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Preface

The school of Ancient History which flourished in the University of Pavia
after the last war and which was bred and nurtured by Professor Fracearo,
needs no introduction. From this small town in northern Italy which had
already made a substantial contribution to learning in the past (to mention
only Alessandro Volta) there came a stream of papers on ancient history
which gave fresh illumination to old problems and unigue insight into new
ones; the work of (Prof.) G. Tibilettd on the newly-discovered Tabule
Hebana (Adhenaeum N.S. XXVII 1949, 210f) was matched by his re-
examination of the problems of Republican agrarian polities (Athenacum
N.5. XXV 1948, 173 £ dbid. XXV 1049, 3 f.; ibid. XXVII 1950, 181 £)
and of the repetundae courts (Athenaenm N.5. XXXI 1953, 5 £.). Each article
is an original and lasting contribution to the study of Roman History.

To this school (Prof.) Gabba had the honour to belong. His work, like
that of his contemporary Tibiletti, immediately displayed that quality of
freshness and originality which distinguishes the best in scholarship. Gabba
would be the first to attribute any talent he may possess to the guidance of
his teacher Fraccaro, but as one who was fortunate enough to be present in
Pavia soon after the papers began to appear I can testify that the bulk of his
achievement is none other than the product of his own flair for sensitive
judgement, disciplined imagination and clear argument.

(abba’s articles have recently been collected in Esercero ¢ Soctetd nella
tarda repubblica romana (Florence 1973) and I have selected the most
important of them for translation. His earliest inquiry was into the Roman
army of the Republic. The first article which appears in this translation (“The
origins of the professional army at Rome . . .") sets out to show how the
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viii Preface

so-called reform of Marius in 107 BC was no more than the last stage in a
process which had been going on for over a hundred years and was therefore
in itself worthy of little remark; it was later propaganda which set out to
paint Marius' Jevy of that year in sombre colours.

The purpose of the next article ("The Roman Professional Army from
Marius to Augustus’) is to describe the significance of that force in the
political history of the last century of the Roman Republic, concentrating in
particular on its role as a medium for the advancement of the lower classes
of Ttaly to important posts in the state’s service, and on the problem of the
VEerans.

This important contribution to Republican history (and in particular to
the analysis of the origins of the Principate) was soon followed by a sub-
stantial but more controversial essay on the Social War (“The Origins of the
Social War. .."). Here Gabba examines the causes of that war and sets it in
the political context of the period, relying principally on the account to be
found in Appian. The second part of the article deals with Sertorius and his
struggle in Spain.

These are the major works I have translated. In addition T have included
the article on ‘M. Livius Drusus and Sulla’s Reforms’, which analyses the
programme of the tribune of 91 8¢ and draws an interesting parallel between
his policy and that of 5Sulla (it also contains some useful commentary on
Cicero's pro Sex. Roscio Amerino); also “The Equestrian Class and Sulla’s
Senate’, which is concerned with problems of recruitment to the Senate and
with Sulla’s attitude to the Equites; and finally “The lex Plonza agraria’, a
valuable note on the provisions made for Pompey’s Spanish veterans. The
collection is completed by two reviews, both of classics (Toynbee's
Hannibal's Legacy and Badian’s Foretgn Clientelae) and both in their own
way excellent examples of the author's ability to criticize sympathetically and
constructively in the best rradidon of review-discussions. They are, in my
view, outstanding among all the assessments of these two works which have
appeared.

I hope that this translation will be of service to those students of Roman
history who do not read Ttalian but who wish to supplement their reading of
standard English interpretations by recourse to works which have made a
considerable impact on wortld scholarship and which should continue to be
basic studies for many years to come. The texr [ have used is that in Esercito
¢ Socieed, which has incorporated some useful amendments and addirions to
the original articles. Its page numbers are set in italic figures within brackets,
in the headlines of this book. Where an article has appeared in Eserciro ¢
Socierd and has not been translated by me, I have given full references.
Square brackets in the translation indicate my own addenda. All notes are to
be found on p. 171 £



Preface ix

There are debts to acknowledge. T am grateful to Professor E. Badian
who made some useful comments. My University and my College gave me
the leave which enabled me to write this translation and financial assistance
which helped me to make it suitable for publication. The University of
Western Awustralia, where most of it was written, provided that quiet
hospitality which it is no longer easy to find in the northern hemisphere.
I am indebted to my colleague, Mr. G. W. Bond, who read the proofs and to
Miss 5. Robb who did most of the typing. The debit side of my personal
account with my wife and family has substantially increased during the last
eighteen months. But my principal obligation ~ and it is a very substantial
one — is to Mr. M. W. Frederiksen and Mrs. Ursula Hall (formerly Ewins);
the former has read maost, and the latter all, of the translation. Without their
generosity, their unfailing ear for the Trabian language and their sensitive
appreciation of Professor Gabba's thought, this book would not have been
possible.

The memorial which follows comes from both the author of Esercite
Socierd and his translator.

Pembroke College, Oxford P. ]. Curr
Septmber 1975
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I
The Origins of the

Professional Army at Rome:
the "proletarii’ and
Marius’ reform”

I

I

My object in this inquiry is to investigate Marius' reform of the levy in
107 BC and to assess how far it was responsible for that proletarian character
of the Roman legions which is the basis of the professional armies of the first
century B, Without wishing to belittle the importance of the 107 difectus
both for Roman military history and, more crucially, for the crisis which
overtook the Republican system, I think my study shows that the new type
of enralment practised by Marius was only the final stage of a process which
had lasted for a century and which had led to the entry of more and more
proletari into the Roman citizen militia. This process can, at least in part, be
reconstructed by a careful examination of the progressive reductions which
were made in the census minimum gqualification of the fifth class in the
‘Servian’ system.

As a result, the dilecsus of 107, as Delbriick had already tentatively sur-
mised, takes on a meaning somewhat different from that which has been
commonly accepted, and seems less of a revolution or an innovation. Hence
it becomes necessary to re-examine both its acrual significance and the re-
actions it produced in the contemporary political scene. This reassessment
will invalve fnter alia a rejection of the view which sees ‘social’ significance
in the Marian levy although this is the interpretation which almost every
source offers us,

I do not, in fact, intend here to reconsider the professionalism of the
proletarian army and its political consequences which gave rise to the pos-
thumous attacks by the oligarchy on Marius® difectus. I shall try only to show

1



2 (pp. 2—4) Origins of the Professional Army

how the professional army, whose birth modern scholars usually date to
107 8¢, had origins of another kind, more complex and more remote,

In order that what follows may be the more easily understood, it is worth
summarizing the principles on which the Roman military system was based
down to the end of the second century Bc, even if they are to a large extent
familiar.

The citizen militia originated in the so-called “Servian’ constitution; under
this system legionary service was compulsory for citizen adiédui, those en-
rolled in the five classes into which the Roman people was divided according
to census qualifications. The first three classes supplied soldiers of heavy
armour, the last two those of light armour. All the citizens had (o arm them-
selves at their own expense.

However, those who did not belong to the five classes, that is to say, those
who could not declare to the censors the minimum census qualification for
enrolment in the fifth class, were excluded {rom military service. This was
not because they were under no obligation to serve (all citizens had a duty
to share in the defence of the state) but because they were in practice ex-
empted from service as they lacked the means ro provide arms. These
citizens were called profetarif or capite censit

However, even these did military service at times of especial danger, and
on these occasions they were armed at public expense and served in non-
regular units, quite separate {from the legionary order of bartle,

11
The proletarii and the eitiyen nilitia before 1oy BC

1. THE MINIMUM CENSUS QUALIFICATION
OF THE FIFTH "SERVIAN' CLASS

First some chronological points concerning the census qualifications of the
“‘Servian® systern.

It is not possible to say with certainty in what period the census figures
which are preserved for us as Servian were actually in force in view of the
fact that, expressed as they are in sextantal asses,? they share the uncertainty
which attends the origin of the silver denarius, iself intimately connected
with the sextantal as.

It is, however, undeniable that the figures were already in force during the
Second Punie War, for some of them are found in the well-known 5.C.
dealing with the fitting-out of the fleet for Sicily in 214 Bc.® The figures
which the 5.C. records are not explicable unless they are treated as expressed
in sextantal asses, and therefore we should reject the view of Mattingly who,
in line with his own dating of the silver denarius to 187 B¢,* has sought to



Origins af the Professtonal Army (pp. 4-6) 3

explain them as reckoned in libral asses.® This leads to absurd and unaceept-
able consequences (the capital qualification of the first class alone would
require excessively high figures) and so those who rely on Matdingly’s
numismatic researches for their study of the ‘Servian’ system at this point
take a different course and maintain that the figures in the S5.C. are false ~
without any just cause®

Such figures, however, coincide at two points with those of the ‘Servian’
scale, exactly with the census figures for Class III (50,000 asses) and for
Class T {100,000 asses), while the other figures which the 5.C. mentions and
which are higher than those for Class I are not census figures but serve for
this one occasion to define precise categories into which the citizens of Class [
were divided for the purpose of their contributions; these contributions
rightly weighed especially heavily on the richest citizens. Furthermore, the
fact that Class IT of the ‘Servian® scale {75,000 asses) is not specifically men-
tioned is easily explained by the fact that it was impossible to fix a fair
contribution for those assessed between 75,000 and 100,000 asses and another
for those assessed between 50,000 and 75,000 asses, so thar contributors in
the classes hetween 50,000 and roo,000 asses had to be treated together in a
single group.

To sum up, it is my view that the “Servian’ seale with its traditional figures
was already in force during the Second Punic War, bur it is impossible to
determine at what precise point it was introduced, and anyway the marter is
not in the present case of any great importance.

If this scale was perfectly attuned to economic conditions in Rome in the
last decades of the third century Be, then certainly by the second century on
the other hand it was already beginning to look like a relic of a past and
economically more backward age. It did not, for example, properly reflect the
increased wealth of the first class and especially of the equestrian order. This
fact should be sufficient to rebut the view of those who have accepted the
dating of the denarius provided by Mattingly and proposed that the *Servian’
scale came into force only in 179 BC in a veform of the comitia conturiata at
which Livy seems to hint in an obscure passage.” In fact, we should also note
that the dating of the denarius given by Mattingly is anything but certain.
Rather I think it probable that J. G. Milne is nearer the truth in placing the
first minting of the silver denarius about 218 Bc.® This date would fit well
with my own conclusions.

In the *Servian’ scale the minimum census qualification required for
membership of the fifth class was 11,000 asses.® We know, however, that in
Polybius' time service in the legions required property worth 400 drachmae

(== 4,000 asses).)! Finally, Cicero mentions 1,500 asses as the census qualifica-
tion which distinguished the adsidus from the proferars' and Gellius, with
one madification, also follows this view.™

The problem is, what do these figures (11,000, 4,000, 1,500 asses) represent?
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Are they to be taken as contemporary one with each other, indicating dif-
ferent categories of citizens for different purposes, or do they all represent
variations which occurred at different times in one and the same figure,
namely the census minimum of the fifth class?

