, 267).

2 BMC, R. Rep. 1, 155.

3 Velleius 2, 11, 3. On another calculation, six consulates in fifteen years
(123109 B.c.). Q. Metellus Macedonicus (cos. 143) had four consular sons. For
the stemma, see Table 1 at end.

4+ Minzer, RA, 3oz ff.; J. Carcopino, Sylla ou la monarchie manquée (1931),
120 fI. Sulla married Caecilia Metella, daughter of Delmaticus and previously the
wife of M. Aemilius Scaurus, the princeps senatus. Servilius’ mother was a sister of
Balearicus, and Ap. Pulcher’s wife was his daughter. The table in Miinzer, R4, 304,
shows these rclationships clearly. Cf. Table I at end.

5 The sons were Ap. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 54), C. Claudius Pulcher (pr. 56)
and P. Clodius Pulcher (¢r. pl. 58). Of the daughters, one was married to Q.
Marcius Rex (cos. 68), the sccond and best known to Q. Metellus Celer (cos. 60).

The youngest Clodia was the wife of L. Licinius Lucullus (cos. 74), who divorced
her, making shocking allegations (Plutarch, Lucullus 34 ; Cicero, Pro Milone 73, &c.).
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Servilius Caepio and to a Porcius, whence double issue, five
children of diverse note, among them the great Eolmcal lady
Servilia and the redoubtable leader of the oligarchy in its last
struggles, M. Porcius Cato.!

With these three groups were linked in some fashion or other
almost all the chief members of the government, the principes
oiri of note during the first decade of its existence. To the old
and wily Philippus in the direction of public affairs succeeded two
men of contrary talent and repute, Q. Lutatius Catulus and Q.
Hortensius, related by marriage.2 The virtue and integrity of
Catulus, rare in that age, carned general recognition : brilliance and
vigour were lacking. Hortensius, dominant in law-courts and
Senate, flaunted pomp and decoration in his life as in his oratory.
Luxurious without taste or measure, the advocate got a name for
high living and dishonest earnings, for his cellar, his game-park
and his fish-ponds.3

Of the Senate’s generals, Metcllus Pius contended for long
years in Spain, and Creticus usurped a cognomen for petty exploits
in a pirate-ridden island. Nor were the kinsmen of the Metelli
inactive. Ap. Pulcher fought in Macedonia, where he died; P.
Servilius with better fortune for four years in Cilicia. Most glorious
of all were the two Luculli, sons of a Metella and first cousins of
Metellus Pius.# The elder, trained in eastern warfare under Sulla
and highly trusted by him, led armies through Asia and shattered
the power of Mithridates. Combining integrity with capacity,
he treated the provincials in a fair and merciful fashion, incurring
the deadly hatred of Roman financiers. The younger Lucullus,
proconsul of Macedonia, carried the arms of Rome in victory
through Thrace to the shore of Pontus and the mouth of the
river Danube.

A little apart stands M. Licinius Crassus, who commanded

! See, above all, the researches of Miinzer, R4, 328 ff. For the stemma, sce
Table IT at end. The other children were Q. Servilius Caepio (P-W 11 A, 1775 ff.),
Servilia, the second wife of L. Lucullus (Plutarch, Lucullus 38, cf. P-W 11 4, 1821),
and Porcia, wife of L. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 54).

¢ The sister of Q. Lutatius Catulus (cos. 78) was married to Q. Hortensius
(cos. 69). For the stemma, Miinzer, RA, 224; for connexions of Catulus with the
Domitii Ahenobarbi and the Servilii, P-W x111, 2073 f.

3 For details of his opulence and villas, P-W vii1, 2475. Fish-ponds, Varro,
RR 3, 17, 5; a private zoological garden, ib. 3, 13, 2; ten thousand barrels of wine
left to his heir, Pliny, NH 14, 96.

4+ L. Licinius Lucullus (cos. 74) and his brother Marcus (cos. 73), who was
adopted by a M. Terentius Varro, cf. P-W xi11, 414 f. L. Lucullus was married
first to a Clodia, then to a Servilia, cf. above, n. 1 and p. 20, n. 5. The wife of

M. Terentius Varro Lucullus is not known.
4482 B
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the right wing when Sulla destroyed the Samnite army at the
Battle of the Colline Gate. The son of a competent orator—and
assiduous himself as an advocate, though not brilliant—cautious
and crafty in habit, he might scem destined by wealth, family,
and paramount influence in the Senate to sustain the part of a
great conservative statesman in the tradition of Philippus; and
he formed a connexion with the Metelli.! The lust of power,
that prime infirmity of the Roman noble, impelled him to
devious paths and finally to dangerous clevations.

Such were the men who directed in war and peace the govern-
ment after Sulla, owing primacy to birth and wealth, linked by
ties of kinship and reciprocal interest. They called themselves
Optimates: they might properly be described, in contemporary
definition, as a faction or gang.?

The ramifications of this oligarchy were pervasive, its most
weighty decisions taken in secret, known or inferred by politicians
of the time, but often evading historical record and baffling
posterity. It is manifest in action on various occasions, arrayed
in open day to defend an extortionate provincial governor, to
attack some pestilential tribune, or to curb a general hostile to
the government.s  But the Optimates were solid only to out-
ward show and at intervals. Restored to power by a military
despot, cnriched by proscription and murder, and growing ever
fatter on the spoil of the provinces, they lacked both principle to
give inner coherence and courage to make the reforms that mlght
save and justify the rule of class and privilege. The ten years’
war in Italy not merely corrupted their integrity: it broke their
spirit.

Certain of the carliest consuls after Sulla were old men already,
and some died soon or disappeared.* Even in numbers there was
a poor showing of consulars to guide public policy: only a few
venerable relics, or recent consuls with birth but no weight.

' T'he family of his wife T'ertulla is not known. But his elder son, M. Crassus,
married Caecilia Metella, daughter of Creticus (/LS 881), presumably in the period
()8"()3 B.c. On th( mﬂutncc of Crassus with th(, Scnatc in 70 B.C., note esp. P lutarch

Pompeius 22: kai év pév 73] Bovdij paddov ioxvey 6 Kpdooos, év 8¢ 7 dnjpew péya
76 Iopmniov kpdros #v.

2 Cicero, De ve publica 3, 23: ‘cum autem certi propter divitias aut genus aut
aliquas opes rem publicam tenent, est factio, sed vocantur illi optiinates.”

3 For example, in defence of Verres or against the bills of Gabinius and Manilius.
T'here was a fine rally at the prosecution of the tribune Cornelius—'dixerunt in
eum infesti testimoma principes civitatis qui plunmum in senatu poterant Q.
Hortensius, Q. Catulus, Q. Metellus Pius, M. Lucullus, M.’ Lepidus’ (Asconius
53 - p. bo Clark).

* Only four of the consuls of 79-75 B.c. arce heard of after 74.
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After a time the most distinguished of the principes, resentful
or inert, came to shun the duties of their estate. The vain
Hortensius, his primacy passing, was loath to contemplate the
oratorical triumphs of a younger rival; and L. Licinius Lucullus,
thwarted of his triumph for years by the machinations of his
enemies, turned for consolation to the arts and graces of private
leisure: he transmitted to posterity, not the memory of talent
and integrity, but the eternal exemplar of luxury. Secluded like
indolent monsters in their parks and villas, the great piscinarii,
Hortensius and the two Luculli, pondered at case upon the quicet
doctrines of Epicurus and confirmed from their own careers the
folly of ambition, the vanity of virtue.!

In the decline of the older generation the sons and heirs of
the dominant and interlocking groups of the governing party
might assert the claims of birth and talent. There were two
young Metelli, Celer and Nepos—in capacity no exception to
their family.2 Next came their cousins, the three sons of Ap.
Pulcher. Of these Claudi, the character of the eldest was
made no more amiable by early struggles and expedients to
maintain the dignity of a family left in poverty and to provide
for all his brothers and sisters;? the sccond was of little account,
and the youngest, P. Clodius, brilliant and precocious, dcrived
only the most dubious examples from the conduct of his three
sisters and exploited without scruple the influence of their
husbands.*

On the whole, when some fifteen years had elapsed since
Sulla’s death, the predominance of the Metelli seemed to be
passing. Leadership might therefore fall to that part of the
oligarchy which was concentrated about the person of Cato;
and Cato was dominated by his step-sister, a woman posscssed
of all the rapacious ambition of the patrician Servilii and ruth-
less to recapture power for her house.s Her brother, Q. Ser-
vilius, husband of Hortensius’ daughter, was cut off before his

? Evidence of the wealth and tastes of Lucullus, P-W x1, 411 f.  Frequent
complaints of Cicero about the ‘piscinarii’ in 6o B.c., e.g. Ad Att. 1, 18, 6: ‘ceteros
iam nosti; qui ita sunt stulti ut amissa re publica piscinas suas fore salvas sperare
videantur’; 1b. 2, 9, 1: ‘de istis quidem piscinarum T'ritonibus.’

2 Q. Metellus Celer (cos. 60) and Q. Metellus Nepos (cos. 57).

3 Cf. Varro, RR 3, 16, 1 f. He was married to a Scervilia (A4d Att. 12, 20, 2).

+ He served i the East on the staffs of Lucullus (Plutarch, Lucullus 34) and of
Q. lkflarc;us Rex (Do 36, 17, 2). He hoped to inherit from Rex (Cxcero Ad Att.
1, 16, 10

s Asconius 17 == p. 19 Clark: ‘ea porro apud Catonem maternam obtinebat
auctoritatem.” About this woman, cf., above all, Miinzer, RA, 336 ff.
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prime.! But Servilia would not be thwarted by that accident.
She cast about for other allies. About this time Cato married
Marcia, the granddaughter of Philippus, and gave his own sister
Porcia to L. Domitius Ahenobarbus, the cousin of Catulus, a
young man early prominent in politics through the great estates
in Italy and the clientela among the Roman plebs which he
had inherited from an ambitious and demagogic parent.2 Cato’s
other investment showed smaller prospect of remuneration—his
daughter’s husband, M. Calpurnius Bibulus, an honest man, a
stubborn character, but of no great moment in politics.?

