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The philosopher typified, frown and rough cloak rebuking the splen-
dor of the palace.
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Preface

In most minds, “Roman” indicates the institutions and way
of life valued by the dominant classes in the late Republic and
early Empire. It means the nobility, the senate, Mars and Ju-
piter; gladiators, too, giving the image its darker colors; and
to contemporaries, whether admiring or detesting, it meant
also conquest, and such characteristic public buildings as baths,
bridges, and forums,

Romans, of course, not only built bridges but beat their
wives. No doubt they did about as much of the one as of the
other; and they stole, cheated, murdered, or turned their backs
on the enemy in battle. Like any other people, too, they in-
cluded the incurably idle, the illiterate, the impious, and, by
the millions, rural and urban poor contributing nothing what-
soever to the fagade nobly entitled “Rome.” If anyone asked
an ancient or modern historian whether all these types were
really and truly Roman, in the charged sense that George
Woashington, but not Benedict Arnold, is “American,” the an-
swer would surely be no. They were in society but not
peculiarly typical of it.

At a still further remove lay such phenomena as active trea-
son, latent disaffection, brigandage, organized protest, and
cultural deviation. Though these too were easily found in the
empire, they must yet be called un-Roman—not Greek, or
Syrian, or alien in that sense; rather, fully and by origin na-
tive, in spite of which they were marked off from what was
“Roman” by a boundary of law, or at the least, by the preju-
dice, scorn, and defensive fear of those who made the law.
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An Un-Roman Activities Committee, had the emperors es-
tablished one on modern lines, would have pursued the investi-
gation of the phenomena just listed; and if a history were to
be written exclusively from the files of that commirtee, it
would exactly resemble the present study, dealing with pre-
dictable unrest-—mere ordinary violent wretchedness born of
an imperfect world—and with more puzzling problems as
well. The very strengths of the empire supplied characteristic
weaknesses: among a proud nobility, tyrannicides; within the
competitive patriotism of the cities, intercity angers; and
because of Rome’s toleration of local differences, local sepa-
ration from the prevailing culture. These, and their like,
constituted so many threats to the established order.

" That the Roman order was established so firmly and
grandly is what really counts, of course. Historians who write
about it may be excused if they show little concern for the
dissent it generated and overcame. Until the later Empire,
what I describe were indeed failures: happenings that never
quite happened, feelings or thoughts or actions that somehow
could not inspire a universal imitation. Yet they do help to ex-
plain why the dominant civilization was changed in certain di-
rections at certain times, they do show how strong it was and
out of what jostle of competition it arose. Moreover, if these
failures were to be altogether excluded, it could only be at the
dictation of the ruling classes and under the spell of the out-
come of events, whereas in real truth, at the moment of con-
flict, nothing is prejudged, anything may result, all competing
forces in history are briefly equal and pregnant with the fu-
ture. In this sense, without aiming at mere paradox, it was
Roman to be very nearly, and very often, un-Roman, just as
one can say of any ruling culture that it arouses an internal
nonconformity perhaps essential to it and, in any event, char-
acteristic,
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Though there is little connection to be found between one
aspect of opposition and another, they all belong under the
covers of a single book. Their history, once it is viewed as a
whole, suggests three interlocked conclusions. They receive a
fuller treatment in the last chapter, and they are repeatedly
noticed elsewhere, but they are outlined here to concentrate
attention on them from the start.

First, opposition and deviation made themselves known by
possessing a share in the power that also controlled the Roman
Establishment. The fact may appear to be no more than a
truism, or not even that, for, on the one hand, how else was
prominence to be won except through the ability to make or
modify events; and, on the other hand, unusual desperation
occasionally summoned up great energy where little was
suspected, as among the Jews in Hadrian’s reign, effective
beyond their seeming strength, or among the withered aristo-
cracy of Rome in Symmachus’ day. There are exceptions to
the rule, then, but a pattern is discernible. The slave classes
were never powerful, nor did they generate any movement
that deserves inclusion in these pages. Consider in contrast the
Roman nobility of the first century, clearly in control of the
empire and supplying also the chief chapters in the opposition
history of that period. The second century saw the passage
of directing power to an elite drawn largely from the upper
classes of provincial cities, especially eastern cities, and its
rising importance to our purpose, as appears in the develop-
ment, to its highest point, of Alexandrian protest literature
and of intercity rivalry. The government was unable to con-
trol either of these sources of unrest. We need not test our
first conclusion against the evidence of every other place and
period in the empire, but it will be generally seen to hold
good. Moreover, it accounts for the fact that opposition fig-
ures—first century senators, third century pretenders—fit so

vil



Preface

naturally into the context of their times. Brutus and Lucan are
typical. The foes of the monarch rise from the midst of his
friends. And when the value and honor of the eastern archer
contingents stood highest in the army, and when their tutelary
god Aziz appeared for the first time on the coins of the em-
pire they so strenuously defended, in the third century, their
close kinsmen, the bowmen of Palmyra, were challenging the
empire by elevating their prince to the level of the throne.
The loyal and the disloyal were brothers.

Second, if the history of the un-Romans could be put in the
form of a table or graph, it would trace a steady downward
course on the social scale. It ended in the third and fourth cen-
turies with the Bagaudae speaking Celtic and Saints Anthony
and Pachomius speaking Coptic, all drawn from groups that
never before had had a chance to make events. The history of
the Romans, too, traced the same course—that is, power
passed into the hands of a widening circle in which the orig-
inal holders were gradually overwhelmed and lost from sight,

Third, the empire was “democratized,” to use a greatly ex-
aggerated term, The civilization called Roman, in the sense
defined above, yields to another, compounded of heterogene-
ous elements formerly suppressed and latterly vital. Styles of
art latent in the masses in Augustus’ day, but excluded from
official monuments, emerged to full acceptance in the Arch
of Constantine; beliefs about the supernatural, once illegal or
contemptuously relegated to plowboys and servant girls, after
the first century began to infect even the educated, and were
ultimately embodied as a principal element in late antique
philosophy. As a final illustration chosen from social and po-
litical history, the urban and rural poor began to be heard
from, though not to control their own fates fully, through
such forbidden activities as rioting and brigandage. In the
end, the dichotomy on which this book rests breaks down.

viii
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There was little “Roman” left in the Roman empire. Rather,
the “un-Roman” elements had come to the fore, and now con-
trolled the world in which they lived. At this point our study
properly ends.

The materials present special problems. Contemporary ac-
counts are short or vague, the comments of modern scholars
very scattered. There is no possibility of following a straight
narrative line, since whatever has no success has no long suc-
cession. I have therefore begun my account with a single man,
Brutus, and followed treason, unrest, and un-Romanism in
widening circles to the senate; then to the students of philos-
ophy among senators and to less than senatorial philosophers;
next, to a more diffuse class of men who dabbled in forbidden
magic; in Chapter IV, to diviners, and to popular rumors of
the downfall of the emperor or empire; then into the turbu-
lence of cities and urban poor, and at last into the peasancry
and tribes in rural parts. This arrangement of my subject,
aside from its convenience, is meant to bring out the three
conclusions outlined above.

The notes refer not to everything I have read but to every-
thing from which I have drawn profit. I generally avoid citing
a work only to disagree with it.

I am much in the debt of those who criticized my manu-
script. Professor Sir Ronald Syme read the first two chapters,
Professor T. R. S. Broughton the next four. My profound
thanks for their kindness, and the reader’s thanks (if I may
speak for him), for their valuable corrections and suggestions.

My work in its later stages was supported by a fellowship
at the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton and by a
grant for study in Rome from the John Simon Guggenheim
Memorial Foundation, To both sources of such generosity I
am deeply grateful. At Princeton 1 enjoyed the chance to
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consult several Members of the Institute. T must particularly
thank Professor A. Alf6ldi, whose door was always open and
whose mind was always full. At the American Academy in
Rome, it is a pleasure to recall with gratitude the help and
hospitality of the director, of the Principessa Margherita
Rospigliosi, and of Signora Nina Longobardi and her inde-
fatigable aides in the library.

R. MacM.
February 1966
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Cato, Brutus, and Their Succession

THE Ides of March, 44 B.c., set a great precedent. For the first
time in Roman politics, virtue and philosophy joined hands
with assassination. Their union was commemorated in the
coinage of those strict constitutionalists, Brutus and Cassius:
two daggers, and between them the cap of liberty that slaves
wore on the day they won their liberzas. It was a mighty word.
It stirred men up, made them heroes; better still, it could be
stretched to advertise almost any cause, if one were metaphy-
sician enough. And Brutus, whatever might be conjectured
of the other conspirators, was a deep thinker. He came to
the murder of his friend Caesar fortified by long study and
a life prolific in treatises on duty and virtue. No mere man of
action; hence his fame: he stood for principles, and principles
live on.

In the centuries that followed, until the fall of Rome, only
a minority of emperors died a natural death. Of the majority,
a dozen fell before assassins, not in battle. Those in the early
reigns could not of course foresee the full peril of their posi-
tion, yet it was clear even under Augustus that the principate
roused the keenest and most stubborn animosities. Even Au-
gustus had a liking for a breastplate when he entered the
senate, little as he trusted that it might save him, and he un-
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masked or perhaps only wrongly suspected half a dozen plots
against his reign. Rumor had it that his end was hastened by
his kin. As much was said of the deaths of Tiberius and
Claudius, among his descendants. Caligula was killed, Nero
driven to take his own life, After Nero, the palace was fitted
with heavy iron gates. Danger could still reach in. For
Hadrian, it was a madman’s rush from the garden shrubbery;
for Commodus, the big hands of his wrestling companion.
Knowledge that sooner or later one of their subjects was
almost sure to try some desperate trick exercised an under-
standable influence on the policy and behavior of the em-
perors. They had all heard of Damocles. Some slid down the
spiral of fear, persecution, plots, persecution, and more plots,
to their death. Others like Vespasian trusted in their own
popularity, or horoscopes. But for every one of them the
throne was a dangerous eminence.

Most conspirators against the emperor hoped for some per-
sonal gain—to succeed him themselves, or get their candidate
in, or prevent a threat of punishment. A few simply hated
him. Our business here 1s with none of these, but with a dif-
ferent type that may in some sense be called the successors
of Brutus——cultivated, literary, philosopher types.

The story of this succession can best begin with Marcus
Junius Brutus and his background. His family enjoyed ex-
ceptional influence, and from his mother, Servilia, if from no
one else, he might have learned to wield it. She was 2 woman
of formidable character, powerful in politics, a friend of
Caesar’s long after she ceased to be his mistress. Rumor even
said, wrongly, that her son was Caesar’s, too. Her husband
was treacherously put to death in the civil wars in 77 B.C.; the
seven-year-old boy went to live with his uncle Cato, and
i that house began the formation of his character. It was a
house filled to bursting with character, both in the sense of

2



Cato, Brutus, and Their Succession

eccentricity and of moral fiber. For Cato like many another
Roman noble had at various times several resident philosophers
as chaplains; unlike many another Roman noble, however,
he did not need them, but could very well be his own spiritual
adviser, and was willing to serve in that capacity to the entire
aristocracy. Over the last fifteen years of his life—always
brave, sometimes cunning, scldom wise—he struggled to cor-
rect and uphold the Republic, being its most steadfast pillar
—a Doric column, Cicero more Corinthian, but both dedi-
cated to the preservation of oligarchy.

The first full-length portrait of Cato is Cicero’s. Cato ap-
pears in court against Cicero’s client, and Cicero, to weaken
the force of his antagonist’s testimony, is desperately funny.
Cato 1s the perfect puritan, advocating impossible standards
with a sour face. If he left philosophy and mingled more in
the world, his head might clear. Exactly the right line to take,
this. Many in the audience would share the opinion that
Cicero only pretended. Too much philosophy was a bad thing,
too much thinking got in the way of doing. And with this
thoroughly Roman view, Cato himself agreed, in part. Cicero,
who knew him well, presents him as 2 model Stoic. He writes
letters to him with a good deal of circumspection. But these
are tributes, not to Cato’s deep learning or force of mind, but
rather to his moral nature. This is what speaks in a passage
that Cicero puts into his mouth: “Most Stoics do not believe
that pleasure belongs among the chief natural motives, and 1
strongly concur, lest a great many disgraceful consequences
follow from supposing that nature placed pleasure among the
things which are first aimed at.” Ne turpia sequantur—so
philosophy must be made to fit predetermined ethical ends.
It is only valuable if it can be put to work.!

Between Pompey and Caesar, in the civil wars, Cato chose
Pompey. Later admirers thought the choice needed explain-

3



Enemies of the Roman Order

ing. “One might dispute whether in that period a wise man
should have taken any part in public affairs. “‘What do you
mean, Marcus Cato? It is not liberty that 1s at stake now; that
has long since perished. The question is whether the state shall
belong to Caesar or Pompey. What have you to do with this
dispute? It 1s no business of yours. A tyrant (dominus) is
being selected. What 1s it to you which one wins?’” Cato’s
answer was imagined long afterward. War is bad, but virtue
must follow destiny. “It will be a reproach to the gods,” he
said with monumental assurance, “that they have made even
me guilty.” He took up arms, then, on the side that was least
un-Republican; fought at Pharsalus; survived that field and
went on to fight at Thapsus; fell back on Utica; and there
played out his last hours in a scene of artificiality and heroism.
Plutarch describes it at greatest length: how friends gathered
for the evening in a large group, going on from dinner to
“cultivated and pleasant conversation,” especially on the sev-
eral schools of philosophy, and so to the Stoic “paradoxes”
such as the contention that only the good man is free, which
Cato defended ‘“with extraordinary earnestness, so everyone
perceived that he had made up his mind to put an end to his
life”; how he tried to divert their suspicions with lighter talk;
retired to his room, read the Phaedo, fussed about his sword
(providently removed); discussed with Demetrius the Peri-
patetic and Apollonius the Stoic the necessity of seeking salva-
tion in one’s own way by one’s own resolve; went to his bed,
slept, and woke to thrust a sword into his side. Friends and
doctors intervened in vain. He immediately tore open the
wound again and died.”

His suicide aroused a mixed reaction. To a Greek mind, kill-
ing oneself was an act of cowardice, of desertion, as Socrates
had said. Stoicism introduced a different view to be developed
further in the century after Cato’s death, but it was at this
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time not very prevalent. It emphasized motive: censure of
suicide as retreat could not apply to an act that enabled one
to retain one’s position in the face of an insuperable threat
to dignity or honor or country. To a Roman mind, this was
an acceptable distinction. National heroes like Decius Mus or
Regulus had often sacrificed themselves. Over the next two
or three generations, for reasons that will emerge later, ad-
muration was extended still more broadly. Cato was made the
equal of Socrates. Together they had sanctfied suicide, and
schoolboys could recite set pieces on “Cato and the Contempt
of Death.” All this lay in the future. Meanwhile Caesar, at his
triumph in 46 B.c., displayed cartoons of Lucius Scipio and
Petreius committing suicide, and of Cato “torn open by him-
self like a wild beast.” Caesar thus counted on popular preju-
dice against suicide, but he was wrong.?

The response was instant. At Brutus’ urging, Cicero wrote
a Cato, a eulogy of some sort, probably in 46, with a second
edition the next spring; joined then by Brutus’ own Cato,
versus Caesar’s Anti-Cato, in the summer of 45, and Hirtius’
violent assault, of about September, these in turn meeting
Fadius Gallus’ and Munatius Rufus’ rejoinders. What Cato’s
friends said on his behalf is not known, though no doubt we
could make a good guess at the substance. His enemies ridi-
culed him as a fraud, all virtue on the outside, avaricious,
eccentric, and sottish on the inside. To these opening rounds
fired in the battle over his reputation, at least one more Anti-
Cato was added by none other than Augustus, in extreme old
age—~what ripples of Republicanism in the salons elicited this
last pamphlet, we do not know—and later historians and poets
passed their judgments on the figure of dispute, almost all
favorable. Though his standards had been too harsh, he him-
self remained the very type of virtue and the last defender of
the Republic.*
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It may well be that Brutus turned against Caesar in the
course of this pamphleteering and in part because of it.
Toward its end, after mid-45, he took a step that showed at
the very least a lessening loyalty for his old chief: he married
Cato’s daughter. Porcia cannot have been his choice without
sharing some of his attachment to the Republic and his affec-
tton for Cato—not that all children love their parents—and
she 1s said to have supported him in the plot with the utmost
courage. She may have influenced him; Caesar’s adultery with
his mother may have influenced him; vengeance for his uncle
may have been in his mind; and so obvious and strong 2 motive
as the desire for fame should not be forgotten. That, too, was
attribated to him, by Cicero and others. All these are hidden
reasons, however, beyond substantiation. Nor is it easy to
guess at his general character and its inborn tendencies.
Nothing appears in his features: a knobbly face, bearded in
token of mourning for the decline of the Republic, on his
coins, with heavy lines around his mouth. Written sources
are hardly more satisfying. Brutus’ own letters in Greek,
where he speaks in haste to his inferiors, are extremely terse
and businesslike, with an occasional grim smile. In Latin he
spread himself more genially. Men of his own rank found him
charming, able to use flattery (though himself immune to it),
highly moral, rational, cautious, and even hesitant in making
up his mind. Among the Roman nobility, especially among
those whose sympathies lay with the Republic, it was wise to
be conventional. Influence was in the hands of careful old
men, who enjoyed deference, understood caution, and ex-
pected of the younger generation only that it might m the
course of fifty years or so produce its own crop of careful
old men. By these standards, Brutus’ early character seemed
to show great promise and no mark of a murderer.®
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Nevertheless, he did lead the conspiracy. If his inner mo-
tives are really unknown, and if his outward character sug-
gests no explanation of the role he played in 44 B.C., we can
still Jook for light in the external forces that operated on him.
We can certainly assume, to begin with, that he made many
decisions by reference to family descent. Its weight lay heavy
on the minds of every well-born Roman, heavier, perhaps,
than any other sense or idea. A child was born into a prae-
nomen, nomen, and cognomen, all parts of which committed
him to the character of earlier namesakes—to whom, as he
grew up, he offered sacrifices in his home, and for whose
deeds he was ridiculed or respected by his friends as son (or
grandson, or great-grandson) of the man who did thus-and-so.
Career and marriage were in the gift of the family, and at his
death his merits were recalled and his very few faults sunk to
the bottom of a sea of rhetoric by cousins and adherents
whose powers qualified them to deliver a eulogy. The em-
brace of the clan thus received him from the womb, shaped
him, delivered him to his grave, and hallowed his memory
thereafter. By a custom most extraordinary, it even brought
him to life again at his funeral; for ac this moment an actor
who looked and talked most like him, or perhaps some relative
who resembled him, put on his death mask of wax, exactly
painted, and walked ahead of his bier accompanied by dozens
or (for a great man of a great family) by hundreds of his
ancestors represented in turn by their masks, and by the robes
and rites of the highest office they had attained, so that the
whole procession brought together praetors and consuls, gen-
erals and party leaders reaching back through generations.
Since it was their position in public life that was emphasized,
funeral oratory played on the same theme. Past achievements
were praised, future loyaltes hinted. At his aunt’s funeral,
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Caesar’s mention of her democratic connections served notice
of his own sympathies. When Cicero spoke in praise of Brutus’
aunt Porcia, and distributed copies of the laudatio afterwards,
it was “essentially a work of propaganda.” And when the
masks of these inspiring ancestors, their imagines, were taken
home again, it was to a position of honor, hanging in the
atrium, reshaped as busts, set in shrines, explained by epitaphs
and biographies inscribed on the walls nearby, there to assert
to every visitor the place of that particular family in Roman
political history.®

Growing up in a house filled with one’s own forebears,
reading their stories and seeing them come to life and walk
beside some relative’s bier—all this must surely have had an
effect on the stupidest boy. He would know what was ex-
pected of him with a vividness at times overwhelming. At the
least he could continue the line with a carven correctness. He
could be “a walking bust.” But it was hard to stop there. The
faces on the walls exercised a more powerful spell over the
imagination. They made pride and obligation visible. Brutus
would have understood as we cannot the phrase later used to
describe his uncle, “the living image of virtues,” wvirtutium
viva imago, and Cato was only one among many. Servilii,
Junii, Brutus’ kin filled the annals of the state. He cultivated
them carefully, with the help of that learned antiquarian
Atticus, who constructed for him a family tree or something
more. It traced the line back to the first consul, despite mean
suspicions that there was a break somewhere. Cicero had no
doubts. He refers to Brutus’ long lineage again and again,
basking in the glory of the acquaintance.”

“What do pedigrees accomplish?” asked a poet who had
none (Juv. 8.1). For one thing, a pedigree could help to make
a tyrannicide. There was a story that Brutus’ uncle had of-

8
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i

fered his services as a boy, to rid the world of Sulla. Junii
reached back with more certainty to L. Junius Brutus, assassin
of the tyrant Tarquin and first consul, and Servilii (his
mother’s line) to Servilius Ahala, assassin of that would-be
tyrant Spurius Maelius in 439 B.c. Everyone knew of Brutus’
inheritance, and Cicero at least asked, with wisdom after the
event, what need was there for anyone to urge tyrannicide
on the Junii Bruti, “of whom one [Decimus] saw every day
the bust of Lucius Brutus, the other {our Marcus] the imuago
of Ahala as well. Should these men with this lineage seek
counsel from someone else?™®

It was not only in his home that Brutus saw his mission. Up
on the Capitol was a row of bronze statues: the seven kings,
and L. Junius Brutus, and Caesar as a recent ninth; “and it was
this chiefly that led Marcus Brutus to conspire against {Cae-
sar].” Such is Dio’s opinion, for what it is worth. Perhaps
others saw and exploited the connection. At any rate, in the
spring of 44 that eighth statue was regularly decorated with
signs and scrawls, “Would that you were living now”; on the
ninth statue, “Brutus was made first consul for driving out the
kings./ This man [Caesar], for driving out the consuls, was at
last made king.” On Brutus’ own praetorian tribunal were the
further daily taunts, “Brutus, you sleep,” and “You are no
true Brutus.” Finally, there were letters from Cicero to Brutus,
gently hinting, “We wish for you the kind of state in which
you may be able to freshen and augment the memory of those
two great lines”—of the tyrannicides! Their imagines had ap-
peared on Brutus’ coins of about 59 B.c., the year when he was
officer of the mint, and the year too in which he was accused
of plotting against the consul Caesar. The incident is obscure,
the charge doubtful. L. Junius Brutus is pictured alone on the
coins of 43, but very prominently, coupled with LIBERTAS.

9
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The message that had penetrated to his descendant Marcus
was thought to be an effective one for the widest possible
audience.®

One force that turned Brutus against Caesar was his sense of
family, operating through visible symbols. That 1s the argu-
ment so far. But immediately after the assassination he raised
his bloody dagger on high like Lucius of the statue, and
shouted to Cicero, “Freedom is found again,” or some such
words. His posturing had an explanation to be found in the
conventional pose of one of the famous tyrant slayers of
Athens; and when he and Cassius reached that city many
months later, they were voted “bronze statues by the side of
those of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, as for followers of those
two.” The Greek world thus acknowledged a true descendant
of their own heroes in Caesar’s chief assassin. His student life
at Athens and a long-founded love of all things Greek had
certainly given form and probably inspiration also to his act of
tyrannicide.™®

The Romans had no word of their own for tyrant; they had
to make do with “king” or “master,” or borrow from Greek.
That they could do, because at least those of Brutus’ class
were generally bilingual, spoke to each other or wrote in
either language, and so, for example, called tyrannicides tyran-
noctoni or (in proper letters) rvpawoxrdvor. The Greeks, on
the other hand, knew all about tyrants. They might boast
of having invented them, and their literature was filled with
the figures of the monster on the throne, his victims, his
guards, and at last his bold, radiant slayer. A Roman youth
who came to Athens might learn too much of this mythology;
he could not be safe even if, like Brutus, he went there to
study under a Platonist; for in the national galleries of fame,
among the heroes who stood up to tyranny, there was a
special shrine reserved for philosophers, Their line could be
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traced, with some exercise of imagination, back to Solon
confronting Pisistratus, then to Socrates, and so to Anaxarchus
and Zeno."

A story long famous in Brutus’ own day told of the assas-
sination of Clearchus of Heraclea in 353-52 B.c. by a pupil of
Plato, one Chion. It was retold in the later first century A.p. in
the form of seventeen letters, and with many changes and
qualifications suggests what may have happened in Brutus’
mind. The young Chion, of eminent family, came to Athens
for study. He heard of what was going on in his homeland,
and news of his opposition reached the tyrant, “who really
does fear Silenus less, who captured his citadel, than myself,
who pursue philosophy.” The tyrant was a good judge, Chion
did return, and did kill him, and without stepping out of char-
acter. That last 1s, in fact, the point of the whole correspon-
dence: that philosophers are men of deeds. He used to think,
writes Chion, that philosophy “dissolved the active, vigorous
powers of the soul and made for weakness and softness,” for,
as his friend had always told him, “to be inactive and to stand
apart were most marvelously praised by philosophers . . . It
seemed to me very bad, then, if the pursuit of philosophy
should make me better in other respects, but if 1 could not,
upon need, be a brave man nor a soldier nor a hero . . . For
I did not realize that those who pursue philosophy are better
off even in regard to bravery, and only recently learnt this
from Xenophon, not only when he spoke to me about it, but
because he showed in action what sort of a man he is. For,
though he was very much a participant in Socrates’ discussions,
he 1s still the man to save an army or a city, nor has philosophy
made him one whit less useful to himself or his friends.” His
strength, and Chion’s, comes from study that gives power to
resist external force. “I consider that slavery subdues both
body and soul, whereas what does not hold the soul but only
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the body does not seem to me to be slavery . . . Fear of suf-
fering and of the pains arising from suffering are the worst
evils to those who are not free. So then, can any one be a slave
who does not fear future, and does not chafe under present,
ills? . . . Clearchus wall never make me a slave.” A tyrant can
inflict every kind of evil on the body but he can never subdue
the soul. The only limit to Chion’s utter freedom is the tie of
affection that binds him to his country. That tie draws him to
his native Heraclea and to fame.'