The first view depends principally on Mommsen's statement!® that the
organization of taxation had no connexion with the census classes and that
therefore two figures must have existed, one {1,500 asses) to represent the
dividing-line between adsidur who paid treiberem and the proletari who were
exempt from it, and another {11,000 and subsequently 4,000 asses)'* to indi-
cate the census minimum required for the performance of military service, !

There are various reasons why this statement can be challenged. First of
all we do not find in the sources any such distinetion hetween the census
minimum required for military service and that for taxation; on the con-
trary, it is absolutely clear in the case of the 1,500 asses qualification that they
were identical, as can be seen from the passages of Cicero and Gellius already
cited,'® and it must clearly be 0 also in the other cases. Secondly, even if it
is true that oréburum was not paid in varying proportions according to the
class to which one belonged'? and thar the graded class system of the
centuriate organization was therefore irrelevant to its operation,'® it would
still appear odd that in a timocracy in which taxation and military service
were imposed on the citizens in proportion to their property these two
imposts had no common base-line to indicate those who were subject to them
and those who were not.®

Furthermore, although the various authors to whom I have referred cite
different figures one from another, in doing so they do suggest that they
believed there were no other categories or classes of citizens below them.*
If various figures had co-existed there would have been duplication of the
census divisions of the Roman peaple, all the more improbable in so far as
it would have been precisely the poorer citizens who would have been sub-
jected to these very fine subdivisions and classifications.* Such a view also
leads to other incongruities, for example the position of those citizens be-
tween 4,000 and 1,500 asses,??

There can, then, be no doubt that the various figures have to be seen as
successive reductions of the original ‘Servian’ census rating of the fifth class.®
This is surely the most natural explanation; indeed, the other ‘Servian’
figures, especially that of the first class, must have been brought up to date
on successive occasions in an attempt to match inevitable economic and
social developments.®

On the one hand, then, the progressive lowering of the census minimum
offered the proleserii (now artificially converted into adsidur) the political
advantages of the fifth class,* yet on the other it was a response to a definite
policy for levy purposes in that it replenished the diminished ranks of
citizens subject to military service. These reductions of the census minimum
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qualification, therefore, marked the stages in the proletarianization of the
Roman citizen militia. Even an approximate dating of these reductions will
throw more light on the phenomenon.

2. THE REDUCTION OF THE CENSUS MINIMUM
OF THE FIFTH CLASS TO 4,000 ASSES

The first reduction of the census minimum of the fifth class is clear from
Polybius VI 19, 2, who, as T have said, records a fizure of 400 drachmae as
the minimum requirement for legionary service.

This qualification must have been in force in the period in which Polybius
wrote (mid-second century Bc).* It cannot, however, have been introduced
before the Second Punic War; the figures of the ‘Servian® scale, including
that of the fifth class amounting to 11,000 asses, were in foree at the time of
that war and since they were connected, as I have already said, with the silver
denarius they cannot antedate that war by more than a very short period.
This is adequate to refute hypotheses which attribute the reduction to an
earlier period.?”

In my view the reduction in question took place a few years after the
beginning of the Hannibalic War, since only in this way can we explain the
fact that our sources fail to mention explicitly enrolments of profezarii. Such
enrolments during that war there must have been if for no other reason than
that we cannot believe that the Romans would not have had recourse to
citizens, even the poor, before they resorted to slaves and criminals, In fact
the old system of calling the prolesarit to arms by declaring a tumudizs, ¥ which
we may infer from some accounts to have been applied after the batle of
Trasimene and Cannae.® must soon have been abandoned; it was ill-suited
for the purpose of any systematic exploitation of the manpower reserves of
the prolerarii since, among other reasons, Rome was practically the only
place where it could be put into effect. Since immediately afterwards the
census minimum was reduced to 4,000 asses and substantial numbers of
proletarii were thus qualified for regular service, memories of the old system
must soon have grown dim.

The census reduction is to be dated between 214 and 212 Be, for we may
see its effects in the changes which it brought about in the military organiza-
tion: I refer to the creation of the corps of veltres. Livy, XXVI 4, 9 (dnstirurum
ut velites in legionibus essent) is too often treated as a worthless gloss which
has crept into the text.3® However, sandwiched as it is inside extensive
passages from a source which is clearly annalistic®' it seems to attest a
genuine historical fact, namely the complete reorganization of the light-armed
troops and their integration into the legionary order of battle, following
upon the reduction of the census minimum qualification.®

It is probable, however, since we see the profetarii (now transformed into
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adsidur’} already serving, at Capua in 212—211 BC in the formation of velites,
that the actual reduction of the census minimum is to he dated a few vears
prior to that. In 214 Bc a S.C. was passed anthorizing the use of slaves pro-
vided by private citizens for manning the fleet™ and we know that three years
before, in 217 BC, dbertini and proferarii had been levied to form the ships’
crews.® It is natural to suppose that the enrolment of slaves in 214 BC had
been undertaken precisely to provide a substitute for the prolerarsi. Because
of the lowering of the census minimum these had from that time onwards to
serve as land troops.3®

The connexion hetween the reduction of the census minimum to 4,000
asses and the S.C. of 214 Bc is perhaps confirmed by the fact thar according
to Polybius, VI 19, 3 citizens with property helow 4,000 asses served only in
the navy. This does not seem ever to have happened after the Second Punic
War,* and it takes us back precisely to 214 B¢ when the need for ships’
crews may have led to the rule recorded in Polybius?

3. THE REDUCTION OF THE CENSUS MINIMUM
OF THE FIFTH CLASS TO I,500 ASSES

As T have suggested above, a second reduction of the census minimum of the
fifth class is attested in the figure of 1,500 asses which marked off the adsidus
from the proletarii according to Cicero, Gelliug and Nonius. While the last
two authorities give us no help on the period during which this figure could
have been in force, Cicero seems to refer it directly to the age of Servius
Tullius. As is well known, however, Chapter XXII of his de Republica 11
contains the description of the reformed cenmuriate organization,™ and it
seems probable that the mention of the 1,500 asses must also be referred to
that. More precisely, it may be dated to around 129 Bc, the dramatic date of
the dialogue given in the de Republica. At any rate there is no doubt that this
figure of 1,500 asses is a reduction from the 4,000 asses of the Polybian
period.®

Moreover, the reduction must be both prior to 1o7 Bc* and also be post-
Polybius; it must post-date not only the first edition of his Histories, to
which the chapters of Book VI that deal with the Roman military organiza-
tion belong,* but also the second edition, since Polybius would be bound to
have corrected his earlier narrative on a matter of such obvious importance.
Since the second edition apparently alluded to events after 133 Be,* we
might say that the reduction to 1,500 asses took place between this date and
107 B, but an even more precise date may be possible given the extraordinary
social impact such a measure would have had in that period and given the
consequences which were bound to follow.

During his first tribunate (123 B¢) C. Gracchus had a military law carried
and Plutarch has preserved its drift: the state was to provide equipment for
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the soldiers without making any deductions from their stipendium, and the
enrolment of sunéores below the minimum legal age (17) was prohibited,®
I have referred to “a’ military law but it is possible that there was more than
one seeing that various authors speak of vduer in reference to Gracchus'
military measures.*

In this law the clause which forbade the state to deduct from a man’s
stipendium its expense of providing military equipment (Plutarch’s éofffra
must certainly be interpreted in this broad sense) is of far-reaching import-
ance, not only with regard to the history of the well-known principle
concerning private armour but principally because, as Last has shrewdly
observed,®™ it indicates the existence of a serious social crisis, With the pro-
gressive lowering of the census minimum of the fifth-class citizens had come
to be enrolled who were too poor either to provide their own equipment or
to afford to bear the cost of this equipment at all when it was provided by
the state and debited against their modest stipendium.

We may, then, infer that 123 Bc reflects the consequences of a measure by
which citizens of reduced means had been introduced into the Roman
army.* The measure must be none other than the reduction of the census
minimum to 1,500 asses which on other grounds has been seen to be later
than 133 (or 146) B¢.%7 It fits well with what is known of the Roman military
situation of the period; it was one method by which the Romans tried to
find new manpower for their armies. The Gracchi wished to provide it in
another way, by creating large numbers of small proprietors,

The admission of many proferarsi into the ranks of the adsiduf, brought
about by the reduction of the census minimum and coming at a time when
the proletarian class was very numerous, was bound to affect the citizen
census lists and therefore the rotal numbers of those qualified to bear arms.
In fact the reduction has left an even more positive trace in our radition
than that which appears from the provisions of C. Gracchus' military law: I
refer to the suiking increase in the number of citizens in the census of
124 BC when compared with the census returns of 131 BC,

In order to be certain, however, that this increase resulted from the
admission to the census lists of citizens with a minimum qualificarion of
1,500 asses, we must also show that the census totals recorded only the
adsidud and did not include the prolesari. This, I think, it is possible to do.

4 THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE CENSUS FlaURES

First a word of caution: we must distinguish between the registration of
citizens by the censors and their drawing up of lists of covium capite whose
totals have in many cases been preserved in our sources. In fact, although the
lists of civium capita were necessarily based on returns by individuals to the
censors, they differed essentially from them in that the censors also registered
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the names of persons who were not recorded in the final list of cfvium capita.®®

The formula by which the census figures are introduced is civium capita
praeter orbos orbasque 102> What kind of citizen-list was it which contained
orbi and orbae? and, in consequence, what was the purpose of the published
list if ordf and orbae were omitted from it?