Roman noble houses, decadent or threatened by rivals in
power and dignity, enlisted the vigour of novi homines, orators
and soldiers, helping them by influence to the consulate and
claiming their support in requital. From of old the Claudii
were the great exponents of this policy; and the Claudii remained
on the alert, expecting three consulates, but not unaided.*

Against novi homines the great families after Sulla stood with
close ranks and forbidding aspect. M. Tullius Cicero, in the
forefront by brilliance of oratory and industry as an advocate,
pressed his candidature, championing all popular causes, but
none that were hopeless or hostile to the interests of property
and finance, and at the same time carefully soliciting the aid of
young nobiles whose clientela carried many votes.5 The oligarchy
knew their man. They admitted Cicero to shut out Catilina.

The consulate, gained by the successful in the forty-third
year, marked the acme of a man’s life and often changed the
tone of his political professions. Short of the consulate, it was

! Plutarch, Cato minor 11 (67 B.c.). The identity of his wife is inferred from
the inscr. ILS g460.

2 His father, Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 96), was very influential with the
plebs when tribune in 104, then carrying a law to transfer sacerdotal elections to
the People: he was elected pontifex maximus in the next year. The son therefore
inherited ‘urbana gratia’ (Caesar, BC 3, 83, 1): he is described as designate to the
consulship from birth (Ad Att. 4, 8 b, 2), already in 70 B.C. princeps iuventutis (In
Verrem 11, 1, 139), and, in 65, an indispensable ally for Cicero’s own candidature—
‘in quo uno maxime nititur ambitio nostra’ (Ad Att. 1, 1, 4). On his huge estates
and armies of coloni, Caesar, BC 1, 17, 4; 56, 3.

3 ‘Sallust’, Ad Caesarem 2, 9, 1: ‘M. Bibuli fortitudo atque animi vis in consula-
tum erupit; hebes lingua, magis malus quam callidus ingenio.” On his ‘iracundia’,
Caesar, BC 3, 10, 3.

+ P. Clodius was an ally of Cicero against Catilina. The Claudii were presum-
ably trying to capture this useful orator. Terentia, Cicero’s wife, afraid lest he
should divorce her and marry Clodia, provoked a breach by making Cicero give
testimony at the tnal of Clodius for impiety (Plutarch, Cicero 29).

s Comm. pet. 6: ‘praeterea adulescentis nobilis elabora ut habeas vel ut teneas,
studiosos quos habes.” Cf. 4d Att. 1, 1, 4 (Ahenobarbus).
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given to few at Rome to achieve distinction, save through the
questionable and hazardous means of the tribunate. Yet two
men stood out in this year of another’s consulate and public
glory, shaming the mediocrity of their elders. They were
Caesar and Cato, diverse in habit and morals, but supremely
great in spirit.!

C. Julius Cacsar, of a patrician house newly arisen from long
decay, largely by help from C. Marius, strained every nerve and
effort through long years of political intrigue to maintain the
dignitas of the Juli and secure the consulate in his turn.?2 His
aunt was the wife of Marius. Caesar, who took Cinna’s daughter
in marriage, defied Sulla when he sought to break the match.
When pronouncing the funeral oration upon Marius’ widow, re-
placing the trophies of Marius on the Capitol or advocating
the restoration of the proscribed, Caesar spoke for family loyalty
and for a cause. But he did not compromise his future or com-
mit his allegiance for all time. Cacsar possessed close kin in
certain houses of the moderate nobility;3 and his second wife,
Pompeia, doubly recalled the Sullan party -she was a grand-
daughter of Sulla.* Active ambition carned a host of enemies. But
this patrician demagogue lacked fear or scruple. Contending
against two of the principes, he won through bribery and popular
favour the paramount office in the religion of the Roman State,
that of pontifex maximus> The same year furnished an added
testimony of his temper. When the Senate held debate concerning
the associates of Catilina, Caesar, then practor-designate, spoke in
firm condemnation of their treason but sought to avert the penalty
of death.

It was the cxcellent consul who carried out the sentence of the

* Sallust, BC 53, 5 f.: ‘multis tempestatibus haud sane quisquam Romae virtute
magnus fuit. sed memoria mea ingenti virtute, divorsis moribus fuere viri duo,
M. Cato et C. Caesar.’

2 Biographical detail and scandal, influenced by the subscquent actions of the
proconsul and Dictator, has produced a conventional, anachronistic and highly
distorted picture of the carlier carcer of this Roman nobilis; cf. the novel but
convincing arguments of H. Strasburger, Caesars Eintritt in die Geschichte
(1938).

3 His mother was an Aurelia, of the house of the Aurelii Cottac. For the
stemma, showing also a connexion with the Rutilii, Minzer, R/, 327. Caesar also
had in him the blood of the Marcii Reges {Suetonius, Divus fulius 6, 1). For the
stemma of the Julii, P-W x, 183.

* Pompeia (Suetomus, Divus Tulius 6, 2): the son of Q. Pompeis Rufus (cos.
88 1.c.) had married Sulla’s eldest daughter.

‘ $ His competitors were Q. Lutatius Catulus and . Servilius Vatia (Plutarch,
Jaesar 7).
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high asscmbly But the speech and authority that won the day
was Cato’s.! Aged thirty-three and only quaestorian in rank,
this man prevaxkd by force of character. Cato extolled the
virtues that won empire for Rome in ancient days, denounced
the undeserving rich, and strove to recall the aristocracy to the
duties of their station. This was not convention, pretence or
delusion. Upright and austcre, a ferocious defender of his own
class, a hard drinker and an astute politician, the authentic Cato,
so far from being a visionary, claimed to be a realist of tradi-
tional Roman temper and tenacity, not inferior to the great
ancestor whom he emulated almost to a parody, Cato the Censor.
But it was not character and integrity only that gave Cato the
primacy before consulars: he controlled a nexus of political
alliances among the nobiles.

"The Optimates stood sorely in need of a leader. There were
dangerous rifts in the oligarchy, the wounds of feud and faction.
Neither Aemilii nor Claudii were quite to be trusted. "The clusive
Crassus, who had supported Catilina as far as his candidature for
the consulate, was a perpetual menace ;and the Metelh, for survival
or for power, would ally themsclves with the strongest military
leader, with Sulla’s heir as before with Sulla.

The implacable Cato detested the financiers. He stood firm
against Italians, hating them from his very infancy ;3 and he was
ready to bribe the plebs of Rome with corn or money.* Against
the military dynast now rcturning from the East he would oppose
that alliance of stubborn spirit and political craft which his an-
cestor used to break the power of a monarchic patrician family, the
Scipiones. Gloria, dignitas and clientelae, the prerogative of the
aristocracy,” were now being monopolized by one man. Some-
thing more was involved than the privileges of au oligarchy: in
the cortest against Cn. Pompeius Magnus, Cato and his kinsmen

' 'T'his was notorious. Cicero could not deny it, cf. Ad Att. 12, 21, 1.

2 Sallust, BC 52, 21 t.: ‘sed alia fuere, guae illos magnos fecere, quae nobis nulla
sunt: domi industria, foris ustum imperium, animus in consulundo liber, neque
delicto neque lubiding obnoxius. pro his nos habemus luxuriam atque avaritiam,
publice egestatem, privatun opulentiam. laudamus diviuas, sequimur inertiam.’

Plutarch, Cato minor 2 (anecdote of his recaleitrance towards Poppaedius the
Marsian in his uncle’s house). Further, his kinsman, L. Porcius Cato (cos. 89),
was defeated and killed by the Italian insurgents in the Marsic territory (Livy,

Per. 75).

4 A great extension of the corn-dole was carried through by Cato in 62 B.C.
(Plutarch, Cato minor 26).

5 ‘Sallust’, Ad Caesarem 2, 11, 3: ‘quippe cum illis maiorum virtus partam re-
liquerit gloriam dignitatem clientelas.” Cf. Sallust, BY 85, 4: ‘vetus nobilitas,
maiorum fourtia fucta, cognatorum et adfinium opes, multae clientelae.’
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saw personal honour and a family feud. The young Pompeius,
treacherous and merciless, had killed the husband of Servilia and
the brother of Ahcnobarbus.' ‘Adulescentulus carnifex.’

! M. Junius Brutus (tr. pl. 83), the (first) husband of Servilia, a Marian and an
adherent of Lepidus, capitulating at Mutina to Pompeius, was killed by him
(Plutarch, Pompetus 16, &c.). Ahenobarbus fell in Africa 82 B.c.: though some
versions exculpate Pompeius, there is a contrary tradition. Like the killing of Cn,
Papirius Carbo (cos. 111), a benefactor of Pompelus, these acts were remembered, cf.
Val. Max. 6, 2, 8; ‘Sallust’, Ad Cacsarem 1, 4, 1.

2 The phrase of Helvius of Fornuae, Val. Max. 6, 2, 8,



III. THE DOMINATION OF POMPEIUS

THE Pompeii, a family of recent ennoblement, were of non-
Latin stock, as the name so patently 1nd1cates probably
deriving their origin from Picenum, a region where thcy possessed
large estates and wide influence.! Cn. Pompeius Strabo, after
shattering the Italian insurrection in Picenum, used his influence
and his army for personal ends and played an ambiguous game
when civil war broke out between Marius and Sulla. Brutal, cor-
rupt and perfidious, Strabo was believed to have procured the
assassination of a consul.> When he died of a natural but provi-
dential death the populace broke up his funeral.3 Strabo was a
sinister character, ‘hated by heaven and by the nobility’, for good
reasons.* There were no words to describe Cn. Pompeius the son.
After his father’s death, protected by influential politicians, he
lay low, lurking no doubt in Picenum.5 When Sulla landed at
Brundisium, the young man, now aged twenty-three, raised on
his own initiative three legions from the tenants, clients and
veterans of his father, and led his army to liberate Rome from
the domination of the Marian faction—for Sulla’s interests and
for his own.®

The career of Pompeius opened in fraud and violence. It was
prosecuted, in war and in peace, through illegality and treachery.
He held a command in Africa against Marian remnants and
triumphed, though not a scnator, adding ‘Magnus’ to his name.
After supporting Lepidus to the consulate and encouraging his

' Velleius 2, 29, 1, &c., ¢f. M. Gelzer, Die Nobilitdt der r. Republik, 77 f. A num-
ber of men from Picenum, of the tribus Velina, are attested in the consitlium of Cn.
Pompeius Strabo at Asculum, 1L.S 8888, cf. C. Cichorius, Rémische Studien (1922),
130 fI., esp. 158 ff. The root of the name is the Oscan cognate of the Latin ‘quin-
que’; and the termination ‘-eius’ has been taken as evidence of Etruscan influence
on the family at some time or other, cf. J. Duchesne, Ant. cl. 111 (1934), 81 ff.