It is Platonism mixed with Stoicism that meets us in these
letters. A mixture rather than the pure form of any one school
was what prevailed among those who interested themselves in
philosophy in the first century B.c. as later. Brutus himself is
an example. On the one hand, Cicero calls him “an An-
tiochan,” a follower of the Academic Antiochus; he praises
his learning and dedicates De finibus to him. Brutus recipro-
cates with his De virtute. But then Cicero addresses the Para-
doxa Stoicorum to Brutus, who writes a De officiis that has a
Stoic sound, and a De patientia still more so. In all of his three
treatises “the doctrines of the Academy were no doubt con-
ciliated with Stoicism.” There is no reason, however, to take
the next step—to dismiss the author as a casual dabbler. What
is mixed need not be diluted. Brutus’ reputation for morals, by
the standards of his own society, stood very high. Whenever
he wrote on philosophy, “you know that he believes in what
he is saying.” So far as concerns the application of philosophy
to political behavior, his last years certainly fit a Stoic-Platonic
model. The decision to dedicate himself to action comes
straight out of the thought-world of Chion’s correspondence
(or, for that matter, out of the lives of 2 number of fourth and
third century philosophers). The mood of Chion’s last letter
matches that of Brutus’ death scene, and if that is a conscious
tableau, untrustworthy in detail, we can turn to a fact that is
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unquestioned. It was by Brutus’ insistence that the plot was
aimed only against Caesar. Some of his fellow conspirators
thought Antony ought to be removed, “but Brutus said they
would win glory by the death of Caesar alone because that
would be the killing of a king.” “Cinzens should seek the
blood of none but a tyrant (for to call Caesar by this title
suited his ends).” He bore Caesar no ill-will except as one who
aspired to rule by himself and above the law. Cassius hated
Caesar; Brutus, tyranny.'®

Among the external influences to which Brutus responded,
philosophy was the second, then, along with a sense of family.
A third is that influence most obvious in all the accounts, love
of freedom. Nowadays people are suspicious of the word, an
umbrella under which everyone shelters when the political
weather looks uncertain. Most of the conspirators, if their in-
nermost ideas had been examined, would no doubt have meant
by it only “free” opportunity to exert the weight of their
family in the old ways; “free” movement of power among all
members of the traditional oligarchy, without constraint by
faction or tyranny; in short, free access to the political trough
for all the usual company of nobles and retainers. Had their
leader permitted such ideas to dominate behind proclamations
of Libertas, they would not have stopped short ar the death of
the dictator in the evident belief that the only difference be-
tween monarchy and a libera res publica was a single man.
However, stop there they did, some very unwillingly, and
anxious against their own protestations to force their faction
on the state by a general purge of their enemies. About Brutus’
purity of motive there was no question. A slogan that for
others concealed selfishness and deceit was for him its own ex-
planation. If his views on government were narrow and un-
imaginative, they were at least honest. He loved the Re-
public.'
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One aspect of what freedom involved for Brutus requires a
more particular explanation, and the best angle of approach
lies through his own writings. Like others of his rank and edu-
cation, he placed the most inflated value on literature not re-
moved to a library or studio but injected into public life and
history. History itself he pursued enthusiastically, and wrote
about it: an epitome of Fannius’ work, and of Polybius, and
perhaps other studies at least begun. His letters were careful,
so too his speeches, which Cicero praised extravagantly, add-
ing as a further compliment the title for his own Bruzus. It is
an accidental but a true comment that, while Cato was dying
in Africa, Cicero was polishing this latter treatise on the
theory of talking. A hiterary family, Cicero’s, to be sure: there
was brother Quintus, dashing off four tragedies in the space of
sixteen days while with the army on the Rhine. But his com-
mander wrote history, and was an unmatched orator, and the
author of an essay on Latin grammar dedicated to Cicero—the
commander Caesar.’®

It is hard to see how any of this devotion to eloquentia fitted
philosophy. In fact, most schools refused to acknowledge it as
one of the quintessential virtues—but not Stoicism,'® and
Stoicism predominated. It is hard to see, too, how eloquentia,
or at least the finer points of its study, fittred with a public
career. Nobody felt any doubts on this matter. Power over the
written and especially the spoken word was believed to give
power over the whole citizen body, and the needs and rami-
fications of this belief had been worked out very fully from
Pericles’ day forward. Absorption in the subject deepened in
centuries to follow. Its whole history is crucial. From modern
accounts of the Greeks and Romans, one would sometimes
suppose that these gifted peoples, especially the Greeks, ex-
‘celled in all the arts that we ourselves value—painting, draw-
ing, sculpture, architecture; drama, poetry and the several
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forms of prose literature; even dance and music, so far as we
can recover their remains; whereas in fact the one art in which
cultivated people commonly expressed their cultivation, from
the fifth century B.c. to the fifth century A.p., we no longer
practice nor value, and tend to ignore. That was eloquentia.
For a thousand years it remained at the hearr of classical civili-
zation, placing its heroes upon embassies, rostrums, richly en-
dowed chairs, and the platforms of special theaters; at last, as
statues, upon pedestals in the Roman forum itself. All other
arts save poetry were left to slaves or to the lower classes,

The free exercise of this art went far beyond the merely
political boundaries of what we call free speech. It engaged
the idle hours of an aristocracy forever dabbling or pretending
to dabble or seriously learned in literature as the support of
their eminence in the state. They read or declaimed or mem-
orized because they could expect such vital struggles in courts,
senate, or assembly. They could see a relation almost hidden
from us between their politics and what we would call their
culture, and defended it as an extension of their freedom.
When political freedom was curtailed, eloquentia declined.
Tacitus and others traced the connection, and it has often
been discussed in recent times. It will recur below, in Chapter
II. Here 1t i1s enough to have mentioned the subject of free
expression as manifestly important to Brutus and manifestly
threatened by Caesar,

So much for eloguentia and the ideas that surround it
There is just a note to add on its Greek variations. Dio records
the complaints of several of the tribunes, to the dictator, that
they “could not enjoy weppnoia,” free speech. The Greek word
brings to mind the context in which it is so often found:
the philosopher face to face with the tyrant, mappyoic against
dvdyiy, force, To this picture, too, we will return; this too
was present 1n Brutus’ mind, once he had cast himself as a
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tyrant hater; and it serves to draw together two of the in-
fluences upon him, philosophy and the love of freedom.

The same influences operated on other conspirators and so
help a little to confirm our analysis of Brutus. Decimus’ family
went back to the slayer of Tarquin; Cassius pursued philos-
ophy—he was an Epicurean, however—and hated tyrants. No
doubt he encouraged the story that he had tried to assassinate
Caesar back i 47. But Brutus had to be swayed more power-
fully, from one allegiance to its opposite. He may have studied
the saying of a Greek sage: “So love as if you were perhaps
destined to hate; and in the same way, hate as if you might
perhaps afterwards love.” At any rate, he led the plot, and
there would have been none without him."

The questions that confronted him and his fellows were
how, when, and where. One 1dea they considered was to at-
tack Caesar at the public games. They ultimately decided on a
meeting of the senate where they could all be present naturally
and get at him. They waited till the session convened in the
stoa that ran along one side of Pompey’s theater—his statue
stood among the columns—since a spectacle was shortly to be
given in the theater in celebration of a festival and on that ac-
count Decimus Brutus as urban praetor could command a
large number of gladiators in the vicinity. He had them
secretly in his pay, to guard the conspirators or do whatever
else was needed. Despite portents, Caesar attended, and before
the meeting was convened was attacked by the conspirators.
Their heavy togas, lapping the left arm, made them clumsy,
and some of their blows fell on each other, though without
giving any serious hurt. Only two men started forward to
Caesar’s defense, too late, and none came to fetch his body for
many hours. “Stone dead hath no fellow,” as the old saying
runs. The conspirators might rejoice that the liberation of the
state was irrevocable, and carried the message and their bloody
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daggers to the heights of the Capitol. It was Rome’s nearest
equivalent to an acropolis, decorated with the bronze statue of
L. Junius Brutus. Throughout the day’s action, something
Greek and stagy occasionally appeared.

At the dictator’s funeral “somebody raised above the bier an
image of Caesar himself made of wax (for the body, prone on
the bier, could not be seen). The image was turned about by
a mechanical device, and on the whole body and on the face
could be seen the twenty-three wounds that had been dealt
him so brutally. The people could not bear this pitiful sight
longer, as it was shown to them, but groaned.” Public anger,
instead of the joy that the tyrannicides seem to have expected,
produced acts of violence—to begin with, the burning of the
senate house, An impostor turned up from southern Italy, pro-
claiming himself a relative of Caesar’s and winning support on
that account, until the consuls seized and executed him in
April. Brurus still hoped to check the tide of public opinion,
counting on an occasion in the summer when he would pre-
side over the Apollinarian games. He scheduled a revival of
Brutus, a drama on the subject of L. Juns Brutus, by a play-
wright once attached to the family. All his friends were to
attend, money was spent lavishly on preparations, but at the
last moment his enemies stepped in with their substitutions:
for Brutus, Tereus; for the man Brutus, a brother of Antony
to preside; for some other date, the nones of the month that
bore Caesar’s name. That hurt. Quam ille doluit de nonis
Tuliis! mirifice est conturbatus, wrote Cicero of Brutus.'®

With Rome too hot to hold him, he left for the East. Noth-
ing further in his story is important to the purposes of the
present study until we come to his death, of which later ages
had much to say. The scene 1s given most fully by Plutarch,
who describes his last acts, the meaning remarks that he ut-
tered “smiling very characteristically,” and the lines of

17



Enemies of the Roman Order

Euripedes that he quoted. After his suicide, his enemies found
his body; his head, cut off, was taken back to Rome to be
tossed at the foot of the statue of Pompey where Caesar had
died. The symbolism of this and all the drama in the tale were
worked up promptly in a hagiology of which Plutarch was
only the last inheritor. Publius Volumnius, “a philosopher and
fellow soldier of Brutus from the start,” evidently published
some account of the death scene which he had witnessed. A
housemate and friend of Brutus, the rhetorician Empylus, de-
scribed the plot, Asinius Pollio (d. A.p.5) “handed down the
splendid record of [Brutus’ and Cassius’] deeds.” Lucius
Sestius 1s known as another “enthusiastic follower of Brutus
from the beginning, and a comrade in arms in all his battles,
and even [in A.p. 23] keeping his memory alive, having busts
of him, and delivering eulogies on him.”*® So began a cult with
a long history, and a political use that was to be turned against
the Roman emperors again and again in the course of the first
century.

For generations that followed, the period of Rome’s civil
wars held a special fascination, full of the drama of the state at
its most powerful rending itself in a kind of suicide. From the
debates of epic poets and historians, the fame of Cicero
emerged a little ambiguously; Cassius was remembered chiefly
in connection with Brutus; and the other conspirators were
names, or not even that. Two figures of particular refulgence
stood out, Cato and his nephew. But praise of Cato struck at
the memory of Caesar, founder of the Julio-Claudian fortunes;
praise of Brutus did that and more, since he had not only
killed Augustus’ adoptive father but led the forces against
Augustus and Antony as well, in 42. Anyone thereafter who
wanted to show his hostility to the principate without en-
dangering his life too much, or who wished somewhat cov-
ertly to reach out towards other men’s minds and infect them

18



Cato, Brutus, and Their Succession

with his opinions, turned thus to the cult of the two Re-
publican diehards, and wrote about them or talked about them
or in some other way advertised his allegiance to them. Dis-
cussion of this cult may focus first on Cato, though men who
praised him were likely to praise Brutus also.

It should be said at the start, however, that the figure of
Cato was so soon sanctified that his name might be harmlessly
mvoked as no more than a stereotype of virtue facing in-
superable odds—so he appears in some passages gathered above
and so he must be taken in the writings of Vergil, Horace,
Seneca, and the poetaster Sentius Augurinus—while at the
same time the official attitude toward his name, or other Re-
publican recollections, was not always hostile, avoiding col-
lision on such matters. Augustus, for instance, tolerated a
predominantly Republican tone in current literature; the early
years of Tiberius, Caligula, and Nero allowed considerable
freedom of speech; and throughout the first century, inoffen-
sive schoolmasters taught unpolitical schoolboys to recite the
harangue that Cato might have made on his deathbed. Except
for their parents, nobody listened.?®

Brutus’ cult attracted early attention, more difficult to 1g-
nore. An elderly senator, Aulus Cremutius Cordus, was
brought to trial in A.p. 2§ for a work of historiography in
which he had sung Brutus’ praises and called Cassius “the last
of the Romans.” That at any rate was the heavier part of the
charges, but others were tossed in: abusive talk of the senate
and the Roman people, insufficient respect for Caesar and
Augustus. He committed suicide, and by decree of the senate
his book was burnt. His defense before the senate, however,
was remembered. He pointed out that his Annals had been
written long ago, that they had been read without reproach
by Augustus in the days when Brutus and Cassius were not
yet reviled by such titles as “brigand” and “parricide,” and
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that other authors too had once been free to write the truth
about the past: Livy, or Asinius Pollio. What he did not men-
tion were his sharp remarks against Sejanus, now at the height
of his influence with the emperor, whose agents engineered
the accusation. Cremudus’ daughter Marcia hid away some
copies of the dangerous Anmnals. Along with the works of
other authors formerly banned, they were resurrected in a
purified form by order of Caligula, Seneca praised them for
their part in perpctuating the noble deeds of earlier genera-
tions and the knowledge of what it was to be a Roman, and
praised their author for those two noblest things, elogquentia
and libertas. These qualities, and impartiality in writing history,
should not have cost a man his life, unless we want to attribute
to Tiberius an insane despotism. Better to fall back on an-
other answer, weak as it may seem at first sight: the associa-
tion of ideas. For, to Cremutius’ rhetorical question (Tac.,
Ann. 4.35), “Am I in arms with Cassius and Brutus on the
plains of Philippi, or inflaming the people to civil war with my
harangues?” the answer given by his enemies was an inward
“yes”—"yes” in the legally inexcusable but politically color-
able sense that people likely to make trouble for the regime
were to be sought among Cremutius’ friends. Elogquentia and
libertas brought tyrannicide to mind. That was not the right
kind of thing for senators to discuss. It connected the dinner
parties and street corners, where Tiberius saw the origins of
opposition, with more businesslike meetings, and ultimately
with rebellion itself. Dangerous sentiments survived wide-
spread among the vestiges of the Republican nobility, and the
government took them seriously.*® So, when Brutus’ sister—
the widow of Cassius, niece of Cato—died in A.p. 22, her
family did not dare to advertise her historic lineage. At the
funeral, imagines of Manlii or Quinctii were prominent, but
“Casstus and Brutus shone forth the more because their images
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were not to be seen” (Tac., Ann. 3.76). As late as Nero’s
reign 2 descendant, Longinus, was indicted before the senate
for venerating among his family #7nagines one of Cassius in-
scribed “Leader of the Cause.”” It did not matter that such
charges sometimes covered much more realistic constderations
—that the accused was rich and worth plundering, or that he
was one of the few surviving descendants of Augustus’ line
and so might serve as rallying point for revolt, What did mat-
ter was the popular belief, or mythology, that saw in Re-
publicanism an enemy of the principate.

Connected with this Cassius Longinus by indictment and
sympathies was Thrasea Pactus. He had been consul ten years
earlier, in A.D. 56, and so late as the 60’s the emperor could still
be reconciled to him. At the beginning of his career his virtues
and lineage made him eminent. His nature was gentle, social,
and not unforgiving, and to the young Nero he showed a cer-
tain restrained loyalty—attended Nero’s idiot performances,
spoke conciliatorily in public, and yet defended the independ-
ence of the senate against the emperor’s powers and agents,
That in itself of course gave him a perilous prominence, and as
the reign degenerated he became better known not for what
he did but for what he did not do. He simply dropped the
duties of a senator, This involved him in derelictions that
could be twisted into treason, and at his trial, though no one
brought in evidence of a plot, at least one accuser, the very
formidable Eprius Marcellus, alleged that he meditated revolt.
His friends later established the myth that he died for being
what he was, for his censorious bearing and his schoolmaster’s
face. But there was really a great deal more to be said against
him, given the atmosphere of his times. He wrote a life of
Cato, for one thing. It probably suggested Plato’s Phaedo and
Apology and (in turn) the confrontation between force and
virtue. His admiration for the tyrannicides was well enough
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known to be played on: “Let us revert to those ways of his, if
they are better, or remove this leader and favorer of revolu-
tion. His sect produced men like the Tuberones and Favonii
[Stoics of Cicero’s time]. To overthrow the empire, they
wave libertas aloft; if they succeed in subversion, they will at-
tack liberty itself. You have in vain cleared Cassius away, if
you allow followers of the Brud to spread and flourish”
(Tac., Ann. 16.22).%2

“And he has disciples or rather partisans,” the same speaker
continues. Yes, indeed. Consider the congenial circle around
him: a father-, mother-, and son-in-law, all treasonous; the
latter and Thrasea and Seneca friends since they had enjoyed
office together in A.p. 56 (as suffect consuls and tribune); his
house the resort of disaffected men, conspicuous, critical, or
entangled in the loyalties of previous conspiracies: Arulenus
Rusticus, Domutius Caecilianus, Avidius Quietus, Persius,
Paconius Agrippinus. No doubt a dozen other names of a
similar reputation could have been found at the kind of dinner
parties on which the emperor Tiberius had frowned.

Moreover, Thrasea was a philosopher. That explains the
reference to the sect of the Favonii and Tuberones; it explains
‘Thrasea’s supposed censure of Rome’s law and empire and
Nero’s eagerness to be quit of him. For if Nero was to murder
his mother or amuse hiumself on the stage 4 la grecque, he
wanted no Stoic scowling in the wings. He allowed Thrasea
only to choose how he would die, and his victim chose suicide.
The scene was his own garden. “He had brought together a
large party of distinguished men and women, himself es-
pecially attending to Demetrius the teacher of Cynic doctrine,
with whom, to judge from the concentration on his face and
what could be overheard when their voices rose, he was dis-
cussing the nature of the spirit and the separation of body and
soul.” When the moment came, he cut his arteries and
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sprinkled his blood on the ground with the words, “We are
making a libation to Jove the Liberator.” The thought fol-
lowed Stoic belief, and a later version of the events expanded
on them. He was reported to have said, “We can pay our debt
to nature in freedom. Nero can kill me, but he can do me
no hure.”*

The poet Lucan belonged to the coterie that included
Thrasea Paetus and Lucan’s uncle Seneca. His immediate
family hailed from Spain, two generations back, and had
reached a higher position through the study of eloquentia. His
grandfather was a famous rhetor who combined an admira-
tion for speakers like Cicero with a love of old-fashioned ways
in general, and described them in a book of Roman history
from the civil wars to the reign of Tiberius. His views will be
discussed a little later. He had three sons, one an outstanding
rhetor who rose to the consulship; a second, the dramatist,
philosopher, and prime minister Seneca; a third, Lucan’s father
Annaeus Mela, whose thoroughly unheroic complaisance
toward things as they were, even under Nero, and whose life-
long enthusiasm for money, kept him a procurator of the im-
perial private finances. Lucan was thus brought up in the lap
of loyalty; education was added to prepare him for the same
line in life that had rewarded his forebears; and he responded
with a success that dazzled his teachers. By the time he was
twenty he had entered the choicest literary society. Persius
was his friend along with another man of letters a year or two
older, Nero. Their studies had brought them together. Lucan
and Persius shared the same instructor in Stoicism, Annaeus
Cornutus, who was perhaps Seneca’s freedman; and Lucan
and Nero shared, though no doubt not literally in any single
classroom, Seneca himself as guide to philosophy and elo-
quence, Mutual regard among the three young men fed upon
their interest in their studies and was certainly not darkened
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by any vision of Nero’s later behavior. The emperor that
Lucan first saw was in fact no figure of fear: a rosebud mouth,
a fat face, a fat body, and a nature blown hither and thither
by gusts of enthusiasm. He liked Lucan and at the first chance
(in 60) made him quaestor and augur. Lucan answered with
a eulogy delivered at the Neronian games, won a prize for his
Orpheus, and began to map out an epic in which the emperor
and his ancestors received the most flattering tributes. It con-
tained other passages less flattering, but Nero was tolerant. “A
remarkable and especially notable fact . . . was that he bore
nothing so patiently as the curses and jeers of men, nor showed
himself more merciful to anyone more than to those who at-
tacked him in their remarks or verses.” The first three books
of the Pharsalia appeared without censure, presumably with
applause.®

Then came a breach. Apparently before a special meeting
of the senate in 62 or 63, Nero was exhibiting his talents, and
Lucan walked out. As a result, he and his work were banished
from favor. He was soon heard “making great talk about the
glory of tyrannicides,” and this, or the emperor’s resentment
and jealousy, linked him further to the Pisonian conspiracy of
65. In April he was seized, questioned, tortured; forced to in-
form against his mother among other confederates, and then
to cut his veins, with some lines from the Pharsalia on his hips.?®

His poem presents a puzzle which scholars have been de-
bating since the twelfth century.® The heart of it 15, how to
fit together the passages that are anti-imperial, with those that
flatter Nero. He chooses a perilous subject, in the first place
—the civil wars beginning in 49 B.c. His work, unfinished,
might ultimately have stopped at the winter of 48/47, where
it now does stop, or was perhaps intended to go further—to
46, even to 4. The exact shape of the whole is unknown. But
its dramatis personae are clear: on the abstract level, Lbertas
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doomed by tyranny; on a lower level, Cato and his cause
against Caesar. For illustration: “Thy name, Liberty, and thy
empty shadow will 1 follow,” Cato declares (Phars. 2.302f);
and to his troops, “Do you refuse to offer your throats and
swords to your country, now that liberty 1s near?” (9.264f).
Yet there is something fatal in wars fought only to choose a
master. Pompey and what he stands for are consistently
favored over Caesar the tyrannus (8.835; 9.279) or dominus
(6.262); yet Pompey too is dominus (9.257). Rome endures
tyranny, liberty has fled beyond her borders (7.433) whence
it has never returned. Which side was right? “It would be
impious to ask, scire nefas” (1.126). Both are tyrannies. And
to know the nature of tyranny, read a courtier’s speech: “The
whole strength of scepters vanishes if it begins to weigh con-
siderations of justice, and regard for virtue overturns citadels.
Free rein in crime and boundiess slaughter guard hated rulers.
No one can do all things cruelly and unpunished, save by that
very cruelty itself, Let him who would be righteous leave
royal courts, Virtue and autocracy cannot be mixed”
(8.489f). No more can peace and liberty; “peace will come
with a tyrant” (1.670), though as second best, and “you may
retain the illusion of liberty by desiring whatever is enjoined
on you” (1.146f).

All this i1s bad enough, one nught think, yet it represents
only the clichés of the rhetors’ schools, worth quoting to
show the kind of thing that schoolboys learnt but hardly
treasonous. 1o balance the blame between Caesar and his ene-
mies was acceptable, too, and certainly no one could defend
tyranny. Was it, however, wise to insist quite so much on
Caesar’s bloodthirsty ambition? On Cato’s virtue, in Books 2
and 97 On Brutus, so noble, “the ornament of the empire, last
hope of the senate” (Phars. 7.588)? Perhaps the Stoicism evi-
dent throughout the epic, and its colors used to identify its
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heroes, might have been toned down, and, given Nero’s ex-
travagant Hellenism, the Pharsalia surely contained too much
of the old Roman, especially the Octavianist, suspicion of the
East. Worse, there were derogatory remarks that an ingenious
reader, ancient or modern, could turn against Nero himself,
and some unmistakable assertions that in Lucan’s own day
freedom was dead.2® The wars turned into the struggle “which
we have still, between libertas and Caesar” (7.695f).

But if fate could find no other means save through the civil
wars to arrange the advent of Nero—so says Lucan—then all
the crimes and horror were worth it, Upon this incredible
adulation he piles still more, taking refuge at last in visions of
his emperor as a god tipping the world off its axis by some
careless shifting of his great bulk (onus—true enough, that).
The eulogy is utterly at odds with much else in the poem,
just discussed. It cannot be dismissed as ironic; no one doubts
its genuineness, and, what is more, it cannot be set aside as part
of a pro-Neronian first three books, published before the
break in relations. In fact, there is no corresponding break in
the poem. Ideas expressed later are, where appropriate, ex-
pressed in the first three books as well. The whole epic builds
to a climax of opposition—through the concepts of tyranny,
liberty, the Stoic hero, and so forth——in an organic fashion.*

Lucan’s views on the principate developed rather like his
poem from an attitude vaguely loyal and no more than con-
ventionally obsequious toward the emperor into an attitude of
violent disapproval which he vented in revolution. His poli-
tical career, like his literary one, had been ruined by Nero;
Nero’s passion for the theater by itself made Roman senators
shudder; and past events proved that Nero was perfectly ca-
pable of turning some flash of fatal petulance against anyone
at all—mother, wife, mistress, friend, or tutor. Lucan thus had
good cause to act. The point is, however, that, when he was
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drawn into opposition, it was by means of the ideas that he
had written about for a long time without ever understanding
or believing. The external situation accounts for the fact of
conspiracy while the form of it—his loud ralk of tyrannicide,
and the manner of his death—was strongly traditional. The
same may be said of Seneca, if he was a member of the plot,
and no doubt of other men too, while on the other hand
Nero’s willingness to suspect Seneca, and even Seneca’s
brother the rhetor, sprang from a recognition that an empty
political cliché, the mere husk of an idea, might become filled
with passion and energy, shaping and directing them. In Cato,
husk and substance were one. He did what he did because of
what he believed, and allowed his actions in turn to shape his
beliefs. By Lucan’s day, a man could begin a poem glorifying
the Republic without being for a moment disloyal to the em-
peror, though how he and his poem ended was a question for
the emperor to decide.