The only purpose in listing orér and orbae officially was that of taxation;
as far as the state was concerned, they were only taken into consideration in
that they were subject to payment of aes equestre and aes hordearium™ Along-
side them in the censors’ list we should expect to find only the adsidui, those
citizens subject to the payment of tributum.™

This conclusion is confirmed by another point. The part-formula cives qui
arma ferre possunt™ can refer only to the adridui; the capacity to bear arms
can be understood only as an economic capacity (ypifpast), and this only the
adsidui possessed. It cannot be maintained that the formula refers to their
physical condition since this was not a matter for the censors to decide; it
was scrutinized later at the time of the levy.’* In short, the meaning of the
formula céves qut arma ferre possunt must be the same as that of the well-
known Greek phrase ol rd dmda mapeyduevor and it is used therefore to
indicate those in a position to provide their own arms.®

A list of eivium capita which excluded orphans and widows could there-
fore equally well serve for the levying of trédutum and for military recruit-
ment;™® the edsidui were subject to both these imposts, in accordance with
timocratic principles. But such a list must surely have excluded the proferari,
exempt both from mulitia and from eribueum.® There are other arguments
which also demonstrate this,

The proletarii as such were called to arms only in cases of a rumultus when
the levy was applied en masse and it is eclear that their enrolment as individuals
was not in question; this shows that no other procedure was possible, thar is
to say, the names of the proletarif were not to be found in any list.*® Yet when
the Romans finally decided to make regular and continuous use of proferard
in their armies, they employed the device of lowering the census minimum
of the fifth class, thus transforming some of the profetarii into adsidui. This
is most natutally explained as a legal fiction which, while it preserved out-
wardly the terms of a timocratic order, afforded the possibility of increasing
the list of eligible citizens by adding those who up to that time had not been
so. This is supported by the fact that after 214—212 8¢ there was never again
any need to enrol profetarii by means of a twnultes® If the prolearit had
already been members of a list, the lowering of the census minimum could
have had only a symbolic significance 50
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%+ THE PROLETARIANIZATION QF THE ‘ADsIDUI
IN THE SECOND CENTURY BC

The reduction of the census minimum to 1,500 asses® and the large number
of proletarii who thus joined the fifth class® are two extremely important
pieces of evidence for our view of social conditions at Rome in the second
century BC. They are pointers to that gradual proletarfanization of the middle
class adsidui and they explain the deterioration which ensued in the social
status of the citizen militia.

The second century witnessed not only a marked decline in population
compared with the preceding century,® but also alongside it a not un-
expected general increase in poverty.®* There was a progressive decline on the
part of those who belonged to the middle classes, either into the lowest class
of the census or still lower into the ranks of the profeeari.®®

Although this phenomenon had already appeared at the time of the
Hannihalic War and reflected the economic crisis caused by the Cartha-
ginian occupation, it had been slowly increasing in the course of the second
century Bc. The graviry of the situation finally became clear after 159 Bc,
the year when the numbers of adsrdid started to diminish and in contrast the
ranks of the proletarii necessarily to increase, This is the state of affairs with
which the Gracchi were concerned, with all its political and especially
military consequences.

Indeed, in military terms (which alone concern us here)) the injury to the
state was extremely grave; most of the edsidid were such only in name, not
in fact (that is to say, in terms of wealth). The state was thus obliged to take
upon itself a burden which could only grow heavier with time; it had to arm
at public expense an ever-increasing proportion of citizen-soldiers.%¢ At the
beginning of the Second Punic War there were about as many adsidur as
there were in the second half of the second century Bc but at least they were
for the most part genuine adsidid and able to provide their own armour; as
a result the army of the period was sounder and more efficient, It was, in
othet words, a true militia of a timocratic state.

That this was no longer the situation in the second century BC emerges
from the important information supplied by Polybius. Indeed, when he tells
us 7 that of the classes which provided the heavy-armed soldiers (I, IT and
II) only 1 in his time was distinguished from the rest by wearing its own
cuirass while Il and III no longer wore distinguishing armour, we can only
conclude that the citizens of these two classes, for whom the census was no
longer related to the style of armour, were armed for the most part at state
expense and that the same arms were supplied for all.%® This is confirmed in
another passage where Polybius gives a general account of Homan military
equipment. He says (VI 39, 15): 1oils 8¢ "Puwpalois Toiil 7e otrov kai s
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fieattros, kdv rwos dwhov wpoodenfdon, wdvrev Totrwy 6 Toplos T
'?‘E’ra.j,.";..!.s'uqv 'rq.q.'ﬁl-r £K TOW ﬁi'!mm:':mp ﬁw::}la}!fﬂ'ﬂ'm. This means that the
quaestor deducted a fixed sum from the pay of the Roman soldier for his
food and clothing and a further sum if a man needed any arms.® This dis-
tinction (kdy Twos dmhov wpoobenldar) confirms that, although in theory
arms had to be obtained by the individual, in practice the state provided
them.”™ One may therefore accept that most of the adsidid enjoved this
benefit if, as I would think, only the first class at that time served at their own
expense.

The reduction of the census minimum to 1,500 asses, as the census
statistics of 125 BC show, had introduced some 76,000 profetarii into the
ranks of the adridus but the latter tended to suffer a stll further decline in
economic status while the former did not really make any economic advance.
So the need arose for that clause in C. Gracchus’ military law (123 c) which
I have already discussed. In prohibiting deductions from a man's stipendium
it was certainly intended to include all deductions and not just those for
eatlijres as Plutarch says; our author has possibly abridged his material, for
deductions for clothing would have been the least onerous.

In fact, however, in the last decades of the second century BC these
deductions from pay ceased to represent genuine reimbursements by the
soldier of the state’s cost of equipping him but were bound to take on merely
a symbolic character. By continuing them the state asserted, in a sense, that
the old principle of private armour was still in force, Even when the citizen
militia ceased to exist and was replaced by a professional army, equipped
entirely at public expense, the deductions from pay were still retained,” one
of the links, surely, by which the theory of the new army remained tied to
the old military system and its timoeratic prineiple. There would have been
only one way of swimming against the tide and of restoring not simply the
name but the reality of a strong class of adsidid, This, as is well known, the
Gracchi tried; their efforts foundered on the opposition of the oligarchs.

S0 it can be seen that the innovation of Marius in 107 BC was in fact
inevitable and necessary.

. CONCLUSION: THE ROMAN MILITIA ON THE EVE
OF MARIUS ‘DILECTUS

It is not necessary to set out in detail the development of Rome’s military
crisis after the Second Punic War and its political consequences. Suffice it to
say that all those extraordinary military expedients which had been neces-
sitated by the Hannibalic War were destined not to remain temporary in
effect. The reasons which led to their adoption turned out to be permanent;
repetition of the same measures continued to be the only feasible response to
difficulties that allowed no other possible solution.
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To this situation were added the demands arising from overseas armies.
Troops sent outside Italy could no longer be discharged annually as the
traditions of a citizen militia required when men had been called up to fight a
summer campaign in the neighbourhood of Rome. The long terms of service
and the protracted loss of econemic livelihood gave rise to the demand that
the citizen soldiers should be rewarded on discharge after service which had
heen extended continuously for many years. The conflict so created between
the political and military citizen institutions on the one hand and the new
demands of imperialism on the other had first appeared during the Second
Punic War and then later, in more strident fashion, during the Spanish
War 72

At the same time voluntary enlistment and evocatin, already artested during
the Hannibalic War,” take on new importance during the wars in the East
and clearly exemplify the birth of militarism in a soldiery emerging from a
long war,™

These two tendencies permit the deduction that the citizen militia was
moving towards a form of military professionalism of which the chief
characteristics may be defined as continuity of service and a mercenary out-
look. From the conclusions reached above it can be mainrained with some
confidence that in the course of the second century BC the citizen militia
underwent progressive modifications, not only in its external appearance but
also in its very nature and composition, and that these modifications went
hand in hand with changes in social conditions attested at Rome in that
period and the political demands they evoked.™

The proletarianization of the middle class adsides was bound to have its
effects on the militia, drawn as it principally was from the middle class of
small proprietors. It is an evident conclusion that simultaneously with the
disappearance of the middle classes there must have occurred a proletarian-
ization of the militia,

In 214212 BC the proferarii became eligible for entry to the legions,
although at first they were limited to the corps of welites, having been
reclassified as adsidud by the reduction of the census minimum from 11,000
to 4,000 asses. Subsequently the decline of the regular difecrus and the habit
of relying on tumulmary levies must have suggested the dropping of the
restriction on the use of the former proletarii; the new adsidur were pre-
sumably also admitted to the other units of the legion. This is all the more
likely because, as already mentioned, the tripartite division of the legion had
become a formaliry”™ and the arms used were by that time the same for all.

The decline of the adsrdud in the censuses after 159 BC and the opposition
to the levy, especially for the Spanish War, became so serious thar in 134
Scipio Aemilianus took with him to Spain an army of volunteers which
featured a large number of his clients.”” After a serious attempt by the
Gracchi to cure the evil at its source had failed, the Romans were compelled
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to have recourse once again to a lowering of the census minimum for service
from 4,000 to 1,500 asses.

This measure, although undoubtedly dictated by military needs, led to a
weakening of the census basis of the citizen militia: that is to say, a weakening
in fact — so much is clear from the military measure of C. Gracchus — but not
in law since the soldiers nominally came, as always, from the adsidu!

If, then, by 1e7 Be all that remained of the citizen militia was only an
external appearance of its original character, it is perfectly legitimate to pose
the question, to what extent the Marian reform of the levy was an innovation,
Delbriick had long ago set it in its true form:™

The essential distinction is whether in the second century the composition
of the Roman army was fundamentally restricted to the sons of the middle
class, or whether it was already in essence a professional army which only
in practice (in so far as the proletari would have gone into the fleet if there
were recruitment to it)™ retained a certain peasant-proprietor character. In
the former case Marius’ reform would have set the army on a quite
different basis and would have introduced something quite new; in the
latrer it would have provided only the form to correspend with the reality
which already existed, for whatever remained of the peasant-proprietor
character was not completely removed even by Marius but can only have
gradually died out.

Since it is clear from what has been said so far that the second alternative
posited by Delbriick meets the truth in its essentials, it remains to show what
significance we should attribute to Marius’ reform.

In my view the new method of enrolment used by Marius in 107 BC may
be seen as the logical and inevitable result of the process of proletarianization
of the citizen militia which began with the Second Punic War. Marius®
‘reform’ did not make important or substantial innovations in the Homan
artny; the proletarian army of the years following 107 Be, a professional and
voluntary one, differed little in composition or outlook from the army that
preceded it. The only point was that it now finally lost that purely formal
link with the census classes which until then it had preserved. To repeat the
words of Delbriick and to sum up, the Marian reform of the levy ‘provided
the form to correspond with the reality which already existed’.

Hence the political consequences which attended the establishment of an
army based on proletarii and which appeared in the first century 8¢ cannot
be detived solely from the reform of Marius as the Optimates insisted was the
case. Rather they should be seen as originating in the more general condition
of Rome in that period of transition which spans the decline of Republican
institutions and the rise of the Empire, a transition in which the Marian
reform itself finds its natural place.
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I
The Marian reform of the lew®0

I. DATE AND CAUSES

Marius' enrolment of the capite censi took place, according to Sallust® in
107 BC, the year of his first consulship, and this date is that commonly
accepted by the ancient sources® However, Gellius says:® capite censos
autem primus C. Marius, ut quidam ferunt, bello Cimbrico difficillimis red
publicas temporibus vel potius, wt Sallustivs ait, bello lugurthinoe milites
scripsisse tradimur . .., and ps.~Quintilian ascribes the enrolment of the
proletarii to the period of the Cimbric War™

There are two possible reasons why, besides the Sallustian date which
Gellius himself considered to be more likely (vel potfus), there arose another
which assigned the levy a later date by some years. Prima facte one might
suppose that the authors to whom Gellius refers confused their data and
connected all the innovatons introduced by Marius in matters of armour,
the baggape-train and the tactical organization of the legion (which belong
to the Cimbric War, 104 BC and the years which followed)® with his reform
of the levy some years earlier.