2 Namely, his own kinsman, Q. Pompeius Rufus, cos. 88 B.c., cf. Appian, BC 1,
63, 284. 3 Plutarch, Pompetus 1.

4 Cicero, quoted by Asconius 70 (-~ p. 79 Clark) ‘hommem dis ac nobilitati
perinvisum.

s Plutarch, Pompeius 6. Prosecuted for peculanons committed by his father, he
was saved by Philippus, Hortensius—and by the Marian leader Papirius Carbo
(Cicero, Brutus 230; Val. Max. 5, 3, 5; 6, 2, 8)

¢ Plutarch, Pompeius 6 f.; Velleius 2, 29, 1; Bell. Afr. 22, 2: ‘gloria et animi
magnitudine elatus privatus atque adulescentulus paterni exercitus reliquiis collectis
paene oppressam funditus et deletam Italiam urbemque Romanam in libertatem
vindicavit.’
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subversive designs, he turned upon his ally and saved the govern-
ment. Then, coming back to Rome after six years of absence,
when he had terminated the war in Spain against Sertorius,
Pompeius combined with another army commander, Crassus, and
carried out a peaceful coup d’état. Elected consuls, Pompeius
and Crassus abolished the Sullan constitution (70 B.c.). The
knights received a share in the jury-courts, the tribunes recovered
the powers of which Sulla had stripped them. They soon repaid
Pompeius. Through a tribune’s law the Pcople conferred upon
their champion a vast command against the Pirates, with pro-
consular authority over the coasts of the Mcditerranean (the Lex
Gabinia). No province of the Empire was immune from his con-
trol. Four years before, Pompeius had not even been a senator.
The decay of the Republic, the impulsion towards the rule of
one imperator, were patent and impressive.!

To the maritime command succeeded without a break the
conduct of the Mithridatic War, voted by the Lex Manilia, for
the financial interests werc discontented with Lucullus, the
Senate’s general. The absent dynast overshadowed the politics
of Rome, sending home from the East, as before from Spain, his
lieutenants to stand for magistracies and intrigue in his interest.
His name dominated elections and legislation. To gain office from
the votes of the sovran people, no surer password than the favour
shown or pretended of Pompeius; to reject a bill, no argument
needed save that the measure was aimed at the People’s general .2
Among the ambitious politicians who had publicly spoken for the
Lex Manilia were Cicero and Caesar, not ceasing to solicit and
claim the support of Pompeius even though the one of them
turned against the People when elected consul and the other lent
his services to Crassus. But alliance with Crassus need not
alienate Pompeius utterly. Crassus used his patronage to
demonstrate that he was still a force in politics—and to embarrass
the government without provoking flagrant disorder.3 Generous
in financial subsidy to his allies and tireless in the law-courts, he
might yet prevail against the popularity and laurels of Pompeius.

When the great imperator, returning, landed in Italy towards the
end of the yeat 62 B.c. with prestige unparalleled and the armies

! H. M. Last, CAH 1x, 349. This was presumably the conception set forth by
Sallust in his Histories.

2 Comm. pet. 5, cf. 51. Compare also Cicero’s whole argument in the speech
against the land bill of Rullus.

3 Both actions and motive of Crassus in this period, as of Caesar, have commonly
been misunderstood.
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and resources of all the East at his back, he disbanded his army.
Much to his annoyance the government had proved stronger
than he expected. A civilian consul, suppressing the revolution
of Catilina, robbed the mdlspcmable general of the glory of
saving the Republic in Italy as he had vindicated its empire
abroad. Pompeius never forgave Cicero. But Cicero was not
the real enemy.

It was the habit of Pompeius to boast of the magnitude of his
clientela, to advertise monarchs and nations bound to his personal
allegiance.! Like the Macedonian Alexander or the monarchs of
the line of Seleucus, the Roman conqueror marched along the
great roads of Asia, dispersing the kings of the East, displaying
power and founding cities in his name. From Thrace to the
Caucasus and down to Egypt the castern lands acknowledged his
predominance. The worship of power, which ages ago had de-
veloped its own language and conventional forms, paid homage
to Pompeius as a god asaviour and a bcncfactor dcvmng before
long a novel title, ‘the warden of earth and sea’. 2 Not so menac ing
to outward %how, but no less real and pervasive, was his influence
in the West— Africaand Mauretania, all Spain, and both provinces
of Gaul. The power and glory of the master of the world were
symbolized in three triumphs won from three continents:

Pompeiusque orbis domitor per tresque triumphos
ante deum princeps.’

Pompeius was Princeps beyond dispute--but not at Rome.
By armed force he might have established sole rule, but by that
alone and not in solid permanence. The nobiles were much too
stubborn to admit a master, even on their own terms. Nor was
Pompeius in any way to their liking. His family was recent
enough to excite dispraisc or contempt, even among the plebeian
aristocracy: its first consul (in 141 B.c.) had been promoted
through patronage of the Scipiones.# Subsequent alliances had
not brought much aristocratic distinction. Pompeius’ mother
was a Lucilia, niece of that Lucilius from Suessa Aurunca whose
wealth and talents earned him Scipionic friendship and the

Ad fam. 9,9, 2: ‘regum ac nationum clientelis quas ostentare crebro solebat.’

2 II“S 0459 (MllLtOpOllb) 6 o7l pols | [I"veiov IIo;an,cov I'vaiolv | u:.]cw Mdyvov,
au-pru.'roprx [ {r]o TpLTov, cwripa Kai evep| ylérqy T0b 7€ Sijprov kai | Tis Aams
-naar;g, éndiimlmmy yis 1€ Kai 9a/\aa"[a]7]c, dperijs €vexa xal | [ed]volas els
C(lUTOl

3 Manilius, Astron. 1, 793 f.

4 Miinzer, RA, 248 f. Described as ‘humili atque obscuro loco natus’ (In
Verrem 11, 5, 181)—that is, simply a novus homo.
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licence to write political satire with impunity." Pompeius was also
related to other families of the local gentry, the men of substance
in the municipia of Italy;* and he contracted tics of friendship
with a number of great landowners of the class and rank of
M. Terentius Varro from Reate, in the Sabine land .3

The bulk of Pompcius’ personal adherents in the senatorial
and cquestrian orders derived, as was fitting, from Picenum—
men of no great social distinction, the hungry sons of a poor and
populous region. Devoted attachment in war and politics to
the baronial family of Picenum was the one sure hope of advance-
ment. M. Lollius Palicanus, a popular and ambitious orator of
humble extraction, managed the negotiations between tribunes
and army commanders when they united to overthrow the con-
stitution of Sulla# The soldier .. Afranius commanded armies
for Pompeius in Spain and in the war against Mithridates.s
Among other Picene partisans may be reckoned 'I'. Labienus,
and perhaps A. Gabinius.®

For primacy in Rome Pompuius needed support from the
nobiles. 'The dynastic marriage pointed the way. Sulla, as was
expedient, had married a Metella: the aspirant to Sulla’s power,

' Velleius 2, 29, 2. On Pompeius® kinship with C. Lucilius Hirrus (17, pl. 53), cf.
C. Cichorius, R. Studien, 6711.; A. B. West, ATP xuix (1928), 240 fI., with a stemma
on p. 252, Hirrus was a great landowner. Varro (RR 2, 1, 2) refers to his ‘nobiles
pecuariae’ in Bruttium— inherited, as Cichorius suggests, from the poet. On his
fish-ponds, Varro, RR 3, 17, 3; Pliny, NIf 9, 171.

¢ For example, M. Atius Balbus from Aricia, who married Cacsar's sister Julia
(Suctonius, Divus Aug. 4, 1); and Hirrus was married to a daughter of L. Cossinius
(Varro, RR 2, 1, 2), the leading authority on goats (ib. 2, 3, 1), who had been a legate
of Pompcius in the war against the Prrates (ib. 2, praef. ). Another member of
this group was Cn. Tremellius Scrofa, suitably eloquent about pigs (1b. 2, 4, 1 {I.)
and a master of all rural science (ib. 1, 2, 10).

3 Varro served as a legate with Pompeius both in the Sertorian War and in the
East, on sea and on land, ¢f. C. Cichorus, R. Studien, 189 ff.

+ Pseudo-Asconius on Cicero, Div. in Caec., p. 189 St. Sallust (Fist. 4, 43 M) de-
scribes him as ‘humili loco Picens, loquax magis quam facundus’. He hoped to stand
for the consulate in 67 (Val. Max. 3, 8, 3) and again in 65 (Ad Att. 1,1, 1). Note
also Pompeius’ legate L. Lollws (Appian, Mithr. ys; Joscphus, A¥ 14, 29).