Curiatius Maternus is the last of those who got into trouble
for their love of a Republican hero. He wrote a Cato in about
A.D. 74, Rumor said that “he offended certain powerful indi-
viduals, by so forgetting himself in the theme of his tragedy
as to think like Cato.” Just so: write what you wished pro-
vided the clichés remained that and nothing more. What was
required, and more often found, was a man like Titinius
Capito, loyal servant of the regime and exemplary citizen. He
cultivated the busts of Brutus, Cassius, and Cato “with won-
derful veneration and zeal.” ‘“No suspicion of Republican
sentiments incriminates the life and career of Titinius Capito,
nor does any link of propinquity explain or extenuate his be-
havior. Not a noble, not even a senator, but merely a Roman
knight, Titinius is a2 document of social mimicry.”

A sense of family that mspired Brutus needed continuity.
His own kin, however, withered by closeness to the imperial

27



Enemies of the Roman Order

house. Cato’s luster was transmitted to no descendants, and
that of Cassius was diffracted among collateral branches. After
A.D. 22, we hear of no great funeral in which their imagines
figured. Their principles lived on for a long time, They re-
tained their outer form while gradually losing their substance,
becoming in the end not much more than a part of a conven-
tional aristocratic education, But into their form, a century
after the great battles of the civil wars, some ephemeral power
could still be poured, some genuine anger. Emperors were to
this extent right in suspecting their subjects who showed too
nowsy an affection for the last Republican heroes.

Cremutius Cordus, Thrasea Paetus, Lucan, and Curiatius
Maternus have come forward in order of their age, covering
the period from about A.p. 25 to 75, and with them have ap-
peared in their acts and writings the heritage and cult of the
Republic. It is now time to turn to their background and po-
litical opinions. If the subject were treated properly, it would
take in the whole history of the early principate and of its
reception recorded in detail by Tacitus and others. Here only
two questions may be raised. What did the opposition not like
in the constitution of the state? What did they want instead?
Obviously they were no democrats. Their enemies once or
twice accused them of rabble rousing, but the charges are
vague and unsubstantiated. In trouble, they might look to pop-
ular sympathy for a great name. Generally they despised the
lower classes and provincials. They themselves were of the
new nobility, or as near to it as they could possibly get: sen-
ators like Cremutius Cordus, or, at the least, members of the
imperial bureaucracy. For illustration, take Seneca and his
brothers, two of them consuls, one a procurator; a nephew
(Lucan), fairly started on his career by way of the quaestor-
ship; a relative or descendant of a freedman, prefect of the
City Watch; or again, Thrasea Pactus, consul, marrying the
daughter and sister of consuls, leaving his daughter the wife of
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a praetor and the mother of a consul. Against one of this
coterie it was even charged that he had not chosen to go be-
yond the quaestorship. He had disloyally abdicated a birth-
right |

So, in a way, had Seneca’s brother the procurator—to get
rich.?® In this aim he succeeded not half as well as Seneca
himself, who combined the posture of a philosopher with per-
fectly gigantic wealth. His enemies thought this was most
amusing. In a later generation, Pliny belonged to the fringes of
the opposition, and he too was rich. The Stoic Junius Mauri-
cus asked him to look out some young man as a possible
nephew-1n-law. Pliny begins his reply with an encomium on
Junius’ martyred brother, and then turns to his subject. There
is a certain Minicius, modest, frugal, of an antique rusticity.
Odd for Pliny to recommend such qualities, himself a million-
aire and having boasted in the previous letter that he had al-
most never missed a literary recitation (Ep. 1.13). But he goes
on: Minicius is a handsome lad “who will cost you nothing,
having already passed through his quaestorship, tribunate, and
praetorship. I hardly know whether or not to add that his
father possesses ample resources” (1.14). Such delicacy—but
no more than due to his virtuous correspondent.

Riches, then, and public office marked the followers of
Brutus and Cato (who had themselves, for all their devotion
to philosophy, loved riches and public office). Naturally the
great majority of this opposidon were to be found in the
senate. The fact explains why emperors—Augustus, Tiberius,
Claudius—sometimes feared to attend its sessions.®® The last of
these three gave as his reason the forces unleashed in the over-
throw of his predecessor, and a description of these will help
to explain the character of the opposition that we are studying.
The source is Josephus, at least the immediate source, in his
Jewish Antiquities 19.1-273, which is here severely con-
densed.
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Gaius, that is, Caligula, attended the horse races, where the Romans
love to gather, and where their petitions are usually granted. This
time, however, when they asked for lower taxes, the emperor sent his
soldiers among them to arrest and execute the insolent. His tribune
Chaereas was assigned to investigate further, and to collect the taxes
in question, but his manner of proceeding only earned Gaius’ ridicule
for a lack of manly severity. Angry, and afraid of worse punishment,
and eager, too, to win fame for a deed befitting a free man,3* Chaereas
began to form a conspiracy. He enlisted other soldiers, senators, and
knights. Some felt shame as he did for bearing arms “not for the free-
dom and empire of the Romans but for the safeguard of the man who
enslaved them”; others chafed under the injustice of the reign. One
shouts, “Give me liberty as the password . . . I have no leisure to
consider the dangers to myself while I am so grieved by the slavery of
my country, once the freest of all, and by the complete subversion of
the laws.” Delay can only deprive their fellow citizens of liberation
from tyranny. Accordingly, the next time the games are held in the
palace they set upon Gaius and kill him. The good news is announced
to the senate by Gnaeus Sentius Satarninus: “We are now in posses-
sion of liberty” in a state rendered “independent and governed by
such laws as it once flourished under. As for myself, I cannot remem-
ber our former times of liberty,” but I now see and rejoice in our
present freedom. “Virtue alone can preserve liberty”; tyranny, on the
other hand, “discourages all virtue and deprives the noble-spirited of
freedom.” Julius Caesar decided to destroy the democracy, and over-
stepped “the order (xdopos) of the laws, making himself greater than
the laws but less than [that is, slave to] his pleasures.” All his succes-
sors have vied with each other to overthrow the ancestral laws of our
country, and to strip it of all citizens of noble principles. But liberty,
hateful to all tyrants, now allows us free disagreement with all pro-
posals, since we no longer have a master. Yet beware! “Nothing of
late has so much engendered tyranny as sloth and the failure to con-
test what tyranny desires.” All credit to Chaereas, vindicator of lib-
erty! “Brutus and Cassius laid the foundations only of civil war,
Chaereas has ransomed our city from all evils.” Whereupon the hero
steps forward to receive the password “Liberty” from the consuls.
After a hundred years, the right of giving it has returned to them.

No one, of course, imagines that a Hellenized Jew trans-
planted to Rome was the first to gather the materials for this
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tale, though he could doubtless recognize how glorious was
the subject. Instead, Josephus can be shown to have drawn
on an account in Latin by someone almost surely a senator,
probably of the generation of Vespasian. After reading the
long speech toward the end, we can see why Claudius trem-
bled to enter the curia, for the tone is wildly pro-senate, and
the climax of the entire story and its most essential element is
the explanation of motive and achievement offered by Sentius
Saturninus to his fellows. Granted, his thoughts are not very
original. That is precisely the value of the whole account. It is
hinked to similar ones of Brutus and Cassius, summarizes half
a dozen passages from Lucan, recalls sayings of Seneca and
Thrasea. Some elements come from Greek romance: 1 gen-
eral, the prominence of Chaereas, perhaps also the fact of the
senate’s ascending to the Capitol directly after the assassina-
tion, like good Greek heroes to the Acropolis. Much of the
picture of the tyrant’s vices and cruel behavior, his isolation,
his placing himself above the laws, is no more than naturalized
Roman, which we have met before, and the relation be-
tween him and the servitude of his citizens introduces a
topic of Greek philosophy that we will meet again. Despotism
makes men slaves not only to political force majeure but to
the worst in themselves. The very ones who should exem-
plify nobility (76 yewalor) cannot rise above self-indulgence
(708 Tepmvot foodpevory below, p. 64). They are “trained to live
the life of slaves,” preferring “rather to await their end in
the uttermost degradation than to die with virtue” (Jos., Ant.
Jud. 2.181). Sentius 1s indignant to discover how easily men
can get used to tyranny and in this way lose the power to
throw it off—exactly what Chion points out in the letters
attributed to him, and what Tacitus and Pliny so lament. With
enough arrests and spies and butcheries and shouts of rage,
any tyrant can work his will. The end is horrible. Men do
what they are revolted to find themselves doing. They should
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then in justice hate themselves. But the human reflex spares
them that, with any luck, and they turn their redoubled hatred
against the outer cause of inner rottenness.* ;
This is what joins politics and morals, liberty and virtue.
Another connection exists between the love of liberty and free
speech (above, at notes 15f; below, p. 65f). Sentius rejoices in
the return of debate to the senate, where all had been acqui-
escence. But while his periods lengthen and his audience takes
heart, outside the curia events are decided by men in arms,
without hearing what the noble senator says, and another em-
peror 1s discovered hiding behind a curtain. History prefers
the most scorned of the Julio-Claudian line to the best candi-
date the senate can produce; and the irony in the situation is
not lost on the reporter whom Josephus follows. Similar mus-
givings about a Republican restoration and the real fitness
of the senate to take over the reins of government can be
detected perhaps in Lucan, certainly in Seneca, Tacitus, and
Pliny; after all, the principate has its redeeming features.®
What then did the opposition want? In essence, security to
speak their minds. That meant the rule of law; hence the
emphatic hostility to a ruler above law, as the Josephus source
describes him. Next, more power and dignity for the senate,
where that free speech might find its focus. The senate was
the center of protest. And third, that the ancient magistracies
should be more than merely decorative, The password Liber-
tas must return to them. As for the principate, modified thus
to the form it actually had at scattered times throughout its
first hundred years, there was an early and almost unanimous
agreement that Rome needed it. Possibly in Augustus’ reign
someone like Cremutius Cordus would still have preferred the
Republic in its pure form, whatever that was, but later figures
that have been discussed were willing to support, even to
enjoy and flourish under, any rule that was supportable,
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They stll proclaimed the old slogans of their heroes, but
the words had changed meaning. The key was freedom, but
not the freedom of a nobility operating through senate and
magistracies without check, as the tyrannicides had demanded;
rather, freedom, especially of speech, guaranteed under mon-
archy. It was possible for the same motto hallowed by Brutus’
coinage to be stolen and repeated by aspirants to the throne:
Libertas persomfied, with the cap of lhberty, in Galba’s
program, recalling legends of 43 B.c.; or LIBERTAS (PUB-
LICA) alone, or with SALUS or PAX. Vespasian boasted
LIBERTAS RESTITUTA SC, even thar antinomy, LIB-
ERTAS AUGUSTI SC—“the freedom of the emperor by
vote of the senate.” By Trajan’s time, we know that the
ancient reality had become only a phrase, for his coins go right
back to LIBERTAS, BRUTUS of §9 B.c.*

In their criticismn, the opposition chose their standards from
the past. They wanted to turn the clock backward. Their
words of praise were “ancient” or “ancestral,”’ in Sentius’
mouth. They longed for a world that, as Sentius admitted,
they had never seen, known to them only through books and
busts. They cultivated the memory of men who had fought
against the future—Brutus, Cassius, Cato. But, as toward the
principate, so toward the Republic their attitude wavered. Its
last age, that of the civil wars, drew conflicting views from
men like Sentius, Seneca, and Lucan, to say nothing of Tacitus’
circle later; and opinions prevailing among Cicero’s contem-
poraries, that the great days were past, were revived and
elaborated by other Romans of the Empire. “It is astonishing
how quickly, after the flowering of belief in Augustus’ mis-
sion, a change to a total historical pessimism succeeded, and
how axtomatic, even for Julio-Claudian historians, was the
idea that Rome had fallen on irreversible decay.” A single
example may suffice. Seneca the elder, in his History written
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under Caligula, distinguished several epochs in Rome’s past:
under Romulus, infancy; childhood under the remaining
kings; youth, down to the end of the Punic wars; maturity
from 146 B.c. on, until it turned its powers against itself; and
“this was the beginning of age . . . for, having lost the liberty
that it had defended under the leadership and inspiration of
Brutus, it began to grow old, as if too weak to sustain itself
had it not been supported by the application of monarchy.”
An interesting view for the elder Seneca: the principate had
come in the nick of time. Interesting, too, that he should see
the civil wars not so much as a struggle for liberty, but as the
fatal misapplication of enormous forces. “Rome was destroyed
by her own strength,” said Horace (Epod. 16.2). That was a
common interpretation in his generation. Seneca the elder’s
grandson Lucan repeated it in a more developed form. For
him, the decline of the Republic was a moral one, working
through general causes—luxury, arrogance, self-indulgence,
greed——upon the specific instruments of national suicide. Bad
men were typical in the society of that time; bad men actually
hacked the state in pieces, fulfilling their wicked destinies.
But Lucan believed that all great things must decline, any-
way.®®

Roman emperors cannot have liked being told that what
they ruled was a civilization in its second childhood, to which
they served, by one view, only as a kind of dry nurse, or by
another view, as the continuing cause of its decline. Histori-
ography under the principate was indeed almost unremittingly
gloomy. Its gloom deepened as time multiplied examples of
rulers whom it was safe, after their death, to paint in the
blackest colors. Here too was reason for imperial displeasure.
By way of contrast, a new regime might allow the damning
of its predecessors, but, after all, until 69 the emperors were
all members of the same family, and lurid accounts of Caligula
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or Claudius reflected on the Julio-Claudii in general as on the
very institution of monarchy. In this sense, historiography
offered to the opposition a common disguise for attack, at least
for criticism. Criticism was also possible if historians reached
back farther to the very origins of Julio-Claudian power, in
events surrounding Caesar and Augustus. Under the wrong
emperor, any kind of approach could be dangerous. Domitian
killed Hermogenes of Tarsus “because of certain parallels he
had drawn in his History, and crucified the amanuensis who
had written it out.”®®

But we have now described what ideas, catch phrases, and
partisan retrospection inspired the enemies of the throne, from
Augustus to Nero, or a little beyond, and what weapons of
propaganda they could draw from the past. It is time to survey
quickly the vehicles of literary attack.

To histories, declamations may be added. Dio records under
Domitian an incident to serve as transition: capital punishment
for “excerpting and reading aloud the speeches of kings and
other leaders recorded in Livy.” A certain sophist Maternus
died about the same time for delivering a school exercise on
tyrants, and a similar case occurred under Caligula. Every-
body knew what to say on the subject because everybody had
learnt the same themes in school. Remarkably silly, they were:
“He killed the tyrant” (give him his reward); “He killed the
tyrant, his father” (tyrannicide or parricide? ). What if two
physicians both claim the reward for tyrannicide? Or if you
kill him when he takes you in adultery with his wife? Dis-
tinguish between different degrees of difficulty in the enter-
prise, the types of law applicable, and so on. Fine phrases ring
out: publica vindicta cruentum gladium. Tt is amusing to think
of an emperor, Vespasian, subsidizing a chair of rhetoric from
which these exercises were taught, and still taught later under
his son Domitian, the very one who punished antityrant
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declamations with death. Men of sense protested: “What in-
credible compositions! And what follows next is the applica-
tion of bombast to toptcs that have nothing to do with real
life . . . “The Rewards for Tyrannicides,’ “The Choice of
Ewvils,’ ” and so forth.*

The needs of schooling excused almost anything said on the
subject of foul despots. Occasionally we hear of particular
speeches before a real audience that brought understandable
penalties, and occastonally veiled or quite mmnocent remarks
were taken amiss.** On the whole, however, people were very
careful. If they really intended to oppose the emperor’s power,
then they said so, or did so, and perhaps suffered; but to
rebuke or ridicule him viva voce would have been insane:
either he did not deserve it (hike Titus) or would punish it
(like Domitian).

Criticism (in contrast to opposition) therefore preferred
the written word, and spoke in code. Given the audience to
which it was primarily addressed, an upper class of men all
sharers in the same traditions, culture, and education, there
was a good deal one could say withour seeming to say any-
thing at all. There had been other tyrants long ago. Whoever
chose could aim at the emperor through Agamemnon, with
unexceptionable and unmistakable detestation. Accius’ old
tragedy on the Thyestes theme, filled with the most useful
targets— L hyestes himself and Atreus for tyrants, a family
entangled in murder, adultery, and horrible hatreds—had been
a favorite for many generations, and was rewritten so often
that it became a kind of joke—a risky one. Seneca’s version
survives, some parts of which indicate what might be done
with the material. We hear of enmities between brothers, or
between fathers and sons, or wives and husbands; of exiles and
mistresses—for which substitute Titus and Domitian, Claudius
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and Nero, Agrippina and Claudius, Tiberius and Messalina.
Another passage tells us that tyrants do as they will while the
people must applaud. That thought could be used ad hib. To
Domitian’s divorce, a comedy on Paris and Oenone could
apply. But some emperors had no sense of humor. Playwrights
were punished. It was safer to hide in a crowd. Pointed lines
in the theater nught be received with roars of applause, and
repeated to more roars, right in the emperor’s face. This hap-
pened not only in Rome but in Greek cities as well.#2

Some explicit works of the opposition have survived, brave
after danger had passed. One is a short dialogue once at-
tributed to Lucian, the Nero; another is the drama Octavia,
sometimes attributed (I think wrongly) to Seneca.®® Its pub-
lication satisfied hatreds that could be vented at leisure after
Nero’s death, but it was nonetheless pretty uninspired. Plati-
tudes fill up the better (or worse) part of it; Nero shows the
stock character of the tyrant; his tutor Seneca gives him the
most obvious moral advice in the flattest tone; for example,
“It 1s most improper to make up one’s mind in haste against
one’s friends” (line 440; Rubellius Plautus is meant). Sull,
there is plenty of material: all of Nero’s crimes from matricide
to the execution of his wife Octavia, despite his improving
conversation with Seneca on the topic of “The Good Ruler”
(lines 440-491). At the end comes the comfort of the chorus:
“Humankind are ruled by fate, nor can anyone make any
promise to himself firmly and surely. ... Let many examples
that your [Octavia’s] progenitors suffered fortify your spirit.
In what way is fate crueler to you?” (lines 924f). Other lines
seem 2 little more venturesome. “We too are unmindful of
our leader [Augustus] since his end, whose descendants we
betray under the influence of a violent fear. The virtue of our
forebears once was truly Roman, and truly the race and blood
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of Mars in those men. They drove proud kings from this city
and fully avenged your [Virginia’s] spirit, slain by a parent’s
hand” (lines 288f).

Seneca’s authorship of one work of criticism, the Apocolo-
cyntosis, seems certain.* Its exact purpose, however, is ob-
scure. Since it piles up the names of some thirty victims of
imperial persecution, it falls a little below the level of pure
comedy. It belongs rather in the long line of broad, harsh
Roman satire, here directed at Claudius. A similar piece is
Juvenal’s picture of the council of state meeting to decide
what to do with a gigantic fish presented to Domitian (4.37 f).
It was of course written after that emperor’s death, nor was
Juvenal troubled with such a despot in his own life. If he
eventually suffered exile, as some late biographical notices say,
it was for attacks on private enemies.

Earlier poets had other troubles. Under Augustus, anony-
mous or pseudonymous literary attacks were declared action-
able, and the emperors sometimes protected themselves behind
this law. Late in his reign a new policy extended the defini-
tion of treason to words as well as deeds. The door opened to
charges against writers whose books were occasionally burnt
by the authorities and whose lives were forfeited to the em-
peror. Several minor poets published abusive verses against
Tiberius, Caligula, and Nero, one of them choosing a banquet
as an audience. All were prosecuted for treason, two escaped.
More notable victims include Phaedrus. In the first two books
of Phaedrus’ Fables, Sejanus felt secret slander, and brought
the poet to court. His punishment is unknown, his humilia-
tion evident in the repentant preface to the third book. After
him came Lucan, whose fate has been described; but his friend
Persius may also have been one of Nero’s victims. He died in
62, vitio stomachi, leaving some encomiastic verses on the
elder Arria which his literary executor advised his mother to
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destroy. That executor was L. Annaeus Cornutus, whom we
have met before as instructor in Stoicism to Persius and to
Lucan, while the Arria in question was wife and fellow suf-
ferer to Thrasea Paetus, and relative (cognata) to Persius.
Persius, according to the biography of him attributed to
Suetonius, “was for some ten years one of the closest friends
of Thrasea Paetus, even accompanying him sometimes in his
travels.” Persius thus moved familiarly in the most Stoic
circles, and his poetry reflects the philosophic views that we
would expect, especially the fifth book of his satires (lines
83-99, 153). This alone would render him distasteful to Nero,
and his friends and family were suspected of subversion. More-
over, parts of his writings could be interpreted as hostile to
specific features of the reign. It is not inconceivable that he
was poisoned by Nero’s doing.*®

Suppression of sections of Persius’ poetry by his friends
helps to explain why so little opposition appears in our sources
till long after the events they describe, though it is obvious
from materials preserved in Suetonius, for instance, that there
were at least plenty of short pieces—the martyrologies and
“last words,” to be discussed later, and satirical bits and
sketches, and miscellaneous “hate” literature—ready to emerge
from hiding when it was safe. Safety was not really certain,
despite false promises, except in Vespasian's decade, and then
agam after Domitian. Meanwhile there circulated in the utmost
secrecy the works of Cremutius Cordus, Titus Labienus, and
Cassius Severus, and of others whose names are lost. Seneca
before his death erased from what he had written anything
that might result in censorship or suppression. Authors like
Curiatius Maternus were advised by their friends to steer clear
of dangerous subjects, Tacitus considers what choice of topic
is safer, and in fact did keep silent for many years. Even
men generally associated with subversive circles could be
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discreet: Seneca, for one, fawning on Claudius’ minister, in
his early Cownsolation to Polybius—he later wished it to be
forgotten—and Lucan, for another, in the opening sections of
his Pharsalia. Tt would be pointless to condemn them for a
certain acquiescence. They demonstrated a truth well known
to other centuries: terror works. And besides, theirs was a
group not blindly hostile to the principate. They were willing
to play a part in it, they had their careers to think about.
So too for Martial, a typical figure: proud of special favors
and rank bestowed by the genial Titus, ready ro flacter Titus’
successor with the whole Liber spectaculorum, in the first
year or so of the reign, and later, too. “If truth may be
trusted, greatest Caesar [Domitian], no age can be set above
your times. When could we view more noble triumphs? When
have the Palatine gods more deserved our thanks?” (Epigrams
5.19.1-4), If a certain nobleman ended a burdensome discase
with his sword, that reflected honor on the emperor. Brave
Festus “‘with dry eyes cheered up his weeping friends, though
determined to approach the Stygian lake.” Nothing so un-
heroic as starvation or poison for him, but “a Roman death”
which “fame might prize over Cato’s end, for Caesar [Domi-
tian] was this man’s friend.” So says Martial (1.78). Yet his
own circle included Lucan and Pliny, and he hated Nero with
the best of them. He hated Domitian, in due course.*®

Finally, opposition of a lower order—smart sayings and
jokes for the crowd, anonymous squibs, or some pretty un-
pleasant remarks on Nero’s sex life written on walls. One
graffito in Pompeii says, “Mr. Poison takes care of Nero’s
finances,” in reference to the six or eight profitable deaths by
that means that Nero had allegedly engineered. “In many
places,” says Dio (62.15.2), speaking of Rome, “people wrote
on walls, ‘Nero, Orestes, Alcmacon, matricides,” ” presumably
pointed at Nero by someone well educated.”” References to
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Greek mythology take us back to what we mentioned earlier,
communication by code among the upper classes.