But a different explanation is more likely, that the redating was wilfully
invented. As I shall show more fully later, towards the middle of the first
century Bc there were evidently discussions at Rome concerning Marius’
enrolment of the profetarif and its social effects; the arguments of the pro-
Marian populares in answer to the objections of the nohility are preserved for
us, leaving aside the clear rhetorical distortions, in the passage of ps.-
Quintilian which has been cited. The pro-Marians thus had every interest in
maintaining that only the severe peril of the German invasion could have
produced such a serious measure as the voluntary enrolment of the caprre
censi. The declamatio accordingly stresses the need to match hostibus prope
humanas vires excedentibus parem dilecrum, and Gellius, in reporting this view
as against Sallust’s, tells of the difficilfima tempora through which the state
passed at the time of the Cimbric War.

It should, of course, be recognized that the systematic levying of the
proletarii must have assumed increasing proportions from the time of the
Cimbric War onwards;® vet in 107 the lack of manpower must have been
making itself felt in an alarming fashion and to this extent confirmed the view
of those who explained the enrolment of the profetarit by inopia bonorum.®
Losses of men in these years were very heavy: in 113 nC there was the defear
of Papirius Carbo in Noricum, in 1o that of Iunius Silanus in Gaul, in 107
again that of Cassius Longinus, The advantages derived from the lowering
of the census minimum to 1,500 asses must have dwindled in a short space of
time, for it was in 109 ¢ that the restrictions on the length of military service
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imposed years before by the Gracchi were abrogated.™ Furthermore, we
know that during the Jugurthine War, though it was not fought with large
forces, it was considered necessary to ask allied kings and peoples to send
troops,™ while of the total forces emploved the Latins and the allies must
have formed the majority, to judge from their frequent mention in Salluse;*®
this cannot, in my view, be explained solely by the general tendency of Rome
to use allied forces rather than her own.

It was thus for purely military reasons — principally to remedy the iropia
bonorum — that Marius was inspired to enrol the capite censz, and these reasons
must have been almost universally acknowledged since, as will be seen,
almost no objections were raised to what he did,

Sallust, recording the anti-Marian point of view, says that some held that
the measure had been taken per ambitionem consulis.”* However, it is incredible
that Marius or his contemporaries saw in the enrolment of the capire censt
the chance of expanding personal power based on the army; apart from the
reasons already advanced this is contradicted by the subsequent course of
events.® The term ambitio should rather be understood in the narrower
sense that Marius profited from the voluntary enrolment by not offending
the city Plebs which was notoriously hostile to military service.™® The
nobility would be bound to see it as a part of the general attitude of the anti-
nobilis from Arpinum, displayed especially during his election campaign for
the consulship, an attitude which Sallust says was dominated by ambitio.%

This is the only political consequence — elearly a very minor one — seen by
the nobility in the enrolment of the proletarii. The enrolment was an ex-
pedient adopted to overcome temporary difficulties; it had no long-term aim
and it lacked, as we shall see, any particularly revolutionary character. It
would probably have passed without notice, as did many similar cases, if the
crisis which followed had not made it assume in the eyes of the oligarchy
responsibility for many evils; this is how it is presented in almost all our
sources. When the political role of the proletarian army hecame clear, then
men began to reflect on the dilectns of Marius, its far-reaching significance
and the harmful effects it had had on the state. It was easy for the oligarchy
to attribute to Marius all the blame for the enrolment of the profetare. If seen
in its purely formal aspect there was some logical basis for this, but with
such eriticisms we are already in a period subsequent to the Sullan civil
War.

1. THE HEW METHOD OF ENROLMENT

According to Sallust, Marius enrolled citizens in 107 non more matorum neque
ex classibus, sed uti quotusque lubido erat, capite censos plerosque®® Of the two
terms which pinpoint the new levy the first, utf gquoiusque lubido erat, shows
that it was based on the criterion of voluntary enlistment, whereas the
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normal difectrs was carried out on a tribal basis; the second, capite censos
plerosque, indicates the type of citizen which went to make up the legions, in
contrast to the traditdonal composition of the citizen militia which tock
account — nominally at any rate — of a citizen’s census, and which came to
comprise adsidu.%

The Marian difectus did not actually abolish the cardinal principle of the
citizen militia — the levy ex classibus — but simply dispensed with its applica-
tion, given that the soldiers were volunteers. A voluntary enlistment was not
actually an unusual oceurrence in Roman military organization; without
going back to the volunteers and evocas: of the Eastern wars one can say that
the case of Aemilianus, who in 134 BC set out with 4,000 volunteers for
Numantia, is typical and suggestive, given the short period which separated
it from 1o7.

If, then, the army which was enrolled in that year was almost totally com-
posed of capite censi, this was due to the fact that those who were well-off
were doubtless content not to be compelled to perform military service and
glad to let its weight fall completely on the proferarii. On the other hand, the
legions' new character was not to be seen as something extraordinary since
the lowering of the census minimum a few years before had in fact already
reduced the economic status of the army. It would thus seem that the Marian
difectus cannot be held to be a revolurionary act even in a formal sense — very
important as this was for the Romans — despite the fact that Sallust refers to
mos maiorum and Plutarch says it was mapa . . . m¢ ovwgfear. In form it
displays an important affinity with the old-style enrolment of proferarii in
time of a swmultus® This practice, which involved the arming of the
proletarit at the state’s expense if not their actual service in the legions, was
auite usual and therefore unobjectionable, and anyway the case of Aemilianus
cited above constituted an undeniable precedent in Marins® favour. Since,
maotreover, the causes which had inspired Marius to undertake voluntary
enlistment continued in existence, his measure was bound to be more than a
single episode and 1o become a regular usage although at the same time —
owing to the well-known Roman respect for appearances — the traditional
dilectus was never abrogated;® this surely provides the clearest proof that it
was only military need, not political ambitions of whatever kind, which
made its adoption necessary.

All this goes to show that, both formally and in fact, the Marian dilectus
of 107 was not a genuine reform of the Roman military system but the out-
come of developing tradition, and it becomes still clearer why there was no
contemporaty concern over its long-term significance.
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3. THE MARIAN “DILECTUS AND ITS
POLITICAL SETTING

We must now consider the origin of the proletari enrolled by Marius. That
they were Roman citizens can clearly he inferred from Sallust, who dis-
tinguishes the difecrus conducted in Rome from the requests to the Latins
and Italian allies for fresh contingents of troops, and is supported by general
considerations; the difectus of a Roman consul could affect only Roman
citizens. The fact that Marius asked Larin and Ttalian veterans to volunteer
to go with him to Numidia®™ cannot be generalized into a basis for a belief
that the allied military organization was, as at Home, now based on a
principle of enrolment different from the normal one. On the contrary, we
know that on this occasion the allies also provided Rome with the usual
contingents ex formula.'®® Marins’ allied volunteers must have been isolated
cases, 101

We must now determine how it was that the Roman Plebs, on whose
antipathy to military service the Optimates counted in order to frustrate
Marius” plans1® succumbed so quickly to fubido cum Mario eundi. In fact, a
whole range of evidence makes it certain that it was not the city Plehs thar
supplied the real strength of Marius’ proletarian army, but the country Plebs
who had already arttracted the attention of the Gracchi; the former was
hound by ties of clienzela to the nobility and was more inclined to enjoy the
frumentationes at Rome than to risk their lives in battle. Their attitude must
have been what I have indicated above.

Marius’ candidature for the consulship of 107 had been favoured by the
agrestes, '™ and the same people are found in 100 BC as supporters of Marius
and Saturninus in their struggle with the Senate and the oligarchy. It is well-
known that in the year of his second tribunate {100 BC) Saturninus proposed
the distribution of land to Marius® veterans, thus continuing a programme
already begun in 103 Bc.'® Various sources tell'® how the intervention of
Marius® soldiers was decisive in getting the demagogue’s proposals approved;
it is most significant that in Appian, our most accurate source in this con-
nexion, Marius’ veterans are consistently shown as coming from the country-
side and that their claims encounter opposition from the city Plebs. ™ Qur
view must be that in the mass enrolment of the years prior to 100 Be the
greatest number of volunteers had come from the rural Plebs; otherwise the
peculiar passion with which the veterans returning from their campaign
fought for their rewards, a passion natural to men directly involved, be-
comes hard to explain.

Finally we must examine the reasons why the rural Plebs volunteered for
service at the levy of 1oy B, Marius left for Africa only cum aliguanto maiore
numero guam decretum erat;'" it would appear from this that the difectus of
107 BC had not produced large numbers of volunteer capite censi and that the
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really large-scale enrolments came after the Numidian War and probably
after ro3 BC as well. In that vear Saturninus proposed that roo ugera of land
should be given to the veterans of Marius’ African army. A very powerful
incentive to enroclment must have been offered to the proletarii who saw
realized the promises of rewards Marins had made earlier in 107 Bc1% and
this is confirmed by the energy the veterans employed in 100 to have their
rights enforced.

This argument, together of course with the military reasons for the
reform which I have detailed above, disposes of the alternative view that the
timocratic principle was abandoned in the levy of 107 nc and a system of
voluntary service introduced to meet the wishes of the prolerarii;'™ on this
view the latter aimed at recapruring, through the medium of military service,
their original legal, political and economic position. Rather, it is prabable
that the promises of the new consul suggested to the ruined rural classes a
way of escape from the economic difficulties against which they were
struggling. As I have said, after 103 BC the prospect of rewards in the shape
of land would have assumed a definite, concrete form. There is no doubt
that in the first century B¢ a return to the land was an aim that inspired the
large majority of the soldiers who came from the rural poor, and that Sulla,
Pompey, Caesar, the Triumvirs and Augustus sought to meet this need with
grants of land to time-expired veterans.''® Bur it is difficult if not impossible
to believe that at the time of the 107 levy, over and above the rather general
idea of increasing the number of citizens who could perform military
service, Marius was aware of any link in social terms between the Gracchan
attempt (itself the outcome of serious thought about the causes of Roman
military decadence and its most effective cure) and his own voluntary enrol-
ment of the proletarit. To this enrolment nothing is more alien than a social
purpose; in intention at least it could have had no more than incidental
importance.

The profetarii themselves, in fact, both then and later looked on military
service as a profession. For them it was not a step towards self-improvement
in the state, except in so far as the status of the soldier during the period of
the civil wars was imelf of great importance and thence the profetarii could
find a secure place in political life.

