THE
CAMBRIDGE
ANCIENT HISTORY

THE AUGUSTAN EMPIRE.
43 B.C. - A.D. 69




THE CAMBRIDGE
ANCIENT HISTORY

SECOND EDITION

VOLUME X
The Augustan Empire, 43 B.C.—A.D. 69

edited by

ALAN K. BOWMAN
Student of Christ Church, Oxford

EDWARD CHAMPLIN

Professor of Classics, Princeton University

ANDREW LINTOTT

Fellow and Tutor in Ancient History,
Worcester College, Oxford

5 CAMBRIDGE

¥ UNIVERSITY PRESS

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



PUBLISHED BY THE PRESS SYNDICATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE
The Pitt Building, Trumpington Street, Cambridge, United Kingdom

CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge cB2 2RU, UK
40 West 20th Street, New York, NY 1oo11-4211, USA
477 Williamstown Road, Port Melbourne, vic 3207, Australia
Ruiz de Alarcén 13, 28014 Madrid, Spain
Dock House, The Waterfront, Cape Town 8oo1, South Africa

http://www.cambridge.org
© Cambridge University Press 1996
This book is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception
and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements,
no reproduction of any part may take place without

the written permission of Cambridge University Press.

First published 1996
Fifth printing 2006

Printed in the United Kingdom at the University Press, Cambridge
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

Library of Congress Catalogue card number: 75-85719

ISBN 0 521 26430 8 hardback

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CONTENTS

List of maps

List of text-figures
List of tables
List of stemmata

Preface

PART I NARRATIVE

1 The triumviral period
by CHRISTOPHER PELLING, Fellow and Praelector in
Classics, University College, Oxford

I

II
II1
v
v
VI
Vil
VIII
IX
X
XI
XII
X111

The triumvirate
Philippi, 42 B.C.

The East, 42—40 B.C.
Perusia, 41—40 B.C.
Brundisium and Misenum, 40-39 B.C.
The East, 3937 B.C.
Tarentum, 37 B.C.
The year 36 B.C.
35—33 B.C.
Preparation: 32z B.C.
Actium, 31 B.C.
Alexandria, 30 B.C.
Retrospect

Endnote: Constitutional questions

2 Political history, 30 B.C. to A.D. 14
by 3.A. CROOK, Fellow of St John’s College, and Emeritus
Professor of Ancient History in the University of Cambridge

I
i
111

Introduction
30—17 B.C.
16 B.C.—A.D. 14

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

page xiv
XV
XV
XV

Xix

70
73
94



vi

CONTENTS

Augustus: power, authority, achievement
by J.A. CROOK
I Power
II Authority
IIT Achievement

The expansion of the empire under Augustus
by ERICH S. GRUEN, Professor of History and Classics,
University of California, Berkeley
I Egypt, Ethiopia and Arabia
II Asia Minor
III Judaea and Syria
IV Armenia and Parthia
V Spain
VI Africa
VII The Alps
VIII The Balkans
IX Germany
X Imperial ideology
XI Conclusion

Tiberius to Nero
by T.E.J. WIEDEMANN, Reader in the History of the Roman
Empire, University of Bristol
I The accession of Tiberius and the nature of politics
under the Julio-Claudians
IT The reign of Tiberius
III Gaius Caligula
IV Claudius
V Nero

From Nero to Vespasian
by T.E.]J. WIEDEMANN
I a.p. 68
IT A.D. 69—70

PARTII THE GOVERNMENT AND
ADMINISTRATION OF THE EMPIRE

The imperial court
by ANDREW WALLACE-HADRILL, Professor of Classics at
the University of Reading
I Introduction
II Access and ritual: court society
IIT Patronage, power and government
IV Conclusion

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

113

113

117
123

147

148
151
154
158
163
166
169
171
178
188
194

198

198
209
221
229
241

256

256
265

283

283
285
296
306



CONTENTS vii

8 The Imperial finances 309
by D.W. RATHBONE, Reader in Ancient History, King's
College London

9 The Senate and senatorial and equestrian posts 324
by RICHARD J.A. TALBERT, William Rand Kenan, |r,
Professor of History, and Adjunct Professor of Classics,
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

I The Senate 324

IT Senatorial and equestrian posts 337

10 Provincial administration and taxation 344
by ALAN K. BOWMAN

I Rome, the emperor and the provinces 344

II Structure 35T

IIT Function 357

IV Conclusion 367

11 The army and the navy ' 371

by LAWRENCE KEPPIE, Reader in Roman Archaeology,
Haunterian Museum, University of Glasgow

I The army of the late Republic 371

I1 The army in the civil wars, 49—30 B.C. 373

III The army and navy of Augustus 376

IV Army and navy under the Julio-Claudians 387

V The Roman army in A.D. 70 393

12 The administration of justice 397

by H. GALSTERER, Professor of Ancient History at the
Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit, Bonn

PARTIIIITALY AND THE PROVINCES
13 The West 414

134 Italy and Rome from Sulla to Augustus 414
by M.H. CRAWFORD, Professor of Ancient History,
University College London

I Extent of Romanization 414
IT Survival of local cultures 424
135 Sicily, Sardinia and Corsica 434

by R.J.A. WILSON, Professor of Archaeology, University of
Nottingham

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



viii CONTENTS

13¢ Spain
by G. ALFOLDY, Professor of Ancient History in the
University of Heidelberg
I Conquest, provincial administration and military
organization
II Urbanization
III Economy and society
IV The impact of Romanization

134 Gaul
by C. GOUDINEAU, Professeur du Collége de France (chaire
d’ Antiquités nationales)
I Introduction
IT Gallia Narbonensis
IIT Tres Galliae

13¢ Britain 43 B.C. to A.D. 69
by JOHN WACHER, Emeritus Professor of Archaeology,
University of Leicester
I Pre-conquest period
II The invasion and its aftermath
III Organization of the province
IV Urbanization and communications
V Rural settlement
VI Trade and industry
VII Religion

13/ Germany
by ¢. RUGER, Honorary Professor, Bonn Unsversity
I Introduction
II Roman Germany, 16 B.C.—A.D. 17
III The pericd of the establishment of the military zone
(A.D. 14—90)

13¢ Raetia
by u. WOLFF, Professor of Ancient History, University of
Passau
I ‘Raetia’ before Claudius
II The Claudian province

134 The Danubian and Balkan provinces
by J.J. WILKES, Yates Professor of Greek and Roman
Archaeology, University College London
I The advance to the Danube and beyond, 43 B.C.—A.D. 6

II Rebellion in Illyricum and the annexation of Thrace (A.D.

6—69)
III The Danube peoples

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

449

449
455
458
461

464

464
471
487

503

503
506
510
SII
513
514
515

517

517
524

528
535

537
541

545

545

553
558



CONTENTS ix

IV Provinces and armies 565

V Roman colonization and the organization of the native
peoples 573
13/ Roman Africa: Augustus to Vespasian 586

by c.R. WHITTAKER, Fellow of Churchill College, and formerly
Lecturer in Classics in the University of Cambridge

I Before Augustus 586

II Africa and the civil wars, 44—31 B.C. 590
III Augustan expansion 591
IV Tiberius and Tacfarinas 593
V Gaius to Nero 596
VI The administration and organization of the province 6oo
VII Cities and colonies 6o3
VIII Romanization and resistance 610
IX The economy 615
X Roman imperialism 616
13/ Cyrene 619

by JoYCE REYNOLDS, Fellow of Newnham College, and Emeritus
Reader in Roman Historical Epigraphy in the University of Cambridge
and J.A. LLOYD, Lecturer in Archaeology in the University of
Oxford, and Fellow of Wolfson College

I Introduction 619
IT The country 622
III The population, its distribution, organization and

internal relationships 625

IV From the death of Caesar to the close of the Marmaric
War (¢. A.D. 6/7) 630
V A.D. 4-70 636
14 The East 641

142 Greece (including Crete and Cyprus) and Asia Minor
from 43 B.C. to A.D. 69 641
by B.M. LEVICK, Fellow and Tutor in Ancient History,
St Hilda's College, Oxford

I Geography and development 641

IT The triumviral period 645

III The Augustan restoration 647

IV Consolidation under the Julio-Claudians 663

V Conclusion: first fruits 672

146 Egypt 676
by ALAN K. BOWMAN

I The Roman conquest 676

II Bureaucracy and administration 679

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



X CONTENTS

III Economy and society
IV Alexandria
V Conclusion

14¢ Syria
by DAVID KENNEDY, Sentor Lecturer, Department of
Classics and Ancient History, University of Western Australia
I Introduction
II Establishment and development of the province
IIT Client states
IV Conclusion

144 Judaea
by MARTIN GOODMAN, Reader in Jewish Studies, University
of Oxford, and Fellow of Wolfson College
I The Herods
II Roman administration
III Jewish religion and society
IV Conclusion

PART IV ROMAN SOCIETY AND CULTURE
UNDER THE JULIO-CLAUDIANS

15 Rome and its development under Augustus and his
successors
by NICHOLAS PURCELL, Fellow and Tutor in Ancient
History, St John's College, Oxford

16 The place of religion: Rome in the early Empire
by s.R.F. PRICE, Fellow and Tutor in Ancient History, Lady
Margaret Hall, Oxford
I Myths and place
II The re-placing of Roman religion
IIT Imperial rituals
IV Rome and Her empire

17 The origins and spread of Christianity
by G.w. CLARKE, Director, Humanities Research Centre, and
Professor of Classical Studies, Australian National University
I Origins and spread
IT Christians and the law
IIT Conclusion

18 Social status and social legislation
by SUSAN TREGGIARI, Professor of Classics and Bass
Professor in the Schoo!l of Humanities and Sciences, Stanford
University

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

693
699

702

703

703
708
728

736
737

737
750
761
780

782

812

814
820

837
841

848

848
866
871

873



CONTENTS

I Legal distinctions
II Social distinctions
III Social problems at the beginning of the Principate
IV The social legislation of Augustus and the julio-
Claudians
V The impact of the Principate on society

19 Literature and society

by GAVIN TOWNEND, Emeritus Professor of Latin in the

University of Durbam
I Definition of the period
IT Patronage and its obligations
III Rhetoric and escapism
IV The justification of literature
V The accessibility of literature

20 Roman art, 43 B.C. to A.D. 69
by MARIO TORELLI, Professor of Archaeology and the
History of Greek and Roman Art, University of Perugia
I The general characteristics of Augustan Classicism
II The creation of the Augustan model
III From Tiberius to Nero: the crisis of the model

21 Early classical private law

by BRUCE W. FRIER, Professor of Classics and Roman Law,

University of Michigan
I The jurists and the Principate
IT Augustus’ procedural reforms
IIT Labeo
IV Proculians and Sabinians
V Legal writing and education
VI Imperial intervention
VII The Flavian jurists

Appendices to chapter 134 4y M.H. CRAWFORD
I Consular dating formulae in republican Italy
IT Survival of Greek language and institutions
III Inscriptions in languages other than Latin after the
Social War
IV TItalian calendars
V Votive deposits
VI Epichoric funerary practices
VII Diffusion of alien grave stelae

Stemmata

Chronological table

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

873
875
883

886
897

905

905
907
916
921
926

930

930
934
952

959

959
961
964
969
973
974
978

979
981

983
985
987
987
989

990

995



CONTENTS

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abbreviations
A General studies

B Soutces

1. Works on ancient authors
2. Epigraphy

3. Numismatics

4. Papyrology

C Political history

1. The triumviral period and the reign of Augustus
2. The expansion of the empire, 43:8.C.—A.D. G9
3. The Julio-Claudians and the year a.p. 69

D Government and administration

The imperial court

The Senate and the eguities
Provincial administration
The imperial wealth

The army and the navy

The administration of justice

AN B N

E Italy and the provinces

1. Italy

Sicily, Sardinia and Corsica
Spain

Gaul

Britain

Germany

Raetia

The Balkans

9. Africa

10. Cyrene

11. Greece and Asia Minor
12. Egypt

13. Syria

14. Judaea

Hd A hen

Society, religion and culture
1. Society and its institutions
2. Religion
3. Art and architecture
4. Law

Index

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

page 1006
1015

1019
1019
1027
1031
1034

1035
1035
1044
1047

1050
1050
1051
1053
1054
1056
1059

1061
1061
1066
1068
1070
1082
1083
1084
1086
1089
1091
1093

1097
1100

1104

1111
1111
1114
1120

1135
1138



CONTENTS xiii

NOTE ON THE BIBLIOGRAPHY

The bibliography is arranged in sections dealing with specific topics, which
sometimes correspond to individual chapters but more often combine the
contents of several chapters. References in the footnotes are to these sections
(which are distinguished by capital letters) and within these sections each book
or article has assigned to it a number which is quoted in the footnotes. In these,
so as to provide a quick indication of the nature of the work referred to, the
author’s name and the date of publication are also included in each reference.
Thus ‘Syme 1986 (A 95) 50’ signifies ‘R. Syme, The Augustan Revolution, Oxford,
1986, p. 50, to be found in Section A of the bibliography as item g5.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



-
- 0O\ W~d O\ h W N

-

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

MAPS

The Roman world in the time of Augustus and the
Julio-Claudian Emperors

Italy and the eastern Mediterranean

Italy

Sicily

Sardinia and Corsica

Spain

Gaul

Britain as far north as the Humber

Germany

Raetia

Military bases, cities and settlements in the Danubian
provinces

Geography and native peoples of the Danubian provinces
Africa

Cyrene

Greece and the Aegean

Asia Minor

Egypt

Physical geography of the Near East

Syria and Arabia

Judaea

The eastern Mediterranean in the first century A.D.
illustrating the origins and spread of Christianity

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008

page xvi
2

416

436

444

450

466

504

518

536

546
560
588
620
642
66o
678
704
710
738

850



TEXT-FIGURES

1 Actium: fleet positions at the beginning of the battle page 6o
2 Distribution of legions, 44 B.C. 374
3 Rodgen, Germany: ground-plan of Augustan supply base 380
4 Distribution of legions, A.D. 14 386
5 Vetera (Xanten), Germany: ground-plan of a double
legionary fortress, Neronian date 390
6 Valkenburg, Holland: fort-plan, ¢. A.p. 40 392
7 Distribution of legions, A.D. 23 394
8 The geography of Gaul according to Strabo 467
9 Autun: town-plan 494
10 Sketch map of Rome 786
TABLES

New senatorial posts within Rome and Italy page 338

2 Provinces and governors at the end of the Julio-Claudian
period 369
3 The legions of the early Empire ;88

STEMMATA

I Descendants of Augustus and Livia page 990
Il Desendants of Augustus’ sister Octavia and Mark Antony 991
III The family of Marcus Licinius Crassus Frugi 992
1V Eastern clients of Antonia, Caligula and Claudius 993
V Principal members of the Herodian family 994

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



8007 ‘ssa3J Lrs30ATUN) AFPHEqUIL)) (3) SUNU() SIMOISTH Fprrquue))

'sJosadws uelpne|D-01NC Yl pue snisnBny Jo awil 8yl ul pjiom uewoy ay L

1 dew
a e 300 e e e
snolavyy
SNNIS
SNLdAD3V I
I\ wf 000T 0. 0
isiydwap » ERNANY
SallaW QQ00'T JIBA0 pueq |
VYHY INIHAD i old
© BlIpUEX3]Y SNY} UMOYS SdOUIN0Id VISV
eubep
aualfy - > spda
wesnief
vavanr |
O ealesae)
/vOold4dV
Yo YIAQINNN
! A BIURESV POy ® fo T IR osisseque] S ISNIIYVYSIV O
vidAas NIATvvA ,” 'WSINNOJOTH KL GAVNIDI8 « Fog T o
%A BIYI0IIVON, i d v | v«'»0 eobiye , oejdwA|o
) : L . \dHIIANIoA O
v T AR, a SySS et g !
ealesse)
‘o BAON
\ ¥1000V¥ddvo €0 VACI3VY93IV ATVSSIHIvvIIO ofeyped
: vveleLe)  gespes
_ 1 VINIQYYS  Slouesjeg vOll3ve A
~Viivoo i'x.xL°S0O siiodes
COVININYY. X\ v g:_ﬁz:_?, HodeaN. BqNPIOQ0SHEELY
«» ] MOd elewsy
m%@ﬂ: N BBVO  VOISHOD odele] |
adouls-
WNDIFATIT > A seuodug o 401d3LID YINVISIH
(eas  oeig) v whveelISsen
SNNIXN3 SNLNOd - renus oIV A OUBN | .<xe
N R s v A« uen <pesooL g
[-0-v-1"YWENoN WelN.:  oioenely IS
<>, ad« ! v Cvivsvvilo«iy
v WnueoipsiN O [ (Guouy)
T\ SNVIOVO , 9 d [ v v /wunpbm ' lvpunap’
v
JYNYVLSYE VINVLINOV \
VSNYILYWNYVYS
cvl™ —7  [nwweso
\w wnenufiboaxt [ .
\'LLVHD | I
\ M 0 ®euuog
£ sreuauidduby p
) / ( euojoy \
r HOREENL W
> [0SNY3HO  VINVINEID Of

wnunpojnWey/ " vé vAvACe
INNVL1Idg



Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



PREFACE

The period covered in this volume begins a year and a half after the death
of Tulius Caesar and closes at the end of A.D. 69, more than a year after the
death of Nero, the last of the Julio-Claudian emperors. His successors,
Galba, Otho and Vitellius had ruled briefly and disappeared from the
scene, leaving Vespasian as the sole claimant to the throne of empire.
This was a period which witnessed the most profound transformation in
the political configuration of the res publica. In the decade after Caesar’s
death constitutional power was held by Caesar’s heir Octavian, Antony
and Lepidus as ¢fresviri rei publicae constituendae. Our narrative takes as its
starting-point 27 November 43 B.c., the day on which the Lex Titia
legalized the triumviral arrangement, a few days before the death of
Cicero, which was taken as a terminal point by the editors of the new
edition of Volume ix. By 27 B.c, five years after the expiry of the
triumviral powers, Octavian had emerged as princeps and Augustus, and
in the course of the next forty years he gradually fashioned what was, in
all essentials, 2 monarchical and dynastic rule which, although passed
from one dynasty to another, was to undergo no radical change until the
end of the third century of our era.

If Augustus was the guiding genius behind the political transforma-
tion of the res publica, his influence was hardly less important in the
extension of Roman dominion in the Mediterranean lands, the Near East
and north-west Europe. At no time did Rome acquire more provincial
territory or more influence abroad than in the reign of the first princeps.
Accretion under his successors was steady but much slower. Conquest
apart, the period as a whole is one in which the prosperity resulting from
the pax romana, whose foundations were laid under the Republic, can be
properly documented throughout the empire.

It is probably true that there is no period in Roman history on which
the views of modern scholars have been more radically transformed in
the last six decades. It is therefore appropriate to indicate briefly in what
respects this volume differs most significantly, in approach and cover-
age, from its predecessor and to justify the scheme which has been
adopted, particularly in view of the fact that the new editions of the three

Xix
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XX PREFACE

volumes covering the period between the death of Caesar and the death
of Constantine have to some extent been planned as a unity.

As far as the general scheme is concerned, we have considered it
essential to have as a foundation a political narrative history of the
period, especially to emphasize what was contingent and unpredictable
(chs. 1-6). The following chapters are more analytical and take a longer
view of government and institutions (chs. 7—12), regions (chs. 13-14),
social and cultural developments (chs. 15—21), although we have tried on
the whole to avoid the use of an excessively broad brush. Interesting and
invaluable though it was in its day, we have not been able to contemp-
late, for example, a counterpart to F. Oertel’s chapter (1st edn ch. 13) on
the ‘Economic unification of the Mediterranean region’. We are con-
scious, however, that in the absence of such chapters something of value
has been lost and we urge readers not to regard the first edition as a
volume of merely antiquarian interest; the chapters of Syme on the
northern frontiers (12) and Nock on religious developments (14), to
name but two, still have much to offer to the historian.

The profound influence of Sir Ronald Syme’s The Roman Revolution,
published five years after the first edition of CAH Volume x, is very
evident in the following pages, as is that of his other, prosopographical
and social studies which have done so much to re-write the history of the
Roman aristocracy in the first century of the Empire. No one will now
doubt that the historian of the Roman state in this period has to take as
much account of the importance of family connexions, of patronage, of
status and property relations as of constitutional or institutional history;
and to see how these relations worked through the institutions of the res
publica, the ordines, the army, the governmental offices and provincial
society.

The influence of another twentieth-century classic, M. I. Rostovt-
zeff’s Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire, first published in
1926, was perhaps less evident in the pages of the first edition of CAH
Volume x than might have been expected. That balance, it is hoped, has
been redressed. Rostovtzeff’s great achievement was to synthesize, as
no-one had done before, the evidence of written documents, buildings,
coins, sculpture, painting, artefacts and archaeology into a social and
economic history of the empire under Roman rule which did not adopta
narrowly Romanocentric perspective. The sheer amount of new evi-
dence accruing for the different regions of the empire in the last sixty
years is immense. It is impossible for a single scholar to command
expertise and knowledge of detail over the empire as a whole, and
regional specialization is 2 marked feature of modern scholarship. The
present volume recognizes this by incorporating chapters on each of the
regions or provinces, as well as Italy, a scheme which will also be

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



PREFACE xxi

adopted in the new edition of Volume x1. As far as these surveys of the
parts of the empire are concerned, the guiding principle has been that the
chapters in the present volume should attempt to describe the develop-
ments which were the preconditions for the achievements, largely
beneficial, of the ‘High Empire’, while the corresponding chapters in
Volume x1 will describe more statically, mutatis mutandis, the state of the
different regions of the Roman world during that period.

Something must be said about the apparent omissions and idiosyncra-
sies. We have not thought it necessary to write an account of the sources
for the period. The major literary sources (Tacitus, Suetonius, Cassius
Dio, Josephus) have been very well served by recent scholarship and this
period is not, from the point of view of the literary evidence, as
problematical as those which follow. The range of documentary,
archaeological and numismatic evidence for different topics and regions
has been thought best left to individual contributors to summarize as
they considered appropriate.

The presence in this volume of a chapter on the unification of Italy
might be thought an oddity. Its inclusion here was a decision taken in
consultation with the editors of the new edition of Volume 1x, on the
ground that the Augustan period is a good standpoint from which to
consider a process which cannot really be considered complete before
that, and perhaps not fully complete even by the Augustan age. Two of
the chapters (those on Egypt and on the development of Roman law)
will have counterparts in Volume x11 (A.D. 193—337), but not in Volume
x1; in both cases the accounts given here are intended to be generally
valid for the first two centuries A.D. The treatment of Judaea and of the
origins of Christianity posed difficulties of organization and articulation,
given the extensive overlap of subject-matter. We nevertheless decided
to invite different scholars to write these sections and to juxtapose them.
It still seems surprising that the first edition of this volume contains no
account of the origins and early growth of Christianity, a phenomenon
which is, from the point of view of the subsequent development of
civilization, surely the most important single feature of our period. Some
degree of overlap with other standard works of reference is inevitable.
We have, however, deliberately tried to avoid this in the case of literature
by including a chapter which is intended as a history of literary activity in
its social context, rather than a history of the literature of the period as
such, which can be found in The Cambridge History of Classical Literature,
Vols. 1 and 1.

Each contributor was asked, as far as possible, to provide an account
of his or her subject which summarizes the present state of knowledge
and (in so far as it exists) orthodoxy, indicating points at which a
different view is adopted. It would have been impossible and undesirable
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xxii PREFACE

to demand uniformity of perspective and the individual chapters, as is
proper, reflect a rich variety of approach and viewpoint, Likewise, we
have not insisted on uniformity of practice in the use of footnotes,
although contributors were asked to avoid long and discursive notes as
far as possible. We can only repeat the statement of the editors in their
preface to Vol. virn, that the variations reflect the different requirements
of the contributors and their subject-material. It will be noted that the
bibliographies are much motre extensive and complex than in earlier
volumes of The Cambridge Ancient History; again a reflection of the
greater volume of important work which has been produced on this
period in recent years. Most authors have included in the bibliographies,
which are keyed by coded references, all, or most, of the secondary
works cited in their chapters; others have included in the footnotes some
reference to books, articles and, particularly, publications of primary
sources which were not considered of sufficient general relevance to be
included in the bibliographies. We have let these stand.

Most of the chapters in this volume were written between 1983 and
1988 and we are conscious of the fact that the delay between composition
and publication has been much longer than we would have wished. The
editors themselves must bear a share of the responsibility for this. The
checking of notes and bibliographies, the process of getting typescripts
ready for the press has too often been perforce relegated because of the
pressure of other commitments. Contributors have, nonetheless, been
given the opportunity to update their bibliographies and we hope that
they still have confidence in what they wrote.

There are various debts which it is a pleasure to acknowledge.
Professor John Crook was involved in the planning of this volume and
we are much indebted to his erudition, sagacity and common sense. We
very much regret that he did not feel able to maintain his involvement in
the editorial process and we are the poorer for it. For the speedy and
efficient translation of chapters 14¢, 144 and 20 we are indebted,
respectively, to Dr G. D. Woolf, Dr J.-P. Wild (who also provided
valuable bibliographical guidance) and Edward Champlin. Mr Michael
Sharp, of Corpus Christi College, Oxford and Mr Nigel Hope rendered
meticulous and much-appreciated assistance with the bibliographies.
David Cox drew the maps; the index was compiled by Barbara Hird.

To Pauline Hire and to others at Cambridge University Press involved
in the supervision and production of this volume, we offer thanks for
patience, good humour and ready assistance.

AK.B

E.J.C
A.W.L
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CHAPTER1

THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

CHRISTOPHER PELLING

I. THE TRIUMVIRATE

On 27 November 43, the Lex Titia initiated the period of absolute rule at
Rome. Antony, Lepidus and Octavian were charged with ‘restoring the
state’, triumviri rei publicae constituendae: but they were empowered to
make or annul laws without consulting Senate or people, to exercise
jurisdiction without any right of appeal, and to nominate magistrates of
their choice; and they carved the world into three portions, Cisalpine and
Further Gaul for Antony, Narbonensis and Spain for Lepidus, Sicily,
Sardinia and Corsica for Octavian. In effect, the three were rulers. Soon
there would be two, then one; the Republic was already dead.

Not that, at the time, the permanence of the change could be clear. As
Tacitus brings out in the first sentence of the .Annals, the roots of
absolute power were firmly grounded in the Republic itself: there had
been phases of despotism before — Sulla and Caesar, and in some ways
Pompey too —and they had passed; the cause of Brutus and Cassius in the
East was not at all hopeless. But what was clear was that history and
politics had changed, and were changing still. The triumviral period was
to be one of the great men feeling their way, unclear how far (for
instance) a legion’s loyalty could simply be bought, whether the
propertied classes or the discontented poor of Rome and Italy could be
harnessed as a genuine source of strength, how influential the old
families and their patronage remained. At the beginning, there was a case
for a quinquevirate, for Plancus and Pollio had played no less crucial a
role than Lepidus in the manoeuvrings of mid-43. But Lepidus was
included, Plancus and Pollio were not; and Lepidus owed that less to his
army than to his clan and connexions. In 43 those seemed to matter; a few
years later they were irrelevant, and so was he. Money too was a new,
incalculable factor. In 44—43 the promises made to the troops reached
new heights; and there was certainly money around — money of Caesar
himself; money from the dead dictator’s friends, men like Balbus and
Matius; money that would be minted in plenty throughout the Roman
world — no wonder that so many hoards from the period have been
found, some of them vast.! But would that money ever find its way to the

! Crawford 1969 (8 318) 117-31, 1985 (B 320) 252.
H
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4 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

legionaries? They did not know; no one knew. The role of propaganda
was also changing. Cicero had been one master of the craft — we should
not, for instance, assume that the Philippics were simply aimed at a
senatorial audience; they would have force when read in the camps and
market-places of Italy. But what constituency was worth making the
propagandist’s target? The armies, certainly: they were a priority in 44—
43. But what of the Italians in the municipalities? Could they be won, and
would they be decisive? Increasingly, the propaganda in the thirties
turned in their direction, and they were duly won for Octavian. But was
he wise to make them his priority — did they matter much in the final war?
One may doubt it, though they certainly mattered in the ensuing peace.
But it was that sort of time. No one knew what sources of strength could
be found, or how they would count. The one thing that stood out was
that the rules were new.

The difference is even harder for us to gauge than for contemporaries,
simply because of our source-material. No longer do we have Cicero’s
speeches, dialogues and correspondence to illuminate events; instead we
have only the sparsest of contemporary literary and epigraphic material,
and have to rely on much later narratives — Appian, who took the story
down to the death of Sextus Pompeius in his extant Civi/ Wars (he told of
Actium and Alexandria in his lost Egyptian History); Cassius Dio, who
gave a relatively full account of the triumviral period in Books xLvii—;
and Plutarch’s fine Lives of Brutus and Antony. Suetonius too had some
useful material in his Axgustus; so does Josephus. The source-material
used by these authors is seldom clear, though Asinius Pollio evidently
influenced the tradition considerably, and so did Livy and the colourful
Q. Dellius; but all the later authors may well have used other, more
recherché material. Still, allare often demonstrably inaccurate, and there
is indeed a heavy element of fiction throughout the tradition. Octavian’s
contemporary propaganda, doubtless repeated and reinforced in his
Autobiography when it appeared during the twenties, spread stories of the
excesses and outrages of Antony and Cleopatra; then the later authors,
especially Plutarch, elaborated with romance, evincing sometimes more
sympathy for the lovers, but scarcely more accuracy. And all these
authors naturally concentrated on the principals themselves — Brutus,
Cassius, Octavian, Sextus, Antony and Cleopatra. We are given very
little idea of what everyday political life in Rome was like, how far the
presence of these great men smothered routine activity and debate in the
Senate, the courts, the assemblies and the streets. The triumvirs
controlled appointments to the consulship and to many of the lower
offices, but some elections took place as well; we just do not know how
many, or how fiercely and genuinely they were contested.2 The plebs and

2 Cf. Frei-Stolba 1967 (C 92) 80—6; Millar 1973 (C 17§) 51-3.
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PHILIPPI, 42 B.C. 5

the Italian cities did not always take the triumvirs’ decisions supinely;
but we do not know how often or how effectively the triumvirs were
opposed in the Senate, or how much freedom of speech and action
senators asserted in particular areas. We hear little or nothing of the
equites: we cannot be sure that they were so passive or uninfluential. We
no longer hear of showpiece political trials; it does not follow that they
never happened. Everything in the sources is painted so starkly, in terms
of the actions and ambitions of the great persons themselves. We have
moved from colour into black and white.

.II. PHILIPPI, 42 B.C.

At Rome the year 42 began momentously. Iulius Caesar was consecrated
as a god.3 Roman generals were used to divine acclamations in the East,
and divine honours had been paid in plenty to Caesar during his lifetime:
but a formal decree of this kind was still different. Octavian might now
style himself divi filius if he chose;* and the implications for his prestige
were, like so much else, incalculable. But a more immediate concern was
the campaign against Brutus and Cassius in the East, a war of vengeance
which the consecration invested with a new solemnity. Antony and
Octavian were to share the command. The triumvirs now controlled
forty-three legions: probably forty were detailed to serve in the East,
though only twenty-one or twenty-two actually took part in the
campaign and only nineteen fought at Philippi.> Lepidus would remain
in control of Italy, but here too Antony’s influence would be strong: for
two of his partisans were also to stay, Calenus in Italy and Pollio in the
Cisalpina, both with strong armies.

A preliminary force of eight triumviral legions, under C. Norbanus
and L. Decidius Saxa, crossed the Adriatic early in the year: but the
Liberators’ fleets soon began to operate in the Adriatic, eventually some
130 ships under L. Staius Murcus and Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus, and it
would evidently be difficult to transport the main army. A further
uncertainty was furnished by the growing naval power of Sextus
Pompeius. His role in the politics of 44—43 had been slight, but he had
appeared on the proscription list, and now it must have seemed
inevitable that he would be forced into the Liberators’ camp. By early 42
he had established himself in control of Sicily, his fleet was growing
formidable, and he was already serving as a refuge for the disaffected,
fearful and destitute of all classes. Many of the proscribed now swelled
his strength. But Octavian sent Salvidienus Rufus to attack Sextus’ fleet,

3 Dio xLv11.18.3~19.3; cf. Weinstock 1971 (F 235) 386—98; Wallman 1989 (c 243) y2-8.
4 Hedid not choose for some time: the title first appears on coins of (probably) 40/39 (RRC 525).
5 Brunt 1971 (A 9) 484—3; Botermann 1968 (C 36) 181—204.
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6 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

and a great but indecisive battle ensued outside the Straits of Messana.
After this Sextus’ contribution was slight, and the Liberators gained
very little benefit from potentially so valuable an ally. By summer, the
main triumviral army managed to force its crossing.

In Macedonia the news of the proscriptions and Cicero’s death had
sealed C. Antonius’ fate: he was at last executed, probably on Brutus’
orders.¢ Brutus himself had been active in Greece, Macedonia, Thrace
and even Asia through the second half of 43, raising and training troops
and securing allies and funds. He finally began his march to meet Cassius
perhaps in the late summer, more likely not until early 42.7 Cassius
himself was delayed far away in the East till late in 43: even after
Dolabella’s defeat in July, there was still trouble to clear up — in Tarsus,
for instance, where he imposed a fine of 1,00 talents, and in Cappadocia,
where unrest persisted until Cassius’ agents murdered the king Ariobar-
zanes and seized his treasure in summer 42. The troubles were doubtless
exacerbated by the harshness of Cassius’ exactions, but the wealth of the
East was potentially the Liberators’ greatest asset (extended though they
were to support their army, the triumvirs’ position was even worse), and
Cassius naturally wanted to exploit it to the full. It was perhaps not until
winter, when the triumvirs had united and there were already fears that
the first of their troops were crossing to Greece, that Cassius began the
long westward march.8 He and Brutus met in Smyrna in the spring of 42.
Between them they controlled probably twenty-one legions, of which
nineteen fought in the decisive campaign.®

The story went that they differed over strategy, Brutus wishing to
return quickly to Macedonia, Cassius insisting that they first needed to
secure their rear by moving against Rhodes and the cities of Lycia.10
Cassius had his reasons, of course. Lycia and Rhodes were temptingly
wealthy, and there were even some strategic arguments for delay: with
the Liberators dominating the sea, the triumviral armies might be
destroyed by simple lack of supplies. But still he was surely wrong.
Philippi is a very long way east, and the battles there were fought very

6 Plut. Brar. 28.1, Ant. 22.6, probably right on chronology and responsibility; cf. esp. Dio
XLVII.24.3—6.

7 Plut. Brus. 28.3 and Dio xLv11.25.1—2 agree that this march began after C. Antonius’ death, but
the chronology is very insecure.

8 Cf. App. BCiv. 1v.63.270~1; Dio xLvIr.32.1; Plut. Bras. 28.3. So long a winter march is hard to
believe, but the sources clearly connect the beginning of the march with news of the proscriptions
and related events; there does not in any case seem time for it in late summer or autumn 43; yet it
cannot have been as late as spring 42, for that would not leave time for the campaigns in southern
Asia Minor.

9 Brunt 1971 (A 9) 485—8; Botermann 1968 (c 36) 204—11.

19 App. BCiv. 1v.65.276~7; cf, Plut. Brut. 28.3-y; contrast Dio xLvii.32, defensively stressing
their unanimity.
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PHILIPPI, 42 B.C. 7

late in the year. The friendly states in Macedonia and northern Greece,
who had welcomed Brutus with some spontaneity the previous year and
whose accession Cicero had so warmly acclaimed in the Tenth Philippic,
were by then lost, and their wealth and crops were giving vital support to
the triumvirs, not the Liberators. Rhodes and Lycia had strong navies,
but Cassius and Brutus had very little to fear from them: the Liberators
would dominate the sea in any case. It would surely have been better to
move west quickly, provide better bases for their fleet in the Adriatic,
and scek to isolate the advanced force on the west coast of Greece — to
play the 48 campaign over again, in fact; and those eight unsupported
legions of Norbanus and Saxa would have been hopelessly outmatched.
The Liberators’ brutal treatment of Rhodes and Lycia did nothing for
their posthumous moral reputation. Perhaps it also cost them the war.

Cassius moved against Rhodes, Brutus against Lycia, and both won
swift, total victories: in particular, the appalling scenes of slaughter and
mass suicide in Lycian Xanthus became famous. Perhaps 8,500 talents
were extorted from Rhodes; the figure of 150 talents for Lycia is hard to
believe.!! The other peoples of Asia were ordered to pay the massive sum
of ten years’ tribute, although the region had already been squeezed
dreadfully in the preceding years. Some of the money was doubtless paid
direct to the legionaries, some more was kept back for further distribu-
tions during the decisive campaign: in the event the army stayed notably
loyal, though this was doubtless not only for crude material reasons. The
campaigns were rapid, but it was still June or July before Brutus and
Cassius met again at Sardis, and began the northward march to the
Hellespont, which they crossed in August.

Norbanus and Saxa had marched across Macedonia unopposed, and
took up a position east of Philippi, trying to block the narrow passes; but
the much larger force of Brutus and Cassius outflanked them, and
reached Philippi at the beginning of September. Norbanus and Saxa fell
back upon Amphipolis, where they linked with the main army under
Antony: Octavian, weakened by illness, was following some way
behind. Brutus and Cassius then occupied a strong position across the
Via Egnatia. Within a few days Antony came up and boldly camped only
amile distant, in a much weaker position in the plain. Octavian, still sick,
joined him ten days later. Despite the strength of their position, the
Liberators at first sought to avoid a battle. They controlled the sea, the
triumvirs’ land communications to Macedonia and Thessaly were
exposed, and Antony and Octavian would find it difficult to maintain a
long campaign. But Antony’s deft operations and earthworks soon
began to threaten the Liberators’ left, and Cassius and Brutus decided to

1! Plut. Brut. 32.4.
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8 1. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

accept battle. There was not much difference in strength between the two
sides: the triumviral legions had perhaps nearly 100,000 infantry, the
Liberators something over 70,000; but the Liberators were the stronger
in cavalry, with 20,000 against 13,000.12

Cassius commanded the left, Brutus the right, facing Antony and
Octavian respectively. The battle began on Cassius’ wing, as Antony
stormed one of his fortifications. Then Brutus’ troops charged, appat-
ently without orders; but they were highly successful, cutting to pieces
three of Octavian’s legions and even capturing the enemy camp. Cassius
fared much worse: Antony’s personal gallantry played an important
patt, it seems, and he in turn captured Cassius’ camp. In the dust and the
confusion Cassius despaired too soon, and in ignorance of Brutus’
victory he killed himself. So ended this first battle of Philippi (early
October 42). On the same day (or so it was said) the Liberators won a
great naval victory in the Adriatic, as Murcus and Ahenobarbus
destroyed two legions of triumviral reinforcements.

Then there were three weeks of inaction. The first battle had done
nothing to ease the triumviral problems of supply, and Antony was
forced to detach a whole legion to march to Greece for provisions. But
Brutus was under pressure from his own army to fight again; he was a
less respected general than Cassius, and after the first battle he feared
desertions; and he also soon found his own line of supplies from the sea
threatened, for Antony and Octavian occupied new positions in the
south. He felt forced to accept a second battle (23 October). His own
wing may again have won some success, but eventually all his lines
broke. The carnage was very great; and Brutus too took his own life.
With him died the republican cause. Several of the surviving nobles also
killed themselves, some were executed, others obtained pardon; a few
fled to Murcus, Ahenobarbus, or Sextus Pompeius. Most of the troops
came over to the triumvirs.13

Antony had long been known as a military man, but until now his
record was not especially lustrous. His wing had played little part at
Pharsalus, he had been absent from most of Caesar’s other battles, and
the outcome at Mutina had been shameful. All that was now erased.
Octavian had given little to this victory; he had indeed been absent from
the first battle — hiding in the marsh, and not even his friends could deny
it.!4 Before the fighting the forces had appeared equally matched: it was
Antony’s operations that forced the battles, his valour that won the day.
He took the glory and the prestige. Now and for years to come, the
world saw Antony as the victor of Philippi.

12 Cf. esp. App. BCiv. 1v.108.454; Brunt 1971 (a g) 487.
13 App. BCiw. 1v.133.568-136.576, v.2.4—9; Dio xLV11.49.3~4; Brunt 1971 (A 9) 488.
14 Agrippa and Maecenas, Pliny, HN vir.148.
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III. THE EAST, 42—40 B.C.

Antony’s strength was reflected in the new division of responsibility and
power. His task would be the organization of the East; he was also to
retain Further Gaul, and take Narbonensis from Lepidus; he would lose
only the Cisalpina, which was to become part of Italy. Italy itself was
nominally left out of the reckoning, but Octavian was to be the man on
the spot, with the arduous and unpopular task of settling the veterans in
the Italian cities. He was also to carry on the war against Sextus
Pompeius; he would retain Sardinia; and he too was to gain at Lepidus’
expense, taking from him both provinces of Spain. Lepidus himself
would be allowed only Africa; and there was some doubt even about
that.!5 Already, clearly, he was falling behind his colleagues. Antony was
also to keep the greater part of the legions. A large number of the troops
in the East had served their time, and were to be demobilized; the rest,
including those who had just come over from Brutus and Cassius, were
to be re-formed into eleven legions. Antony was to take six of these,
Octavian five; he was also to lend Antony a further two. The position
concerning the western legions is more obscure, but there too Antony’s
marshals seem to have controlled about as many legions as Octavian.16
Antony promised that Calenus would transfer to Octavian two legions
in Italy to compensate for the two he was now borrowing: but such
promises readily foundered. The legions stayed with Calenus.

In Antony’s lifetime two generals had successfully invaded Italy from
their provinces, Sulla from the East and Caesar from Gaul. Both Gaul
and the East would now fall to Antony. The menace was clear. The case
of Gaul is particularly interesting. So much of the fighting and
diplomacy of the last two years had been, in one way or another, a
struggle for Gaul: and the province’s strategic importance was very
clear.!” With hindsight, we always associate Antony with the East;
Octavian’s propaganda was to make great play with his oriental
degeneracy. But nothing suggests that Antony yet planned any extended
stay in the East. Naturally, he eyed its riches and prestige; he might of
course have to play Sulla over again; but it was just as likely that he
would return peaceably, as Pompey had returned in the sixties, to new
power and authority in the West. In that case, and in the likely event of
the triumvirs eventually falling out, Gaul would prove vital. Its
governor would be Calenus, with eleven legions: Antony could rely on
him. And, even if the Cisalpina were technically part of Italy, that too

15 App. BCiv. v.3.12 and Dio xLvIr.1.3 (cf. XLVIIIL 22.2) suggest some equivocation.

16 Cf. Brunt 1971 (A 9) 493—7.

17 ¢... Galliaque quae semper pracsidet atque praesedit huic imperio’, Cic. Pbil. v.37; cf. esp. Pbil.
Vv.§, XIL9, 13, XIIL.37.
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10 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

would not be out of Antony’s control: Pollio was to be there, and he too
had veterans under his command. The trusty Ventidius would also be
active in the West, perhaps in Gaul, perhaps in Italy.18 In the event
Antony’s possession of Gaul came to nothing, for Octavian took it over
bloodlessly on Calenus’ death in 40. It was that important historical
accident that would turn Antony decisively towards the East. But, for
the moment, possession of Gaul kept all his important options free.

The East came first. Its regulation would be a massive task, but a
rewarding one; and it also offered the possibility of a war against Parthia.
King Orodes had helped Cassius and Brutus,!® and vengeance was in
order; indeed, the republican commander Labienus was still at the
Parthian court. No one yet knew what to expect of that; but, whether or
not Parthia attacked Roman Asia Minor again, a Roman general could
always attack Parthia, avenging Crassus’ defeat, tickling the Roman
imagination and enhancing his own prestige. He might even appear a
second Alexander, if all went well: that always had a particular appeal to
Roman fancy.

Antony spent the winter of 42/1 in Greece, where he made a parade of
his philhellenism.?0 In spring 41 he crossed to Asia; it seems that he
visited Bithynia, and presumably Pontus too, before returning to the
Aegean coast.?! At Ephesus, effectively Asia’s capital, he was greeted asa
god — such acclamations were by now almost routine in the East;22 but
exuberance soon turned sour, as Antony addressed representatives of the
Asian cities and announced his financial demands. Yet again, the East
found it had to fund both sides in a Roman civil war: and this time vast
sums were needed to satisfy the legions — perhaps 150,000 talents if all the
promised rewards were to be paid. That was well beyond even the
East’s resources, especially after the exactions of Dolabella, then Cassius
and Brutus. Antony eventually demanded nine years’ tribute from Asia,
to be paid over two years; 2 and he would be fortunate if the province
could manage that. Asia’s normal tribute was probably less than 2,000
talents a year.?> Even allowing for contributions from the other eastern
provinces and for extra sums from client kings and free cities,2¢ Antony
could scarcely hope for more than 20,000 talents, the amount which Sulla
raised in a similar levy after the Mithridatic War. And not all of that
could be spent on rewards. There were the running costs of Antony’s

18 App. BCwv. v.31.121 with MRR 11 393. 1% App. BCv. 1v.59.27, 63.271, 88.373, 99.414.

2 Plut. Ant. 23. 2 Joseph. A] x1v.301—4; cf. Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 11-12.

2 Plut. Ant. 24.4 with Pelling 1988 (8 138) ad loc.

B App- BCiv. v.5.21 makes Antony claim that he needs ‘money, land and cities’ for twenty-eight
legions, comprising 170,000 men perd v owwragoopévwy: there were also the cavalry and ‘another
mass of another army’. The figure 170,000 may be realistic for the total of triumviral troops,
including those in the West (o ovwraoaduevor ?), owed money, land, or both: but ‘another mass of
another army’ is obscure. Cf. esp. Brunt 1971 (A 9) 489—94, Keppie 1983 (E 63) 6o—1.

2 App. BCiv. v.6.27. % Broughton 1938 (£ 821) 562—4 estimated it as 1,600 talents.

% Cf. App. BCiv. v.6.27.
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THE EAST, 42—40 B.C. 11

army and staff; there was a fleet to build, for Murcus, Ahenobarbus and
Sextus were still worryingly strong;?’ there were preparations to be
made for war with Parthia. The troops were still calling for their rewards
a year later.28

Yet there was generosity, too, in Antony’s dispensations. He par-
doned virtually all the supporters of Brutus and Cassius, excepting only
those who had participated in the tyrannicide itself; that was more
merciful than many expected.?’ The states that had suffered worst from
the Liberators, Lycia and Rhodes, were excused from the levies; later he
extended a similar clemency to Laodicea and Tarsus. Rhodes was indeed
given some new territory — Andros, Tenos, Naxos and Myndus.3 From
mainland Greece the Athenians soon sent an embassy, and they too were
favoured: they gained control of several islands, including Aegina.
Antony was clearly favouring the great cultural centres. Such ostenta-
tious philhellenism doubtless came naturally to him, but it might also
prove politically valuable, and not merely in certain circles at Rome: in
the East itself it had become fashionable for monarchs to show their
enthusiasm for the great cities of the past by benefactions, and they
might applaud Antony when he showed similar indulgence. It was also
probably now, and in line with the same cultural policy, that he granted
various privileges and immunities to ‘the worldwide association of
victors in the festival games’ — an association which, it seems, included
artists and poets as well as athletes.3! Antony spent the rest of summer 41
in touring the eastern provinces, imposing further levies and beginning
to reorganize the administration after the disruption of the war: Antony
himself could refer to Asia’s need to recover from its ‘great illness’.32 The
range and deftness of his dispositions were eventually to be peculiarly
impressive, but as yet there was only time for a few piecemeal measures.
The highest priority had to be the regions furthest to the east, for they
would be vital if it came to war with Parthia. Syria was particularly
sensitive. Its cities had greeted Cassius with enthusiasm, and he had
supported tyrants who were (it seems) disturbingly sympathetic to
Parthia:33 most of them clearly had to go. So, probably, did Marion,
tyrant of Tyre.3* Herod of Judaea was similarly compromised by his

2 App. BCiv. v.55.1230. # Dio xLvIIIL30.2.

? Dio xLvIIL24.6 — perhaps guesswork, but as often intclligent.

% Possibly Amorgus too: cf. IG x11 5.38 and x11 Supp. p. 102 no. 38, with Schmitt 1957 (E872) 186
n. 2; contra, Fraser and Bean 1954 (€ 828) 163 n. 3.

31 EJ2 300, RDGE 57; but it is possible that these privileges were not granted till 32: see RDGE
ad loc. a!'.ld Millar 1973 (c 175) 55, 1977 (A 59) 456. Cf. also the triumviral inscription from Ephesus
concerning travel-privileges for ‘teachers, sophists and doctors’: Knibbe 1981 (c 138).

32 In his letter to the Jews, Joseph. AJ x1v.312.

3 According to App. BCiv. v.10.39, 42, they fled to the Parthian king after their deposition: not
improbable, cf. Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 27.