Code depends on decoders. Over the first hundred years
of the principate, people lumped together as the “opposition”
shared the same kind of background in any one generation,
though it was a slightly different one at different uimes. They
were alert to the same ideas, under the same dark skies, a close
group. On the periphery stood men of views and courage
similar but not so extreme: Curiatius Maternus or Pliny; at the
heart, someone like Thrasea Paetus. It was their receptions
and banquets that emperors feared, where, after the slaves
had left the room, voices got lower and zeal hotter for revolu-
tion, for “new things,” in the usual phrase, novae res. Here
too was where men praised old things: the Republic, Brutus,
and the ancestral way of life, #os maiorum. Sympathies were
woven tighter by kinship. The charts on pages 42-43 show
this best, but a few details are worth adding: how often people
were friends, how common it was to exchange the dedications
of works of literature, celebrate each other’s martyred fathers
and brothers and husbands in eulogy and verse, and strengthen
cordiality with ties of marriage or guardianship. When Hel-
vidius’ daughter was left fatherless, she was brought up by
Cornutus Tertullus, defender of the opposition in the senate.
From him she would learn the proper view of things; so
Lucan and Persius from Annaeus Cornutus, Helvidius from
his father-in-law Thrasea, or Seneca’s friend Marcia from
her father, Cremutius Cordus. No doubt we could trace much
more extensive loyalties if we had for Nero’s and earlier
reigns the kind of intimate accounts preserved in Pliny, From
his letters (Ep. 3.11) it is enough to draw the mention of
“seven of my friends killed or exiled: Senecio, Rusticus, and
Helvidius killed, Mauricus, Granlla, Arria and Fannia exiled,
and I myself half scorched by so many strokes of lightning
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RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE DISLOYAL OPPOSITION

Key: C = conspirator E = exiled
cos. = consul K = killed by tmperial order
D = died S = suicide

Helvia=1.. Annacus Sencca I

L. Junius Annaeus Gallio L. Annaeus Seneca 1L Annaecus Mela =2
c0s.53/5; S66 E41-49; cos.56; S65 S66

M. Annaeus Lucanus
(poet) C, S65

Sextia
S65  Drusus = Livia

L. Antistius Vetus = ? Julia = Rubellius Blandus
c0s.55; S65 c0s.18

Antistia Pollitta = Rubellius Plautus
E60-65; S65 E60; K62



A. Caecina Paetus = Arna

cos.37; 542 | S42
I ' |
C. Caecina Paetus  Arria Il =P, Clodius Thrasea Pactus Anteius =?
cos.70 S66 E; K41
(kinship - |
unknown) Fannia = (2) Helvidius Priscus I (1) =? P. Anteius Rufus Anteius

E66-69, E66-69, pract.70; cos. ante 51; S66 C; D41
93-96 E74; D753
A. Persius Flaccus

(kinship
unknown) Helvidius Priscus I = Anteia Cornutys Tertullus
cos. ante 87; K93 H
(guardian)
C. Fannius (daughter) =~==—=—===-——-{

(biographer of Nero’s victims)

C. Annius Pollio = Vinicia
cos21/2; C32

Barea Soranus Annius Vinictanus [ Cn. Domitius Corbulo
c0s.52; S66 C32; cos. anre 41 C? S67
C, 542

Servilia = Annius Pollio Annius Viniclanus Il = (Domitia?)
S66 E65 C66

Note that the groups above are partially connected through their teachers and spiritual advisers: Verginius Flavus (C; S63),
to Persius; L, Annaeus Cornutus (F62-65), to Lucan and Persius; and Musonius (E62-65), to Thrasea Paetus and Rubellius
Plautus.
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hurled about me that I foresaw by the most certain divination
that the same fate threatened me.”®

The group he deals with was not only drawn together by
mutual sympathies and by the strong, typically Roman sense
of family; it was compacted by the pressure of persecution.
Voluntary censorship to anticipate censorship by the state,
book burning, exile, and death—these were the penalties used
in fits and starts by an almost unbroken series of emperors,
to bury dissent. They succeeded in driving it underground.
There the opposition communicated with each other in whis-
pers, and to a wider audience through allusions and hints.
In the foregoing discussion of Phaedrus, Seneca, Lucan, and
Persius (see especially notes 28, 42, and 45) it is possible to
show or suspect furtive jabs and jokes against the govern-
ment. Some of these may be detected by too much ingenuity
but 1t is certain that the same kind of ingenuity was exercised
by contemporaries to pick up meaning in oblique references.
They had been trained to the game by their experience with
terror. For, when the ruler got too far away from his subjects,
his opinions and decisons seemed to issue suddenly from out
of nowhere. The vacuum of knowledge was filled up with
guesswork. Rumors raced round the circuit of the salons,
buzzed among the crowds at street corners. It was desperately
important to know what was going on, easy to believe the
worst, natural to prepare for danger from every conceivable
direction. Fear sharpened people’s perceptions. Nor was the
emperor himself immune. His persecutions made him fear new
enemies. Thus, when 2 certain senator became aware that his
remarks had been taken as an insult to the throne, and hur-
ried to fling his arms around the emperor’s knees, the emperor
started as from an attack, tripped over the man’s supplications,
fell, and was rescued by a rush of bodyguards that very nearly
killed the senator. Instances could be added of emperors
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angered by wholly imaginary slights, fearful of assassination
from wholly innocent quarters, convinced of disloyalty where
no evidence existed. Hence the extremely loose nature of
many charges against men accused of treason and the ten-
dency to throw together, in allegations of guilt by association,
all sorts of talk of Stoicism (or at least of strict morality),
hatred of the throne (or at least a father once suspected of
that), and similar stuff the truth or falsehood of which it is
now idle to investgate. At the worst, emperors took into
account the fact that the execution of one man for a plot
turned his brothers and cousins into plotters who might as
well be removed in advance by still further executions. Entire
families in this way fell under a general suspicion, not quite
unjustified, since as we have shown, suspicion itself increased
thetr solidarity. And they for their part were as quick as the
emperor to see a threat, There are instances of unnecessary
suicide in anticipation of indictments that never would have
been lodged. This was a consequence of trying to outguess
a tyrant, of giving room to one of the anxieties that beset men
in bad times: “What will the emperor think?” “If he sum-
mons you, what does it mean?”"*

Tacitus’ Agricola and Annals contain descriptions too good
to condense, of the atmosphere under Tiberius or Domitian.
One passage (Agr. 2) is specially interesting because it reveals
a sense of guilt to be shared among all the nobility: “Truly,
we afforded great proof of our submissiveness.” It was a guilt
felt most by those like Tacitus who could neither resist
tyranny nor surrender completely to it. In periods of terrible
fear, the moral problems for an aristocracy priding itself on its
leadership became truly excruciating. To these and to their
relations with politics we turn next.
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OPPOSITION among Roman nobles had a literary tinge under
the Julio-Claudii, a philosophic tinge under the ¥lavians. Why
this was so no one knows. The fact is probably connected
with the gradual dilution of the nobility, earlier upholders of
a more Republican balance retaining a genuine family claim
to the 1dea of a strong senate, while a later, rootless aristocracy
relied on theoretical claims. Talk of the change requires a
great deal of qualification, and recognition of the overlap
between the two periods and the two approaches to protest.
It is a change only real enough to justify the division of our
material into the preceding and the present chapters, though
a figure like Seneca reminds us of the strong des that bound
the satire of the Apocolocyntosis to the deeper sense of the
Moral Epistles. The same ties appear in Cicero, if we compare
the Philippics with the treatise De officiss. It was not much in
the Roman character to speculate on higher things without
taking account also of current realities.

With Socrates the focus of philosophy turned from the
universe to man. Those Romans who were of the class to be
patrons, students, or dilettanti brought it down further, from
ethics to conduct, and further again, to its relations with the
ordinary objectives and obstacles of their own life. This last
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is our interest, as it was also the interest of Cicero and Seneca.
So they asked, What limits should one set to the acquisition
or use of wealth? Of power? Of luxury and ease? These were
not questions that much perplexed the peasantry (see above,
Chapter I at notes 31 and 48, on the exclusiveness of opposi-
tion views). Or again, What should be the form of the consti-
tution? The spirit of law and justice? The role of the citizen
and the degree of his participation in politics? More sharply,
for our purposes: What was virtue, for a descendant of
oligarchs, under an autocrat? The answer was sought wherever
rather casual study might direct 2 man, toward any of the
great schools, most often to Stoicism, but generally in an
eclectic and unsystematic fashion. If Cassius was an Epicurean
and Brutus an Academic, both were subsequently revered
by Stoics, especially Brutus, and what can be known of his
views snggests that he himself was no narrow adherent of
Plato. Specialization in one school, even what we would call
real competence in any, belonged to pedants, not to gentle-
men. Consider the close escape of young Agricola, who
“would have plumbed philosophy more deeply than is per-
mitted to 2 Roman and a senator.” His mother, and reason
and age, checked him. “He retained from wisdom—and this
is the most difficule thing—moderation.” Or consider the
opinions of Quintilian, foremost teacher of his day: a man
who 1s a citizen and truly “wise,” will give himself up, not
to idle disputations, but to the running of the state; if he is
Quintilian’s product, he must be wise in the Roman way,
showing the qualities of a citizen not in the logic chopping of
a studio but by applying himself to the experiences of real
life.!

As a result of these attitudes, distinctions between different
schools became very blurred, not only in common parlance
but in the minds of serious students as well. Stoicism was
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favored first, without a close second, but it had learnt much
from its competitors and had almost forgotten parts of itself.
Its development is typical of what happened also to the teach-
ings of Epicurus or Diogenes. Ethics lost their necessary firm
anchor in physics; organized systems and derivations of
thought were dissolved; all was open to choice, and hodge-
podge handbooks encouraged everyone to be his own meta-
physician.? That was just what everyone wanted; for the
prevalence of lax logic meant no decline in philosophy, rather
a great popular interest in it. To have no opinion on the sub-
ject at all was unheard of; to be hosule put one in a decided
minority; and most richer men, from Petronius’ egregious
Trimalchio to senators of older wealth and cultivation, seem
to have picked up at least a smattering of the chief terms of
dispute. Many continued the studies of their youth into later
life through attendance at lectures. Others enjoyed the dis-
tinction of having a resident philosopher or merely some tame
thinker. Foremost was Musonius, who died toward the end
of the first century, sought out by such important men as
Rubellius Plautus, Thrasea Paetus, and Seneca; a teacher to
Euphrates, Epictetus, and Dio Chrysostom, and founder of
a line, for his son-in-law Artemidorus was a well-known
philosopher and an acquaintance of Pliny; Pliny also knew
a pupil of Musonius just mentioned, the famous Euphrates, in
turn known to Apollonius of Tyana; while Epictetus estab-
Iished his own school including Arrian (consul, 1297}, as did
Dio Chrysostom with Favorinus. Further ramifications will
concern us later, but the immediate point is clear. These were
figures of the baut monde.

Augustus himself had a special favorite and preceptor, the
Stoic Athenodorus of Tarsus. A few turncoats supported
Domitian.® Bat, leaving them aside, there seems to be no prom-
inent philosopher from the death of Athenodorus to the reign
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of Trajan who sided with the emperors against the large num-
ber of “opposition” philosophers. The haut monde to which
these latter belonged was, we might deduce, the enemy of
emperors; but that, of course, is obvious anyway.

Patrons or students of these men were in a position to pick
the philosophy that suited them. They often mixed elements
of several brands—Stoic the favorite, but also Epicurean,
Peripatetic, Pythagorean, Academic, or Cynic—in a2 manner
that showed their ignorance of the strict connections that
ought to exist among all parts of a chosen system. It 15, how-
ever, not too relativistic to doubt whether people generally
choose any view because of its logic. It must instead form a
harmony with economic interest, political bias, and social
custom. We would not, for instance, expect from an aris-
tocracy a delicate regard for the lower classes. Despite the
most explicit teaching of Stoicism, later to be admitted to a
changed situation, the Roman nobles of the first century did
not Jook on all the world’s population as their brothers—far
from it. Nor was it they that would succor the slave. “Slavish”
was the most common term of contempt among them; in
contrast, “liberal” studies were “those that were fit for a free
man,” and the best of them was the study that “makes men
free”—wisdom, in the Stoic sense. It was not for every man,
only for the educated. Opinions of the masses should be
ignored. As to a second point of Stoic orthodoxy, that men
are ruled by destiny, it was distasteful to Roman nobles who
had been at pains over some centuries to subdue the entire
civilized world to their empire, to be told then that neither
this nor any future act was really within their power at all,
that they were, in the words of Zeno or Chrysippus, bound
to their fate as a dog to a wagon. In their struggles with this
doctrine, Roman Stoics achieved a most typical adaptation.
Fate, they said, could be controlled by actively engaging one’s
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will in 1ts commands; its hold could be loosened by abandon-
ing to it the possessions and desires by which one’s will is
deflected; or it could be (as some thought) confronted head
on, and compelled to give way by strenuous courage. Pugnare,
luctari, and such violent words are used to describe the belief.*

As Stoicism predominated in the upper classes, it must pre-
dominate in our discussion. It was aristocratic and aggressive,
that much 1s clear. But did these two qualities combine to
produce a philosophy of leadership? That should have been
their tendency, but in fact men argued for an apparently indi-
vidualistic or passive life. It was a moral problem. “Is a public
life recommended? Even under a tyrant?” asked Quintilian
(Inst. orat. 3.5.8). The questions were debated in the schools.
Seneca answered (De otio 1.4), “Your Stoics certainly say
that we shall be active to the very last moment of our hves,
we shall never cease to work for the common good.” But
this we can do without making a great show of it.* We have,
after all, two areas of common good, two homelands—our
own country and the whole universe. Though we are under
orders here in this life to be of service to others actively, we
may choose our field of action. Our country may be corrupt
beyond cure, so given over to evil that our efforts would be
wasted on 1t. “The wise man will not struggle uselessly.” He
will struggle only “if nothing else prevents,” such as ill-health,
or lack of talents, influence, or leisure. He will struggle if his
actions seem genuinely important and honorable. But none of
these conditions may be met, and he must then turn quietly
and softly to retirement. Why so discreet? Wisdom does not
make a parade of itself. Besides, if the wise man encounters
unconquerable violence, even withdrawal has its dangers.
“A part of safety lies in not seeking it openly; for what one
avolds, one condemns”—a very revealing remark, “Let him
who would be righteous leave court life; virtue and power
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. Seneca paired with Socrates, in a double bust, the side
not shown bearing Socrates’ likeness.



1. A Late Antique bust of an unknown philosopher,
emphasizing his powers of communication with the
beyond. His long hair, beard, tunic, and fixed, staring
expression all belong to his role in the period. (See
Chapter Il n. 17.)
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supreme go ill together.” That second country, the cosmos,
deserves our efforts, and to it we may devote ourselves.
“Nature has begotten us for two purposes, contemplation and
action.” The founders of Stoicism, Zeno, Cleanthes, and
Chrysippus, themselves kept aloof from the state, and sent no
one into public life. Properly ordered, there is no higher life
than can be lived in private. There, by thought and study, we
can frame better laws of conduct for all mankind, by putting
the life of the state, and our state of mind, in correct per-
spective. “The work of a good citizen is never vain. By being
heard and seen, by his expression, gesture, silent stubbornness,
and by his very walk, he helps.” This is the conduct of Heren-
nius Senecio or Thrasea Paetus, a protest through inactivity
perfectly intelligible to their fellow senators. It was part of
the formal charges against them that they had withdrawn
from politics.®

Moreover, some parts of virtue can be attained, or pursued,
only by oneself. To distinguish real from apparent good is
the prime business of philosophy, the first step along the road,
and we are surrounded by choices that demand the most exact
and thoughtful analysis to separate reality from appearance.
Meditation provides the key. And it is by oneself, too, that
one can best practice virtue, Retirement may be only prepara-
tory to action, for action is the end, not study by itself. Be-
tween the two, no contradiction in motives or thoughts. The
ultimate powers are the inner ones. They require constant
traiming, implied in favorite metaphors drawn from the field
of battle or the arena. “To live is to serve in arms”; we are
“athletes” fitting our minds “for the contest of public life”
by “exercise.””

At this point we pick up lines of thought leading, not to
the conclusions generally favored by Seneca, but to other con-
clusions that suited more venturesome natures. The life of
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mental struggle is defended as the best because it can direct
itself toward either contemplation or activity. “The wise man
will not live in solitude,” but will readily answer the call to
honorable deeds. He will recognize the demands of civic duty
—s50 say Panaetius and Athenodorus, Dio Chrysostom, Eu-
phrates, and many others of the time. The letters of Chion
quoted earlier are written chiefly to prove the adaptability of
philosophic training to the needs of patriotism, offering Xeno-
phone as an example of a man who could be both thinker and
leader. The same name, with those of Socrates, Plato, and
Dion, recurs in a later list drawn up to show the double roles
of statesman and sage.? It is important to collect and emphasize
this testimony, since it is sometimes said that Stoicism and
philosophy in general drew men away from the political
sphere. No contradiction, however, necessarily existed be-
tween the studies and the deeds of Cato, for example, but
rather a positive connection, They forufied each other. A
person might keep to his library, if that was his natural love,
and find encouragement to that choice in various writers; he
might equally avail himself of the range of philosophic loyal-
ties, in late Republican and early imperial times, to pursue
a more vigorous life, relying on models and precepts scat-
tered through the same popularly accepted corpus of instruc-
tion. To read and reread, to ‘“‘train,” “exercise,” “arm,” and
“drill” under one’s teachers added great strength to inborn
tendencies. It is here that one can begin to sense the overt,
historic power of philosophy.

Mention of Cato introduces another matter. Romans habitu-
ally taught duty through examples. Roman philosophers did
the same, using figures like Xenophon, But among the frater-
nity of Stoics a special halo surrounded their own champions,
from Cato on, and his spiritual descendants believed that they
and all good men were obliged to add the witness of their
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own lives as a chief means of service to humanity. They could
aspire to join a sort of Faculty of Moral Philosophy whose
full professors taught through their immortal writings and
whose more humble instructors taught only through their
conduct. “Let the soul have someone whom it can venerate,
whose authority may sanctify even its inner parts . . . Choose
therefore Cato”—that was Seneca’s advice (Ep. 11.9f); and
he was loyal to the same method of instruction at the end of
his life, the image of which he left to his friends “as the only
thing, and the fairest, that he possessed. If they bore it in
mind, they would retain the glory of his noble pursuits as the
reward of such a steadfast friendship.”® No extravagant hope.
He was indeed added to a distinguished company as a model
of behavior, like Cato, or Thrasea Paetus, Helvidius Priscus
or Musonius, and long remembered with them. His ambition
verges on conceit, but it was a world of different values from
our own, with different, prouder, hopes. As Musonius said,
“If you do anything both noble and difficult, the noble part
remains after the toil is gone”; or, in the metaphor of Epic-
tetus, “The purple thread adorns and stands out from the
white cloth.” The prominent act wins renown, perhaps death,
“yet I want to be purple.” “What good is the purple in the
mantle?” he asks, in another passage. ‘“What, but to stand out
in it as purple, and be a goodly example to the rest?”!°

To the chief question of this chapter, Why philosophy and
subversion went together (as they undeniably did), the an-
swer so far seems to be that Stoicism in particular sharpened
the impulse and the courage to say what one felr, without
supplying any specific political program. It made missionaries,
but missionaries with very little more than the vague idea
that men—other men—could be roused to revolution, or the
emperor recalled to an antique virtue, by a great deal of de-
fiance. Tacitus has a sour smile for all this. It shows mere
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greed for glory, “a passion that even the wise shed last.”** His
views cannot be dismissed as envy. What was needed for 2
successful attack on the throne was arms, such as Corbulo
could command; for assassination, the physical courage of a
soldier, not the moral courage of a philosopher. Hence the
division of labor in the year 41: Chaereas did the dirty work,
Sentius made the speech; or again, the double plot (as it
seems to have been) called “Pisonian” after the candidate it
put forward, in which the really dangerous elements held
aloof from the assistance offered by Lucan’s circle—and quite
rightly. People who seriously intended to conspire against the
ruler would never, like the latter group, have drawn attention
to themselves in public, and in private communicated their
anumonarchic sentiments to so vocal and prominent a coterie
of sympathizers. This is not to detract from their courage.
They took their chances, and knew it, and paid for it. In their
number (to include some already discussed in another con-
nection) were Lucan; Persius and his teachers Verginius
Flavus and Annaeus Cornutus; Seneca; Thrasea Paetus, his
daughter, her husband, and another of her kin, Anteius Rufus;
Demetrius the Cynic; Barea Soranus, his son-in-law Annius
Pollio, and the latter’s brother; Rubellius Plautus, the pupil of
Musonius, and three of Rubellius’ relatives. All but one ad-
hered to Stoic principles, all but two (Rubellius Plautus and
Persius, both dead in 62) died or were exiled in the wake
of the Pisonian conspiracy, along with Seneca’s two (pre-
sumably innocent) brothers. They had accomplished abso-
lutely nothing.

These heavy blows decimated the opposition without put-
ting an end to it. After 66 a second generation had a measure
of revenge and its own trials. No need to unravel all threads
in the complicated story, but some links must be shown be-
tween the events of Nero’s reign and later. Thrasea Paetus
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had chosen for his daughter a suitable revolutionary, Helvidius
Priscus, exiled in 66 as his alleged accomplice. Helvidius, with
a number like him, returned after Nero’s death thirsting for
revenge. In the senate he spoke against his father-in-law’s
once formidable foes; Musonius spoke against a traitorous
Stoic teacher of Barea Soranus. The brother of Arulenus
Rusticus, Junius Mauricus, demanded the opening of the im-
perial archives where more evidence of informers lay hid.
What began well soon ended. The new regime forbade any
thorough rooting out of former delators, and frustration made
an enemy of Helvidius Priscus. He turned to violent Republi-
canism vented in extravagant rudeness to Vespasian—refusing
him his titles, and the like—and in repeatedly pressing the
senate to take business into its own hands. When Vespasian
sent him word not to attend a meeting of the senate, he
answered (as Epictetus imagined the exchange), “Itis in your
power not to allow me to be a member, but till then I must
attend its sessions.” ‘Yes, but keep quiet, then.” ‘Do not ask my
opinion and I will keep quiet.” ‘But I must ask.” ‘And I must
answer what seems right.” ‘But if you answer, I will put you
to death.” ‘When did { ever tell you that I was immortal? You
will do your part, I mine—yours to kill, mine to die without
fear; yours to banish, mine to go without complaint.” What
did Priscus accomplish by himself? What good is the purple
in the mantle?” He at least earned exile, and some time there-
afrer, death, in about the year 75. Vespasian regretted his fate,
being a merciful man, perhaps also forseeing the embarrassing
consequences to the Flavian house. Under the far harsher rule
of Domitian, Helvidius received the tribute of a well-publi-
cized eulogy, for which its author, Herennius Senecio, was
executed. His father-in-law was praised by Arulenus Rusticus,
and zhat author killed, his brother exiled, and the younger
Helvidius Priscus put to death for writing too pointed a farce.
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At the same time, philosophers, including Epictetus, were
driven from the city. Thus within a year (93-94) a second
circle of opponents to the throne, narrower than the circle
of 65—66 but linked to it, was destroyed.”®

Their fate turns us back to the question asked a little earlier,
What was 1t in the study of ethics that drove men into opposi-
tion? Their philosophy gave them strength for open defiance.
Beyond that, it made them see and hate the inner, moral con-
sequences of subjection to any ruler or higher rank. There lies
the answer. Thrasea Paetus, though from northern Italy and
the first of his family to attain prominence, still defended the
oldest Republican bastions, the senate above all; Helvidius
Priscus was descended from a mere centurion, yet he too in
his time championed the same causes.’* Both men had become
entangled in the kinships of the aristocracy, and evidently in
1ts slogans and toasts as well—quale coronati Thrasea Helvi-
diusque bibebant/Brutorum et Cassi natalibus (Juv. 5.36f).
They belonged to the succession of the tyrannicides. The suc-
cession, however, with a good deal of reason on its side, had
grown more radical as the principate grew more settled and
authoritarian, If Vespasian, personification of common sense,
had the epithet “tyrant” hurled at him, part of the explanation
might be sought in the still extant bronze tablet defining the
scope of his authority, This conferred on him in a block all
the grants, privileges, rights, and power built up through
precedent, usurpation, or senatorial decree by all five Julio-
Claudii. Contemporary historians barely mention this law. So
much had subordination become a habit of the Roman people.
Worse yet, as some quotations that follow will show, the
upper class from which the opposition once drew its best
recruits had, for the most part, made their peace with the
principate, had become sharers in its benefits, feared commo-
tion, and waved aside any questioning of the new order with

56



Philosophers

an indignant hand. Philosophers might fear subordination as
leading to the loss of inner independence. They might point
to the corrupting effects of a monarchy with powers too
much taken for granted. All this sounded rather theoretical.
So Helvidius was obliged to shout louder and louder to an
increasingly indifferent audience. Others in the fight may have
looked for reinforcements in a lower class. At any rate, they
were charged with appealing to the people against monarchy
—true, perhaps, though it would certainly be wrong to call
them “democrats.”*

Further charges directed at them were interesting, too:
puritanism and philosophy, defenses needed against “the inner
moral consequences of subjection.” No doubt about the virtue
of these men, nor (in the minds of their supporters) that
precisely this contributed to their fate. It was actually made
a sort of crime to “philosophize” or to “Stoicize,” partly be-
cause 2 censorious bearing seemed to rebuke the government.
We may guess, too, that Romans with hides no thicker than
Athenians welcomed the chance to condemn gadflies that be-
haved too importunately. The banishing of philosophers in
71 was attributed to the urging of an adviser of Vespasian
who spoke hotly of their “virtue,” their boasting, and their easy
indignation: “They despise everyone, calling the wellborn
man a mollycoddle, the lowborn, a halfwit, the handsome,
immoral, the ugly, a mere innocent, the rich man, grasping,
and the poor man, servile.” Epictetus confirms the charge.
He 1s discussing how one makes converts in the streets. “But,”
he says, “nowadays this activity is not a very safe one, espe-
cially in Rome. For the man who engages in it obviously can-
not do it off in a corner, but he must go up to some rich
ex-consul, perhaps, and ask him, ‘You there, can you tell me
who takes care of your horses?’ ‘Certainly I can.” ‘Some
chance fellow who knows nothing of the care of horses?’” ‘By
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no means.” ” So the conversation goes on through gold, silver,
wardrobe, and body, to the soul. “ ‘It is not likely, especially
with so wise a man as yourself and held in such respect in the
city, that you would stand by and watch your most precious
possession go to rack and ruin?’ ‘Certainly not.” ‘But have you
provided for that possession yourself?’ At this point the dan-
ger arises that he may ask first, “‘What business is it of yours,
good sir? Are you my master?’ And if you pursue the matter,
he may raise his fist and give you a punch. I myself used to
be very zealous in such inquiries, once upon a time, before 1
fell to my present estate.”s

Philosophy, in defense of integrity, might thus turn out to
be a kind of leveler. That was all right when senators or
equestrians were considering the moral price they paid for
their subservience to the emperor. Their awareness lost its
edge over the course of the first century, they paid the price
with increasing indifference, and talk of inner value and “sub-
jection” began to seem too challenging, possibly revolution-
ary. Among the upper classes admiration of philosophy grew
somewhat rarer, or more guarded. Many people obviously
disapproved of the whole thing.