S Against Sertorius: Plutarch, Sertorius 19; Orosius 5, 23, 14. Agamnst Mithri-
dates: Plutarch, Pompeius 34, &c. For his origin note the dedication nr. Cupra
Maritima (ILS 876)

¢ Labienus certainly came from Picenum (Cicero, Pro Rabirio perducllionis reo
22), presumably from Cingulum (Caesar, BC 1, 15, 2; Silius Ttalicus, Punica 1o,
34). The assumption that Labienus was a Pompeian partisan from the beginning
1s attractive, cf. JRS xxviir (1938), 113 ff. About Gabinius' origin, nothing is
known. But his wife Lollia (Suetonius, I)wus]ultus 50, 1) may well be a daughter
of Palicanus, whose candidature he supported in 67 (Val. Max. 3, 8, 3). The
Pompeian mllxtary man M. Petreius, old in service (Sallust, BC 59, 6), was
probably the son of a centurion from the Volscian country (cf. Pliny, NH 22, 11).
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abruptly divorcing his own wife, took Metella’s daughter, Aemilia.!
When Aemilia died, Pompeius kept up that connexion by marrying
another woman of that house.2 The alliance with the Metells, by
no means unequivocal or unclouded, endured for some fifteen years
after Sulla’s death.

Provinces and armies gave resources of patronage and mutual
obligation for political ends. Men went out to serve under
Pompeius as quaestors or legates and returned to Rome to hold
higher office, tribunate, praetorship, or even consulate. The
lieutenants of Pompeius in the eastern wars comprised not only
personal adherents like Afranius and Gabinius but nobtles in the
alliance of the general, seeking profit and advancement in their
careers, such as the two Metelli (Celer and Nepos) and certain
of the Cornelii Lentuli.3

In the year of Cicero’s consulate Q. Metellus Celer was
praetor.* The activities of the tribune Labienus and his associates
on Pompeius’ behalf were more open and more offensive : a decree
of the People was enacted, permitting the conqueror of the East to
wear the robe of a triumphator or a golden crown at certain public
ceremonies.® In December Metellus Nepos, sent home by Pom-
peius, inaugurated his tribunate withalarming proposals: Pompeius
should be elected consul in absence or recalled to Italy to establish
public order.® Nepos also silenced the consul Cicero and forbade
by veto a great speech from the saviour of the Republic.”

Abetted by the praetor Caesar, Nepos went on with his pro-
posals in the next year, causing bitter opposition from leaders of
the government. The Senate proclaimed a state of emergency,
suspended the tribune from his functions, and even threatened to
depose him.8 Nepos fled to Pompeius, a pretext for intervention
to vindicate the sacred rights of the Roman People. Men feared
a civil war. When Pompeius asked that the consular elections
be postponed to permit the candidature of his legate, M. Pupius
Piso, the request was granted.®

+ 1 Plutarch, Pompeius 9, cf. J. Carcopino, Sylla, 127 f.

2 Mucia, daughter of Q. Mucius Scaevola (cos. 95) and uterine sister of Celer
and Nepos (A4d fam. s, 2, 6).

3 For the full lists of Pompeius’ legates in the two wars, cf. Drumann-Groebe,
Gesch. Roms 1v2, 420 fl.; 486.

4 The manner in which he terminated the trial of Rabirius surely indicates
collusion with the prosecutor, Labienus (Dio 37, 27, 3).

5 Velleius 2, 40, 40; Dio 37, 21, 4.

¢ Plutarch, Cicero 23; Cato minor 26; Dio 37, 43, 1.

7 Plutarch, Cicero 23; Dio 37, 38, 2.

¥ Plutarch, Cato minor 29; Dio 37, 43, 3. * Dio 37, 44, 3.
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Pompeius on his return, lacking valid excuse for armed usur-
pation, tried to reinforce his predominance by the peaceful means of
a new dynastic alliance. He saw the way at once. Having divorced
his wife, the half-sister of Celer and Nepos, a woman of flagrant in-
fidelity, he asked for Cato’s niece in marriage.! Cato rebuffed him.

Baffling enough after an absence of five years, Roman politics
were further complicated by the affair of P. Clodius Pulcher,amild
scandal touching the religion of the State which his enemies
exploited and converted into a political contest.? Pompeius
Magnus trod warily and pleased nobody. His first speech before
the People was flat and verbose, saying nothing.? No happier
in the Senate, the conqueror of the East neglected to praise the
saviour of Italy, and thereby put a double-edged weapon in the
hand of Crassus, who disliked them both.# Nor was Pompeius’
consul effective, though a witty man and an orator as well as a
soldier.> Pompeius set all his hopes on the next year. By scanda-
lous bribery he secured the election of the military man L.
Afranius. The other place was won by Metellus Celer, who,
to get support from Pompeius, stifled for the moment an insult
to the honour of his family.¢

Everything went wrong. The consul Celer turned against
Pompeius, and Afranius was a catastrophe, his only talent for
civil life being the art of dancing.” The Optimates were exultant.
Catulus and Hortensius had led the opposition to the laws of
Manilius and Gabinius. Catulus was now dead, Hortensius en-
folded in luxurious torpor. But Lucullus emerged, alert and
vindictive, to contest the dispositions made by Pompeius in the
East. Pompeius requested their acceptance by the Senate, all
in one measure: Lucullus insisted on debate, point by point.
He prevailed, supported by Crassus, by Cato and by the Metelli.?

hen a second defeat. The tribune L. Flavius brought forward

! Plutarch, Pompeius 44; Cato minor 30. Cf. Minzer, R4, 349 f.

2 That it need not have been a serious matter is shown by 4Ad Att. 1, 13, 3:
‘nosmet ipsi, qui Lycurgei a principio fuissemus, cotidie demitigamur.’

3 Ad Att. 1, 14, 1: ‘non iucunda miseris, inanis improbis, beatis non grata, bonis
non gravis; itaque frigebat.’

4 Ib. 1, 14, 3.

s Ib. 1, 13, 2: ‘facie magis quam facetiis ridiculus’; Pro Plancio 12: ‘homini
nobilissimo, innocentissimo, eloquentissimo, M. Pisoni.’

¢ Dio 37, 49, 1.

7 His consulate a disgrace, A4d Att. 1,18, 5; 19, 4; 20, 5. His talent as a dancer,
Dio 37, 49, 3.

8 Dio 37, 49, 4 ff.(Metellus Creticus (cos. 69) bore a grudge against Pompeius
as the result of an earlier clash, in 67 B.c. Velleius 2, 40, 6). There was rioting, and
Pompeius’ tribune Flavius imprisoned the consul Metellus Celer (4d Att. 2, 1, 8).
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an ambitious bill providing lands for the veterans of Pompeius
__Celer opposed it. More significant evidence of Pompeius’ weak-
“ness was the conduct of Cicero. He leapt boldly into the fray,
and slashed the bill to picces. Yet he claimed at the same time
that he was doing a good service to Pompeius.! Cicero was in

~high spirits and fatal confidence. At variance with the Metelli
through his clash with Nepos, he had broken with the Claudii and
carelessly incurred a bitter feud by giving testimony, under
secret and domestic pressure, against P. Clodius;? and he had
prevented the Pompeian consul Pupius Piso from getting the
province of Svria’

But the great triumph was Cato’s, and the greater delusion.
The leader of the Optimaies had fought against the consuls and
tribunes of Pompeius Magnus, mocked the flaunting victories
over effeminate orientals, and scorned alliance with the conqueror
of the world. 'The triumphal robe of Magnus seemed chill comfort
in political defeat.*

Cato went too far. When the knights who farmed the taxes
of Asia requested a rebate from the Senate, Cato denounced
their rapacity and repelled their demand.5 Crassus was behind
the financiers and Crassus waited, patient in rancour. To main-
tain power, the government needed consuls. The men were not
easy to find. Cato gathered a great fund to carry by bribery the
election of Bibulus, his daughter’s husband.® He should have
made certain of both consuls,

Caesar, returning from his command in Spain, asked for a
triumph. Cato blocked the triumph. To wait for it would be
to sacrifice the consulate. Caesar made a rapid decision—he
would be consul, and to some purpose. The Roman noble,
constrained in the pursuit of ambition to adopt the language
and tactics of a demagogue, might be captured by the govern-
ment at a certain stage in his career, with no discredit to either.
Caesar’s choice was still open had it not been for Cato; and Cae-
sar’s daughter was betrothed to Servilia’s son, Cato’s nephew.” But

v Ad Att. 1, 19, 4. 2 Plutarch, Cicero 29.
3 4d Att. 1,16, 8.

4 Ib. 1, 18, 6: ‘Pompeius togulam illam pictam silentio tuetur suam.’

s Ib. 2, 1, 8. ® Suctonius, Divus Tulius 19, 1

7 Julia was betrothed to a certain Servilius Caepio (Suetonius, Divus Tulius 21 ;
Plutarch, Caesar 14; Pompelus 47). Munzer (RA, 338 f.) argues that this is no
other than Brutus, adopted by his maternal uncle Q. Servilius Cacpio (who died in
67 B.Cc.) and bearing, as his official name, ‘Q. Laeplo Biutus’ (Cicero, Phil. 10, 25,
&c.). For a discussion of other views, cf Miinzer in P-W 11 A, 1775 ff.
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Cato had private grounds as well as public for hating Caesar, the
lover of Servilia.!

There was nothing to preclude an alliance with Pompeius.
Praetor-designate and praetor, Caesar worked with Pompeius’
tribunes, devising honours for the absent general and trouble
for the government.>? He had also prosccuted an ex-consul
hostile to Pompeius.? But Caesar was no mere adherent of
Pompeius: by holding aloof he enhanced his price. Now,
the summer of the year, Caesar stood for the consulate backed by
Crassus’ wealth, and in concert with L. Lucceius, an opulent
friend of Pompeius.*

Caesar was elected. Pompeius, threatened in his dignitas, with
his acta needing ratification and loyal veterans clamorous for
recompense, was constrained to a secret compact. ‘The diplo-
matic arts of Caesar reconciled Crassus with Pompeius, to satisfy
the ambitions of all three, and turned the year named after the
consuls Metellus and Afranius into a date heavy with history.s

In the next year the domination of Pompeius Magnus was
openly revealed. It rested upon his own auctoritas, the wealth
and influence of Crassus, the consular power of Caesar, and the
services of a number of tribunes; further, less ohtruswe and
barely to be perceived through the tumultuous clamour of political
life at Rome under Caesar’s consulate, several partisans or allies
already in control of the more important provincial armies.® The
combination ruled, though modified in various ways, and impaired
as time went on, for some ten years.” This capture of the

' The liaison was notorious (Plutarch, Brutus 5, &c.) and gave rise to the vulgar
and untenable opinion that Brutus was Caesar's son.