3 Tyrant in 42 when he invaded Galilee (Joseph. BJ 1.238~9, AJ x1v.298); but Antony’s letter in

41 (next note) is addressed only to the magistrates and council (A ] x1v.314). Cf. Weinstock RE xiv
1803.
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12 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

support for Cassius, but here Antony knew better than to play into the
hands of the anti-Roman nobility. Herod and his brother Phasael were
recognized as ‘tetrarchs’; Judaea even recovered some territory it had
lost to the Phoenician cities.?> And Egypt, with all its wealth, would
inevitably be important. Momentously, Antony summoned its queen to
meet him in Cilicia.

Plutarch and Shakespeare have immortalized the famous meeting on
the Cydnus — the marvellous gilded barge, the purple sails, Cleopatra’s
display as Aphrodite; and, delightfully, much of the description is likely
to be true.3 The queen’s relations with Antony swiftly became more
than diplomatic: their twins were born only a year later; and he spent the
winter of 41—40 with her in Alexandria — a winter of careless frolics, so
the story later went.3” But there were bloody elements too. Cleopatra was
stillinsecure on her throne, threatened by her sister Arsinoe; Antony had
Arsinoe dragged from sanctuary in Ephesus and murdered. Tyre had to
surrender Serapion, the admiral who had betrayed Cleopatra’s fleet to
Cassius and Brutus; Arados was forced to give up a pretender to the
Egyptian throne. Later writers naturally dwelt on the infatuation which
forced Antony to such gruesomeness; but he could reasonably feel that it
made political sense to favour Cleopatra in this way. He was regularly to
favour strong, talented rulers, people like Polemo in Pontus or Herod in
Judaea, people on whom he felt he could rely; and he could certainly rely
on Cleopatra. Any infatuation was clearly under control; at least, for the
present. In the spring of 4o he left her, and did not return for nearly four
years.

For by the spring Alexandria was no place for Antony. Worrying
news had been arriving about disorder in Italy, and now there was a
more immediate threat in Asia Minor itself. During 41 Antony had
probably been preparing for an offensive war against Parthia — by the end
of the season he had indeed taken the border town of Palmyra in Syria. It
seems that Parthia, naturally enough, responded by gathering a force in
Mesopotamia to meet the evident threat. But, after Antony had departed
to Alexandria for the winter, the Parthians decided to seize the moment
and attack Roman Asia Minor themselves;38 and, far from waging a
glorious campaign of vengeance, Antony had to hasten to put up what
defence he could. The Parthian command was shared between the
crown-prince Pacorus and Q. Labienus himself, son of that famous
commander of Caesar who went over to Pompey at the beginning of the
civil war. Brutus and Cassius had sent him to seek aid from Orodes, and

3 Tyre, Sidon, Antioch and Aradus: cf. Joseph. AJ x1v.304-23, quoting verbatim Antony’s
letters to the Jews and to Tyre. % Plut. Ant. 26, with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad /oc.
3 Plut. Ant. 28—9; cf. App. BCiv. v.11.43—4.

3 Dio xLvi.24.6-8, explicidy placing the decision after Labienus had heard of Antony’s
‘departure to Egypt’.
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he had still been at the Parthian court when news of Philippi arrived.
Wisely, he stayed where he was; and we need not doubt that he played an
important role in persuading Orodes to attack now, when he rightly
gauged that Antony might be vulnerable. It is easy but unfair to see
Labienus as a latter-day Coriolanus, a renegade turning against his
country through pique. In fact, republicans had long since been playing
for Parthian support. Pompey had sought an alliance with Orodes
against Cacsar;? a few years later the Parthians had been helping the
republican troops of Q. Caecilius Bassus against Caesarians in Syria;*
Parthian contingents had even fought in the Philippi campaign.#! Over
in the West, men could equally toy with the notion of exploiting Gallic
nobles in a Roman civil war; might they not show themselves worthier
champions of liberty than the Romans themselves?#2 Doubtless there
was hypocrisy in such proud phrases; but it was not confined to
Labienus. He was indeed largely welcomed by the Roman garrisons in
Syria,* and apparently in Asia too.#

The campaign began in the early spring of 40. Labienus — now styling
himself Q. LABIENUS PARTHICUS IMPERATOR#5 — and Pacorus
swiftly overran Syria: it had fallen before Antony could even teach Tyre,
then he anyway found it necessary to sail west to Italy. The Parthian
successes continued. Pacorus took Palestine, and installed the pretender
Antigonus on the throne; Phasael was taken captive, then contrived to
kill himself; Herod fled to Rome. Meanwhile Labienus swept through
Cilicia and onward to the Ionian coast. The Carian cities of Alabanda
and Mylasa fell to him, and Stratoniceia and Aphrodisias clearly suffered
terribly;% so perhaps did Miletus;#” Lydia too was overrun.48 Labienus
met no effective resistance till 39, and by then northern Asia Minor
had also felt his power; his agents were raising money even from
Bithynia.4?

And Antony could do nothing about it; for by now the news from
Italy was even more alarming.

¥ Plut. Pomp. 76.4; in general, cf. Timpe 1962 (C 236) 114-16.

4 MRR 11 308. 41 Above, p. 10and n. 19.

42 Plancus in Cic. Fam. x.8.3 and 6, with n. in D. R. Shackleton Bailey’s commentary.

43 Dio xLviiL2y.2 implies that the garrisons were composed of old partisans of Brutus and
Cassius, though this is scarcely credible in so sensitive an area: cf. Brunt 1971 (4 9) 497.

4 Strab. xv1.2.24~5 (660C); cf. Brunt 1971 (4 9) 497.

45 So on coins, EJ? 8, RRC y24: cf. Strab. x1v.2.24~5 (660C); Plut. Anz. 28.1; Dio xLv1IL26.5.
Plutarch and Strabo both take Partbicus imperator together, ‘commander of the Parthians’; Dio more
plausibly takes Parthicus as an assumed cognomen, implying that Labienus had himself acclaimed
imperator by his troops and also took the cognomen Parthicus. Cf. Crawford 1974 (B 319) §29;
Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 232—4.

4 Dio XLVIIL. 26.3-4; Strab. x1v.2.24—3 (660C); Tac. Ann. 1m.62.2; RDGE 27 (Stratoniceia) and
39—60 (Mylasa); Reynolds 1982 (B 270) docs. 11, 12, and probably 7 and 13 (Aphrodisias).

47 Rehm 1914 (B 267) 128—9. 48 Plut. Ant. 30.2. 4 Strab. x11.8.7—9 (574C).
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14 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD
IV. PERUSIA, 41—40 B.C.

Even before Philippi, eighteen Italian cities had been marked down to
provide land for the triumvirs’ veterans; and it fell to Octavian to
organize the settlement. It was a hateful task, involving widespread
confiscation and intense misery for the dispossessed, who received no
compensation: a hideous climax to a half-century of rural violence and
horror. Virgil’s Eclogues, especially the first and ninth, leave a2 moving
imprint of a small farmer’s suffering. But the tiniest holdings were
eventually exempted, and so, often, were the largest: in particular,
senators’ estates were excluded; and, as in most of the cities some veferes
possessores managed to hold on to their property, one may assume that the
most influential local citizens often secured exemption. That left a great
range of the middling well-off who were dispossessed, some who farmed
at not much more than subsistence level, others who were quite wealthy
people with slaves and fine villas. Their holdings were replaced by the
standardized chequer-boards of the new allotments, usually it seems of
up to 5o sugera for an ordinary soldier and perhaps 100 i4gera or more for
an officer. Eighteen cities turned out to be too few, and perhaps as many
as forty were eventually involved. The most usual method was to extend
the confiscations into the territory of a neighbouring town, as, famously,
into Virgil’s Mantua when nearby Cremona could offer too little land:
‘Mantua, vae miserae nimium vicina Cremonae’.50

It all came at a time when Italy was anyway torn by famine, as Sextus
grew stronger and his fleet prevented the vital corn-ships from coming
to port. (Ahenobarbus’ and Murcus’ ships were doing the same, though
still acting independently of Sextus.) Unsurprisingly there were violent
protests, from landowners, from the magnates in the country-towns,
from the urban plebs, even from the veterans themselves: they were
becoming anxious at the slow pace of the settlement, and also concerned
to protect the holdings of their own families and those of their dead
comrades. There was soon rioting throughout Italy, with clashes
between the new colonists and those they threatened; armed bands were
roving the countryside. It was to take years for the disorder to settle.5!

Antony’s brother L. Antonius was consul in 41, and far from helping
Octavian he served as a rallying-point for the discontented. Initially he
was perhaps opposed by Antony’s wife Fulvia,52 but she soon lent her

%0 Virg. Ecl. 1x.28. On the settlements cf. esp. Gabba 1970 (B §5) lix-Ixviii, 1971 (C 93); Brunt
1971 (A 9) 2901, 294-300, 328—31, 342—4; Schneider 1977(D 231) 213-28; Keppie 1983 (E65) 58—69,
87-133, and (on Cremona) 190—2.

51 App. BCiv. 1v.25.104 (43/2 B.C.), v.18.72—3 (now), 132.547 (still in 36 B.C.); Dio xLviILg.4—5,
XLIX.15.1; cf. esp. Gabba 1970 (B 5%) Ixvi, Brunt 1971 (A 9) 291.

52 App. BCiv. v.19.75; cf. Plut. Ant. 50.1. But the role of Fulvia remains hard to estimate; she was
dead by the time of the Brundisium treaty, and by then, as Dio xLviir.28.3 shrewdly remarks, it was
in everyone’s interest to blame her for the war.
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full support. To the dispossessed they urged resistance in the name of
liberty and the established laws.53 Perhaps we need not take their own
commitment to freedom too seriously,5* but it is interesting that they
thought the slogans worth airing; and, indeed, old republicans were
regularly to find Antony’s cause more appealing than Octavian’s.55 The
veterans were encouraged to believe that all would be well once Antony
returned: their debt of duty to the great man became another slogan. L.
Antonius even, rather absurdly, took the cognomen Pietas. There were
charges, too, that Octavian was favouring his own veterans above
Antony’s in the distributions, and demands that the Antonian settle-
ments should be supervised by Antony’s own partisans.5” The charges
seem to have been conspicuously untrue: the Antonian colonies turned
out to be the more numerous and the more strategically based.s® But
Octavian still felt it best to accede to the demand for Antonian
commissioners, whatever might have been said at Philippi about his
freedom to organize the settlement as he chose. That agreement of
Philippi was indeed looking increasingly frail. The other Antonian
marshals were less blatant than the consul Antonius, but they too were
adding to the tension. Calenus never gave the promised two legions;
Pollio blocked the route of Salvidienus Rufus as he tried to march with
six legions to Spain.

At first Antony, far off in the East, thought it best to send no clear
response, though he certainly knew what was going on. Everyone made
sure of that, with Octavian sending confidential messengers and the
colonies too taking care that their plight was known.5? He had probably
not planned or encouraged the troubles himself: it was a nice judgment
whether he really stood to gain more than lose by the exchanges. Now he
might naturally relish Octavian’s embarrassment, but he could hardly
come out openly against him; Octavian after all was merely pursuing his
part of a shared bargain. Besides, Antony could not let his own veterans
down, or allow Octavian to win more of their gratitude. He might need
them again soon. A studied vagueness about his own views would
indeed make sense, allowing him to exploit the outcome whichever way
it went: there were times in antiquity when the slowness and unreliability
of communications could be useful. But the consequences were very
unfortunate. Unsure of his wishes, confused by various reports and

3 App. BCav. v.19.74, 30.118, 39.159-61, 43.179—80; cf. Dio xLviii3.6; Suet. Aug. 12.1
(misdating).
% For a different view, Gabba 1971 (C 93) 146—50; Roddaz 1988 (c 201).
55 Some indeed fought for Antonius and died when Perusia fell: Roddaz 1988 (c 201) 339—41.
% EJ2 7, Dio xLvrit. 5.4 cf. Wallmann 1989 (c 243) 82—4.
57 App. BCa. v.14.55; Dio xLvi1.14.4; cf. Keppie 1983 (E 65) 59-60.
Keppie 1983 (e 65) 66—7.
App. BCi. v.21.83, §2.216, 60.251; cf. Dio xLvii.27.1.

8
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16 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

missives,0 his supporters in Italy were bewildered. Just as on several
occasions in 44 and 43, army officers and the veterans themselves pressed
for a compromise,$! and so did two senatorial embassies to L. Antonius;
but in the summer of 41 it came to war.

L. Antonius occupied Rome with an army, then marched north,
hoping to link with Pollio and Ventidius. Operations in Etruria were
complex and confused, but in the autumn L. Antonius was forced into
Perusia and besieged by Octavian, Agrippa and Salvidienus Rufus. Still
unsure of Antony’s wishes, Pollio and Ventidius decided not to
intervene. Plancus, arriving from the south, made the same choice. That
made thirteen Antonian legions which stood by, inactive; L. Antonius
himself had no more than eight.62 The siege wore on, bitterly. Both sides
occupied idle moments by adding obscene graffiti to their sling-bullets,
musing on Antonius’ baldness, Octavian’s backside, and Fulvia’s private
parts; Octavian himself wrote some peculiarly rude elegiacs at Fulvia’s
expense.$? The city eventually fell, amid scenes of dreadful bloodshed, in
the early spring of 40. L. Antonius’ veterans were spared: interestingly,
their old comrades on Octavian’s side interceded for them.® Antonius
himself was received honourably by Octavian, and indeed was sent to
govern Spain (he died soon afterwards). Fulvia was allowed to flee to
Athens. The ordinary dwellers of Perusia were not so fortunate. All the
town-councillors except one were killed. Octavian’s enemies soon
elaborated the story, with talk of a human sacrifice of 300 senators and
knights at the altar of Divus Iulius;%5 but the unembroidered truth was
horrifying enough. The city itself was given over to Octavian’s troops to
plunder, and it burnt to the ground. A few years later the Umbrian
Propertius chose to conclude his first book of witty love elegies with a
disquieting and unexpected coda, two short stark poems on the suffering
of the Perusine war (1.21, 22).

If a generation before Pompey had seemed an adulescentulus carnufex,
Octavian was surely emerging as his equal. But he had not let the
veterans down, and he had emphatically established his control of Italy.
Soon, indeed, he would seem master of the entire West, when Calenus
died in the summer of 40 and he swiftly occupied Gaul as well. Calenus’
legions seem to have come over fairly readily, and so did two legions of
Plancus in Italy. Perhaps they felt Octavian was now the more reliable
champion of their interests.56

6 Cf. App. BCiv. v.29.112 (a letter which Appian sensed might have been forged), 31.120.

81 App. BCiv. v.20.79—23.94.

62 App. BCiv. v.50.208, cf. 24.95, 29.114—30.115; Brunt 1971 (A 9) 494-6.

63 JLLRP 1106-18; cf. Hallett 1977 (¢ 109). Mart. x1.20 quotes Octavian’s verses.

64 App. BCiv. v.46.196-47.200.

65 Suet. Aug. 15.1; cf. Dio xLviiL14.4: but App. BCiv. v.48.201—2 makes clear that senators and

knights were spared. In general, Harris 1971 (E §5) 301—2.
6 Cf. Dio xLvir.20.3; Aigner 1974 (C 3) 113.
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No wonder Antony was concerned. He hurried back to Italy in the
midsummer of 40; and he arrived in some strength.

V. BRUNDISIUM AND MISENUM, 40—39 B.C.

As relations had worsened, both Antony and Octavian had thought of
wooing Sextus to their side. He was indeed worth wooing: Murcus had
recently joined him, and Sextus’ combined fleet now numbered some-
thing like 250 ships.” Now, in the summer of 40, Octavian married
Scribonia, the sister of Sextus’ associate and father-in-law L. Scribonius
Libo. But Sextus was always particularly distrustful of Octavian, and
preferred to look to Antony: indeed, Antony’s mother Iulia had fled
confidently to Sextus after Perusia’s fall, which may suggest that there
was already some secret understanding. Sextus sent a prestigious escort,
including Libo, to accompany her to Antony, and took the opportunity
to offer him an alliance. Antony replied in measured but encouraging
terms: if it came to war with Octavian, he would welcome Sextus as his
ally; if he and Octavian made their peace, he would try to reconcile
Octavian with Sextus as well. The understanding was sufficiently strong
for Sextus to raid the Italian coast in Antony’s support;8 and a little later
he occupied Sardinia and displaced Octavian’s governor M. Lurius.

Octavian’s ruthlessness in Italy, and perhaps his uncompromising
response to L. Antonius’ proclamations of freedom, had a further sequel.
Domitius Ahenobarbus was also persuaded by the consul Pollio to join
Antony, and his seventy ships joined Antony’s two hundred as they
sailed towards Brundisium. The alignments of early 43 had been
paradoxically reversed. Republicans and Antony, with Sextus in the
background, now stood together to confront the isolated Octavian;
Brundisium might well turn out a Mutina in reverse, except that both
Antony and Octavian were now much stronger. But, as in 43 but this
time before serious bloodshed, Antony and Octavian were to find it
prudent to come to terms.

There was some initial military activity. Brundisium, guarded by five
of Octavian’s legions, would not admit Antony’s fleet, and was laid
under siege; meanwhile Sextus was still continuing his raids on the coast.
Octavian sent Agrippa to the town’s aid, and himself swiftly followed;
his troops were numerically superioré® but reluctant, and some of them
turned back. There was some skirmishing; Antony had the better of it.
But by now deputations of each army were urging compromise, and it
was not at all clear that either side would fight. The two men’s friends
began to discuss terms, with Maecenas negotiating for Octavian, Pollio

67 App. BCiv. v.25.100; Vell. Pat. 11.77.3.
68 Dio xLvir.20.1-2, clearly dating to midsummer.. 69 Brunt 1971 (A 9) 497.
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for Antony, and L. Cocceius Nerva as something of a neutral. Lepidus,
unsurprisingly, was not represented. (He had been notably ineffectual in
Italy during the Perusine War, and by now he was out of the way in
Africa.) Thus was reached the Treaty of Brundisium (September 40).

The agreement closely duplicated the compact of Philippi, except for
the important change that followed from Calenus’ death. Octavian’s
occupation of Gaul was now recognized; he was also to have Illyricum.
Antony was no longer simply entrusted with the organization of the
East, he was also recognized as its master. The division of the world was
correspondingly neater, with Antony controlling the East and Octavian
the West: Scodra in Illyria was given unprecedented prominence as the
dividing-point of the dominions. Lepidus might retain Africa, for what
that was worth. Antony was to avenge Crassus by carrying through the
Parthian War, Octavian to assert his claim to Sardinia and Sicily by
expelling Sextus — unless (an interesting qualification) Sextus came to
some agreement. There was also to be an amnesty for republican
supporters. The consulships for the next few years were allocated; there
was also a reallocation of legions, with Antony receiving some recom-
pense for Calenus’ army.”

This division of East and West was less clear-cut than it appeared. For
instance, eastern as well as western states could address petitions to
Octavian, and Octavian could answer them with authority;”! he even
sent évroAal, a ‘commission’ (the Latin mandata), to Antony to restore
loot to Ephesus.?? But, rough though it was, the division had momen-
tous consequences. First, Antony faced a more exclusively eastern
future. If it came to war, he could no longer think of fighting the
campaign of 49 over again, descending from the Alps as a new Iulius
Caesar into a quavering Italy. Secondly, Octavian’s position in Italy was
a priceless asset. In 42 it might have seemed an embarrassment, with all
those veterans to settle; but he had ridden that storm. Italy was now
supposed to be shared by both men, open to each for his recruiting. But
Octavian was there, Antony was not. It proved steadily more possible
for Octavian to pose as the defender of Roman and Italian traditions
against the monstrous portent of a degenerate Antony, declining into
eastern weakness and eastern ways. The control of Italy, in 42 a sign of
Octavian’s inferiority, became an important element in his final success.

The new accord of Antony and Octavian was confirmed by a further

0 Cf. App. BCiv. v.66.279, with Gabba 1970 (B 5 §) ad /oc.; Brunt 1971 (A 9) 498.

1 Cf. the correspondence with Rhosus (EJ? 301, RDGE 58) and with Ephesus, Samos and
Aphrodisias (Reynolds 1982 (B 270) docs. 10, 12, and probably 6 and (if correctly dated and
interpreted) 13, with pp. 39-40); Millar 1973 (C 175), esp. 36; Badian 1984 (B 208).

72 Reynolds 1982 (B 270) doc. 12; Millar 1973 (C 173) 36. At Antony and Cleopatra 1.1.20-2
Cleopatra spoke truer than Shakespeare knew: ‘Fulvia perchance is angry; or who knows If the
scarce-bearded Caesar have not sent His powerful mandate to you: “Do this, or this ...”."
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bond, one which was to add richness to the latter romantic legend.
Antony was now a widower, Fulvia having conveniently died in Greece.
Octavia, the sober sister of Octavian, was to be his new bride. The great
dynastic marriage was to seal the union of the dominions. There was no
need to complicate the matter with any thoughts of Cleopatra.

Italy rejoiced at the treaty. It is probably wrong to connect Virgil’s
Fourth Eclogue with this: it was more likely written earlier, in the
miserable days of late 41, and was designed to greet Pollio as he entered
his consulship on the first day of 40. But more mundane celebration is
clear enough. On 12 October the magistrates of Casinum erected a
monument to mark the accord, a signum Concordiae.’> Coins too were
struck in celebration, one for instance showing a head of Concordia and
two hands around a caducess (a symbol of concord) with the inscription
M.ANTON.C.CAESAR.IMP.7 Both Antony and Octavian celebrated
ovationes as they entered Rome a few weeks later. But the festivities again
swiftly soured. For one thing, the impoverished triumvirs again
imposed unprecedented taxes.”> Just as serious, Sextus - who could
reasonably feel let down by the treaty’s terms — was maintaining his
pressure. There was fighting in Sardinia within a few weeks of the
accord, with Octavian’s general Helenus recapturing the island, then in
his turn expelled by Sextus’ admiral Menodorus. Sextus had by now
taken over Corsica as well, and penetrated to Gaul and Africa;’¢ and his
blockade of the Italian corn-ships was more effective than ever. By
November Rome was again reduced to famine, and Antony and
Octavian were confronted by violent popular riots. Both men also had
troubles of their own, and the atmosphere was heavy with strain and
suspicion. Antony executed his agent Manius, who had been very active
in the Perusine War. Still more striking, Octavian recalled his general
Salvidienus Rufus from Gaul, and had him killed. This extraordinary
man had been consul designate for the following year, the first man since
Pompey to be awarded a consulship before even entering the Senate:
now his fall was just as abrupt. It was said that he had been plotting with
Antony earlier in the year — indeed, that Antony frankly admitted it.
That strains belief; but the truth is wholly elusive.”

Salvidienus’ killing was prepared by the passing of the senatus consultum
ultimum. The triumvirs’ own extraordinary position was itself sufficient
to authorize such emergency action; but, as usual with the s.c.#., it was
moral rather than legal justification which was really in point. The
Senate’s moral backing was still worth having, and this was one of
several occasions when the triumvirs paraded a certain constitutiona-

BILLRP 562a. 7 RRC 5279, especially 529.4a; cf. Wallmann 1989 (c 243) 80—2.
7 App. BCiv. v.67.282 with Gabba’s note; Dio XLVIIL 3 1, XLVIIL. 34.2; ¢f. Nicolet 1976 (D 104) 95.
7 App. BCiv. v.67.280; Dio xLviiL.30. 77 Syme 1939 (A 93) 220 and n. 6.
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lism. For instance, Octavia’s marriage to Antony was technically
difficult, for she had not completed the legal term of mourning after the
death of her first husband, Marcellus: a dispensation was scrupulously
secured from the Senate.”® And Herod was to be recognized as king of
Judaea: Antony and Octavian had agreed it~ but the formal decision was
deferred to the Senate, with Antony himself joining in the debate; a
solemn procession to the Capitol followed, led by the consuls.” At some
time during 39 the triumvirs also secured a senatorial decree to ratify all
their past and future acts:¥ constitutionalism again, though of a rather
quizzical kind. Like L. Antonius two years earlier, they evidently felt
that traditionalist public sentiment was worth impressing.

But peace would surely impress people more. The Brundisium agree-
ment had explicitly envisaged the possibility of coming to terms with
Sextus as well. But it was not clear if Sextus himself would agree: there
seems to have been some difference of view among his supporters, who
were very disparate. The pirate-admiral Menodorus, we are told, pressed
Sextus to continue the war, Staius Murcus and others took the opposite
view; and here too the issues were fogged by suspicion, with Sextus by
now deeply distrustful of Murcus. Murcus duly died, mysteriously. But
Sextus still saw the force of his advice: he himself had always been realistic
about his chances in a full-scale war. There was a preliminary meeting of
negotiators at Aenaria in spring, 39. Scribonius Libo, once again
emerging in a context of conciliation, represented Sextus. Octavian,
Sextus and Antony then met at Cape Misenum in full summer, perhaps as
late as August,8! and terms were agreed. Sextus was to retain Corsica as
well as Sicily and Sardinia, and take the Peloponnese as well; he was to
hold this dominion for five years. Consulships were agreed for every year
till 32: Libo was promised 34 and Sextus 33, just after the expiry of his
quinquennium. For the present, he could have an augurship. In return
for all this, he was to raise his blockade of Italy and remove his troops, to
undertake to build no more ships and to receive no more runaway slaves,
to guarantee Rome’s corn supply, and to ‘keep the sea free of pirates’. His
supporters were to be allowed to return to Italy, with an amnesty for the
proscribed: they were to receive some compensation for their vanished
property. His slave supporters were to be freed, and his free soldiers were
to receive the same rewards on retirement as those of the triumvirs. These
last concessions were ones that Antony and Octavian were doubtless
very ready to grant: they would placate many of Sextus’ supporters, and,

7 Plut. Ant. 31.5; cf. Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 40-1.

7 Joseph. BJ 1.282—3, A]J x1v.381—5. Other grants too were made by the Senate: freedom, it
scems, for Stratoniceia, Miletus and Aphrodisias—Plarasa (Reynolds 1982 (8 270) doc. 8).

® App. BCiv. v.75.318; Dio xLviL34.1; Reynolds 1982 (8 270) doc. 8 with p. 39: cf. Millar 1973
(c 17%) $3—4. 81 Reynolds 1982 (B 270) 70-1.
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if it came again to war, he would not find it easy to recall them to arms.#
There was also some more constitutionalist talk, this time more grandly
of ‘restoring the Republic’: in eight years’ time, perhaps.8

The agreement was celebrated by a banquet on Sextus’ galley — onice
again rich material for later legend, with tales of the swashbuckling
Menodorus eyeing the cable and thinking of cutting it, to make Sextus
master of the world.8 The agreement was indeed a precarious one,
though for less romantic reasons — largely because it diminished and
threatened Octavian distinctly more than Antony. It also freed Antony
to return to the East. He left Rome shortly after 2 October 39,
accompanied by Octavia.8> He was not to see the city again.

VI. THE EAST, 39—37 B.C.

During the summer of 39 news from the East had been reaching Rome.
It was astoundingly good. A year earlier Antony had despatched
Ventidius to try to recover Asia Minor:# and it seems that Ventidius
took Labienus by surprise, forced him to flee eastwards, and finally
trapped and defeated him near the Taurus range, perhaps at the Cilician
Gates (midsummer 39). Labienus himself fled to Cilicia, but was
overtaken there and presumably killed. Later in the summer Ventidius
won another great victory at Mt Amanus over Phranipates, the satrap of
the newly conquered Syria. Phranipates was killed, and the rest of the
Parthian forces fell back beyond the Euphrates. Ventidius had done
magnificently, and by the autumn of 39 it was already time for the Senate
to reward certain states for their resistance to Labienus — Stratoniceia,
Aphrodisias-Plarasa, and (now or a little later) Miletus.8” The war
seemed over. Indeed, there was uncomfortably little left for Antony to
do himself.

Still, after spending the winter in Athens he prepared to depart
eastwards in the spring of 38. There were a few preliminaties to take care
of. The Parthian evacuation made this a sensible time to reorganize some
parts of the East, at least provisionally; this time he concentrated on a
great swathe from north to south of central Asia Minor. Twenty-five
years earlier Pompey had ascribed a considerable tract of western Pontus
to Bithynia, but allowed control to remain largely with the cities he had
fostered: Antony now reversed the process, weakening the cities and

8 e is suggestive that the offer of compensation was made directly to the proscribed, and was
apparently more acceptable to them than to Sextus: App. BCi. v.71.301-2.

8 App. BCw. v.73.313. 8 Plut. Ant. 32; cf. App. BCiv. v.73.310; Dio xLvir.38.

8 Reynolds 1982 (B 270) doc. 8 line 26, with her commentary.

8 On the date, Pelling 1988 (B 138) 206; Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 234.

8 Stratoniceia: RDGE 27. Aphrodisias-Plarasa: Reynolds 1982 (8 270) docs. 8 and 9, cf. doc. 6
lines 28-9, 10 line 2, with her commentary. Miletus: Miles 1 3 nr. 126 lines 23~5 with pp. 252-3,
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22 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

establishing a new strong kingdom of Pontus.88 It was to be ruled by
Darius, a descendant of Mithridates Eupator. Deiotarus of Galatia had
died, and his possessions in Pontus were assigned to Darius; however,
Deiotarus’ grandson Castor was recognized as king of Galatia, and he
was also allowed the interior of Paphlagonia.8? So far Antony was
following the traditional Roman policy of supporting kings from the old
regal families; thus also Lysanias was confirmed as king of Ituraea.® And
so far he was not especially concerned with rewarding past loyalties:
Lysanias for one had taken the Parthian side.%! But he also had new, able
favourites of his own. Amyntas, once Deiotarus’ secretary, was given
Pisidia; Polemo of Laodicea-ad-Lycum, whose father Zeno was one of
the few who resisted Labienus, received a dominion combining the
western part of Cilicia with some parts of Lycaonia.” Like Ituraea and
parts of Pontus, these were rough, unpacified regions: the new kings
evidently had work to do. It was also probably now that Cleopatra was
given Cyprus and a region of eastern Cilicia: she too perhaps had a task,
for Cilicia and Cyprus were peculiarly rich in timber, and she was
presumably to build ships to replenish Antony’s fleet.9 Herod of Judaea
also received some further backing. Ventidius and his lieutenant
Poppaedius Silo had apparently not tried very hard to displace the rival
claimant Antigonus for the throne:% he had more pressing concerns.
Stronger support could now be given. It seems that Antony began,
rather oddly, by recognizing Herod as ‘king of the Idumaeans and
Samarians’: possibly he acknowledged that Jerusalem was for the
moment beyond recovery, and granted him this new title in provisional
compensation.%

It was also now that Antony entered on a new religious policy, and
began to insist more emphatically on his identification with Dionysus:%
a god of liberation and eastern conquest, of course, as well as of vitality
and exhilarating release. In Athens, he was duly celebrated as feds Néos

Magie 1950 (E 853) 1282 n. 15. IfReynolds 1982 (B270) doc. 7 refers to the Labienus war (cf. lines 3-4
with her commentary), rewards were also voted to Rhodes, Lycia, Laodicea and Tarsus. On the
campaign in general cf. Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 303—4.

8 App. BC#v. v.75.319; cf. esp. Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 49—51; Hoben 1969 (E 840) 34—9.

8 Cf. esp. Hoben 1969 (E 840) 116~19. % Cf. Dio xL1x.32.5; Buchheim 1960 (c 49) 18-19.

% Joseph. AJ xtv.330, BJ 1.248.

92 App. BC#v. v.75.319 with Gabba 1970 (B 53) ad /oc.; on the date, Buchheim 1960 (C 49) §1-2.
The realm extended as far as Iconium (Strab. x11.5.3-6.2 (568C)); cf. Mitford 1980 (E 860) 1242. For
Zeno’s resistance to Labienus cf. Strab. x1v.2.24~5 (660C).

9 Cf. Joseph. AJ x1v.392-7, 406, BJ 1.288—92, 297; Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 67.

M Strab. x1v.5.2—3 (669C), 671, 685: cf. R. Meiggs, Trees and Timber in the Ancient Mediterranean
World (Oxford, 1982) 117. On the date cf. the inscription published by Pouilloux 1972 (c 189),
attesting an Egyptian orparyyds of ‘Cyprus and Cilicia’ in 38-7; Mitford 1980 (E 860) 1293—4.

% App. BCiv. v.75.319 with Gabba 1970 (B §3) ad /oc.; Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 66~7.

% Dio xLvii.39.2.
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Aidvvaos, in 39/8,97 and he and Octavia were hailed as feol Evepyerai.
There were even perhaps hints of a divine marriage between Antony-
Dionysus and the city’s goddess Athena;% he issued cistophori represent-
ing himself as Dionysus;!% and stories were later told about his
extravagant Dionysiac displays —a platform above the theatre, decorated
with Dionysiac tambourines and fawnskins, where he drank with his
friends all day; then torchlit Dionysiac processions to the Acropolis.10!
Some of the detail is surely fantastic, but the general policy makes sense.
His future now more clearly lay in the East; eastern states often
worshipped their rulers; and he would be the greatest master of all.
Divinity was the only comfortable status.

In spring 38 Antony made a rapid visit to Brundisium, where
Octavian had invited him for talks about the worsening situation in
Italy; but Octavian did not arrive. Antony issued a public letter of
rebuke, and crossly sailed back. This irritating distraction must have
delayed his departure to the East (that may even, in part, have been
Octavian’s intention), but Antony still reached Syria, with an army, by
midsummer. He arrived to discover that Ventidius’ triumphs had
continued. The winter of 39/8 had been spent in consolidation: there was
little sign, for instance, of any more energetic support for Herod, who
had returned to Judaea during the summer and linked with Silo’s troops.
By the autumn he was encamped against Jerusalem, but Silo was still
unco-operative, and his army soon scattered to its winter billets. In the
spring Ventidius recalled Silo to Syria, anticipating a further attack from
Pacorus. It soon came, but Ventidius had time to occupy a strong
position at Gindarus, north east of Antioch in the Cyrrhestica region of
Sytia. As at the Cilician Gates the previous year, the Parthians attacked
rashly; as at Mt Amanus, their leader fell, and they were wholly routed.102
Ventidius most effectively brought many of the Syrian cities over by
sending around Pacorus’ head on a stake.

Now there was little left to do. It was even possible to support Herod
more openly, and Ventidius sent two legions and 1,000 cavalry to his
help. (They turned out to be notably ineffective.) Otherwise there was
only a pocket of resistance in Commagene, whose wealthy king

91 IG 12 1043. 22-3. % Agora inscription published by Raubitschek 1946 (¢ 202) 146—s0.

9% Dio XLVIII. 39.2; Sen. Suas. 1.6.7 (the story has evidently been embroidered, but probably has at
least some basis). It need not follow that Octavia herself was regarded as Athena incarnate, as
Raubitschek 1946 (F 202) thought.

10 Cf, especially Mannsperger 1973 (C 171) 384—6. Here Dionysiac types were admittedly
standard: Crawford 1974 (8 319) 11 743 n.4. ' Socrates of Rhodes, FGrH 192 F 2.

1@ Dio xL1x.19—20 with Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad lor.; cf. Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 304—6. The
similarities to the events of 39 are in fact suspicious, and the same stories may have been used by
historians for two different campaigns. But it is likely enough that Ventidius tried to repeat his
waiting game, and just possible that Pacorus fell into the trap.
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24 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

Antiochus was recalcitrant, refusing to surrender the Parthian survivors
who had fled to him. Ventidius besieged him in Samosata, then Antony
arrived to take over the campaign. Antiochus was eager to negotiate, but
Antony refused; yet the siege proved more difficult than he expected, and
he later, rather ingloriously, accepted terms.!9 Ventidius returned to
Rome, and celebrated the triumph he richly deserved on 27 November
38; he died a little later, and was given a state funeral. Antony returned to
Athens, where he spent the winter of 38/7. He had little more to fear
from the Parthians in Asia Minor; it might even be time to think of
carrying the war into Parthia itself, the richest way of winning glory that
could be imagined. But first events in the West were again calling for
attention.

VII. TARENTUM, 37 B.C.

The pact of Misenum was fragile. Antony, now a wary ally of both
Sextus and Octavian, was the man who could preserve it: but he was
soon away in the East, and the uneasy division of the West between
Sextus and Octavian began to show strain. Signs of a rift emerged only a
few months after the pact, when in autumn 39 Octavian divorced
Scribonia, the bride he had married when courting Sextus’ favour the
previous year. (A few months later he married Livia instead: a love-
match, perhaps, as people said!® — but she certainly linked him to
another great clan, and that was not imprudent.) And the Italian famine
continued, with pirates continuing to ravage the shore of Campania and
harry the grain ships: Octavian publicly blamed Sextus. Antony too was
contributing to the instability, prevaricating about the surrender of the
Peloponnese to Sextus. During the winter of 39/8 matters came to a
head. Sextus’ admiral Menodorus went over to Octavian and gave him
control of Sardinia and Corsica, three legions and sixty ships. War
between Octavian and the outraged Sextus naturally followed, and in
spring 38 there were two great sea-battles, one off the coast of Cumae
near Naples and one in the Straits of Messana. Both were considerable
victories for Sextus, but he still followed his distinctive defensive policy,
and did not press home his advantage. Octavian retired safely to
Campania.

Antony must have heard of this with mixed feelings. He will not have
been dismayed to see Sextus and Octavian assiduously weakening one
another; but one of them might win, and an undisputed master of the

103 Plut, Ant. 34.5—7. The terms clearly gave the city over to the Romans (Joseph. 4] x1v.447, Bf
1.322; Oros. v1.18.23). Cf. Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 306 and n.24.
104 Suet. Asxg. 62.2 with Carter 1982 (B 24) ad Joc.; Dio xvLvint.34.3.
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West was a disconcerting prospect. Before the two battles in the spring
of 38, he had been worried enough to make the journey back to
Brundisium, despite his urgency to move to the eastern front; at this
point he was still pressing Octavian to avoid a breach with Sextus.105
Octavian had then avoided a meeting, but after his defeats stood in much
greater need of Antony’s support. In Autumn 38 Octavian sent Maece-
nas to seek a pledge of help against Sextus. We are told that Antony gave
it;196 and indeed the odds now favoured Sextus, so that moderate aid to
Octavian might seem the best way to preserve the balance of power. But
Antony’s pledge doubtless carried its conditions, and relations were very
strained.

Octavian had further problems too. There had been trouble in Gaul
since the previous year, which had culminated in a full-scale revolt in
Aquitania. By the end of 38 this had been dealt with by Agrippa, but this
merely replaced one embarrassment with another: Agrippa’s glory
contrasted too obviously with Octavian’s own defeats, and Agrippa
tactfully went without a triumph.107 And Octavian’s control of Italy was
not beyond reproach. Public life was unusually disordered, with a
shortage of candidates for some offices, while in other cases magistrates
were hastening to resign their offices: in 38 there were no less than sixty-
seven praetors.!% And the popular riots were continuing, including
some support of a new favourite, a certain M. Oppius. Predictably, he
soon died.1® Any pretence of normality was wearing very thin.

Another meeting was clearly needed. Antony sailed for Italy in early
spring 37: he was accompanied by 300 ships. The menace was unmistak-
able. Perhaps he claimed he was coming to help Octavian against
Sextus;!10 if so, he was naturally disbelieved, and it seems that the
townsfolk of Brundisium refused to admit the fleet.!!! Bewildered and
nervous, they doubtless trusted that Octavian would applaud them:.
Antony sailed to Tarentum instead, and Octavian travelled there to meet
him. Lepidus was again unrepresented. Negotiations were slow, and it
was perhaps late]July or August before agreement was reached.!!? The
questions were indeed delicate: it was certainly not clear that it was in

105 App. BCiv. v.79.336. 106 So App. BCiv. v.92.386.

197 Dio xLviIL.49.2—3; cf. App. BCiv. v.75.318, 92.386.

108 Djo xLVIIT.43.1~3, cf. XLVIIL.§3.1—3, XLIX.16.2, XLIX.43.7; Frei-Stolba 1967 (c 92) 83.

109 Dio XLVIIL.43.1, XLVIIL §3.4—6; App. BCiw. tv.41.172—3.

110 So App. BCiv. v.93.386—95.398. For the divergences between this account and Plut. Aar. 35.1
and Dio xLvirs 4 of. Pelling 1988 (B 138) z213-14. 1 Plut. Ant. 35.1.

112 The treaty is normally put a little later, in September or October, but the grounds for this are
slight. A July/August date would be late enough to rule out a resumption of the Parthian War until
36 (cf. Plut. Ant. 35.8); Octavian’s delay of the war against Sextus (App. BCiwv. v.95.396) was
probably one of the treaty’s terms, and tells nothing of its date. It is hard to think that even
protracted negotiations would have dragged on into September.
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Antony’s interests to support Octavian at all emphatically against
Sextus. The mediation of Octavia, it was said, was crucial!13 — possibly
romantic fiction once again, but she may indeed have played a part.

Finally Antony agreed to back Octavian against Sextus, who was
stripped of his priesthood and his promised consulship. Octavian was to
carry through the war, but it was agreed that he should delay his attack
on Sextus to the following year: it was doubtless Antony who pressed for
this, for it offered him the hope of synchronizing his invasion of Parthia
with this further war in Italy. The propaganda possibilities were clear:
while Sextus and Octavian were refusing to let the civil wars die, Antony
would be doing what Roman generals should always have done,
advancing the empire and spilling foreign blood. It was all to work out
rather differently. They further agreed that Octavian would give Antony
20,000 men and 1,000 elite troops in return for 120 men-of-war and ten
skiffs.114 The deal made sense, for Octavian vitally needed reinforce-
ments for the fleet which Sextus had damaged so badly, while Antony
had recently been unable to recruit Italian troops. But, from his
viewpoint, there was one drawback. He left the ships there and then.
Octavian merely promised the troops. They never came.

There was a further problem, of a constitutional sort. The triumvirate
had formally expired at the end of 38, leaving the triumvirs’ position
uncomfortably vague. Probably nobody knew whether their power was
now illegal. The triumvirate was an irregular magistracy: to which
regular magistracy should it be regarded as analogous? To the consul-
ship, which had a fixed term of one year, but formally ended when the
consuls abdicated their office on the last day? On the one hand, the term
had passed; on the other, the triumvirs had not abdicated.!!* Or perhaps
it was closer to a provincial governorship, normally assigned by senazus
consultum, which continued until a successor was appointed and arrived?
Here there were no successors. In some ways the vast task re: publicae
constituendae left the triumvirs more closely analogous to a dictator, who
was similatly appointed for a specified purpose and held his office until
he abdicated on completion of the task: now the res publica was certainly
not yet constituta. But the early, traditional dictatorship had also had a
maximum duration of six months, and that had been scrupulously
observed:11¢ what would have happened had a dictator outstayed that

113 App. BCiv.93.390-1, 96.397; Dio XLVIIIL.§ 4.3; and especially Plut. Ans. 35. Wallmann 1989 (¢
243) 181~2 thus explains Octavia’s prominence on coins of 37-36 celebrating the accord (CRR 1256,
1262, 1266).

114 App.) BCiv. v.95.396~7; cf. (with slightly different, less credible numbers) Plut. Ant. 35.7;
Brunt 1971 (A 9) s02.

115 The constitutional puzzle certainly exercised the minds of contemporaries: cf. the elaborate
treatment of similar issues at Livy, n11.36.9, 38.1, 54.5—6 (decemvirs not laying down their office

when their term expired; the decemvirate was an irregular magistracy like the triumvirate); 1x.33—4
(similar behaviour by a censor). ne Cf. Mommsen 1887 (A 6s) 11.13 161.
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period? No one knew. Admittedly, the more recent (and very uneasy)
precedents of Sulla and Caesar furnished a dictatorship without any such
legal maximum term.!!” But those dictatorships had been voted in those
terms, without any time-limitation. Now it was precisely the specifica-
tion of a limit which differentiated the triumvirate: how crucial was this
difference, and who was to say? Perhaps the closest analogy was to those
few provincial commands assigned by /ex rather than s.., such as
Caesar’s command in Gaul. That bad carried a fixed term — but the events
of 51—50 had shown that the legal implications of its expiry were tangled
and unclear. Were further confusion required, it was offered by the
triumvirs’ provincial commands. They had assigned these to themselves
by virtue of their triumviral powers, but had also had them ratified by
5.¢.; it was not at all clear that their provincial imperium lapsed when their
triumviral powers lapsed.!'® The analogy with a regular proconsul,
assigned a province by s.¢., was close.

In short, the legal position was hopelessly confused. Perhaps it did not
matter very much: the realities of power were clear enough. But the
events of 5 1—50 had shown that legal issues could be important, at least
in propaganda terms; and, anyway, the triumvirs had recently been
making a show of their constitutionalism. It would certainly be comfor-
table to give their status more clarity. Reassuringly, the triumvirate was
now formally renewed for another five years, very probably to expire on
the last day of 33,119 and a little later this was ratified by the people of
Rome.120 But the constitutional tangle was to return.

VIII. THE YEAR 306 B.C.

While Antony and Octavian had been engaged at Tarentum, their
lieutenants had been busy. Agrippa, consul in 37, had considerably
strengthened Octavian’s fleet; he had also recruited vast numbers of new
seamen — 20,000 slaves were freed to allow them to serve.!?! Most
impressively of all, he had constructed the portus Iulius in Campania by
linking the shallow Lucrine lake by a canal to the much deeper Avernus,
then removing the dyke separating the Lucrine lake from the sea. The
work was completed by two tunnels connecting the Avernus with

W7 Cf. Mommsen 1887 (A 65) 11.13 703~5, 714-16. Caesar’s dictatorship had originally been

annual, then formally extended to ten years and then “for life’: MRR 11 272, 285 n.1, 2949,
305, 317—18. 18 Cf. p. 20 and n.80; Girardet 1990 (C 97). 119 See Endnote pp. 67~8.

120 Thus App. /. 28.80, ... xai 6 Sjuos émexexvpdiner. There is no inconsistency here (as is often
suggested) with BCiv. v.95.398, where the triumvirs agree the renewal od8év €7t roi Sijpov
denfévres. In BCiv. Appian is simply contrasting the procedure in 37 with that of November 43,
when the triumvirs needed a /x to establish them in office (BCv. 1v.7.27). Their powers now
authorized them (it could be claimed) to renew their own term: it still suited their current policy to

obtain ratification for their acts from the Senate (cf. p. 20 and n. 80) or, as here, the people.
12t Suet. Aug. 16.1; cf. Brunt 1971 (A 9) 508.
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Cumae and the beach.!? Sextus had recently been concentrating his
attacks on the Campanian coast:123 now the tunnels would allow Agrippa
to convey supplies safely, while the double lake would afford a protected
expanse of water for training crews.

In the East, meanwhile, Herod at last received effective aid. C. Sosius,
Antony’s governor of Syria and Cilicia, first subdued the Aradians (a
Syrian people who were still disaffected), then arrived in Palestine. The
war had been dragging onthrough 38, with Antigonus having much the
better of it; Herod himself had been absent for a good part of the
summer, pressing Antony at Samosata for more energetic help. In late 38
two legions had been sent ahead under Herod’s direct command (a most
irregular procedure): he promptly won a considerable victory at Isana.
The rest of Judaea, except for the capital, quickly fell to him, and in
spring 37 he resumed the siege of Jerusalem itself. Sosius’ new force then
arrived, and in July the city fell, very bloodily.t2* Herod became king;
Antigonus was captured, and when Antony returned to the East he
yielded to Herod’s pressure and had him publicly executed at Antioch.

Herod was not specially loved by his countrymen, but his decisive
victory still added to the stability of the East. What is more, the Parthian
threat seemed to have disappeared. Indeed, there was a new dynastic
crisis within Parthia itself. Orodes abdicated in late 38 or 37, and from his
thirty sons he unwisely selected Phraates as successor, who promptly
killed his father, all his brothers, and his son. The Parthian nobility soon
revolted: the prospects for a Roman invasion had seldom been better.