The “present estate” that Epictetus spoke of—exile—was,
m their view, just what such a pestilential fellow deserved.
What men of dignity would withhold their vote against him,
or regret his loss? His kind were known, everyone looked on
them with contempt and anger. Let Seneca dispute popular
opinion: “Stoics shut themselves off from the state only to
devise laws for humanity without offense to anyone in power.
The wise man will not disturb the ways of his country nor
draw the attention of the populace to himself by any novel
course of life.” And elsewhere: “I think people are wrong
who believe that the serious devotees of philosophy are mut-
nous and refractory, scornful of the magistrates, or of their
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kings, by whom the state is governed.” Those were Seneca’s
views. Others disagreed. Philosophers in the late first and sec-
ond centuries, Stoic or Cynic, “used a fagade of philosophy to
discuss in public many subjects not suitable to the times.”
“T'hey howl against your customs, rites, cults, and ceremonies
openly, publicly, and with every kind of bitter speech, some
of them flaunting their freedom unpunished against the very
emperors.” They “engaged in relaxing everything and in
slackening the serious pursuit of practical affairs.” They
quibbled about the fine points, without really believing any-
thing; hence Nero’s game of calling in the teachers of wisdom
after dinner to amuse his guests with their disputations—and
there was no lack of competitors, wearing their most deliber-
ative frowns. Their patrons bought plaster busts of Stoic
founders, indiscriminately jumbled with Aristotle or Pittacus;
their students affected gloom and virtue, while still preferring
gauzy clothes to the honest toga. Such were the sneers and
charges against them. Teachers themselves, those of the
rougher sort, appeared in every part of the empire from Italy
eastward, in one of the commonest of literary clichés: identi-
fied by their long hair, beards, bare feet and grimy rags, their
wallets, staffs, and knapsacks; by their supercilious bearing,
paraded morals, scowling abuse and rodomontade against all
men and classes; shameless they seemed, and half-educated,
vulgar, jesting; beggars for money, beggars for attention, para-
sites on patrons, or petitioners at the door, clustered at tem-
ples or street corners, in cities and army camps; loudmouthed
shouters of moral saws driven to a life of sham by poverty,
Cynics, Stoics, “philosophers,” all alike. Their special saints
were men credited with a common touch, Socrates and Di-
ogenes, the latter especially, Where mendicant philosophers
were given a name, they were likely to be Cynics—but not
always; and Cynicism has been well described as “a kind of
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radical Stoicism.” From Nero’s reign to the death of Antoni-
nus Pius, the century of their chief prominence saw them
scattered the length and breadth of the eastern Mediterranean,
concentrated most in Athens, Rome, Alexandria, Corinth, and
(every fourth year) Olympia. They were to the ancient
world what palmers and friars were to the medieval, a familiar
sight everywhere, both suspect and sacred, but more rightly
suspect, since the whole movement, like any vogue, drew in
recruits who had the least suitable talents and motives. The
many imposters dirtied the good fame of such as Epictetus or
Musonius precisely because these latter few enjoyed, and
deserved, great honor. Even the worst frauds could make a
living off some village, if they did not stay too long. Clever
men could impose on a more important and discriminating
audience, in Rome, for example. Their victims were willing
because they could hardly tell the genuine from the false, and
longed for what the genuine could bring them: fortitude,
peace, understanding. But the gains of philosophy were made
only at the price of recurrent disillusionment.'®

The style of speaking of these philosophers was adapted to
other ends than display. Orations dazzled, discourses or “dia-
tribes” (in the Greek sense) gave instruction. Examples from
Epictetus survive almost verbatim, dramatic, charming, pene-
trating. Passages have been quoted above. Musonius, on the
other hand, cultivated a more even style, closer to rhetoric,
though he forbade applause. He wanted to reach the soul, and
by the purity of his character he did so. These were Stoics,
and the problems they dealt with and the manner of their
address were suited to rich, educated people. As one moved
down the social scale from salon to street corner, philosophic
discourse retained its fundamental aim, to instruct and com-
fort, and its fundamental moral positions; but its expounders
were more often called Cynics, and their style lower and
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simpler. Galen (On the Errors of the Soul 3.71) says of the
Cynics of his lifetime, and of “some other philosophers also,
that they shun the exercise of logical reasoning.” This was
an extreme claim of the “proletarian” teacher: to avoid pedan-
try, to stick to essentials; and Galen’s statement, at first sight
extraordinary, might be duplicated ten times over from de-
scriptions of other figures of the same type. Cynics spoke very
directly to their audience, often using the second person
singular, so that everyone who heard would think he alone
was intended. They used dialogue, jokes, invective, a wealth
of illustrative incident borrowed from personal experience or
from mythology. Especially they relied on satire to make the
targets of their attack seem suddenly shocking or disgusting.
Many of their barbs were borrowed by Roman poets; many
remained quivering in the fat flanks of the bourgeoisie, even
of ex-consuls. Nothing, alas, was sacred."”

An early, famous Cynic was a certain Demetrius, whose
intransigence Caligula tried to soothe with a gigantic bribe—
so the story ran, He was the man with whom Thrasea Paetus
spent his last hour discussing the soul’s immortality. Seneca
befriended and admired him for virtues almost divine. A scene
in the anonymous Nere links him to Musonius, though after-
ward he opposed that philosopher before the senate. His acti-
vities and views are typical: scorn of luxury and convention,
msulting challenges to everyone in power. He was expelled
from Rome in 66, returned, and was expelled again in 71 for
exasperating the patient Vespasian. His ranting did the most
to rouse the emperor’s anger, and resulted in the decree of
exile for all men of the same profession 1n that year. Some of
them “somehow slipped into the city” four years later, obvi-
ously not a bit chastened by exile, and resumed (one of them
in the theater) the game of emperor baiting. Under Domitian,
Dio Chrysostom was barred from the capiral, and some ten
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years later, about 93, in direct connection with the “philoso-
phizing” and writings of Arulenus Rusticus, all philosophers
were once again swept out of the city.'

Philosophy at Rome, as the sources show it, thus meant a
loose complex of ideas adaptable to the prejudices of various
classes, fortifying them against risks and inclining them to
criticism. Its practioners included many of distinguished rank
who clung to the ideal of a monarchy limited by increased
power for the senate and Republican magistracies. It was im-
patient of authority, at this highest level, and something more
than impatient, certainly very turbulent, among the poor.
Prejudices against philosophy of this latter, “proletarian,”
degree strengthened the hand of a government grown more
oppressive as the century wore on. Documents of secret op-
position like the letters of Chion and the pamphlet on Cali-
gula’s death, quoted in Josephus, seem to belong to Flavian
times, and must have angered the emperors further. More
serious charges, however, may have explained the periodic
expulsion decrees. Philosophers claimed to have an opinion
not on specifics but on the general ethical intent of govern-
ment, which did not exactly meet Domitian’s specifications.

Cynics of the old school would have defended anarchy, but
their descendants were very far from being strict students of
classic doctrine. Just what they said to some throng in the
market place is nowhere recorded. Philosophers of a more
Stoic color saw three choices: disregard of government of
any kind as a mere distraction or encumbrance; the mixed
constitution of the middle Stoa of Panaetius, Cicero, and
others; or benevolent monarchy favored by the early Stoa.
The first alternative only claimed that what one rendered unto
Caesar was of no great importance. Such a doctrine, short of
being used (as it was by Thrasea Paetus) for pointed retire-
ment from public life, constituted not even an indirect attack
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on government. The second alternative presumably underlay
some of the plots of Augustus’ day, and the increasingly
dreamy Republicanism of later reigns; but modern authorities
agree that restoration of the Republic had lost significant sup-
port very early in the first century A.p. This left only the
third alternative, monarchy, to which in principle Stoicism
had no objection. Seneca and others are at pains to make that
perfectly clear. Yet the king must be a just one, able to control
himself and his ministers, moderate and prudent, ruling by
example and persuasion rather than force, obedient to the
laws, strenuous for the common good. This is the ideal of the
Stoics.' They were asking a lot, to be sure—a lot more than
Nero or Domitian could give. Yet for nearly a hundred years
after Domitian the principate did achieve just this level,
through adoptive succession. That solution, perfectly acciden-
tal, did not appeal to Vespasian. “My son succeeds me or no
one,” were his words (Dio 65.12.1), after an unusually bitter
exchange with Helvidius Priscus. Possibly Helvidius had been
suggesting the election of an emperor by merit (and by the
senate), a device that was in people’s minds in 41 and 69, to
be revived in the third century; possibly the remark was tan-
gential to some attack on Domitian, with whom Helvidius had
collided in 70. At any rate, there is no other hint in the
sources of any Stoic or Cynic program to revise the form of
the constitution,

What we do see, instead, is the interpretation of the whole
struggle in which the opposition engaged in terms increas-
ingly inward and philosophic. The position of emperor is
acknowledged by Seneca, Lucan, Curiatius Maternus, and
Tacitus, all counted more or less among the opposition. They
will grant the emperor an eminence above the law of the state
so long as he remains accountable to the laws of nature and
reason; citizens, for their part, must retain a freedom no

63



Enemies of the Roman Order

longer political but moral. A good ruler and, by consequence,
a legitimate ruler in the Stoic sense, is one who does not cor-
rupt his subjects, does not insist on servile behavior or adula-
tion or betrayal of friends. Restrictions on his power—that
meant, in effect, the independence of the senate—could alone
prevent him from turning into a destroyer of virtue. So
Epictetus reasons with the tyrant, Take my body, or property,
do not try to rule my moral purpose. Many like Epictetus,
who consider the ethical problems of the time, analyze them
in terms equally dramatic, often personifying their elements
for heightened effect: “Tyranny hates wisdom.”” The con-
test between them is a commonplace of ancient thought, given
a real arena, and flesh and blood—plenty of blood—during
the reigns of Caligula, Nero, and Domitian. Tyranny resorts
to force, wisdom retreats into truth, or something of the sort.
Only truth shall set you free from the thrall of the body, its
desires, its pains and pleasures and possessions, its delusions of
what 1s the good. Servitude—the word and 1ts cognates occur
again and again in the chief sources—is no more than ig-
norance of the truth. He who values whart is really of no
importance one way or the other, or downright evil, is to
that extent a slave. The flatterer of a tyrant may be such a
man, or the tyrant himself; vices and delusions are tyrants
(another very common metaphor, seen in Sentus’ speech,
above, Chapter I). Freedom, on the other hand, knows and
clings to essential things: moral purpose, courage, equanimity,
justice; and the man possessed of these is beyond the reach
of force. No threat or compulsion can have any effect on him.
Nevertheless, he is not obliged merely to await and endure
force, but should rather speak out. This is his duty, and his
chief weapon against the tyrant, who hates it, “What is the
best thing of all?” someone asked of Diogenes. “Free speech,
wappyoia’— chief mstrument of protest and enlightenment,
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so often joined to freedom, érewfepla. Moreover, it was the
principal characteristic of Cynics and of street philosophers
in general, who meant by it, at its best, the kind of informal,
unstudied style of speech exemplified in Epictetus, and, at its
worst, the licentious ranting and verbal shock tactics of the
mendicant frauds. In a political sense, it served as last defense
to liberty. All else taken away, if men could sull speak their
minds they might count themselves free. “You command us
to be free—we will be,” cried Pliny to Trajan, in an extraor-
dinary bit of self-contradiction. “You command us to publish
what we think—we will do so . .. Relying on the support of
your right hand and your promises, our lips, locked in a long
servitude, we now open”’—in a panegyric. Not quite the same
mappyote that Thrasea Paetus and Helvidius Priscus displayed,
but a2 remote descendant.?

Oppressive rulers tried to shut men’s mouths by punish-
ment, most often by exile. [t might bar the victim from Rome,
or Italy, or from his home province, Artemidorus simply re-
tired to the Roman suburbs, where Pliny saw him in 93 when
he was praetor. Artemidorus’ father-in-law, Musonius, suf-
fered exile earlier, but at least one friend chose to go with him,
as Musonius, a few years before, had accompanied Rubellius
Plautus to Asia. On the tiny island of Gyaros, Musonius even
assembled a kind of school, counting as a pupil Epictetus,
who, in his own long relegation to Nicopolis from 94 on,
attracted Arrian with many others. Demetrius the Cynic
while in exile received a visit from Pliny, who noted the dis-
tinguished company around him, Moving into the generation
that flourished under Trajan and Hadrian, we know of Dio
Chrysostom’s punishment that drove him from his native
Bithynia while he was still a2 young man and sent him on
wanderings physical and spiritual; for it was in this period of
his life that he renounced rhetoric for philosophy, moving
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from place to place over Greece, speaking and teaching
everywhere. After Domitian’s death he settled in the capital,
a friend of emperors. Favorinus studied with him, was ban-
ished by Hadrian to an island, probably Chios, and there con-
tinued the pursuit of philosophy. What emerges from these
stories is the continuity of view among the intellectual leaders
of the opposition while undergoing punishment for their
leadership. The same point can be illustrated by the apparent
license accorded to men under ban to talk to each other or to
vilify their betters. They still clung to their mappyeia, quoting
Euripedes, at the lines where Jocasta asks her son what is
worst 1n exile: “One thing above all, not to enjoy free speech.”
She agrees: “This is slavery, not to say what you think.”
The passage appears in Musonius’ treatise On Exile, where he
asserts the possibility of retaining free speech even under
such circumstances. Other writers, in a series that begins with
Teles in the third century B.c. and includes (besides Muso-
nius) Seneca, Plutarch, Dio Chrysostom, Dio Cassius, and
Favorinus, discussed the same topic, offering comfort, Their
discussions met an obvious need of earlier times, but degen-
erated to a genre later.?

The pains of exile were pains of the spirit often supported
in no great degree of discomfort. Tyrants also attacked the
body, with torture or death, and the regularity with which
confessions were extracted from brave men, and occasional
tales of sufferers like Epicharis who died on the rack, sug-
gest that what went on in the cellars of the palace was fairly
efficient and perfectly horrible, Philosophy was obliged to
forufy its followers against this as against any other trial.
Torture, or rather endurance under it, could be made to seem
positively desirable, upon careful reflection. The wise man
would accept it, even advance to challenge it, for it touched
no vital inner part of his soul, only his flesh. Anyone not con-
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vinced might try another way of escape, by suicide, the ulu-
mate guarantee of freedom. Of this no despot could deprive
the weakest victim. The point is driven home repeatedly, and
used, too, for solace in illness or sorrow. Not all Romans ad-
mired suicide. It was a last step, to be taken by deliberation
with one’s self and friends, not an act of hasty, animal cour-
age, nor a short road to fame. Yet it brought fame, on the
model of Cato. It was the way out chosen by a large number
of Romans, sanctioned by philosophers before them: Cleanthes
the Stoic, Menedemus the Academic, and, after a fashion,
Socrates himself.?® His death gives the clue to the literary
treatment of martyrdom, to which we turn shortly.

But before going on, it might help the reader to reach back
into the material presented so far, to pick up the main threads.
Many names, for one thing, have been mentioned, not all of
them familiar in other contexts. They have been introduced
here to give substance and boundaries to a certain group that
had its origins in 44 B.c. The plot of that year, like those of
AD. 41 and 65, presented two aspects, idealistic and practical,
and when from the latter point of view there was no reason
to plot any more, under Vespasian, idealistic men stll in-
dulged in insult and agitation to show that they were not to
be bought off with realities. Their last outburst came in the
90’s, after which, though emperors still suppressed conspira-
cies, like that of 117, and still banished philosophers, like
Favorinus, the motives and circumstances involved were en-
tirely different. Opposition ended in 96, partly because of
Domitian’s thorough persecutions, partly because of the satis-
faction of the opposition’s chief aims, partly because the more
passive audience to which they played had been almost wholly
replaced by men really loyal to the principate.

The opposition presented a spectrum of opinions ranging
from dissatisfaction through disloyalty, and so to the darker
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colors of irreconcilable conspiracy. At the extreme, the most
dangerous end, ties of sympathy were not enough. Close
friendship, discipleship, marriage, and descent made 2 tighter
knot. Consider, for illustration, the Annaei: two Senecas, and
(zaliio, Mela, Serenus, perhaps Cornutus, and Lucan. At the
other end of the spectrum one could find men hke Martial
who hated tyranny after it was gone, or Pliny during the
worst years of terror hastening upward through various magis-
tracies like Domitian’s most devoted subject, while still retain-
ing his friendship with Helvidius Priscus the younger and his
sort, as well as the proper enmities, of Regulus for one. Yet
Pliny is not unique. Men with more violent views than his
nevertheless entered on the career normally expected of sena-
tors or prominent equestrians. Some went on to 2 consulship.
Magistracies could be looked on as Republican. One, the
quaestorship, gave access to the senate, if other ways were
lacking. And the senate provided the opposition with a home.
If they could imagine that they received the emperor into it
as a guest, that it retained its place independent among the
arches and temples honoring the Caesars, then all was well.
Here they gathered to assert their dignity and power, here
at the northwest corner of the forum they could stand where
Cato had stood, and sec on the walls of the curia scenes painted
to honor victories achieved under senatorial leadership, when
Rome was great,

With purges and the natural senescence of aristocracy, men
who had a family attachment to the Republic died off. A
sentimental attachment took its place. Its password was Liber-
tas, at the center of a complex of ideas. One line led from
libertas in a political sense to the freedom of the clans, which
under the principate lost most of their significance; another
line led to the contrast between free people and master, demos
and despot, and to the rich mythology of tyrannicide; an-
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other, to the Republic in its social aspect, where men neither
succumbed to the luxury of established empire and wealth nor
cowered under a tyrant, a Republic where all was pure,
strenuous, and proud; still another line led, through the teach-
ings of Greek philosophy, to the notion of freedom as moral
certainty, servitude as ignorance, and tyranny as the force
that binds us to our own vices. Libertas included, too, the
right to discuss all these things aloud, in the tradition of the
historic senate debates, or in the traditions of wappyoia that
alone could teach true virtue.

These ideas, when actually applied to the world around
them, revealed their hidden tendencies; but looked at in isola-
tion, they appear harmless enough. Not revolutionary, not
necessarily political at all, they were rather moral in some
extremely wide sense, though entangled also in political pro-
test, social ambiton, pride of history, and philosophy. If a
ruler outraged people’s sense of decency by his relations with
his wife, he would be pilloried in an Octavia, Paris and
QOenone, or Apocolocyntosis; if he tarned against his family,
and put them to death, he would hear about it from a Thy-
estes, or from some scribbler on walls and statue bases. It is
significant that Nero was hated for playing the lyre—harmless
hobby in our eyes, but shocking to Romans—and that 2 mem-
ber of the Pisonian conspiracy recommended attacking him
while he was singing on the stage, “the very presence of a
crowd to be the fairest witness to so great a deed” (Tac,
Ann. 15.50),

Since the Pisonian conspiracy led to the death of everybody
concerned except Nero; since the opposition that we are
talking about were just on the fringes of it anyway; since,
moreover, they included a young firebrand who informed on
his mother, and a philosopher-chamberlain who had somehow
managed to condone matricide by the emperor; since that
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same Seneca so obediently ended his life at the emperor’s
command, like dozens of others, without any final explosion
of desperate, violent, active courage, we may wonder why
Nero or Domitian, or other emperors earlier, took them seri-
ously at all. The question immediately answers itself: the
opposition were persecuted because they supplied dangerous
ideas and stories to dangerous men, just as the intelligentsia of
more recent times—the eighteenth century, let us say—were
persecuted. No one imagined that Voltaire was likely to try
his luck with a dagger, words failing him, yet it was quite
right, from the government’s point of view, to hound him
out of France. Our own century is not without parallels. We
too have our ideas and stories.

To men operating in the realm of ideas, as a suppressed
minority, the stories of their own deeds offered a natural
weapon. The philosophic opposition used not only a literature
of attack, described in the preceding chapter, but one also of
memorial. They publicized their heroes’ overthrowing the
hated master of the state or enduring his cruelty. Publicity
was essential to their cause if they were to make converts. If
possible—that 1s, if it was not too dangerous—they sought
notoriety through strident accounts, at times even through the
most exaggerated and loudly trumpeted actions. That is the
motive evident behind the quotation above: Nero should be
killed before a crowd. For the same reason, the conspirators
of 44 B.c. and A.p. 41 considered the theater a proper setting
for their plot. They were not thinking only of better access
to their vicam. They wanted spectators and glory. Their
weapons must be waved on high, as Brutus’, for example, in
the porch of Pompey’s theater; and they must pick the right
one, too. For Nero’s death, one of the plotters got a dagger
from out of the temple of Safety, or Fortune, as some ac-
counts said, “and wore it regularly as consecrated to some
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great work” (Tac., Ann. 15.53). When he ordered a slave to
give it an extra edge, one evening, and to get ready a supply
of bandages, suspicions were not unnaturally aroused, the
whole scheme exposed, its principal actor immediately ar-
rested. He died the martyr of an exaggerated sense of theater,
victim of too much reading. We can sympathize with him.
Tyrannicide indeed offered a thrilling drama, and the full
descriptions which appear in Nicolaus and the Josephus
source, and which were evidently available to chroniclers of
last hours of the Athenian Hipparchus, or Nero, or Com-
modus, belonged to a genre. Literatare in this way exercised
an inspiring and formative influence over men’s imaginations,
as it did over the Republicanism of Lucan. Its didactic pur-
pose was as old as its very beginnings. Stories were meant to
teach ideas, exempla were handed down for the improvement
of the young, history itself was, or was supposed to be, no
more than a collection of models studied for the purpose of
“calling to our minds illustrious and courageous men and their
deeds, not for any gain but for the honor that lies in praising
their nobility by itself” (Cic., De fin. 1.10.36).

Plutarch’s Lives contain many good tyrant-killing tales.
The point of them comes out in the comparison between
Dion and Brutus (pars. 3f): “For what stands most to the
favor of both men is their hatred of tyrants and of base con-
duct alike.” He goes on to weigh the merits of their strategy
and courage, and the respective dangers they faced, in just
such an analysis as we have seen Quintilian’s students prac-
ticing. Declamatory patriotism, often somewhat abstract, was
a Greek tradition, naturalized in Roman schools and fed to
Roman boys who would grow up to be consuls. They kept
their national preference for action but ornamented it with
the trappings of Harmodius and Aristogeiton. Plutarch knew
that tale as well, and in the 90’s it was turned against Domi-
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tian.** The contemporary Letters of Chion bear on the same
general themes of tyrannicide, so there was plenty for a
Roman audience to enjoy.

Not every plot succeeded. Accomplices might prove
traitors, suspects might be seized. Proceedings then varied,
according to the importance of the accused and the fear or
impatience of the government. Some men were brought
before the senate, where the heavier charges leveled by the
speakers for the prosecution were set down in the minutes
(acta), as well as parts of the defense, thereafter available to
any person who took the trouble to consult them—Tacitus,
for one, who added his own colors: Thrasea Paetus’ “venera-
ble appearance” confronting an enemy “grim and threatening,
fire kindling in voice, visage, eyes.” The agon was of a familiar
type, enacted less often before the senate than before the
tyrant himself in scenes more intimate and chilling. For these,
the models were well known, giving cast and dramatis per-
sonae: A cruel interrogator stands ready. “Yet amidst these
tortures, some men have not groaned. ‘Not enough— but he
does not entreat. ‘Not enough—" but he does not give an-
swer. ‘Not enough—" but he laughs, genuinely.” “Can any-
one then prevent my smiling, my being cheerful and calm?”
““Tell your secrets.” 1 keep silent, for that much is left to
me. ‘But I will fetter you.” What do you say, fellow?—mze?
My leg you may fetter, but Zeus himself cannot overcome
my moral purpose.” The victim somehow managed to have
the last word, too, either by suicide, making his torturer rage
that “he has given me the slip,” or by repartee: “You have
within your power a half pint of my blood; for as to burial,
what a fool you are if you think it matters to me whether [
rot above or below the ground.” “You threaten me with
death, but nature threatens you.” Or again, by rousing the
people to revolution with his last words—zbat the philosopher
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could do; he could turn the tyrant’s suspicions against his
most loyal henchmen; he could (favorite stories) bite off the
tyrant’s ear, bent to catch a whispered confession, or his own
tongue, to prevent involuntary disclosures. Zeno did this, and
Anaxarchus, Theodotus, and Leaena, long enough ago to ex-
cuse some vagueness about detail. This was the stuff that fat-
tened a book On the Courage of Philosopbers.®

It was not all romance. As there were minutes of the
senate, so there were minutes of trials and hearings before the
emperor, for in his capacity as a kind of supreme court with
an appellate power constantly increasing and the bureaucracy
to go with it, his decisions, his very exchanges with witnesses
or accused persons, were noted down in shorthand, to be
filed away, sometimes to be released on request to interested
parties. Testimony before Constantine on the Donatist con-
troversy provides the fullest illustration; testtmony before
Caracalla meets us in an inscription; and the Digest is full of
imperial responses copied by secretaries assigned to the pur-
pose—law clerks, we would call them. Minutes resembled the
scenes of literature to the extent of preserving dialogue. Ex-
changes at these sessions were surprisingly informal, direct,
even familiar, Emperor and subject spoke to each other quite
on the same level. We turn, then, to a trial under Domitian,
with no reason to call it mere fiction, however much it may
reflect the influence of the genres just described.?