2 In alliance, namely, with both Labienus and Q. Metellus Nepos.

3 C. Calpurnius Piso (¢1s. 67), cf. Sallust, BC 49, 2. On his reiterated opposition
to Pompeius, cf. Dio 36, 24, 3; 37, 2; Asconius 51 (= p. 58 Clark), &c.

+ Suetonius, Divus Tulius 19, 1. On his influence with Pompeius (at a later date),
comparable to that of the Greek Theophanes, cf. Ad Att. g, 1, 2; 11, 3; Caesar, BC
3, 18, 3: ‘adhibito Libone et L. Lucceio et Theophane, quibuscum communicare de
maximis rebus Pompeius consueverat.’

5 Florus 2, 13, 11: ‘sic igitur Caesare dignitatem comparare, Crasso augere,
Pompeio retinere cupientibus omnibusque pariter potentiae cupidis de invadenda
re publi(.a facile convenit.”

¢ Afranius was perhaps proconsul of Gallia Cisalpina in 59 B.c. (4d Att. 1, 19,
2 In Pisonem 58, cf. M. Gelzer, Iermes L111 (1928), 118; 135). C. Octavius, the
husband of Caesar’s niece, Atia, governed Macedonia in 60 59 B.C. (Suctonius,
Divus Aug. 3 £). In Syria L. Marcius Philippus was succeeded by Cn. Cornclius
Lentulus Marcellinus in 60 or 59 (Appian, Syr. 51); and in 59 P. Cornelius Lentu-
lus Spinther became proconsul of Hispania Citerior, with help from Caesar (BC 1,
22, 4). On Pompeius’ relations with the Lentuli, below, p. 44.

7 Florus 2, 13, 13: ‘decem annos traxit ista dominatio cx fide, quia mutuo metu
tenebantur.’
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constitution may fairly be designated as the end of the Free State.
From a triumvirate it was a short step to dictatorship.

Caesar’s consulate was only the beginning. To maintain the
legislation of that year, and perpetuate the system, Pompeius
needed armies in the provinces and instruments at Rome. Cer-
tain armies wcere already secured. But Pompeius required for
his ally more than an ordinary proconsulate. To this end Caesar
was granted the province of Cisalpine Gaul, which dominated
Italy, for five years. Pompeius’ purpose was flagrant—there
could be no pretext of public emergency, as for the eastern
commands.! Transalpine Gaul was soon added. Further, the
three rulers designated consuls for the next year, L. Calpurnius
Piso, a cultivated aristocrat with no marked political activities,
and A. Gabinius, a Pompeian partisan superior in ability to
Afranius. Pompeius had sealed the pact by taking in marriage
Caesar’s daughter, Julia; and Cacsar now married a daughter of
Piso. Gabinius and Piso in their turn received important military
provinces, Syria and Macedonia, through special laws. Gabinius
and Piso were the most conspicuous, but not the only adherents
of the dynasts, whose influence decided the consular elections for
the next two years as well.2

Despite patronage at homeandarmed power in the provinces, the
ascendancy of Pompeius was highly unstable. Asa demonstration
and a warning, Cicero was sacrificed to Clodius. Not content
thus to satisfy both personal honour and the convenience of the
dynasts, the tribune proceeded to reinforce his own influence, his
prospect of practorship and consulate. To that end he promul-
gated popular laws and harried Pompeius, in which activities he
got encouragement from his brother Appius, from his kinsmen the
Metelli, and from Crassus, a combination in no way anomalous.3

! 4d Att. 2, 16, 2: ‘quid? hoc quem ad modum obtinebis? oppressos vos, in-
quit, tenebo exercitu Caesaris.” Compare Appian, BC 3, 27, 103 (with reference to
Antonius in 44 B.C.): 7 8¢ BovAs) Tiivde iy Kedrikny dxpomodw emi adiow 7yovuérn
édvoyépaive.

2 Attested for Lentulus Spinther, one of the consuls of 57 (Caesar, BC 1, 22, 4),
and plausibly to be inferred for his colleague Nepos: Nepos got the province of
Hispania Citerior after his consulate (Plutarch, Caesar 2x; Dio 39, 54, 1). Their
successors, L. Marcius Philippus and Cn. Comelius Lentulus Marcellinus,
were not strong political men. But Philippus had recently married Caesar’s
niece Atia, widow of C. Octavius (his daughter Marcia, however, was the wife
of Cato); and Marcellinus had been a legate of Pompeius (Appian, Mithr. g5;
SIG? 750).

3 Crassus was in alliance with the Metelli not only through his elder son (/LS
881). The younger, P. Crassus, was married by now to Cornelia, daughter of that
P. Scipio who, adopted by Metellus Pius, became Q. Metellus Scipio. P. Scipio’s
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Pompeius in reply worked for the restitution of Cicero, and_
at length achieved it. For himself, after a famine in Rome,
perhaps deliberately enhanced, he secured a special commission
for five years to purchase and control corn for the city. The
powers were wide, but perhaps fell short of his designs.! Then_
arose a question of foreign policy, the restoration of _;[Ztolemg
Auletes the King of Egypt, which provoked long debate an
intrigue, further sharpening the enmity between Pompeius and
Crassus.

In the spring of 56 B.c. the dynasts’ coalition seemed likely .
to collapse. L. Domitius Ahenobarbus came forth with his can-
didature and loud threats that he would deprive Caesar of army
and provinces. Some might hope to persuade Pompeius, making
him sacrifice Caesar in return for alliance with the oligarchy.
Cicero took heart. He proclaimed the ideal of a conservative
union of all classes bound in loyalty to the Senate and guided
by modest and patriotic principes.>  Which was harmless enough,
had he not been emboldened to announce in the Senate an
attack upon the legislation of Caesar’s consulate. Pompeius
dissembled and departed from Rome.? Crassus meanwhile had
gone to Ravenna to confer with Caesar. The three met at Luca
and renewed the compact, with a second consulate for Pompeius
and Crassus and, after that, Spain and Syria respectively for
five years; Caesar’s command was also to be prolonged.

Pompeius emerged with renewed strength from a crisis which
he may have done much to provoke.* Had he dropped Caesar,
he might have been entrapped by the Optimates and circumvented
by Crassus, their potential ally. Now he would have an army
of his own in Spain to support his predominance at Rome.

The enemies of the dynasts paid for their confidence or their
illusions. Ahenobarbus was robbed of his consulate, and Cicero
was compelled to give private guarantees of good bchaviour,
public demonstrations of loyal acquiescence.s The three principes
now dominated the State, holding in their hands the most power-
ful of the provinces and some twenty legions.

mother was the daughter of L. Licinius Crassus (cos. 95 B.C.), cf. P-W x111, 479 f.
Pius died ¢. 64 B.C.

! Note the cxtravagant proposal of the tribune C. Messius, Ad Att. 4, 1, 7.

2 Pro Sestio 136 ff. )

3 Cf. especially Ad fam. 1, 9, 8 f. Pompeius had probably lent perfidious en-
couragement to Cicero. Cicero, of course, complains of having been let down by
the Optimates (ib., passim). + Cf. M. Cary, CQ xvI1 (1923), 103 fI.

5 The speeches Pro Balbo and De prov. cons.: the latter is probably not the
madwwdia to which he refers in Ad Att. 4, 5, 1.
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The basis of power at Rome stands out clearly—the consulate,
the armies and the tribunate: in the background, the all-per-
vading auctoritas of a senior statesman. Augustus, the last of
the dynasts, took direct charge of the greater military provinces
and exercised indirect control over the rest; and he arrogated
to himself the power of the whole board of tribunes. Proconsulare
imperium and (ribunicia potestas were the two pillars of the
edifice.

The principes strove for prestige and power, but not to erect
a despotic rule upon the ruins of the constitution, or to carry
out a real revolution. The constitution served the purposes
of generals or of demagogues well enough. When Pompeius
returned from the East, he lacked the desire as well as the pretext
to march on Rome; and Caesar did not conquer Gaul in the
design of invading Ttaly with a great army to establish a military
autocracy. Their ambitions and their rivalries might have been
tolerated in a small city-state or in a Rome that was merely
the head of an Jtalian confederation. In the capital of the world
they were anachronistic and ruinous. To the bloodless but violent
usurpations of 70 and 59 B.C. the logical end was armed conflict

7and despotism. As the soldiers were the proletariat of Italy, the
revolution became social as well as political.

The remedy was simple and drastic. For the health of the
Roman Pcople the dynasts had to go. Augustus completed the
purge and created the New State.

The swift rise of Caesar menaced the primacy of Pompeius
the Great. No longer an agent and minister but a rival, the
conqueror of Gaul filched his laurels, his prestige and his
partisans. With the death of Julia, and the disappearance of
Crassus, slain by the Parthians (53 B.C.), the danger of a breach
between Pompeius and his ally might appear imminent. It was not
so in reality. Pompeius had not been idle. Though proconsul of
all Spain, he resided in the suburban vicinity of Rome, con-
templating the decline of Republican government and hastening
its end. Ahenobarbus had become consul at last, with Ap.
Claudius Pulcher for colleague (54 B.c.). Neither was strong
enough to harm Pompeius; and Ap. Pulcher may already have
been angling for an alliance.! The consuls achieved their own

| disgrace by bargaining to procure the election of their successors

- for money.? Pompeius caused the scandal to be shown up.

l Then his cousin C. Lucilius Hirrus announced a proposal that
' Below, p. 45. 2 Ad At 4, 15, 7, &c.
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he be made dictator.! Pompeius, openly disavowing, kept his
own counsel and deceived nobody.