But there was no time to exploit the crisis in 37: Antony did not arrive
back in the East until autumn. He spent the winter at Antioch,
continuing his new administrative arrangements, and this time the
reorganization was more extensive. In 39 he had already given hints of
what was to come, when he had strengthened the kingdom of Pontus
and begun to favour new men like Amyntas and Polemo. Now these
policies were taken much further, and the East began to fall into a
number of large client kingdoms, each ruled by an efficient and loyal
prince. The newly enlarged kingdom of Pontus would more or less do,
but the king would not; Darius was replaced by Polemo, who in his small
dominion of 39 had evidently proved himself worthy of promotion.125
Castor in Galatia was similarly replaced. (It is possible that Darius and
Castor had both conveniently died; but the coincidence is suspicious,
and it is more likely that both were deposed.) Castor’s son Deiotarus

12 For the details, Paget 1968 (D 218) 163-9; Roddaz 1984 (C 200) 95—114.

13 Dio xLvIi1.46.1; Strab. v.4.3—5 (243C). 124 For the date, Schiirer 1973 (E 1207) 1.284—6.

125 The territorial extent of Polemo’s realm is not precisely clear, but it was evidently similar to
that of Darius: cf. Hoben 1969 (E 840) 42—4.
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Philadelphus was allowed to inherit Paphlagonia,!? but Galatia passed
to Amyntas;!?’ and the realm was greatly expanded to include parts of
Pamphylia and Polemo’s former domain in Lycaonia.'?® The old
boundaries of Cappadocia would serve adequately, but there had been
dynastic unrest there for years. On Ariobarzanes’ death in 42 the
kingdom should have passed to his brother Ariarathes, a man of dubious
loyalty to Rome; Antony preferred a certain Archelaus Sisines from
Pontic Comana, and probably made his favour clear from the outset.!2°
But in 42—41 it was not yet time to overthrow the legitimate heir in
favour of an outsider. By 37—36 Antony’s policy of favouring such men
was more securely established, and Archelaus was duly confirmed as
king.13¢ Not that the great kings controlled everything: for instance, the
priest-kings in southern Pontus, at Comana, Megalopolis and Zela, were
retained and strengthened; several other minor princes were created,
Cleon in Mysia, Adiatorix in Heraclea Pontica; in Upper Cilicia Tarcon-
dimotus, a pirate in his youth, was encouraged in his small kingdom.!3!
But it was Amyntas, Polemo and Archelaus who along with Herod
would keep Asia Minor safe. It was a wise policy, and Antony chose his
men well. The system, together with most of the individual kings, was to
be continued by Octavian after Antony’s fall: Archelaus, for instance,
reigried for a full fifty years.132

Another monarch, too, had her realm increased. Cleopatra was given
parts of coastal Phoenicia and Nabataean Arabia, and also the rich
balsam woods around Jericho in Judaea.!33 Lysanias of Ituraea was
executed, and she took over his kingdom along with some adjoining
territory;134 perhaps she had her dominion in Cilicia extended, and, now
or earlier, she also became mistress of Crete and Cyrene.13 Not all of this

126 Possibly at first jointly with his elder brother Deiotarus Philopator. Cf. Strab. x1.3.40—2
(562C); Hoben 1969 (e 840) 118—19.

127 Strabo. x11.6.2-7.1 (569C); Hoben 1969(E 840) 123—4. 128 Cf. Levick 1967 (E 851) 25—6.

12 App. BCiv. v.7.31 (of 41 B.C., awwémpafev é& v Baaidelav: cf. Buchheim 1960 (C 49) §5-6,
observing Appian’s careful phrasing.

13 Dijo XLIX.32.3: on the date cf. Buchheim 1960 (C 49) 59.

131 Strab. x11.3.6-8 (543C), 3.33—5 (558C), 3.37-8 (560C), 8.7-9 (574C), x1v.5.16—21 (676C), with
Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad Jos.; cf. Magie 1950 (E 83) 435—6, 1240, 1285~7, and on Antony’s policy in
general Bowersock 1965 (C 39) 42—61. 132 Tac. Ann. 1.42.2.

13 Plut. Ant. 36.3—4 and Dio xLIxX.32.3—5 agree in placing these grants in 37-36. Joseph. 4]
xv.94~§ appears to place the gifts of parts of Phoenicia, Arabia and Judaea in 34, but he himself
seems to associate these gifts with that of Lysanias’ domain, which certainly belongs in 37~36: he is
clearly combining several different phases of Cleopatra’s past. Cf. for the date Buchheim 1960 (c 49)
69—73; for the Arabian grant Bowersock 1983 (E 990) 40—4; for the balsam woods Schiirer 1973 (£
1207) 198—300.

1% Porphyry FGrH 160 r.2.17; Dio xrix.32.5; Joseph. AJ xv.92, BJ 1.440. The adjoining
territory probably included Canatha (Joseph. Afxv.112, BJ1.366), Hippos and Gadara (Joseph. 4]
xv.217, B 1.396); possibly also Damascus, where Cleopatra’s portrait appears on coins (though that
need not be decisive). Cf. Bicknell 1977 (c 29) 339.

135 Dio xLIX.32.5; cf. Grant 1946 (B 322) 55-8; Buttrey 1983 (B 315) 24-7.
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served Rome’s interests — for instance, now or in 34 both Herod and
Malchus of Arabia leased back from Cleopatra the land she now gained.
The rent was vast, 200 talents apiece: Cleopatra rather than Rome was
clearly the beneficiary of that arrangement. But the grants still fitted
Antony’s policy of strengthening loyal monarchs, and so far nothing
suggests that Antony was favouring her unduly. Amyntas and Polemo
did better out of this reorganization than she did, and indeed Antony
now as later refused to give her parts of Judaea, Phoenicia, Syria and
Arabia which she coveted.!3 But he seems to have advertised their union
in other ways. She travelled to meet him in Syria in late 37; in 36 she bore
him another son, Ptolemy Philadelphus. He also acknowledged
paternity of the twins born in 4o0. This was not yet clearly a marriage - at
least, not in Roman eyes, though Egyptians themselves may not have
known quite what to make of it.1” But it was still a scandal, and one
which left Antony peculiarly vulnerable to Octavian’s propaganda. The
Parthian War afforded Antony the chance of a propaganda triumph, one
which might impress Italian sentiment much more than Octavian’s con-
tinuation of the civil war with Sextus.!38 That was now compromised.
Why did Antony do it? Perhaps Cleopatra needed her position within
Egypt strengthened (we know little of the internal history of her reign,
but Ptolemies were often insecure on their thrones); but this seems an
extreme method. More likely, Antony was hoping to strengthen his own
position in the East, at least within Egypt itself. This festive connexion
with an eastern queen — almost indeed a sacred marriage of Dionysus-
Osiris and Isis — might be as popular there as it turned out to be
unpopular in Italy. Glamour was important to Cleopatra in articulating
her style of leadership; it was a style which Antony could naturally share;
and eastern support would be crucial if it came to war with Octavian —
that, surely, was already clear. But it is still surprising that he risked
outraging Italian opinion quite so much; was Italy yet such a lost cause?
Perhaps he thought he was doing nothing more outrageous than Caesar
had done; Caesar had even installed Cleopatra at Rome; but Caesar did
not have a master of propaganda to oppose him, and Antony should
have sensed the danger. We rarely see Antony’s political naivety so
clearly, and it does remain quite possible that the personal factor was
indeed important, with Cleopatra leading Antony against his political
judgment. Not that he was infatuated beyond control: his refusal of the
territory she desired is enough to show this; and he was shortly to leave
her again, for a Parthian War which (he must have expected) would keep
them apart for several years. But romance could still have been there.
Still, romance did not impede the preparations for Parthia. The signs

136 Joseph. AJ xv.79, 914, 95, 258; cf. 24—3, 74—9.
137 Pelling 1988 (5 138) 219—z0. 138 See above, p. 26.
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of unrest at the court continued to come; in 37 or early 36 one Monaeses,
from a great Parthian family, arrived with promises of a wider defection
among the nobility. Monaeses’ role is hard to gauge, and possibly he was
playing a double game;!® still, his news was not implausible, given
Phraates’ barbarity — Parthians might after all be as ready to exploit
Roman help in their internal conflicts as the Roman Labienus had been to
exploit the Parthians. There was obviously much to be said for striking
quickly; but Crassus’ fate in §3 had shown the vulnerability of a Roman
force in the open plains of Mesopotamia, and Antony preferred a plan on
the lines of the one which (it seems) Tulius Caesar was intending to follow
in 44! — to take the slower northern route through Armenia into
Media Atropatene, a rougher and hillier terrain where the Parthian
cavalry would be less effective. The long-standing bad feeling between
the kings of Armenia and Media (both named Artavasdes) offered the
further possibility of exploiting one against the other. Presumably the
Armenian Artavasdes would be the Romans’ natural ally as they attacked
his Median enemy, and it seems that he was already urging Antony on;!4!
but both kings were very uncertain quantities. In 37 or early 36 P.
Canidius Crassus made a firmer understanding with the Armenian
Artavasdes, then passed on in the spring to defeat the Iberi and Albani:
this remarkably swift campaign protected what would now become the
Roman rear left. In the event the rear would be more exposed than itnow
seemed, but that was because of Artavasdes’ unreliability; and, without a
much more extensive campaign, that was a risk the Romans had to take.

Antony had by now sent to Phraates demanding the return of the
eagles captured at Carrhae: a firm statement that, whatever Octavian
might be saying at Rome, Antony’s agreed task of ‘avenging Crassus’
was still incomplete.!42 Phraates of course refused — the insecure new
monarch could hardly make so humiliating a concession —and Antony’s
muster continued. He first marched with his Syrian army to Zeugma.
That might suggest that he was planning to follow Crassus’ policy and
strike direct at Mesopotamia, but that strategy would only work if the
advance was to be unopposed. In fact Phraates swiftly concentrated the
Parthian army in Mesopotamia. That ruled out Crassus’ plan, and

1% Cf. Plut. Ant. 37.1—2 with Pelling 1988 (8 138) ad /oc.; Dio xLIx.23.§, XLIX.24.3 with Reinhold
1988 (B 150) ad loc. Phraates won Monaeses back suspiciously quickly; Hor. Carm. 111.3.9-12 may
even indicate that he entrusted him with an important command. Possibly Monaeses’ ‘desertion’
was simply a signal to Phraates that he would go over to Rome unless restored to authority.

140 Suet. lul. 44; cf. Bengtson 1974 (C 22) 4~9, Malitz 1984 (C 169) 56—7.

11 Dio xvLix.25.1. In 54-3 he had advised Crassus similarly (Plut. Crass. 19, 22.2).

142 That had been agreed at Brundisium (see above, p. 18). The strong stress in the tradition that
Ventidius had a/ready avenged Crassus (Plut. Ans. 34.3; Dio xLix.21.2; Val. Max. vi.g.g; Flor.
11.19.7; Tac. Germ. xxxviLg4) probably reflects an idea contemporary with the events themselves,
and one which Octavian would have found welcome: cf. Buchheim 1960 (c 49) 39; Timpe 1962 (¢
236) 114-19; Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 236, 238—9, 263—4.
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Antony struck north instead towards Armenia. There he linked with
Canidius’ army, perhaps at the plateau of Erzerum, perhaps at Artax-
ata;'43 he was also joined by contingents from the allied kings, including
Polemo.1#* As Armenia had evidently been selected as the mustering-
point some months before, Antony must always have expected that the
northern route would turn out to be the only practicable one; otherwise,
indeed, Canidius’ preliminary campaign would make little sense; and it
looks as if the Zeugma exercise had been no more than an elaborate
feint.145 In all Antony had perhaps sixteen legions and a mass of
auxiliaries,!% and Artavasdes of Armenia supplied a large contingent of
cataphracts and lighter-armed cavalry, perhaps as many as 16,000.147 It
was a vast army indeed, distinctly greater than that with which Caesar
had conquered Gaul.

Antony was later accused of wrecking the campaign for Cleopatra’s
sake. He had begun it too late in the season, they said, because he had
dallied too long at Alexandria; then he had conducted the invasion itself
too hurriedly, eager to return to her side.!48 But the points were hardly
fair. The muster in Armenia was perhaps in June or July; what with
Canidius’ preliminary campaign and the long preliminary marches,!4 it
was astounding it could be so soon. Perhaps there was still a case for
waiting till 35, keeping the army concentrated in the East ready for an
early strike in the spring;!59 but there was also the Parthian dynastic crisis
to consider, as well as the chance of outflanking the Parthian army by a
swift advance now —a ploy in which Antony very nearly succeeded. Of
course Parthia would not fall in a single campaign: lulius Caesar had
planned on three years,!5! and that was reasonable. But it was also
reasonable to hope for a solid victory or so in Media, bolstering the
morale of the Roman army and Phraates’ internal enemies; then, if
necessary, Antony could withdraw and winter in Armenia (though
hardly at Cleopatra’s side). Antony’s strategy made sense.

143 Erzerum: Kromayer 1896 (C 142) 82. Artaxata: Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 311.

144 Polemo: Plut. Ans. 38.6; Dio xL1x.25.4. Other kings: Plut. Ant. 37.3.

145 So Kromayer 1896 (C 142) 100-1; contra, Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 309—10,

14 Brunt 1971 (A 9) 503—4, Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 311 n.37.

147 So Plut. Ant. 50.3, though at 37.3 he wrote of ‘6,000’ at the initial muster in Armenia. Strab.
xr.14.9-12 (530C) speaks of 6,000 cataphracts ‘besides the other cavalry’, which may explain
Plutarch’s confusion; or both Plutarch’s figures may be right, if the mass of the cavalry joined
Antony in eastern Armenia after the muster; or 16,000 perhaps represented the paper strength, 6,000
the force which materialized (Sherwin-White 1984 (a 89) 311 n.37).

148 Livy, Per. 130: cf. Plut. Ant. 37.5—38.1 with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad /oc. The criticism probably
derived from Q. Dellius, an eyewitness of the campaign (Strab. x1.13.1—4 (523C)) and no friend of
Cleopatra. ’

19 It was some 1,000 Roman miles from Zeugma to the Median border (Strab. x1.13.4-6 (524C);
Plut. Ans. 38.1), itself a march of three to four months, and Antony’s troops first had to march from
Antioch.

150 So Plut. A4nt. 38.1, perhaps from Dellius; Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 316~17 thinks the point
fair. 151 Dijo xLIm.51.2.
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But it went wrong. Things started well, and he drove deep into Media.
He indeed reached the capital Phraata!52 before the main Parthian force
could double back from Mesopotamia. The Median king Artavasdes had
left his royal family in residence at Phraata: he at least was evidently taken
by surprise by Antony’s strategy and speed. But to get there in time
Antony had to rush on ahead of his own siege-engines. That was an
evident gamble, though not dissimilar to the risks Caesar himself had
famously taken in Gaul and in the Civil War, and the swift arrival of a
formidable army might indeed have carried the unprotected city. But
it did not, and a siege was necessary. Without the engines, it was a
curiously amateurish job.!5> And, crucially, the engines never arrived,
for Phraates’ cavalry overtook the wagon-train and destroyed it,
together with its accompanying two legions.!* Polemo himself was
captured, though not killed — he would be more useful alive when it
came to negotiations.!5> Artavasdes of Armenia promptly despaired of
Antony’s cause, and withdrew with his force: a severe loss, for the heavy
Armenian cataphracts would have been particularly useful in defence. A
series of engagements followed, with Antony successful in the most
substantial of them;!5¢ but the swift Parthian cavalry fled most effecti-
vely, and Antony could not follow it up.

Before long Antony was forced to abandon the siege; and, predict-
ably, his retreat turned out to be intensely difficult, with sickness and
famine as great a problem as the harrying Parthian archers. The resilience
and the valour of Antony and his army became famous, and the
comparison with Xenophon’s Ten Thousand was an obvious one.!5
Eventually, after an epic final night-time march across the foothills of the
Kah-e-Sahand range,s8 the army reached the Talkheh, then the Araxes
and Armenia. The retreat had taken twenty-seven days, and even now
safety could not be taken for granted, given Artavasdes’ earlier treach-
ery. But Antony successfully made terms with him, and by mid-winter
the remains of the army had reached Cappadocia: there were further

152 The city’s site is uncertain: according to Dellius (cit. Strab. xt.13.1-4 (523C)) it was 2,400
stades, i.e. some 480 km, from the Armenian border. Its conventional location at Taht-i-Soleiman is
not at all likely, and it was probably much further east, near Maragheh. Cf. Schippman 1971 (F 220)
338—47; Bengtson 1974 (C 22) 29—30. Much of the standard topographical reconstruction of this
campaign is in need of correction (it is mainly still based on Rawlinson 1841 (E 866) 113—17): cf. now
Sherwin-White 1984 (A 89) 311—21 and Pelling 1988 (8 138) 220-43.

153 Plut Ant. 38.4; Arr. Parth. fr. g5r.

1% Vell. Pat. 1n1.82.2; cf. Livy, Per. 130; Plut. Anms. 38.5 (10,000 men).

155 Plut Ant. 38.6; Dio xLIx.25.4; cf. below, p. 38.

1% Plut. Ant. 39, though the account has implausible elements: cf. Pelling 1988 (b 138) ad /oc.

157 It is embellished by Plutarch (cf. Pelling 1988 (B 138) 221), but perhaps originates with
Dellius: so Jacoby on FGrH 197 F 1.

158 Presumably the western rather than the eastern foothills, if Phraata was near Maragheh (cf. n.
152): cf. the map in Pelling 1988 (B 138) 230; Sherwin-White 1984 (4 89) 318 and n.53.
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deaths in this final section of the march. The total losses in the campaign
were indeed catastrophic, some third of the entire army.159

So ended Antony’s greatattempt to emulate Alexander. Ironically, his
best military qualities had seldom been clearer — his energy, his
enterprise, his inspirational leadership; and yet it was disastrous.
Plutarch later did well to make this campaign the centrepiece of his Life,
but not only for those reasons. This was indeed the turning-point of the
triumviral period. Till now Antony’s military prestige and power had far
outstripped Octavian, and he had consequently been the stronger
partner in their diplomatic exchanges. This campaign should have raised
his supremacy beyond challenge.

But instead the victories were being won elsewhere, and by Octavian.
His war with the popular favourite Sextus was a delicate one to fight: it
could much too easily seem Octavian’s personal vendetta. Indeed, even
while he was fighting it disturbances at Rome required urgent atten-
tion; 140 there were grumblings in the veteran colonies too;16! Etruria was
particularly restive.162 Octavian could not afford to lose or delay — for all
he knew, Antony was carrying all before him in Parthia — but the events
of 38 had shown how formidable an enemy Sextus could be.!63 Now
Agrippa’s preparations were magnificent, but Sextus had been preparing
too, and by 36 he had some 3 50 ships.16* Just as he had in 38, Octavian
even sent to Lepidus in Africa for help. In 38 Lepidus had made no
response, content to leave Octavian with his own problems.!65 This time
he decided to come in force. He eventually arrived with twelve legions
and §,000 cavalry, with a further four legions following as reinforce-
ments (two were destroyed by Sextus’ fleet before they could land).166
Perhaps Lepidus already had clear plans of his own, perhaps not; he at
least knew that the great battle for the West should not be fought
without him.

By July 36 Octavian was able to launch a triple-pronged attack on
Sextus in Sicily. He would attack from the north and Statilius Taurus
from the east; Lepidus would attack the western coast. The plan was
good. The campaign itself was to show how difficult Sextus would find it
to stretch his forces to meet several threats. But Octavian’s forces were
beset by storms; so many ships were lost that there were thoughts of
delaying the campaign to 35. At first only Lepidus managed to land in
strength, and he laid Sextus’ lieutenant L. Plinius Rufus under siege in

159 Plut. Ans. so.1, s1.1, cf. Vell. Pat. 1.82.3; Flor. 1.20.10; Livy, Per. 130.

160 App BCiv. v.99.414, 112.470. 161 App. BCiv. v.99.414.

162 Dio xLix.15.1; cf. App. BCiv. v.132.547. Octavian had spent some time there in 38. Dio
XLVIIL46.2-3. 163 See above, p. 24.

164 Flor. 11.18.9; 300 fought at Naulochus (App. BCiv. v.118.490, 120.499). Cf. Brunt 1971 (A 9)
s07-8, Hadas 1930 (c. 108) 123. 165 Dio xLvII.46.2.

16 Cf. App. BCiv. v.98.406, 104.430—2; Vell. Pat. 11.80.1; Brunt 1971 (A 9) 499.
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Lilybaeum. In the east there were naval battles, with first Agrippa
successful off Mylae, then Sextus defeating Octavian himself off Tauro-
menium. Sextus’ victory was more emphatic than Agrippa’s, but at least
Octavian established bridgeheads both by Cape Tyndaris and near
Tauromenium: Sextus’ resistance on land was surprisingly half-hearted,
particularly at Tauromenium.!6’ Octavian soon had twenty-one legions
on the island,'¢8 besides Lepidus’ army; Sextus had only ten.169 He was
soon hemmed into the island’s north-east corner, a triangle bounded by
Mylae and Tauromenium, and Mylae itself fell soon afterwards. And
now even Lepidus himself was approaching, rather tardily. His part in
the whole campaign is indeed enigmatically lackadaisical: it is odd that he
did not move eastwards earlier — that was clearly where he was needed,
and perhaps expected.'” The sequel was to show him dissatisfied with
his subordinate role. Was he perhaps content to let Octavian and Sextus
weaken one another in the east, hoping by a last minute arrival to claim
the authority he felt he deserved? The events of 44/3 had shown his
capacity to bide his time before a decisive change of front.1”! If Octavian
distrusted him, it was not without reason.172

Sextus’ last hope was to pit everything on a battle at sea. Perhaps
unwisely, Octavian accepted battle (there was possibly even a formal
challenge and acceptance, agreeing time, place and numbers):173 but the
risk came off. The battle was fought off Naulochus (3 September 36),
with 300 ships on either side. Agrippa, not Octavian, took command. By
now brawn rather than skill was dominant in naval warfare, and
Agrippa’s heavier ships and more sophisticated grappling equipment
carried the day. Only seventeen of Sextus’ ships escaped. Sextus himself
fled: his only slender hope lay with Antony in the East.

His land forces came over to Octavian with little demur. Plinius Rufus
had moved eastwards to Messana, presumably following Lepidus. By
now he had command of a large portion of Sextus’ army, comprising
eight legions.!7 It was clear that they would surrender: but to whom?
Agrippaand Lepidus appeared before the city: Agrippa insisted that they
wait for Octavian, but Lepidus overrode him. His forces indeed linked
with those of Plinius, and together they sacked Messina. Lepidus now
seemed in control of the combined force, some twenty-two legions. He
had not been so powerful for years. Now if ever was the time to assert

167 App. BCiv. v.110.457—9, with Gabba 1970 (B 55) ad /.

€8 App. BCir. v.116.481; Brunt 1971 (A 9) 498. 169 Brunt 1971 (A 9) 499—500.

1 App. BCiv. v.103.427 with Gabba 1970 (B §5) ad Joc. 1 Cf. CAH 1x2 471, 482.4.

172 Dio xLix.8.3—4 even suggests that Lepidus was in secret league with Sextus, and that Octavian
suspected 25 much (cf. xri1x.1.4). That is implausible, and probably influenced both by Octavian’s
propaganda and by Dio’s tendency to guess at motivation; but some distrust is possible enough.

173 App. BCiv. v.116.489 with Gabba 1970 (B 55) ad Joc.; cf. Gabba 1977 (C94).

17 App. BCiv. v.122.505 with Gabba 1970 (B 5%) ad /foc.
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himself, to show how unfairly he had been excluded from all those
diplomatic dealings at Brundisium, Misenum and Tarentum. He laid
claim to all Sicily, though he magnanimously offered to exchange Sicily
and Africa for all his former portion, Narbonensis and Nearer and
Further Spain.17s At first Octavian’s friends remonstrated gently, then
Octavian himself more fiercely; Lepidus was adamant. The legions were
unamused. But the delusion could not last. Octavian entered his camp,
almost unaccompanied — though there was a sizeable force of cavalry just
outside. The troops at least knew where the balance of power lay: with
only a little scuffling, they joined Octavian. Lepidus was allowed to keep
his property and his life, and he even remained pontifex maximus. But
Octavian stripped him of membership of the triumvirate and his
provincial command.'?¢ There were no thoughts of consulting Antony
first. Octavian took over Africaand Sicily into his own domain. Lepidus
retired into exile and anonymity.

That effectively concluded the elimination of Sextus and Lepidus.
Antony and Octavian remained; and Antony was beginning to look a
little tattered.

IX. 35—33 B.C.

Politics now looked simpler: the reckoning would surely come, and we
might expect Antony and Octavian to spend the next few years in
preparation. But it was not quite like that. Octavian, it is true, seems to
have seen the future clearly enough. He soon intensified his battle to win
Italian public opinion, with fierce propaganda against Cleopatra and
Antony; he may even have been in contact with Antony’s enemy
Artavasdes of Armenia (unless that charge is simply a fiction of Antony’s
propaganda);!”” and he was soon battle-hardening his troops in Illyri-
cum, suggestively close to the dividing-line with Antony’s dominion.
But Antony was slow to respond. He may have talked of joining
Octavian in an Illyrian campaign!”8 — in self-defence, that would have
been no bad ploy, if it were practicable: but really his focus lay on the
East — indeed, on the far East, and for several years he was preoccupied
with vengeance on the perfidious Armenian king Artavasdes. Of course
an Armenian success would do something to mend the shame of the
Parthian débicle, but in Roman eyes Armenia lacked the glamour of
Parthia; a new Alexander should be more glorious than that, and
Armenia could only be the beginning; but a clearer-sighted man would
have realized that now Parthia itself was a lost cause. With Octavian
preparing in the West, there simply would not be time for the years a

175 Cf. CAH 1x2 486. 176 MRR 11 400.
17 Dio XLIX.14.6. 1% App. BCiv. v.132.549.
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second Parthian invasion would demand. Yet in 33 nearly all Antony’s
legions were still in the extreme east of his domain; only then, very
slowly, did they begin the long march west. War with Octavian was
scarcely foremost in Antony’s mind. Perhaps he was peaceable, content
by now to share the world; perhaps he was simply naive. But it is clear
which of the two was seeking the breach, and which had his thoughts
elsewhere.

The fall of Sextus involved both in temporary embarrassments.
Octavian found himself with forty-five legions, but confronted by a
mutiny. Uncomfortably enough, his troops were beginning to believe
his own propaganda. He had concluded the civil wars and brought peace
on land and sea, so he said:!7? well, in that case thereé was no need for
further service, and they demanded immediate demobilization. That
would hardly do. Octavian knew he would need them again soon. But at
least the longest-serving could be released, those who had fought for
Octavian since Mutina and Philippi, some 20,000 men.!8 There were
delays, but land was found for most of them, largely in Italy but partly in
Gaul.!® The others were promised joo denarii, and, rather surprisingly,
soon received it;182 they were also induced to expect lucrative spoils in
Illyricum — not very plausible for any who knew the land, but probably
few did, and the ploy passed. Octavian could now return to Rome and
acclaim. He celebrated an ovatio, and the other honours included a grant
of tribunicial sacrosanctity,!®3 interestingly presaging a conspicuous
feature of his later constitutional fagade. And there was more talk of
restoring the Republic when Antony returned — how could he refuse,
now Octavian had ended the civil wars? Peace and security would shortly
be restored at home as well: Calvisius Sabinus was appointed to put
down Italian brigandage, and a police force of some sort was established
in Rome itself.184 There was even a remission of some taxes, and the
regular magistrates were ostentatiously allowed more freedom.8 This
was not the first time that the triumvirs had portrayed themselves as
champions of Roman tradition, even a sort of constitutional normal-
ity.18 But Octavian was beginning to steal the mask for his own.

In Antony’s case, the embarrassment was Sextus himself. In the winter
of 36/5 he arrived at Mytilene, hoping to ally himself with Antony; when

17 App. BCiv. v.128.530, 130.540—2, 132.546-8; cf. Dio xLIX.15.2.

10 App. BCiv. v.129.534 (‘since Mutina or Philippi’); Dio xLix.14.1 specifies those who had
served ‘since Mutina or for ten years’; cf. Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad /oc.; Brunt 1971 (A 9) 331; Keppic
1983 (E 65) 69—73. Some of them soon re-enlisted: Dio XLIxX.34.3.

181 Keppie 1983 (E 65) 70-3; cf. Dio xL1X.34.4.

12 Dijo XLIX.14.2, with Reinhold 1988 (8 150) ad /oc.; App. BCiv. v.129.536.

18 See Endnote, p. 68.

18 App. BCiv. v.132.547; cf. Suet. Aug. 32; Dio xLix.15.1; Palmer 1978 (c 184) 320-1.

185 App. BCiv. v.130.540, 132.548; Dio xL1x.15.3; cf. Nicolet 1976 (D 104) 95.
18 Sec above, pp. 19-21, 27.
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he heard of the Parthian disaster, he began to intrigue against him
instead. Either way, he was a problem. Not that he was very strong: he
was raising troops again, but even at the end he had little more than three
legions and a handful of ships.!87 But he would be an awkward ally: with
Italy being encouraged to celebrate his downfall, it might now seem to
be Antony rather than Octavian who was refusing to let the civil wars
die. And it would be awkward to kill him too. There were enough people
in Rome who still recalled wistfully the hopes they had placed in him:!88
Octavian himself, outrageously, was later to make capital of this, and
attack Antony for his faithless treatment of him.189 Antony appointed M.
Titius to take charge of the problem. Titius’ father had been among the
proscribed who fled to Sextus, and Titius himself had been spared by
Sextus when captured by Menodorus in 40.1% Antony probably selected
Titius precisely because of these earlier favours, to smooth any dealings
which proved necessary. But in the event no dealing proved possible, for
Sextus’ faithlessness became too apparent. By the spring of 3 § the pursuit
was tying up the governors of both Asia and Bithynia, C. Furnius and
Domitius Ahenobarbus, as well as a sizeable fleet; King Amyntas too
was involved. That was too much. When Sextus was finally captured by
Amyntas in Phrygia, he was brought to Titius in Miletus and executed
there. Antony may or may not have authorized his death. If he did, he
covered his tracks: some said that Plancus, not he, had given the order;
other stories were told of two letters, one ordering the execution and one
countermanding it, which of course arrived in the wrong sequence.!9
Antony himself was more concerned with Armenia. He was clearly
determined to exact vengeance from Artavasdes; and he doubtless
considered he was being prudent as well as vindictive, for he still
dreamed of a second Parthian campaign. (He was indeed to embark on
one two years later.) For this a secure Armenia was essential; but that
could never be, as long as Artavasdes was king. Matters now took an
unexpected turn, for an envoy arrived in Alexandria from the Median
Artavasdes, Antony’s enemy of the previous year: an envoy in fact of
peculiar distinction, King Polemo himself. Antony’s designs on Arme-
nia would seem no surprise, and Median Artavasdes offered Antony an
alliance. Antony accepted, and set out from Egypt during the summer.

187 App. BCiv. v.137.571, 138.574.

18 There was a popular demonstration against Titius, Vell. Pat. 11.79.6.

189 Dio L.1.4; cf. App. BCiv. v.127.525. )

1% Dio xLviir.3o.5—6. Titius was later unfairly represented as Sextus’ personal enemy: cf. App.
BCiv. v.140.484 with Gabba 1970 (B 55) ad lor., 142.589~go. But Dio xLIX.18.3 morc shrewdly
suggests that Sextus had hopes of Titius’ goodwill.

91 Dio xLix.18.4—5 with Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad loc.; App. BCiv. v.144.598—600. But Velleius,
as ever a faithful follower of Octavian’s line, has no doubts: ‘iussu M Antonii’, 11.79.5 (cf. 87.2).
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Perhaps he pretended that he was attacking the Parthians; but his
immediate goal was surely Armenia.192

For the present it came to nothing, for a different sort of crisis
supervened. Octavia arrived in the East. Whatever people were saying
about her husband and Cleopatra, she was still his wife. (Her journey
indeed demonstrates that Ifa/ians at least could not yet think of Antony as
married to Cleopatra: otherwise she would surely have divorced him by
now.)193 It may well be that Octavian himself had encouraged his sister in
the mission, as some suspected;!% it was certainly deeply embarrassing to
Antony — and not just because of Cleopatra, who was away from
Antony’s company at present, tactfully at home in Alexandria.19 The
real problem was that Octavia was bringing with her 2,000 elite troops
from her brother, besides money and supplies to replace those lost in
Parthia, and perhaps some Italian cavalry.1% Octavian in fact owed
Antony far more than this, all the 20,000 troops that he had promised at
Tarentum in return for Antony’s 140 ships.!9 Those ships had been
most useful in the war against Sextus, and since then Octavian had
returned half of them; but that was hardly enough.19 It would be a
triumph for Octavian if Antony accepted the troops, but insulting to
Octavia if he refused ~ and probably politically damaging as well, for
Octavian was soon to show himself adept at building propaganda from
his sister’s maltreatment.!9 Sensibly, Antony accepted. But that was all
the annoyance he was prepared to take from Octavia’s presence for the
moment, and he told her to stay in Athens, perhaps even to return to
Rome.20 He himself retired to Alexandria for the winter of 35/4. (It was
evidently too late in the season to resume the Armenian expedition.)
Cleopatra was more congenial company than Octavia; Octavian could
make of that what he wished. In fact, he would make a great deal.

In early 34 Antony turned to Armenia again. First, during the winter,
came diplomacy: he sent Dellius to ask the Armenian Artavasdes for the
king’s daughter, pretending he wished to marry her to his son Alexander
Helios. She would of course make a splendid hostage. Artavasdes was
shrewd enough to refuse. In the spring Antony appeared suddenly at

192 So Dio xLIx.33.3, possibly conjecturing, but intelligently.

193 Cf. above, p. 30; Plut. Ant. 36.5 with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad loc., 53.9-10, 54.3.

1% Plut. Ant. §3.1.

1% Despite the implications of Plut. Ant. 53.5—9: cf. Pelling 1988 (8 138) ad loc.

1% App BCiv. v.138.575 — unless these ‘cavalry” are the same as the 200 “elite troops’, cf. Gabba
1970 (B %) ad loe.

197 See above, p. 26.

1% Their use against Sextus: cf. App. BCiv. v.98.406; Dio xL1x.1.1, 5.1. Their return: App. BCi.
v.129.537, 139.577; Dio xL1x.14.6.

19 His attacks on this front probably began as early as winter 35/4; cf. Plut. Ans. 54.1.

20 To stay in Athens: Plut. Ant. §3.2. To return to Rome: Dio xL1x.33.4.
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Nicopolis on the Armenian border, and sent for the Armenian king to
discuss a new Parthian campaign; Artavasdes again refused. While
Dellius travelled once more to ask Artavasdes to a conference, Antony
himself marched quickly on Artaxata; Artavasdes was finally forced by
his own nobility and soldiers to come to Antony, despite his suspicions
of such curious friendliness. Antony took him captive, and quickly
occupied the whole country: he left his troops there for the winter, and
within a year at least sixteen legions would be there.20! His enemies, first
among them Octavian, might claim that the victory was all dishonour-
able, won through perfidy; his friends would retort that Artavasdes’ own
treachery justified it quite sufficiently.202 At least, it was something to
restore Antony’s paling prestige. On coins he could celebrate a conquest
at last: ARMENIA DEVICTA 203

Artavasdes himself was conveyed to Alexandria. The thing could be
done in style: his chains were silver, or perhaps gold.2* And the victory
merited celebration. A great Dionysiac procession took place in Alexan-
dria in late 34, as was only fitting for Antony as Dionysis-Osiris, and
amply precedented in the city. Not everything went according to plan:
Artavasdes and his fellow captives refused to pay obeisance to Cleopatra.
But it was still a ceremony in which Antony could bask.

Unfortunately, it was also uncomfortably close to a Roman triumph,
which itself had many Dionysiac associations;20% and it was all too easy
for Octavian to represent it as a sacrilegious transfer of the Roman
ceremony to Egypt.2% And that was not all. At around the same time,
perhaps indeed at the same ceremony,20’7 came the ‘Donations of
Alexandria’. In the Alexandrian Gymnasium were set up high golden
thrones for himself and Cleopatra, and lower ones for their children: and
he declared Cleopatra monarch (along with her son Caesarion) of Egypt,
Cyprus and Koile Syria. Armenia, Media and — when conquered —
Parthia were to fall to their six-year-old son Alexander Helios; Libya and
Cyrene to his twin Cleopatra Selene; and Ptolemy Philadelphus, still only
two, was to have Phoenicia, Syria and Cilicia. Then the children
appeared themselves, Alexander with Median clothes and head-dress,
Ptolemy with the distinctive Macedonian boots, cloak and cap — but

21 Dio XLIX.40.3; Plut. A4nt. 56.1: cf. below, p. 48.

22 ‘QOctavian claimed that Antony’s treacherous arrest had brought great discredit on the Roman
people’, Dio L.1.4: cf. Tac. Ann. 11.3.1 with Goodyear’s commentary; Vell. Pat. 11.82.3; Fadinger
1969 (B 42) 150-1. The emphasis on Artavasdes’ treachery probably originates with Dellius: cf.
Strab. x1.13.4-6 (524C); Dio xvix.25.5; Plut. Ant. s0.3—7 with Pelling 1988 (8 138) ad /oc.

23 RRC 543, of about 32 B.C.

24 Silver: Dio xL1x.39.6. Gold: Vell. Pat. 11.82.3, with Woodmann 1983 (B 203) ad /oc. Cf. Dio
XLIX.40.3. 25 Cf. Versnel 1970 (a 97), especially 20-38, 235—54, 288—9.

26 That is the emphasis of Plut. Ant. 50.6—7; cf. Vell. Pat.11.82.4 with Woodmann 1983 (8 203) ad
loc.; Grant 1974 (C 101) 161—2; Reinhold 1988 (B 150) on Dio xLIx.40.3—4; Wallmann 1989 (c 243)
288—91. 27 As Dio xLix.40—1 implies.
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Alexander had a regal tiara too, and Ptolemy a diadem.208 It was all show.
The gestures made no difference to the administration of the East.2% But
it was a show with style, and it doubtless went down very well in
Alexandria.

It was still an extraordinary thing to do, and Octavian clearly relished
it. Just as in 36 when he flaunted his liaison with Cleopatra, Antony
surely underestimated the dangers of such behaviour before the Roman
public: and once again we see a substantial political error centring on
Cleopatra — perhaps indeed inspired by her persuasion. At that time,
Antony was still concerned about Italian opinion. He responded to
Octavian’s constitutional talk by writing grandly himself to the Senate
about restoring the Republic.210 But the antics in Alexandria belied the
republican pretence. The gestures may have meant little, but if they
meant anything they meant a dynastic succession: Antony was indeed a
second Hercules, but in fathering a new race of monarchs, and fathering
them from a foreign woman. He would even issue coins with his head on
one side and Cleopatra’s on the other. It was unthinkable, a foreign
woman on a Roman coin!?!! True, his Roman children were not
forgotten either: at around this time he was issuing coins with his head
and that of his eldest son Antyllus, his principal heir in Roman law.212
But there too the suggestions were all too close to a dynasty; and that was
not the Roman way.

Still, one should not overstate the damage. Octavian certainly
fastened on this, and Antony’s friends in Rome were certainly discom-
fited:213 that is enough to demonstrate its unwisdom. But still in early 3 2,
when he sought ratification in Rome for his acta, the Antonian consuls
Sosius and Ahenobarbus believed they could hush up the affair of the
Donations, some fifteen months earlier:214 hardly credible, if they had
been as public and spectacular as our sources Plutarch and Dio suggest.

Other propaganda mattered more. Of course, Antony and Octavian
had been exchanging public abuse for years, with particular ferocity
during the early stages in 44—43 and the Perusine War of 40.2!5 But

28 Plut. Ant. 54.8, with Pelling 1988 (B 138) 24 /oc.

29 Pelling 1988 (B 138) 249—50, on Plut. Ant. 54.4—9 (contra, Wallmann 1989 (c 243) 291—6). Even
the association of Cacsarion in the monarchy was not new: that dates back to 37-36 (Samuel 1971 (c
206)).

218 Dio xL1x.41.6, cf. Suet. Aug. 28.1. This offer may have been included in the dispatch to the
Senate which arrived in early 32 (see below, p. 49); so e.g. Fadinger 1969 (8 42) 11928, 195—206;
Gray 1975 (C 102) 17-18; but Dio’s language does not fix it so precisely.

M Especially RRC 543, the ARMENIA DEVICTA coin (see above, p. 40), but also some more
minor local issues: cf. Buttrey 1953 (8 314) 5486 (esp. 84), 95; Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 251-2, 255.

2 RRC s41: of. Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 251—2. 23 Dio XLIX.41.4. 214 Dio ibid.

25 Scort 1933 (C 212) collects the material; for subtler treatment, with illuminating modem
parallels, cf. Kennedy 1984 (C 134), Watson 1987 (B 192) and especially Wallmann 1989 (c 243). On
artistic questions Zanker 1987 (F 632) is outstanding.
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during the last few years Octavian had rather been directing his fire at
Sextus — the champion of the slaves and pirates, or so Octavian could
pretend.2t6 With Sextus’ fall, the propaganda battle with Antony
recommenced, and they were soon exchanging public letters and
manifestos. Part of it was simply the competition to outbid one another
in constitutionalist protestation; but much was more personal. That of
course followed the traditions of Roman invective, but it also suited the
times. To be successful, propaganda needs to find a willing public, with
prejudices it can subtly mirror and exploit. Now it was easy to see civil
war and fraternal bloodshed as the index of the collapse of the old
virtues. The public was ripe for believing what it was told about
Antony’s morality, and for thinking that it mattered. By winter 35/4
Octavian was probably making capital out of his sister’s treatment:
surely she was entitled to a divorce — but she was of course too noble to
seek one.2!” Then there was all the eastern degeneracy, the debauchery,
the infatuation (as of course it must be) with Cleopatra. All could be
painted in the most lurid colours. Horace’s ninth Epode, written a few
years later in 31, gives some of the flavour:

Future generations will not believe it — a Roman soldier,

bought and sold, carrying stakes and bearing arms for a woman,

even bringing himself to serve under withered eunuchs! And amid

the army’s standards the sun glimpses a shameful mosquito net.
(Hos. Epodes 1x. 11-16)

Tales could be told of Antony anointing Cleopatra’s feet in public, or
reading love-letters as he delivered judgments — even springing from his
tribunal to hang on to Cleopatra’s litter as she passed!?!8 Antony’s
entourage too came in for picturesque attack: stories were told of a
banquet where Plancus danced, naked and painted, as a sea-god.2! And
Cleopatra herself: she evidently wished to rule in Rome — why, her
favourite form of oath was ‘so may I give my judgments on the Capitol’!
But Rome might then be nothing: were they not scheming to move the
capital to Alexandrja?220

216 Cf. above, p. z0; Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 16377, 185—220. Even after Sextus fell, this public
front was maintained: cf. RG 2.1, ‘mare pacavi a praedonibus’, and 27.3, ‘bello servili’; and in late
36 Octavian made a great show of restoring his “slaves to their owners for punishment (RG z5.1;
App. BCiv. v.130.544—5 with Gabba 1970 (B §5) ad lor.; Dio XvLIX.12.4-5).

217 Plut. Ant. 34.1, 37.4, with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad /or. In 35 sacrosanctity was extended to
include Livia and Ocravia (Dio xLix.38.1 with Reinhold 1988 (8 150) ad lo¢.; cf. Endnote 2): that was
doubtless a related ploy. Octavian’s women should have a solemnity to offset the awesome but
shameless Cleopatra.

218 Plut. Ans. §8.9—11, the stories of Octavian’s friend Calvisius Sabinus: Plutarch did not believe
them, sg.1. 219 Vell. Pat. 11.83.2.

20 Dio L.4.1-2, §, 26.5; Vell. Pat. 11.82.4; Livy, Per. 132; cf. Prop. nr.11.31—so, esp. 46; Hor.
Carm. 1.37.5—12; Ov. Met. Xv.826-8; Scott 1933 (C.212) 43—4; Fadinger 1969 (B 42) 115~18, 163.
Augustus himself included such material in his Axtobiography, published in the twenties: cf. fr. 16M.
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Antony of course responded. Octavian’s battle-record was frivolous
and cowardly; now his treatment of Lepidus was outrageous. What had
happened to Antony’s share of Sicily? Or to the troops he was owed?
Now Octavian had found land for all his own troops, what would be left
for Antony’s? And Octavian’s behaviour was pretty outlandish too: he
had had his affairs with consular wives, indeed his friends were carefully
inspecting unclothed matrons and virgins to pick for his pleasure; and
had people not heard of that strange banquet of the twelve gods, when
Octavian had taken the role of Apollo??2! It was not just Antony who
dealt in foreign marriages, either; Octavian had offered his daughter
Iulia to Cotiso, king of the Getae — indeed, promised to take Cotiso’s
own daughter in return.22 (One wonders what Livia might have said to
that.) Octavian was much too fond of gaming, t00.22 But many of
Antony’s lines, far too many, had to be defensive. He wrote a work de sua
ebrietate, On his own drunkenness, for instance?* — presumably less enter-
taining than it sounds, not a tippler’s memoir but an earnest insistence
that he was less drunken than Octavian alleged. But the attacks on
Cleopatra were clearly the most damaging. In a public letter of 33 he
remonstrated with Octavian:

What has changed your view towards me? Because I’'m screwing the queen? Is
she my wife? [Of course not!]?2> And I’ve been doing it for nine years anyway.
And what about you? Is Livia the only woman you screw? I bet, when you read
this, you’ll just have been inside some Tertulla or Terentilla or Rufilla or Salvia
Titisenia — or all of them. Does it matter where and in whom you have your
erections? (Suet. Aug. 69)

The tone as well as the content has its point. This is the broad, coarse
language of the soldier, the thoroughly masculine Roman. A man like
this would not waste his time with effeminate mosquito nets.

There was another medium, too, that of visual art: and here Antony
found it even more difficult to hold his own. Particularly striking was the
treatment of the gods. Antony might have his Dionysus, and a few years
earlier he had been emphasizing Hercules. Both could seem all too
appropriate to an Italian audience. That Dionysiac blend of excess,
drunkenness and eastern menace was hardly reassuring. And Hercules, it
was recalled, had fallen unmanned before Omphale: a suggestive model
for Antony, indeed, and one that duly recurs in contemporary art.
Octavian countered with more comfortable gods, especially Apollo with

21 Battle-record: Suet. Axg. 10.4, 16.2; cf. Charlesworth 1933 (c 60) 174—5. Lepidus, Sicily and
settlements: Plut. 4as. 55; f. Dio r.1.3—4, 20.2—3. Apolline banquet: Suet. Axg. 69.1, 63.2, 70; cf.
Charlesworth 1933 (c 60); Wallmann 1989 (C 243) esp. 268-74. 22 Suet. Axg. 69.2.

2 Suet. Aug. 71. 24 Pliny, HN x1v.148; cf. Scott 1929 (€ 211); Geiger 1980 (C 96).

25 This punctuation and interpretation is clearly right: cf. Kraft 1967 (¢ 140) and Carter 1982
(8 24) ad loc.
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his civilized order, discipline, calm and restraint. Here too Octavian
found a willing audience: Apolline themes, portrayed with delicate
restraint, swiftly become favourites in private dwellings, sometimes in
rooms which would not be open to any public gaze: that must reflect
genuine Italian taste, a spontaneous welcoming of the new moral
climate. But it was not just Apollo. On beautifully minted coins, Venus,
Jupiter, Hermes and Victoria were all shown in association with
Octavian. If the gods were taking sides, no one could doubt which
divine entourage was the weightier.226 And here Antony could do little
to reply: religion worked differently in the East, and he could hardly be
more than Dionysus incarnate. A plurality of gods would simply blur the
picture, and no wonder that even Hercules was dropping from view.
So propaganda flourished. At whom was it all aimed? Really, at
everyone, or at least everyone in Italy. We might expect the veteran
colonies to be most important: after all, the veterans had refused to fight
one another in 40,227 and the recent mutiny had shown that Octavian’s
control of them was insecure. Doubtless they did matter, and Antony’s
coarse language would strike a particular chord with them; but perhaps
they mattered less than we naturally assume. For one surprising
omission from the catalogue of propaganda themes is the memory of
Iulius Caesar himself. Was Antony or Octavian his true heir? In 44—43
that theme had been vital. 228 Now there was certainly a little of this:
Antony for instance made something of Caesarion — Caesar’s #rue son, as
he claimed in a letter to the Senate (not merely adopted, like Octavian); 229
while Octavian toyed publicly with the idea of invading Britain again,
and — very slowly — was building a temple to Divus Iulius in the Forum
Romanum.230 Still, this is surprisingly little. To judge from the propa-
ganda now, Caesar was out of date; just as there had been no particular
concern to portray the war with Sextus as a rehash of the old civil war,
with a young Caesar and a young Pompey reliving their fathers’
destinies. Yet surely, in the colonies themselves, Caesar’s name was no
irrelevance, and his veterans would not have been impervious to the
battle-cry. Soldiers would surely be less moved by all this talk of oriental
excess: Caesar too had had his women; soldiers, and their captains, were
simply like that. Those themes had more appeal for the propertied classes
of the Italian towns, where traditional morality was strong. These,

226 Hercules and Omphale: the Arretine cup in the Metropolitan Museum, New York (CV A
Metr. Mus. 1v B F Pl. 24): Zanker 1987 (F 632) 65—7. Cf. Prop. 111.11.16—20; Plut. Ant. 9o(3).4.Coins:
Zanker 1987 (F 632) 61—5; cf. Wallmann 1989 (C 243) 273~4 and (on Apollo) Mannsperger 1973
(c171). 21 See above, p. 17. Cf. Wallmann 1989 (c 243) 1512, 159—61, 219~20, 339—45

28 Cf. CAH 1x2 471-8. 29 Suet. Inl. 52.2; cf. Dio xLIX.41.2, L.1.§.

20 Britain: Dio xLix.38.2 with Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad loc.; Virg. G. 1.30, 1r.25; Hor. Epod.
vir.7. The temple was not finished till 29 B.C., though celebrated on coins as early as 36 (RRC 5 40; cf.
Weinstock 1971 (F 235) 399~400; Zanker 1987 (F 632) 44).
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probably, were the people whom Augustus was to eye a few years later
with his moral legislation,?3! and a constituency to which he was always
alert. Even the Senate, the rich, the cultured would not be unmoved by
the themes; we might expect them to be more sophisticated — after all,
they turned out too sophisticated to stomach the moral reforms —and it
is true that many of the most republican and traditional stayed loyal to
Antony;22 but even the most urbane find propaganda hard to escape, if it
is repeated often and insistently enough, and if it appeals sufficiently
sharply to their pre-existent assumptions and prejudices. More senators
eventually took Octavian’s part than Antony’s.233
Octavian anyway knew better than to bludgeon the cultured too
crudely. ‘Propaganda’ is too crass a word to apply to the literary
production of his followers. Horace, for instance, was hardly disloyal.
When he was writing an Epode, the tone would be appropriately
Archilochean and abusive. But he was also writing his Satires, where
Lucilius had set the generic pattern of personal attack and derision; yet,
very self-consciously, Horace turned away from the tradition, dwelling
instead on the delicate portrayal of his life and his values, especially the
value of friendship. Remarkably, Antony and Cleopatra escape attack;
Horace’s personalia are different, warmer and more intimate. If Octavian
is in the background, the suggestions are gentle ones: these are his
friends, and this is how they live. A few years earlier Virgil too had
complimented Octavian in the first Ec/ogue — ‘deus nobis haec otia fecit’
(1.6), and there can be little doubt that the god is Octavian. Coming so
early in the first poem, that is almost an informal dedication of the whole
collection. But the tone is anything but bluntly propagandist. The final
emphasis of the first Ec/ogue rests more on the emptiness faced by the
dispossessed Meliboeus; and the whole book explores the different
registers of tragedy one found in the Italian countryside, an idyllic land
now wracked by a devastation for which, if one thought about it,
Octavian himself took much of the blame. In the late thirties Virgil was
at work on the Georgics, and there too he wrote warmly of Octavian. But
once again the tone is often sombre, dwelling on the vast work that was
needed to restore the beauty that had been marred and lost.23 As in the
first Eclogue, Octavian can certainly offer hope: ‘hunc saltem everso
iuvenem succurrere saeclo|ne prohibete’ (G. 1. yoo—1). But still not all of
these are the emphases Octavian would have favoured himself. Guided
doubtless by Maecenas, he was already seeing the value of a patronage
which was notably loose and free, and the poets responded with writing
1 See below, ch. 18 pp. 883-9;. B2 See below, pp. 49—50. B3 See below, p. §3.
24 That is a suggestion cven of the proem to the third Georgic, where Virgil promises Octavian a
poetic temple in the manner of Pindar. The ‘temple’ will be in Mantua. After G. 11.198—9, and indeed

Ecl. 1x.27-9 (see above, p. 14), Mantua’s suggestions are tragic; its idyllic descriptionat G. 11.12-15
must now seem bland, with the tragedy artificially muted.
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which meshed with his propagandist themes without always crudely
echoing them. He already knew better than to confuse independence
with subversion: knowledge which he was to retain for many yeats to
come.