Apollonius of Tyana, says Philostratus at the beginning
of the seventh book of the Life of Apollonius, may best be
judged through a description of his attitude towards des-
potism. This is the touchstone for any philosopher, Zeno or
Plato, Phyton, Heraclides, Python and Callisthenes, Diogenes
and Crates and so on and so on—the full list. Apollonius, then,
was a friend and edifying correspondent to Nerva and Orfitus;
they were exiled on suspicion of conspiracy; and he was sum-
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moned to Rome in the hope that his testimony might justify
further steps against them (Philostr., Vit. Apoll. 7.9). Out-
side of the capital he stays with Demetrius the Cynic—we
have met him before—who warns him that “wisdom has
become a crime” (7.11) and that the accusations trumped up
against Apollonius are those of sorcery and divination by
human sacrifice, by which he allegedly encouraged Nerva’s
ambitions. The praetorian prefect, secretly friendly, puts him
on guard against the same charges, but dares not help him
further, Apollonius must stay in prison until he is called to
the palace for a first hearing. There Domitian and he talk
together in a civil fashion for a while (7.32f), Apollonius
defending himself and his friends in high places; but as he goes
on without fear though without truculence, Domitian grows
angrier and ends by consigning him, shorn of his philosopher’s
long hair, to closer confinement, Shortly afterward he is
brought by a court clerk to “the agon of his soul,” the contest
for his life (8.2), in the presence of a crowd of notables, with
Domitian as judge. Apollonius refuses obeisance to the em-
peror, but raises his eyes upward to Zeus. Questioning begins,
concentrated on four points, the first three of which the
prisoner answers so convincingly that Domitian comes to the
fourth after considerable hesitation, incoherently, indirectly,
and is answered by Apollonius “as if he were rebuking a
child” (8.5), to loud applause. Domitian, “somewhat struck
by the responses,” acquits him till a further interview, though
not in time; for Apollonius, first calling him to account for
the corruption of his councilors, the ruin of his cities, the
hordes of exiles and mourners in his empire, the alienation
of the senate, and the cowardice of his armies, suddenly
vanishes into thin air, Domitian proceeds to the next case in
a distracted way.”
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No one knows just how much the description deserves
belief.”® In outline it is probably true. To it is added, however,
a very long speech which, like Cicero’s Verrines and Pro
Milone, the orator would have made if circamstances had
allowed, and which is certainly pure invendon. It harks back
to a much earlier and much more famous tableau in Athens,
the court crammed, the philosopher defending himself agatnst
charges of atheism launched by the enemies he had made
through his continual behavior as the city’s gadfty. Apollonius
must have the record of a gadfly, too, he must have his
Anytus, must confront the accusation of impiety, above all,
must deliver an Apology. The parallels are pointed. Not un-
naturally, other philosophers or their followers recalled the
example of Socrates: Musonius, Epictetus, Seneca, and Thrasea
Paetus.?®

Their trials, like Socrates’, led to their deaths. Seneca had
“prepared long in advance the poison with which Athenians
condemned to death were executed” (Tac., Ann. 15.64).
Thrasea’s libation imitated that other which Socrates would
have poured from the cup of poison; and in writing a life of
Cato, Thrasea had studied the example of a2 man who made
ready for suicide by reading the Phaedo. These Roman mar-
tyrs were all philosophers, in a broad sense. Their philosophy
lent resolution. Seneca “turned [his friends’] tears toward
firmness, now through his conversation, again through a more
insistent, almost coercive, tone, asking ‘Where were the
maxims of wisdom, the views reasoned out against impending
evils over so many years?’ 7’ (Tac., Ann. 15.62). To his ques-
tions, his own writings gave answer: “It i1s no great thing to
live.” And philesophy lent comfort, too. Its votaries in their
Iast hours discussed the afterlife, as Cato had done, and Julius
Canus also, the Stoic philosopher under Caligula, as Thrasea
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was to do in his day with Demetrius the Cynic, and as
Petronius did not do. But Petronius was eccentric; Epicurean,
at that; and while protracting his life, talked “not on grave
matters nor on topics by which he might establish a fame
for steadfast courage. He listened to [his friends] as they
discoursed not on the immortality of the soul and the pursuits
of philosophy, but to their light songs and witty verses.” A
hint, here, of something else that philosophy contributed to
these scenes: the dramatic script, and hope of renown. Tacitus
doubted the motives, with reason. It was easy to detect a note
of ambitious self-satisfaction in remarks of Seneca, for in-
stance, or in the typical words of someone nameless (by a nice
wrony) in our fragmentary manuscript, “‘l go to meet my
peril reramming my freedom and my self-respect. I call on you
to remember me not with sorrow but rejoicing, adding my
name as well to those who escaped calamities of state by a
noble end.” He now spent part of the day in detaining or dis-
missing his visitors, as each was inclined to take his leave or
speak with him, and while there was still a crowd around, all
witnesses to his intrepid face,” he killed himself.*® The classic
moment had its style: a kind of party or reception, self-
restraint and usualness of manners (full of pride), death de-
layed whether by timing of the blow or interruption of the
effects of bleeding or fasting, perfect courtesy to the agents
of the tyrant who intruded, talk of philosophy, perhaps
some tags of verse—Brutus quoted Euripedes; Lucan, himself
—all this very Athenian yet also very Roman, and most
extraordinary.

Seneca dictated a long discourse to his private secretaries
at the very end. It was published and much read. Other Stoic
martyrs relied on their friends and disciples to preserve their
writings. A son-in-law of Barea Soranus is the most likely
author of reminiscences and maxims of Musonius, L. Annacus
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Cornutus served as literary executor to Lucan; and after Hel-
vidius Priscus the elder died, his widow Fanmia persuaded
Herennius Senecio to write up his life, she to supply the
materials. A different kind of tribute was dictated by the
Roman veneration of the dead: the martyr’s birthday became
the occasion for poems commissioned by his survivors—so
Martial’s and Statius’ verses to Lucan. They were meant to
be displayed near the imagines of their subjects. Funeral eulo-
gies, as we saw in our first chapter, provided still another
occasion for praise.™

Thus families, natural custodians of fame in the Roman
mind, immortalized a good life and a splendid death. The
means they employed were the special property of the Re-
publican aristocracy. Times changed, old names disappeared,
old customs of grandiloquent mourning gave way to less
public demonstrations. Big funerals were reserved for the
members and kin of the imperial house. Private clans, on the
other hand, though retaining some of the close bonds that we
have seen uniting the Annaey, for instance, lost the appearance
of factions, lost the greater part of their political strength,
loosened their hold on their remoter cousins and marriage
connections—began to resemble, in short, about what we
mean today by “private clans.” As blood counted for less,
political and philosophical persuasions counted for more: cot-
eries formed on the basis not of descent but of like-minded-
ness. These were the changes one could see if one compared
the Republicans of Lucan’s epic with those of that author’s
own generation. One consequence was 2 more abstract quality
of fame, Lucan was the hero not exclusively of Annaei but
of all whose views of the principate resembled his own, as
Cato, perhaps the first clear example of the process of ab-
straction, aroused the devotion of men not connected in the
slightest degree with the Porcii Catones or with any other
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branch of the ancient aristocracy at all. They added Cato to
that language used among the opposition in place of explicit
and dangerous speech: Cato, Brutus, Cassius, all symbols, all
in the public domain. Not that the habit of communication
by political myth was anything new. Greeks and Romans
alike cherished their heroes, both (we have said) taught suc-
ceeding generations by the use of exempla, to whose number
men of Seneca’s and Tacitus’ day consciously added.** Pro-
tagonists specifically of the opposition, however, differed in
owing their fame to their championing of intangibles. They
stood for ideas, not actions. Their natural descendants were
simply those who held the same opinions.

A second point: opposition heroes, unlike Decius Mus,
Horatius Cocles, even Harmodius and Aristogeiton, won
glory passively. Fighting over matters of belief, their “actions”
on that field could only be symbolic—true especially of the
later, more purely philosophic figures of Domitian’s reign.
They wanted to demonstrate the loss of free speech. How else
than by getung their mouths stopped? How better demon-
strate the tyrant’s depravity than by provoking torture and
death?

And for a third point: opposition heroes deserved their
fame, against a background of widespread hypocrisy and fear.
Political protest attracts more adherents because it can be
abandoned at will. It has relatively clear-cut boundaries. Moral
and philosophic protest, over intangibles, moves in half dark-
ness, where one may encounter dangers without realizing it
and cannot relinquish the fight without actually joining the
enemy, like those senators who danced for Nero, those others
who showered Caligula or Domitian with wild adulation. In
contrast, under the worst emperors, merely to stay away was
treason, for “he who flees, condemns”; one must applaud
actively, and control every facial expression. A frown was
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actionable as being too Stoic, and woe to those who wore
the costume of philosophers. Their very presence in the city
from 66 on was repeatedly forbidden, and, cowering in the
provinces, they still felt the chill of Domitian’s displeasure.
These were the men pledged to make others brave. Some held
to the pledge. “A primary motive in the teaching of Epictetus
was to free men from the fear of force.”*

Death, then, and specifically dying as opposed to boldly
acting, qualified men for a wide admiration, from the 60’s to
the 90’s, because death was no longer the affair only of one’s
kin, nor scorned as passive, nor matched by the competition
of general courage such as one would find in some battle line.
With those three points by way of explanation, we may turn
back to the more notable features of commemoration among
the opposition.

It 1s striking, though not surprising, that the opposition
made such frequent use of literature to honor those who fell
for their cause. Stories were handed down by word of mouth
(see note 31), praises were sung in anmiversary poems, writ-
ings were preserved. That was not enough. Special short prose
eulogies were commissioned, distant from the earlier Cato
pamphlets by a century but connected in form and intent, and
by one further fact: Thrasea Paetus, whose Cato was counted
against him, became himself the hero of just such a work
written by Arulenus Rusticus in 93 or 94. A friend of the lat-
ter, Herennius Senecio, wrote on the elder Helvidius Priscus
at the same time, and Pliny on the younger Helvidius Priscus
a decade or so later. Under Nero, a relative by marriage of
Helvidius the elder attracted suspicion for undertaking a
biography of a friend accused of treason. He was put to death,
and Arulenus Rusticus, and Herennius Senecio after him,
evidence enough that eulogy of traitors could be called treason
itself. After Domitian, we come to Pliny’s work, just men-
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tioned, and to Gaius Fannius, relative of Helvidius Priscus’
wife, who died of natural causes in the early 100’s while in
the midst of his Deaths of Those Executed or Exiled by Nero,
of a style “in between dialogue and history.” An admirer of
the same circle, Titinius Capito, completed his Deaths of
Hlustrious Men;** another wrote the Agricola—T acitus.

The introduction of the Agricola here i1s of course too
abrupt. While none of the works on which it might have
been modeled survive, the few words describing them in
ancient sources suggest that they were not long, nor biogra-
phies, nor balanced historical treatments at all, such as the life
of Tacitus’ father-in-law, but rather short pamphlets, episodic
and eculogistic, embroidered rhetorically, strongly emphasiz-
ing the subject’s last hours. They did, however, have this in
common with the Agricola: their subjects held the center of
the stage as victims of tyranny, and their tone was one of
filial piety. No doubt, in a general way, they inspired the
Agricola; possibly, too, certain facts and aspects of Agricola’s
life were bent to an imitative shape, especially in his relations
with Domitian. By a typically tendentious ambiguity, Tacitus
goes so far as to hint that Agricola was hurried out of life by
poison. And Tacitus’ liking for this style of commemorative
literature appears 1n his use of it for source material in his
proper historical works. The fact is not surprising. His chief
heroes are losers in the unequal struggle against force, his
affections (or nostalgia) Republican: natural, then, that he
should return to a genre first imported to Rome in the days
of Cicero and Cato. It drew partly on the age-old fondness
for recording what a man said as he died, as if summing up his
life, or already half filled with some divinity from beyond.
Last words recar again and again in both Greek and Latin
literature. But to last words, Romans added as a postscript
something further, the funeral oration. That too seems to offer
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a model for the description of a life’s end. Ultizna verba and
laudationes funebres thus combined to produce the genre of
exitus, and that i turn had as a giant offspring the Agricola.®

If commemorative pamphlets had seemed to contemporaries
as artificial a problem in source criticism and as indirect a
form of revenge as they seem to us today, they would never
have been published at such risk nor repressed with such
severity. We should remember what passions, sensitive to the
slightest appeal, charged the minds of the Roman aristocracy
mn this period. Little shows in the sources or in the conduct
of men who prided themselves on their self-control; much
may be imagined. We have one fragment of conversation
filled with the icy hatred and grief that years of persecution
leave behind, between a relative of someone attacked by a
pamphlet and the ex-informer who wrote it. “What business
have you with my dead? I did not get in your way with
Crassus and Camerinus, did I?” (Pliny, Ep. 1.5). It was in this
atmosphere that the warfare first waged over Cato’s death
through pro- or anti-martyr pamphlets seemed worth con-
tinuing as late as Domitian’s reign.

Much in these pamphlets was imported from Greece. The
fact is surprising but the explanation clear. Granted that
Sentius or Thrasea, heroes of a deeply national antimonar-
chism, would have returned to a form of state more tradition-
ally Roman and less ecumenical in its outward implications
—a monarchy can absorb alien elements more easily than an
oligarchy. Granted also that some of the conservatives who
disliked the principate disliked the newcomers to Rome from
not very distant Italian townships, to say nothing of immi-
grants from the provinces, and indulged in the same kind of
anti-Hellemsm—Lucan shows signs of it—that Octavian
aroused for his war against Antony. All this has little sig-
nificance. The opposition were indeed a rather ingrown cote-
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rie, sharing with other members of the Roman upper classes
a suspicion of foreigners, They drew a line around themselves
to keep out most of the world of their own day. The line
emphatically did not exclude classical Hellenism. Several fig-
ures explain the paradox: Cato, so absurdly traditionalist in
many ways, so ardently Roman, reading Plato on the eve of
his death, Brutus reciting Euripedes, Seneca talking (in Greek,
we may be sure) with Demetrius the Cynic. Greek elements
run through the history of the opposition from start to fin-
ish. Motives for resistance, justification of tyrannicide, hatred
of despotism, all the preliminaries show Greek colors; conduct
in the killing of the tyrant, or in confronting his interroga-
tion, or in the scene of suicide—the same; and the same again
in the cult established for the martyr by his family and his
friends, in the written memorials that brought together Cre-
mutius Cordus and Epictetus, or Pliny and Plutarch; in busts
that raised comparisons with Socrates. He and Cato were
named in the same breath, he and Seneca carved back to back
i double herms (Plate 1).3¢

How strong a spell the Greek tradition cast over the most
diverse audiences appears not only in Rome but elsewhere too.
It drew on a regular library of works now known to us more
through their later debtors than through themselves—works
of a type hardly developed before Alexander’s day, suddenly
flourishing under his successors, who, by introducing to the
world their ceremonious courts, their resplendent autocracy,
and their oppressive strength, made protest almost impossible
and almost inevitable. It was, to be sure, expressed only
through words and ideas, in default of physical resources. It
could be only 2 protest through the dramatic confrontations,
diatribes, and “last words” which have been already discussed
so far as they bore on the history of the Roman opposition.
Yet the use of these same words and ideas spread beyond the
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boundaries of a single city to every circle where Greek was
read and spoken, and to any group or class pressed down by
too strong a government. For the present study, the whole
subject of Greek opposition becomes important.

A sort of introduction to our wider search can be found
among the Jewish Apocrypha, in the Fourth Book of Mac-
cabees. Much about the work is strange or obscure: author
unknown (some Heilenized Jew); place of composition un-
known (very likely Antioch); date uncertain, though lying
somewhere in the century after Augustus’ death. In form it is
a commemorative speech on the sufferings and deaths of nine
Jews punished by King Antiochus for refusing to break the
Law. Their conduct is used to exemplify the victory of right
piety over natural weaknesses, in a curious interweaving of
philosophy and religion to which we will return in the next
chapter. Here it is rather the trial that concerns us, particu-
larly the first scene involving a certain old man, Eleazar, “well
known to many of the tyrant’s courtiers for his philosophy,”
dragged before “the tyrant sitting with his councilors upon a
high place, and surrounding by his soldiers stationed round
about him in arms.” Eleazar responds to pleas and threats alike
with noble courage, at some length: his not to give in, the
tyrant’s to compel—if he can, Do your worst with wheel and
fire, Eleazar challenges. “You guards of the tyrant, why do
you hang back?” Torture by new and strange devices,
nothing avails. He stands it all, “straining his gaze upward to
heaven,” endures even while unconscious; for, though fallen in
a faint, “his reason remained erect.” So, “like a noble athlete,
though struck, he conquered his torturers;” and so, after
him, in further scenes of defiance, seven brothers successively
“antiphilosophize against the tyrant” (dweqbu\ocré(ﬁnaav TG TUPAVVY,
8.15). What is true of one is true of all: the guards “were
keenly angered by his mappyeia” (10.5), “the tyrant himself

83



Enemies of the Roman Order

and all his council were astonished by their endurance”
(17.17). Readers, shuddering, share their astonishment. The
martyrs indeed submit to a variety of tortures not matched
for ingenuity or for detailed effect in any earlier piece of
ancient literature nor in subsequent works until the second
century Passion of Polycarp. The latter fact points to some
influence, direct or indirect, or from a common source,
on Christian martyrologies, and speculations along that line,
though beyond firm substantiation, receive support from the
popularity that 4 Maccabees later enjoyed not among Jews,
who cease to mention the work, but among such writers as
Jerome, Eusebius, Augustine, and John Chrysostom. We can
follow its fame into the period in which Christian martyr acts
were being composed. If we turn back in the other direction
and seek its sources, we find, mixed together with other proofs
of the author’s Hellenic culture, continual little hints of
Socrates in the person and words of Eleazar, and much of
Stoic doctrine: brotherhood of all men, sovereignty of reason
over passions. Despite the fervor of the author, it is clear that
4 Maccabees is 2 work of conscious art—he is, after all, de-
scribing events two centuries past, recollected in tranqullity
——to which he can at leisure adapt the resources of his wide
reading. What is particularly interesting is his dependence on
the antityrant motifs that were developed for a similar service
by the Greeks, and which 2 most aggressively patriotic and
pious Jew felt no embarrassment in using against Greek
enemies. For him as for Romans of the same period, the alien
tradition nevertheless appeared an attractive weapon of
opposition.* -

This same tradition is found next in the Acts of the Pagan
Martyrs, surviving in longer or shorter papyrus fragments
from Egypt, and for the most part recounting the collisions
between Alexandrian Greeks and their enemies over the first
two centuries A.D. Some bits belong to a period only a little
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later than the events they describe; others reveal several re-
editings. They were still being copied and polished, and their
drama heightened, in the first third of the third century, but
retain at least something, generally a great deal, of the form of
original trial minutes (acta). Aside from scattered short nar-
rative passages, they consist of dialogue only, with more or
less rhetorical embroidery depending on the authors. Evi-
dently a great many persons contributed to the corpus of the
Acts at different times, and it would thus be vain to look for
uniformity either in style or in content. Actunally, the audi-
ence for which these pieces were produced, the well-to-do
Greeks of Alexandria, looked on the local Egyptans with
scorn, the Jews with dislike rising to hatred, and the Roman
emperor and his representatives at times with approval, at
times with anger. Anti-Romanism took the form of cultural
snobbery, accusations of injustice, or charges of fiscal oppres-
sion or dishonesty. So various were the topics and points of
view to be handled. In general, the themes that recur are
three, and fit what else is known of the Greek population in
the city: namely, their exclusive pride, anti-Semitism, and
restiveness under Roman rule. Several speakers in the Acts
emphasize their cultural heritage. Consider this exchange
between a certain Appian and Commodus:

The emperor called him back. The emperor said, “Now do you not
know whom you are speaking to?”

Appian: “I know. Appian speaks to a tyrant.”

The emperor: “No, to the monarch.”

Appian: “Don’t say that! For vour father, the divine [Marcus
Aurelius] Antoninus, was fit to be an emperor; for—listen to me—first
of all he was a philosopher; second, he was not avaricious; third, he
was virtuous. You have the opposite qualities: you are tyrannical, un-
virtaous, uncivilized,” Caesar ordered him to be led away [to execu-

tion]. As he was being led away, Appian said, “Grant me this, my
lord Caesar.”

The emperor: “Whart?”
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Appian: “Order that I may be led away in my noble insignia.”

The emperor: “So be it.”

Appian took his headband and put it on his head, and putting his
white shoes on his feet, he cried out in the middle of Rome, “Hurry
up, Romans, and see the sight of the ages, an Alexandrian gymnasiarch
and ambassador being led off!”

The evocatus immediately ran up and stood before the emperor,
saying, “Do you sit idle, my lord? The Romans are murmuring.”

The emperor: “About what?”

The consul [beside him]: “About the execution of the Alexandrian.”

The emperor: “Summon him again.”

Appian, when he entered, said, “Who calls me back a second time
as I was about to greet Hades again, and those who died before me,
Theon and Isidorus and Lampon? Was it the senate or you, you
brigand?”

The emperor: “Appian, we are accustomed to chasten raving and
abandoned men. You speak only so long as 1 wish you to.”

Appian: “By your genius, I am neither raving nor have I forgotten
myself entirely, but I am rather appealing on behalf of my noble rank
and rights,”

The emperor: “How so?”

Appian: “As one of noble rank and a gymnasiarch.”

Or consider Isidore’s damning of Jews and Egyptians in one
breath:

Against what you, Agrippa, declare concerning the Jews, 1 will
make answer. I accuse them of wishing to stir up the whole world . ..
We must consider the whole crowd of them. They don’t think the
same way as the Alexandrians, but more like Egyptians,

And a similarly rancorous passage pits two embassies from
Alexandria against the emperor Trajan.

And the Jews, entering first, saluted the emperor Trajan, and his
Majesty saluted them most warmly, since he had already been won
over by Plotina. After them the Alexandrian envoys entered and
saluted the emperor. He, however, did not come forward to meet
them, but said, “You say, ‘Hail!’ to me as though you deserved to re-
ceive a greeting—you who dared to do such wicked things to the
Jews! , . .)”
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(Trajan]: “You must anticipate dying, being so contemptuous of
death that you answer even me so boldly.”

Hermaiscus said, “Yes, but we are grieved to see your council filled
with impious Jews.”

Caesar said, “I tell you for the second time, Hermaiscus, you an-
swer me boldly, relying on your high birth.”

Hermaiscus said, “What do you mean, boldly, greatest emperor?
Tell me.”

Caesar said, “Pretending that mine is a council of Jews.”

Hermaiscus: “Do you then object to the word ‘Jew’® You should
then rather help your own people and not defend the impious Jews.”

As Hermaiscus was saying this, the bust of Serapis that they carried
[on their embassy] suddenly broke into a sweat, and Trajan was as-
tonished at the sight, and in a litle while crowds gathered in Rome
and very numerous shouts rang out, and all began to flee to the highest

parts of the hills.