Corruption reigned, and dxsorder with suspension of public
business. The next year opened without consuls. Similar but
worse was the beginning of 52 B.c., three candidates contending
in violence and rioting, chief among whom was the favourite of
the Optimates, 'T'. Annius Milo, a brutal and vicious person who
had married Fausta, the dissolute daughter of Sulla.2  His enemy
P. Clodius was running for the practorship. When Milo killed
Clodius, the populace of Rome, in grief for their patron and

champion, displayed his body in the Forum, burned it on a pyre

in the Curia, and destroyed that building in the conflagration.
Then they streamed out of the city to the villa of Pompeius,
clamouring for him to be consul or dictator.’

The Senate was compelled to act. It declared a state of emer-
gency and instructed Pompeius to hold military levies throughout
Italy.# The demands for a dictatorship went on: to counter and
anticipate which, the Optimates were compelled to offer Pompeius
the consulate, without colleague. The proposal came from
Bibulus, the decision was Cato’s.>

The pretext was a special mandate to heal and repair the
Commonwealth.® With armed men at his back Pompcius estab-
lished order again and secured the conviction of notorious
disturbers of the public peace, especially Milo, to the dismay
and gricf of the Optimates, who strove in vain to save him.?
Measures were passed to check flagrant abuses. One law, pre-
scribing that provinces be granted, not at once and automatically
after praetorship and consulate, but when an interval of five
years had elapsed, was recommended by the fair show of mitigating
electoral corruption, but in fact provided resources of patronage
for the party in control of the government. Nor was it at all
likely that the dynast would abide by letter or spirit of his own
legislation.

' 'The proposal was not published until 53, when Hirrus was tribune. Cato
nearly deprived him of his office (Plutarch, Pompeius 54). But there were strong
and authentic rumours the year before, cf. Ad Q. fratrem 3, 8, 4.

* Milo was a Papius by birth, adopted by his maternal grandfather I". Annius
of Lanuvium (Asconius 47 == p. §3 Clark). 3 Asconius 29 = p. 33 Clark.

4 Asconius 29 —= p. 34 Clark; Caesar, BG 7, 1, 1.

5 Asconius 31 - p. 35 f. (,lark Plutarch, Cato minor 47, &c.

¢ Appian, BC 2, 28, 107: €5 0€paﬂ€Lal Ths moAews €mAnbels; cf. Plutarch,

Pompeius 55; Tacitus, Ann. 3, 28.
7 Asconius 30 = p. 34 Clark: ‘adfuerunt Miloni Q. Hortensius, M. Cicero, M.

Marcellus, M. Calidius, M. Cato, Faustus Sulla.’
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Pompeius looked about for new alliances, in the hope perhaps
to inherit some measure of Crassus’ influence with the aristo-
cracy. Of the candidates for the consulate, Milo had been
condemned and exiled, likewise P. Plautius Hypsaeus, once his
own adherent but now coolly sacrificed. The third was more
useful—Q. Metellus Scipio, vaunting an unmatched pedigree, yet
ignorant as well as unworthy of his ancestors, corrupt and
debauched in the way of his life.! Pompeius took in marriage
his daughter, Cornelia, the widow of P. Crassus, rescued him
from a due and deserved prosecution, and chose him as colleague
for the remaining five months of the year.

A new combination was ready to form, with the ultimate decision
to turn on the dynast’s attitude towards Caesar and towards
Cato. Pompeius prolonged his own possession of Spain for five
years more and sought by a trick to annul the law passed by the
tribunes of the year conceding to Caesar the right to stand for
the consulate in absence. Detected, he made tardy and ques-
tionable amends. The dynast was not yet ready to drop his ally.
He needed Caesar for counterbalance against the Catonian party
until he made final choice between the two. Cato, standing
for the consulate, was signally defeated, to the satisfaction of
Pompeius no less than of Caesar.

Two years passed, heavy with a gathering storm. Caesar’s
enemies were precipitate and impatient. Early in 51 the consul
M. Marcellus opened the attack. He was rebuffed by Pompeius,
and the great debate on Caesar’s command was postponed till
March 1st of the following year. Pompeius remained ambiguous,
with hints of going to Spain, but forced by the Optimates, not
altogether against his will, to demand a legion from Caesar.
The pretext was the insecurity of Syria, gravely menaced by the
Parthians.> Caesar complied. Pompeius proclaimed submission
to the Senate as a solemn duty.3 The legion was not withdrawn,
however, until the next year, along with another previously lent by
Pompeius to Caesar. Both were retained in Italy.

Though Pompeius or the enemies of Caesar might prevail at
the consular elections, that was no unmixed advantage. The
Marcelli were rash but unstable, other consuls timid or

! On his ancestry, cf. Cicero, Brutus 212 {.; his ignorance about a detail of family
history, Ad Att. 6, 1, 17. His morals (Val. Max. 9, 1, 8) and his capacity (Caesar,
BC 1, 4, 3; 3, 31, 1) were pretty dubious.

* Ad fam. 8, 4, 4. Marcellus’ flogging of a man of Comum had been premature

and by no means to the liking of Pompeius (4d Att. s, 11, 2).
3 4d fam. 8, 4, 4: ‘omnis oportere senatui dicto audientis esse.’
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venal.! Caesar could always count on tribunes. C. Scribonius
Curio, a vigorous orator, began the year as a champion of the
government, but soon showed his colours, blocking the long-
awaited discussion on Caesar’s provinces and confounding the
oligarchy by pertinacious proposals that both dynasts should
surrender their armies and save the Commonwealth.

Curio became a popular hero, and the People was incited
against the Senate. The threat of a coalition between Pompeius
and the Optimates united their enemies and reinforced the party
of Caesar. Caesar had risen to great power through Pompeius,
helped by the lieutenants of Pompeius in peace and in war, and
now Caesar had become a rival political leader in his own right.
In every class of society the defeated and dispossessed, eager
for revenge, looked to Caesar’s consulate, or Caesar’s victory
and the rewards of greed and ambition in a war against the Sullan
oligarchy. Italy began to stir.

In the city of Rome political contests and personal feuds
now grew sharper. Ap. Claudius Pulcher, elected to the censor-
ship, an office which was a patent rebuke to his own private
conduct, worked for his party by ejection of undesirable senators,
and augmented the following of Caesar. The arrogant and stub-
born censor, mindful, like Cato, of a great ancestor, turned his
attack on the tribune Curio, but in vain, and on Curio’s friend, the
aedile M. Caelius Rufus, provoking a reciprocal charge of un-
natural vice.2 Caelius’ enemies drove him to Caesar’s side.

Ap. Pulcher was no adornment to the party of Cato. Already
another leader, the consular Ahenobarbus, had suffered defeat
in contest for an augurship against M. Antonius, sent from Gaul
by Caesar.3 That event showed clearly the strength of the
opposing parties in command of votes at Rome. Moreover,
Antonius and other adherents of Caesar, elected tribunes for the
next year, promised to continue the tactics of Curio.

In the autumn men began to speak of an inevitable war.
Fortune was arranging the scene for agrand and terrible spectacle .4

! Ser. Sulpicius Rufus (cos. 51) was very mild and loath to provokea civil war (Dio
40,59, 1; Ad fam. 4, 3, 1, &c.); L.. Aemilius Paullus (cos. 50) was bought (Suetonius,
Divus Tulius 29, 1, &c.); and Cacsar had conceived very rational hopes of purchasing
L. Cornelius Lentulus Crus, cos. des. for 49, a man loaded with debts, avid and
openly venal (Ad Att. 11, 6, 6; Caesar, BC 1, 4, 2).

2 For the full details, cf. P-W 11 A, 870 fI.; 111, 1269 f.

3 Ad fam. 8, 14, 1.

4 As Caclius observed, ‘si sine summo periculo fieri posset, magnum et iucundum

tibi Fortuna spectaculum parabat’ (4d fam. 8, 14, 4). For a clear and dispassionate
statement of the issue, ib. § 2.



42 THE DOMINATION OF POMPEIUS

Caesar would tolerate no superior, Pompeius no rival.! Caesar had
many cnemies, provoked by his ruthless ambition, by his acts of
arrogancc towards other principes—and by his support, when con-
sul and proconsul, of the domination of Pompeius, who now, for
supreme power, scemed likely to throw over his ally.

On December 1st Curio’s proposal came up in the Senate
again, revealing an overpowering majority against both dynasts.?
The consul C. Marcellus denounced the apathy of senators as
submission to tyranny, protested that Cacsar was already in-
vading Italy, and took action on behalf of the Commonwealth.
Accompanied by the consuls-clect he went to Pompeius and
handed him a sword, with dramatic gesture, bidding him take
command of the armed forces in Ttaly.

Pompeius already held all Spain, in an anomalous and arbi-
trary fashion. As a consequence of the law of 52 B.C. the other
provinces from Macedonia castwards were in the hands of men
loyal to the government, or at least not dangerous;? and all the
kings, princes and tetrarchs, remembering their patron, were
ready to bring their levies at his command. Magnus, it might
seem, was strong enough to prevent civil war, free to negotiate
without being accused of ignoble timidity* But the dynast
reniained ambiguous and menacing. To his allies he expressed
firm confidence, pointed to his armed forces and spoke con-
temptuously of the proconsul of Gaul.s Rumour spontancous or
fabricated told of discontent among Caesar’s soldiers and officers ;
and there was solid ground to doubt the loyalty of Caesar’s best
marshal, T. Labienus.

Then followed debate in the Senate, public attempts at medi-
ation and negotiation in private. On January 1st a proposal of
Caesar was rejected and he was declared contumacious: six days
later his province was taken from him. The Caesarian tribunes

' For this precise formulation, Lucan, Pharsalia 1, 125 {.; Florus z, 13, 14. For
Pompeius’ jealousy, Caesar, BC 1, 4, 4; Velleius 2, 29, 23 33, 3. l*or Caesars
'\mbmon P]utarch An'mnus 6 (ct. Suetonius, Dn'us Iulms 30, 5): épws arapn-
'yopn'roq apxis Kal wepiparns emﬁxr;ua 7ol Tp&TOV €lvar kat udyio rov (from Pollio ?).