It remains to show how not even the Optimates foresaw the consequences
that would automatically follow from the new type of levy and how, there-
fore, they mounted no serious opposition to it. Sallust says that the ambitio
consulis was the explanation Marius’ opponents offered of his act; this, how-
ever, like the invidia which the difecrus aroused and to which, as we have
noted, ps.-Quintilian alludes, is no more than a general objection hased on
prejudice and need not presuppose any more coherent vision of the future, !
We would not be in a position to make such statements as these if the
Optimates had really voiced that ‘social interpretation’ of Marius' dilectus
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found in various sources; this has made some!'? believe that in 107 sc there
already existed a state of tension between rich and poor, such that the former
thought the enrolment of proletarsr could produce a social disaster. We find
such fears in a passage of Val. Max. I[ §: laadanda enim popudl verecundia est,
qut impigre se laborthus et periculis militiae offerendo dabat operam, ne impera-
toribus capite Censos SACTArMEnto rogare esset Mecesse, qUOrw mOpia Suspecta
erat, ideoque his publica arma non committebant 112

In fact, this ‘doetrinaire theory’!'¥ derives from Greek thinkers who had
long been accustomed to the nightmare of a class revolution!® and it can
only have appeared in Rome when the arming of the proletarii had revealed
its harmful effects in social terms, that is to say, in a period certainly later
than the dicratorship of Sulla (82-81 Bc). We cannot exclude a possible
connexion with the Catilinarian conspiracy which witnessed a new hitterness
in social conflicts.'® Certainly the theory which was clearly oligarchic in
sentiment and therefore anti-Marian attracted disagreement, for the pro-
Marian tradition, known to us from ps.-Quintilian, met its opponents’
objections with the assertion: cum scires (Marius) non ex censu esse virtutem,
pracierite facultatium contemplatione vires antmosque tantum spectasti, This
seems to show that the account of the dilecrus of 107 in social terms also
commended itself to those who were favourable to Marius, and must there-
fore stem from an erroneous political and social Interpretation of his whole
position; this can be detected in various views adopted by Caesar and the
populares in general.t?

Sinee the process of proletarianization of the army had already gone a long
way by 107 Bc, the abandonment of enrolment by census qualification could
not have justified any beliefs that there was a soclal danger inherent in the
new type of difectus, In fact the knights, who favoured a vigorous policy
towards Jugurtha, may well have welcomed the Marian difectis; it avoided
making the war unpopular in so far as it did not involve calling up Rome's
urban citizens.!*#

Finally, from a political point of view it should be said that the Optimates
in 107 did not understand — just as Marius did not — the importance which an
army of proletarii could assume onee it became, as it was bound to do, a
professional army. Worse still, they were not completely aware of it even
after Saturninus’ rioting had given a clear warning that an extra-constitutional
use of the army had now become inevitable, Men, perhaps, could delude
themselves that in the future, as in 100 B, the army’s intervention in politics
would be limited to the legal field of assembly-proceedings and that there
would be no direct recourse to violence. Certainly a few years later the
chance was lost of remedying what was a serious situation when the pro-
posals of Livius Drusus were rejected; following the lines laid down by the
Gracchi they involved distribution of ager publicus and aimed at reconsti-
ruting the rural middle class, and were the only way for the Bomans to free
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themselves of the necessity, otherwise unavoidable, of continually resorting
to levies of profeterii, 1% Tt was left to Sulla’s attempt to establish a supremacy
based on his troops to make clear to everyone the army's importance in
Homan political life.

If, then, there were no serious or valid arguments which could have been
brought against Marius’ difecsur, and if therefore one should conclude that in
the contemporary political context it was no more than a manceuvre of
passing importance, it remains no less true that the new levy system com-
pleted a process (the proletarianization of the Roman militia) and established
a military organization which later is to be found dominating the political
history of the first century nc.
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A The Army in the period of the Revolution

2. The fundamental principle of a timocracy is that the higher one’s census
qualifications the greater are one’s military obligations and the wider one’s
political rights.! This principle never in theory disappeared from the Roman
scene. However, in the third and second centuries e its practical application
was 50 restricted that it essentially forfeited any value.

In this connexion we need do no more than consider the history of the
provision of armour at private expense (privato sumpiu), itself an example
of the timocratic principle at work, First came payment of stipendium 1o
soldiers; this was intended as the state’s contribution to adsidur to meet the
losses they incurred when the usual summer campaign was extended into
winter.* There was also the provision, again by the state, of rations, neces-
sitated by the ever-growing distance of theatres of war from Rome? after
these came the supply of armour at public expense for citizens of low means,
found for the first time in 281 Bc.* As a result — and I am not eoncerned with
more than the military side of the question — the citizen militia was pro-
gressively stripped of its class character® and the cemturia became an
anachronism; the latter had had its tactical significance diminished by the
introduction of the new manipular formation (end of the fourth century Bc)
and now became useless even for the purposes of the levy,

The new type of levy, which was probably already in operation at the
time of the First Punic War, was based on the tribe, with the requirement
that the soldiers had to come ex elassibus, This qualification kepr at first a
particular significance of its own in the distinction which was observed be-

v
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tween the fourth and third classes (soldiers with hoplite armour being
distinguished from the light-armed)® but in the course of the second century
Be, when only a detail distinguished the equipment of the first class from the
others,’ the qualification ex classibus became a purely formal one.

It may not be possible to establish with certainty how this came about,
but it mav help to recall that the new type of levy was a response to the need,
or wish, to lighten the burden of military service on the upper classes at
Rome by making it fall more heavily on those citizens whe had in more
recent times obtained the Homan citizenship. Indeed, if the difectns by
centuries weighed proportionately more severely on the first class with its
smaller centuries than those of the other classes? it is certain that the new
citizens who were gradually incorporated in the cirizen body had great
difficulty in acquiring a census rating which entitled them to be enrolled in
the highest class.? The levy by tribes, on the other hand, permitted a fairer
distribution of military burdens and thus achieved the object of sparing, at
least in part, the wealthier Roman classes; it offered a better use than pre-
viously of the poorer citizens for military purposes.

Previous substantial changes in the military system, which was for obvious
reasons more likely to reflect a new and changing situation, had not been with-
out influence, sometimes decisive, on the political organization of the state,®
So it was in the case of this change. The loss by the century of 1ts funda-
mental military significance stripped it also of any political importance (which
sprang from its military role); this is shown by the reform of the comiria cen-
turtata which took place in the second half of the third century Bc. Here too,
perhaps, the object was to safeguard the interesrs of the oldest and most solid
nuclens of the Roman citizen body,!! and so the organization of the comitia
centuriata came to embody a connexion between tribe and century which
resulted in the latter ceasing to have any real existence of its own.!?

The Roman governing class displayed great aptitude for introducing
changes in the constitution which reduced the class basis of the comitia to a
mere form but left untouched the major political rights of the upper classes.
These rights, in so far as they derived from more onerous military duties,
ought to have suffered a substantial if not total reduction. However, it now
happened, as a result of the reform, that not only did the greater burden of
military duty fall no longer on the wealthier classes, but also the needs of
war obliged the state to provide, without distinetion and almost universally,
the armour of all citizens. Only some deductions from pay were a formal
reminder for the Romans of the ancient timocratic base of their soclery. ™

Clearly it follows that the fundamental principle, to which I have earlier
referred and which had a basis in reality, gave way — even though practically
speaking the two coincided —~ to a totally different political concept: the
census qualification per s¢ gave a man the right to hold power. Cicero makes
this concept go back to King Servius Tullius'® and we shall see how a theory
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arose which was designed to explain thus the absence of the profetari from
military service, although the real reason for this was the fact that they
could not equip themselves from their own resources. This is clearly shown
by the fact that in times of crisis the state had taken steps, as I have said
elsewhere, to arm them at public expense.’®

It has been shown how the levy based on the tribe did not affect the
soldiers” membership of the five classes (adsidur). No one in the middle of
the third century nc could have anricipared the crisis which a century later
was to hit the social structure of Rome as a result of an increase in empire
and a change in the nature of the economy. What had been a clever political
manoeuvre on the part of the governing class — the distinction between rich
and poor in the field of political rights — in practice acquired economic and
poliical shape, and contributed to a serlous and ever-growing breach be-
tween the wealthy oligarchs and the ever-increasing mass of the poor.

As far as the military sphere was concerned, the adsidud began pro-
gressively to decline in number, either as a result of a natural decrease in
population or because of the fact that those who belonged to the census
middle class came to be relegated to the ranks of the proferardd, As a corollary
the latter — those citizens who did not belong to the five census classes and
were not reckoned in the numbers of those who were able, under the
constitution, to bear arms'®— enjoyed an ever-increasing numerical superior-
ity'? and this, in the long run, could no longer be ignored for the purpose of
the levy,

The difficulties of the Second Punic War had already made necessary a
reduction from 11,000 to 4,000 asses in the census minimuwm qualification
required for membership of the fifth class,'® so thar a greater use could be
made of the profecarii, This fipure was still valid when Polybius wrote,
towards the middle of the second century Bc.'® By this manoeuvre, which
clearly did not provide a solution to the problem but merely dealt with a
particular situation at a particular time, many proletarii were legally trans-
formed into adsidus and thereby qualified for regular service in the army.
The continucus worsening of the situation in the course of the second
century Bc— it is from 159 thae the census figures begin decisively to decline —
made necessary a further recourse to the same sort of measure about 133-125
BC and the census minimum of the fifth class was vet again lowered, from
4,000 to 1,500 asses.’® Seventy-six thousand proletarii were transformed into
adsiduf as among other things the census returns of 125 show when com-
pared with those of 131. However, this could not affect the real situation, the
gravity of which was now appreciated by the governing classes who were in
varying degrees concerned about it

At about the same time as the minimum census qualification was reduced
to 1,500 asses, attempts were made by the Gracehi to remedy the economic
and social situation. This they saw first and foremost, if nor exclusively, asa
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military problem, and their solution was to reconstiture the middle class of
small peasant proprietors. Although this policy was not totally out of touch
with social and political reality, it had one serious weakness which funda-
mentally invalidared it: the solution proposed was still within the city-state
framework at a ime when the territorial limits of the Republic were being
extended across continents. This was the main factor in the grievous situa-
tion in which the Roman state found itself; to march the constant increase of
territory and of the political and economic demands which followed, there
had been no corresponding progress in Rome's structural organization which
continued to be that of a city-state.®

Military organization, on the other hand, as is always the case, had had to
adapt itself to new needs. The continued service of soldiers under arms for
long periods was fundamental here in thar this was irreconcilable with the
organization of an army on the basis of a citizen militia. There were serious
consequences over and above those of an economic order. These conse-
quences were moral in so far as they sowed the seed for the birth of mili-
tarism, as we have already seen, in the aftermath of the Hannibalic War, 23
This state of affairs became evident principally during the long years of the
Spanish wars which, in their final pericd, compelled a reduction to only six
years (but of continuous service) of the period soldiers should serve in
Spain.® For this reason the Spanish army can be considered the Republican
prototype of the standing armies in the provinces during the Principate.®s

The citizen militia was being decisively transformed into a professional
army, and at this point the inherent anachronism of the Gracchi's efforts
hecomes clear: a citizen militia consisting of a revived class of small peasant
proprietors could not meet the demands which the situation imposed except
on the basis of a fresh annulment of the really fundamental characteristic of
short-term service, with all its economic and social consequences. The com-
position of the citizen militia was radically altered in so far as its economic
status declined along with that of the middle class adsidus (although in theory
the soldiers always came ex efassibus) when, as I have already mentioned,
the census minimum was reduced.