Here the text breaks off. The rest is lost, by mischances which
have beset the whole corpus, and from which not a single
example has escaped entire. Still, considering that any papyri
from Alexandria are rare, almost unknown, and how dis-
creetly these particular ones had to be circulated there and 1n
the countryside, lest they incriminate their authors, we are
lucky to have as much as we do. For the Acts of the Pagan
Martyrs plainly exalt the enemies of the state, glorify men
persecuted by the Romans, and preserve the memories of
heroes “who died before—Theon and Isidorus and Lampon.”
Whoever copied or so much as read such literature would
have something to explain to the governor. In this respect, the
Acts invite comparison with that other type of commemora-
tive literature created in Rome itself, involving several men
in the death penalty. Alexandrians resented the emperor’s rule
just as the Roman nobility did, and championed a senate—a
boule of Alexandria—not granted to the city until Septimius
Severus’ reign. Like Roman senators, the gymmasia class of
Alexandrians looked on the very existence of the empire with
mixed feelings, though what they would have preferred in-
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stead hardly appears: perhaps Athenian hegemony combined
with local independence, or something equally farfetched. In
this very vagueness of political intention, parallels with the
opposition in Rome hold good, too. As to the Acts in their
literary character, the influence of earlier works describing
philosopher-heroes is limited but plain. The tyrant, called
“brigand” (Ajorapxes), presides in court with his nobles
around him, his guards at his back; a preliminary hearing is
followed by a second, at which the subtle culture of his vic-
tims, ¢ihdroyer, challenges despotic force with mapppeia. They
display their intrepidity in bold talk, 6pasvrorpia; they lec-
ture their oppressor on their beliefs, and when he orders
them burnt at the stake, they go calmly, or at the last moment
escape his cruelty by the intervention of some divine mani-
festation. Readers here will catch the echoes of sources quoted
above, the “last words™ and trial scenes of philosophers, espe-
cially Domitian’s trial of Apollonius of Tyana; and if all the
surviving Acts contained only these features, it would be fair
to trace their formal inspiration to just these genres. Such
connections in their various aspects have often been defended.
The Acts, however, are a most miscellaneous collection. To
the pride of office and obvious wealth displayed or implied in
so many passages can be opposed the mention of a hero who
“did not criticize the emperor, since he was a judge of kind
temper, easily against the rich, easily angered at those in any
way of noble rank.” This has a thoroughly proletarian sound.
And to the anti-Roman sentiments that predominate can be
opposed those others that flatter the emperor as beneficent and
upright. Beyond the political, many literary elements can be
detected: minutes of real hearings, notes taken by sympathetic
spectators, artistic embellishments drawn from various com-
mon forms of Greek fiction.®

Some coincidental likeness between the descriptions of
Hermaiscus, or Isidore, or Appian, and of Socrates, Zeno, or
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Apollonius, can be accounted for by external circumstances
which imposed their own character on the forms of defiance.
The fact must be kept in mind when we turn to a third genre,
Christian martyr acts. These too were written and circulated
covertly among persecuted groups to glorify their heroes and
blacken the names and conduct of their oppressors; these too
have as their setting a trial, and concentrate so decisively on
dialogue that the actual death scene may be entirely omitted
or hurried over in a sentence or two; and, by judicious culling,
these too can be made to yield most of the features already
noticed in their pagan parallels. A warning is needed here,
however; for the number of really early accounts—that is, of
the second and third centuries—is small, comprising perhaps
a dozen that have come down to us without serious contami-
nation, and of these in turn the oldest and truest seem to con-
form least to any single pattern. Moreover, if we look for
outside influences, our findings may be deceptive. Strict
bureaucratic form encloses the drama: for example, “In the
fourth consulship of Valerian and the third of Gallienus, the
third day before the calends of September, at Carthage, in his
office, Paternus the proconsul said to Cyprian the bishop,
“The most divine emperors Valerian and Gallienus have
deigned to send me a letter ordering . . .” Cyprian the bishop
said . . .” and so on—thus begins the Acta S. Cypriani, very
much on the scheme of the Alexandrian Acts with their
repeated erev’s, The similarity arises from no literary bor-
rowings but from the dependence of both types of document
on official acta emphasized for the sake of credibility; and
everyone acknowledges that both pagan and Christian martyr
tales really did draw, some more, some less, on court minutes.
These would of course preserve little more than date, place,
names of judge and witnesses, and interrogation. If spectators
kept their own minutes, they would follow the same form.
A later editor wishing to add art and drama from other genres
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thus had little to turn to except other question-and-answer
literature, that is, Cynic diatribes, with as much of Stoicism
as had been accommodated to that form. A few key words
shared by Epictetus and Diogenes, and by Christian hagi-
ographers, once led to theories of dependence later disproved,
nor could any direct link be established joining early Christian
acts to the exitus stories and the Alexandrian Acts, whatever
might be said of the possibility of a common source. The
exuberance of first discoveries and arguments had to be
pruned down.®®

Some arguments nevertheless resisted correction. In their
exchanges with Christians, Roman judges always got beaten,
going so far as to shape their questions to a devastating
repartee. Aphorisms sparkled on the lips of innocent priests
and still more innocent peasants as much as if they had been
the sharpest sophists, and this and other tricks of presentation
rapidly spread among martyr acts of the fourth and fifth
centuries. It was indeed inevitable that the style of address
skillfully adapted by popular philosophers for a vulgar audi-
ence, over previous centuries, should be later reused, and that
Christians under persecution should take from literary models
traditionally turned to violent social criticism. In the more
authentic martyrologies, dependence on Stoic-Cynic writings
was never decisive and at first hardly detectible. Its later de-
velopment can nonetheless be traced through further details.
In the very process of rebutting sophistic eloquence, martyrs
echo their enemies. “A certain Rufinus, standing near-—one of
those reputed to excel in rhetorical studies—said, ‘Cease,
Pionius, to deceive yourself.” Pionius answered, ‘Are these
your speeches? Are these your books? Not even Socrates suf-
fered such charges at the hands of the Athenians. Everyone
now is an Anytus or Meletus. And I suppose Socrates and
Aristides and Anaxarchus and the rest deceived themselves,
among your citizens, in practising philosophy, justice, and
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bravery.” Rufinus, however, hearing this, was silent.” By im-
plication, the martyr resembles the philosopher-heroes whom
he mentions; surely, then, the persecutor must be a “tyrant”
—and so he is, rdpawos, in a number of even the early and
relatively unadorned accounts.*® By Eusebius’ day, the devel-
opment had advanced much farther: witness his tale of five
Egyptian martyrs,

led before the tyrant [Firmilian the governor], where they gave rein
to their rappnola; they were then thrown into prison. On the next day
—the 16th of the month Peritius, or, by Roman reckoning, the 14th
before the calends of March—they were led before the judge . . .
who first made test of their invincible perseverance with all types of
torture, by instruments strange and differently devised. The spokes-
man for all of them he [Firmilianus] struggled with in these contests.
He asked first, “Who was he?” And in place of his true name, he
heard him give the name of a prophet. And so it happened with all of
them: instead of the names which had been given by their fathers and
which were in some cases the names of idols, they called themselves
by other names: Elias, Jeremiah . .. [The spokesman] answered that
Jerusalem was his country (no doubt thinking of that of which Paul
had spoken, “There is a free Jerusalem on high, which is our mother,”
and, “You have come to Mt. Sion to the city of the living God, the
heavenly Jerusalem”). And he had this in mind. But {Firmilian], cast-
ing his thoughts lower, upon this earth, and inquiring closely and
curiously what this might be, and where it lay . . . he answered, “It
was a city to be the homeland onlv of the righteous, for none but
those should have a share in it; and it lay toward the east, toward the
rising sun.” And so again he philosophized about these matters . . .
[Turning his anger next against another victim before him, Firmilian
renewed his interrogation], for he was not a2 man but a wild beast, or
whatever is more savage than a wild beast . . . But this [second
martyr] Porphyrius was a fair sight to see, with the bearing of one
who has conquered in all contests of the Sacred Games . . . truly
filled with the divine spirit. And in the manner of a philosopher he
wore a mantle like a tunic around him, looking upward . . . [Ar the
moment of his death] with a calm untroubled determination, the hero
made disposition of his possessions to his friends.#!
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Here in Fusebius can be seen, sometimes obvious, sometimes’
a little more deftly hidden, almost the full range of perfectly
alien motifs imported into martyrologies from pagan writings.
The events described really took place, in some sequence now
obscured by dramatic ornament; the date survives as witness
to the original protocol; but, to begin with, the general at-
mosphere of a battle of wits, of wappyota, in which both judge
and persecuted engage and from which the one emerges tri-
umphant, the other baffled even in ways that he does not
realize, is quite false and quite in the style of Cynic debates.
It i1s typical, too, that the judge should not only be called
mépawvos, but should display the cruelty, dullness, and lack
of culture regularly attributed to the tyrant. In the end, his
very barbarity avails nothing against his victims, whose smiles
in the midst of their agony defeat him—smiles and victories
common in the martyr literature and suggestive of a debt to
reports on the trials or deaths of Zeno, of Seneca, or the like.
What gives the Christians their triumphant power is their
relation with God. They are “truly filled with the divine
spirit.” As descriptions of cruel questioning and tortures are
elaborated in Eusebius’ lifetime, they speak increasingly of the
dramatic operation of mysterious forces. The martyr, by his
nearness to death, his inner sanctity, his purpose in enduring,
anticipates immortality by a few hours. Divine grace is
granted him; a heavenly aroma and light spread around him;
and with superhuman gifts he is able to tame the beasts of the
arena, to encounter Satan and subdue him, to speak with
Christ or be spoken to by him, to see visions and make
prophecies—hence the names of prophets that Firmilianus’
victims take to themselves. A well-established kind of story,
the aretalogy, to be discussed in the next chapter, must at least
be mentioned here, since it seems to tie to a common heritage
the miraculous powers of Apollonius of Tyana, vanishing

02



Philosophers

suddenly from Domitian’s court; the Alexandrian envoys,
whose cult image of Serapis bursts into sweat at a crucial
moment in their trial; and, a century later, the persecuted
wonder workers granted the strength of God to defy or
baffle their enemies. In this latter role the Christian need not
put aside his philosopher’s “mantle like a tunic,” for in the
later Empire the philosopher had become, from logician and
scientist, a communicant with the beyond. It was thus not
surprising, though the stricter Fathers found it very repre-
hensible, that monks should go about dressed for all the world
like the older wandering Cynics, with bare feet, mantle, staff,
beard, and dirty matted long hair. Certain stereotypes of
superhuman virtue were too deeply fixed in the ancient mind
to be eradicated.®

It is the philosopher that most clearly connects all four
kinds of protest pamphlets that we have surveyed, Roman,
Jewish, Alexandrian, and Christian—that, and the fact that
the groups giving rise to these pamphlets confronted an enemy
infinitely beyond their strength to defeat or even to chal-
lenge openly. Had the odds been different, opposition would
have shown itself in action. Facing the overwhelming power
of the Roman state, its opponents had little choice of weapons.
They were obliged to strike only through ideas and words,
that 1s, through the philosopher, whose message and attributes
changed over the centuries, but whose formidable figure
embodied anger and reproach.

The phenomena reviewed in this and the preceding chapter
suggest a conclusion to be developed later, namely, that the
history of those who held up the Roman Establishment, and
of those who sought to tear it down, traced parallel lines. Just
as it was a truly Roman nobility who ran the empire and
made the laws, in the first century, and who retained for some
generations an inherited tendency to exercise their influence
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through family ties, so the anti-imperial were also nobles, with
their roots in the capital and the Latin plain; and they too
expressed their opposition through memorial cults, marriage
alliances, and prejudices bequeathed to sons. In all respects
but the political, these two groups were the same. After a
time, less pedigreed but still decidedly upper-class figures were
admitted to the imperial civil service and the senate. Julio-
Claudii were succeeded by mere Flavii. But similarly, the line
of Cato and Brutus devolved upon Annaei. When, in a sort
of epilogue, the story of the unconquerable martyr is traced
into other surroundings, it is seen passing from a Roman into
a provincial aristocracy, more precisely into an Alexandrian
circle, and finally into the community of second and third
century Christians, who represented quite undistinguished
classes. In the same period, as is well known, the same lower
strata of society were obtaining their share of power and help-
ing to form and control the empire’s laws by such routes as
the equestrian civil or military career. The conclusion that
follows seems necessary, even if somewhat unexpected. In-
ternal opposition in the empire was not a matter of enemies
aiming at each other across a gulf of difference but rather
of hostility between persons who were close neighbors in a
cultural and social sense; and, though the types and appear-
ances of opposition are for the most part unrelated to each
other, they moved steadily down the social scale much as
did the dominant classes in just these centuries.
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ONE might believe, if one read only superficially in ancient
or modern sources, that the philosopher in classical times was
very much like his counterpart today, that is, essentially a
metaphysician, a thinker, a Plato or (if Plato’s private demon
and his ultimate mysticism should offend) perhaps an Aristotle.
The type at any rate could be known by the achievements
of the mind. Yet challengers to the same title “philosopher”
existed, building their fame not on the creation of a ra-
tional system but on the exercise of the powers of their
souls—powers derived, it might be, from a previous existence
in some other form of being, or from an ascetic regimen that
enabled them to learn and to do more than other mortals.
They were the descendants of Pythagoras. In a long line, they
perpetuated his inspiration, however misapplied or misunder-
stood. For Pythagoreanism, after a temporary eclipse in the
fifth and fourth centuries, revived, and carried down into
the Hellenistic age and to popularity in Rome from the first
century B.C. an image quite different from that of Plato, more
resembling the pursuit and the person respectively called
“philosophy” and “philosopher” in the preceding few pages.
On the changed meaning of the two words, as the chief mat-
ter of this chapter, we will focus later, but the background

95



Enemies of the Roman Order

must first be sketched in, beginning with the early history
of Pythagoreanism in the Empire.

Thus (not to mention two or three Pythagorean senators of
Cicero’s day) Seneca, a young man in Tiberius’ reign, as a
result of his studies under a Pythagorean teacher, entered
timidly on the ascetic life and might have continued the ex-
periment but for an unlucky conjuncture of the times: “For-
eign rites were then afoot, and abstinence from certain animal
foods was taken as a proof of superstition. So, at the request
of my father,” he gave up a choosy diet.! He had been at it 2
year, and thought he could already detect improvement in his
intellectual processes. That had been promised by his teacher,
and the promise helps to explain the attraction of Pytha-
goreanism for so very unvegetarian a nature as Seneca’s, There
were still richer rewards in the doctrine. The believer could
conquer death. Under the emperor Caligula, Julius Canus,
called a Stoic, was condemned to die, and in approved fashion,
gathering his friends about him and discussing the immortality
of the soul with them and with his special spiritual adviser, he
awaited arrest. When the final moment arrived, Canus re-
vealed an unexpected side of his philosophy quite alien to
Stoicism. He promised his friends to return after death and
report whatever he had learnt that was especially interesting.
Thus far Seneca’s account, Plutarch adds that Canus before
execution foretold the same fate within three days for one of
his friends (who died as predicted), and himself did reappear
from the beyond to another of his circle to “discourse on the
survival of the spirit.”® The mncident reveals the penetration
of obvious Pythagoreanism into the more conservative circles
and the higher social classes with which Seneca and his like
were acquainted.

Just what was involved in this penetration must be learnt

from the life of Pythagoras. Details reach us through the
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biography by Iamblichus (ca. 300), in which he draws on
earlier biographies by his own master, Porphyry, and, most of
all, by Apollonius of Tyana, These two in turn depend on
traditions first fixed in writing, it seems, by Aristotle and by
other reporters of the late fourth century B.c. Pythagoras,
then, appeared as a wanderer on the scene where he was to
win his fame, in south Italy—a god, so his followers believed,
a benevolent demon, Apollo, or the moon, in the form of a
man (Iamb., Vit. Pythag. 30). His five senses, however, and
his intelligence were all of a keenness beyond that of any
mortal (67), and, even more, he could work miracles of pre-
diction (36). In one encounter with an angry peasant, he was
able to speak to the man’s ox and persuade it not to eat his
crops again (61). Stories of this sort drew to him a certain
Abaris, priest of Apollo from Thrace, who believed that he
could recognize Apollo in Pythagoras—and rightly, for
Pythagoras by way of proof gave him a ghmpse of his thigh
of gold (92, 135). Abaris had a wonderful arrow taken from
Apollo’s shrine by which, with muttered spells, he could ride
where he would or deflect plagues and hurricanes from sup-
pliant cities like Sparta (92). This he gave to Pythagoras—
gave back, since Pythagoras was Apollo—and the new owner
used it as Abaris had. He averted plagues and wind- or hail-
storms, banished monstrous serpents from the countryside,
smoothed raging seas, or merely foretold shipwrecks (135f,
142)—all “proofs of his piety,” in Iamblichus’ phrase (137).
He made himself invisible to escape his enemies, or appeared
in two places simultaneously to two groups of friends. As to
the source of all his lore, some he gathered as a youth when
he went to live in 2 temple, some in a descent to Hades, some
from Egyptian priests, some from eastern Chaldeans or Magi,
and Brahmans, Wherever he went, he was revered—save at
the court of Phalaris. But every philosopher must meet a
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tyrant and, in his very teeth, pronounce a long and edifying
speech.?

The incidents clustering round the life of Pythagoras, most
of them receding into legends of the fourth century B.C. or
earlier, some added as late as the third century A.p., served to
raise him above the run of men. He was a figure much like
Solomon or Merlin, each answering to the tastes of a certain
audience by which, in the course of generations, the life of
the hero was slowly, lovingly, naively, and at last almost un-
recognizably transformed into a work of folk art. The story
spoke to those who desired to be fooled, who wanted (as
men have always wanted) to stare or shiver; and so, quite
without embarrassment, it embroidered incidents if it did not
steal them outright from the lives of other heroes, In Herodo-
tus could be found, for instance, the nucleus of the Abaris
story. Within a century it was attached to Pythagoras. But
Herodotus made popular another rich source of romance: the
encounter with peoples of the East. Pythagoras shared in this,
too. It was a commonplace. Greeks, so arrogantly contrast-
ing themselves to most “babblers,” BdpBapo:, nevertheless ac-
knowledged their youth before the much older wisdom of
certain other lands. They never outgrew their awe. They
could at the same time despise a western race like the Romans
and yet say, “Bronze-bound is the road toward the gods, high
and rough, whose many paths the barbarians have discovered
where the Greeks became lost . . . The god revealed the way
to the Egyptians and the Chaldeans (for these are Assyrians)
and the Lydians and Hebrews.” This was the canonized list.
The curious therefore read of Egypt, or traveled there.
Serious inquirers would try to reach Persia. Adventurous
devotees occasionally got as far as Alexander the Great had
gone, boasted of more distant journeys still, and returned to
ungrudging admiration. They had seen the gymnosophists,
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the Brahmans, the very fonts of wisdom. Pythagoras drew
on them; everyone respected their learning, sanctity, and
miracles. To reach them, the last great pagan philosopher,
Plotinus, joined the Roman invasion forces of 243-44 against
Persia—in vain, the attack failing—while Christian contem-
poraries sent their saints, in imagination, to the same source,
lest they should fall behind in reputation.*

A truly spectacular display of Brahman influence was of-
fered in the great tourist town of Olympia at the conclusion
of the games of 165, by Peregrinus Proteus. He went up in
smoke. According to Lucian, who tells the tale to make us
laugh (choosing, readers feel, a rather grisly subject for
humor), Peregrinus had begun life in unnatural vice and
patricide, advanced to the role of charlatan, passed briefly
through Christianity and imprisonment as a much pampered
martyr and “new Socrates” (De morte Peregrini 12), turned
Cynic and declared his allegiance by the usual dirty mantle,
long hair, and shocking manners; procured his banishment
from Rome, next, and then, slowly losing the notoriety on
which he had managed to support himself, decided to end it
all in a blaze of glory. To this point, his career is, if strange,
not uncharacteristic of the age he lived in, Dabbler in a for-
bidden religion, Christianity; in the least respectable of philos-
ophies, Cynicism; in Pythagoreanism, as appears in some
details of his final scene, and in his advertising of himself as
the avatar of Proteus—everything prepares us (if anything
can) for the manner of his death. He had himself burnt alive
on a great pyre, by previous arrangement well advertised and
well attended. Lucian’s friend, being present there, was re-
minded of the Brahmans. It had been a century and more since
one of their order, Zarmanochegas, had immolated himself
before a Greek or Roman audience, and much longer ago than
that since Alexander the Great had witnessed the ceremonious
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exit of Kalyana from this world; but people still remembered.
Peregrinus was the last in the line. He had no successors,
despite the rewards: fame, and cult statues, and the testimony
of at least one disciple who saw him after death “clad in
white, radiant, garlanded in olive, walking about in the Stoa
of the Seven Echoes.”™

Peregrinus’ posthumous reappearance was not unique. As
much was attributed to Pythagoras in variant descriptions of
his death.® No ordinary end could have terminated the story
of a being somehow compounded of a mortal body and an
Apollonian spark. It was this that set Pythagoras apart. Later
followers indeed studied his philosophy, but turned more and
more to that part of his heritage that could be called religion,
or even magic. He was accordingly described as being wise
through some supernatural receptivity; receptive by the exer-
cise of ascetic piety; pious by the denial of the body toward
the liberation of the spirit for travels into new and wider
realms of truth. Neopythagorean beliefs in the soul as an
entity capable of independent motion, of action upon the
physical world, and of response to invocation in turn con-
tributed to a literature increasingly popular in the second,
third, and fourth centuries. With help from other sources and
doctrines, it created a world in which anything might hap-
pen. Men might be given to see some great philosopher’s soul
passing into a snake, like Plotinus’ at his deathbed; or, like
Plotinus again, they might sce their own soul summoned by
the incantations of an Egyptian priest in the temple of Isis in
Rome. The demon that then responded turned out to be not
of the usual quality found in most men but the spirit of a god,
thereby explaining the outcome of a curious struggle with
another philosopher from Alexandria, one Olympius. This
rival tried to “crush Plotinus with star spells” and astrological
enchantments, “When he sensed that his attempt was recoil-
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ing on himself, he told his associates that Plotinus’ soul had a
great power, able to retaliate every attack upon those who
attempted to hurt him. Plotinus, however, perceived the at-
tempt, saying that Olympius’ body was at that moment con-
tracted like a purse pulled tight, with his limbs compressed
against each other.”””

The participation in the contest of an Alexandrian, and the
use of the temple of Isis, “the only pure place in Rome,”
belong naturally in these episodes. Egyptian worships had
taken hold on the world, the ancient Egyptian primacy in the
whole field of the occult was accepted with more absolute
conviction. To date this rising popularity would not be pos-
sible. A single mark of its progress may be mentioned. Hadrian
was the first to honor Serapis on imperial coinage, picturing
himself in the Serapeum of Alexandria face to face with the
god; and to his reign belongs that influential priest of Isis,
Pachrates, who spent twenty-three years in the crypt of the
temple apparently learning everything the goddess could
teach; for when he emerged, he had mastered the trick of
riding on crocodiles and of transforming a door bolt into a
robot helper, and, to the visiting Hadrian as further proof of
his powers, he “brought a man to the spot in a single hour,
made him take to his bed in two hours, killed him in seven
hours, and caused a dream to come to the emperor himself,
demonstrating the entire truth of the magic through him.
Hadrian, marveling at the prophet, ordered double salary to
be issued to him.” Magical recipes of Pachrates’ devising sur-
vive in papyri: “A spell with incense, to draw”—that worked
in one hour. “If you wish to cross riding on a crocodile, sit
down and repeat as follows.” Pachrates turned up in Greece,
and Lucian speaks of him. He had a pupil, the Pythagorean

Arignotus, himself “a marvel for wisdom and admirable in
everything.””®

101



Enemies of the Roman Order

Pythagoras had listened and learned in Egypt; there, too,
Peregrinus enrolled himself in “that remarkable course in
asceticism” (Lucian, De morte Peregrini 17). Plotinus was
an Egyptian himself, and student of another (the famous
Ammonius Saccas), and in his own school in Rome in the
third quarter of the third century he gathered around him
Egyptian friends and students. At the other extreme from
these notable men were “the pupils of the Egyptians, who for
a few pennies make known their sacred lore in the middle of
the market place and drive demons out of men and blow
away diseases and invoke the souls of heroes.” All of these
figures together demonstrate the radiation of influence from
the one province, not only to distant places—Rome, Athens—
but to eminent circles. The emperor himself was their con-
vert. These same figures, however, demonstrate also the
prevalence of a most singular belief: that, through force of
piety, like Plotinus’, or of some unspecified virtuosity, like
Pachrates’, or of more vulgar tricks, like the market place
Egyptians’, one could wage war on weaker spirits, Within the
second, third, and fourth century world of mixed eastern
magic or religion, and Neopythagoreanism, collisions of fan-
tastic powers could elevate or destroy a reputation. They took
place not only in mere romances for the entertainment of
readers, but, as people of the time were convinced, in actual
fact. That much is known from nonliterary evidence. One
category comprises the very large number of curse tablets,
generally of lead, buried and left to do their work on their
victims, in all parts of the empire. Their inscriptions curdle
the blood: for example, “Let him be picked out, for you to
take away his senses, memory, reason (?), marrow.” Though
the text is fragmentary, a picture of a2 devil armed with 2
hook shows who is invoked. A second category 1s made up of
magical papyri. They survive from every century of the

102



Magicians

Roman Empire, most of all from the fourth; they indicate
different levels of literacy in their compilers; they have often
been found in bunches, that is, in libraries, belonging to regu-
lar practitioners; and among recipes for every conceivable
wish that might be answered by the black arts, they include
prescriptions for the cleansing away of evil spirits and for the
words and secret signs to be written on amulets: Kmephis,
Chphuris, Iaeo, aeé, 1ad, 006, Aion, with the picture of a
dragon devouring its tail. “Go away demons, ghosts, illness.”
The amulets themselves, thus to be engraved, also survive in
hundreds, increasingly common from the first century on.
Like magical papyri, amulets reflect the dreads and desires
of all social ranks, raking around wildly in the rubble of
eastern and classical superstition for any formula that would
do the job. To the resulting muddle, the principal contributor
was Egypt, from which, for example, come amulet spells to
kill or mutilate the enemies of the owner of the stone. One
shows a horse-headed demon torturing a man, and on another,
in addition to the lapidary’s work, beside a picture of Isis
holding a whip and a torch, some rejected woman has
scratched with an angry needle, “Either bring him back or
lay him low.” Papyri, amulets, and curse tablets remain; in-
cantations, gestures, incense, and sacrifices cannot reach us,
though they are often enough described in written sources;
the total of the evidence affirms the belief of people of the
time that the strength of their spirit could be increased by the
right practices or that another spirit could be engaged to reach
out against their enemies. The ancient world was as tangled in
a crisscross of invisible contacts, so it might be thought, as our
modern world is entangled in radio beams.?