And, all this while, what was Octavian doing himself? He was in
Illyricum, winning some glory for himself with cheap foreign blood.
There had been campaigns there a few years earlier: in 39 Pollio had been
involved with the Parthini in the south, and possibly with the Delmatae
as well,23 at the same time an army of Octavian had apparently been
active somewhere in the country.23 But little had been achieved, and
there was still plenty for Octavian to do. And, of course, Illyricum
bordered Antony’s dominion. It was not very likely that it would be
strategically valuable if it came to war; at least, not unless Illyricum could
be fully conquered, and that would hardly be practicable in the time. A
civil war would probably be fought in Greece, and Greece would still be
reached most readily by the sea-crossing from Italy. But, when war came,
at least Octavian’s troops would not have far to go. He could reasonably
hope to make inroads into Antony’s territory before Antony himself
could return.

The campaigns themselves are described elsewhere in this volume.237
By summer 33 Octavian was back in Rome, sporting the eagles which
Gabinius had lost in 48 and the defeated Delmatae had now returned.?8
The achievements were modest but real, and Illyricum had certainly
served its purpose: Octavian had secured his excuse for keeping his
soldiers in arms, the men had been battle-hardened, and Octavian
himself looked far more soldierly at the end than at the beginning. Why,
he had even contrived to be wounded, though not always very
satisfactorily: at Setovia, for instance, he was struck by a stone on the
knee. And he might seem something of a disciplinarian as well. On one
occasion he had gone so far as to order a decimation of his own troops.2
During his brief winter stays at Rome Octavian could inveigh against
Antony, and contrast his own energy with Antony’s sloth.240 Now

85 This is disputed, and is connected with the difficult question of Pollio’s own political position
during those years. For different views cf. Syme 1937 (D 67); Bosworth 1972 (c 34); and Woodman
1983 (B 203) on Vell. Pat. 11.78.2.

26 App. BCiv. v.80.338; Vell. Pat. 11.78.2; it is possible, but not perhaps very likely, that
Octavian’s army and Pollio’s were one and the same (cf. Bosworth 1972 (c 34) 466—7; Woodman
1983 (8 203) on Vell. Pat. 11.78.2). App. BCiv. v.75.3 20 records an expedition sent by Antony against
the Parthini in late 39; that campaign, pace Bosworth 1972 (C 34) 466, is much more likely to be
identical with Pollio’s. 237 See below, pp. 172-3, 549—50.

28 App. I/l. 28.82; RG 29.1. On the date of Octavian’s return cf. Schmitthenner 1958 (c 304)
215-16.

2¥ Decimation was in fact rather in fashion: instances had been ordered by Caesar in 49 (Dio
XLI3$.$, if that can be trusted), Domitius Calvinus in 39 (Dio xrLvir.42.2), and Antony in 36 (Plut.
Ant. 39.9, Dio xLix.27.1). But in each of those cases the punishment was rather more clearly
deserved than on this occasion. 20 Cf. Plut. Ant. 55.1, App. /. 16.46.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



35—33 B.C. 47

people might actually believe him. And in Rome itself celebration could
be marked in other ways. It might be by triumphs. Admittedly, in 34 the
Antonian Sosius celebrated his triumph over Judaea, possibly the most
brilliant of them all — and celebrated it on, of all days, 3 September, the
anniversary of Naulochus, when men’s thoughts should have been with
Octavian. For this to be allowed, Antony must still have had his
influential friends. But at least Octavian’s men could outdo Antony in
numbers of triumphs: in 36 Domitius Calvinus over Spain, in 34 Statilius
Taurus over Africa and Norbanus Flaccus over Spain, in 33 Marcius
Philippus and Claudius Pulcher over Spain and L. Cornificius over
Africa.24! And in the Roman way triumph led to buildings ex manubiis,
from the spoils of conquest. In the late thirties Domitius Calvinus was
rebuilding the Regia, while in the Campus Martius Statilius Taurus was
building a stone amphitheatre and Marcius Philippus restoring a temple
of Hercules Musarum; on the Aventine Cornificius was rebuilding the
temple of Diana. And it was not just the triumphators: Paullus Aemilius,
apparently Octavian’s partisan, completed and dedicated his Basilica in
34. Antony’s followers responded. Domitius Ahenobarbus too built a
temple of Neptune; Sosius planned a splendid temple to Apollo in the
Circus, vainly hoping to impugn Octavian’s exclusive claim on the god;
but on their own they could hardly compete with Octavian’s men. And
though Octavian himself made a point of delaying his acceptance of an
Illyrian triumph (he eventually celebrated it in 29), he certainly joined in
the craze for construction: in 33 he rebuilt the Porticus Octavia, and put
Gabinius’ eagles on display there; in 32 he restored Pompey’s theatre;
work was also proceeding on the temples of Divus Iulius, Palatine
Apollo and Jupiter Feretrius; and particular energy was spent on the
Mausoleum, the material guarantee of Octavian’s own eternal glory.242
All of this would visibly attest the restoration of Rome’s glory; nearly all
pointed to Octavian. He was already turning Rome from brick to marble.

Sewerage mattered too; that fell to trusty Agrippa. He organized an
extensive scheme of cleaning and repair; indeed, during these years he
carried out a massive overhaul of the whole water supply.243 In 34, it
seems, he restored one aqueduct, the Aqua Marcia, then in 33 the Aqua
Iulia; he also repaired others, the Aqua Appia and the Anio Vetus; and
reservoirs and ornamental fountains were built all over the city. As aedile
in 33 — an odd but significant appointment for so distinguished a man —
Agrippa fostered the people in other ways, with spectacular games, free
distributions of salt and olive oil, free admission to the baths, and a
scattering of vouchers in the theatre for clothing, money and other

24 [Ital X111 1 342-3, 569—6o.

242 On all this cf. below, pp. 785—9, and Shipley 1931 (F 571), Zanker 1987 (F 632), 73-80.
23 For the details, Roddaz 1984 (¢ 200) 148—52.
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48 1. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

things.2# A more dignified step was Agrippa’s revival of the /usus
Troiae,2% later to be celebrated in the .Aeneid (v. 545—603). Octavian had
been alert for some time to the possibilities of a tasteful antiquarianism.
As early as 43 he had been hinting at a link with Romulus,?* and in 38
there had been some ritual at the casa Romuli on the Palatine:247 nor,
probably, was it coincidence that he chose to live so close to the casa
Romuli himself.248 His traditionalism was gathering style. To emphasize
the point, astrologers and magicians were expelled from the city.24? They
were altogether too unroman.

And Antony? His thoughts were still far away. In 33 he planned a
second Parthian campaign, this time with his new ally Artavasdes of
Media: they were now more closely linked, with Alexander Helios
betrothed to the king’s daughter Iotape. Iotape had indeed been safely
transported to Alexandria—an additional stimulus to loyalty, perhaps. In
the spring of 33 Antony and Artavasdes met on the Araxes. All, or
almost all, of Antony’s eastern army was already in Armenia, a full
sixteen legions.2’? In 36, the need to concentrate his troops had delayed
the invasion till uncomfortably late in the year; now, he was in a much
better position for an early attack. But such thoughts were already out of
date, and finally even Antony came to realize it. The defence of the
eastern frontier was left to the Median king and to Polemo, to whom he
now gave Lesser Armenia.?s! Antony’s own troops began the 2,500-km
march back to the Ionian coast. Atlast, he had ‘turned to the civil war’.252

X. PREPARATION: 32 B.C.

Almost certainly, the second term of the triumvirate expired on 31
December 33.253 This time there would evidently be no question of
renewing it, even as the duovirate it had now become. This would not
leave the legal position of Antony and Octavian unsupportable,254 but it
was certainly embarrassing, and more embarrassing for Octavian than
for Antony. Octavian had lately been making so much of his respect for
Roman tradition and the Roman republican constitution; and Octavian
would be in Italy, where legal questions could awaken more interest. In
the East Antony simply ruled - as god, monarch, proconsul, or triumvir,
it hardly mattered. In Italy , it might. And Octavian’s position was
delicate in other ways, for if the triumvirate had expired the consuls
might matter more; and the consuls of 32 were to be C. Sosius and Cn.

244 Dio xLIx.42-3 with Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad /.; cf. Roddaz 1984 (c 200) 145—57.

25 Dio XLIX.43.3. 245 Suet. Axg. 95. 247 Dio XLVIITL.43.4.
48 Suet. Axg. 72, with Carter 1982 (B 24) ad loc. He acquired the house in 42/1.
2 Dio XLIX.43.5. 20 Plut. Ant. 56.1; cf. Dio XLIX.40.2, see above, p. 40; Brunt 1971 (A 9)

s04. 251 Dio xrLix.44.2. 22 Plut. Ant. 53.12. 23 See Endnote, p. 67. 24 See above, pp. 26-7.
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Domitius Ahenobarbus — not merely Antonians but peculiarly impres-
sive ones, particularly Domitius with his record of republican political
commitment and all the weight of an ancient family. Nor was he the only
old republican to prefer Antony to Octavian. So did Cato’s grandson, L.
Calpurnius Bibulus, and there were others t00.255 Not that the issue
would be decided simply by the credentials of one’s Roman followers. It
would depend on martial strength: and Antony’s army and Antony
himself were infinitely more formidable a force than anything Octavian
had yet confronted. In retrospect, we too readily think of Octavian as
already marked out for victory. History may have been on his side, but
many of the crucial factors were not. Since 37 Octavian had certainly
done much to redress the odds, which till then had heavily favoured
Antony: Octavian’s politics had been much the shrewder, his campaigns
the more triumphant; his supporters increasingly included persons of
family and achievement.256 But to a measured observer those odds were
still on Antony.

The pleasantries soon started. The consuls were armed with a dispatch
from Antony, recounting his acfa and asking for ratification — something
he did not legally need,?” but knew it was tactful to seek; it may also have
included some further offer to lay down the triumvirate.28 True, in
January little was heard of all this; the experienced Domitius held the
fasces, and thought some of the acta better suppressed. But on 1
February?>® Sosius took over the fasces and launched a public attack on
Octavian. Most interestingly, his motion of censure was vetoed by a
tribune: the institutions of the Republic might seem alive once more. If
that suggests that the motion would otherwise have passed, it is eloquent
testimony for the degree of senatorial sympathy Antony still enjoyed.
But the inference is precarious. The motion was an extreme step; if
Sosius had doubted whether it would pass, a prearranged veto would
have been a shrewd device.

For the moment, Octavian himself was sensibly absent from the city.
But a few weeks later he responded with a show of force in the Senate: he
was surrounded by an armed guard, and, whatever his leg‘al status, he
took his seat on a chair of state between the consuls. Rome was
accustomed to violent displays, but this was not the sort of tradition that
Octavian wished to be seen reviving; still, it was immediately effective,
for the consuls fled to Antony. Many senators, possibly several

25 Syme 1939 (A 93) 222, 239, 266—70, 282; Syme 1986 (A 95) 206—7, 264.

2% Syme 1939 (A 93) 234-42.

7 All the triumviral acts had already been ratified in advance: cf. above, p. 20 with n.80.

8 Cf. p. 41 and n. 210.

29 Cf. Gray 1975 (C 102) 17; Reinhold 1988 (B 150) on Dio L.2.3. For the alternative view, that
Sosius launched an attack on 1 January, cf. Fadinger 1969 (8 42) 195 n.1.
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50 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

hundred,?%0 accompanied them. Antony organized them into a ‘counter-
senate’, reflecting his claim that the constitution was on his side. In the
presence of the consuls, driven out by arrant force, the claim was not
ridiculous. But their flight left Italy an open field for the completion of
Octavian’s propaganda, and his final transformation of a selfish war into
a national crusade. It was a travesty, of course. The consuls might after
all have been more useful in Rome itself, providing a visible reminder
that there was more to Antony’s side than eastern effeminacy.

They found Antony in Ephesus,?! organizing the transport of his
troops to Greece. It was a massive task. His army was eventually more
than 100,000 strong, at least as large as for the Parthian campaign.%2 He
had clearly been recruiting in the East, presumably both native orientals
and resident Italians.263 His fleet numbered 800, nearly 300 of them
transports;26* but that was surely not enough to carry the whole army,
and they must have crossed the Aegean in several waves. Shortly Antony
and his staff moved to Samos. As usual on campaign, there was time to
kill: Cleopatra and Antony characteristically did so in style. The
festivities became famous.2%5 They also, of course, afforded a further diet
for Octavian to feed his public.

Antony also faced a more serious choice. It still seemed likely that the
campaign would start before the end of 32. Should Cleopatra stay for it,
or should she return to Egypt? Domitius Ahenobarbus and others urged
Antony to send her away, Canidius Crassus said she should remain - so
the story went, and probably it was more than a story, for Domitius had
just been in Rome and knew what Octavian was making of Cleopatra
there. Other experienced politicians, including Plancus, clearly took the
same view. Equally Canidius, soon to command the land-army, would
naturally stress the importance of Cleopatra’s military aid — at least 200
ships (presumably including crews), and vast financial support as well.266
It was not at all an easy choice, for there was also the question of the
troops’ and allies’ morale. just as Octavian encouraged Italians to see the
war as a crusade against the East, so many easterners surely saw it as a

20 Syme 1939 (A 93) 278 and others state that there were more than 300: this is because RG z25.3
claims ‘more than 700 senators’ serving under Octavian’s colours in the Actium war, and the
Senate’s total strength was more than 1,000. The inference is most precarious.

251 Plut. Ant. §6.1~3; cf. ZPE 14(1974) 257-8, an inscription honouring Domitius as patron of
Ephesus and Samos.

282 Plut. Ant. 61 with Pelling 1988 (8 138) ad Jor.; Brunt 1971 (A 9) s03—7. Most of those troops
would have joined Antony by the spring of 32.

263 Brunt 1971 (A 9) 07, Levick 1967 (E 851) 58-60. Already in 38 some cohorts included ‘many
recruits from Syria’, Joseph. AJ xiv.449, Bf 1.324. 24 Plut. Ant. 56.2, cf. 61.5.

265 Plut. Ans. §6.6~57.1: doubtless elaborated, but some of the detail (c.g. the gift of Priene to the
‘Artists of Dionysus’) seems too circumstantial for sheer fiction. It was perhaps now that Antony
also granted privileges to ‘the worldwide association of victors at the festival games’ (above, p. 11
and n. 31). 26 Plut. Ant. §6.2.
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chance to avenge themselves on Rome.2¢” Such men would fight for their
queen, not for a Roman general. Cleopatra had to stay.

By early summer the slow western journey had reached Athens.268 The
time was coming for decisiveness, and Antony sent a note of divorce to
Octavia. Perhaps he had little choice. When war came, it was inconceiv-
able that Octavia could remain his wife, demurely tending the house and
family of a public enemy (for such he would very likely be declared).
Octavian had, it seems, been publicly urging his sister to divorce her
lecherous and unfaithful husband for some time;26° Octavia would
hardly continue to refuse. At Athens the prospect was already the subject
for public jokes.2’0 One could already foresee the grave and sorrowful
speech where Octavia announced her decision — a moving and elegant
culmination for her brother’s propaganda. Far better for Antony to
initiate the matter himself; far better to get it over with now.

Octavia had to be dismissed, Cleopatra had to stay. Both steps made
sense; but both were hard decisions, which fuelled Octavian’s attacks
and alienated valuable Italian support. In earlier days, with Pompey and
with Brutus and Cassius, the better cause had managed to draw on
eastern support without losing its solid Roman respectability. This was
different. Even to Antony’s most valued captains, Octavian’s derision
might seem to have a core of truth. The womenfolk symbolized
something deeper. Antony dfd look more like a champion of the East, an
uncomfortable figurehead. Opinions might differ on what to do about it.
The most influential figure was Domitius, by now it seems leader of a
sort of ‘Roman party’.2’! He confined himself to public rudeness to
Cleopatra:22 that was harmless enough. Others were more decisive.
Plancus was Antony’s most senior consular;23 Titius, Plancus’ nephew
and the slayer of Sextus, was consul designate.2’* It was about now?”>
that both fled to Octavian, who was doubtless delighted: with every
Roman who transferred allegiance, especially men as distinguished as

27 Cf. Tarn 1932 (C 233) 135—43, suggesting that §ib, Or. 111.3 5061 dates to this period. That
oracle looks forward with joy to Rome’s humiliation and Asia’s triumph, and might seem to be
casting back much of Octavian’s propaganda in his face. But sadly, the dating is insecure, cf.
Nikiprowetzky 1970 (B 131), esp. 144~50, 201-2.

28 Eus, Chron. 11.140 dates Antony’s divorce of Octavia to May — June 32; Plut. Anr. 57 says that
the divorce note was sent from Athens, probably righdly. 27 See above, p. 42.

M Someone scrawled under a statue of Antony, ‘'Oxraovia xai 'Abnvd "Avrwviy: res tuas tibi
habe’ (the normal formula of divorce), Sen. Swas. 1.6. Cf. above, p. 23, for talk of a divine marriage of
Antony and Athena,

M Suet. Ner. 3.2. 72 Vell. Pat. 11.84.2. 3 Syme 1939 (A 93) 267.

214 JLS 891 (Miletus). He was eventually cos. suff. in 31, but he owed that to Octavian; he may
originally have been designated for a different year.

715 Samos honoured Titius as a benefactor, so he was probably still with Antony then: cf. IGRR
v 1716, MD AI ( A) 75 (1960) 149d. Dio L.3.2 seems to put their defection after the divorce, though
that may be only his conjecture; Plut. A4nr. §8.4 connects it with the issue whether Cleopatra should
remain.
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this, the lines of East and West became more plain. Still, Plancus and
Titius as yet had no followers, or none of which we hear. Antony’s men
might be troubled, but most stayed firm.

Plancus derided Antony in the Senate; not everyone was impressed,?76
and a more sensational ploy was needed. The two renegades suggested
that Antony’s will, which rested with the Vestal Virgins, might repay
study. It was illegal, as it happened, to open the will of a living man; no
matter — Octavian opened it, alone and unsupervised.?”” Its provisions
were extraordinary: when Antony died he was to be buried in Alexan-
dria; Caesarion was recognized as Caesar’s son (though it is hard to say
why this quite fitted in Antony’s will); vast gifts were to be made to the
children borne by Cleopatra to Antony. It was all exactly what Octavian
might have wished for. Why, he might almost have written it himself.
Perhaps indeed he did, at least in part:278 the Vestals would not know the
will’s contents, and Octavian could claim what he wished. And he was
skilful enough to allege provisions which Antony, eager to retain his
eastern support, would find as uncomfortable to deny as to admit.

Even Antony’s preparations, worryingly massive as they were, could
be turned to account. Perhaps by early August, his force was on the west
coast of Greece.?’? Was he intending to invade Italy, the natural climax of
such treachery to Rome?®0 That was desperately unlikely, in fact.
Octavian firmly held Tarentum and Brundisium, the two great harbours
of southern Italy, and it would be no easy matter for Antony to transport
large quantities of troops in several waves and land them on hostile
beaches.?8! Roman civil wars were always fought in Greece, for precisely
this reason: it was natural for one side to flee to exploit the resources of
the East, but then virtually impossible to force a passage back to a
defended Italy.

Still, the Italian public were not strategists. They feared what they
were told to fear. Evidently they needed a champion, and it could only be
Octavian; but his status was still uncertain. He was no longer calling
himself triumvir (Antony, incidentally, had no such compunctions);282
though it would be hard to doubt that Octavian retained his vast
provincial imperium, he wanted something more, something which
would clearly justify him as the defender of Rome and its traditions, and

26 Cf. the cutting remark of one Coponius, Vell. Pat.1.83.3.

7 Just as, alone and unsupervised in a temple, he found equally convenient material a few years
later: the truth (so he claimed) about the consular status of old Cornelius Cossus. Cf. Livy 1v.20.5—11
with Ogilvie 1965 (8 135) ad loc. and below, ch. 2 p. 8o.

8 Cf. e.g. Syme 1939 (A 93) 282 n.1; Crook 1957 (C 68) 36-8; confra, Johnson 1978 (c 128);
Wallmann 1989 (c 243) 310-13. 27 Kromayer 1898 (C 143) 57

20 Cf., Livy, Per. 132; Dio L.9.2; Vell. Pat. 11.82.4; Plut. Anr. 58.1—3 with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad
loc.

21 Cf, Plut. Ant. 62.3; Hermocrates at Thuc. vi.34.5. The strategic position is set out masterfully
by Kromayer 1898 (c 143) 57-67. 22 MRR 11 41718, cf. RRC 545—6.
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render this the most moral of civil wars. The propertied classes of Italy
came to his rescue. For much of summer 3 2 he was organizing an oath to
follow his personal leadership:23 it was to be taken throughout Italy, and
indeed all the western provinces (that probably meant little more than
the Roman citizens in each).

Of its own free will, all Iraly swore allegiance to me, and demanded me as its
general for the war I won at Actium; the Gallic and Spanish provinces, Africa,
Sicily and Sardinia took the same oath. (Res Gestae 25.2)

The oath did nothing to improve Octavian’s legal status, but its moral
implications were extraordinary. It was taken to him personally. There
were a few civilian precedents,?84 but the nearest analogies were in fact
military, the oath taken by soldiers to their general: and it was
appropriate that Italy and the provinces were ‘demanding Octavian as
their general’ for the war. Besides the backing it gave Octavian, this was
also one way of preparing Italy psychologically for conflict. There were
doubtless others too — for instance, the Res Gestae passage goes on to
speak of more than 700 senators ‘serving under Octavian’s colours’,285
and such language probably goes back to the events themselves. Of
course, there had been appeals to consensus Italiae, the united sentiment of
all Italy, many times before.286 Now, as usual, the public’s feelings were
doubtless more complex. For one thing, Italy was growling at Octa-
vian’s new financial exactions, severe even by the standards of the last
twenty years.?®” And it would be naive to think that the oath was wholly
voluntary. Some communities were indeed ‘excused’ from taking it, for
instance Antony’s own veteran colonies.?®8 Still, the claim of harmony
was not mere hypocrisy. A great many senators, for instance, seem to
have come over to Octavian during these final stages;?®? and it seems
likely that only a few of Antony’s colonists exploited Octavian’s
dispensation.?% In 4o the veterans had refused to fight one another, but
this time it would be different. At last, Italy was almost solid for
Octavian.

23 Cf. esp. von Premerstein 1937 (A 74) and, briefly, Brunt and Moore 1967 (B 215) on RG 25.2;
Syme 1939 (A 93) 284—92; Herrmann 1968 (c 117) 78—89; Linderski 1984 (c 164); Girardet 1990 (¢
97) 345-s0. The evidence for the oath’s dating is sct out by von Premerstein 1937 (A 74) 41; Syme
1939 (A 93) 284—5 suggests, probably rightly, that the Italian cities took the oath not simultaneously
but in sequence.

4 Von Premerstein 1937 (A 74) 27-36; for important qualifications, Herrmann 1968 (c 117)
so—89.

25 RG 2.3, cf. n.z60 above. The phrase is often taken to imply that all the senators accompanied
Octavian on his campaign: that need not follow. 28 Syme 1939 (A 93) 285—6.

a7 Plut. Ant. §8.2; Dio L.10.4~3, 16.3, 20.3, L111.2.3; Pliny, HN xxxvi1.10; cf. Syme 1939 (4 93)
284; Nicolet 1976 (D 104) 95; Yavetz 1969 (A 110) 25—6.

z8 Especially Bononia, Suet. Axg. 17.2; but it seems that even here Octavian made attempts to
win them over (Dio L.6.3).

2 Cf. Wallmann 1976 (c 242). 2 Dio 1.6.3, cf. L1.4.6 with Keppic 1983 (E 65) 76.
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The time for action was approaching, though the summer was
wearing on, and it did not now look as if the decision would be reached
this year. That was in Octavian’s interests, in fact: Antony had his vast
army ready, backed by all the wealth of the East; Octavian’s treasury was
worryingly empty.291 But Octavian’s political preparations, at least, were
almost complete, and in late summer he could declare war. That too
should be done in the right style. War was declared on Cleopatra alone:
she after all was the real enemy. And it was declared in the most Roman
of fashions: Octavian disinterred, perhaps even fabricated, an ancient
fetial rite — a picturesque affair of casting a spear into a symbolically
hostile patch of land.?92 Not of.course that Antony was ignored: he was
stripped of the consulship he was to hold the next year, and also of ‘the
rest of his power’2? — presumably the triumvirate which he was still
claiming and, on one possible view, he still held. But he was not yet
declared a public enemy. The moment for that would soon come.?% For
Antony would surely stand by Cleopatra: and then, would he not be a
self-confessed enemy of Rome?

XI. ACTIUM, 31 B.C.

During winter 32/1 Antony’s force stood ready in Greece. His main fleet
was in the harbour of Actium; but Greece’s western coast is pitted by
natural harbours, and it was best to defend them all. Pockets of ships
were distributed fairly widely — in Methone, for instance, Leucas,
Corcyra, Taenarum and probably Corinth.29%5 Antony himself wintered
in Patrae, with yet another contingent of ships and men. The next
summer would clearly see the critical campaign, and he could still be
sanguine. True, Italy was lost, and lost more conclusively than he would
have hoped; that was disappointing. But he could reasonably reflect that,
once Octavian had survived the buffeting of the Perusine War, he would
always have the advantage there. In Italy Octavian was the man in
possession: far less adept politicians would have been able to capitalize
on that. Anyway, the politics were virtually over. Antony might still go
through the motions of offering to resign the triumvirate, after he had
won his victory (as he now had to specify): two months later, or possibly
six.29 It all hardly mattered now.

2 Cf. p. 53 and n. 287.

22 Dio L.4.4—$ with Reinhold 1988 (B 150); cf. Livy, 1.32.4 with Ogilvie 1965 (B 135) ad loc.; Rich
1976 (A 81) 56—7, 105~6; Wiedemann 1986 (F 237).

293 v A éfovoiay méoav, Dio L.4.3 with Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad loc.; cf. Plut. Ant. 6o.1.

4 Antony certainly was declared a bostis at some point (App. BCiv. 1v.45.193, cf. 1v.38.161; Suet.
Abxg. 17.2): probably later in 32 or in early 31 rather than after Actium, as Fadinger 1969 (B 42) 245~

52 argues.
25 Cf. Dio L.11~13; Oros. v1.19.6—7; Strab. vini.4.1—4 (359C); Vell. Pat. 11.84.1, Plut. Ans. 67.5;
Kromayer 1898 (C 143) 6o. 2 Dio L.7.1-2.
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In military terms Antony still looked ahead. He had been unable to
recruit in Italy, but not all orientals were weaklings, and his forces were
probably the larger, possibly 100,000 infantry against Octavian’s 80,000.
The cavalry was equally matched, but Antony’s fleet of 500 men-of-war
was more numerous than Octavian’s and — almost as important — his
were the larger ships.2%7 The way naval battles were now fought, bulk
was likely to count; certainly, it had counted at Naulochus. Antony’s side
was also the wealthier. Octavian’s exactions had doubtless done some-
thing to replenish his treasury, but he could still hardly compete: for one
thing, he had already had to give his troops a precautionary donative.29
Last of all, there was Antony himself, still surely more effective a general
than Octavian despite those Illyrian victories. Antony knew how little
those meant. True, he must have heard impressive things of Agrippa,
who was still virtually untried when last Antony was in the West; he
might prove a worthier adversary. But, everything considered, Antony
still looked to be the winner.

It was clear what his strategy should be. Invading Italy was not an
option, for sound military reasons.2®® Antony would have to wait for
Octavian to come to him, just as Pompey had waited in 49—48; and, again
like Pompey, he would hope to harass Octavian’s fleet during the
crossing, when the ships would be terribly cumbersome, with cavalry,
legionaries and baggage on board. Even if they could land, they might
find it hard to support themselves if Antony could maintain his expected
superiority at sea. The lesson of 48 was again there to be learnt, when
Caesar had’ certainly found it very difficult to establish himself with
sufficient numbers of troops.3® It might still be disconcerting that
Pompey had finally lost, and then in the next civil war the eastern side
had lost again; but Antony could still reflect that Pompey should really
have won at Dyrrhachium, while Brutus and Cassius had fought their
battle too far east.30! The eastern side should strategically be the
stronger. Sulla was the more telling precedent.

Once again, it all went wrong.302 The danger in Antony’s position was
simply the necessity to divide his army and fleet among so many
harbours. These various forces could reasonably be expected to rein-
force one another if threatened; besides, the main force at Actium could
be expected to harry any invasion fleet as it sailed down the Adriatic, if
any target further south were chosen for its landing. But Agrippa was

27 Plut. Ant. 61 with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad loc.; Brunt 1971 (A 9) s01—7. Legend doubtless
exaggerated the superior size of Antony’s ships (perhaps as early as Hor. Epod. 1.1-2), cf. e.g. Prop.
NI.11.44, IV.6.47~50; Plut. Anst. 62.2; Vell. Pat. 11.84.1 with Woodman 1983 (B 203) ad loc.:
Octavian’s were the massive galleys which had defeated Sextus in 36. But Antony’s doubtless were
bigger still. %8 Dio L.7.3. 7 See above, p. §2.

30 Caes. BCiv. 3.7-8, 14, 23-6; cf. CAH 1x2 432. 301 CAH 1x? 43 2; sce above, pp. 6-7.

302 For the early stages of the Actium campaign cf. esp. Kromayer 1899 (C 144) 4—28.
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too quick. Surprisingly early in the 31 season, he struck with an advance
force and took Methone, then launched surprise attacks elsewhere on the
coast, even as far north as Corcyra. Meanwhile Octavian himself
managed to cross, surprisingly unimpeded, to the mainland north of
Corcyra; within a few days he had reached Actium, and occupied the
tactical strongpoint in the area, the hill of Mikalitzi. Soon Octavian had
linked his camp by earthworks to the harbour of Gomaros. We do not
even hear of any resistance, which is astounding. Perhaps there were
operations which our sources omit, perhaps the Actium land-force had
been called away to meet one of Agrippa’s sudden threats elsewhere.
Anyway, the first tricks had fallen to Octavian, and they turned out to be
decisive.

Antony soon arrived himself from Pattae, and pitched camp near
Punta on the southern coast of the bay. Octavian naturally tried to bring
him to battle before he could concentrate the rest of his fleet or army;
Antony naturally declined. When his troops arrived from their various
stations, Antony established a new camp on the northern side of the
straits, near Preveza. Only the plain of Nicopolis now separated the two
armies, but it was Octavian who refused a land-battle. Antony tried
strenuously to cut Octavian off from the river Louros in his rear, vital to
his water supply, and there was cleatly a series of cavalry battles in the
northern plain: the most substantial was won by Statilius Taurus and the
renegade Titius, by now one of Octavian’s commanders. Then, once
again, a contribution of Agrippa was crucial. His fleet took the island of
Leucas, just south west of the mouth of the harbour; this afforded
Octavian a safer anchorage than Gomaros, and made it difficult for
Antony’s other scattered ships to reinforce him. A little later Agrippa
also took Patrae, where there were still ships, and Corinth. Antony was
now under virtual blockade.

The analogy with 48 must again have been felt. This was Dytrha-
chium over again, but the roles were strangely reversed: it was now the
eastern force under Antony which, like Caesar then, was cut off on the
coast by a stronger army and fleet. Antony naturally thought of breaking
out to the interior of Greece: that was what Caesar had done, and had
gone on to win at Pharsalus. Octavian had already sent his own men into
Greece and Macedonia, while Antony sent Dellius and Amyntas into
Macedonia and Thrace303 - to seek mercenaries, according to our source
Dio, but probably their brief was a wider one. Soon Antony himself set
out to overtake them. While he was away Sosius tried to break outat sea,
but was beaten by Agrippa. On his return Antony lost another cavalry
battle. By now itlooked very bleak. Allied kings had been killed — Bogud
of Mauretania at Methone, Tarcondimotus3% with Sosius. Others were

303 Dio L.13.4. 304 See above, p. 29.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



ACTIUM, 31 B.C. 57

defecting. Deiotarus Philadelphus of Paphlagonia had gone to Octavian
some time since, and at some point he was joined by Rhoemetalces of
Thrace;3%5 now the much more valuable Amyntas went too. That was
cheering to Horace,3% and doubtless to Octavian too. Antony’s position
was becoming desperate. Provisions were failing: disease was rife —
particularly, perhaps, malaria and dysentery, worsened by the shortage
of supplies and water. Antony had no option but to withdraw all his
troops to the southern bank, but that is even more waterless than the
north, and the deaths went on.

Romans too were defecting. The most dispiriting was that of
Domitius Ahenobarbus, already mortally ill. Dellius too, notorious for
picking the right moment to change sides, realized that it was now: with
him he took Antony’s battle-plans. Not that they were hard to divine.
The break-out to the interior was a serious option, and it seems to have
been urged by the land-commander Canidius Crassus. But it would have
meant abandoning the fleet; and even if the army could break out to
Thessaly, even if Octavian obliged by offering battle there rather than
relying on attrition, Antony’s army was so wasted by disease that it
would barely be able to fight. Realistically, the battle had to be fought at
sea. Later romantic fiction would represent this as a crazed decision,
influenced by Cleopatra:307 but that is absurd. Antony had already done
all he could on land; only now, in late summer, did he decide that a naval
battle was the only option left.308

At the outset of the campaign Antony’s fleet had outnumbered
Octavian’s, but Agrippa had destroyed some of his squadrons, while
others had been unable to force their way through to join the Actium
fleet. And there was a manning problem as well, for death and desertion
had reduced Antony’s numbers considerably. By now he had no hope at
all of matching Octavian’s numbers: otherwise, indeed, he would have
forced on the sea-battle earlier. He eventually put to sea with perhaps 200
or 250 ships, while Octavian had 400 or more.3® Antony simply burnt
the remainder of his ships: better that than to allow them to fall into
Octavian’s hands.

Antony’s chances of victory were evidently very poor. The most he
could realistically hope for was to break out with as many ships and men
as possible, and this seems to have been in his mind from the beginning:

305 [Plut.] Mor. 207A.

305 ‘At huc frementes uerterunt bis mille equos|Galli canentes Cacsarem’ (Epeod. 1x.17-18). That
Epode seems to be a dramatic recreation of the moods of a spectator of the campaign: cf. Nisbet 1984
(8 132) 10-16. %7 Plut. Ant. 62.1, 63.8, 64.

38 The outstanding modern discussions of the battle are by Kromayer 1899 (c 144); Tam 1931 (c
232); and Carter 1970 (c 51). For further discussion and argument for the views presented here, cf.
Pelling 1986 (c 186) and 1988 (B 138) 272~89, esp. 278—9.

3?9 Kromayer 1899 (C 144) 30—2; Brunt 1971 (A 9) s08: Pelling 1988 (B 138) 268, 276, 287-8.
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he shipped his treasure-chest, for instance, an extraordinary thing to do
unless he was planning flight; he also gave orders to carry sails, which
was most unusual for an ancient battle. He could keep his mind a little
open, perhaps: he knew he could not break out without a fight, sea-
battles were often unpredictable, and if things went surprisingly well
then of course he would try to fight it out to the end. The weather might
even be rough — it had been for the last few days before the battle —and
that might add some further unpredictability: his galleons might better
survive a buffeting than Octavian’s slightly lighter ships. Still, the chance
of a break-out in force was always the more likely option. He may not
have told too many of his own troops: it would of course be highly
damaging to morale, for most of them would have to be left to the
victor’s mercy. One need not doubt their surprise and dismay when, in
mid-battle, they realized the truth.319 But his own mind must have been
clear enough. He must also have known that the break-out was not
going to be easy. Outflanking Octavian’s superior numbers would be
impossible, and the only way was to drive a wedge through the centre.
Even if that could be done, a flight southwards involved a technical
difficulty. The island of Leucas juts out just south of Actium, and with
prevailing winds from the west and north west it would be hard to clear
it under sail.3!! The best hope was to join the battle as far out to sea as he
could (Octavian would in fact be unlikely to resist this, for he too would
want open waters to exploit his superior numbers and manoeuvrability);
and if possible to delay it till the afternoon, when the wind typically veers
from west to west-north-west.

That indeed is exactly what happened. On the morning of 2 Sep-
tember 31, Antony’s fleet took up its station outside the harbour mouth.
Cleopatra’s squadron of sixty ships rested behind his centre, ready (it
seems) for a concentrated strike on any weak point in Octavian’s line —a
sort of maritime Panzer-tactic, in fact. Octavian’s much longer line
moved to hem them in. Then, most eerily, for hours nothing happened.
Antony was waiting for afternoon; Octavian would be content to wait
much longer, for it was Antony, not he, who needed to break the
blockade by battle. Around midday there was at last some movement of
both fleets to seaward; but still, no real action. The first decisive move
came in early afternoon, for both northern wings — Antony’s right and
Octavian’s left under Agrippa — began to drift further north. It is not
clear who started it. Perhaps it was Agrippa, as our principal source
Plutarch suggests: now that both fleets were in more open sea, he could
reasonably begin an outflanking move. More likely it was Antony,
trying to entice Octavian into leaving a critical gap in the centre of his
line. Anyway, gaps began to open, at least in Antony’s line and perhaps

310 Memorably described by Plut. Ant. 66.6-8. 311 Carter 1970 (C §1) 21§-27.
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in Octavian’s too. Cleopatra’s squadron seized the moment: she hoisted
sail and bore down on the enemy. It is hard to say which side was the
more startled. The squadron forced its way through, perhaps surpris-
ingly easily;312 Antony himself moved from his massive flagship to a
quinquereme and followed. So did others, but perhaps not very many. It
is hard to think that even a hundred ships escaped; these had some
legionaries on board, perhaps one hundred apiece — but the bulk of the
fleet, and over three-quarters of the army, remained.

Once Antonyand Cleopatra had sailed away, the rest of their fleet saw
little point in the battle. Some galleons made their way back to the
harbour in a peculiarly undignified way, backing water in a halting crab-
like movement to port.313 There was perhaps a little fighting, but
nothing very fierce. The whole battle produced only 5,000 casualties, an
amazingly small number by the standards of a sea-battle. Octavian did
his best to make it a little more spectacular: a few ships were fired;314 and
he took the ostentatious precaution of spending the night on board ship.

But it was hard to disguise the truth. The Battle of Actium was a very
lame affair. Such as it was, Antony and Cleopatra arguably won it: at
least, they achieved all they could reasonably have hoped. But they had
so decisively lost the campaign that the success made little difference.
There was some talk of the surviving army saving itself on land, and
some forlornly set out for Macedonia;315 but it was all highly unrealistic.
They soon went over to Octavian, who gave generous terms.316¢ The
Battle of Actium delayed the end for a year; nothing more.

XII. ALEXANDRIA, 30 B.C.

Antony had concentrated almost, but not quite, all of his legions for the
Actium campaign. The exception was a force of four legions under L.
Pinarius Scarpus in Cyrene, left probably to protect Egypt from political
disorder, for like most of the Ptolemies Cleopatra had many internal
enemies. Anyway, they were now Antony’s only hope, and the remains
of his fleet crossed not to Alexandria but to Paraetonium, the nearest
port to Pinarius’ force. But, all too predictably, the hope proved ill
founded: Pinarius swiftly declared for Octavian; and the dispirited
Antony returned to Alexandria. Cleopatra had already been there for

312 Or so Plut. Ans. 66.5—6 suggests: that is not necessarily reliable (cf. Pelling 1988 (8 138) on
Ant. 65—6), but the low casualty figures do suggest that there was no fierce fighting.

313 Hor. Epod. 1x.19~20, ‘hostiliumque navium portu latent|puppes sinistrorsum citac’, a striking
epigram. These were probably the remains of Antony’s right, whose northern movement would
have left them uncomfortably far from the harbour mouth. Cf. Pelling 1986 (c 186).

34 Augustan pocts made the most of this. It was the best they could do. Cf. Hor. Carm. 1.37.13,
‘vix una sospes navis ab ignibus ..."; and Virg. Aen. vi11.694—5; then Dio .34, whose battle-

description is as usual wholly unreliable. 315 Dio i.1.4; cf. Plut. Ans. 67.8.
316 Plut. Ant. 68.2—5, with Pelling 1988 (B 138) od lx.; Keppic 1983 (E 65) 79~80.
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some time, acting decisively. Many of the suspected nobles were
murdered, and Artavasdes too was hauled from his captivity and
executed. She also plundered extensively to gather money for the armies:
hopelessly enough, for by now no money was likely to retain their
loyalty.

Depressing news continued to arrive throughout the winter. The
intelligent princes Antony had encouraged in Asia Minor were alert
enough to know they should change sides. Amyntas had already gone at
Actium, and Herod of Judaea shortly followed his example.31? So did
lesser men, for instance the sons of Tarcondimotus of Cilicia;3!8 we do
not hear when Archelaus and Polemo declared for Octavian, but that too
was probably soon during the winter.!® Octavian himself had spent
some time in Samos and Ephesus after the end of the Actium campaign,
and was beset by embassies, for instance from Rhosus and probably
Mylasa;320 for the cities too recognized who was their master now. By the
end of 31 Octavian had effectively taken over Asia Minor, with his own
man Q. Didius as governor of Syria. The loyalty Antony had always
inspired still paid some slight dividends, for some gladiators were so
determined to join him that they fought their way from Cyzicus through
Galatia and Cilicia to Syria.32! But that was the only good news, and that
was not much.

At the end of the year Octavian returned briefly to Italy, where there
was a little trouble. Doubtless the financial discontent had not disap-
peared, though there were now some remissions; but a more immediate
problem was presented by a large body of veterans, both his own and
those who had come over to him after the battle. They had been sent
back to Brundisium, and, just as their comrades had after Naulochus,32
they were insisting on their dispensability: for everyone knew that the
war was virtually concluded. They wanted immediate demobilization,
and that meant land. The obvious way to find it was to expropriate
Antony’s Italian partisans, yet it seems that there were precious few of
those.32 Agrippa had been sent back to Italy soon after Actium,
apparently because problems were already looming. Maecenas was
already there.32 Octavian himself could afford only a month in Italy, and

317 Herod secured formal pardon from Octavian in Rhodes in spring, 30; but hehad already given
help to Q. Didius in resisting the Antonian gladiators. 318 Dio L.7.4; cf. above, pp. 29, 56.

39 Soon after Actium Archelaus was explicitly excused from any reprisals, along with Amyntas
(Dio L1.2.1). That suggests that he had gone over at once. Polemo, away on the eastern frontier,
would take longer to hear of Actium, but nothing suggests that he delayed for long.

32 RDGE 8.111 (= E}? 301) and perhaps 6o (= E}2 303); of. Millar 1973 (c 175) 58. Perhaps
Samos too: Reynolds 1982 (B 270) doc. 13, with Badian 1984 (B 208) 168—9.

321 There they reluctantly made terms with Didius. Most soon met their deaths.

32 See above, p. 37. 23 See above, p. §3.

324 Tt is just possible that Maccenas himself was at Actium, as Eleg. ad Maec. 45-8 implies: so
Wistrand 1948 (B 200) 16—19. If 50, he returned very soon afterwards. But Dio L1.3.5 seems clearly to

suggest that Maccenas had been left in charge at Rome during the campaign, and that is more likely
to be right; so Symei1939 (a 93) 292; cf. Woodman 1983 (B 203) on Vell. Pat. 11.88.2.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



62 I. THE TRIUMVIRAL PERIOD

proceeded no further than Brundisium: large numbers of senators and
knights, and many of the city plebs, poured forth from Rome to meet
him. He was also met, somewhat less obsequiously, by the veterans. He
made a show of asserting discipline, but in fact largely capitulated: those
‘who had served him throughout’ — probably that means those who had
fought on his side at Actium ~ were to get land, the others (probably the
Antonians) only money. Even this meant settling perhaps 40,000 or
more.32> Where was the land to come from? Italy was quaking. The risk
was all too clear that the trauma of the Perusine War would return. There
was only one alternative, to buy the land rather than seize it, and that was
what Octavian chose. Of course he did not have the money; but the
treasure of Egypt beckoned, and the soldiers and the sellers of land had
to be content with promises. There continued to be rumblings during
Octavian’s absence, including a mysterious ‘conspiracy’ led by young M.
Lepidus, the former triumvir’s son.326 But Italy would have to wait.
Quite evidently, the final defeat of Antony and Cleopatra had to come
first. Egypt’s spoils were needed now.

It took a long time for Octavian’s forces to reach Alexandria. With
Syria safe, he might perhaps have shipped them to the Phoenician ports;
but that too would take time, for they would need to travel in several
waves, and Octavian preferred to march them overland from the Ionian
coast. It was July before they approached Egypt. By then Antony and
Octavian had been exchanging embassies for some time.32? Octavian
offered nothing, though it does seem that he was more encouraging to
Cleopatra. For one thing, he was worried that she might destroy her
treasure, which Octavian needed so vitally: she was already making a
great show of piling it together and packing it round with inflammable
flax and tow. There was even some talk of allowing her children
(presumably the younger ones, not the embarrassing Caesarion) to retain
the throne, provided always that she surrendered Antony or killed him.
All that was not unthinkable. Alexandria had seen mysterious deaths
before; Rome had appointed many a surprising client king. Cleopatra
herself may well have taken the proposals seriously, more seriously than
Antony would have wished: certainly, Octavian’s messengers seem to
have been able to reach her and talk to her privately — very odd, unless
she was giving them some encouragement. But such an outcome was
never very likely, and it may be that Octavian never intended more than
to sow mutual suspicions, or restrain Cleopatra from premature hopeless
suicide. By July it was clear that it would be fought out to the end.

325 Dio L1.4.2—8 with Reinhold 1988 (8 150) ad Jor.; Keppie 1983 (€ 65) 73-82, especially 85.

32 Vell. Pat. 11.88, cf.-Livy, Per. 133; Dio L1v.15.4; Suet. Aug. 19.1: probably in 30 rather than 31
(as App. BCiv. 1v.50.217 clearly implies), even though énierat at Vell. Pat. 11.88.1 cannot give the
precise dating that Woodman claims. Cf. Wistrand 1958 (B 200).

327 Plut. Ant. 72—3 with Pelling 1988 (B 138) ad /or.; Dio 1.6-8.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



ALEXANDRIA, 30 B.C. 63

Octavian planned a simple pincer movement. Cornelius Gallus had
taken over and reinforced Pinarius’ legions, and he would attack from
the west while Octavian’s own troops completed their long journey
from the east. Oddly, Antony himself moved to the western front (and
was pretty ineffective there); yet the east was clearly the more important
front. Octavian’s difficult desert march to Pelusium turned out to be
wholly unopposed, and Pelusium itself fell quickly, perhaps by trea-
chery. Soon Octavian’s army appeared before Alexandria itself. On 31
July there was a cavalry battle, which went quite well for Antony; but the
storming of the city itself was clearly imminent.