The status of the soldiers of the Gracchan period can easily be ascertained
either from the well-known statement of Ti. Gracchus,® that those who were
considered the masters of the world did not actually have even what the
animals had, a lair in which to rest their heads, or from the character of the
military law of C. Gracchus (123 ne) which forbade the state to make
deductions from their stpendium, naturally enough granted the precarious
circumstances of the soldiers.*

When, however, in 1o7 Be C, Marius felt himself impelled by the demands
of the Numidian War to eliminate the traditonal system of levy hy tribe
and to resort to voluntary enrolment, the composition of the army was
already, for all practical purposes, proletarian. Marius' measure, which had a
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link with the institution of memultes and for which there was a precedent, for
example, in the levy of 134 8¢,* did not appear revolutionary in character
and actually only confirmed the state of affairs which already existed.®®

However, the particular solution of the military problem devised by
Marius provided at the same time, perhaps unconsciously, the right lines for
resolving the general political situation; it went some way towards restoring
that link between the governing class and social reality which had in the
coutse of the second century BG been considerably weakened.

2. The nucleus of the Roman citizen militia had been, as 18 well known,
represented by the class of small rural proprietors who for the great majority
comprised the middle class adsidur. It 15 of interest to note that, even after
the proletarianization of the farmer middle class which I have already
described, the soldiers of the professional army still continued to come
principally from the countryside.

The evidence is particularly plentiful and precise for the period of the
Marian consulships (107-100 B} Marius’ candidarure for the consulship of
107 was championed by the agreszes, ™ and also, of course, by representatives
of such truly political groups as the Equites. Later, in 100 Bc, the agrestes
were the most active supporters of Appuleius Saturninus’ opposition to the
coaliion of oligarchs and urban Plebs. Appian, whose account brings our
the contrast particularly well, adds that Samurninus relied mainly on the
peasants because they had foughe for Marius.® It is clear that the enthusiasm
displayed by the rural Plebs on thar occasion was a result of their direct
interest in the rewards they hoped to be given.®®

The fact that the professional soldiers came from the rural population has
nothing to do with the ancient formation of the army from country sources;
it is the absolute abandonment of every timocratic principle in the levy and
the introduction of voluntary enrolment which offer the decadent agrarian
class the chance of escape from their recent economic distress.

We know, even if the evidence is not all it should be, that the conditions
of the agrarian class did not change substantially in the course of the first
century 8¢ (the theme of the exclusion of the poor from the land, common
in the literature of the period from the Gracchi to Augustus,® is certainly
something more than a rhetotical commonplace lacking any reference to the
contemporary scene) and it is therefore legitimate and logical to conclude
that the equation ‘decadence of the agrarian class = rural origin of the
soldiers” certainly holds beyond the period of the late second century Bc
for which, 25 we have seen, there is direct evidence®

The fact that the social origins of the soldiers were what they were must
have been to a great extent influenced by the type of levy which came into
use in the first century Bc, especially after the extension of the citizenship
to the allies. The levy was by this time carried out through conguisirores®
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who conducted their business in specified districts without, of course, being
governed by rigid criteria; at the same time, probably, they tried not to
disturb the upper classes of the population. As a result the levy was arbitrary™
and military service for all practical purposes voluntary.® Naturally these
volunteers represented the poorest or the worst elements of society.

At this point it is worth emphasizing a very important factor, that we
cannot deduce from the conclusion that has just been reached a further
conclusion, that an actual desire of the rural proletariat had inidally led to
the abolition of the levy ex classibus and, afterwards, military service was
considered not so much as a profession but rather as a means of recovering
its primitive legal, economic and political position®® This would be at
variance with the fact that there was no precise relationship between the
objectives of the Gracchan proposals and the purposes of the Marian levy
(demonstrated above all by the immediate aims of the levy of 107 BC) and
it is also at variance with a generalization, but a most important one, which
from this time onwards must always be borne in mind, namely the non-
political nature of the post-Marian army. Finally it conflicts with the ob-
jectives as conceived by the various champions of benefits for the dishanded
armies; with the exception of Caesar and Augustus these objectives never
went beyond ephemeral issues of contemporary polirics.

In fact, the impulses and sentiments of the masses must have been in-
fluenced only by considerations of an economic kind: stipendium, the booty
which followed a war, and finally a plot of land as a reward for service, The
last, though, was regarded not only and not always as a means of returning
to a comfortable life in the country but as a piece of capiral which could be
readily realized. All these economic considerations would have exercised the
strongest attractions for the masses,

These common demands which are at the root of the voluntary levy of the
proletariat explain the homogeneity of outlook thar is a feature of the Roman
army in the first century Bc. This is true, despite the existence of ties based
either on clientelae or on regional interests which seem sometimes to create
differences. This homogeneity increased in depth when the dynasts, repre-
sentatives of opposing political views, drove their troops to take up positions
in favour of their specific interests,

As a result of the political importance that these interventions afforded the
army in the life of the state, the proletariat acquired a stronger and more
elevated position, but the demands which the army personified remained for
all that purely economic in content.

On the other hand, this homogeneity which was, so to say, part of the
army’s structure was continually being reinforced by an esprir de corps; this
was bound to go hand-in-hand with the formation of a professional army
and was in its turn not uninfluential in cementing a sense of indifference
towards problems of a political character which were considered alien to a
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soldier’s true nature and his occupation.™ This, of course, led to a distinction
in outlook and approach, and introduced a gap between military and
polideal life, as is clear in the last century of the Republic.®®

3- I have referred above to the existence of clienrefa-relationships in the field
of military activity. In view of the primary importance which this pheno-
menon is to assume it is necessary now to show in greater detail its develop-
ment and consequences.

The phenomenon of military clientela developed pari passu with the
proletarianization of the citizen militia and with the extension of continuous
military service. As early as the period after the Hannibalic War, which had
for the first time exacted continuous service, there had been clear signs of a
birth of militarism when veterans of the Second Punic War presented them-
selves in large numbers to serve in the East under generals of high reputation
and individual personal magnetism (for example, Scipio Africanus and
Flamininus).#

A supreme example, far more important than its predecessors, is the case
attested in 134 B¢ when Scipio Aemilianus set out for Numantia with an army
composed entirely of his clients;** although it has much in common with the
old example of clients fighting for their family patroni when the Plebs
refused to serve,” it is worth noting that in this period clientelz had long
ceased to carry with it an obligation to perform military service on the
patron’s behalf.**

Indeed, continuous military service and the proletarian make-up of the
army, together with the fact that generals changed less frequently, began to
create bonds which were either tighter than before or of a completely
unprecedented narure, and these bonds joined the general and his soldiers
together® in a relationship which was now inseparably connected with the
military career of the client.

It is, of course, undeniable that between military and, so to say, ‘civil’
clientela there was an organic connexion, brought about by the double trans-
formation which took place (clients serving their patron, soldiers joining the
clientela of their general);* it is, however, equally unquestionable that
military clientela introduced a new element into the coneeption of effentela
and therefore into politics itself.

Personal clientelz was based on the fides of the patronus, under whose
protection the client placed himself; this was solely a moral bond, for all that
the dependence of one on the other had often, as an essential part of the
background, an economic cause. For his part the client maintained pretas
towards his patron, was aware of his dependence and appreciated his obliga-
tion to repay the henefits received.*” From the beginning of the first century
BC the establishment of more binding ties berween client and patron can be
detected, especially when the client comes to perform his appropriate
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activity gue client in a political and military field.*® The origins of this
development are to be found in the changed relationships between patrons-
military dynasts and clients-soldiers; these relationships, no longer based on
the old moral constraints, were now embodied in a strictly formal act,
represented by the oath of allegiance. ¥

In this lies the fundamental relevance of military elfenrela: it introduces
into the political struggle, which on the surface continues to lie between
families, groups or individuals, forces of men who are, as [ have said,
homogeneous in their social condition and their outlook. These men, as we
should note for future developments, have a heightened consciousness,
either individually or collectively, of their own ability and their own rights
which they have derived from their lives as soldiers and from their military
experience. These client-soldiers, who more or less unconsciously personify
and entertain very profound social demands, do not represent precise political
movements. 1 hey can therefore be hooked indiscriminately by the political
bait of either a Marius or a Sulla.%®

From one point of view this makes it difficult for us to think of military
clientela simply as an extension of ‘civil’ clienrela™ — the bond of clientela
established with provincial circles falls, however, into this category — and
from another point of view we should conclude that revelutionary inter-
ventions brought a powerful and radical change in politics, and not only in
its external aspects,

The old political structure which had formed the moral basis of the
citizen militia no longer presented the professional soldier with a problem,
either because he was not personally interested in it or because he came from
that social class of peasants which, as we shall see more clearly later, is com-
pletely without influence in Roman political life, As a result the seldier ends
up by being considered simply as a miles Caesarts or a miles Cn. Pompel
and the army thereby ceases to be the state’s army but becomes in practice
a private army.>

A characteristic example of the soldier’s indifference to questions which
could have brought about a revival of patriotic sentiment can perhaps be
provided by the ease with which Sulla in 88 »e could persuade the legions to
challenge, for the first time in Roman history, the stare’s authority and 1o
march on Rome, All the officers, with only one exception, refused — a typical
example of a divergence of outlook which subsequently, however, com-
pletely disappeared.®

Until now only the disregard of the general-patron for the interests of his
soldiers can make them change their politcal allegiance.® Otherwise, the
bond established between general and soldier continued to survive even after
service was over, especially if the intervention of the general obtained for
his demobilized soldiers the provision of rewards* and thar bond could be
taken over by the descendants of the general himsel .57
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Of course, as I have already shown, military experience gave the client
a position of greater substance in his relationship with his patron, and as a
result it was necessary to hind him with a formal act. This set of circum-
Stances came to acquire ever greater significance in the course of the first
century BC with the progressive decline of the central authority of the state,
until the soldiers came to be conscious of their indispensability and there
resulted a general state of anarchy. This led in its rurn to a slackening of the
ties of clientela between general and soldiers, for the most part when the
latter, for whatever motive, came to believe that the reasons for which it had
previously suited them — especially from an economic point of view - to
undertake service no longer existed,®®

4. The following factors have to be borne in mind. The continued survival
of a city-state structure while Rome was acquiring an ever-growing empire
had the consequence that the urban Plebs was bound to grow in political
importance, while the rural Plebs was bound to decline. The former was a
notoriously treacherous element hecause of its very close ties with the
nobility and its clentelae, and on it devolved all real political activity; the
latter formed the conservative basis of the state, then as always. Hence
participation in the comitia, whether legislative or electoral, of those who
came from districts far away from Rome caused deep astonishment, for
example in the time of Cicero,” astonishment which could produce the bitrer
reflection that what ought to have been the rule had now become only an
exXception.