¢ For the order of events in December 50 and January 49 B.c., cf. E. Meyer,
Cuaesars Monarchie und das Principat des Pompejus? (1922), 271 fI.

3 As Caesar complains, BC 1, 85, g ‘per paucos probati et electi’.

+ Caesar, ib. 1, 32, 8 f.: ‘neque se reformidare quod in senatu Pompeius paulo
ante dixisset, ad quos legati mitterentur, his auctoritatem attribui timorem jue
corum qui mitterent significari. tenuis atque infirmi haec animi videri.’

s Ad Att. 7, 8, 4: ‘vehementer hominem contemnebat et suis et rei publicae
copiis confidebat.’

¢ The expectation that Labienus would desert Caesar was probably an important
factor.
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M. Antonius and Q. Cassius, their veto disregarded, fled from the
city. A state of emergency was proclaimed.

Even had Pompeius now wished to avert the appeal to arms, he
was swept forward by uncontrollable forces, entangled in the
embrace of perfidious allies: or, as he called it himself, patriotic
submission to the needs of the Commonwealth.! The coalition may
summarily be described as four ancient and eminent families,
linked closely with one another and with the Catonian faction.

Rising to power with support from the Metelli, though not
without quarrels and rivalry, Pompeius broke the alliance when
he returned from the East; and the consul Metellus Celer banded
with the Catonian faction to attack and harry Pompeius. But the
feud was not bitter or beyond remedy : the Metelli were too politic
for that. Three years later Nepos was consul, perhaps with help
from Pompeius. Signs of an accommodation became perceptible.
Despite five consulates in twenty-three years, the Metelli soon
found that their power was passing. Death took off their consuls
onc by onc.* Marriage or adoption might retriecve the waning
fortunes of a noble family. The Metelli had employed their
women to good effect in the past; and one of their daughters was
given in marriage to the elder son of the dynast Crassus. Further,
a Scipio, almost the last of his line, himself the grandson of a
Metella, had passed by adoption into their family. This was
Q. Metellus Scipio, father-in-law and collcague of Pompeius in
his third consulate.

The compact with Metclli and Scipiones recalled ancient
history and revealed the political decline of two great houses. The
Pompeii had once been hargers-on of the Scipiones. But the
power and s J)lendour of that imperial house, the conquerors of
Carthage and of Spain, belonged only to the past, They had been
able to show only one consul in the preceding generation.’
More spectacular the eclipse of the plebeian Claudii Marcelli, who
emulated the Scipiones in their great age: obscure for a century,
they emerge again into sudden prominence with three consuls
in the last three years of the I‘ree State.* The influence of

! Caesar, BC 1, 8, 3: ‘semper se rei publicac commoda privatis necessitudinibus
habuisse potiora.”

¢ Namely Metellus Pius (cos. 80), who died in 64, Creticus (69) c. 54, L. Metellus
(68) in his consulate, Celer (60) the year after his, Nepos (57) c. 54.

3 L. Cornelius Scipio Asiagenus (cos. 83), a Marian partisan, who was pro-
scribed and escaped to Massilia, where he died.

+ The brothers M. Marcellus (cos. 51) and C. Marcellus (49) and their cousin

C. Claudius C. f. Marcellus (50). No consul since their great-grandfather (cos. 1,
152).
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Pompeius and alliance with the Lentuli may not unfairly be
surmised.!

The patrician Cornelii Lentuli were noted more for pride of
birth and political caution than for public splendour or con-
spicuous ability in war and peace. They sought to profit by help
from Pompeius without incurring feuds or damage. Certain of
the Lentuli had served under Pompeius in Spain and in the East:?
five consulates in this generation rewarded their sagacity.3

With these four familics was now joined the faction of Cato.
Of his allies and relatives, Lucullus and Hortensius were dead,
but the group was still formidable, including his nephew M.
Junius Brutus and the husbands of his sister and daughter,
namely .. Domitius Ahenobarbus and M. Calpurnius Bibulus.
To loyal support of Cato, Ahenobarbus and Brutus joined a
sacred vendetta against Pompeius. For Cato or for the Republic
thev postponed vengeance, but did not forget a brother and
father slain by the young Pompeius in a foul and treacherous
fashion. Ahenobarbus was a great political dynast in his own
right, born to power. The Pact of Luca blocked him from his con-
sulate, but only for a year. le had another grievance-—Caesar’s
tenure of Gaul beyond the Alps robbed him of a province to
which he asserted a hereditary claim.# As for Bibulus, he smarted
still beneath the humiliation of authority set at nought and
fruitless contests with the consul and the tribunes of Pompeius.

It was later claimed by their last survivor that the party of
the Republic and camp of Pompeius embraced ten men of

' Cn. Cornelius Lentulus Clodianus (cos. 72) was a plebeian by birth (Cicero,
De imp. Cn. Pompei 58), hence probably a Claudius Marcellus. Likewise the father
of Marcellinus (cos. 56), cf. P-W 1v, 1390.

2 Not that they were all, or consistently, allies of Pompeius: Lentulus Sura
(cos. 71) was expelled from the Senate by the censors of 70. But Clodianus (cos. 72,
censor 770) was a legate in the Pirate War (Appian, Mithr. 95) and so was Marcel-
linus (ib. and the inscr. from Cyrene, SIG3 750). Both had probably served under
Pompeius in Spain (Marcellinus is attested by coins, BM(, R. Rep. 11, 491 f.).
The Gaditane L. Cornelius Balbus later acknowledged an especial tie of loyalty
to L. Cornelius Lentulus Crus (cos. 49), cf. Ad Att. ¢, 7b, 2; 8, 15a, 2. This is
evidence for the origin of Balbus’ gentilicium—and for Lentulus’ service in Spain.

3 Namely Clodianus (72), Sura (71), Spinther (57), Marcellinus (56) and Crus
(49). The precise family relationships of the various Cornelii Lentuli in this period
are highly problematical (P-W 1v, 1381; 1389; 1393).

4+ Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 122) had been largely responsible for the
conquest and organization of that province. Hence the spread of the name
‘Domitius’ there, attested for example by the inscr. ILS 6976 from Nemausus,
and later by provincial notables like Cn. Domitius Afer (cos. suff. A.D. 39) and
Domitius Decidius (Tacitus, dgr. 6, 1; ILS 966). Note also the championing of
a wronged Gaul by Cn. Domitius (cus. 96), Cicero, In Verrem 11, 1, 118.
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consular rank.! With the consuls of the last year of the Republic
conveniently added, the array is impressive and instructive. In
the first place, Pompeius and his decorative father-in-law, Q.
Metellus Scipio, two Lentuli and two Marcelli.2 Then came the
enigmatic Appius Claudius Pulcher, proud, corrupt and super-
stitious, in his person the symbol and link of the whole coalition:
himself the son of a Caecilia Metclla and husband of a Servilia,
he gave one daughter for wife to Pompeius’ elder son, another
to Cato’s nephew Brutus.?  Cato himself had not reached the con-
sulate, but two consulars followed, the stubborn and irascible
Bibulus, and Ahenobarbus, energetic but very stupid. The tail
of the procession is brought up by Sulpicius Rufus, a timid and
respectable jurist lacking in pronounced political opinions, and
two novi homines, the Pompeian general Afranius and the orator
Cicero, pathetically loyal to a leader of whose insincerity he could
recall such palpable and painful testimony. The party of the
Republic was no place for a novus homo: the Lentuli were synony-
mous with aristocratic pride, Ap. Claudius took a peculiar delight
in rebuffing or harrying Cicero, and the Metelli had given him a
pointed reminder of the dignitas of their house.*

It was the oligarchy of Sulla, manifest and menacing 1n its last
bid for power, serried but insecure. Pompeius was playing a
double game. He hoped to employ the leading nobiles to destroy
Caesar, whether it came to war or not, in either way gaining the
mastery. They were not duped—they knew Pomperus: but they
fancied that Pompeius, weakened by the loss of his ally and of
popular support, would be in their power at last, amenable to
guidance or to be discarded if recalcitrant.

! Cicero, Phil. 13, 28 £.: not veracious, however, for two of the alleged Pompeian
consulars (‘quos civis, quos viros!’), namely M. Marcellus (cos. s1) and Ser.
Sulpicius Rufus (cos. 51), dismayed by the outbreak of war or distrustful of
Pompeius, took no active part and should more honestly be termed neutrals (P-W
111, 2762 ; 1V A, 853 f.). Rufus actually sent his son to join Caesar, Ad Att. 9, 18, 2.
The laudatory epithets here attached by Cicero to the other consulars will not mis-
lead: too much is known about these people.

2 The Lentuli were Spinther (cos. 57) and Crus (49); the Marcelli, Marcus
(cos. 51) and Gaius (49). For the kinship between these two families, above, p. 44,
n. 1. Spinther’s son married a Caecilia Metella (4d Att. 13, 7, 1).

3 Brutus’ marriage to a daughter of Ap. Claudius Pulcher certainly took place
in 54 B.C. (Ad fam. 3, 4, 2), that of Cn. Pompeius probably about the same time
(ib.). The younger son, Sextus, married the daughter of L. Scribonius Libo
(cos. 34 B.C.), cf. below, p. 228. On the character of Ap. Pulcher, P-W 111, 2849 ff.

4 Celer to Cicero (Ad fam. s, 1, 1): ‘familiae nostrae dignitas.” Cicero uses the
words ‘Appietas’ and ‘Lentulitas’, ib. 3, 7, 5. He had ample cause to complain
of Appius.
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The policy arose from the brain and will of Marcus Cato. His
allies, eager to enlist a man of principle on their side, ccle-
brated as integrity what was often conceit or stupidity and mis-
took craft for sagacity. They might have known better—Cato’s
stubborn refusal to agree to the land bill for Pompeius’ veterans
only led to worse evils and a subverting of the constitution. After
long strife against the domination of Pompeius, Cato resolved
to support a dictatorship, though anxiously shunning the name.
Cato’s confidence in his own rectitude and insight derived sccret
strength from the antipathy which he felt for the person and
character of Caesar.