During the night of 31 July came a most curious event, or so the story
was later told —a mysterious sound of divine music, a strange procession
as Dionysus himself abandoned the city.328 What really happened is not
beyond conjecture. There was an ancient Roman custom, the evocatio of
the gods of an enemy city before a battle: the Roman general would call
them out and invite them to take up a new friendly Roman home. The
rite was probably enacted before the fall of Carthage in 146;3% it was also
used in the routine capture of a Cilician town, Isaura Vetus, in 75 B.C.330
Octavian was always sensitive to the use he could make of antique
custom. The fall of Alexandria would be the greatest conquest of an
enemy city since Carthage itself, and Cleopatra was the greatest threat to
Rome since Hannibal. Octavian was the man who had solemnly recalled
the old fetial formula for declaring war; he would hardly neglect an
opportunity like this, and evocatio is exactly what we should expect.
Antony had played Dionysus-Osiris for long enough. Now he was
indeed to be deserted by his god.

On 1 August Octavian attacked, and Alexandria fell. First came a
naval fiasco in the harbour: Antony’s whole fleet deserted to Octavian.
Then came an infantry exchange, which Octavian once again won
decisively. Antony returned to the palace, and he died. Plutarch and after
him Shakespeare tell the story magnificently ~ the false news that
Cleopatra is dead, the slow removal of the armout, the slave who kills
himself rather than strike his lord, the bungled death-blow, the wretched
writhing as Cleopatra and her maids haul him into the mausoleum. At
least we can believe that in the tumult Antony heard confused reports,
and he may well have falsely believed that Cleopatra had taken her own
life: it was the natural thing to do. But in fact Octavian’s men took her
captive first, and she lived on for nine more days.33t

Octavian himself entered Alexandria without resistance, and in a
careful speech announced his forgiveness of the city. But his mercy had

32 Plut. Ant. 75.
32 Macrob. Sat. 111.9.6; Serv. ad Aen. x11.841; doubted by Rawson 1973 (F 203).

3% Hall 1972 (B 240); Le Gall 1976 (D 210).
31 For the date of her death (probably 1o August) cf. Skeat 1953 (C 219) g8—100.
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its bounds. He took the treasure, of course. Caesarion was hunted down
and killed; so was Antyllus, Antony’s eldest son; there were other
victims too, including Cassius Parmensis, the last of Iulius Caesar’s
assassins, and Canidius Crassus, the general of the Actium campaign. But
many were spared, including Cleopatra’s other children — at least for the
present.332 They were being kept for the triumph, and the taunts of the
Roman crowd. And so, it seems, was Cleopatra herself: but here
Octavian’s plan went astray.

The story of her death is still more extraordinary than Antony’s, and
very hard to estimate. The ancient sources, especially Plutarch and
Dio,33 had no doubt that Octavian was trying to prevent her suicide,
and used threats to her children to ensure that she stayed alive. This was,
of course, to make certain that she would be displayed humiliatingly at
his triumph in Rome; and, for the ancient sources, it was when Cleopatra
realized the horror of this fate that she finally determined to kill herself.
She bathed herself, and dressed in her finest regal attire — a strange
version of the bathing and dressing that were important parts of a real
funeral. Then she clasped the asp to her arm; she took her seat on the
regal throne, flanked by the devoted maids Iras and Charmion who chose
to join their mistress in death. The guards burst in to find them there in
their tableau of death; Cleopatra had won her final marvellous victory.
And it was the most appropriate of deaths, for the double cobra was an
old Ptolemaic symbol, the #raexs: on a Ptolemaic head-dress the cobras
would rear up, as if to strikeany enemy of the throne.33* Now Cleopatra’s
very life had become hostile to her. It was right for the royal cobra to
strike.

The version goes back very close to the events themselves. In outline
it had taken shape by the time Horace wrote his Cleopatra Ode a few years
later.335 But modern scholars are sceptical.33¢ They point to the advan-
tages to Octavian of having her dead: even as it was, trouble continued in
Egypt for some months,3¥ and it would have been more perilous if
Cleopatra had remained a potential figurehead. Would it not be better for
Octavian to remove her? If actual murder was too crude, then at least he

332 Cleopatra Selene survived to marry Juba of Mauretania; Alexander Helios walked in the
triumph of 29, butis not heard of after that and was probably murdered. Ptolemy Philadelphusisnot
mentioned at the triumph, and probably died even sooner.

333 The same tradition is reflected by Flor. 11.21.9—10 and Oros. vi.19.18. It probably owes its
currency to Livy, who had a taste for such final scenes (cf. his Sophoniba, xxx.12—15) and certainly
dwelt on the importance to Cleopatra of the triumph (fr. 54, o0 fptaufedoouar).

34 Cf. esp. Griffiths 1961 (c 105), Nisbet and Hubbard 1970 (8 133) on Hor. Carm. 1.37.

35 139,

336 Cf. esp. Nisbetand Hubbard 1970(8 133) on Hor Carm. 1.37. Itis often stated confidently that
Octavian ordered or connived in her suicide; cf. e.g. Grant 1974 (C 101) 224—7; Huzar 1978 (C 122)
227; Syme 1939 (A 93) 298—9 is only a little more cautious.

37 Dio L1.17.4 with Reinhold 1988 (B 150) ad /oc.; Strab. xvii.1.52~3 (819C).
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could leave poison, or indeed cobras, pointedly available —a glamorous
equivalent of the revolver on the officer’s table. Yet such a view raises
more difficulties than it solves. It leaves it unclear why Octavian should
have allowed her to live on for those nine days; we are even told that he
foiled two earlier suicide attempts.33® Octavian must have known his
mind well before the city was taken. In the turmoil of the first day
Cleopatra could readily have died, and it would have been easy to portray
it as suicide, doubtless by a barbaric method. Octavian would have
spoken regretfully of the mercy he would have shown: that sort of scene
was to become commonplace in the early Principate. But the impli-
cations of the story we have are very different, and much less flattering to
Octavian. No one could escape the inference that he was trying to keep
her alive against her will, but was outwitted. Octavian was usually a
more accomplished propagandist than this. It is surely better to assume
that, if he kept her alive at all, he genuinely did want her for the triumph,
just as his supporters wished.3? Some of the details may well be
fictional340 — perhaps the famous story of the basket of figs, for instance.
But, at least in outline, her splendid, serene, triumphant death is
probably history, not legend.

XIII. RETROSPECT

Why did Antony and Cleopatra lose? Of course one can point to their
political errors, and Octavian’s greater shrewdness. There was Antony’s
insensitivity to the western crisis, which misled him into keeping his
legions on the eastern frontier for too long; there was the indelicacy with
which he flaunted his liaison with Cleopatra; there were the Donations of
Alexandria — pure spectacle, but once again so damaging before an
Italian audience. On the other side, there was Octavian’s adept manipu-
lation of Italian public opinion, exploiting propaganda with greater
power and insight than had ever been done before. It is so easy to isolate
these facts that we naturally assume they were decisive. They certainly
made a difference: how big a difference, one may doubt. It remains true
that, with Antony so confined to the East, Italy would have favoured
Octavian overwhelmingly in any case; it remains true that, once all the
politics had been played out, at the beginning of the 31 campaign Antony
still looked as if he would win. The East was as solid for him as the West
for Octavian, and the military factors were on his side. Octavian

3% Plut. Ant. 79.3~4, 82.4-5.

39 Cf. esp. Prop 1v.6.63—6. If it were too dangerous to let her live longer than the triumph, she
could of course be removed then: 2 tawdry execution would not be necessary, but an accident might
happen a little later, or a wasting diseasc. These things could be managed.

30 Though some may not: cf. Pelling 1988 (b 138), 318-23.
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certainly outwitted Antony in their political exchanges; but it was not
this that finally brought the victory.

Perhaps it s easier to isolate the decisive moments. One is obvious, the
autumn of 36, when Antony was failing in Parthia and Octavian was
crushing Sextus: a suggestive contrast for the Italian public to ponder,
and also a startling one — victory could not have been expected to dwell
with the weak unmilitary Octavian rather than Antony, the greatest
captain of the world. But there are at least two more turning-points.
One, rather inconspicuously, was the death of Calenus in 40. It was that
which robbed Antony of Gaul, and turned him so firmly eastwards; and,
in the longer term, that gave Octavian not merely Gaul but also the
whole West. And Calenus’ death was just an accident, just Antony’s bad
luck. The second was the first stage of the Actium campaign itself, with
Octavian’s swift unimpeded crossing and, more important, Agrippa’s
series of debilitating thrusts on Antony’s scattered forces. It was then
that, within a few weeks, Antony started to look the loser rather than the
winner; thereafter, the fighting simply ran its course. The true history of
those few weeks remains hard to grasp. Why was Antony so dilatory in
his resistance? Why was Octavian able to take over the decisive land
station at Actium so easily? We shall never know; perhaps once again
luck played a great part. But those few wecks decided the future of the
Mediterranean world.

Octavian’s greater political shrewdness should suggest a different
reflection. Antony and Cleopatra might well have won the Actium
campaign. If they had, the task of settling the world would in some ways
have been easier for them. Their marriage — for marriage, unequivocally,
it would then have been — would provide a most attractive register to
describe and suggest a new harmony of West and East. That would be
particularly true in any culture which thought of its royalty as gods: this
would be a divine marriage, a most certain guarantee of the world’s
prosperity. But such cultures were the cultures of the East: Antony and
Cleopatra would be both gods and monarchs, and the fate of Iulius
Caesar made clear how sensitive such topics were in Rome. Antony had
shown his statesmanship in other ways, especially in his penetrating
judgment of the individuals he raised to power in the East, and in the
style and range of his settlement. But his failure to appease Italian
sentiment would surely have turned out to be a decisive law. The union
of the Greco-Roman world was always a precarious thing, and it is hard
to think that it could have survived the continuing dominion of
Cleopatra and Antony. Looking a generation ahead, one could see what
might happen: two worlds, not one, with Antyllus (perhaps) succeeding
to some sort of control in the West, and Caesarion a more traditional
monarchin the East. Or rather, that was the best that could be hoped for;

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS 67

a further debilitating series of revolts and civil wars, once again fought
out in Italy and Greece, was just as likely. And no one could see what
would emerge at the end.

Enthusiasm for Octavian comes less naturally to us now than fifty
years ago. ‘Because he stood for something more than mere ambition he
could draw a nation to him in the coming struggle’31 — one would not
write that now. We admire the political shrewdness which forwarded
ambition so well, but we admire it grudgingly: we have seen too many
similar leaders since, and what they have meant for the world. Now the
story is once again told, not as Octavian’s triumph, but as the tragedy of
Antony and Cleopatra. But, still, they could not have coped with success,
and Octavian could: his mastery of Italian propaganda may not have
won him the war, but it did much to win the ensuing peace. For Rome,
the right man won.

ENDNOTE: CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS

I. THE TERMINAL DATE OF THE TRIUMVIRATE

This is notoriously disputed. For thorough discussion of the evidence and
bibliography, reaching opposite conclusions, cf. esp. Fadinger 1969 (8 42) 98—
133, Gabba 1970 (B 55) lxviii-Ixxix.

The Lex Titia of 27 November 43 established the triumvirate for five years: its
terminal date was 31 December 38 and the term was more precisely five years
and a little over a month: It was renewed for a further term, but not until the
conference of Tarentum in 37 (above, p. 27). The disputed question is the
terminal date fixed at the time of this renewal, whether 31 December 33 or 31
December 32.

At RG 7.1 Augustus claims to have held the triumvir per continuos annos decem|
auvexéaw éreaw Séxa (cf. Suet. Aug. 27.1): i.e. clearly, from 27 November 43 to
31 December 33: cf. Brunt — Moore ad Joc. I agree with those who regard this as
decisive. Thus the Fasti Capitolini, inscribed under Augustus, include the
triumvirs before the consuls in their entry for 1 January 37 (rather than 36): the
second five-year term had retrospectively been fixed as beginning then. App. I/,
28. 80 shows that Appian regarded the triumvirate as due to end at the end of 32
rather than 33: 800 ydp édermev ér) 79j Sevrépg mevraeria Tjode Tijs dpxis [of 1
January 33), but that seems to be his own misinterpretation: even though in I//.
Appian is in general drawing on Augustus’ Awusobiography, it would not be
surprising if Augustus was delicately vague in that work about his status in 32,
and it would be in Appian’s manner to fill out the gap with his own explanation.
BCiv. v.95.398, énel 8¢ 6 xpdvos édye mijs apxis ... [of Tarentum], perhaps
implies that Appian wrongly thought that the triumvirs still held office in 37,
when in fact this had a/ready expired (cf. Dio xLvII1.§4.6): in that case he would
naturally assume that the five-year renewal would last from 36 to the end of 32.
As Antony and Octavian were due to assume the consulship on 1 January 31, it

M1 Charlesworth, CAH x! 65.
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was tempting to infer that the triumvirate was due to expire on the previous day,
and that perhaps misled Appian. But such extensions usually went in five-year
terms, and at Tarentum the triumvirs’ first priority was to legalize their current
position retroactively and therefore to backdate the new term to 1 January 37.

The oddity is in fact not that they renewed their term only to December 33
(that is explained sufficiently by the taste for five-year terms and the need for
retrospective recognition in 37); but that at Misenum, when they completed
their consular lists for the following years, they had fixed on 31 rather than 32 as
the date for their own consulship. They might then already have anticipated that
a second quinquennium would expire in 33 rather than ;2. But that may well
have been Antony’s choice: he was in a strong position at both Brundisium and
Misenum, and the Antonians Ahenobarbus and Sosius were due to be consuls in
32. Antony may well have been content to rely on them to support him and
embarrass Octavian in a crucial year.

2., OCTAVIAN'S ‘“TRIBUNICIAL SACROSANCTITY

Dio xL1x.15.5—06 clearly implies that Octavian was granted this in 36: ‘they [the
people] voted him. . . protection from insult in word or deed (70 pijre épyw prjre
Adyw 7 9Bpileabas): anyone who committed such an outrage was to fall liable to
the same penalties as in the case of a tribune’. (On the terminology cf. Bauman
1981 (C. 20)). He also received the right to sit on the tribunician bench, ibid.; the
following year sacrosanctity was extended to Octavia and Livia, Dio xLix.38.1.
But App. BCiv. v.132.548 says that in 36 ‘they’ elected Octavian 87juapyos és del,
i.e. presumably gave him tribunicia potestas, ‘encouraging him, it seems, to
replace his previous dpy7j [the triumvirate] with this permanent one’: Oros.
v1.18.34also attests a grant of full fribunicia potestas in 36. At L1.19.6 Dio says that
Octavian was voted #ribunicia potestasin 30; then, oddly enough, at L111.32.5—6 he
records a similar vote in 23. In fact Augustus certainly counted his #r4b. pot. from
23 (RG 4.4), and the easiest resolution of the evidential tangle seems to be to
assume that Dio xL1x.15.5—6 is right about sacrosanctity. The misinterpretation
of Appian and Orosius is then unsurprising. Dio L 32.5 will then correctly
record the final vote to confer #rib. pot. in 23, and L111.32.6 makes it clear that the
honour was then accepted. At L1.19.6 Dio specifies only an offer of #rib. pot. in 30;
at L1.20.4 he says that Octavian accepted ‘all but a few’ of the honours voted on
that occasion — admittedly surprising phraseology, if the #rib. pot. was among
those he rejected, but perhaps not impossible (Dio elsewhere tends to present
catalogues of honours voted as if they were generally accepted). So Last 1951 (c
153).

Some prefer to assume that Octavian provisionally accepted trib. pot. in 36, but
only on condition that both he and Antony laid down the triumvirate; on this
view the proposal lapsed when Antony refused, but Octavian managed to
preserve sacrosanctity from the original offer: cf. e.g. Schmitthenner 1958 (c
304) 191 n.2, Palmer 1978 (C 184) 322—3. That is possible. Some, e.g. von
Premerstein 1937 (A 74) 2606, suggest that Octavian accepted full #réb. pos. in
36, then renounced it at some time (probably early 27) before re-accepting it in
23; but in that case it is odd that this first #rib. pot. is never mentioned in
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contemporary documents, nor its renunciation in the literary sources. Others,
e.g. Kromayer 1888 (C 141) 40, Grant 1946 (B 322) 446—53, Jones 1960 (A 47) 10,
94—3, Reinhold 1988 (B 150) 229—30, prefer to assume that Octavian was allowed
the tribunician jus auxilii in 30: this rests on Dio L1.19.6, where Dio connects the
ius auxilii with the conferring of #rib. pot., a notice which that view anyway has to
reject or explain in the way outlined above; and it was anyway ‘not a Roman
habit of thought to decompose the posestas itself” in this manner (Last 1951 (C
153) 101).
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CHAPTER?2

POLITICAL HISTORY, 30 B.C. TO A.D. 14

J. A. CROOK

I. INTRODUCTION

With the victory of lulius Caesar’s heir there began — though it is
apparent only to historical hindsight — both a distinct phase in the history
of Europe, the ‘Augustan Age’, and a distinct epoch in the standard
divisions of world history, the ‘Roman Empire’. That fact has always
constituted a problem for historians, from the earliest writers about
Augustus until now, in that Augustus was both an end and a beginning.
The temptation is for chronological narrative to be given up — for time,
as it were, to stop — at the beginning of the Principate (whether that be
put in 27 or 23 or 19 B.C. or in some other year), giving way to thematic
accounts of ‘institutions’ of the Roman Empire as initiated by its
‘founder’. Augustus did, indeed, ‘found’ the Roman Empire; but the
danger of succumbing to the thematic temptation is that it makes the
institutions he initiated look too much the product of deliberation and
the drawing-board, whereas they need to be seen as arising, incomplete
and tentative, out of the vicissitudes of a continuing political storv. That
story will be told in the present chapter.!

The sources of evidence for the reign of Augustus, subsequent to the
‘triumviral’ period narrated in chapter 1 above, are too multifarious to be
described generally here,? yet in some ways they are far from satisfactory
all the same, and the Augustan beginnings of many institutions of the
Roman Empire remain hard to detect. The narratives we have are also of
such a kind as to lure people into placing too much emphasis on minor
turbulences. One or two features of the evidence need to be brought to
the reader’s attention. The first is that the only full-scale ancient
chronological narrative of Augustus’ reign that has come down to us is
the relevant part (Books Li—Lvi1) of the Histories, in Greek, by Cassius
Dio, a consular senator of the Severan age.3 We are fortunate that, for a

! To be read in conjunction with the military story told in ch. 4.

2 On the main literary sources see CAH x! 866-76. Fpigraphic documents: Ehrenberg and
Jones, 2ndedn 1955 (B 227) (the paperback reprint of 1976 and 1979, containing important addenda)
(EJ2). Translations: AN. Select sources in English: Chisholm and Ferguson 1981 (A 16).

3 Millar 1964 (B 128); Manuwald 1979 (B 121).
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good deal of the period, the full narrative written by Dio survives, as
opposed to the Byzantine abridgements of him with which historians of
the post-Augustan period have mostly to be content; but there are a
number of small gaps, due not to any sinister cause but to the mere loss of
leaves from a codex, where we are reduced either to the abridgements or
to nothing of Dio at all.# The loss thus caused to the detailed picture of
the last twenty years of the reign is disproportionately great, leaving all
too much room for conjecture and making inevitable some imbalance of
emphasis upon the first half of the reign.

A second feature of Dio’s Histories about which notice must be given
is the peculiarity of Book vri1. It consists almost entirely of an artificial
debate, set in 29 B.C., between Agrippa and Maecenas, as advisers to the
future Augustus, on the relative merits of a ‘democratic’ or a ‘monarchic’
state; the speech of Maecenas advocating the latter is enormously the
longer.> The prevailing view, here accepted, is that the Maecenas-
speech, at least, is a démarche composed by Dio in the hope of influencing
the policy of government in his own age, and cannot be used as direct
evidence for what was intended or was the case at the time when it is
supposed to have been spoken.

The two major literary sources, apart from the Histories of Dio, are
Suetonius’ lives of Augustus and Tiberius: the Lives are immensely
important, but they are organized thematically rather than chronologi-
cally.é In any case, Suetonius and Dio being non-contemporary sources,
the question arises what #beir sources may have been, and how reliable.
Of contemporary material there survive today Augustus’ own Res Gestae
(as well as other important inscriptions and papyri), the relevant parts of
the Roman History of Velleius Paterculus,” and Strabo’s Geography. We
know that there was much more: Augustus wrote an autobiographical
fragment (going down only to 25 B.C.), and there were collections of his
letters and sayings; Agrippa, too, wrote memoirs, and we hear of various
contemporaries and near-contemporaries who may have narrated the
events of the reign — though not a word of them survives.® Livy
continued his Hisfory down to 9 B.C.; but of that work we possess only
the so-called Periochae or ‘Tables of Contents’, and to the important
question whether Livy was the main source of the narrative of Dio for

4 6—5 B.C. excerpt only; 4—3 B.C. no Dio atall; 2 p.c. begins with excerpt, becomes full again, but
ends with excerpt; 1 B.C., A.D. 1 and 3, excerpt only; A.D. 8, nothing except a scrap of excerpt at the
end; A.p. 9, full Dio except for a gap after the ‘Varian disaster’, where there is only excerpt; summer
A.D. 13 to summer A.D. 14, excerpt only.

5 Millar 1964 (B 128) 102—18; McKechnic 1981 (B 116); Espinosa Ruiz 1982 (c 84).

& Wallace-Hadrill 1983 (B 190) 10~15; Gascou 1984 (B §9) 390—6.

7 Vell. Pat. 11.88-123, ed. Woodman 1983 (B 203), with commentary.

8 E.g. Aufidius Bassus; Servilius Nonianus (on whom Syme in Hermes 92 (1964) 408—14 = Syme
1970 (B 178) 91—-109).
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the Augustan period as he had been for the previous period, the answer
seems to be that he was probably not.? That leaves the historian of
Augustus in the uncomfortable position that his main narrative source is
itself dependent upon an unknown and lost source as to whose
credentials no judgment can be made.

Of the inscriptions, abundant and of the first importance, though all
call for careful interpretation, only one group would really baffle the
reader without a word of explanation: the lists known as the Fasti and the
Calendars.1 The Fasti are chronological lists, on stone, of the annual
Roman consuls or of those who celebrated triumphs, from early times,
the bare lists being sometimes accompanied by brief annotations of other
events. The most important surviving set, which includes both consuls
and #riumphatores, is called the Fasti Capitolini, and was inscribed on an
Augustan triumphal arch at the southern end of the Forum Romanum.!!
It is crucial to realize that those Fasti are not, as we have them, age-old
primary material but a learned compilation, set up entire at a single
moment, not for a historical but for a propaganda purpose. Sets of
consular Fasti were also erected in the municipalities, who added their
local magistrates, and some corporations kept such lists: the vicomagistri
furnish a good consular list down to A.D. 3. The Calendars were lists of
festivals and other events organized under the days of the year;!2 there
was no doubt an official Roman set, but the ones that, in more or less
fragmentary states, have come down to us belonged to municipalities or
corporations or even private persons. The most useful are the Fasti
Praenestini, from the forum of Praeneste: they, too, were a learned
construction, the work of the antiquarian Verrius Flaccus, the tutor of
Augustus’ grandsons, Gaius and Lucius Caesar.

The quantity of new information available today that was not in the
possession of those who wrote on Augustus in the first edition of the
Cambridge Ancient History is small, consisting of a few inscriptions and
papyri — not but what some of those are of high significance. But an
enormous enlargement of the historian’s task in handling the evidence
for the Augustan age has resulted from three conceptual developments.
Scholars have come, first, to see that the physical monuments ~
buildings, art-objects, coins —are central and not merely corroboratory
evidence: they were, to the Romans, speaking monuments, and they
spoke politically.13 Secondly, that appreciation is part of a wider
enlargement of perspective, in that we are required to view symbolism

9 Manuwald 1979 (B 121).

10 Texts in EJ%; cdition, Degrassi 1947 and 1963 (B 224) XIII, fascs. 1 and 2.

1t Latest arguments, Coarelli 1985 (E 19) I1 263-308.

12 Ovid’s Fasti is a versification of the calendar material for half a year.

13 Hélscher 1984 (F 424); Hannestad 1986 (F 409); Simon 1986 (F 577); Zanker 1987 (F 632).
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and myth-making as an integral function of all societies, and a nation’s
political symbols and images as essential to the understanding of any
segment of its history. Finally, there stretches a vast field, on whose
battles scarcely any historian has been competent to be more than an
onlooker — the works of the famous figures of Augustan literature. A
present trend amongst literary specialists is to see those writings as
through-and-through political, whether as propaganda for the political
regime or as in more or less covert resistance against it, asserting either
‘Augustan values’ or those of the ‘alternative society’. The historian
cannot avoid the challenge to regard that material also as central rather
than peripheral, though his sense of the impossibility of mastering all the
evidence is thereby greatly aggravated.!*

IL. 3017 B.C.

Actium, though it is convenient to historians as a punctuation mark (Dio
says we should date the years of the new ruler’s ‘monarchy’ from 2
September 31 B.C.),!5 and was convenient to the victor as a symbol, was
not quite the end of civil war. A campaign had to be mounted for
Egypt,'¢and 1 August 30 B.C., Aegypto capta, is the real ending date, with
the deaths of Antony and Cleopatra following hard upon it.

Caesar!” now had, at just under thirty years of age, all the power there
was, but not yet— if ever — was there a ‘happy ever after’, for there was no
necessary acquiescence. The presuppositions of republican political life
did not disappear overnight, and though many had gone and many
survivors leapt on to the winning bandwagon, opposition did not
instantly die away. That fact has received much emphasis in recent
scholarship, to the point of finding in ‘opposition’ the key to most of
what happened down to 17 B.C.,!® but it is best not to exaggerate: such
opposition had no sufficient base of power to force Caesar to take or
refrain from any action. It is, perhaps, a matter of the right language to
use, for there were certainly considerations that he had to face. Victory
cast into his lap, along with it, all current problems and all future
policies. He held power as long as he satisfied the various elements in the
body politic — the armies, mostly wanting demobilization on good
terms,!® his supporters who had made victory a reality, the plebs of
Rome, too large, politicized and volatile to ignore,? and the surviving
governing class, without whom an empire could not be maintained. And

14 Literature of the age discussed in ch. 19 below. 15 Dio ur.1.2. 1 Ch. 1 above, pp. 59-65.
7 He will always be so named in this chapter, until he becomes Augustus.

8 Especially Sattler 1960 (D 63) and Schmitthenner 1962 (c 305).

A major politico-agrarian problem; see Brunt 1971 (A 9) 332—42.

N. Pureell, CAH 1x2, ch. 17.

B3 &3
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there were pre-existing structures to which, for the very sake of power,
he must relate himself, and which could not be wished away, such as
career expectations and clientelae.

A career reward for an important supporter may be the banal
explanation of the first momentous decision taken after Cleopatra’s
death, with which our tale begins. Egypt was a new responsibility. The
question was, how that land should be governed; the answer, that it
should be a province of the Roman empire, but with an ¢ques, not a
senator, as its governor. The choice may, at the time, have been obvious:
simply, the member of the victorious junta who had successfully handled
the Egyptian campaign and who deserved a major reward. That Gaius
Cornelius Gallus?! was only an eques was perhaps of secondary or no
consideration. Like Dio and Tacitus,22 with hindsight we seek a
principle for the consigning of Egypt, ever after, to an egwues: the crucial
importance of its corn for Rome and the need to deny its resources to
opponents. But Gallus was the man on the spot, and Upper Egypt, the
old traditional part of the Double Kingdom, recalcitrant to the Ptole-
mies and wooed by Cleopatra, had to be integrated militarily with the
rest. Meanwhile, the royal treasure-house was seized, which meant the
end of shortage of funds and enabled promised payments to be made for
the land bought for discharged veterans.

At Rome, tight control was exercised on behalf of his absent chief by
another member of the triumphant junta, also an eques, Gaius Maecenas.
He scotched an alleged plot by Lepidus, the son of the deposed triumvir,
to assassinate Caesar — an unconvincing story indeed, given that Caesar
was across the seas. Anyone looking for what was usurpatory and
unconstitutional about the new rulers who had vaulted into power need
look no further, for there is no sign that Maecenas had any formal
authority at all, and there were perfectly valid consuls in office: ‘non mos,
non ius’, yet.23 And though certain new constitutional powers were
voted to the absent Caesar, the ‘Vote of Athena’ or power of pardon,?*
the auxilis latio or power, like a tribune , to come to the aid of citizens in
the city of Rome,? and the power to ‘judge when called upon’? (which
scholars seize upon in the search for a constitutional basis for the
emperor as judge), they are best seen either as marks of honour, simply —~
for 30 B.Cc., with Caesar away from Rome, was hardly a time for
constitution-making — or else as giving him some judicial standing in the
East, in relation to former partisans of Antony, or of himself.2” (Cf. ch. 1.
Endnote 2.)

2 Boucher 1966 (c 37). 2 Dio L1.17.1; Tac. Ann. 11.59.3. B Tac. Ann. 111.28.1.

2 Jones 1960 (A 47) 95.

3 Dio LI1.19.6 says all powers of a tribune, for life. That may have been offered; Caesar accepted
(only) ‘most’ of what was offered, L1.20.4. 2% éxxAnTov Suxdlew.

71 His partisans in the cities may have been calling for support.
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For Caesar showed no sign of hurry to reach the hub of things. He
entered upon his fifth consulship of 29 B.C., as he had done his fourth the
year before, in absence from Rome, still in the East, where there was
need for diplomatic activity and reflection (no doubt) on policy, and
where a major decision was forced on him about cult of himself as the
new liberator, peace-bringer and benefactor.28 Caesar was bombarded
with offers of official cult, in line with what was customarily offered in the
hellenistic world. Dio tells us what he decided: for the Roman citizens in
the East, temples of Rome-plus-the-divine-Iulius at Ephesus and Nicaea
were to be the prescribed limit of official cult; for the non-Romans,
temples of Rome-plus-himself at Pergamum and Nicomedia.?® That, Dio
says, was the precedent for the subsequent general pattern; like the
prefecture of Egypt, and much else, what came to be settled policy
sprang from a quick decision made in a particular context.

The Senate, at its first meeting of 29 B.C., excogitated further honours
for the still absent victor: the right to use Imperator as his permanent
first name,® formal approval of his eastern diplomatic arrangements,
and, on 11 January, the closing of the gates of Janus in sign that Rome
was at total peace. (We can all notice, with Dio,3! that campaigns were
going on in Spain, Gaul and Africa, but the Romans meant peace as far as
they were concerned, and the ‘business-as-usual’ foreign triumphs by
which the aspiring leaders of the Republic brought themselves to
prominence, and which had gone on, significantly, all through the
triumviral period, were still going on.)

Caesar came leisurely home. In August he was back on Italian soil
(Virgil and Maecenas read the Georgics to him at Atella);32 and on 13, 14
and 15 August he celebrated the only three triumphs he was ever to
celebrate: for his Dalmatian campaigns of 35—33 B.C., for Actium, and
for Egypt. His sister’s son Marcus Claudius Marcellus, and his stepson,
Tiberius Claudius Nero, coeval, born in 42 B.C., rode with the triumviral
carriage. There were gladiatorial and beast shows, a distribution of 400
sesterces per person to everybody ‘from the booty’, and a present to
discharged soldiers of 1,000 sesterces per head. On 18 August came
another ceremony: the dedication, on their completion, of two struc-
tures in the Forum Romanum proclaiming the glory of the gens Iulia,
the temple of divus Iulius at the southern end and the new senate-house,
the Curia Iulia, at the northern. The new Curia housed the statue of
Victory from Tarentum and the statue of ‘Venus rising’ by Apelles,
purchased by Caesar expressly; and outside the new temple were placed

# Habicht 1973 (F 154) 53—64. ? Dio L1.20.6-9.

30 So de facto on coins already in the triumviral period. 3! Dio L1.20.%.

32 Donatus, Life of Virgil, from Suctonius’ Lives of the Poets (ed. Rostagni 1956 (B 153) 89).
3 Transformation of the Forum Romanum, Simon 1986 (¢ 577) 84-91.
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the rostra captured at Actium, to face the rostra at the other end of the
Forum (in their new Caesarian location). Noting these details is not to
descend into triviality; they are the first of many examples to come of
political statements made through visual monuments.

Caesar and the chief among all his collaborators, Agrippa, were
granted censoria potestas, the authority possessed by censors, with which,
in 28, being both also the consules ordinarii of the year, they carried out the
first solemn lustration of the Roman people since 70 B.c. They also
carried out a revision of the senate-list, /ectio senatus, which obliged
numerous senators to resign. It was the first of several purges of the
curial order, but one should be aware of incautious inferences from the
story that Caesar and Agrippa wore breastplates under their togas at that
lectio. Of course, assassination was always a possibility, but the idea that
the purge in 28 B.c. was for the rooting out of irredentist Antonians is
simplistic, because such enemies were hardly to be scotched merely by
excluding them from the Curia. The Senate had, notoriously, been
grossly enlarged by the introduction of people whom the rest of that
body regarded as socially unworthy, and in the restoration of the status
guo ante which — as will be seen — was afoot, a return to a normalized
Senate was in the interest of the senatorial order itself. Furthermore, if
Caesar was going to set up a committee chosen by lot from the senators
to play some role in the preparation of public business,3 it would need
first to shed its unsuitables. Dio mentions here (it is the first of many new
regulations governing senatorial affairs) a new rule that senators might
only leave Italy-Sicily with Caesar’s permission: hitherto the Senate itself
had been the licensing authority.3

It was in 28 B.C. that some of the slowly maturing plans began to take
shape. There faces us in the end that unavoidable topic, the constitution
of the Principate: it will be dealt with in chapter 3, but in the present
chronological account what happened can best be described as ‘business
as usual after alterations’, which was what all Rome wanted and
expected. ‘In my sixth and my seventh consulship, after I had ex-
tinguished the fires of civil war, in accordance with the wishes of all
[Greek version: ‘of my fellow citizens’] having taken control of all
things, I transferred the res publica [Greek version: not politeia but kyrieia,
‘supreme authority’] from my power into the arbitrament of the Roman
Senate and people.’3 It can be noted at once that there was no such thing
as ‘the constitutional settlement of 27 B.c.”: ‘In my sixth (28) and my
seventh (27) consulship ...”, says Augustus.3’” The process was con-
ceived of as a steady return to normality after years of abnormality. In 28

3 Crook 1955 (D 10) 11. 35 Dio Li1.42.6; Mommsen 1888 (A 65) 111 91213,
% RG 34.1. 37 And cf. Tac. Ann. 11.28, sexto demum consulatu.
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Caesar shared the consular fasces, month by month, with his colleague, in
the traditional manner (after all, he was now in Rome and so able to do
so), and he announced that the rulings of the triumvirs —including his
own, and presumably insofar as not already validated — would be
abolished as from the end of the year.38 What was occurring was what
Antony and Caesar, as triumvirs, had promised would occur. They had
envisaged it for their intended joint consulate of 31 B.c.:? it had been
regrettably delayed by civil war, so Caesar implied, but now here it was;
and nobody at Rome can have expected that the ‘dynasts’ would reserve
to themselves no special place in the restored order. The difference was
that there was now only one ‘dynast’ left, which was, needless to say, no
small difference.

But first, the year 28 had other excitements for the Roman public. To
begin with, no less than three ‘business-as-usual’ proconsular triumphs,
in May, July and August; then in September the first celebration of
‘Actian Games’ in Rome; and in October the completion of the white
marble temple of Apollo on the Palatine.®? Potent symbolism lay in that:
Actian Apollo to be the presiding genius of a new age, a synthesis of
Greece and Rome, of arms and arts, his shining temple standing
prominent, housing famous original statues and flanked by libraries, and
connecting with —so as to be virtually a part of — the house of Caesar. The
ever-recurring paradox of all this story comes out in those symbols: the
effort of Caesar, on one plane, to restore the ‘Scipionic’ Rome of past
glories, matched, on another plane, by the rapid growth, also by his
efforts, of new concepts and structures, of a ‘parallel language’.4! The
paradox is yet more apparent if the view of some modern writers be
accepted that Caesar’s huge Mausoleum beside the Tiber was already
finished by 28 B.c. and was a great symbol; but that may not be right,42
and there is disagreement about what it is supposed to have symbolized.
Certainly, the Mausoleum was not redolent of modest aspirations, but
the late-republican Romans were competitive about tombs, and it was
perhaps just an ace of trumps in that competition.*3

Caesar was absent from his ‘Actian Games’: he was ill. Scepticism is
common amongst historians about the illnesses that punctuated the first
forty years of Caesar’s life: they were, it is supposed, psychological
reactions to tense situations, or even fraudulent and calculated. The
scepticism is fuelled by the fact that after 23 B.C. he lived to a great age in

38 Dio L. 2.5. Grenade equates that announcement with the edict quoted by Suetonius, Axg.
28.2. Unconvincing. ¥ App. BCiv. v.73.313.

4 Propertius 11.31; Simon 1986 (F §77) 19—25; Zanker 1987 (F 632) 52~73 and 242—5.

41 Concept borrowed from C. Nicolet 1976 (A 66) ch. 9, ‘les langages paralléles’.

42 Reliance is placed on Suet. Axg. 100.4; but it was recens when Virgil wrote Aen. vi.873 and still
unfinished when Marcellus was placed in it. 43 For the competition see Zanker 1987 (F 632) 27.
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essentially sound health,# by the lack of success of medical historians in
diagnosing, from the vague evidence, what, if anything, was seriously
the matter with him, and by the fact that he is known to have staged one
crisis, when Tiberius threatened retirement — and Tiberius was unde-
terred. Nevertheless, doubt is hypersceptical. Illness and early death
stalked the corridors of power in antiquity.*® Iulius Caesar was epileptic;
Pompey was ill every year,* and very gravely ill at Naples in 50 B.C.; as
for our Caesar, he nearly died in his teens, and in 42 he was ill at
Dyrrhachium and at Philippi, and there were rumours of his death. In 33
he was ill in Dalmatia. His illness in 28 went on after the Games all
through the winter, for he was still not recovered in May the following
year. In 26 illness overtook him at Tarraco after the first Spanish
campaign, and may have been continuous through 25 and 24; for he was
ill at Rome in June 24, and very likely continued so right down to his
resignation of the consulship in July 23: then, notoriously, he was
thought to be at death’s door again. And, surely, he thought himself so:
hence the building of the Mausoleum, and the autobiography, after-
wards abandoned, and the early versions of the Res Gestae. Caesar’s
precarious condition, and his own belief in it, must be borne in mind
when we think of ‘constitutional settlements’: it really was possible that
the whole story would end abruptly, and he must hasten to leave
something stable behind.

At the beginning of 27 B.C., all special powers being abolished, Caesar
and Agrippa were joint consuls once again. On the Ides of January, ina
careful consular speech in the Curia, Caesar handed the whole Roman
state back into the hands of the Senate and people, for them to decide the
nature of its future government: that was the gesture of fulfilment of the
promise. It does not seem likely that the Senate’s response was other than
carefully prepared and stage-managed:#’ it was to grant to Caesar what
the Senate had traditional authority to grant, a provincia. But that
provincia, ‘Caesar’s province’, gave him nevertheless an overwhelming
role in the new order, because of its size: Spain, Gaul and Syria (plus,
indeed, Egypt, which, having not existed as a province atall until 30B.c.,
may not have been thought of as any of the Senate’s business to grant),
on a ten-year maximum tenure. Caesar made no gesture to resign the
consulship, which lay with the people to grant; and if he chose to
continue to offer himself annually for election to it, no doubt he would be
regularly elected: he would hold his vast provincia either as consul, or, if
he ever dropped the consulship, as proconsul. No change at all needed to
be made in the traditional arrangements for the rest of the provinces of
the Roman world. Strabo, indeed, states — implying that it was at this

4 Though he remained hypochondriacally fussy about himself all his life, and often had throat
infections. 45 Syme 1986 (A 9§) 20-5. 46 Cic. At viz.3. 47 Contra, Dio LuL 11.
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time — that Caesar received ‘headship of the hegemony’ and was made
arbiter of peace and war for life, but reasons for limiting the significance
of that claim will be given in chapter 3 below.48

The formal authority Caesar thus took for himself was vast, indeed,
and in 1ts totality un-republican; nevertheless, it was a way of expressing
his overwhelming predominance in encouragingly familiar concepts —
sovereignty vested in Senate and people, and no political structure
incompatible with mos maiorum. And not a colossal confidence trick, for
who, amongst those who mattered, could have been taken in? Rather —if
Caesar turned out to have made the right political guess — what most
people badly wanted to believe; and, furthermore, experimental and
with a fixed term. And finally, if he died, the traditional res publica would
be standing in place, inviolate.

But at once comes the counterpoint and the paradox. For on 16
January Caesar was heaped with new honours proposed by his adher-
ents, above all with the name ‘Augustus’; and that was a fantastic
novelty, the impact of which is blunted for us by two millennia of calling
him by that name. No human person had been called it before, and its
symbolic range was very large. The sources preserve a tale that Caesar, or
some of his advisers, or both, had first thought of ‘Romulus’.4® Some
scholars doubt, others think that ‘Augustus’ was a second-best imposed
by the strength of opposition; but it came to the same thing, for they all
knew their Ennius: ‘... since famous Rome was founded with august
augury’. There were other insignia: the ‘civic crown’ of oak-leaves ‘in
honour of the salvation of the citizens’; the shield proclaiming Augustus’
special qualities, virtus; clementia, iustitia and pietas erga deos patriamque®®
(expressing, of course, what was wanted of the ruler); the laurels placed on
either side of his house doorway.5! As children of a different culture we
might be impatient with those insignia, as politically trivial; but in a
society in which, to be a great man, you had to be acknowledged and
proclaimed as such, the names and crowns and dedications had power,
carrying symbolic messages both ways, of what was granted and what
was expected.

In Sextilis (or August) Augustus, in poor health again, went off, first
to Gaul and then to Spain. In fact, for fifteen years he kept up virtually a
regime of three-year trips to the provinces alternating with two-year
stays in Rome,52 and Suetonius remarks that Augustus saw personally
every Roman dominion except Africa and Sardinia.’3 We need not

48 Strab. xvir.3.25 (840C). 49 Suet. Asug. 7.2; Dio L111.16.6-8.

% Text of the copy from Arles, EJ? 22; picture, Earl 1968 (c 81) pl. 38.

51 Livy, Per. 134 gives also the change of the name of the month Sextilis to ‘ Augustus’; but other
evidence suggests a much later date for that change.

5% Gardthausen 1891 (C 95) 1 806. 3 Suet. Axg. 47.
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attribute to him the passion for personal oversight — and for tourism -
that motivated Hadrian over a hundred years later. Escape from
opposition, at least in the sense of letting experiments simmer, may be
more relevant; the desire, also, to foster the impression of ‘business-as-
usual’: the governor goes to his province and Senate and people are
sovereign at Rome. Nevertheless, already and at once, the res pablica was
stamped with that hallmark of a changed world, ‘ubi imperator, ibi
Roma’, ‘where the ruler is, there is Rome’. There was only one ruler
now, and the world must make its way to where he was.

‘Business-as-usual’ included a triumph, in September, for Marcus
Valerius Messalla Corvinus (the patron of Tibullus and perhaps of Livy),
ex Gallia, but before that, in July, one for Marcus Licinius Crassus, ex
Thracia et Getis. Crassus (a grandson of Iulius Caesar’s triumviral
colleague), who had been a partisan of Sextus Pompeius and then of
Mark Antony, but, in spite of that, consul ordinarius in 30 B.C., requested
the further honour of dedicating spo/ia opima for having personally killed
an enemy chief. Augustus had it disallowed, on a probably trumped-up
ground:34 no one was to be allowed military honours greater than the
ruler himself could ever conceivably have — indeed, before long not even
triumphs would be permitted to any except members of the ‘divine
family’. But use of this incident to infer a ‘challenge to the usurping
authority’ by an unreconciled Antonian, and a ‘crisis of the new order’ is
altogether out of proportion. Crassus celebrated a full triumph, and the
fact that he ‘disappears from history’ afterwards does not warrant
sinister suspicions. What is more, the history of his campaigns, far from
being suppressed, must havebeen written up by somebody, for Dio hasa
disproportionately long account of them.>

Another disappearance at about this time, however, might be
regarded as more of a tragedy: the suicide, in 26,5 of the poet, soldier,
and part-architect of Augustus’ victory, Gaius Cornelius Gallus, first
prefect of Egypt. Recent new —or newly evaluated —evidence>” has led to
revisions of the older story, that it was because he got above himself for
his undoubtedly successful campaigns to unify Egypt that he forfeited
the amicitia of Augustus. But whatever the reason, he did forfeit it, and
the protection it afforded, and laid himself open to a senatorial declara-
tion that he was liable to prosecution. Suetonius states that Augustus
was distressed by Gallus’ suicide and had not desired it;58 so modern
interpreters have urged that Gallus fell, not to the malice of his old chief,
but to that of the ‘opposition’, to whom the consignment of Egypt toan

54 Livy, 1v.z0.5 (who plainly (32.4) did not believe Augustus’ case).

55 Dio L1.23.2—27; and observe Livy Per. 134-5.

% Dio LI1.23.4—7. Syme 1986 (A 95), 32, following Jerome, argues for 27.

57 Hartmann 1965 (B 241); Volkmann 1965 (B 295); Boucher 1966 (c 37); Daly and Reiter 1979 (¢
74); Hermes 1977 (8 82). 58 Suet. Aug. 66.2.
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eques had been an outrage and who seized upon some Achilles’ heel of
Gallus to destroy him. There is a puzzle of evidence here, whose pieces
do not all fit; but it may be that we can legitimately see the Senate
emboldening itself to declare — now that the favourite had fallen from
grace — that a prefect of Egypt was not exempt from prosecutions to
which other governors were liable. And perhaps it is not too fanciful to
guess that the fall from grace was because Gallus had had further career
pretensions, such as entry into the Senate with high standing. At any
rate, insofar as there was a display of opposition in the incident it quite
failed to unnerve Augustus, who continued to entrust Egypt to equites
(and did not let them rise further).

The story here being challenged, that of attacks upon the usurping
junta by an increasingly powerful and bold opposition, leading to
disintegration of the ‘Party’ and forcing upon the ruler a rethinking of
his entire position that bore fruit in 23 B.C., is held to embrace even
Augustus’ Spanish war — its purpose political propaganda and its goal
not achieved.?® Northern Spain had been a useful triumph-hunting
ground for years, down to 26 B.C., but it seems probable that it was now
to be definitively annexed for its precious metals. That proved a hard
task: Augustus had intended to lead a victorious campaign in person,
and he had Marcellus and Tiberius with him as military tribunes, but he
was ill at Tarraco and the war had to be carried forward — to no properly
conclusive end — by legates. The illness gives a better key to these years:
Augustus doubted his own long survival. Timor mortis, rather than fear
of the opposition, was what preoccupied him.

His consular colleagues in Rome in 27 and 26 were Marcus Agrippa
and Titus Statilius Taurus, reliable men. It can therefore hardly have
been out of a sense of insecurity that in 26, from Spain, he promoted
another experiment, the appointment of a prefect of the city, the
respected friumphator Messalla Corvinus.®0 The post had a remote
republican history: in the dim past a prefect had been appointed by the
consuls if both had to be absent on campaign, to see to the government
of the city, and Iulius Caesar had appointed several prefects simulta-
neously in his absence. The prefecture was destined to become a regular
post under the Principate, with responsibility for policing Rome, for
which the urban cohorts were at the prefect’s disposal; it came, in fact, to
be the crown of a senatorial career. But in 26 there was a sitting consul,
and Messalla, having accepted, gave up the post after six days.6! The
oddity is, if he thought it was a breach of mos maiorum, why he accepted in

%9 Schmitthenner 1962 (C 305). See also ch. 1 above and ch. 4 below.

% Syme 1986 (A 93), chs. 15 and 16, and, on the prefecture of the city, esp. 211-12.

¢t ‘Claiming that he did not understand the job-description’, Tac. Ann. vi.11; ‘Embarrassed by
the job’, Sen. Apocol. 10; ‘Unconstitutional position’, Jerome, Chron. sub ann. 26.
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the first place. Scholars suggest that pressure from his peers caused him
to resign —~ another ‘victory for the opposition’ — or that he realized he
was being manipulated by the ruler into acquiescing in a sinister novelty.
It may be suggested, rather, that Augustus intended the post as an
addition to the ‘honours list’ and Messalla accepted it as such and then
learnt (from someone like Livy? We must remember that the Romans did
not know much about their ancient history) how historically anomalous
it was. There is no sign that he forfeited Augustus’ esteem by his
resignation, and the post was not, at that time, proceeded with. Statilius
Taurus, according to Tacitus, took it, and with success, but hardly
immediately, for he was consul; and it is by no means certain that
Augustus ever intended that prefecture as a permanent post.