Alongside such men from the rumicipia we also find frequent mention of
the intervention — sometimes decisive — of soldiers, whether as serving men
or veterans. L hey might be used to intimidate, certainly, but more often just
took their legitimate part in the voting.®

The army was composed principally of men from the countryside. As a
result, its interventions in politics and, in more general terms, the fact that
the rural proletariat gained promotion through military service must be con-
sidered as the countryside’s revenge, however unconscious it may have been,
on the city, and thereby of the various Iralian races on Rome. For them the
grant of Roman citizenship had represented, in the field of politics, an
advantage that was without practical effect.

It seems undeniable that the unification of the various races of the peninsula
had originated and developed primarily in the composition of the army,
even in the period prior to the Social War and, in part, prior to the so-called
reform of the levy in ro7 B it preceded and prepared the way for the
political unity of Italy and, once this had been achieved, strengthened and
consolidated 1.5

The existence of the proletarian, Italian army as the plainest expression of
the outmeding of city-state principles has its context and setting in the way
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in which those opposed to the oligarchs had long looked at the structure and
functions of the state, This view expressed itself in a series of confrontations
which aimed — for different reasons at different times but for practical
purposes all of the same kind — at forcing the Roman state to go outside its
own citizen body. Tt has already been shown how profoundly significant was
the hostility of the senatorial oligarchy to the attempts of M. Curius
Dentatus to colonize the ager Sabinus and of C. Flaminius to colonize the
ager Gallicus and Picenum, to the lex Rubria of 123 Be which proposed a
transmarine colony at Carthage, and to the foundation of Narbo Martius
between 118 and 115.% All these episodes represented stages in the conflict
between popular leaders and the senatorial oligarchy concerning the essential
nature of the Roman state, a conflict which reached its peak in the problem
of the allies.®

The result of such a process of evolution was what was to be expected:
while the army saw an accelerated trend towards the fusion of various
Italian races, the Roman papelares on the other hand, operating in a strictly
political sphere, collaborated elosely with the rebel Tralian peoples and went
so far as 1o participate, in times of their weakness and that of the state, in
residual separatist tendencies, aiming at the independence of regional
political groups.5

The role which the army played in late Republican politics in the end
made this contrast of attitudes stand out still more sharply. It is worth noting
that this conrrast did not arise from fundamental differences of a formal,
theoretical nature but, as I have said above, expressed imself in practical terms
in the different reactions of rival political groups to concrere problems of
the day.

It is, however, understandable that a number of {actors combined to pro-
duce in the minds of the oligarchy the conviction that the professional army
of volunteers represented a danger to the stability of the Roman state, These
included the composition of the army from the lowest social elements of
society; the concept of military service as a profession which the new
recruits came to entertain;® the economic and social demands which as a
result the army — more or less consciously — inspired; and finally the political
power which it could assume under the guidance of a leader and, conversely,
the power of a leader who found himself at the head of a large following of
soldiers, as became particularly evident for example in 61 8 when Pompey
returned from the East and approached the coast of Italy. To the governing
class which, as I bave said, continued even after the late third-century Bc
reform of the comitia centuriata always to be represented by the wealthy
orders 5 the army now appeared as an army based on the class system.

The Optimate tradition presents the enrolment of the proletaréi in 107 BC
as a manoeuvre which threatened the urmost danger to the state and which
all generals before Marius had always avoided with the utmost care. Indeed,
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quoniam res pecuniaque familiaris obsidis vicem pignerisque esse apud rem
publicam videbatur amorisque i patriam fides guaedam in ea firmamentumaque
erat, neque proletarii neque capite censt melites nisi in tumultu maximo scribe-
bantur, quia familia pecuntagus his aut tenus our nully esser®®

For various reasons,”® however, one can confidently maintain rthat in this
passage we are confronted with a shallow post eventum interpretation, put
forward at a time when the army could have assumed a class-hased character.
This interpretation is based on an erroneous, abstract view of what had been
the basis of the Roman citizen militia of the Golden Age; although this
interpretation undoubtedly held good for its own time, the Golden Age was
a period when the form of the militia was dictated by nothing more than
practical considerations.™

In fact, this interpretation of the difectus of o7 Bc, which reflects the
political interests of the oligarchy, attributes to Marius the chief responsibility
for the extra-constitutional activity of the army, and must draw its real
origin from Greek political thought. It is not, perhaps, hazardous to assume
that it found its first formuladon in the historical work of Posidonius.
Athenian politicians, and those who concerned themselves with Athenian
political history, had been able to perceive without undue difficulty the in-
timate connexion between the ever-growing power of the &4uos and the
creation of a fleer at Athens.”™ They thus developed a theory which, on the
broadest interpretation — and that is the only way it should be considered —
recognized that the services rendered by the proletariat in military defence
or, on a more general level, in boosting the military power of the state,
constituted for the proletariar themselves a means of acquiring power.

It must have been easy to apply this historical and political rule to the
situation at Rome in the first century sc. The oligarchy restored by Sulla
was able to count the existence of a proletarian army among the causes of
instability affecting its system of government. This oligarchy was always
committed to a superannuated conception of the timocratic city-state™ and
had lost any real connexion with those who were at that time the dominant
classes in the social order.™ It could not therefore fail to point to Marius as
the man responsible for the enrolment of proletaris and therefore, by implica-
tion, for those policies which had long aimed at removing the upper classes
from the control of government; these policies were in some cases given
concrete form as proposals to modify the structure of the comitia that then
existed.”™

It may be impossible to solve the problem with cermainty but it is necessary
here to point out that the highly revolutionary character of the provision of
rewards to ex-soldiers in the first century Bc must have influenced the sort
of attitude which the oliparchs adopted towards the professional army and
which I have just sketched.

The passage of Cicero, de Officiis IT 7385, 13 well-known, Here he sets
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out the hasic principle that those who try to bring about changes in the
sphere of res agrariz or of debts undermine the very {foundations of the
state: qui . . . aut agrariam rem temptant . . . aut pecuntas creditas debitoribus
condonandas putant, labefactant fundamenta red publicae™ It is certain that in
essence this passage is derived from the Stoic themes elaborated by Panaetius
in the face of the Gracchan revolution,” but it is significant thatr Cicero
wrote it in the aftermath of Caesar’s agrarian and debt legislation — the
de Officits dates to 45[44 BC — which put private property rights at risk.™ In
this passage of Cicero there is clear emphasis on the contemporary erisis, for
example the opposition to the collection of triburum that was in effect
proposed by Caesar at that point.™

Finally the phrase in II 83: sic par est agere cum covibus (as Aratus had
done) ron, ut bis fam vidimus, hastam foro ponere et hona civium voci subicere
praeconts clearly alludes to the examples of Sulla and Caesar.

We may now mention a factor which may help us to understand more
clearly Cicero’s thought on the subject. It is a commonplace that the logic
of Panaetius when applied to the proposals of the Gracchi — a logic whose
essentials are re-echoed by Cicero — contains a weakness in that it wrongly
represented them as an attack on private property;*® this has been clearly
shown by Pohlenz.® In the passage of Cicero we have considered the contra-
diction is less obvious, not to say totally absent, when we concentrate our
attention on the time which for Cicero was obviously the most important.
This is not the rime of Gracchus; this, like the proposal of L. Marcius
Philippus, has no more than the validity of a historical poine £’ appui, for all
that it had been the central point in Panaetius’ account. Rather it is with
Cicero’s own petiod that the comparison with Aratus’ activity (a comparison
already in Panaetius’ account) fits much better than with the Gracchan
period. Concerning the Sullan and Caesarian (46 BC) proscriptions and
allotments, it is certainly right to talk here of violation of private property,
and it is therefore clear that Cicera's arguments take on a real character of
vigorous polemic, like that attending the views of Panaetius on the period of
the Gracchi. Cicero’s position, then, is at the centre of the general trend
of opposition which the revolutionary allotments of land to the veterans,
regarded by many in effect as a social cataclysm, aroused among the
propertied classes during the fifty-vear peried from Sulla to the Trium-
virate

To return to cur problem, it seems that this fear of an aequatio bonorum®
fed by the payment of rewards to the army, can and ought to be connected
with the view that the poor were a source of danger, and this view —as [ have
tried to show above — was the moving force behind the oligarchs’ opposition
to the professional volunteer army.

The political assumptions behind the oligarchs’® interpretation did not
escape those who were their enemies, The collusion in 88 B¢ between Marius



32 (pp. 8o0-83) The Roman Professional Army

and the main groups opposed to the oligarchs, which resulted in their
winning control of the government with Cinna's supremacy, had already
helped to bring into being the concept of Marius the democrat. This aimed
at investing with realiry whart had only been a dream, quire at variance with
the true personality and activity of Marius;® this interpretatdon was re-
inforced by the fact that the democratic factions after Sulla were supported
by old elements or by Marian traditions.®

The explanation offered by the oligarchs of the 1o7 levy fitted in well with
this view. To their claims on the social and political danger of the enrolment
of the landless one eould reply that a man’s worth was not tied to wealth
and that Marius concentrated on the strenpth and courage of his soldiers in
1o7 BC.2 Even in this respect the popufares by justifying the practical need
to supersede the timocratic military organization (proeterita facultativm
contemplations) superseded as well — even though it was in the context of a
particular problem — the whole concept of a city-state structure.¥’

Naturally this ‘democratic’ interpretation of Marius” political activity does
not confine itself to the difference in attitude adepted by Optimate and
populares factions when confronted with the reality of a professional army.
On the contrary, it is part of the general political situation of the first century
BC in 50 far as it can, in a certain sense, be regarded as the final expression of
that phenomenon which appeared in the period subsequent to the Gracchi,
namely the identity of populares and military leaders. The progressive
assimilation of the two has its basis in the common anti-oligarch position
which the democratic groups and the military leaders adopted. It was pro-
moted by the rigidly organic nature of the ancient state and by the fact that
the state was consequently identified with the political groups which held
power; as a result the oligarchs were unable to make clear distinctions among
those movements or policies which, because they were against the oligarchs’
interests, appeared at times to involve the disintegration of the state™ To
solve the problems which his brother had earlier raised C. Gracchus had
probably relied on attempting to introduce the popular classes to a more
effective participation in government. Moreover, this attempt no longer
followed the practice of former times but was made by more direct methods,
after the example of Greek democracy.® This line failed with Gracchus and
was not in practice resumed; there was substituted for it another, and this,
for whatever reason it appeared - the fact is that ar that time and for some
time in the future those who adopted it, of all ranks or positions, were
unconscious of it — produced a conclusion not very different from that at
which Gracchus had consciously aimed. The professional army was now a
permanent feature, and this could only consolidate the positon of the
proletariat in Roman politics, as we have several times observed,

The democratic view of Marius and the oligarchs’ fears concerning the
danger of military professionalism entitle us, therefore, to say that in the
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period after Sulla men already realized thar the object of the Gracchi and
the result which the professional army showed how to achieve were sub-
stantially one and the same.