Aggressive magic was only one of many kinds, and by no
means the most common. Among amulets, it was pain and sick-
ness that were most often aimed at; among curse tablets, the
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wrong horse or chariot in the hippodrome. Nothing so very
horrible here. And the picture of star spells and of demons with
whips or hooks in their hands, ready to strike where they were
told, should be further corrected by mention of magical powers
used for good purposes. Exorcism of unclean spirits occurs
familiarly in the New Testament. They caused disease, espe-
cially madness, and experts could prescribe for their removal
in various ways. More serious demonic forces caused plagues,
earthquakes, floods, storms, or droughts. Occasion for such
invasions might be offered by the presence of unholy people
—Christians, said the pagans; Arians, said the Christians—
or perhaps simply of “Jonahs,” xaxewodwol. One madwoman,
toward the middle of the third century, even announced her-
self as an active agent of bad luck, able to cause, not prevent,
earthquakes, This Christians interpreted as the boast of a
demon within her. It was eventually driven out, and earth-
quakes ceased for a time. A betrer reputation could be built
on the power to avert disaster. Julianus the Theurgist took
credit for the rainstorm that routed the Quadi armies in 174.
It was recalled to contemporaries by the sculptures of Marcus
Aurelius’ column and so was an unquestionable historical fact,
whoever was really responsible. Julianus was also said to have
tried to turn the plague from Rome—the incident recalls
chapters in Pythagoras’ life—and to have “repelled the Dactans
from the borders; for he shaped a human figurine out of clay
and set it up facing the barbarians, who, when they drew
near it, were driven back by irresistible thunderbolts.” Though
the source for the story is late, it may be called the first of a
line. In 394 the pretender Eugenius erected against the em-
peror’s troops a statue of Jove brandishing golden thunder-
bolts, to block the passage of the Alps. A generation later,
inhabitants of Thrace discovered in a “sacred area, sanctified
there by ancient rites,” three silver statues barbaric in dress
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and posture facing north; as soon as the emperor ordered their
removal, the Goths, Huns, and Sarmatans swept in. “The
three statues seem, from their number, to have been dedicated
against all the barbarians.” A last feat of apotropaic magic
may be added: the dream of the Neoplatonist Nestortus, tell-
ing how to save Athens from earthquake by making a statuette
of Achilles and sacrificing to it. The magistrates laughed at
him, but not the people. He had his way, by hiding the
statuette under the cult image of Athena, to which (and so
unwittingly to Achilles) the town fathers regularly rendered
homage. Such were the tricks to which pagans had to resort.
The times were hard. Influence was passing into the hands of
Christians inclined to ask their own God and their own heroes
to defend the empire and its cities.*

In some of the episodes just reported, sources speak ob-
scurely but emphatically of the rites needed to endow statues
with power to act, move, respond, or befriend. As lirtle a
thing as a pinch of incense and a hymn might bring a smile
to the stone lips of Hecate; it might be some far more compli-
cated procedure making use of a hollow statue in which were
placed plants, stones, animals, roots, gems, and symbols chosen
as appropriate to the god involved. Sometimes written requests
were inserted in the statue as into a mailbox, to be posted to
the infernal regions. The same range, and many of exactly the
same details, of invocation raised the dead or deities to be
questioned without need of statues. When Plotinus saw his
own soul, the priest had an assistant handy, who terminated
the interview too soon by wringing the necks of birds used
(it is not clear just how) in the ceremony. Other animals
sometimes interfered—really demons in animal form, demand-
ing to be bought off by certain special attentions. Sometimes
gods had to be summoned with moos, clucks, hisses, and other
animal noises, described most elaborately by Lucan, but by
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magical papyri as well, and finally by Proclus in the fifth cen-
tury. Beyond such direct appearances, epiphanies, or autop-
sies, as they were called, and beyond the materialization of
supernatural powers in statues, a third common way of con-
sulting spirits lay through the use of mediums, most often
boys."

In these three or in any other methods (leaving aside fur-
ther details), the great object was to attain truth guaranteed
by its source, since the later Roman inquirer was more likely to
value knowledge according to its giver than by his own critical
judgment. Teachers for their part were obliged to present their
philosophic or religious revelations wrapped up in the most
absurb claims: an exclusive interview, udvos wpos pdvov, with
Hermes, perhaps, or with Isis, or some other deity. In the
preface to a treatise on astral plants, an author describes
how widely he had pursued his researches, always in vain,
even at Alexandria; but how at length through the magi-
cal offices of a priest in Thebes he obtained an introduction
to Asclepius, and learned all that he now discloses to the
dedicatee—apparently the emperor Claudius.” This is an early
example. Somewhat later, the elder Julianus, known in Rome
as a “Chaldean philosopher” and author of a work on demons
in four books, turned his lore to the benefit of his son of the
same name. He “demanded for him an archangel’s soul,” and
“conjoined him, when he was born {under Trajan], to all the
gods and to the soul of Plato that abides with Apollo and
Hermes.” The boy grew to a man, incredibly wise, and to-
gether with his father published the Chaldean Oracles. The
collection is a disjomted essay announcing a whole philo-
sophic system in which Platonism predominates. It purports
to have been dictated by Apollo, Hecate, and others; in fact,
such is the bizarre, obscure, bombastic, and incoherent con-
tent that it may rather have been dictated by a medium in a
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trance. It stood in need of more than the exegesis that Julianus
(the younger) supplied: Proclus added further commentary.
Julianus enjoyed great fame. His accompanying Marcus Au-
relius to the northern wars and his rainmaking there have
been mentioned. In Rome he headed a sort of community for
philosophic and magical initiation. It endured for a century at
least. Porphyry then learnt of it, brought the Oracles out of
obscurity, published his Doctrine of Julianus and Philosophy
from Oracles, and passed on the enthusiasm to his pupil
Iamblichus. lamblichus wrote more on the subject, and his
disciples in turn introduced the emperor Julian to it—which
brings us to the heyday of oracular philosophy, or philosophi-
cal oracles. The mid-fourth century indeed abounds in figures
taking the name first introduced by Julianus, “theurge”;
abounds in doctrines emanating from mysterious sources, pro-
moted by mysterious beings half divine, as they claimed, able
to work wonders, to warrant salvation, to reveal all truth.'®
Such revelations were in theory addressed only to 1initiates.
Secrecy enhanced their attraction. From Pythagoras to
Proclus, anyone who wanted to impress spoke in riddles and
whispers, bound his hearers to silence, promised them eleva-
tion in knowledge far above the common herd: “Do not
reveal this lore to all men,” it is “a wisdom unknown to the
crowd.” In actual fact, much must have been widely circu-
lated and often copied, because much survives to the present
day. We have the Chaldean Oracles of the second century
and the Hermetic Corpus, mostly of the third. We can trace,
too, the progress of Neoplatonism toward theurgy, through
the abundant writings of the school, beginning with the vast
treatise of Plotinus, the founder of Neoplatonism; then
through Porphyry, and so to Iamblichus. Both of the latter
left works on a variety of subjects. The extent to which all
three reached beyond Plato to alien sources is not easily
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determined. Neopythagoreanism contributed rules for absti-
nent diet and regimen and some tincture of its views on the
soul. Porphyry and Iamblichus showed their special interest
in Pythagoras by composing histories of his life. Neopytha-
goreanism, in truth, may be said to have died in the arms of
Neoplatonism. There is evidence, too, for Oriental influence
of growing importance over the course of the century after
Plotinus’ death. But on a level above particular details, it is
clear that the whole intent of Plotinus’ teachings, still more
of Porphyry’s and of lamblichus’ after him, differed from
Plato’s fundamentally. It was not a matter alone of demonol-
ogy, astrology, and magic, though toward these the Neo-
platonists offered at least a cautious homage, and, at the worst,
total surrender. Neoplatonists rather differed from the school
they claimed to continue in making a religion out of philos-
ophy. They hoped for salvation, not wisdom, for mystic
union, not moral learning. A vegetarian diet helped Plotinus
four times to attain nirvana; lamblichus (De myst. 3.14 and
elsewhere) preferred divination. Neither believed it possible
to establish philosophic truth by use of the mind unassisted.
“It 1s not thought that links theurgists with the gods,” Iambli-
chus said, “else what should hinder the theoretical philoso-
phers from enjoying theurgic union with them? The case is
not so. Theurgic union is attained only by the efiicacy of the
unspeakable acts performed in the appropriate manner, acts
which are beyond all comprehension, and by the potency of
the unutterable symbols which are comprehended only by
the gods.”**

It would be well to pause here and consider this last quota-
tion. It rerurns us after a long detour to our starting point
at the beginning of the chapter, and to the type of philosopher
described at the end of Chapter 11, that is, to the man in whom
the seat of power is the soul, not the mind. The mind, in fact,
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from the second century on, comes under increasingly open,
angry, and exasperated attack. Perhaps Quintilian’s earlier im-
patience with scholarly disquisitions meant nothing; perhaps
Seneca’s dislike of theoretical arguments, and Dio Chrysos-
tom’s plea to strip education down to the bare bones of moral
philosophy, were no more than commonplaces traceable to
far earlier Greek sources. The Cynics of every age were ready
to throw away logic, physics, geometry, music, letters, in
sum, all liberal studies. But a figure like Sextus Empiricus is
a new phenomenon. In the later second century he “sat down
to administer the intellectual coup de grace to the world of
reason which Greece had created from chaos.” Methodically
though without originalicy he turned the batteries of skeptic
thought against grammar, philology, rhetoric, the sciences,
everything, leaving a great vacuum; and in preparation to fill
it again with the kind of revealed philosophy we have been
talking about, a writer of the third century, in the Hermetic
Corpus, puts these words into the mouth of Hermes Thrice-
Greatest himself: “Philosophy is nothing else than striving
through constant contemplation and saintly piety toward the
knowledge of God. For many have rendered philosophy in-
comprehensible and have confused it, with manifold specu-
lation . . . mixing it up in different unintelligible studies
through their clever treatises on arithmetic, music, and geom-
etry ... [ True philosophy] is unsullied by restless inquisitive-
ness of spirit,”*

Prejudices discoverable in these passages infected the whole
Roman world. Proof lies in word changes. Linguistic evidence
of this sort is particularly weighty because it implies a cor-
responding change of ideas in the minds of all people who
spoke either Latin or Greek. The conclusions that emerge are,
moreover, particularly clear. To cover the spectrum of men
ranging from the semieducated charlatan to the most profound
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scholar in philosophy, including between these extremes vari-
ous degrees of sober integrity or gullibility, and of various
shades of philosopher, diviner, or magician, the words that
should have indicated one type or another came to be used
almost interchangeably. Some terms—ydéns, dydprs, magicus,
ariolus—were always perjorative. They occur, however,
joined casually with philosophus, theurgus, mathematicus, and
astrologus, in the third and fourth centuries. In the second
century some allied changes had already appeared: specific
equivalences between pbhilosophbus and mmagus, “in common
parlance” (Apul., Apol. 2.7); also between astrologus and
mathematicus, and then between muthematicus and pbhiloso-
phus. Cicero (Tusc. 5.7.18) specifically distinguished between
the latter two terms. His sense of their difference was evi-
dently lost a few generations afterward. Philosophers became
astrologers; and astrologers went by a host of names: “dream
diviners,” “Magi,” “Chaldeans,” etc. The treasury of words
carrying honor was being depleted by unjustified borrowings,
very much as today the title “scientist” 1s usurped by anyone
who turns tabulator or puts on a white lab coat. For the same
reason, too, people outside Greco-Roman paganism reached
in and filched “philosophy” as being properly descriptive of
their own religion. We have seen this happening in 4 Macca-
bees and in Philo too. To draw the comparison between phi-
losophia and Judaism, the former term had to be applied to
any life of piety, even to gnosis or revelation. Christians of the
second century followed suit, naming their religion a “philos-
ophy” because it called for a way of life that led to God. Not
that the old meaning disappeared among church writers. They
might draw a sharp line between their faith and philosophy
in the classical sense; they might, like Justin, turn from vamn
studies with Platonic and Stoic teachers to the “sole sure and
profitable philosophy” of the prophets and Christ, or dismiss
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all Greek wisdom as merely propaedeutic; but their tendency
was to apply the prestige of the word to all good believers,
eventually (in John Chrysostom) to people of the simplest,
the most illiterate piety. By Chrysostom’s time “philosophy”
had come to designate a life of Christian asceticism as well.
Monks “philosophized”; so did martyrs, by their victory over
the weakness of the flesh.'®

That noble image of Plato, cherished without major change
for so many centuries, simply dissolved in later Roman times.
Where there had been cultivation, derivative pedantry suc-
ceeded, or contemptible imitation; in place of calm, extrava-
gant behavior to catch the crowd; in place of mind, force of
personality and claims to revelation. It is mstructive to com-
pare the philosopher of an Augustan painting (Frontispiece),
a face and pose to remember, surely, but no more than a man,
or to compare the self-comfortable ordinariness of Seneca’s
appearance (Plate 1), with the late fourth or fifth century
bust of a philosopher (Plate II). He is shown at the moment
of gnosis, head tilted back, long locks flying, mouth slack.
His eyes above all focus attention. They are enormous and
visionary., Like Maximus, instructor to the emperor Julian,
“the very pupils of his eyes were, so to speak, winged; he had
a long gray beard, and his eyes revealed the impulses of his
soul.”"?

Men of this nature joined a parade of wonder workers filing
through the pages of Lucian, Diogenes Laertius, Philostratus,
Eunapius, Porphyry, Iamblichus, Athanasius, and Palladius—
pagan or Christian, philosopher, sophist, or saint. They had,
of course, miraculous powers—of levitation or of communica-
tion with animals in their own language, to name two. These
were favorites. Such powers as well as the individual acts of
exercising them were called dperai—hence the name “aretalo-
gies” for the accounts in which they were incorporated.
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Many circulated in Greece and Egypt in Hellenistic times—
their earlier roots need not be traced here—and in imperial
times still more were recounted or extemporized at the tem-
ples of Serapis by the priests, or at Roman dinner parties, or
at Syrian martyrs’ shrines. Some had a serious intent to edify
or convert, Others, like Lucian’s parody A True Story, were
meant only to amuse, If there were perhaps these two general
types, they drew on each other freely, and offered inspiration
just as freely to Jerome’s or Athanasius’ or Rufinus’ lives of
various early monks. The distinguished trio of debtors should
not give the wrong impression. Aretalogies of at least the
secular, entertaining variety grew up and flourished best
among the people. Jerome in one of his biographies “for less
educated readers, strove for a much lower tone,” as he tells
us, and modern scholars strongly sense the “vulgar” or “folk”
quality. What educated person, after all, could swallow the
tales of umbrella-footed men, of giants, of the raising of the
dead to life, exorcisms, ghosts, werewolves, transformations
of men into animals or hay into gold? And where was the
plot? It was a favorite device to string everything on some
picaresque line without pretense of plan. The hero and some
faithful companion were turned loose to roam over half the
world, so as to touch all lands known for their marvels, or
unknown entirely, and thus an unchallengeable setting for
whatever marvel the storyteller chose to invent.™

The biographies of Pythagoras by Porphyry and Iambli-
chus must be classed as aretalogies. They fully belong in the
genre and help to define it. Episodes were recalled at the
beginning of the chapter. Still better, we have the very sub-
stantial biography of Apollonius of Tyana by Philostratus.
Philostratus’ long career really began in the early third cen-
tury, when he won the patronage of the empress Julia Domna
and entered her literary circle. It was she, according to his
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story, who drew his attention to material on Apollonius de-
serving fuller treatment. The result (though she did not hve
to see its completion, shortly after 217) was the biography
that has come down to us. Like others of the kind, Philo-
stratus’ work makes a determined effort to convince readers
of the hero’s actual existence. Effect depends on reality; and
nowadays no one doubts that a kind of wonder worker
called Apollonius did in fact flourish in Domitian’s reign. In
some ways his fate suggests that his accomplishments and char-
acter were out of joint with the times and would have brought
greater fame had he lived, say, in the third century, While
his story had then to be exhumed from quite forgotten rec-
ords, once it was recovered it convinced and interested. People
accepted the miracles, held his memory in honor, went on to
write more lives, or referred to him in related works as late
as the fifth century. He owed his second lease on notoriety in
part to his being chosen a champion in the intellectual struggle
between pagans and Christians; in part, to a tendency of the
times to accept and venerate the kind of person he was.”®

Apollonius seems to have been two kinds of people; or
rather, two aspects in his character can be easily seen and sep-
arated. The division began immediately after his death with
his first biographers, one critical of him as a charlatan, the
other admiring of him as a philosopher. In the latter role he
stood up to Domitian and for the occasion wrote but never
delivered a (wholly Philostratean) speech full of the rhetor’s
art. He also wrote a life of Pythagoras on which Iamblichus
1s thought to have drawn heavily, and a book on the forms and
best hours for prayers and sacrifices, “in his own tongue”
(Cappadocian), that Philostratus had seen in use in several
temples and cities; moreover, says Philostratus, Apollonius
enjoyed the close friendship of that real man of letters Dio
Chrysostom. Apollonius amply qualified for the title philoso-
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pher, easily rose above the term of abuse, ¥éns. Notwith-
standing, “charlatan” he was called. It was his own fault. The
tales he told of Pythagoras were too good to be forgotten,
and seem to have influenced the treatment of his own career
when Philostratus approached it. No doubt the real Apol-
lonius lay under Pythagoras’ spell, though to what extent he
may have been 2 conscious imitator no one knows. Without
some tendency to the occult, he would have afforded to his
detractors, immediately after his death, no basis for abusing
his memory.?®

Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius is far too long to rehearse
here, and yet too important to pass over entirely. A selection
of episodes will draw out a few of the Pythagorean and
miraculous elements.

“Votaries of the Samian Pythagoras,” the book begins (1.1), say that
he was a reincarnation of Homer’s Euphorbus; ritually abstinent in
diet and clothing; and in direct communication with the gods. “Quite
akin to all this was Apollonius’ way of life” (1.2). Townsfolk of
Tyana believed him the son of Zeus, Sparta honored him as “the
Pythagorean” (Ep. Apol. 62), and (Vit. Apol. 4.16) he himself refers
to Pythagoras as “the progenitor of my wisdom.” From the laby-
rinthine caves beneath the oracle of Trophonius in Boeotia he emerges
after seven days, holding a book of Pythagoras’ doctrines (8.19), the
god’s answer to his question, Which is the best philosophy? Among
the Brahmans he discovers a “semi-Pythagorean” monastery (3:13
and 19) and upholders of Pythagorean tenets amid the Ethiopian gym-
nosophists (6.20). Like Pythagoras, Apollonius is enabled to foretell
the future by his ascetic practices (8.5; 8.7.9); like Pythagoras, he can
recall a previous incarnation {6.21), predict a shipwreck (5.18), avert
earthquakes and famines (6.41; 8.7.8), and appear to followers in two
places at almost the same time (8.12). Dying in confused circum-
stances, he comes back to a doubter n a dream (8.30f).

Like Pythagoras, too, he travels very extensively in the East, sees
ghosts and men twelve feet high (2.4) and exorcises demons (3.38;
6.27, in Ethiopia). Similar encounters take place within the Greek
world. He restores life (4.45), combats wicked spirits (4.20 and 25;
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6.43), and at Ephcsus (4.10) detects the essence of the plague in an
old beggar woman, whom he persuades the Ephesians to stone to
death. Under the stone pile, her body 1s found turned into a great dog
the size of a lion, “vomiting foam like a mad dog.”

He enjoys popularity and authority among all the cities, settling
their disputes, receiving honors, hobnobbing with the great (1.15;
4.1-8; 5.13, 24, and 26; 6.34). Titus, Nerva, consuls, prefects, pro-
consuls, and senators all listen to him (6.30; 7.11 and 16; 8.7.7; Epp.
Apol, 30; 31; 54).

In all this, no one can distinguish for certain between stories
current in the lifetime of their subject (not strictly historical,
of course) and others added by his biographers, especially
Philostratus. Everything hangs suspended, as it were, between
the early second and the early third century. To this general
period, as a reflection of beliefs and tastes, the Apollonius
legend unquestionably belongs; unquestionably, too, it tells a
great deal about the mentality of the times; but its testimony
commands a greater respect because of the confirmation in
the kind of material discussed earlier in this chapter, entitling
us to consider the legend as typical of its period in a dozen
ways. Moreover, from just this legend period—more precisely,
from a little after 180—comes another source available to its
own contemporaries, capable of being treated as a historical
document: Lucian’s Life of Alexander of Abonoteichus.

In the small, partially Hellenized town of Abonoteichus
on the Black Sea, Alexander was born (abour a.p, 105) and
raised. He was a tall, handsome youth, quick-witted and evi-
dently unscrupulous. He attached himself early (Lucian says
as lover) to a public physician from Tyana who had once
been a follower of Apollonius, and who (Lucian is again the
poisoned source) sold philters, spells, and inheritances. After
some time, the boy switched masters, to an itinerant enter-
tainer, and the two went about “practicing quackery and
sorcery” (Alex. 6), ending in Macedonia, where Alexander
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for the first time saw the local custom or superstition of keep-
ing tutelary pet snakes in the house. This gave him the idea
for a stupendous trick. He planted oracles at different cities,
some giving Asclepius’ promise to move to Abonoteichus,
some announcing that Alexander the descendant of Perseus
would appear. Claiming this parentage, our Alexander duly
came to his home town—alone, his companion having died—
extravagantly costumed, proclaiming himself the indicated
prophet. The Abonoteichans meanwhile had begun a new
temple to house the promised Asclepius, and in its foundations
Alexander first hid and then dramatically discovered an egg
with a baby snake inside. To the wild excitement of the whole
populace he showed it, took it home, and a few days after-
ward revealed it again (or rather, one of those Macedonian
pets) miraculously grown to full size. Its head he kept under
his robes, showing instead as the snake’s continuation a false
marionette arrangement resembling a human head that he
could manipulate to speak and move. “Now then,” Lucian
cautions his readers, “imagine a little room not very bright
and not much open to daylight, and a crowd of heterogeneous
humanity, excited, wonderstruck in advance and exalted by
their expectations” (16). That was the beginning. Fame came
mmmediately, and pilgrims and petitioners from Bithynia,
Galatia, Thrace. Glycon, as the snake was named, would
return versified answers to questions submitted in writing,
even to sealed and never unsealed questions, at the inconsider-
able price of 1 drachma 2 obols. The administrative staff natu-
rally grew apace: information collectors, to supply Glycon’s
omniscience; hexametrists as his ghost writers; clerks to gather
in the money, and apostles to spread his fame. A few skeptics
scowled. Lucian and his felow Epicureans tried to expose the
fraud, and the campaign reached the point of physical vio-
lence. The chief priest of Pontus, one Lepidus, was no con-
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vert. Everyone else, however, thronged to the temple to which
Glycon had been removed; whole cities begged for oracular
guarantee of immunity from plague, fire, or earthquake; and
he entered into diplomatic courtesies with the old oracles to
buy their support. He obtained for the city, from Marcus
Aurelius, a new name, lonopolis, destined to 2 long life (mod-
ern Ineboli), and a three-day yearly festival marked by choral
hymns, initiations, and Alexander’s mystic union with the
moon, represented on one occasion by the wife of a local
Roman official. Abonoteichus began to issue coins “bearing on
one side the likeness of Glycon and on the other that of
Alexander wearing the fillets of his grandfather Asclepius and
holding the curved knife of his maternal ancestor Perseus”
(58). He was now rising in the world, borne on the back of
Glycon. A Roman senator’s brother came to the shrine, and a
former consul whose importance could be judged from the
length of his name: M. Sedatius Severianus Iulius Acer Nepos
Rufinus Tiberius Rutilianus Censor, asking Glycon whether
Rome should attack Armenia. An unlooked-for triumph was
the acquiring of a son-in-law Publius Mummius Sisenna Ru-
tilianus. He published his career in an inscription from Tibur:
the son of a consul, himself consul in 146, proconsul of Asia
about 170, and so forth; also augur in Rome, Salian priest in
Tibur, and curator there of a temple to Hercules. Rutilianus
it was whose influence availed with the governor of Bithynia
and Pontus to check Lucian’s campaign of ridicule and ex-
posure, and on Alexander’s death, it was Rutilianus who set-
tled a quarrel about the succession to primacy at the shrine.
He is described by Lucian (Alex. 30) as “quite diseased on
the subject of religion,” and died insane.

Lucian does not explain and probably did not fully under-
stand just what a tangle of ideas Alexander had woven to-
gether to clothe his deceit. Asclepius worship is explicit, and
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Asclepius was 2 god of healing; hence (probably) Ionopolis,
from iaefa:, unless it be “the city of Jon,” brother of Asclepius.
Asclepius was also a benevolent god, yAuds. That may have
been the inspiration for “Glycon.” And he had a son, Poda-
leirios, to whom Alexander traced yet another branch of
his exuberant family tree. Above all, Asclepius was associated
always with a snake, and at his temples in Ephesus, for exam-
ple, had a sacred snake; but there may have been a similar,
older cult at Abonoteichus to explain the #wo snakes on the
coins of the town; and the snake lying across the initiate’s lap
or bosom was a feature of the worship of Thracian Sabazius.
A human-headed snake god, Serapis or Isis, is common on
coins, gems, and other minor works of art, and one carved
emerald shows a rearing serpent, head haloed, inscribed
“Chnoumis, Glycon, I20,” explained by an Egyptian snake
god Chnumis (Chneph), by our Glycon, and by 1ad, one of
the Seven Angels among the heretical Gnostic sect, the
“Snakeites” (Ophites). Ophitism attracted a following in the
second century throughout the eastern provinces. Epiphanius
described the chief rite. A snake symbolic of the Benefactor
or Savior was released from a box on the altar and allowed
to entwine itself around the bread of the Fucharist. “They
call the snake Christ,” Praedestinatus tells us. “Aganst them
rose up the priests of the province Bithynia . . . and killed
their serpents” in a sudden raid. To the popularity of these
several snake cults in northern Asia Minor Alexander’s crea-
tion owed its easy success, Still further traces of Glycon can
be picked up in t