Agrippa, in his chief’s absence, was engaged in the creation of a new
complex of public structures and leisure-spaces in the Campus Martius.
It was part of the stage-by-stage capture of the public spaces of Rome for
the symbolism of the new ruler, as well, of course, as the cultivation of
the plebs and the continuation of Agrippa’s own populist image,
inaugurated by his astonishing aedileship in 33 B.c.62 The new complex
comprised, particularly, the Saepta Iulia, the great covered hall for
voting (a project of Tulius Caesar), new baths with an attached park, and
a new temple, the Pantheon.$3 Now the precedents for such a temple as
that were hellenistic and monarchical, and scholars detect a whiff of
opposition again, for we are told that Agrippa wished to call his
structure Augusteum and place in it a statue of Augustus, so implanting
direct cult of the ruler in Rome itself. Augustus declined, and if he was
not under pressure he was certainly, in the matter of cult, feeling every
step of the way; his absence will have helped to save embarrassment.

The creation of public spaces advertising the triumphant glory of
Rome was proceeding also in newly conquered lands — in, for example,
the major new cities of Colonia Augusta Praetoria (Aosta) and Colonia
Augusta Emerita (Mérida), both of them settlements of retired soldiers.
A second closing of the gates of Janus signalized the all-too-incomplete
victory in Spain.®* Meanwhile, to Tarraco flocked the world’s embassies:
Parthians, Scyths, Indians, delegations from Greek cities. There could
be no doubt where policy was being made; and that was the reverse of the
coin, the disadvantage of absence, for not even a pretence could there be
made of senatorial involvement. Incidentally, Augustus’ wife, Livia
Drusilla, was always at his side, whether on tour or at home. But there
was no son of that marriage, a fact which remains a mystery.

62 Zanker 1987 (F 632) 144-8.
6 Not like the Hadrianic rotunda to be seen today, and facing in the opposite direction. Coarelli
1983 (F 116).

6 Dio dates the closing to 25 B.C., L. 27.1; and that is certainly before Augustus got back to
Rome.
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Hence the major preoccupation of the sick ruler at Tarraco was: what
happens if I die tomorrow? The answer arrived at, of immense signifi-
cance (and hardly what Livia Drusilla can have advised), was to marry
his two nearest blood relations to each other, his daughter Iulia, aged
fourteen, to his sister’s son, Marcellus, aged seventeen. In 24 B.C.
Marcellus was admitted to the Senate with the rank of one who had
already held the practorship and with the promise of an early consulship,
and in 23, to enhance his popular image, he was made aedile and
Augustus contributed to make his aedilician games especially note-
worthy.65 We ought not to be puzzled at the paradox of a regime
carefully founded on the ostensible principle of election to offices, all of
whose successive rulers, including the high-minded Marcus Aurelius,
thought in exclusively dynastic terms about the succession. Paradox it is,
but not novel; on the contrary, rooted in the mentality of the governing
class of the Republic, whose young hopefuls had in each generation to
compete for the people’s votes to obtain office and so ‘stay in the club’,
but felt themselves entitled by descent to be the competitors, and whose
major families expected the highest honours for their sons. Augustus’
solution, then, was, mutatis mutandis, a traditional one: to see that his
natural dynastic successors were placed in the appropriate positions of
office. The one idiosyncrasy was his very strictly ‘genetic’ concept of the
succession: it was the blood of his family that was to prevail over all. It is
easy to perceive the difficulty, namely that he had to make, and be seen to
be responsible for, the choices that, in the Republic, the pops«/us Romanus
had made. Tiberius, for example, the son of Livia Drusilla, coeval with
Marcellus: what of him? He must play second fiddle. In 24 he was elected
quaestor for 23 — a step behind Marcellus — and allowed to stand for
further offices five years ahead of normal. Or what of Agrippa, the main
architect of victory, guarantor of stability, and focus of plebeian
support? He had, at all events, no son. If mortality were to strike
Augustus now, he alone could conceivably carry on the regime as they
had planned it. Would he do so faithfully in the name of Marcellus and
Iulia? Well, he presided over the marriage ceremonies, which suggests
that he supported the solution — except that Augustus was never
sensitive to the feelings of those closest to him.

Augustus struggled home at the end of 25. He entered on his tenth
consulship on the road from Spain to Rome; and on that day, 1 January
24 B.C., the Senate took an oath to uphold his 424, and it was announced
that he would make a present to the plebs of 400 sesterces per person.
Whereupon the Senate, according to Dio, ‘released him from all
compulsion of the laws’,% which meant, goes on Dio, that Augustus was

5 The vela, Prop. n1.18.13. Crinagoras, Poems x and x1, ed. Gow and Page 1968 (B 65).
% Dio Lim.28.2.
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to be ‘master of himself and the laws and do what he liked and not do
what he did not like’. Now Dio remarks elsewhere®’ that the emperor is
‘absolved from the laws’ — which was proper constitutional doctrine by
his day. If that, plus ‘doing what he liked’, was proclaimed as the
prerogative of Augustus as from 1 January 24 B.C., it is that date, not 31
Nor 29 NOT 27 NOT 23 NOf 19 NOr 2 B.C., that would have to count as the
start of formal constitutional autocracy at Rome, for both the great
doctrines of the High Empire, ‘the emperor is dispensed from the laws’
and ‘what is pleasing to the emperor has the force of statute’, are inherent
in what Dio says. Scholars do not so count it, and they are right not to;
for even those who deduce from the /ex de imperio Vespasiani that the
second of those doctrines did apply already to Augustus®® are usually
constrained by parity of reasoning to admit that that same /x shows that
Augustus was not, in general, ‘dispensed from the laws’.¢® Such
prerogatives could not have been granted by the Senate alone, and it is
best to treat the alleged grant just as a proposal, made in Augustus’
absence and in contemplation of his illness, that never got beyond the
Senate. Constitutional redefinition was on the way, but it was to take a
quite different turn.

The year 23 B.C., Augustus’ fortieth, was a year of crisis, because
Augustus almost died and Marcellus did die. Numerous historians at the
present time re-date two events placed by Dio in the year 22 B.C., the
‘trial of Marcus Primus’ and the ‘conspiracy of Caepio and Murena’.”
They place them in 23, and claim that those events, coupled with the
assumed disgruntlement of Agrippa with the promotion of Marcellus,
were the culmination of the long tale of increasingly bold and successful
opposition, nearly brought the whole regime down to disaster, and
forced upon Augustus a constitutional retreat. The illness of Augustus is
seen as a feint, a sharp incentive to the ‘Party’ to pull itself together. That
transposition (with all the inferences that it carries with it) is, on
methodological grounds, not adopted in what follows.”

Early in the year 23, Augustus did not expect to survive. There were,
no doubt, people who rejoiced, and to whom the ruler’s unexpected and
rapid recovery was deeply disappointing. But at the crisis he handed state
papers to his fellow-consul and his private signet to Agrippa. That was a
scrupulously correct procedure. And he had not given the dynastic
signal of adoption to Marcellus, not even in his will — as he was anxious
to assure people.”? Upon recovery, in fact, he hastened to redefine
powers, and, first of all, those of Agrippa. A law was passed conferring

67 Dio Lur18.1. 68 See ch. 3 below, pp. 118—20.

¢ And historians, from Dio onwards, are wrong if they think the two doctrines ‘come close to
the same thing’. 7 Dio L1v.3.

" Badian 1982 (C 14) argues cogently against it. 72 Dio Li.31.1.
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upon Agrippa an imperium proconsulare, probably with a term of five
years:’3 not for action, but for eminence next to Augustus (and certainly
not maius, for not even Augustus had that yet). Agrippa, with his new
imperium, sailed off promptly to the East, to no particular activity,
settling his headquarters at Lesbos and governing Syria through his own
legates. Already in antiquity historians thought up explanations of this
odd conduct: Agrippa had taken himself off, or been sent off by the very
grant of proconsular imperium, in rage and humiliation, or in loyal co-
operation, in order not to be in the path of the rising star, Marcellus.
‘Crisis’ historians, nowadays, prefer to see him sent to ‘hold the East’
because of the strength of opposition to the regime. Better than any of
those explanations is to see in Agrippa’s departure an experiment with
the concept of double-harness at the top, one ruler in the Westand one in
the East. Augustus was, presumably, convalescent, and no one could
know that he was destined never to be seriously ill again. Moreover,
there was plague at Rome.

In any case, the new formula for Agrippa was only the first stage in a
bigger reformulation, the ‘constitutional settlement’ of 23 B.c. On 1 July
Augustus laid down his eleventh consulship, and must then have made it
plain that in subsequent years he would not normally be a candidate for
the office; for alternative formulae were adopted for giving him the
various powers that he was relinquishing by giving up the consulship.
But let us here be clear about the difference between powers and power.
Augustus was not engaged in taking or declining or modifying the latter:
factual power was not in question; he had that, totally, as long as he
satisfied the general interest of governing class, plebs and armies. What
was being taken or declined or modified was the expression of that
power, which would settle expected boundaries of its use, of the
behaviour of the ruler, and the scope to be allowed for a modus vivendi
under his power. Not, then, retreats and compromises in a struggle over
power, but in order to get the most acceptable modus vivendi. And in 23 the
prime need was to restore to full availability the highest social prize of
the aristocracy, the consulship,’ which had been monopolized for years,
as to one place, by Augustus, and twice also, as to the other, by
Agrippa.’s ‘Business-as-usual’ was what the aristocracy wanted as the
price for their co-operation. Suetonius records, undated, a proposal by
Augustus for there to be three consuls in any year when he was one,
which was turned down:? the proposal tends to be associated with 19
B.C., but it might belong here in 23 — tried out, perhaps, on the senatorial

7 Roddaz 1984 (C 200) 339—51 has a full discussion; it is not in Dio. Essential now is E}? 366, the
Greck fragment of Augustus’ funeral oration for Agrippa, with the additional fragment published
by Gronewald 1983 (8 370) 61—-2. 7 Dio Lnn.3z.3.

7 Agrippa never took another after 23. 76 Suet. Aug. 37.
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steering committee and greeted with too much dismay. The alternative
was for the ruler to relinquish the highest office.

Instead (or at least at the same time) Augustus received the grant,
annually renewable but for life, of the official powers possessed by
tribunes of the plebs, #ribunicia potestas. We can argue that he needed the
tribunician power so as, constitutionally, to be able to summon the
Senate and to introduce legislation, and Augustus certainly so employed
it. Some historians, regarding it as the principal cloak for autocracy,
designate it as ‘vague’ and ‘all-embracing’: that is not right, for, unlike
imperium, which was indeed vague, tribunicia potestas was a bundle of
specifically defined powers.That is corroborated by the fact that an
addition had to be made:”’ the Senate granted Augustus the right to
make a formal motion at any session (a right that had not been part of the
power of tribunes in the Republic). Tacitus looked in a different
direction for the prime significance of the tribunician power: ‘Augustus
invented it as the title of highest pre-eminence, in order not to assume the
name of king or dictator, and yet to have an appellation that would make
him stand above all other imperia’.’8 Tacitus thus saw it as a distinction
rather than a power, and the same inference can be drawn from two other
considerations, first that it came to be used as the chronological marker
of the reign,” and, second, that it came to be the ultimate honour
conferred on those chosen to be partners in the ruler’s responsibilities —
the sign of a ‘colleague in rule’, collega imperii. Also, of course, in an age
attuned to symbols, tribunician power implied a relationship of protec-
torate over the common people; though how far that impressed them is
doubtful, and what they were hoping for was, as we shall see, something
much more full-blooded.

The imperium of Augustus was redefined: it became imperium maius,
which gave him prevailing authority over any other provincial governor
in any case of conflict. It was, however, only proconsular imperium,
giving him no authority in the home sphere such as he had possessed as
consul (though, simply for practical convenience, he was allowed to
have it ‘once for all’ in the sense of not having to drop it every time he
entered the sacred pomerium of Rome and resume it every time he
departed).® Some interpret the redefinition as compensating Augustus
for the total maius imperium over the Roman world traditionally pos-
sessed by consuls; but not all historians are agreed as to the reality, in
practice, of the consular maius imperium, and, once again, not the least
importance of the new device was to function as a distinction, keeping
Augustus’ imperium one stage higher than the new imperium of Agrippa.

7 Dio rim.3z.5; Talbert 1984 (D 77) 165.

" Tac. Ann. u1.56.2. “Title of highest pre-eminence’ must be an echo of an official description;
the Greek for it can be scen in the oration for Agrippa, EJ? 366, lines 11-12.

7 Though not immediately: Lacey 1979 (c 147). % Dio Lim.32.5.
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‘Constitutional settlement’ is, then, too schematic a description of the
changes of 23 B.c.; but it is only fair to add that the two elements,
imperium proconsulare maius and tribunicia potestas, proved a very stable
formula for the executive authority of Roman emperors for a long time
to come.

So much for paper arrangements; in the world beyond the drafting-
board nature and chance play their part: disease and death, fire, flood and
famine affect the stability of regimes. The years 23 and 22 B.c. were
plague years all over Italy. Marcellus died (we do not know whether of
plague), and there was no child of his marriage; that was a blow to
Augustus’ first attempt to create a succession, though the less urgent in
that the ruler himself seemed out of danger. More urgent was the
condition of the plebs of Rome, whose goodwill Agrippa had fostered.
Along with its huge growth in numbers the plebs, overwhelmingly of
freedman status, had acquired some political force.8! It is exaggerated to
suppose that Augustus was either dependent on it or could ever have
based power mainly upon it, but it had huge ‘nuisance-value’ and had to
be managed and prevented from developing popular leaders. Along
with plague went grave food shortage,8? and the commons were angry
and disillusioned, calling upon the ruler to undo the careful paperwork
and take official powers more plenary than he had ever yet had.

The year 22 B.C. was, in fact, fraught with ills. The statutory court for
treason had to be convened for more than one case.83 The trial of Marcus
Primus, proconsul of Macedonia, for making war on the Odrysae of
Thrace unprovoked and without authority, his claim to have done so at
the behest of ‘Augustus or Marcellus’, the appearance of Augustus at the
tribunal to deny any such instruction, the question by defence counsel
what standing he had to intervene, and his reply that his justification was
‘the public interest’: all that is a well-known story.8 The matter was, no
doubt, serious, especially as the resulting conviction of Primus was not
unanimous; but it may have been accorded a significance beyond its
deserts by being transposed to 23 B.C. It belongs, rather, to the category
of ‘famous repartees’, Augustus’ reply being reminiscent of that of
Pericles, that moneys had been spent ‘for a necessary purpose’.85

But there was also a conspiracy by two persons, presumably to
attempt what nature had failed to achieve.8 One was a wholly unknown
Fannius Caepio,®” the other a certain Murena (so Dio calls him),8
connected with a group close to the ruler: he was the brother, or half-
brother, of Maecenas’ wife, Terentia® and of Augustus’ other equestrian

81 See CAH 1x,2ch. 17. 82 Note the frumentatio tecorded in RG 15.1.

8 Its composition was, presumably, at least half non-senatorial. # Dio LIv.3.1-3.

85 Plut. Per. z23.1. 8% Dio L1v.3.4-8; Vell. Pat. 1.91.2. 57 Syme 1986 (A 95) 40, n.47.

8 Referred to in different sources as Licinius Murena and Varro Murena; doubtless he was also a
Terentius, but he was not the mystery man in the consular Fasti for 25. Syme 1986 (4 95) 387—9.

% With whom Augustus was supposed to be having a liaison.
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friend, Gaius Proculeius, and he was also the very defence counsel who
had sought to embarrass Augustus at the trial of Marcus Primus. There is
no reason to think that the charge was merely trumped up by Augus-
tus.% There was a formal trial for treason,®! and a conviction, but, again,
short of unanimous. The sinister part of the tale is that the convicted men
were not permitted to slip away into exile in the traditional way but
apprehended and put to death.%2 Perhaps they failed to depart instantly
enough. Maecenas is said by Suetonius to have given the nod to his wife
to warn her brother to flee,> and commonly supposed to have lost his
confidential standing with Augustus from that moment (though it is not
clear that he did lose it abruptly, and Terentia hardly needed her husband
as a go-between for information). Augustus celebrated his delivery from
the plot (presumably to knife him) as a victory, and was furious at the
lack of unanimity of the condemnation.

Disease and hunger led to demonstrations in Rome. Augustus had set
out for eastern parts (we shall see why), but the disorders were too great
to ignore, and Agrippa was away, so he hurried back. He was offered the
dictatorship,® by the Senate under heavy pressure from the city plebs,
which was thinking of Iulius Caesar; he was offered the powers of a
censor for life; he was offered a consulship that would be ‘annual yet
perpetual’, like his tribunician power. He made, like Iulius Caesar at the
Lupercalia, a histrionic scene of public refusal.?s He cannot have been
scheming to get those offices, any one of which amounted to formal
constitutional supremacy, though those who believe that the arrange-
ments of 23 B.C. were a retreat imposed by opposition also believe that
Augustus engineered the public outcry to give him the excuse to recover
constitutional ground. If scheming is in question it would be more
plausible to suppose that he schemed for a chance to refuse them. Or
were opponents trying to manoeuvre him into a false step that would
justify tyrannicide? Perhapsall was straightforward on both sides, for the
context was that of demands that somebody, somehow, should produce
bread, and Augustus did accept cara annonae, charge of the corn supply,
and it is altogether too subtle to think that that authority was a disguise
for total supremacy and that the shortage itself was engineered for that.
Bread appeared quickly enough,% and for the future a not very radical
experiment was embarked on to improve the distribution of the free
ration: a new annual committee of senior senators, praefecti frumenti dandi.

In September 22 B.C. Augustus got away from Rome, and was away

% The story at Suet. Axg. §6.4 implies that it had shaken him badly.

9 Perhaps separate trials: young Tiberius was prosecutor of Caepio.

92 Dio’s ‘... on the grounds that they intended to flee’ is probably just a mistake natural to one of
his century. 9 Suet. Axg. 66.3.

% Twice, he says in the Res Gestae. 9 Dio LIv.L.4~5; Suet. Aug. §2.

% Augustus probably just leant heavily on hoarders: of. Dig. 48.12.2 on the lx Iulia de annona.
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three whole years. Agrippa was in the eastern lands, no prefect of the city
was appointed, and the urban plebs was not satisfied: the consuls had a
rebellious populace on their hands. The people in comitia refused to elect
more than one consul for 21 B.C.; equally, Augustus, writing from
Samos, refused to take the vacant place. Only at the beginning of 21 did
the people obediently elect a second consul.

What had taken the ruler to the East was a major policy issue, and he,
not Agrippa, must be the one to achieve a hoped-for diplomatic coup. So
Agrippa was available to change places with him, to return to Rome,
and, momentously, to marry the widow Iulia. (Tiberius, the stepson, was
not offered that hand: he was intended for a career of great public service,
indeed, but not to reach the summit of all things.) If Agrippa’s presence,
briefly, in Rome was also supposed to calm plebeian agitation and
prevent the now open consulship from falling into wrong hands, his
success was limited, for in 20 B.C. the comitia again declined to elect more
than one consul, Gaius Sentius Saturninus, who, in early 19 B.C., found
himself facing, alone, the rise of a ‘people’s champion’, a certain Marcus
Egnatius Rufus.

The garbled tale of Egnatius Rufus®” may be not unfairly boiled down
to this: he was a senator who, as aedile, had won the favour of the Roman
plebs by organizing a fire service; that had taken him straight to the
praetorship, emboldened by which he stood in 19 B.C. for the consul-
ship.% That conduct counts, in our sources, as one of the ‘canonical’ list
of conspiracies against Augustus;® it is puzzling why. For Augustus was
in the East (and Agrippa was, in a single year’s campaign, finally
conquering the Cantabrians in Spain), and the problem, whatever it was,
was dealt with firmly and successfully by the consul and the Senate. The
consul refused Egnatius’ candidature, and when a popular uprising
occurred it was suppressed, in accordance with a senatus consultum
ultimum, and the aspiring popular leader executed. The naive guess is
probably right, that the plebs had found a new Clodius, and the fact was
dangerous — but to the whole elite, not just to the ruler, so they closed
ranks. If Augustus was hoping, as some authors think, that the political
agitations of the plebs would lead to an enlargement of his own powers,
he would not want his position to seem to be dependent on a
demagogue; and if he just feared the plebs would be seduced away from
him and Agrippa, he had a yet more obvious motive for wanting
Egnatius removed. In any event, neither he nor Agrippa saw any need to
rush home. 10

97 The sources are muddled, not least chronologically: Dio Lu1.24.4-6 (under 26 B.C.); Vell. Pat.
11.91.3—4, with the notes of Woodman 1983 (B 203).

% The vacant one of 192 It sounds, rather, as if the consul was presiding over ordinary elections,
which would have been those for 18.  ® Suet. Axg. 19.1.

10 Agrippa’s Aqua Virgo was opened on 9 June, but he can hardly have completed the clinching
Spanish campaign quickly enough to be present.
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Augustus’ eastern sojourn claimed striking achievements. The back-
ground of affairs in the kingdoms of Parthia and Armenia is described in
chapter 4 below.10! The first result of Augustus’ intervention in 20 B.C.
was a diplomatic agreement with the government of Parthia, the only
substantial territorial power on Rome’s horizon. It was no doubt
welcome to both sides, and established a treaty relationship as between
equal powers and an official frontier. Moreover, legionary standards
captured from Marcus Crassus and from Mark Antony were handed
back to the Romans. Augustus succeeded brilliantly in exploiting the
fact, for home consumption, as a victory of arms, which it was not. An
opportunity also offered itself for Tiberius Claudius Nero, the stepson,
to gain diplomatic or military credit by installing a Roman supporter on
the throne of Armenia — which proved easy, because the monarch of the
moment had been assassinated before Tiberius arrived. But it was the
‘return of the standards’ that became a corner-stone of the ideology of a
reinvigorated Rome resuming her historic right to ‘spare the conquered
and defeat the proud’.102

Augustus made many other political dispositions in the eastern
provinces, for example depriving cities of their status as ‘free’ cities and
promoting others, quite irrespective (as Dio points out) of the nature of
provinces such as Asia and Bithynia, which were technically provinciae
populi Romani governed by proconsuls.19 It was done by the authority of
his imperium maius. Also, according to Dio,'% he sent the Senate a letter
stating a policy strangely like the instructions that Tacitus says he left
behind in 4.D. 14: ‘to keep the empire within bounds’. That is surprising
at this juncture, in view of the huge expansion that was to come: perhaps
it was a justification for treaty relations with Parthia and the continued
use of ‘client kings’ in the East.

Augustus voyaged home via Athens, whither Virgil journeyed in his
honour (and died in his entourage at Brundisium on the way back: a
heavy year for Roman poetry, which saw the death of Tibullus also). The
magistrates and Senate proceeded to Campania to meet the returning
ruler, a gesture that became a precedent;!% and he appointed, proprio
motu, a second consul for the empty place, thus both resolutely declining
to change course but also cutting a Gordian knot by pure auctoritas: it
was not, apparently, challenged.

An altar to Fortuna Redux, ‘Fortune the Bringer Home’, was erected
at the Porta Capena and a ceremony of redstus, return, was enacted, of
which much is made in the Res Gestae. 2% A triumph, however, Augustus

101 Pp. 158—63.

12 Virg. Aen. v1.853. Cf. Prop. 1v.6.83, Horace’s Carmen Saeculare, and the breastplate of the
statue of Augustus from Prima Porta, Simon 1986 (F 577) 52-7. 103 Dio LIv.7.4-5.

14 Dio Liv.9.1. 105 First, actually, in 30 B.C., Dio L1.4.5.

106 RG 11; the Fasti Amiternini and Oppiani have it also, under 12 Oct.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



30—17 B.C. 91

refused, accepting instead ornamenta triumphalia, the insignia without the
ceremony.!?’ Triumphs were to be quite rare, partly because indepen-
dent proconsular commands, a prerequisite of a triumph, died out and
partly because triumphs competed, as public spectacle, with the ruler’s
own image-making: Agrippa led the abstinence. In March 19 B.c. Lucius
Cornelius Balbus held a full, formal triumph for campaigns in Africa,
and that was the last to be recorded in the Fasti Triumphales and the last
to be held by anyone outside the ‘divine family’: for others, ornamenta
triumphalia became the usual limit of honours. It may have been at that
time that the arch was built next to the temple of Divus Iulius which had
on its inner walls the pageant of Roman history represented by the Fasti
Capitolini and Fasti Triumphales;%8 the ideology of military success and
hegemony was the very breath of Rome: it was to be channelled in the
interest of the ruler.

Dio gives alist of further constitutional grants to Augustus in 19 B.C.:
an ‘overseership of morality’ (praefectura morum would have been the
Latin), a censorial authority, a grant that most scholars interpret as the
consular power for life, and the right to enact any laws he might wish,
presumably without submitting them to the comitia, and to call them Jeges
Augustae. 109 Was that the successful outcome of a Machiavellian policy of
‘reculer pour mieux sauter’? Had the popular agitations given Augustus
the all-embracing formal authority he coveted, under an at last accep-
table formula? Though widely believed, that is probably not right; the
context will suggest an alternative view. In the Res Gestae, Augustus
strenuously denies receiving all-embracing formal authority: but what
he did proceed to in the years that followed was a programme of
legislation, particularly such as he hoped would restore traditional
standards of the Roman people. The intention so to legislate must have
been known in advance, through the deliberations of the senatorial sub-
committee. Pra¢fectura morum, we may guess, was a suggestion mooted
for the formal authority on which Augustus should proceed, censorial
power another, the right to enact /eges Augustae another; all politely
rejected, but somehow the offers have got into the record as accepted. 110
The ‘consular power’ is a more complex, and certainly a controversial,
question. Most scholars, nowadays,!!! are only too happy to believe that
Augustus accepted it for life in 19 B.C., because it serves to provide
formal justification for certain actions he took, for which they can see no
other. There is, however, no explicit statement but Dio’s and Dio,

197 Dio says he celebrated an ovation, but see Abaccherli Boyce 1942 (a 1).

1% For the date, and the argument that the Fasti were on a “Parthian arch’, see Coarelli 1985
(B19)m. 1 Dio LIv.10.5—6.

110 Rejection of magistracy of curator morum, RG 6.1 (Greek only); of censorial power, implicit in

RG 8; only Dio mentions /eges Augustae, and Augustus’ reference to his laws at RG 8.5 gives no hint.
Suctonius was misled: Aug. 27.5. 11t Following Jones 1960 (a 47) 13-15.
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properly read, is saying something different: ‘... and the power of the
consuls he took for life, to the extent of using the twelve fasces alwaysand
everywhere and sitting on a magisterial chair between the consuls atany
time’.112In the Res Gestae Augustus informs the reader of revisions of the
Senate list carried out ‘by consular power’: he surely means ad boc grants,
and so implies that he did not possess it permanently. What Dio is telling
us about is not a power but an honour; for some ‘social’ rule was bound
to be invented, now that Augustus no longer held, every year, one of the
two highest offices of the state, about where, on formal occasions, he
should be placed in relation to those two officers and what insignia he
should have: we remember how the idea of three consuls did not appeal
and was dropped.

In fact, those who like to see the first third of Augustus’ reign
punctuated by ‘constitutional settlements’ might better look to 18 than
to 19 B.C. (though what is to be seen in 18 gives no comfort to any belief
that he had acquired some kind of ‘total power’ in 19.) In 18 B.C.
Augustus’ provincia ran out: something certainly had to be done about
that, and it was, in fact, renewed for the modest term of five years.
Simultaneously, Agrippa’s proconsular imperium was renewed for the
same five years, and in addition he received the tribunician power for five
years.113 In that development there is constitutional novelty in plenty: an
original and experimental arrangement based on a collegiate conception
of the rulership. Agrippaand Iulia now had a son, and another baby was
due, so dynasty was once again assured. The past decade had been
uncomfortable for the ruler and his regime; now, with a good measure of
optimism and militarism, Rome was to resume her role of conqueror and
mistress of the world.

So the years 18 and 17 were marked by a programme of social reform,
public and private, including a second revision of the Senate list, and by a
great festival of Rome, to proclaim regeneration and traditional values,
the /uds saeculares of 17 B.C.

Details of Augustus’ social laws of this phase are treated in chapters 3
and 18 below.!14 He did not accept the offer to promulgate statutesas /eges
Augustae, but proposed them to the people by virtue of his tribunician
power, so that they were leges Iuliae. In general, they were concerned with
two themes, first the fairer and smoother running of the organs of state
and law, and, second, family and birth-rate — of the ordines, the upper
class, which was what Augustus thought mattered. Under the first
heading the major element was the pair of leges Iuliae sudiciorum publicorum

112 Dio Liv. 10.5, exactly analogous to “.. . for life, to the extent of not having to relinquish . . .’ at
LIIL 32.5; sce above p. 86.

113 Dio LIv.12.4. Agrippa’s imperium was not made maius until 13 B.C., Dio L1v.28.1 (and that is
the correct inference from the lasdatio, EJ? 366). 114 Pp. 732-3, 883-93.
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et privatorum, virtually a code for the organization of the courts of justice
(and including, probably, a regulation de vi that reaffirmed the ancient
citizen right of provocatio). Others were a lex Iulia de ambitu and a lex Iulia
de collegiis.'5 The package proclaimed that the traditional system of
public life was to run as before, at a better level of efficiency. The /ectio
senatus of 18 B.C. was in the same vein. It was an attempt to reduce the
Senate to nearer its old pre-Sullan number of 300, though Augustus did
not succeed in getting it below double that figure. More important, a
senatorial census was laid down for the first time — a minimum property
rating for a man to enter or stay in the august body.!*6 Augustus wanted
an old-fashioned Senate, whose members were to continue to hold
virtually all major executive positions in the state, the legionary
commands and provincial governorships, as well as receiving new
commissions from time to time.

The second heading of the legislation of 18 and 17 B.C., the lex Iulia de
adulteriis establishing a new criminal court for sexual offences that
included extra-marital intercourse of men with freeborn women as well
as adultery, and the /ex Iulia de maritandis ordinibus, which provided
bonuses for those with children and penalties for those not, is castigated
nowadays as having imported the freedom-denying arm of the law into
what had hitherto been matters of private morality and family concern.
That, indeed, it did, but the perspective is erroneous unless it be
observed that interference by the state in matters of private conduct was
no novelty, but part of the age-old tradition of the Republic, which had
comitial trials for stuprum, sumptuary laws, the Oppian and Voconian
laws, and above all the surveillance of the censors, with their nota for all
sorts of conduct disapproved of by society.!!” No more than the Greeks
did the Romans believe that there was any sphere of private morality
separable from the interests of the community at large. Augustus was
taking over both the mantle of ancient Greek legislators and the Roman
censorial role that he had been offered, but not under the formal title.
That is not to say that all of the elite class found the laws to their taste,
although Augustus claims in the Res Gestae that the Senate was in favour
of his measures.!18

Augustus and Agrippa were in Rome. Iulia had borne a second son,
and the two little boys, Augustus’ grandsons, were now formally
adopted as his sons, taking the names Gaius and Lucius Caesar — which
served plain notice upon the stepsons, Tiberius Claudius Nero and his
brother Nero Claudius Drusus, as to what the future could not hold for

115 Whether we should add, on the basis of the Tabulz Irnitana (Gonzalez 1986 (B 235) 150), 2 Jex
Iulia municipalis standardizing the constitutions of the municipalities of Italy, is a matter of
continuing debate.

16 Discrepancy in the sources: Suet. Aug. 41.1 gives 1,200,000, Dio LIv.17.3 gives 1,000,000
sesterces. 117 Underestimated by Dixon 1988 (F 264) 71. 118 RG 6.2 (the Greek text).
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them, though it would be more than a decade before the boys could come
into their political inheritance.

The celebration of a new /lustrum — indeed, far more, a new saeculum of
Rome — came, in triumphal mood, on 31 May 17 B.C.,!? and Horace’s
official Ode for the occasion, the Carmen Saeculare, cannot be bettered as a
compendium of the ideology set before the Roman people. It is the
fashion of our age to undercut official triumphalism, and there is plenty
of reason in the present case. Many of the governing class exhibited
irreconcilable dissatisfaction with the attempt to regulate their conduct:
Augustus had been up against the plebs, but now he was up against its
betters. Dio (and it must come from his source) stresses the ##-popularity
of Augustus at this time, and even makes 18 B.C. the beginning of plots
against him and against Agrippa,'?0 whose status was resented. So if, as
we are commonly taught, Augustus’ greatest skill was the political tact
whereby he experimented to fit his de facto supremacy into a framework
of what people wanted it to seem to be, he had not, in the decade down to
the /udi saeculares, reaped much fruit of that alleged skill — or so we might
think until we notice the consuls of 16 B.c.!12!

IIL 16 B.C. — A.D. 14

The consuls of 16 B.c. were young nobles (and similarly in the years that
followed, so all was right in #hat relationship, at least). That particular
pair were also related to Augustus. Publius Cornelius Scipio was the son
of his former wife Scribonia by an earlier marriage, and so half-brother
to lulia, and Lucius Domitius Ahenobarbus was married to Augustus’
niece Antonia, one of the two women of that name, the daughters of
Octavia and Mark Antony, who carried the great enemy’s genes deep
into the heart of the ‘divine family’.122 The ‘divine family’ was the most
distinctly Augustan innovation of all, his way of reconciling the high
aristocracy. It was powerful both as fact and as concept. Practically, it
secured a cadre of collaborators at the highest level; psychologically, it
was the exemplar of Augustus’ moral programme; and symbolically it
was the ‘parallel language’ of dynasty and court taking over from
elective republicanism. (As a matter of fact, for the second half of the
year 16, the plebeian Lucius Tarius Rufus took over from P. Scipio; and
that well illustrates the historian’s peril in pretending to interpret the
politics of the age, for we do not know why. Was it because Rufus could
not be denied an honour and had to be fitted in? Or was Scipio ill, or

19 Pighi 1965 (B 263) 107—30, plus 131~6, shown by Cavallaro 1979 (8 217) to belong to the

Augustan /udi. 120 Dio Liv.1§.1. 121 Syme 1986 (A 95) 53—63.
122 For all such persons see, now, Syme 1986 (a 95), via the index.
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incompetent, or dissident? Many stories could be told, and a ‘crisis of 16
B.C.” invented; but it would all be idle conjecture.)

Inany case, the main theme of Augustus’ second decade was different.
Towards the end of the year 16 Augustus and Agrippa left Rome, for
opposite ends of the empire, each for three years — according, as it were,
to pattern. Rome was left to the consuls, plus Titus Statilius Taurus as
‘prefect of the city and Italy’.!2? Agrippa’s role in the East was not
military: he exercised imperial policy in half the empire as collega imperii,
dealing, for example, with the affairs of the remote client kingdom of the
Crimea,!2¢ and confirming the right of the Jews of the Diaspora to their
ancestral laws and customs.!?> More in need of interpretation is Augus-
tus’ purpose in the West. His departure was hastened by the flurry caused
by a legionary standard lost on the Rhine,1% for rebuffs to Roman
military prestige could not be allowed. According to Dio, some said he
left Rome in order to consort with Maecenas’ Terentia with less scandal,
others that it was to avoid general unpopularity. But maybe a main
theme was already emerging: imperial expansion in northern Europe, of
which the two efficient stepsons would be the principal agents. Augustus
was inexhaustible in experiments with the material at any time to hand:
three centuries later, under Diocletian and his successors, the Roman
empire would be ruled by two ‘Augusti’ and two ‘Caesares’, and the
experiment of Augustus’ second decade looks as if based on some such
idea — save for the awkward and ominous difference that the two
‘Caesares’ due to be groomed for succession were a different pair of
brothers entirely from the ones who were to share the present burdens.

Certain things that were done can be seen as preparatory. The
generation of soldiers who had been recruited after Actium must now be
pensioned off, so a big phase of veteran settlement occurred in Gaul and
Spain; and it is no surprise that, connected with the discharges and new
recruitments, the term of service was now!?? officially established at a
minimum of sixteen years for legionaries and twelve for the praetorian
guard. Thus, out of the needs of the time, emerged the formal
establishment of the Roman army as a professional service (for ‘other
ranks’, not officers). And at roughly the same time Lugdunum seems to
have begun to function as a2 major government mint, coining gold and
silver; new money was going to be needed to pay legions campaigning in

13 Dijo Liv.19.6: Dio’s Greek implies that tide: it was probably a formal, even if not a standing,
office. 124 Dio L1Iv.24.4-6.

125 Rajak 1984 (E 1194) favours the authenticity of the texts cited by Josephus, but minimizes
their scope.

126 The ‘Lollian Disaster’, 16 B.C. (0r 17, as argued by Syme, see 1986 (A 93) 402, n.116).

127 Dio LIv.2§.5 puts itin 13 B.C.
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north and west. Gaul was subjected to a census, and detested both the tax
and the procurator.

The first big movement!?® was the subjugation by the brothers,
Tiberius Nero and Nero Drusus, of Raetian and Vindelician Switzerland
(not without mass deportations) and the bloodless incorporation of the
kingdom of Noricum. Augustus took an imperatorial salutation; the
stepsons could have neither triumph nor ovation, for they were only
legati Angusti, butat least Horace accorded them proud celebration, as he
did also for the return of Augustus to Rome in 13 B.c.12? And in relation
to that reditus a magnificent new way was invented to advertise the
‘divine family’: on 4 July 13 B.C., by decree of the Senate, there was
inaugurated a sacred precinct and altar of the ‘Augustan Peace’ in the
north part of the Campus Martius; it was not dedicated till 10 January 9
B.C. Its famous frieze is an imaginary depiction of a procession of the
‘divine family’ and the members of the great priesthoods to an inaugural
celebration; contemporaries will probably have been able to identify
every figure.!30 Both the frieze and the independent panels of the Ara
Pacis are eloquent with all the themes of Augustan ideology, not the least
striking emphasis being upon children, the ‘young hopefuls’, the key to
future glory.13!

To the Ara Pacis we now have to add, as an element — perhaps the
major element — in a complex architectural ensemble, the enormous
public sundial and astronomical clock created, also, in the north part of
the Campus.132 Its gnomon, 30 m high (with plinth), was one of the two
obelisks brought from ‘captured Egypt’;133 the paved ground under the
feet of pedestrians was itself the sundial; and the equinoctial line on the
ground passed through the Ara Pacis and subtended a right angle to the
Mausoleum by the Tiber. There has been detected a whole wealth of
symbolism about the birth and conception of Augustus in relation to
renewal and peace, adding significance to one of the best-known
inscriptions of the period, the letter of the proconsul of Asia and decrees
of the Joint Council of the province inaugurating a new calendar for Asia
based on Augustus’ birthday, which is celebrated as ‘giving a new look

to the cosmos’.134
Of course, both the rulers returned to Rome in 13 B.C., for their

128 A prelude consisted of campaigns by Publius Silius in the Alpine foothills.
129 Hor, Carm. 1v.4 and 14; 1v.§5 and 2, lines 41-6o.
1% Contra, however, Zanker 1987 (F 632) 128. There are still many disagreements about the
- identity of individual figures: see, €.g., the next note.

131 Zanker 1987 (F 632) 219, contests the view that two of the little boys are barbarian captives,
and thinks that they are, after all, Gaius and Lucius Caesar.

132 Buchner 1982 (F 306); Zanker 1987 (F 632) 149—50. Unmentioned in the Res Gestae: had it
already been discovered that the ‘clock was wrong’ (Pliny, HN xxxvi.72-3).

133 EJ2 14. The other was placed on the spina of the Circus Maximus. Their transport and erection
were a tremendous technological feat. 134 EJ2 ¢8.
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official powers lapsed and required renewal. Needless to say, they were
duly renewed, for a cautious five years, including Agrippa’s tribunician
power.135 A tiresome complication is added to the story of official
powers by Dio’s statement that the cura morum of Augustus was renewed
in 12 B.C. for five years;'% for, if Augustus possessed it at all, he had had
it, on Dio’s own account, for five years from 19 B.C., and its renewal
should have occurred two years sooner. In the Res Gestae it is asserted
that the offer of a cura morum was made again in 11 B.C., but declined.
There was, however, a revision of the Senate list in 11 B.C., performed by
virtue of censoria potestas; perhaps Dio’s garbled tale is an echo of that
temporary grant. A much more significant constitutional fact is thatin 13
B.C. Agrippa’s imperium was, at last, defined as maius.137 For a brief span
he and Augustus had equal formal authority as rulers of the Roman
world; it was a joint rule of two colleagues, the one superior to the other
only in auctoritas. We notice the immense significance of that experiment
all too little because fate decreed that it should be so brief; for in March
12 B.C., only a few days after another great ceremony, stressed in the Res
Gestae, the solemn assembly of the Roman people at which, at long last,
Augustus became pontifex maximus,'3® Agrippa died.!3 Catastrophe
following hard on the heels of triumph is an obstinate motif in the story
of the age.

But the engine of Roman imperialism, having been turned on, was not
allowed to falter: Tiberius Nero and Nero Drusus embarked at once on
their great joint aristeiz of 12—9 B.C. in the north, and Augustus set
himself at Aquileia and other northern towns, to be in touch with the
grand strategy. Tiberius already knew, before he left for Illyricum, what
he was going to have to do: divorce Agrippa’s daughter, Vipsania, by
whom he had a son, and marry Iulia, Agrippa’s widow. The marriage
took place in 11 B.C., and caused all parties untold misery: lives sacrificed
to duty. Augustus was relentless in his demand for co-operation, from
high as from low, and there are straws in the wind, by the middle of the
reign, that not even those well-disposed in general were keen to co-
operate on his stern terms. Hence various experiments to get the Senate
to work properly, and to encourage the elite not to turn their backs on
public service, which belong in this decade.14

To celebrate the second year of the northern campaigns, in which
Drusus, the younger stepson but the favourite of the ruler and the
public,!#! had the more spectacular part, both he and Tiberius were
voted ovations and ornamenta triumphalia, and in their honour there was a

135 Dio Liv.28.1. 13 Dio Liv.30.1. 137 Dio Liv.28.1; see above, n.113.

1% RG 10. The former triumvir Lepidus had never been deprived of that priestly office, and had
remained 2 senator until his death, though not permitted to live in Rome.

19 The consular Fasti of 12 B.C. are strange: Syme deduces plague.

140 See ch. 3 below, pp. 124~5. ' Tac. Ann. 11.41.3, favor vulgi.
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distribution of 400 sesterces per head and games were held.t2 But then
Octavia died, Augustus’ sister and Antony’s widow, who had given and
inspired devotion. Drusus spoke the laudation, as her son-in-law.

For the third year, 10 B.C., Augustus accompanied the headquarters to
Gaul, where the ‘Altar at the Confluence of Rhone and Arar’ was
dedicated as a focus in the West for cult of the ruler, and, on the selfsame
day, the future emperor Claudius was born, son of Drusus and the
younger Antonia. (The prevailing view, drawing an inference from Dio,
is that the dedication was in 12 B.C. It involves a strained interpretation
of Suetonius’ ‘selfsame day’; and Augustus could not have been present
at Lugdunum in that year, whereas in 10 we have corroboration from a
papyrus that he was.)13 In the winter Drusus did not return to Rome,
but entered upon his consulship of 9 B.C. in absence; and in that year he
carried Roman arms to the river Elbe. Those were noteworthy military
achievements: Augustus and both his stepsons took imperatorial salu-
tations, Tiberius celebrated the ovation voted to him, and Drusus was
due to celebrate his. Whereupon death struck again: Drusus, the darling
of all, died, in his consular year, aged 29, on 24 September — there is no
record of any suffect consul being created to fill the brief vacancy.
Tiberius made all speed, and, according to Dio, just managed to greet his
brother before he died.1* For Tiberius above all it was a catastrophe: asa
united force they had had much to achieve.

Augustus did not permit the expansion in Germany to pause; he
simply transferred Tiberius to that front. Nevertheless, to him also
Drusus’ departure was a bad blow, coming so soon upon those of
Agrippa and Octavia; it may not be fanciful to detect a growing rigidity
in Augustus’ attitudes and proceedings, now that he was deprived of the
personalities from whom he had derived support and counsel. But there
is a remarkable further tale that the reader must be asked to estimate, for
it plays quite a part in recent accounts: ‘republicanist’ opposition on the
part of the stepsons. It derives from Suetonius, who says that Drusus at
some time wrote to Tiberius ‘about forcing Augustus to restore liberty’;
there was plainly some historical source that gave Drusus that colour-
ing.145 Conspiracies are mentioned by Dio at the end of his account of the
year 9 B.C., and in the very next year a new rule was made that slaves
could be compulsorily purchased by the state so as to make them
available as witnesses against their former masters in cases of treason.
Have we, then, uncovered the ‘crisis of 9 B.c.”? There were those who
believed that Augustus suspected Drusus and had him poisoned; also,
that none other than Tiberius had reported the treasonable correspon-

1492 L. Piso also had ornamenta triumphalia for a Bellum Thracicum, probably in 11 B.C.
143 Dio L1v.32.1; Suet. Claxd. 2.1; POxy 3020, col. 1, line 4. Absence of Augustus is, admittedly,

not impossible: in g B.c., for example, he was at Ticinum and cannot have attended the consecration
of the Ara Pacis. 144 Dio Lv.z2.1. 145 Suet. Tib. so0.1; Clasd. 1.4.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



16 B.C.—A.D. 14 99

dence to his stepfather. Suetonius, however, who records all that, gives
one reason for hesitating, namely that there is so much evidence that
Drusus was a favourite of Augustus: he had a place in the ruler’s will, for
instance. Antiquity was given to novelettes about poisoning; we do not
have to accept that tale, and the conspiracies alluded to by Dio are
unrelated. But it may be a fact that the brothers had discussed the kind of
res publica they would like to serve under, and that Tiberius had
undertaken to lay their views before Augustus while he was heavily
reliant on them. We can imagine how, with Drusus gone, the sole effect
would be to make Augustus reluctant to leave things to Tiberius.

The year 8 B.Cc. was twenty years from that sixth consulship when
Augustus had begun handing the res pablica back to the Senate and
people: vicennalia, it would have been called in a later century, and it was,
if mutedly, celebrated (though hand in hand with celebration went,
again, loss: Maecenas first, and Horace shortly after). A ‘census was
completed, by consular imperium (a special, conceivably celebratory,
grant), with a revision of the Senate list and — a rare curiosity — an
extension of the pomerium of Rome.1% Now, too, the month Sextilis was
renamed ‘Augustus’.147 The anniversary was accompanied, as it had to
be, by another formal renewal of Augustus’ powers, for — surprisingly
but perhaps also in celebration —a further complete decade; what did not
accompany it was any acknowledgement of Tiberius as co/lega imperii: no
love existed there, and no trust, and other possibilities were nearly in
sight.

Yet the campaign of Tiberius in 7 B.c. was triumphant, leaving
Germany ‘practically ready to become a province of the Roman
empire’,148 and permitting the discharge of large numbers of legionaries
over the next few years.14 Tiberius, who was, that year, consul for the
second time, celebrated a full, formal triumph, and afterwards laid the
foundation of a temple of Concord in the Forum Romanum, his
thoughts perhaps still upon the lost partnership.

There were relatively everyday tasks and problems of government,
not necessarily trivial. One such was an accusation, astonishingly, of
ambitus, electoral bribery, against all the magistrates, presumably of the
year 8. Augustus took care not to peer into that too closely, but he did
make new rules to reduce bribery at the consular elections in the future.
The very fact that it occurred shows that there was still popular choice,
but it is principally a pointer to something else. What was amiss was that
for twenty years Augustus had insisted on the being, in the old tradition,
only two consuls a year (barring emergencies); but the office was still

14 Boatwright 1986 (C 33). 147 Dio Lv.6.6. See n. 51 above.
148 Vell. Pat. 11.97.4; but see ch. 4 below, pp. 181—-3.
149 The Res Gestae record troop discharges in 7, 6, 4, 3 and 2 B.C.
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eagerly sought after and fought over, as the crown of a social career, and
soon Augustus experimented again, dividing the year into two halves,
with two ‘ordinary’ consuls followed by two ‘suffect’ consuls, a system
that became regular from § s.c.

Natural disasters, too, never ceased to punctuate the history of the
biggest conurbation in the ancient world, and governments never did
enough. There was a very grave fire in 7 B.C., just before the funeral
games in memory of Agrippa. Augustus took occasion to reorganize the
local structure of the city into fourteen official ‘regions’, with a
devolution down to the 265 vici or ‘blocks’, the latter to be responsible
for fire precautions. It did not prove adequate.

His coeval generation dying away, Augustus was obliged to place
reliance on the younger folk. For Herod the Great and his dynastic
problems and brutal treatment of his sons, Augustus had the greatest
contempt,!50 but that turned into a terrible irony. In the year 6 B.cC.
Tiberius Nero received a renewal of imperium, plus tribunician power for
five years, which proclaimed him to the world as collega imperis; and at
that very moment he declared his wish to retire from state responsibili-
ties and took himself off to Rhodes. Augustus staged a bit of illness to
detain him, but it did not work. The historian Velleius, adulatory of
Tiberius, exaggerates the consequences of his retirement into a sort of
paralysis of the res publica,'®! and the loss of the full text of Dio for those
years contributes to a possibly false picture; but it was undeniably major
trouble in high politics.