The influence and example of Cato spurred on the nobiles and
accelerated war. Helped by the power, the prestige, and the
illicit armies of Pompeius Magnus (stationed alrcady on Italian
soil or now being recruited for the government and on the plea
of legitimacy), a faction in the Senate worked the constitution
against Cacsar. The proconsul refused to yield.



IV. CAESAR THE DICTATOR

ULLA was the first Roman to lead an army against Rome.

Not of his own choosing——his enemies had won control
of the government and deprived him of the command against
Mithridates. Again, when he landed in Italy after an absence of
nearly five years, force was his only defence against the party
that had attacked a proconsul who was fighting the wars of the
Republic in the East. Sulla had all the ambition of a Roman
noble: but it was not his ambition to seize power through civil
strife and hold it, csupreme and alone. His work done, the Dictator
resigned.

The conquest of Gaul, the war agairst Pompeius and the
establishment of the Dictatorship of Cacsar are events that move
in a harmony so swift and surc as to appear pre-ordained ; and
history has sometimes been written as though Caesar set the tune
from the beginning, in the knowledge that monarchy was the
panaceca for the world’s 1113, and with the design to achieve it
by armed force.! Such a view is too simple to be historical.

Caesar strove to avert any resort to open war. Both before and
after the outbreak of hostilitics he sought to negotiate with
Pompeius. Had Pompeius listened and consented to an inter-
view, their old amicitia might have been repaired. With the
nominal primacy of Pompeius recognized, Caesar and his ad-
herents would capture the government—and perhaps reform the
State. Caesar’s encmies were afraid of that—and so was Pom-
peius.  After long wavering Pompeius chose at last to save the
oligarchy. Further, the proconsul’s proposals as conveyed to the
Senate were moderate and may not be dismissed as mere
manoeuvres for position or for time to bring up his armies.?
Caesar knew how small was the party willing to provoke a war.
As the artful motion of a Cacsarian tribune had revealed, an
overwhelming majority in the Senate, nearly four hundred against
twenty-two, wished both dynasts to lay down their extraordinary
commands.3 A rash and factious minority prevailed.

' As, for example, by Mommsen, and recently by Carcopino, Points de vue sur
Uimpérialisme romain (1934), 89 ff.; Histoire romaine 11: César (1936).

2 He offered to keep only the Cisalpina, or even Illyricum, with a single legion
(Appian, BC 2, 32, 126; Plutarch, Caesar 31; Suctonius, Divus Tulius 29, 2).

3 Appian, BC 2, 30, 119.
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The precise legal points at issue in Caesar’s claim to stand
for the consulate in absence and retain his province until the end
of the year 49 B.C. are still matters of controversy.! If they were
ever clear, debate and misrepresentation soon clouded truth and
equity. The nature of the political crisis is less obscure. Caesar
and his associates in power had thwarted or suspended the con-
stitution for their own ends many times in the past. Exceptions
had been made before in favour of other dynasts; and Caesar
asserted both legal and moral rights to preferential treatment.
In the last resort his rank, prestige and honour, summed up in
the Latin word dignitas, were all at stake: to Caesar, as he claimed,
‘his dignitas had ever been dearer than life itself.”? Sooner than
surrender it, Caesar appealed to arms. A constitutional pretext
was provided by the violence of his adversaries: Caesar stood
in defence of the rights of the tribunes and the liberties of the
Roman People. But that was not the plea which Caesar himse!f
valued most—it was his personal honour.

His enemies appeared to have triumphed. They had driven
a wedge between the two dynasts, winning over to their side
the power and prestige of Pompeius. They would be able to
deal with Pompeius later. It might not come to open war; and
Pompeius was still in their control so long as he was not at the
head of an army in the field. Upon Caesar they had thrust
the choice between civil war and political extinction. But Caesar
refused to join the long roll of Pompeius’ victims, to be super-
seded like Lucullus, to be discarded and disgraced as had been
Gabinius, the governor of Syria. If he gave way now, it was the
end. Returning to Rome a private citizen, Caesar would at once
be prosecuted by his enemies for extortion or treason. They
would secure lawyers reputed for eloquence, high principle and
patriotism. Cato was waiting for him, rancorous and incorrup-
tible. A jury carefully selected, with moral support from soldiers
of Pompeius stationed around the court, would bring in the inevi-
table verdict. After that, nothing for Caesar but to join the exiled
Milo at Massilia and enjoy the red mullet and Hellenic culture
of that university city.?

Cacsar was constrained to appeal to his army for protection.

' What is commonly called the ‘Rechtsfrage’, and interminably discussed,
depends upon a ‘Machtfrage’.

2 BC 1, 9, 2: ‘sibi semper primam fuisse dignitatem vitaque potiorem’; cf. 1,
7,7:8,3; 3,91, 2; BG 8, 52, 4; Suetonius, Divus Julius 33; 72; Cicero, Ad Att. 7,
11, 1: ‘atque haec ait omnia facere se dignitatis causa.” Cf. above, p. 13, n. 2.

3 Suetonius, Divus Tulius 30, 3 (mentioning Cato and Milo).
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At last the enemies of Caesar had succeeded in ensnaring Pom-
peius and in working the constitution against the craftiest politi-
cian of the day: he was declared a public enemy if he did not lay
down his command before a certain day. By invoking constitu-
tional sanctions against Caesar, a small faction misrepresented the
true wishes of a vast majority in the Senate, in Rome, and in
Italy. They pretended that the issue lay between a rebellious pro-
consul and legitimate authority. Such venturesome expedients
are commonly the work of hot blood and muddled heads. The
error was double and damning. Disillusion followed swiftly.
Even Cato was dismayed.! It had confidently been expected that
the solid and respectable classes in the towns of Italy would
rally in defence of the authority of the Senate and the liberties
of the Roman People, that all the land would rise as one man
against the invader. Nothing of the kind happened. Italy was
agathetic to the war-cry of the Republic in danger, sceptical
about its champions.

The very virtues for which the propertied classes were sedu-
lously praised by politicians at Rome forbade intervention in a
struggle which was not their own.? Pompeius might stamp with
his foot in the land of Italy, as he had rashly boasted. No armed
legions rose at his call. Even Picenum, his own barony, went
over to the enemy without a blow. No less complete the military
miscalculation: the imperator did not answer to his repute as a
soldier. Insecurity and the feeling of guilt, added to inadequate
preparation for war, may have impaired his decision.3 Yet his
plan was no mere makeshift, as 1t appeared to his allies, but
subtle and grandiose—to evacuate Italy, leaving Caesar entrapped
between the legions of Spain and the hosts of all the East, and
then to return, like Sulla, to victory and to power.4

Caesar, it is true, had only a legion to hand: the bulk of his
army was still far away. But he swept down the eastern
coast of Italy, gathering troops, momentum and confidence as
he went. Within two months of the crossing of the Rubicon
he was master of Italy. Pompeius made his escape across the
Adriatic carrying with him several legions and a large number of
senators, a grievous burden of revenge and recrimination. The

' Ad Att. 7, 15, 2: ‘Cato enim ipse iam servire quam pugnarc mavult.”

2 Ib. 8, 13, 2: ‘nihil prorsus aliud curant nisi agros, nisi villulas, nisi nummulos
suos.” Cf.ib. 7,7, 5;8, 16, 1.

3 Pompeius’ illness in the summer of 50 B.C. may not have been wholly due to

physical causes.
+ Cf. E. Meyer, Caesars Monarchie?, 299 ff.
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enemies of Caesar had counted upon capitulation or a short and
easy war.

They had lost the first round. Then a second blow, quite
beyond calculation: before the summer was out the gcnerals
of Pompeius in Spain were outmanceuvred and overcome. Yet
even so, until the legions joined battle on the plain of Pharsalus,
the odds lay heavily against Cacsar. Fortune, the devotion of
his veteran legionaries and the divided counsels of his adver-
saries secured the crowning victorv. But three years more of
fighting were needed to stamp out the last and bitter resistance
of the Pompeian cause in Africa and in Spain.

“T'hey would have it thus,” said Caesar as he gazed upon the
Roman dead at Pharsalus, half in patriot grief for the havoc of
civil war, half in impatience and resentment.’ They had cheated
Caesar of the true glory of a Roman aristocrat—-to contend with
his peers for primacy, not to destroy them. lis encmies had
the laugh of him in dcath. Even Pharsalus was not the end.
His former ally, the great Pompetus, glorious from victories in all
quarters of the world, lay unburied on an Egyptian beach, slain
by a renegade Rom’m the hireling of a foreign king. Dead, too,
and killed by Romans were Caesar’s rivals and enemies, many
illustrious consulars. Ahenobarbus fought and fell at Pharsalus,
and Q. Metcllus Scipio ended worthy of his ancestors;* while
Cato chose to fall by his own hund rather than witness the
domination of Caesar and the destruction of the Free State.

That was the nemesis of ambition and glory, to be thwarted
in the end. After such wreckage, the task of rebuilding con-
fronted him, stern and thankless. Without the sincere and
patriotic co-operation of the governing class, the attempt would
be all in vain, the mere creation of arbitrary power, doomed to
perish in violence.

It was rational to suspend judgement about the guilt of the
Civil War.? Pompcius had becen little better, if at all, than his
younger and more active rival, a spurious and disquieting cham-
pion of legitimate authority when men recalled the earlier career
and inordinate ambition of the Sullan partisan who had first

' Suetonius, Divus Julius 30, 4 (reporting Pollio): ‘hoc voluerunt; tantis rebus
gestis Gaius Caesar condemnatus essem, nisi ab exercitu auxilium petissem.’
2 Livy, Per. 114: ‘'imperator s¢ bene habet.’
3 Lucan, Pharsalia 1, 126 11.:
quis iustius induit arma
scire nefas. magno se iudice quisque tuetur:
victrix causa deis placuit sed victa Catoni.