The modern, as well as the ancient, interpretation is that it was
dynastic trouble. Gaius and Lucius Caesar were of an age to begin their
progress into the limelight (and ‘above themselves’ already, according to
Dio, who writes that in 6 B.c. the people ‘chose’ Gaius as consul and
Augustus had to step in and quash it: a demonstration, perhaps).!52 In
B.C. Gaius was made a pontifex and designated consul for A.p. 1,and a
new title was invented for him, princeps iuventutis or honorary president
of the order of eguites, and a distribution of money was made in his
honour; in 4 B.C. he had aseat on the great consilium called to settle the fate
of Judaea upon the death of Herod. In 2 B.c. Lucius was made an ax4gur
and designated consul for A.D. 4, and became joint princeps iuventatis.
What is more, the coinage was the medium for a course of advertisement
for the pair such as neither Drusus nor Tiberius had been accorded.5?
So, then, Tiberius moved downstage, and the questions that gather
about Agrippa’s departure seventeen years earlier repeat themselves.
Did he go in self-effacing co-operation or in rage and frustration?
Scholars have conjured up binary opposites, a Claudian faction led by

150 Macrob. Sat. 1m.4.11. 151 Vell. Pat. 11.100.1.
152 Dio Lv.g.1-2. 153 Zanker 1987 (F 632) 218-26.
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Livia Drusilla on behalf of her sons (now reduced to one) and a Julian,
led by Iulia on behalf of hers, whose opposition was destined to tear at
the vitals of the regime until Augustus’ death, and beyond. That picture
may be not so much wrong as a bit too simple. First, there could never
have been any doubt, from the moment that Gaius and Lucius were
adopted, that if Augustus, and they, survived long enough for them to
grow to manhood they would be his chosen successors; Tiberius Nero
and Nero Drusus could never have expected a role greater than that of
Agrippa. Again, it was in 6 B.C., before the formal elevation of the youths
began, that Tiberius retired; that elevation looks more like the ruler’s
instant response to, than the cause of, Tiberius’ desertion. And finally,
you hardly make a man collega imperii to kick him out: rather, to try to
keep him. The latter end of Tiberius’ Rhodian sojourn was certainly an
unofficial exile; but there is a wider story to which his initial retirement
belongs, the story of people’s growing unwillingness to work with and
for Augustus, and to play their roles in the drama according to his script.
Tiberius Nero, with the independent spirit he had shared with his
brother (and shared, to their mutual cost, with his wife, Augustus’
daughter), saw himself type-cast as collega imperii, the new Agrippa, and
rebelled. To Agrippa, his status as collega imperii had been an insurance
for the succession of his sons, and part, anyway, of a lifelong collabor-
ation. For Tiberius it was neither: therefore, Augustus must carry on
alone.

The impression of a political standstill is doubtless false, but not much
can be done to compensate. One important experiment of 4 B.C. serves to
help fill the gap: it is known only from an inscription.!3* By a senatus
consultum of that year, on a proposal from Augustus, a novel, expedited
procedure became available to provincials alleging extortion by Roman
magistrates, in all but the gravest (i.e. capital) cases. It probably was
genuinely quicker; on the other hand it contained an unadvertised
advantage for senatorial governors by enabling them to be tried by a
committee of their peers instead of the mainly non-senatorial juries of the
quaestio repetundarum.

But 2 B.c. was a year of crisis — or so it has been called. Certainly it
contained paradox enough to satisfy any novelist. It began with a
tremendous burst of ceremony, symbolism and festivity. Augustus was
sixty; he was consul ordinarius (he had taken the consulship in § B.C. to
preside over the début of Gaius Caesar, and now did the same for
Lucius); and on 5 February he was officially designated pater patriae,
‘Father of the Nation’. The title crowns the Res Gestae, and Suetonius
quotes the very words in which it was bestowed and accepted.!55 It was
not (though historians recently have tried to make it) a constitutional

14 Ej2 311, v. 155 Suet. Aug. 58.2.
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statement, nor a symbol that the state was ultimately governed by the
concept of patria potestas, nor an ingeniously invented jurisprudential
basis for equating attacks on the ‘divine family’ with treason against the
state.!36 It was an honour—an extension of the title parens patriae that had
been accorded to Marius, to Cicero, and to Iulius Caesar, a supremely
high public decoration.

Augustus’ guid pro quo was (besides a distribution of money) some very
grand consular games — a new set, the /udi Martiales. The name was not
fortuitous, for on 12 May!5? the two young Caesars dedicated the most
symbolic and triumphalist of all the Augustan public buildings, the
temple of Mars Ultor at the far end of the new Augustan Forum, where
those long-ago recovered standards would repose permanently. With its
porticoes, friezes and caryatids, and the statues of all the Roman
triumphatores,'>® the Augustan Forum is the building that must be most
attentively listened to. Its emphasis is, actually, not so much on the
‘divine family’ (and we may be inclined to guess why not) as on victory
and the long, successful tale of Roman imperialism: hatd, bold, assertive,
confident — and for constant public use, especially for law-courts.159
And, in celebration of the celebration, another marvellous entertainment
was provided, the ‘naval battle of the Greeks and Persians’, in a specially
constructed artificial lake beside the Tiber; that, too, is recalled with
pride in the Res Gestae.

So it was a many-sided paradox that, later in that year, Iulia, the
daughter of Augustus, was deported to the island of Pandateria. Her
mother Scribonia went with her into exile. Multiple adulteries were the
charge against Iulia, or the excuse. %0 Tacitus says that Augustus chose to
treat those adulteries as treason,!¢! implying that he did not believe
Iulia’s offence to have been treason; but modern historians have woven
here a tale of a major attemptat a coup d&'état. It ought to be allowed, in any
case, that immorality at the heart of that ‘divine family’ that Augustus
wanted as the paradigm for his society was a blow to pride and optimism
in the year of the title pater patriae; and, further, that Iulia, like Tiberius,
was committing the crime of repudiating her role in the scenario as
composed by her father. That might be enough and to spare. It is the
involvement, as the foremost among Iulia’s alleged lovers, of Iullus
Antonius that, to some detective minds, has suggested more.162 He was
either executed or forced to commit suicide: the other named men

1% Contra, respectively, Salmon 1956 (c z04); Lacey ‘Patria Potestas’, in Rawson 1986 (F 54) 121—
44; Bauman 1967 (F 640) 235—9. 157 For this date, rather than in August, Simpson 1977 (F 578).

1% Zanker n.d. [¢. 1968] (r G25); Zanker 1987 (F 632) 215. It had been long in building: Macrob.
Sat. 11 4.9. Forum dedicated earlier than temple: Degrassi 1945 (F 346).

1% Suet. Axg. 29.1—2; tablets from Puteoli, Camodeca 1986 (F 311). 160 Dio Lv. 12.10-16.

161 Tac. Amnm. 111.24.2. 162 Tt did not to Tacitus, Amm. 1V.44.5; but cf. Sen. De Brev. Viit. 4.5.
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involved incurred mere banishment,'¢3 an inadequate reaction if they
had been part of a treasonable conspiracy. They were members of
families of the nobility, indeed, ¢4 and one of them had been consul in 9
B.C., as [ullus was in 10; but hardly of prominence or stature, apart from
him, to justify a picture of a ‘faction of the nobility’ opposed to the
‘radical’ Tiberius. Iullus is different: son of Antony and Fulvia, spared
after Actium, half-brother of the Antonias, he had become a favoured
court figure. As praetor he had given the games for Augustus’ birthday
in 13 B.C.; he had reached the consulship in 10 B.Cc. and Dio’s epitome
states that he was allegedly out for monarchia. Actium reversed and
revenged: was that the idea?

The greatest sobriety of judgment is needed here. One matter for
pause is what fate we are to suppose Iullus and Iulia had in store for
Gaius and Lucius Caesar. Were they to perish in the bloodbath? Was
Tulia to sacrifice her sons? Or was the whole scheme designed to bolster
their succession against Tiberius Nero? But they were secure as things
were, and it was Tiberius who lived in eclipse and danger. And was
Tullus to be content with prominence as a mere caretaker for Iulia’s sons,
analternative Tiberius? Not, of course, that the craziness of a proposal is
proof that people did not enterrain it.

In 2 B.C. prefects of the praetorian guard were appointed for the first
time, and some are tempted to relate that novelty to the alleged state of
emergency; but caution will suggest hesitation. First, they were a pair,
and mere eguites at that; secondly, this was certainly not the moment of
creation of the praetorian guard, which already existed. It is not known
what commanding officer the guard had before 2 B.c. — quite probably
Augustus himself, with no intermediary; in which case it is hard to see
the establishment of a pair of equestrian prefects as strengthening the
ruler’s control in face of a crisis.

This is usually held to have been the season of Ovid’s Ars Amatoria.
That chronology has been challenged,!¢* but Dio records some other
activities of the ‘smart set’ that were capable of making Augustus’ blood
boil.16¢ The simple man’s alternative, about this story, is therefore still
the best: morality uppermost in the ruler’s stern plan for triumphant
Rome; revelations — perhaps, indeed, made by enemies — of a fast-living
set, with Iulia and ITullus at its centre; humiliation and rage of the ruler
matching the psychological climate of resistance to his relentless
imperatives.

The social imperatives were evident in that year in another context.
The suffect consuls, Lucius Caninius Gallus and Gaius Fufius Geminus,

163 The epitome of Dio says others were executed, and on a charge of conspiracy, but names no
names. 164 Syme 1986 (A 95) 91. 165 Syme 1978 (B 179). 16 Dio Lv.10.11.
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put through the comitia a law setting limits to the number of slaves an
individual master might free by testament; and that may well have a
relationship to another change attributed to 2 B.c. whereby the number
of recipients of the free corn ration was cut down to 200,000. Too much
foreign blood in the citizen body, and too many layabouts!

Phraates IV of Parthia had just, after a long reign, been murdered, and
succeeded, by his favourite son, who, with anti-Roman zeal, had assisted
in the ejection of the king of Armenia, all that while 2 Roman nominee.
There was an irritable international correspondence, and an air in Rome
as of the prelude to a Parthian war; but Augustus repeated almost exactly
the successful formula of twenty years before.!¢” Tiberius Nero had been
his envoy then, and could have been so again, but he was in retirement:
indeed, since all his formal powers had run out, and no attempt had been
made to renew them, he was — like his wife — an exile. In any case, the
occasion could be used to give Gaius Caesar his first impressive role in
the official drama; so in 1 B.C., invested with an imperium for the whole
East, he set out, amidst a cloud of diplomatic advisers and to the strains
of eager poetasters.168 There was no state of war, so no hurry; in A.D. 1,169
when he entered in absentiaupon his long-prearranged consulship, Gaius
was engaged in some sort of campaign in Nabatean Arabia.1” The hopes
he carried with him (along with his brother, who died, however, in A.D. 2
at Massilia of some non-sinister cause) are revealed in a letter of
Augustus to him written in September, A.p. 2: *.. . with you two playing
your part like true men and taking over the sentry-post from me’.1”! The
great diplomatic exchange of courtesies duly took place, on an island in
the Euphrates,!72 followed, as it were canonically, by the march to seta
Roman protégé again on the Armenian throne. This time it was not a
formality. At an unknown place, Artagera, Gaius received a stab-
wound, though it seemed to heal, and both he and Augustus took
imperatorial salutations.1” And then occurred the strangest event in the
whole tale. Tiberius Nero had just been permitted to return to Rome, a
mere private citizen, with a question-mark upon his future;!’¢ and now
Gaius wrote home to say that b was going to retire into private life and
contemplation.1?5 He was 23. People said at the time, and they were very
likely right, that Gaius was a mortally sick man, and, to Augustus’

167 See above, p. 9o.

168 A propemptic effusion: Antipater, Poem 47 (Gow and Page 1968 (B 65)). Cf. Ov. Ars Am.
LI7I. 169 The year immediately following 1 B.C. 170 Romer 1979 (C 3o1).

1 Gell. NA xv.7.3 (there was a collection of Augustus’ ‘Letters to his Grandson’). At Pisa, after
his death, in an elogium (EJ2 69) he is called ‘already designated primceps.

172 Vellejus was present, and describes it, 11.201.

I3 In a.D. 3, by Syme’s reckonings (1979 (c 230)).

174 Bowersock 1984 (C 40) speculates about the divided allegiance in the East between Tiberius
" and Gaius Caesar. 175 Dijo Lv.102.8.
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culminating dismay, in A.D. 4 he died; in so short an interval were both
the young hopefuls gone. But one can imagine, even before that, the
effect of the letter of resignation: “You too, son’. Like Tiberius and like
Iulia: this was the canker that had rotted Augustus’ third decade, that the
people of his choice did not want to tread his path of duty. When, in A.p.
3, his constitutional powers were again renewed (and for a full decade)
there could be no word of Tiberius Nero or of Gaius Caesar, for both
were sulking in their tents; there was no collega imperii.

But in A.D. 4 Augustus, alone, implacable!” and indefatigable, with
imperialism and social reform still on his agenda, bowed to political
necessity. Tiberius Nero was rehabilitated fawte de mieux, received
tribunician power for ten years,!”” and was appointed to command in
Germany,!”® though apparently even then not with a general imperium
maius. The dynastic goal was still the old one. Augustus’ nearest
relatives, apart from his daughter, were now her surviving three
children, her daughters Iulia and Agrippina and her son Agrippa, the so-
called ‘Postumus’; and the goal determined the action. On 26 June A.p. 4
Augustus adopted Tiberius and Agrippa as his sons — ‘for the sake of the
res publica’, he is supposed to have said in Tiberius’ case!” (though we
cannot recapture the tone of that remark, whether of bleak resignation or
of confident affirmation). For Tiberius, the choice was power and the
chance of new military glory, even if only, still, as a caretaker, over
against eclipse and perhaps worse. As for Agrippa, he must not be
treated as just peripheral to the story.!80 The ancient writers all describe
him as truculent and retarded;!8t he may have become so, or this may be
no more than the official story by which his later exile and elimination
were justified. Bur in A.D. 4 he was a still viable, if eleventh-hour,
replacement for his deceased brothers. In any case, that was not the full
extent of the ruler’s scheme. For, at the same time, Tiberius adopted his
own nephew, Nero Claudius Germanicus, son of the adored Drusus, to
count as brother to his own son, the second Drusus. Germanicus was
married to Agrippina, so it was their children who would carry the
Julian inheritance — an exceedingly efficient way of repairing the badly
torn ‘divine family’.

Legislatively, A.D. 4182 was the year of the Lex Aelia Sentia, the most

17 He did, under popular pressure, allow his daughter to change her place of exile as far as
Rhegium. 177 So Dio Lv.13.2. Suetonius is wrong.

178 Sce ch. 4 below; Wells 1972 (E 601) 198—61. Not 2 new war: there had been activity all the
while. Domitius Ahenobarbus, who reached the Elbe, and Marcus Vinicius had both won ernamenta
trixmpbalia. 1™ Vell. Pat. n1.104.1; Suet. Tib. 21.3. 180 Levick 1976 (c 366) ch. 4.

181 Vell. Pat. 11.112.7; Tac. Ansn. 1.5; Suet. Asg. 65.1; DioLv.32.1-2.

1% The ‘conspiracy of Gnacus Cornelius Cinna Magnus’, placed in this year by Dio Lv.14-22.1
(cf- Sen. Clem. 1.9) is a moral fiction. The Lex Valeria Cormnelia of A.D. 5 is described in ch. 3 below,

p- 127.
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far-reaching of the statutes regulating slavery and freedom from sla-
very;18also of important improvements in the administration of justice,
notably the addition of a fourth decuria of persons liable for jury
service.1® Militarily, Tiberius’ campaigns in Germany in A.D. 4, 5 and 6
were, as twelve years before, grand successes:!85 in A.D. § Roman armies
reached the Elbe again, and in A.D. 6 the pincers were set to close on a
great prize, the Bohemian kingdom of Maroboduus.

It was the last moment of imperial optimism in Augustus’ reign. What
was left, looked at narrowly, takes on a colouring of disaster and
disillusion, not least — though not only — in the military sphere, where it
hurt hardest: the historical irony of that letter to Gaius Caesar becomes
very acute. So before plunging into the gloom it is as well to remind
ourselves that Augustus had succeeded in establishing a political order
that survived, with modifications, for some centuries and a territorial
hegemony that expanded for another hundred years and for two
centuries lost nothing that it had included at his death.

The forces were poised against Bohemia when the shock came, the
news that all Illyricum was in rebellion. Tiberius’ efforts of fifteen years
before had not proved lasting. Bohemia had to be abandoned, and
Tiberius to return to the front he had known, to battle for three heavy
years against a national uprising.!8 And it was not the only trouble of
those years.187 We hear of cities in revolt, and proconsuls having to be
appointed instead of chosen by the lot and to have their tenures
prolonged. The wild Isaurians in Asia Minor were in ferment, and
Cossus Cornelius Lentulus won ornamenta triumphalia for operations in
Africa against the Gaetulians. Sardinia had to be redesignated as a part of
the ‘province of Caesar’ because of a recrudescence of the corsairs. There
was once again a Judaean problem: Archelaus, who had received the
lion’s share on the death of Herod, had been denounced by his people
and exiled to Gaul, and Rome had to take Judaea over as an equestrian
province. 188

Resources were strained. The very nature of the professional army
came into question, its recruitment and its cost, especially that of
providing for time-expired soldiers. Augustus attempted to cut the cost
by lengthening the term of service.'® He also put to the Senate the
problem of funding an overall increase in state income,!% met a stony
silence, and so, in A.D. 6, imposed on Roman citizens a death-duty of s

18 See ch. 18 below, pp. 893-7. 184 Suet. Axg. 32.3; Bringmann 1973 (D 249).

185 Vell. Pat. 11.105—7; and see ch. 4 below, pp. 183—4.

38 Five legions were very nearly cut to pieces in A.D. 7, with severe loss of junior officers: Vell.
Pat. 1L.112.6. 187 Dio Lv.28.1—4.

18 Dio Lv.27.6; Joscph. Bf m.111 and 117. 18 Dio Lv.23.1.

19 He also set up a committee of consular senators to review expenditure in the public sector.
Plus ¢a change. . .
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per cent on the estates of the moderately rich and upwards, if left to any
but their families.!%! Its purpose was to fund a new Military Treasury to
provide the retirement payments to the soldiers. Augustus primed it
with 170 million sesterces of his own money,!92 but the death-duty was
the first direct taxation of Roman citizens since 167 B.c., and was
regarded by the rich, who paid it, with outrage.

The years A.D. 6 and 7 have the fairest claim of all the years of
Augustus’ reign to be called ‘crisis’ years, for upon military and financial
anxieties, and widespread disaffection, there supervened natural catas-
trophes and dynastic discords. Nature did her best to prove that none of
the problems of the great conurbation had been even halfway solved:
food shortages led to rationing, and there was another bad fire. A new
fire service was established, since the devolution solution had proved
inadequate: thus began the vigiles of the imperial period, under an
equestrian prefect.!%3 But the plebs was disgruntled: there was a spate of
revolutionary talk, and flysheets circulated at night.!% According to
Dio, a certain Publius Rufus was thought to have instigated those things,
but to have had more powerful hidden backers — a story with repercus-
sions that will emerge.

In A.p. 7 Germanicus, quaestor that year, was sent to Illyricam with
troop reinforcements for Tiberius. They included not only the products
of a rare levy of citizens at Rome,!% but also slaves purchased by the
government and manumitted to enable them to be enrolled.’% Dio
transmits a story that Augustus suspected Tiberius of dragging his feet
and sent Germanicus to stir things up: Tiberius had actually said he had
soldiers in plenty, and sent some back.!97 We may well suspect political
manoeuvrings behind these facts, but they remain obscure. At the
elections there were riots, and Augustus, impatient with the proprieties,
nominated all the magistrates himself — the only time: he had worked at
full stretch for fifty years, and crisis was taking its toll. He began to give
up public appearances, and appointed a committee of senior senators to
take over the hearing of embassies.

There is a view amongst historians!% that in Augustus’ last decade all
was done to the tune of Tiberius, who returned to Rome after each
annual campaign. That would be not unlikely, though the arguments
tend to be circular and it was normal for commanders-in-chief to return
to Rome between campaigning seasons. The question whether it was
Tiberius’ tune that was being played is certainly very relevant to the next
item in the tale of ‘passion and politics’. No doubt it ought to have been

¥ Dio Lv.z25.5. 12 RG 17.

193 Dio Lv.26.4-5. A new 2z per cent tax on sales of slaves was instituted to fund the new service.
i% Dio Lv.27.2-3. 195 EJ2 368. 1% Dio Lv.3t.1.

V97 Vell. Pat. 1113, 1% Already stated by Dio Lv.27.5.
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young Agrippa’s privilege to be quaestor and take the troops to
Germany; instead, probably in A.D. 6,19 he was removed from Rome to
Surrentum, and in A.D. 7 he was repudiated by Augustus and deported to
the island of Planasia. In A.D. 8 his sister also, young Iulia, suffered
banishment, never to return.2% Scholars deduce treason again, at the
heart of the ‘divine family’: a story going back to 23 B.c., of thirty years
of crisis in the ‘Party’, of the Julian faction’s last bid against the,
otherwise, now inexorable accession of the hated Claudian. Some
speculations on those lines are too close to fiction, but there is a case.
Why the exile of Agrippa? He was alleged to have been, or turned into, a
cretinous thug; but Germanicus’ brother Claudius, spastic and eccentric,
though kept out of the limelight, was neither repudiated nor banished:
his star was yet to rise. Agrippa, too, had been denied the limelight,
being accorded no title of princeps iuventutis and no permission to stand
early for office. Was that at Tiberius’ behest? Had Agrippa less than
mildly suggested that it was not good enough? Suetonius carries a story
about a person (of low status) who ‘in the name of young Agrippa put
out to the public a most bitter letter about him’ (Augustus).20! But those
who rush to make use of the tale fail to notice its ambiguities: it is not
clear whether the biographer meant ‘on Agrippa’s behalf” or ‘pretending
it was written by Agrippa’, nor whether the letter was supposed to have
been a private one that was wrongly made public — and if so to whom it
was addressed — or a letter actually addressed to the public.

As forIulia, the official account was, again, adultery, though with only
one partner, Decimus Iunius Silanus — who was merely told that he was
no longer a friend of the emperor, which he took as dismissal from
Rome.202 She, by contrast, was banished, implacably, for life (and it
turned out to be twenty years); she was supported financially — this we
must take into account — by Livia Drusilla.203 No less to be taken into
account is the identity of Iulia’s husband: he was Lucius Aemilius
Paullus, who appears in Suetonius’ canon of conspirators against
Augustus.2® He is there linked with one Plautius Rufus, who reminds
historians (though it is a thin point) of the Publius Rufus who is
supposed to have spread the revolutionary pamphlets in A.p. 6. Were
husband and wife convicted of conspiracy? And of joint, or separate,
conspiracies? It has been common to suppose that Paullus was executed,
but a strong case has been made against that.205 If he was only banished,
that is insufficient punishment for conspiracy; and lulia’s offence is better
seen as what it was stated to be. Augustus insisted on the child she bore

1% Vell. Pat. n.112.7.

20 Qvid, too, had to go, and he, too, was never to be allowed back home.

201 Syet. Aug. s1.1. 22 Unlike Ovid, he was allowed back by Tiberius, Tac. Ann. 111.24.
203 Tac. Ann. 1v.71.4. 24 Suet. Axg. 19.1; Syme 1986 (A 95) ch.g.

205 Syme 1986 (A 95) 123~5.
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not being allowed to live, and the sharp-eyed Tacitus found no other cat
to let out of the bag. Nor is either Iulia named in Suetonius’ canon of
conspirators.

But yet another mysterious set of facts adds fuel to the hypothesis of
conspiracy. There were two — or in an ironical sense perhaps three —
attempts to achieve a break-out for Agrippa. In Suetonius’ conspiracy-
list ‘Audasius and Epicadus had intended to spirit Iulia the daughter and
Agrippa the grandson from the islands where they were held to the
armies.’?% There is something amiss with the tale, because by the time
Agrippa was sent to his island ‘Tulia the daughter’ had left hers. Perhaps
it is a mere slip for ‘Tulia the granddaughter’; but the elder Iulia was still
in exile and still a potential focus for dissidence, so the error may be
different. In any case, the story reinforces the view that Agrippa was in
banishment because he was dangerous; and the danger was to Tiberius.
The second story is how, immediately upon Augustus’ death, Agrippa’s
slave Clemens went hotfoot to Planasia but arrived too late, the primum
Jacinus novi principatus having already occurred — and how, two years
later, he obtained a following by passing himself off as Agrippa, was
arrested and put to death, and care was taken not to probe deeply into
what were suspected to be his powerful backers ‘in the house of the
princeps’ and amongst senators and eguites.207 That story finds credence
amongst historians; the third, ironical indeed if true, still divides them. It
is that Augustus, shortly before his death, visited Agrippa in his exile and
they were reconciled.?08 Whether true or not, that tale, too, points in a
consistent direction: Agnppa was politically of high significance. And it
may well be that in conjuring up a conspiracy against Augustus (or
Tiberius) in the years A.p. 6 to 8 historians have tried to be too clever.
The cui bono of the elimination of Iulia’s children was Tiberius, and they
may have been the victims rather than the authors of a deadly dynastic
struggle.

On the return of Tiberius from Illyricum at the beginning of A.p. ¢
there was a ceremony of reditus in his honour in the Saepta; and
resentment, not on the part of the plebs but of its betters, spilt over: the
equites protested against the rules of the lex Iulia de maritandis ordinibus,
with their penalties upon the childless. Old Augustus read the assembled
populace in the Forum a furious lecture about childlessness;20? and while
Tiberius travelled back to the front for what was to prove the conclusive
campaign against the rebels in Dalmatia, a Lex Papia Poppaea was put to
the assembly by the suffect consuls. It modified the statute of twenty-five

26 Suct. Asg. 19.2. 27 Tac. Ann. 11.39—40.

28 Tac. Ann.1.5.1(a ‘rumour’); Dio Lv.30.1. Dismissed by Syme 1986 (4 95) 415. Part, perhaps,
of a propaganda campaign against Tiberius and Livia.

29 Dio Lv1.1—9 invents two speeches; Suet. Axg. 34 with 89, 2 and Livy, Per. y9.
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years earlier: Dio and Suetonius, however confusing and incompatible
their accounts, give an impression that concessions were made, whereas
Tacitus speaks expressly to the contrary.2!0 For the unmarried, at any
rate, one should not underestimate the public ignominy in which the
legislation sought to place them: if the ordo equester (being, presumably, .
the biggest concentration of wealthy cae/ibes) thought they had influence
with the aged ruler, they were sharply rebuffed.

When, late in A.D. 9, with the great rebellion crushed, Tiberius and
Germanicus returned to Rome, full triumphs were voted to Augustus
and Tiberius, and Germanicus was voted ornamenta triumphalia, praetor-
ian standing, and permission to stand for the consulship ahead of
normal.2!! But no triumphs ensued, for, five days later, the mood of
congratulation was shattered by the yet more unimaginable blow of the
‘disaster of Varus’;212 three legions lost, and everything beyond the
Rhine lost with them. The optimism of Roman conquest had, as in
Illyricum, proved unjustified, imperium sine fine unattainable. Augustus’
nerve very nearly broke, and we are told he had thoughts of suicide. The
defeat laid bare the slender military base on which the empire rested; the
Illyricum campaign had already stretched manpower to the limits.
Conscription was applied, and stepped up, and there are tales of people
executed for refusing the levy. All veterans were recalled, freedmen
again enrolled. It was a question whether the Roman people would stand
it: fear of a zumultus in Rome led to drafting of an extra military force, and
the ruler’s personal German bodyguard was held no longer safe.213

Tiberius had to take on Germany. He toiled for three more hard
years,?4 with nothing to show for all of them that could be treated
triumphally; when his ceremony of reditus finally took place,2!% and his
celebration of a full triumph, it was labelled not as ‘over the Germans’
but as the postponed triumph ‘over Illyricum’. There was to be no
provincia Germania.

In the year 12 Germanicus was consul. He was emerging as the new
‘limelight personality’: Dio has surprisingly much about his part in the
Illyrian and German campaigns, which suggests that someone must have
been writing them up.26¢ However, his consular year was anything but
cheerful. Natural disaster played its part again: the Tiber in spate, the
Circus flooded and the /udi Martiales displaced. A new, sinister, note is

20 Dio LvI.10; Suet. Axg. 34; Tac. Ann. 111.28.3—4.

21 Numerous subordinate commanders got ornamenta triumpbalia for their services during the
critical campaigns: Messalla Messallinus, M. Lepidus, C. Vibius Postumus, M. Plautius Silvanus.

U2 A ‘set piece’ in Velleius, 11.117.2-119; another in Dio, Lvi.18—22.2. 213 Dio Lvr.23.

14 A vexed problem of chronology plagues these years,crystallizing round the question whether
Tiberius’ triumph was in A.D. 12 or 13 (we know at least the day: 23 October).

5 Of which the Gemma Augustea is the visual monument: Simon 1986 (F §77) 156—61 and
Pl 11. 216 Dio LvI.11 and 15.
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heard, of seditious literature burnt and authors punished. Dates are
uncertain, but this year is quite likely that of the banishment of the
abrasive, witty barrister Cassius Severus,?!? for having ‘defamed men
and women of the highest status with licentious writings’ - not, to judge
from Tacitus’ phrase, the ruler himself; but the offence was treated, for
the first time, under the law of treason. One of Cassius’ sarcasms related
to the burning, by decision of the Senate, of the writings of a fellow-
barrister, Titus Labienus, who wrote history, it seems, with a
‘republicanist’ flavour: he committed suicide.2!® And Ovid’s books had
been withdrawn from the libraries. The deterioration is evident: an
anxious, touchy government and a subservient Senate.

In A.p. 13 the constitutional powers of Augustus and Tiberius were
renewed again for ten years, and the imperium of Tiberius was at last
declared equal to that of Augustus:2!? he was co/lega imperii. He had saved
the sum of things, twice, he was fifty-six, and his duty was now quietly to
take over, with Germanicus, his adopted son, and Drusus, his original
son, as the hopefuls for the succession. The senatorial sub-committee
that prepared business for the full Senate, which Augustus had always
used as his sounding-board, was given a revised membership and new
powers, enabling it to pass resolutions equivalent to formal senatus
consulta; Tiberius, Germanicus and Drusus joined it as regular
members.220 The purpose was stated to be to relieve Augustus of regular
attendance at the Senate, but one can see how it could be an organ for
quiet transition. Not that Augustus was ‘going downhill’: paradoxically,
the very next thing we hear in Dio, when upper-class fretfulness over the
iniquities of the death-duty became vocal again, displays the hand of the
old manipulator still on the helm of policy. Augustus challenged the
senators, individually, to suggest any better way of raising the necessary
revenue, and then put in hand apparent preparations to institute an even
stiffer scheme (a land-tax on selum Italicurm), whereupon they decided to
keep the devil they knew.22!

Augustus and Tiberius began a census, with a special grant of consular
imperium, and completed the /ustrum in the next year on 11 May.
Augustus travelled as far as Beneventum with Tiberius, who was on his
way to Illyricum. Velleius has it that Tiberius’ journey was ‘to consoli-
date in peace what he had conquered in war’,222 which is an admission
that there was not anything needing the attention of Tiberius in
Illyricum; but the two co/legae impersi could not sit in Rome together. As

27 Tac. Ann. 1.72.3 with the notes of Goodyezr 1981 (B 62). 218 Sen. Controv. X Praef. 4-8.

219 Vell. Pat. n1.121.1 with the note of Woodman 1983 (B 203); Suet. Tib. 20-21.1. There can be no
certainty just when Tiberius received that grant.

20 Dio Lv1.28.2-3; Crook 1955 (D 10) 14—15. Cf. E]? 379, which may have some genuine
documentary basis. 21 Dio Lv1.28.4-6. 22 Vell. Pat. 1.123.1.
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in Marcus Agrippa’s distant day, they must operate apart; yet, evidently,
it was no longer wise for Tiberius to be many days’ journey away.
Augustus, on his way home, spent a few days at Capri, which he had
acquired from the city of Naples, in exchange for Ischia, because he and
Tiberius liked it.22> He attended local games at Naples, and struggled as
far as an old family property at Nola, where, on 19 August, he died.

Transmission, both constitutional and dynastic, had been taken care
of. There was a collega imperii in place, and he should not have too many
problems, for all that three members of the ‘divine family’, Augustus’
nearest blood-relations, lived in exile — one, poor fellow, too dangerous
to be left.22¢ Factual power would depend on whether the system had
become sufficiently ingrained in Roman political life to survive, without
seriously imaginable alternative, the rule of successors less skilful and
less ruthless than Augustus; and in that respect his long reign had helped
to make success somewhat more likely than not. In the course of the
more than forty years since Actium a new age of European history had,
in fact, managed to struggle into being, but our narrative has at least
shown how far its genesis was from any kind of blueprint.

23 Suet. Aug. 92.2 Dio L11.43.2.
24 Pani 1979 (C 185) has acute, if over-stated, analysis of the dynastic situation.
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CHAPTER3

AUGUSTUS: POWER,
AUTHORITY, ACHIEVEMENT

J. A. CROOK

I. POWER

Rome’s tradition of government, down to Iulius Caesar, was character-
ized by distributed power and multiple sources of decision. That was
never to return. From 30 B.C. onwards, the whole Roman world found
itself in the grasp of a single ruler, possessing all power and making all
decisions, except insofar as he might choose to leave some of them to
others. We are insistently bidden to penetrate behind the ‘fagade’ to the
‘reality’ of Augustus’ power, and some advantage is to be gained if, to
begin with, we separate the power — its extent and sources and the
functions it was used to accomplish — from the authority, which was the
dress in which the power was clothed. But we must remember thatsucha
separation is, in the long run, artificial, because, in the actual political life
of a nation, power and its formalizations are inextricably linked, and
where authority is entrenched recourse to power is unnecessary.
Tacitus, in a paragraph which, if its hostility of tone be discounted,
remains the most masterly succinct statement of what Augustus did,
writes thus: ‘.. . he laid aside the title of triumvir and paraded himself as
consul and as content with the tribunician authority for looking after the
commons. The soldiery he enticed with gifts, the people with corn, and
all alike with the charms of peace and quiet; and thus he edged forward
bit by bit (insurgere paulatim), taking into his hands the functions of
Senate, magistrates, laws.’! Both as to the use of power, and its spheres of
application, and as to its translation into constitutional terms, /nsurgere
paulatim describes what occurred with profound insight. What did not
change or develop was the ruler’s hold on actual coercive power: he
possessed that, totally, from the start, and never let a particle of it slip
from his hands. Power, he had; functions, he increasingly took over;
formulations of that power and those functions he carefully fostered. But
one aspect deserves to be stressed from the outset: initiative. All policy
was decided by Augustus, as far as we know.2 In making decisions he
naturally listened to representations from, and took advice from,
appropriate quarters, and, for all we know, he may have put into practice
! Tac. Anmn. 1.2.1. 2 Millar 1977 (A 59) 616.
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policies proposed to him by others, though the state of the evidence
makes that difficult to demonstrate. But, apart from what he might
choose to leave to others, for example to the Senate, he presided over the
withering away of independent sources of initiative.

Those who urge the historian to look behind the ‘fagade’ and confront
the ‘reality’ of Augustus’ power mostly imply that he should acknow-
ledge that Augustus’ ultimate possibility of coercion lay in control of the
army. That is a truism, and scarcely penetrates far enough, for we have
still to ask, especially in the case of that first sole Roman ruler, how he
was able to control the army. The Roman Republic had had no post of
Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces; and, until it began to change
in the crucible of the late Republic, the army had been a conscript force
recruited by the consuls ad hoc, allotted by the the Senate to those whose
provinciae required armies, and swearing an oath of obedience to each
commander set to lead them. The triumviral age had been the culmina-
tion of changes: nevertheless, it was the achievement of Augustus to
create a volunteer, professional army, its size determined by himself, ‘de-
politicize’ it,3 and establish for it an ethos of loyalty to himself and the
‘divine family’. That result was not accomplished in a day. One of the
reasons why Augustus’ formal authority cannot be detached from his
actual power is that armies can only with difficulty and exceptionally be
recruited and held without a legitimate claim. Augustus was, in the first
years after 30 B.C., consul, and the provincia he was given from 27 B.C.
entitled him to overall command of the troops within it (which was most
of the troops, and their oath of obedience was necessarily to him).
Although for a time there continued to be independent proconsuls with
their own auspicia, they did not command enough forces to be a serious
counterpoise to those commanded by Augustus. Perhaps the crucial fact
in the whole story is that, in Augustus’ first decade, Roman citizens were
tired of civil war, which had brought no advantage to the ordinary
soldier; that generation mostly wanted peace and discharge, and would
not have been available for recruitment by a mere new pretender in a
struggle against Augustus for power. By the time that war-weariness had
worn off, he had succeeded in building a new army loyal to himself, and
could offer it enough reward to make service worth while.

But, though legitimacy is important, the most direct influence on
soldiers is that of their immediate commanding officers. It was those
people’s loyalty that Augustus needed to secure. The Republic had had
no professional officer class with a distinct ideology or solidarity:
commanding troops was something that every member of the governing
class must do, but none could or wished to do for more than sporadic
periods. Augustus, then, had no army lobby either to oppose him or to

3 Raaflaub 1980 (c 190).
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be coaxed into supporting him. His formal powers gave him the right to
choose his legati for his provincia, which included most of the areas of
military activity, and the formally independent commands soon with-
ered away; beyond that, his ability to control who commanded the
armies remained simply a part of his general patronage of those who
sought high office in the state. So two things were needful to enable
Augustus to keep control of the army: he had to satisfy the aspirations of
the political class, and to be a reliable paymaster to the troops.

That consideration leads to the second ‘brute fact’ about the power of
Augustus, his overwhelming predominance in resources. The figures he
gives in the Res Gestae suffice to show that the resources he directly had
and personally controlled, from the start (once the Ptolemaic fortune
passed into his hands), made it inconceivable for any alternative
paymaster to arise, capable of supporting any notable army against him.
The imperium that he caused to be bestowed on himself supplied the
formal right to receive out of public revenue the cost of the major part of
the armies; but beyond that, though he did not need to mingle the state’s
revenues officially with his private fortune, he took care to account for,
and budget in the light of, the whole resources of the state.

A third aspect of Augustus’ de facto power, and that which has received
most emphasis recently, is his role as the universal patron, the sole source
of benefits.* Already in preparation for war upon Antony and Cleopatra
he had obtained from Italy and the provinces of the West an oath of
personal allegiance, which was to become a standard element in the
position of the ruler.5 For a time, recently, historians urged us to see it as
an oath of ‘clientship’ and describe Augustus as the universal patronus in
as formal a sense as a former owner was patronus of his freedmen. That
notion has been shown to have been too schematic,® and, besides, the
practical importance of the oath, beyond its original context, cannot be
judged. Nevertheless, patronage played a great role in the ruler’s
position, and its workings can be seen, already under Augustus, in
various spheres. The leading families of the Republic had cultivated
clientships all over the Roman world, especially in the East and in Spain
and Africa; and numerous documents of the triumviral period show the
‘dynasts’ of the civil wars using their clients as agents in the control of
cities and regions.? ‘So-and-so, my friend’ (philos, amicus) might be the
key figure in a locality. And when there was only one ‘dynast’ left it was
his ‘friends’ around the world who kept cities and regions in line with his
wishes, and could expect rewards such as the grant of Roman citizenship.
(One category of such supporters were the ‘client kings’,8 who, even if

4 Saller 1982 (F 59) esp. ch. 2. 5 Herrmann 1968 (C 117). 6 Saller 1982 (F 39) 73—4.

7 Bowersock 1963 (C 39) ch. 3, and texts in Reynolds 1981 (8 270) nos. 10-12.
8 Braund 1984 (C 234).
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originally Antony’s men, soon submitted to the patronage of the victor
of Actium.)

But how far the upper class of Rome as a whole depended for their
careers, henceforward, on the patronage of the ruler is, at least for
Augustus’ time, dificult to determine. It cannot be ascertained how
minutely he supervised entry into the m#/itiae that formed the base of
every public career. After those first steps, civil promotion depended, as
before, on election. We know that Augustus was prepared to promote
specific candidates openly by his own canvas and vote; and he could
grant the latus clavus or see that a man did not lack the senatorial census. In
so far as he created new executive posts, such as the praetorian
prefectures, he nominated to them as he chose. But he did not have to
control the whole promotion system in painful detail. The Roman state
had never had high governmental or executive posts held for life or till
retirement: there were no Chancellorships or the like. Nor did Augustus
establish any such posts. The structure of public careers remained
sporadic and gentlemanly in character: offices were held on short
tenures, and none created any kind of fief. That was in one way an
advantage to the ruler, but it precluded him, even if he had wished
otherwise, from dominating areas of political life through the promotion
of his amici to permanencies.

Historians have, since the 1930s, very readily applied to this period the
notion of a dominant ‘Party’.9 Augustus began his career, certainly, as a
dux partium; when he became sole ruler, we are told, it was through the
‘Party’ that he continued to dominate the political world, his biggest
problems, consequently, being those involved in holding the ‘Party’
together. That analysis is too closely based on the modern experience;
and as soon as one attempts to locate the alleged ‘Party’ one is confronted
with either too many people or too few. The obvious place to look is at
the ‘Friends of the Rulert’, amici principis (and renuntiatio amicitiae, such as
happened to Cornelius Gallus, is then described as ‘expulsion from the
Party’). But the amici principis are too broad a group, for although
Augustus’ few close collaborators were, of course, amici principis, that
category could also include jurists, phllosophers doctors and poets; in
fact, it is hard to say where amicitia ended and clientela began. And if we
include Augustus’ well-wishers in the cities of the empire, we are soon in
danger of ascribing to the ‘Party’ more or less everyone who is not
known to have been an opponent of the regime — at which point the
concept ceases to be helpful. Neither is any structural organization to be
seen such as is nowadays associated with the idea of a ‘Party’, or would
have held Augustus’ adherents in the Roman world together politically.
Of his handful of close associates, and how he bound them to him, there

9 The most cogent account in terms of ‘Party’ is Béranger 1959 (c 27).
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will be more to say later; it is not at a ‘Party’ that we shall be looking, but
at a dynastic network.

The fact that one finds it impossible not to speak of Augustus ‘doing’
this or ‘deciding’ that or ‘establishing’ the other is a reflection of blunt
reality. It was he who decided what campaigns should be waged and
when, and by armies of what size. As overall commanders of the main
enterprises he appointed whom he chose. He decided policy towards
Parthia, and the disposal of Judaea (though in that case we have in
Josephus a window through which to watch him taking public advice).10
It was he who settled, not who should be consuls, but, much more
importantly, how many consuls and praetors there should be each year,
and from what minimum ages men might hold office. The ¢ampaign to
legislate for morality was his campaign. And as he took over functions,
such as responsibility for food supply, security and fire-fighting in the
capital, so his executive hold grew on more and more aspects of public
life. Of power, that is to say of initiative and its important counterpart,
the power to prevent things being done, Augustus held the essential
reins from the beginning, and the rest he took over.

II. AUTHORITY

So the whole Roman world had a single ruler. The Greek-speaking part
of that world , used to rulers and their ideology, saw no complications.
By the time of, let us say, Hadrian or Marcus Aurelius, the ruler’s total
power was equally taken for granted in Rome, Italy and the West, and
descriptions and justifications of it in Roman terms were available
without embarrassment or hesitation. It was due to Augustus that that
came to be so, because he combined a conservative cast of mind, and a
vision of himself as restorer of Rome’s erstwhile greatness and stability,
with the ruthless determination to turn his power into a transmissible
system. The descriptions and justifications of the power of the Roman
ruler run, for that reason, on two parallel tracks: conformity to mos
maiorum and creation of ‘charisma’.

It was suggested in chapter 2 above that accounts of the traditional
elements in Augustus’ position in terms of a ‘hoax’, a ‘cloak’, or a
‘veneer’, masking ‘brute power’, though common, are seriously inade-
quate. The better concept is ‘legitimization’ ‘political power and
legitimacy rest not only in taxes and armies, but also in the perceptions
and beliefs of men’.1!

The narrative in chapter 2 showed how the main constitutional
elements of the imperial system, imperium proconsulare maius and tribunicia

10 Joseph. BJ 1. 25 and 81: AJ xvi1.229 and 301; Crook 1955 (D 10) 32.
11 Hopkins 1978 (A 45) 198.
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potestas, arose as solutions to particular political situations rather than
out of any global vision. What is more, by no means every element of the
eventual system was in place by Augustus’ death: some of the cogs were
added by his successors, and some of what were, during all his time, still
experiments, hardened into fixity under his successors. Whether the
inventive brain was that of Augustus alone, we cannot be sure. It is
possible that the conventions of ancient historiography, aggravated by
the self-advertising genius of Augustus, may have caused the suppres-
sion from the record of people whose ideas and influences helped to
create the imperial system. But little can be done to put that record
straight. A final preliminary is to observe that one may judge the product
to have been a remarkable achievement without, necessarily, admiring it
wholeheartedly.

The Roman Republic — to repeat — had had, by tradition and
convention, multiple points of decision-making: votes of the comitia,
resolutions of the Senate, edicts of magistrates, interventions of tri-
bunes, verdicts of criminal juries, sententiae of lay judges in the civil
courts. The most fundamental long-term political trend of the imperial
age of Roman history is the dwindling of that multiplicity until decision-
making was, by formal rule even, in the hands of the emperor or of those
to whom he might delegate authority. When it is asked how far
Augustus carried Rome along that path — the path to ‘the emperor is
dispensed from the laws’ and ‘what is pleasing to the emperor has the
force of statute’ — two contrasting answers are given by historians, and
debate is not over.

One answer was implied in the narrative of chapter 2, where Augustus
was described as keeping, and brilliantly utilizing, the old republican
unwritten ‘rule-book’ and its well-tried terminology, and rejecting
offers of powers formally inconsistent with that; but modern scholarship
has repeatedly emphasized that there appear to exist a whole set of
counterfactuals to that picture, which would lead to the view that, in
fully formal terms, Augustus’ constitutional position was quite differ-
ent, and quite revolutionary. One source, above all, poses the problem:
the so called /ex de imperio Vespasiani, the surviving second bronze tablet
of an inscription on which were set out the constitutional powers
conferred on the emperor Vespasian.1? The sixth surviving clause reads:
‘...and that, whatever he judges to be in accordance with the interest of
the state and the solemnity (maiestas) of divine and human and public
and private affairs, he shall have the right and power to do and perform,
as the divine Augustus, and Tiberius Iulius Caesar Augustus, and
Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, had’. If that sentence
be taken at its face value, the consequences for the picture so far given of

12 EJ2 364; Brunt 1977 (C 335).
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Augustus’ formal position are devastating, for in that event it must be
admitted that he had, all the time, in the most formal sense,!3 total
constitutional power. That conclusion is particularly welcome to legal
historians, as an explanation of how it was that Augustus seems to have
been accepted as the head of the legal order, which no concatenation of
executive or initiative powers (which is what imperium and tribanicia
potestas were) could have achieved. Numerous further pieces can be
fitted into the picture, especially the remark in Gaius’ Institutes'* that . ..
it has never been doubted that it [a decision by the emperor, constitutio
principis) has the force of statute’, and the statement in Suetonius’ Life of
Caligala that Caligula received en bloc, at his accession, the ‘right and
arbitrament of all matters’.15 Strabo’s claim that Augustus had the
arbitrament of peace and war!é is another item for the dossier. And
scholars have found, in phrases from the sources here and there, possible
titles for the supremacy Augustus is supposed to have received — ‘care of
the res publica’, ‘headship of the common weal’, ‘Principate’, or just
imperium.

Augustus told the world how he wished it to think about this in the
Res Gestae. Minimizing his formal powers, and insisting on his rejection
of powers contrary to mos maiorum, he asserted that what he predomi-
nated in was auctoritas,'” the predicate of ‘being accepted as a top person’
that the ‘chief men’ (principes viri) of the Republic had been said to
possess, by which the things he commanded were done simply because it
was he who commanded them. Some historians have tried to show that
unofhicial auctoritas was turned — by some step that has eluded us —into an
official power of legislation, or that it replaced imperium as the formal
statement of total power, or that by an edict of 28 B.c. Augustus received
a formal ‘Principate’ that carried all else with it.!8

There is no compatibility between the two pictures, and no com-
promise will accommodate both; it is necessary to choose. The choice
made in chapter 2 and in the present account, of the more old-fashioned,
‘minimalist’ — and at present heterodox — picture of the ‘Augustan
constitution’ imposes some immediate caveats and clarifications. First,
to repeat: neither picture is an account of de facto power; both are
accounts of descriptions, justifications, legitimizations, of power. To
choose the first is not, therefore, to imply that Augustus finished up any
the less the de facto ruler of Rome; it is to say that he and his contempor-
aries clothed his rule in concepts that were not yet of the monolithically
monarchical kind familiar to the Severan emperors and their contempor-

13 Jus and potestas. 1% Gai. Inst. 1. 5. 15 Suet. Calig. 14.1. 16 Strab. xviL.3.25 (840C).

17 The Greek is dfiwpa. The Latin word that stood in that place was not known until discovery
of the Antioch-in-Pisidia copy of the RG (published 1927), and Mommsen’s guess was dignitas.

18 Respectively, Magdelain 1947 (c 167); Grant 1946 (B 322); Grenade 1961 (C 103).
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aries two hundred years later. Secondly it imposes the duty to offer an
alternative account of at least three texts, but especially of the sixth clause
of the lex de imperio Vespasiani, the so-called ‘discretionary clause’.?

The difficulty about believing that clause to mean, baldly, what it
seems to imply — that is, that Augustus already had total, formal power to
act at will — is that it would have made otiose the whole of the rest of the
document, including the grants of the major specific powers that
presumably occupied the missing first tablet. Proper significance needs,
instead, to be given to its position in the list of regulations: it belongs to a
closing group, in which the seventh clause grants the new ruler
exemption from certain statutes and the eighth validates retrospectively
his actions before becoming ruler. That position establishes for the sixth
clause its natural and appropriate role as a grant of residual emergency
powers. 2 It is, in any case, erroneous to invoke the ‘discretionary clause’
as a prop for the ruler’s legislative authority, for it gives him power to do
things, whereas legislation is only in a truistic sense the ‘doing’ of things:
it is the creation of rules, an altogether broader activity.

Gaius, writing an elementary law-book in the second century aA.p.,
sounds uncomfortable in his protestation (if it is his) that ‘no one has
doubted’ that a constitutio principis has the force of statute. Such was
certainly correct doctrine in his own day, and perhaps we should simply
infer from his embarrassment that he knew that earlier constitutional
statements had not taken that form. But Gaius’ passage is in a more
parlous state still, for it continues by giving a reason for the principle that
aconstitutio principis has the force of statute which is deficient in logic: *. ..
because the emperor receives his imperium by statute’. The non sequitur is
so blatant as to cast doubt whether Gaius could have penned such an
absurdity. It bears, too, the marks of an unintelligent echo of Ulpian’s
account, quoted in Justinian’s Digest, of what is there called the ‘royal
law’, /ex regia;2! it is in all probability an intrusion into the real text of
Gaius, which will simply have stated the rule about imperial pronounce-
ments that prevailed in his day.

The third text is that of Strabo. He was a contemporary and a serious
author; but his assertion that Augustus received ‘headship of the
hegemony’ and ‘the power of war and peace for life’ comes at the end of
his Geography. That is not a work of legal science, and he is not making a
constitutional statement. (He is, in fact, detailing the division of the
provinces into ‘people’s provinces’ and ‘Caesar’s provinces’; and that

19 The view here argued for is mentioned, but dismissed, by Bruat 1977 (c 335) 113.

® For my negative argument, see Jolowicz and Nicholas 1972 (F 660) 365—6; for my positive
argument, sec Hammond 1959 (A 43) 306, n. 59; de Martino 1974 (A §8) fasc. 1, so1—2.

21 Dijg. 1.4.1 pr., Ulpian, 1 Inst.: ‘Quod principi placuit legis habet vigorem: utpote cum lege regia,
quae de imperio eius lata est, populus ci et in eum omne suum imperium et potestatem conferat.’
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was actually accomplished not by virtue of any great overriding power
of Augustus, but, in all probability, in a senatorial debate.)??

The case, then, for Augustus having been granted a formal ‘consti-
tutional monarchy’ does not prevail over the account, derived from Dio
and elsewhere, of his receiving at different stages a concatenation of
particular powers; and when Dio himself says that it was from the
beginning ‘unalloyed monarchy’® he is not giving a description but
making a comment.

In any case, there is still more to be said about the constitutional forms
in which the ruler’s power was expressed. They interacted with the
‘brute realities’ by creating boundaries of normal conduct: the clothing
helped to define the role. And the separate powers had a further
usefulness: they could be applied piecemeal in the gradual promotion of
the ruler’s principal collaborator to the position of collega imperii. The
pedantic precision of their use in that way can be observed in the papyrus
fragment of a Greek translation of Augustus’ funeral laudation of
Agrippa: * ... tribunician power for five years in 18 B.C. on the basis of a
senatus conswltum, and again in 13 B.C., plus, in a statute, that no man’s
authority should be greater than yours in any province to which the
public weal of Rome might hale you’.24 That careful formulation helps to
corroborate the case that has been argued here, that the ruler’s own
powers were described in terms of a concatenation rather than by some
global formula.

Auctoritas is the aspect of the forms (in the sense that it could be given
a name and is appealed to in the Res Gestae) that lay closest to the
actuality. It was personal to the individual ruler, and if he lacked or lost it
his rule was in peril. He possessed it partly by force of personality, partly
by the ‘brute fact’ that he held the reins of power; yet at the same time it
was by possessing auctoritas that he held those reins, for, insofar as he
possessed it, he had only to command to be obeyed. Inscriptions
recording that things were done ‘by order of Augustus’, iussu Augusti,?s
ought not to cause perplexity: they are the reflection of auctoritas, for the
people concerned were content to state that they had done things
because Augustus told them to. Auctoritas was, furthermore, the link
between the conformity to mos maiorum (for it had been predicated of
republican principes viri) and the creation of ‘charisma’ (because it was
predicated of the ruler as an individual): it could pave the way for the
insertion of the ruler’s personality in the permanent, extra-constitutional
consciousness of the people.

But legal historians are quite right, that it is above all for the ruler’s
role as an issuer of norms, regulations to be obeyed generally and for the
future, that we need to seek the constitutional basis, because that role is

Z Lacey 1974 (C 146). 2 DiouiLir. 2 EJ2366. 25 EJ? 283; 368.
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not explicable in terms of the ‘blunt realities’ of power. Augustus’ word,
though it was as well to obey it in the instant case, did not ‘have the force
of statute’. He was offered, as a special grant, the right to make /Jeges
Augustae, but turned it down; instead he put bills before the comitia by
virtue of his tribunician power, and they became /eges Inliae.26 He could
summon and put motions to the Senate, but the resulting decisions were
senatus consulta.?’ His edicts would lapse unless validated, at least tacitly,
by his successors (though is was probably not doubted that they would
be).28 The responsa pradentium, ‘opinions of the jurists’ (the jurists of the
late Republic had sought normative status for their responsa,?® which
came, in the imperial period, to count as an official source of law)
continued to depend on the auctoritas of the individual jurist. Augustus,
besides himself giving some responsa,® is said to have ‘decided that they
[the jurists] should give their opinions ex auctoritate eius’ 3! There are
reasons for being extremely unsure what exactly that meant or what
resulted from it. Some scholars see it as a takeover by the ruler of the
interpretation of the law, which is very implausible; others think it just
gave certain favoured jurists a status somewhat like that of English
Queen’s Counsel. In any case, what supported the privilege was not
imperium or potestas, but, properly, auctoritas, Augustus’ auctoritas supple-
menting, as it were, that of the particular jurist.

The ruler in the imperial period had the role, also, of supreme and
ultimate judge. In the Republic there had been no supreme judge or
court of the Roman state, and decisions both of the criminal and of the
civil courts were inappellable. So it has again to be asked what part
Augustus played in that important development, and by what consti-
tutional authority. Under him the civil courts continued to function in
the standard way, and so did the criminal guaestiones, with, even, an
addition, the adultery court; and for the organization of them all the
important pair of statutes de /udiciis was passed.32 But besides that, there
existed already judicial appeal to the ruler as a supreme court and
jurisdiction by the ruler at first instance, in the form of pure cognitio: there
is not much evidence, and it is anecdotal at that, but historians mostly,
and rightly, accept that at least tentative beginnings can be perceived
under Augustus.33 Attempts to derive that extra ordinem jurisdiction of

% And after the one great burst of ‘Julian Laws’ there are very few certain cases of even those.

27 Not until the second century a.n. was the oratio principis in the Senate treated as per se
normative.

28 For normative-looking edicts of Augustus see E]2 282, and, in the law, Dig. 16.1.2 pr. and
28.2.26. % Frier 1985 (F 652) 186-7.

% E.g. Dig. 23.2.14.4. See also the new fideicommissary jurisdiction, Inst. Just. 11.25 pr. and
23.1. 31 Pomponius at Dig. 1.2.2.49. On is respondends see, especially, Wieacker 1985 (F 706).

32 Essential still: Girard 1913 (F 653). On the decuriae, see Bringmann 1973 (D 249) 235—42.

33 Suet. Aug. 33; Val. Max. viL.7.3-4; Dio Lv.7.2.
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Augustus from republican precedents and his traditional constitutional
powers? all fail, at least in part, however hard scholars press into service
the early grants of judging when called upon’ and the ‘vote of Athena’,35
or seck to extract a judicial power from his proconsular imperium or — for
those who believe in its existence — his consular posestas. It seems
necessary to posit some formal legislative basis for Augustus’ jurisdic-
tion; and as that is unlikely to have been a statute of which no hint
survives in the sources, a reasonable guess, in a situation of admitted
uncertainty, is that something may have been contained in the /eges de
fudiciis. Be that as it may, the emergence of the ruler as supreme judge and
head of the legal order is the principal formal difference between the
Republic and the Empire.

I1I. ACHIEVEMENT

1. Governing class

However one may qualify or re-phrase, the late Republic was running
into an imbalance between the growing scale of its responsibilities as a
world power and the organization needed to meet them,? and, with
further growth of empire, some initiatives would have had to be taken,
though they did not need to be massive or revolutionary. The organs of
government of the Roman empire are treated in various chapters below,
but we must here consider what part Augustus played in their
development.

To call the Senate an ‘organ of government’ brings out vividly the
change it had to undergo, for it had been, not an ‘organ’, but the
government itself. To an extent, that continued to be s0.37 There was no
‘dyarchy’: just as Augustus’ imperium maius entitled him to determine
things all over the empire, so senatus consulta could be of universal
application. And the Senate gained (like Augustus) one completely new
role, as a court of law.3 Nor need it be doubted that Augustus’ repeated
efforts to reduce the size and purify the social composition of the Senate
were motivated by his desire for that body to retain a responsible role in
public affairs. The sub-committee he set up to prepare senatorial business
with him will have improved, not diminished, the chance of the Senate to
maintain a hold on serious matters of state, as well as for the ruler to
propose initiatives and gauge reactions.?® As individuals, the senators
remained the holders of virtually all the top offices of state — in principle,

34 The principal attempt is that of Jones 1960 (a 47) ch. .

3% Dio L1.19.7; and see ch. 2 above, p. 74. 3 Though contra, Eck 1986 (C 82).

37 Brunt 1984 (D 27). 38 Ov. Tr. 1m.131-2; Dio Lv.34.2; and sec ch. 12 below, pp. 408—.
¥ Crook 1955 (D 10) 9—10.
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all home magistracies, all legionary legateships and all governorships of
provinces, save for the one major exception, Egypt, and a few minor
ones. (Nor was Egypt any harbinger of change: no further major
province, nor any other legionary command, became equestrian till
Severan times.) Senators also retained charge of the state treasury, and
supplied, exclusively, the personnel of a number of new administrative
committees: praefecti frumenti dandi from 22 B.C.; curatores viarum from 20
B.C., cHratores aquar4m from 11 B.C.; praefecti aerarii militaris from A.D. 6;
curatores operum publicorum (not datable); curatores frumenti* for acquiring
grainin A.D. 6 and 7; the consular commission on expenditure, A.D. 6; the
consular committee to take over embassies, from a.p. 8. The consuls
were also charged with a new jurisdiction over fideicommissa, testamen-
tary trusts. Finally, experimental but with a future of high prestige, there
was the prefecture of the city.

An important advance on tradition, however, was that Augustus
created in the senatorial order something closer to a hereditary peerage. !
Suetonius informs us that Augustus permitted the sons of senators to
wear the ‘broad stripe’, /atus clavus,*? and Dio that in 18 B.C. he imposed a
minimum property qualification upon candidates for office, which
settled at 250,000 drachmas — a million sesterces. Dio states, indeed, that
Augustus’ original minimum was 100,000 drachmas (400,000 sesterces),
but that was just the ‘equestrian’ rating that everybody had to have to
serve as an officer, the necessary preliminary to all political office. So 18
B.C. should date the inception of a specifically senatorial census.> Sons of
senators could, henceforward, automatically stand for the offices that —
still, alone — gave entrance to the order. Suetonius does not say that
others could only do so as a beneficium of the ruler, thus giving him sole
control over access to the order, but the power may have been employed
to keep out ‘gatecrashers’.* As for the property qualification, the figure
was presumably chosen with an eye to getting a senatorial order of the
desired size, for there were plenty of people — and not only senators —
much richer than the minimum,

But Augustus’ struggle was uphill, because he could not bring himself
to accept the inevitability of apathy. To put it ina homely form, if you say
to people ‘I am the ruler, but please, everybody, carry on exactly as
usual’, they won’t. The honorific and social position was still a goal, and
legionary and provincial commands were still sought after, but the
requirement of residence to attend formal meetings was thought a

40 Dio Lv.26.2; 31.4.

41 Nicolet 1976 (D 5 3); Chastagnol 1973 (D 31)and 1975 (D 33). Both Mommsen and Willems had,
in their day, pointed this out.

42 Suet. Axg. 38.2; Suctonius docs not necessarily imply that (for example, owing to a “crisis of

recruitment’) they were forced to enter the Senate.
43 Dio Liv.17.3; Suet. Axg. 41.1, with Carter’s note. “ Asin 36 B.C., Dio xLIX.16.1.
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nuisance. Hence the changes that had to be made in the rules of senatorial
procedure.?s The ‘acts of the Senate’ ceased to be published,* and it is
possible that that was intended actually to encourage freedom of oral
debate; but principally the changes were by way of securing proper levels
of attendance:* increased fines for absence, fixing of regular sessions of
the Senate fortnightly on specified days, and — in capitulation, really —
lowering of the quorum needed to pass valid senatus consulta.

Recently, in line with the general theme of ‘opting out’ whose
repercussions on the ‘divine family’ were seen in chapter 2 above,
historians have discerned a “crisis of recruitment’ in the governing class,
especially in the Senate. In 13 B.C. the Senate itself, in Augustus’ absence,
alarmed at the situation, appointed men from the equestrian order to the
lowest set of senatorial posts, the ‘vigintivirate’ (allowing them to
remain equites), and obliged ex-quaestors over forty to draw lots for the
tribunate; and on his return Augustus compelled some people with the
requisite census to enter the Senate. In the following year there was againa
shortage for the tribunate, and eguites were forced into it, with a choice, at
the end, which order to stay in. In A.D. 5 (and often, says Dio) people
were unwilling to be aediles, and compulsion was used. Suetonius
alleges that the additional decaria was necessitated by avoidance of jury-
service, and Dio records the difficulty of getting people to offer their
daughters as Vestal Virgins.®® We can, then, agree as to the phenome-
non, provided that a careful distinction be made. For the people at the
lower end of the elite group, the sort who in the Republic would not
have got beyond quaestorian rank and would have remained senatores
pedarii, in the new dispensation the rank was not worth the trouble and
expenditure. But the top was unaffected; praetorships and consulships
were still sought after and fought over, hence Augustus’ need to pass a
lexc de ambits and make a rule, in 8 B.C., requiring deposits from
candidates for office.#9 In 23 B.C. he had declared that only ten praetors
were needed annually, and the figure was kept at that for a few years; but
there was pressure, and they were restored to twelve. And in A.D. 11,
there being sixteen candidates, all were let in.3 As for the consulship,
both its relinquishment by Augustus from 23 B.c. and the introduction
of a second pair each year, which was regular from 5 B.C., must be seen as
a response to the number of men eagerly surging up through the system
and wanting the social reward: the age at which nobiles might reach the
consulship was actually lowered.5! So it is no wonder that in the
Augustan marriage-laws one of the privileges achieved by the possession
of children was priority in the candidature for office.

45 Talbert 1984 (D 77) 222—4, following Rotondi, posits a lex Iulia de senatu babendo of ¢ B.C.

4 Suet. Aug. 36.1. 47 Dio Liv.18.3 and 35.1; Lv.3. 48 Suet. Aug. 32; Dio Lv.22.5.
4 Dio Lv.5.3. % Dio LvI.24.4. 51 Syme 1986 (A 935) s1—3
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The election to magistracies was plainly not intended by Augustus to
go simply by his fiat. There was insistence on giving people the vote, as
in the arrangements for the decurions of the twenty-eight Italian coloniae
to have a kind of ‘postal vote’;’2 and Agrippa’s new Saepta and
Diribitorium must have been intended and used for actual voting and
vote-counting, even if also for exhibitions. That might not be very
significant: by Pliny’s time, elections by the people in the Campus,
though they still happened, were just a piece of pageantry. But to the
extent to which, in Augustus’ day, the ruler still needed to influence
them, that state had not yet arrived. We are told how he gave presents to
his own tribes and canvassed personally for his preferred candidates.
One of his privileges was that of ‘commendation’ of candidates for the
higher offices, who were then ‘candidates of Caesar’ and automatically
elected: Augustus seems to have used it sparingly, and not at all (as far as
we know) for the consulship. He did not ‘give’ consulships to people,
though we have seen in chapter 2 how he caused special arrangements to
be made for the young hopefuls of the ‘divine family’. Dio asserts that
Augustus often chose the urban praetor himself>* (not, it appears, the
peregrine praetor, who shared the civil jurisdiction, which shows that
this is nothing to do with a‘grip on the law’); doubtless what that means
is that he decided which of the annually elected praetors should have the
hierarchically senior position.5 As for governors of provinces, those of
Augustus’ own provincia were, properly, his to choose: it was an immense
hold on promotion to the really significant jobs. The proconsulships of
the ‘provinces of the Roman people’, were, in principle, still determined
by the lot. Some scholars are minded to show that they were somehow
picked with an eye to particular talent or suitability or experience.5 The
attempt results in very little, but some manipulation of the lot is
plausible, for ensuring, for example, that Africa got a soldier when
needed, and we know that the lot was abandoned in at least one period of
emergency.

In any case, it is a merit of recent scholarship to have pointed out that,
in the Empire just as in the Republic, public responsibilities were not
specialized (not even, by and large, the military ones, for every
gentleman had to do some soldiering). Provided candidates seemed loyal
and ordinarily competent, it did not greatly matter who received which
office, and there was little need to gerrymander the system in detail,
except, perhaps, negatively, to exclude men not competent enough — or
too competent. The great, overriding campaign commands were just
put, unashamedly, in the hands of members of the ‘divine family’;

52 Suet. Aug. 46; cf. E)? 301 11, 2. 53 Suet. Axg. 40.2; 56.1. 5 Dio L. 2.3.

55 People who became collegae imperii seem to have held, as praetors, the urban practorship.
% Szramkiewicz 19756 (D 75).
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otherwise, the important criteria were, really, social, and it is best to view
the whole as an honours system, positions of distinction graded in a
traditional ladder up which the socially ambitious could move. Its other
importance was as a ‘brokerage’ system in the distribution of the ruler’s
beneficia, because it was those who rose in the order whose recommenda-
tions carried weight, and who could obtain favours for the people or
cities who were their clientes.5?

The only other ‘order’ that mattered was that of the equites, and to
them Augustus looked for some administrative personnel, without
whom he would have had to expand the traditional magistracies and so
dilute the senatorial créme de la créme. The wealthy class of newly united
Italy was ready to be brought into the scheme of things. We have learnt
better, however, than to see Augustus as ‘inventing the Roman civil
service’ or harnessing to his regime the skills of a ‘business class’. He
used individuals of different kinds and skills and backgrounds, and did
not create for them a cursus honorum in imitation of that of the senators:
that was a later development. He did take steps to give the order a
stronger collective image, with a formal ‘entrance examination’ and an
annual equestrian parade, and, when Gaius and Lucius Caesar were old
enough, making them its honorary presidents. From the funeral honours
for Germanicus’8 we learn of a Lex Valeria Cornelia of A.p. 5, by whicha
new clectoral committee of senators and select equites was interposed
between candidature for office and the comitia, choosing a list of persons
destinati, to be added, probably, to any commendati, to be put before the
assembly of the people. It was allowed for that there might still be more
candidates presenting themselves independently, but maybe from then
on the assembly was virtually a rubber stamp. The significance of the
new committee has been variously assessed; one view is that it had a
political purpose, to encourage, by allowing some eguites a say in the
process, the rise to office of ‘new men’ favourable to Tiberius. But the
more sober, and now prevailing, view is that it was an ‘honour’, a further
special mark of distinction for the equestrian order.?

When it came to the offices opened to the egustes, there was, in
Augustus’ conception, no ‘ladder’.6¢ The order maintained, in any case,
its traditional role as a principal source for the manning of the standard
jury-courts and the filling of junior army officerships. The most
significant of the new functions were for experienced military eguites: the
prefectures of small provinces and of the naval squadrons, and the census

57 Saller 1982 (F 39) 94~111 and 73-8.

8 The rogatio Valeria Aurelia of A.D. 19. Sources: Tabuxla Hebana, E)? 94a; Tabsla Siarensis, |.
Gonzilez 1984 (B 234); Rome fragment, CIL vi 31199; perhaps also the Tabsla llicitana, E )2 94b (or
the latter may come from similar honours for Drusus in A.D. 23). % Brunt 1961 (C 47).

% Dismantling of the ‘ladder’ began with Sherwin-White 1939 (D 65).
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officerships in the provinces. Above all, of course, stood the prefecture
of Egypt and Alexandria itself. The first three prefects performed
important military tasks; quite a number of other prefects are known by
name from Augustus’ reign, but we hear little of their activities, they had
short terms of office, and they were socially not of high consequence.!
Equites were also employed in new procuratorial, that is financial, offices
(though such offices might go to freedmen, such as the notorious Julius
Licinus).52 The equestrian offices in the capital arose only relatively late,
in the process of experimentation: the two praetorian prefects first in 2
B.C., the praefectus vigilum in A.D. 6, the praefectus annonae not before A.D.
7.63 The stimulus may not have been so much growing confidence in the
equestrians as dissatisfaction with experiments using senatorial
committees.5*

In the imperial period there is a civil service, purely executive, staffed
by ‘slaves of Caesar’ and ‘freedmen of Augustus’ (until its headships
begin to go to eguites, and then we really are in a different world). There
are, especially, a number of central posts occupied by freedmen, the
secretaryships of correspondence, accounts, and petitions being the
principal: and for a period in the first century A.p. holders of some of
those posts had powerful personal influence on the rulers. Augustus’
part in initiating the system is hard to estimate because of shortage of
evidence, but historians, probably rightly, tend to conclude from that
shortage that the beginnings, under him, were slight and unsystematic.
To his last instructions, leaving behind a military and financial handbook
to the empire, he ‘appended also the names of the freedmen and slaves
who could be called to account’,55 which suggests a precursor of the
Department of Accounts; but the floodtide of correspondence was yet to
come,% and the regular answering of, at any rate, legal petitions a later
development. Certainly, there is no sign of any such persons having
political influence on Augustus. Naturally, there was also a large
personnel, greater than, though not different in kind from, that of the
republican principes viri, of household servants, and with the rise of a
‘court’ (to which we shall come) it was destined to become very large
indeed. But Augustus treated his servants sternly,%” and no sign is yet to
be detected of the influence of chamberlains or the like, let alone of the
ruler’s inaccessibility behind layers of personnel.

Our focus has shifted fromthe way Augustus secured the personnel he
needed to the extent of their influence upon him. The ‘Party’ has been

¢! Brunt 1975 (E 906). 62 Dio Liv. 21.3-8.

83 Yo is likely that the praefectus vebiculorum also goes back to Augustus, though not yet
epigraphically attested so early: Suet. Aug. 49.3.

¢ Eck 1985 (c 82). 65 Suet. Aug. 101.4.

6 Though for a trace of a precursor of ab epistulis see Suet. Axg. 67.2, with Kienast 1982 (¢ 136)
262. 67 Suet. Aug. 67; 74-
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adduced, and the amici principis were his obvious channel of advice; but it
is practically impossible to attribute any particular action to the influence
of a specific individual, except in a few cases of personal patronage.
Crucially lacking, of course, are the files, letters, memoirs and diaries
from which historians of the modern age extract such information. In
accordance with mos maiorum, Augustus brought in persons of standing,
of his choice, when public decisions had to be seen to be made; they can
be observed, listed hierarchically, in the minutes of formal meetings.68 It
is also quite certain that Augustus used amici of his choice, according to
their talents and the matter in hand, as his informal consilium, summoned
according to need.®® Doubtless they did exercise influence; someone
must have been involved, for example, in the orchestration of the
imperial symbolism (a subject to which we shall come). Doubtless, too,
the senatorial probouleutic sub-committee was not always on the mere
receiving end. But that is all that can be said.” There were éminences grises:
Maecenas and Sallustius Crispus were sources of confidential infor-
mation and privy to secret plans, and people, no doubt rightly, believed
that they could get what they wanted;”! but we do not actually know
what items of policy sprang from their brains.”? Livia Drusilla, always at
her husband’s side, may have had the greatest influence of all; in her case,
the less people knew, the more —and worse - they guessed. Prosopogra-
phy has, to be sure, given vivid life to a number of powerful personalities
of the age whom we may well guess to have been immensely influential:
M. Lepidus, M. Valerius Messalla Corvinus, L. Calpurnius Piso, consul
of 15 B.C., Cn. Cornelius Lentulus, consul of 14 B.c., Paullus Fabius
Maximus, consul of 11 B.c., and plenty of others. But the most
characteristic means whereby Augustus obtained the co-operation of,
and promoted to high responsibilities, the people of his choice, was their
incorporation in the ramifications of the ‘divine family’.”> Complex
family alliances were not in the least contrary to tradition, but when such
an alliance revolved round just one princeps vir instead of many, the
quantitative change became qualitative, and an imperial court was in the
making. To the ideological aspects of the ‘divine family’ we shall return;
its practical aspect was that the greatest commands and the most
spectacular diplomatic missions went — and were held for as long as the
ruler thought necessary — to the closest members of his family and then,
as it were, spread outwards. It is likely that, insofar as they were
experienced enough, those men were also Augustus’ principal counsel-

88 EJ? 379, lines 34-40. & Crook 1955 (D 10) ch. 3.

" Policy about codicils was suggested by the jurist Trebatius Testa, Inst. Just. 1. 25.
" Hor. Sat. 1.9.43—56; 11.6.38—58.

7 Crispus may have been solely responsible for the elimination of Agrippa Postumus.
3 For the process, and the people, see Syme 1986 (A 95).
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lors and collaborators; hence the political tragedy of Augustus’ unwil-
lingness to trust Tiberius and Tiberius’ withdrawal from collaboration
with Augustus.

2. Policy

What, with hindsight, historians analyse as Roman ‘policy’ was often,
simply, the Roman government’s pragmatic reaction to situations. (The
‘spread of citizenship’, with the founding of new coloniae, is, as far as
Augustus is concerned, a case in point, because veterans had to be settled
somewhere.) There are, nonetheless, one or two areas in which it is
proper to speak of, and needful briefly to review, Augustus’ ‘policy’. He
had a military and imperial policy: that is assessed in chapter 4 below. He
had a financial and budgetary policy and a social and demographic
policy. He also had an ideology, the most important part of the whole
story.

A degree of financial policy and initiative greater than that of the
Republic was forced upon Augustus by the need for a permanent
military budget. What was needed was relatively exact housekeeping —
and the Res Gestae was evidently composed by someone who relished
exact figures. A ‘statement of accounts’ of the empire, such as was left by
Augustus to his successor, had already been available to be handed to his
fellow-consul in 23 B.C., when he thought he was dying.” The general
basis of taxation from the republican time was not seriously changed,
except for the introduction, quite late on, of the estate duty, vicesima
hereditatium, to feed the new account for meeting army discharge
gratuities. However, a full property and poll census of the provinces was
put in hand, gradually and over many years; it was imposed particularly
on newly acquired regions, where it was regarded as the principal sign of
subjection and was a major cause of unrest. Besides army pay, another
costly item was the supply of free corn at Rome (though much of the
taxation for that came in in kind). Augustus did not invent the policy of
‘bread and circuses’; in fact, probably after the great food panic of A.D. 6,
he was minded to abolish the frumentatio (his motive being not economic
but social, namely the very conservative belief that free corn at Rome
lured citizens away from the admirable activity of peasant farming). But
he concluded that abolition was politically inexpedient.”> The main
economic fact, however, that determined policy was the enormous, and
ever-growing, wealth of the ruler himself; the patrimonium could serve as
an alternative treasury, and enabled Augustus to practise a kind of deficit
financing on the main accounts, with himself making up the shortfall
from his private fortune. Chapters 15 to 18 of the Res Gestae tell the story:

74 Dio Lii1.30.2. 75 Suet. Axg. 42.3.
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¢...four times I helped the state treasury with my money’; ... from the
year of the Lentuli [18 B.C.], when the public revenues were insufficient, I
gave subventions of corn and cash from my own granary and bank to
sometimes 100,000 people and sometimes many more’. The ruler thus
imposed on himself, as the richest citizen, a kind of super-liturgy, which
enabled him —as the ancient liturgical principle always enabled the payer
— to take on the role of super-benefactor.¢

Except for that part of the taxation of the provinces that was paid in
kind, the Roman empire had a money economy. In particular, the armies
were paid in cash, and so were the principal officials. Governors of
provinces received large salaries (which was an important innovation of
Augustus),’” and equestrian officialdom was from the start a salaried
service. As in every respect, so in that of coinage the Roman imperial
system relied on the continuance of local government and practice, and
so the cities of the Roman world went on issuing, for everyday use, their
own, mostly bronze, coinages. The gold and, above all, the silver
coinages, for major payments, passed into the control of Rome, the ruler.
Numismatists tell us that under Augustus there came into being a ‘world
coinage’. There was less of policy about that than just the way things
worked out (and the only actual Augustan change in the currency system
was, surprisingly, in the non-precious metal currency of Rome, which
became bimetallic):”8 huge coinages had been issued in the triumviral
period, to pay the rival armies, so there was much in circulation; the
government opened and closed mints at different times and places, as and
when the need was perceived for specific quantities of new coin. The
total production was, undeniably, enormous.”

The aspect of Augustus’ activity, however, that most plainly deserves
the name of ‘policy’ is that which is commonly called his ‘social policy’,
since it evidently sprang from passionate personal concern: he doggedly
fought his own elite over it. The impression given by much recent
writing is that Augustus was both revolutionary, in trying to mould the
morality and demography of a society by legislation, and at the same time
grossly illiberal and reactionary in the rules he sought to impose. As was
pointed out in chapter 2 above, there stood behind Augustus a strong
republican tradition of the state’s interference in the behaviour of the
citizens, through legislation, the courts, and, above all, the censorship.8
As to the illiberality, it has often been characteristic of dictators and the
like to treat what part, at least, of the citizenry regard as freedoms of
personal choice as signs of decadence, and try to curb them, and
Augustus is easily tarred with that brush; but the debate about the state’s

7 Not only in the capital: Suet. Axg. 47.1; Dio Liv.23.7-8. 77 Dio LHI.15.4.

™ Sestertii and dupondii of brass (orichaleum), asses and quadrantes of copper.
™ Sutherland 1976 (8 356) ch. 4, and ch. 8 below, pp. 316-19. % See ch. z above, p. 93.
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role in relation to morality and family is perennial, and we should beware
of imposing a current standard too crudely. Augustus shared with
Cicero®! the belief in a superior early and middle Republic, whose
victories had been based on better morals and solider family virtues, and
he strove to re-create that idealized past.

The legislation relating to slaves and former slaves (freedmen and
freedwomen) occurs relatively late in Augustus’ reign, and was not part
of the ‘package’ of the /eges Iuliae.82 Proposed by consuls, it may well have
been with the approval or even at the initiative of the Senate; for the
governing class had a tradition (as can be seen in ‘sumptuary laws’) of
restraining their richer members from stepping too far out of line.8? The
astute may even detect, in the Lex Aeclia Sentia, some competing
pressures, for example, between the drastic regulation of the number and
kind of persons who could be elevated to Roman citizenship by the mere
process of being liberated by a Roman owner, and, on the other hand, the
even-handed provisions governing conduct between freed people and
their former owners.8 The leges luliae de adulteriis and de maritandis
ordinibus and the Lex Papia Poppaea are the group that represent a moral
commitment evinced by Augustus from the beginning,8 and never
given up. The curious title of the /ex Iulia de maritandis ordinibus seems to
relate only to those parts of the big statute that restricted the right to full
Roman marriage between certain status classes, for example between the
senatorial order and freed persons and between all freeborn persons and
the usual classes of ‘people of low repute’ (infames); but its best-known
feature is the pressure that it placed on citizens to marry and re-marry,
backed by rewards for those with at least three children and penalties for
the childless. The rewards included priority in the competition for public
office, and the penalties included severe public marks of disesteem for the
unmarried; but the system was made to turn a good deal on how far
people were allowed to takeinheritances, and those rules did not apply as
between close kin, nor below a modestly high property rating. It is fair to
infer that it was the birth-rate in the upper ranks of society that Augustus
cared about (less so to infer that the true purpose of the legislation was
different from what lies on its face, such as the preservation of estates).86
It is, of course, true that Augustus did not dispose of proper demo-

81 Cic. Marcell. 23.

82 The Lex Iunia, which created the status of ‘ Junian Latins’, bears the title Jsnia Norbana in Inst.
Just. 1. 5.3, and should be dated to A.D. 19 accordingly. If it had been part of the carly batch of
Augustus’ laws it would have been a Lex Iulia like the rest.

8 For leges sumptuariae of Julius Cacsar and of Augustus in the old republican tradition, see
Rotondi 1912 (F 685) 421 and 447 and Gell. NA m.24.14-15.

8 Accusation of ingratitude against freedmen, Dig. 40.9. 30 pr.; but if patron fails to support
freedman he loses rights, Dig. 38.2.33; and if he obliges freedman or freedwoman to agree not to

marry he loses rights, Dig. 37.14.15.
8 The standard view; challenged by Badian 1985 (F 4). 8 So Wallace-Hadrill 1981 (F 73).
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graphic knowledge about the trend of the birth-rate and what needed to
be achieved to change it; but he probably thought he knew quite enough,
and the upper class he could, if unsystematically, observe. His legislation
was not going to produce waves of stout yeomen (unless by imitation of
their betters), but what he might achieve was a stable officer class. That
such was his aim is corroborated by two other new legal rules that will
have had importance mainly for the better-off: first, the introduction of
peculium castrense, the fund comprising what a filius familias earned from,
or acquired in connexion with, his military service, which he could
control independently of his paterfamilias; and, secondly, the rule that a
paterfamilias was not allowed to disinherit a filius familias during his
military service.87

Augustus was, then, probably telling in the Res Gestae the simple truth
about what he conceived his legislation to have been for: ‘By new
statutes passed on my initiative I restored many good examples of our
forbears that were disappearing from the current age, and I personally®
handed on to posterity examples of many things for them to imitate’.
That does not mean that it was particularly successful or that it was
without pernicious consequences, of which perhaps the worst was that
the marriage laws conjured up a fiscal interest in escheated estates that
had not existed before.

3. Ideology

The act of creative policy, however, that was Augustus’ abiding legacy
to Rome was the bringing into being of an ideology of rule, parallel to
the careful traditionalism of most of what has been spoken of so far —
surprising, in that it manifests itself quite early in Augustus’ reign, and
multifaceted, so that to describe it even summarily involves consider-
ation of many phenomena, of which the ‘imperial cult’ is only one.
Glorification of the personality of the ruler, advertisement of his role,
proclamation of his virtues, pageantry over his achievements, visual
reminders of his existence, and the creation of a court and a dynasty:
those are, par excellence, the things that make a.p. 14 different from 30 B.C.

It is a difficult question how far the pattern of ideas and symbols that
pervades the culture of Augustus’ age was ‘orchestrated’. Scholars do
make such a claim,? and, however great the need to resist exaggeration,
at least some of the broad lines of the pattern must have been someone’s
deliberate contrivance. Augustus was probably entirely sincere when he

87 Respectively, Tit. Ulp. z0.10; Dig. 28.2.26.

8 RG 8, 5. The Greek version says ‘I gave myself as an example’.

8 They are influenced by Weinstock 1971 (F 235). See, ¢.g., Gros 1976 (F 397) esp. ch. 1; Zanker
1987 (F 632) 110-13; 215.
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said he wanted to be remembered as the creator of the ‘best possible
condition’ (optimus status), and in his delight when the crew and
passengers of a ship from Alexandria put on festal dress and poured
libations and cried that ‘because of him they had their livelihood, because
of him they sailed the seas, they enjoyed freedom and prosperity through
him’;% but into that broad river flowed many channels, some the result
of more deliberate channelling than others.

The public cult of the ruler bulks large in the ideology of the Roman
empire. Augustus began it — though Iulius Caesar and Antony would
have done the same. Cult means, strictly, performing acts of worship to
the ruler as a god, but, broadly conceived, it is about people’s percep-
tions and descriptions of the ruler and his role, and also about the
practical business of securing and rewarding adherents in positions of
importance in the cities and regions. The cult of the ruler as founder,
saviour and benefactor was well established in the Greek-speaking
wortld, and such honours had been bestowed, from time to time, on
Roman commanders in the late Republic; even ‘Roma’, as a divinity, had
come to be an object of cultin the East.?! But it was the rival claims of the
triumvirs to influence in the cities that raised the stakes in the game,2 and
hence the cult and symbolism of the ruler were promoted and financed in
the East by Augustus and by his wealthier supporters.”> In Rome, the
plebs had offered worship to Scipio, Marius and Iulius Caesar, but its
betters had been too strongly principes inter pares for that, and Augustus
behaved carefully. A gesture used by his successors, but no doubt
deriving from him,% was the refusal of public divine honours for his
person in his lifetime: we have seen how he declined to allow Agrippa’s
temple in the Campus to be called ‘ Augusteum’. On the other hand, there
were by now many Roman citizens about the world: the colonizations of
Tulius Caesar had made a big difference. For them, the answer was an
official cult of ‘Rome and Augustus’. The West and North (except for
Provence, southern Spain and Africa, long the home of cives Romani)
were still under conquest and first-stage reorganization, and had no
traditions offering precedent: Augustus promoted there major centres of
cult and ceremony, the ‘Altar of the Three Gauls’ at Lugdunum and the
’Altar of the Ubii’ at Cologne. For the Roman plebs there was yet
another expedient in this rich fund of devices, the setting of a new cult of
the genius, or ‘abiding spirit’, of the ruler amongst the little tutelary gods
of the ‘blocks’ of urban Rome, the lares compitales: their cult was in the
charge of the ‘block leaders’, magistri vicorum.% Those magistri were

9 Suet. Awng. 28.2; 98.2. %1 Mellor 1975 (F 186). 92 Reynolds 1982 (B 270) nos. 7, 8 and 12.

9 Millar 1984 (D 102). The ‘Common Councils’ certainly pre-existed, but they were tumed into a
principal focus of the cult. ™ Charlesworth 1939 (F 11§).

% Simon 1986 (F 577) 97—103; Zanker 1987 (F 632) 135—8.
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freedmen; Augustus took account more globally of the fact that large
numbers of Roman citizens were actually of that status, promoting
another novelty: co/legia of freedmen devoted to the cult of the ruler came
into being in the cities under the title of ‘Augustales’, forming a
freedman elite parallel to the municipal elites of the freeborn.%

No account on the scale here available can do justice to this vast
subject. The antiquarian revival of cults, temples and ceremonies in
Rome, and the harnessing of the major priesthoods to the new order, are
part of the story;? so, too, the inclusion of Augustus’ genius in oaths
sworn by the divinities; so, too, the additions to the religious calendar
celebrating his important dates. We have been bidden, rightly, to
develop an imagination for the enormous visual impact of it all, with
images of the ruler everywhere, in endless profusion, both actual and
portrayed on the coinage. In summary, the whole complex was meant to
serve as an ecumenical unifying force: citizens and non-citizens, classes
and statuses, language- and culture-groups enmeshed in a common,
though varied, symbolic network, and the cult acts of Gallic magnates,
leading bourgeois of Asia, successful freedmen in the manicipia, the plebs
of Rome, and the legions,?® all focussed on the ruler, legitimizing his rule
on the charismatic plane, while ministering at the same time to their own
desire for social prominence.

The ‘divine family’ must return into consideration here, from a more
conceptual viewpoint. Should we, for example, see Livia Drusilla as an
‘empress’, or Gaius and Lucius Caesar as ‘princes’? Did Augustus inhabit
a ‘palace’, and was he surrounded by a ‘court’? The best answer to all
those questions would be ‘hardly, yet’, and, as in the constitutional
sphere, comparison with the Severan or Diocletianic age shows how far
there was to go. Yet transition was certainly occurring, as can be neatly
seen in the matter of Augustus’ house.® Its nucleus was the house of the
republican orator, Hortensius, on the south-western slope of the
Palatine, and it remained modest in type and scale, though neighbouring
properties were added to it!® to an extent that is yet uncertain (and the
well-known ‘House of Livia’ presumably came to count as part of it). But
the symbolic significance of the dwelling was played upon with insist-
ence.l0 Augustus’ temple of Apollo was built not merely adjacent to it
but connecting directly with it. Then, in 27 B.C., the civic crown of oak
was placed permanently above its doorway, and laurels were planted to
flank the entrance.’92 When Augustus became pontifex maximus in 12

% Duthoy 1978 (E 37).
97 Augustus was, besides pontifex maximus, a member of all the major priestly colieges; and their

role on the Ara Pacis is evident. % Kienast 1982 (C 136) 211, with n. 168.
% Coarelli 1985 (E 20) 129-33. 10 Suer. Aug. 72.1.
101 Wiseman 1994 (F 81) esp. 101-8. 12 RG 34, 2.
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B.C., a shrine of Vesta was consecrated in the house.103 After a fire on the
Palatine in A.D. 2 or 3, in which the house of Augustus and the temple of
the Magna Mater suffered badly, a public subscription was got up, of
which Augustus graciously accepted part; but he then declared the house
public property, as being the residence of the pontifex maximus.1® A few
years later, Ovid, describing how his books from exile might approach
the ruler, shows — if we discount a degree of understandable sycophancy
— how much more than a mere house the ‘Caesaris domus’, though still
so called, had become.!05

The association of the ruler’s family with him took no long time to
develop.1% We have seen the ‘divine family’ on exhibition in the frieze of
the Ara Pacis of 13 B.C., and can see it at a later stage in the inscriptions
recorded in the Codex Einsiedlensis as coming from statues that adorned
a gateway at Ticinum, dated to Augustus’ thirtieth tribunician power,
A.D. 7-8.197 Honours, even cult, were paid in the cities to members of the
family besides Augustus. To what extent the group associated, or even
lived, together is uncertain;!08 but there sound like the makings of a
‘court’ when we hear of Augustus’ views about the younger members
appearing for dinner with their elders and whether young Claudius
could be allowed to make publicappearances,!%? and there is rather more
evidence about the education of the ‘princes’ and other youngsters who
belonged to the charmed circle.!1® The house of a princeps vir of the
republican time had never been solely a haven of privacy, so it was not
new for the ruler to live his life in the public gaze, but Augustus wanted
his domus to serve as a universal exemplar of the values he aimed to
promote.

Most of the evidence about imperial insignia and ceremonialll
concerns developments later than Augustus: till well after his day,
accessibility of the ruler and primacy snfer pares remained the ideal. The
orb and sceptre carried by the ‘emperor’, the sacred fire carried before the
‘empress’, belong to an ideology that was to lead to the remote and
hieratic emperorship of late antiquity, and hardly began before the
middle of the second century A.D. Yet some seminal elements can already
be traced, for example, in the oak-leaf crowns and laurel wreaths, and the
symbolism of victory-on-the-orb on the coinage and elsewhere; and

163 The Calendar for April 28, in EJ. 104 Dio Lv.12.4—§.

108 Ov. Tr, 1.i.69—70; 111.i.33—40. The formal approach was by then, it seems, from the northern
side, via the Forum Romanum.

106 Beginning with the grant of tribunician sacrosanctity to Livia and Octavia, the wives of the
triumvirs, in 3§ B.C. 107 EJ261.

108 Agrippa was offcred a home there in 24 B.c., after his own had burnt down, Dio Lir1.27.5; but
it is not clear that that was more than temporary. 109 Suet. Aug. 64.3; Claxd. 4.1-6.

110 Wallace-Hadrill 1983 (B 190) 177—80; Kienast 1982 (c 136) 253-63.

11 AlfSldi 1971 (F 246) and 1980 (F 247).
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Augustus was accorded the right to wear at any time the triumphal
costume, which was the dress of Jupiter himself, and included a sceptre.

In any case, ceremonial in a wider sense was of the first importance.
Augustus was a supreme showman (or someone was on his behalf), and
made a perpetually inventive use of the ‘parallel language’ to maintain
himself and his achievements in the public consciousness. The games
and shows are one part of the story, valuable to him to establish a
relationship to his plebs, to preside over its pleasures and expose himself
to its demonstrations. Augustus provided generously, adding /u«ds
Actiaci and /udi Martiales to the traditional regular series; and there were
regular games on his birthday from 11 B.c. onwards. Triumphs, the
irregular spectacle par excellence, reserved after 19 B.C. for members of the
‘divine family’, were pretty rare, but they were complemented by the
great funerals, often also with games: Marcellus, Octavia, Agrippa,
Drusus. As for the posthumous honours for Gaius and Lucius Caesar,
their complexity and comprehensiveness are revealed in detail by
inscriptions!2 (which show, incidentally, that such ceremonies were not
laid on only at Rome, but took place in the municipalities and provinces).

The reign was punctuated by other colourful excitements; Augustus’
pride in them is attested by the attention given to them in the Res Geszae.
There was the journey of Senate and people to Campania to meet the
returning ruler in 19 B.C., with the ceremonies at the altar of Fortuna
Redux: ‘returns’ became a standard occasion for pageantry. The /udi
saeculares in 17 B.C., the thronged assembly for Augustus’ assumption of
the role of pontifex maximus in 12 B.C., the full triumph of Tiberius in 7
B.C., the successive installations of Gaius and Lucius as principes
iuventutis, reached a culmination in 2 B.c. with the bestowal of the title
Dater patriae on Augustus and the dedication of the temple of Mars Ultor,
accompanied by gladiatorial combats and the long-remembered ‘Naval
Battle of the Grecks and Persians’. Perhaps creativity ran out after 2 B.c.,
but activity did not, for the games of A.p. 8 in honour of Germanicus and
(astonishingly) Claudius were notable, and it must not be forgotten that
it was intended for Augustus and Tiberius to hold full triumphs after the
defeat of the Pannonian rebellion in A.p. 9, and Tiberius did celebrate
one on 23 October of A.D. 12 or 13. The whole was, in any event, a
remarkable calendar of novelties to keep the images of victory and peace
simultaneously before the public eye.

Commonly related to the process of image-building are the legends
and pictures on the Augustan coinage. It is wise to be cautious about
calling them ‘propaganda’, not least because much uncertainty and
disagreement persists as to whom the coinage was supposed to influence

112 EJ2 689, and the material in n. 8 above.
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and who decided on the types and legends.!13 Gold coinage, and even
silver, down to the denarius (the ‘tribute-money’) will not often have
been in the hands of ordinary people; and some of the best-known
‘speaking’ types and legends are portentously rare and must have been
struck in relatively tiny issues, while, conversely, some very large
emissions have relatively uninformative material on them. New money
probably went first to the troops, so the influence of the coins may have
been intended primarily for them; certainly, an explosion of vivid and
dramatic, plainly propaganda, types is a feature of the years after Julius
Caesar’s assassination, and they were part of the armoury of the
triumvirs and Sextus Pompeius. In the new age after Actium that
momentum was maintained for a while, but it then diminished. Augus-
tus’ ‘saving of the citizens’ and the crown of oak leaves, and the Shield of
the Virtues, achieved celebration, as did festivals and buildings and cult
—Fortuna Redux, the /ud? saeculares, Actian Apollo, the Altar of the Three
Gauls and the temple of Rome and Augustus at Pergamum. The
collegiality of Augustus and Agrippa was also given some emphasis. But
the only specific promotional campaign run by the official coinage was
bestowed on Gaius and Lucius Caesar (though the successes of Tiberius
late in the reign did not go quite without mark). At least, however, the
Augustan coinage was, even in terms of types, as well as scale, a world-
coinage, with Lugdunum and Nemausus, Ephesus and Pergamum, all
striking to recognizably similar effect, and as a dissemination of the
image of the ruler that was tremendous.

Buildings also (to retutn to that important theme) were part of the
image-making.114 The public heart of the city of Rome was transformed:
everyone knows how Augustus boasted that he had ‘taken over a Rome
of brick and left a Rome of marble’,115 and Ovid, justifying the soignée
look for ladies, exclaims ‘Before, all was country plainness: now Rome is
of gold’.11¢ The transformation was not just in grandeur, but in symbolic
orientation towards the ruler. It is, indeed, unfair to see the programme
solely in that context: improvement and amenity went hand in hand with
symbolism. Sewers and water supply, markets and porticoes, theatres
and an amphitheatre, improvements to the race-course, parks, baths and
libraries now adorned Rome, and Agrippa’s part was the more brilliant
in that it combined the prosaic and the charismatic. But improvement
stopped short when it paid no dividends in prestige (and when Agrippa
was no longer there), so that some of the recurrent scourges of the plebs
— floods, fires and collapses — were tackled with less than total
commitment. About the transformation of Augustus’ house enough has

113 Consigliere 