On the other hand, the actual gains which the military chiefs had been able
to achieve in politics through the army — not properly understood during the
interventions of the soldiers in 100 B but clear to all afier 83 Bc - decisively
transferred effective political action to another level altogether. This especi-
ally applies to the methods which the opposition had employed until that
time and hence the contrast with the Gracchi, for example, was partcularly
noticed when the ‘democrats” seized power, even if it was only for a few
years (87-82 Bc)

From another point of view the popular faction took advantage of the
unification of the different elements of the various Iralian regions, a unifica-
tion brought about through the medium of the army. It made its own con-
cern the defence of those common social and economic needs which, as 1
have already said, the army personified. However, in this connexion it is
important to note that the absence of political interests to go side by side
with actual economic needs within the framework of the army makes it im-
possible to say categorically that the populares exclusively represented the
interests of the army proletariat, in so far as those very needs could be met
by the opposition faction, as in effect they sometimes were; Sulla’s example,
however it can or will be explained, is significant.”!

This point does not undermine the ohservation from which we started,
that in the first century Bc popular and military leaders were one and the
same, nor does it rule out the claim that this identiry must not be considered
purely a matter of accident. On the contrary — and this is what I have sought
to show — it drew its raison J°8tre from a very profound cause, more or less
understond by contemporaries hut seldom clearly distinguished: with the
arganization of the masses against the oligarchy, or with the use of these
masses when they were organized as they were already in the army, it was
implicit in the situation that there should come into being a formula of
compromise between the needs of the Empire and the structure of the
ancient city-state. Military service had already brought this about in its own
sphere when the army was transformed in the course of the second century
rc under the pressure of absolute necessity into a professional fighting force.
The struggle begun by the Gracchi in the name of the restoration of the
ancient city-state of peasants ended with the remodelling of that state,%?

5. The conclusion which we have reached is this: the soldiers came now
from classes which did not entertain sincere and clearly defined political
views. This, together with the fact that their demands as soldiers were
purely of an economic nature, had drained the army of all political character.
This conclusion must now be integrated with another important question
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which we must examine and which will help to clarify the matter still further:
what was the relationship that existed between the outlook and demands of
the soldiers on the one side and the body of cfficers on the other? The
problem is particularly interesting in that it is connected with, and contri-
butes points of unigue importance to, the central problem of our study: we
have to explain the way in which military service brought the lowest classes
of the population into politics.

It is well-known that in the Roman army there was a rigid class distinction
which prevented the centurion from reaching the ranks of tribunus miélitum
ot of pragfectus equitum, i.e. officer status.® The establishment of the pro-
fessional army meant the introduction of changes and exceptions to the
general rule. It is no accident that it is after Marius that cases appear, histori-
cally documented, of soldiers being subsequently admitted to the ranks of
officers: L. Petronius, in the time of C. Marius, admodum humili loco nates ad
equestrem ordmem et splendidae militiae stipendia P. Coeli beneficio pervenerar™
L. Fufidius, a premipifares of Sulla, later enjoyed a higher career and was even
governor of Baetca;® L. Septimius, mentioned as a sridunus mulium by
Caesar, bello pracdonum (67 BC) apud eum {Pompeium) ordinem duxerat
These cases which are, in our present state of knowledge, isolated ones must
have led to the practice which developed, perhaps from the time of Caesar
and certainly attested during the early Principate of Augustus, whereby the
highest centurionate opened the door to milita equestris™

Even more interesting are the qualifications to the rule mentioned above
which stem from the observation not of single cases but of a general pheno-
menon: the wealth which the soldiers acquired could often lead to their
enjoyment of an equestrian census and therefore to the possibility of their
joining the body of officers. There is no need ro dwell on the ease with which
men enriched themselves during the civil revoles®® As examples of soldiers
who gained equestrian status we should note those whom Sulla introduced
into the Senate,”® a model for Caesar later,'® and the ex-centurions who sat
on juries.'” Sometimes the equestrian census of the father allows the son to
begin a military career and subsequently enter the magistracies. This is the
case with the father of the well-known jurist Areius Capito who was
praetorizs but who was also the son of a Sullan centurion;"™ it is also the
case with M. Petreius, praetor in 63 nc and well-known Pompeian legate, son
of a Volscian centurion of Atina!® and with T. Flavius Petro, a Pompeian
veteran and father of a knight!%

It is not extravagant to speak of an absorption of the other ranks by the
officer class, and this is a significant factor in so far as it is clear that the
soldiers and centurions who subsequently joined the corps of officers
brought with them their own outlook and their own especial demands. Even
if we allow that the possibiliry of promotion is confirmed only by a very
few, random cases — though, of course, that is not the case; it is just not
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possible for us to exemplify this promotion except in a restricted way — is it
permissible to agree with Seel thar ‘the officers did not belong to the
Plebs bound to the land but came from those Roman citizens who always had
their thoughts firmly fixed on the future of Rome’ 1% That is to say, can we
postulate that a different social origin produced a different outlook for the
officers from that of the soldiers or the centurions?

The fact of the matter is that military professionalism had long been
responsible for levelling out differences in the outlook of officers and men.'®®
If, as we have said, high pay and hopes of hooty induced members of
equestrian families to enrol in the ranks of centurions, it is quite eredible,
and indeed more logical, that this held for the class of officers, and therefore
one should conclude that at an early stape they too looked on military service
as a career. An officer career, in other words, also became a profession, and
the term homo militaris'"" which is frequently applied to many people in the
first century ac, is an indication of this; this term is used to refer to a dis-
tinctive type, in contrast to the ancient practice of considering mulitary
service as a civic duty. In the old days the Romans did not know how to
distinguish, nor could they, man in his political and military role.

It is perfectly true that Seel’s assertion mentioned above could be taken to
refer to the well-known and very significant episode of 88 Bc which concerned
Sulla: xat adror (Sulla) ot wév dpyovres Tofi oTparof, ywpls €vds Taptov,
SuéBpagar €5 "Pdunw, ody ddwordueror orpardy dyew dni mip marplba.l®®
However, the situation is really quite different, in so far as we cannot
generalize from the example of Sulla; its character is unique for it was the
first occasion of its kind in Rome’s history! It may be enough to contrast
what we know about Caesar in 49 8¢; only Labienus went over to Pompey's
side, and even in his case his motives were far removed from patriotism.'™

In fact, soldiers as well as officers displayed indifference towards problems
of a political nature, important and obvious though they were (for example,
the libertas of the respublica). When Appian in a famous passage!'? analyses
the psychology of the army in the face of the greatest political question of the
time, where true patriotism lay, he not only does not distinguish officers
from soldiers but, for obvious reasons, insists on the fact that the outlook of
the soldiers, whole armies and famous generals was always the same and
based on what would make a profit for themselves. With some important
reservations'!! this psychology is the same as that which Drexler inferred
from an analysis of Bell. Hisp. 1. It is characteristic that the author of this
work was in fact an officer of Caesar’s.!1?

Furthermore, we are not in a position to be able to assert that officers and
soldiers came consistently from different social classes. We have seen how
the equestrian census was required for entry to officer status and how it could
be acquired with a certain ease by other ranks. The cases set out above show
that the social origin was in many cases the same.
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The well-known Asculan inseriprion of Pompeius Strabo shows™? that a

the siege of Asculum there was a legion composed entirely of Picenes,
officers and men. Without doubt all came from the rural class. We must
remember that the Picenes provided a true class of professional soldiers.

Also the officers of the Marian party whose names betray an Etruscan
otigin would certainly not alwavs have belonged to the upper classes of the
region; these latter, as is well-known, were clearly connected with the
Roman oligarchy. Some Marian officers would have come from economically
inferior classes, perhaps even from tenants (colon). M This 15 still more
probable in the case of those officers who did not come from Iraly; in Bell,
Afric.28 two tribuni militum are sons of a Spanish senator.!¥® Their patriotism,
incidentally, could not have been that of the Roman nobiles. All of these
points support and illuminate my interpretation of the period.

In fact, the improved position which the proletarss came to enjoy in
Roman politics in the first century Be thanks to their military service cannot
be regarded simply as reflecting the importance of organized armed inter-
ventions in Roman political strugygles, and this improvement in their position
must therefore be something more than mere confirmation of the decisive
influence of professional military service.!'® On the contrary, the progress of
the proletarsi appears to transcend such incidental considerations and must be
assessed in the light of its impact on the social and political life of con-
temporary Rome.

What I have said above shows, T think, that those of the oligarchs who
were far-sighted did not fail to observe how the granting of arms or, to put
it in more general terms, of the means of defence to the profetari had led to
a breakdown of that balance which was essential to the Roman state, and
that from this period dated the collapse of the timocracy. Today this episode
appears to us as the first link in a chain of events which saw a progressive
abdication on the Romans’ part of their own defence and which was to end
with making the barbarians defenders of the Empire, thereby ensuring its
eventual collapse.™’

The army brought the Italians into a closer contact with politics — this
process, already begun in the second century Be, was developed and com-
pleted by the Social War — and set in still greater relief (if that were possible)
the inadequacy of the restricted Roman governing class, the patrician-
plebeian mebifites. This had lost all contact with the social structure of the
nation from the time when the rural class of small proprietors, whose
supreme representative was originally the nobdlitas, became submerged in the
huge sea of the urban and rural proletariat.

Military service represented the ladder by which the prolerariat, particu-
larly the rural proletariat, reached the position that was due to it, even though
its progress took different forms and even though it was not fully conscious
of what was happening. The Empire is the product of those sections of
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society which had been denied any direct participation in political interests
and activity by the continued existence of the city-state constitution and
therehy of the anti-democratic comitéa; it marks at the same time the doom
of the Roman oligarchy which in its capacity as the governing class had
traditionally stood its ground for the whole of the first century sc.

It is true that the advance of the ltalians towards a more extensive and
more direct share in government had already made iself felt through the
ever-growing admission to politics during the first century Bc of members of
the municipal aristocracies and, in general, of the wealthier local elements,11%
However, only service in the army could bring such participation within the
reach of the poorest classes of Italian society, and it did this by promoting
people of low origin to the Senate and to the magistracies through factions
which were now largely based on military elements;!? it was military service
also which guaranteed in the political field effective expression for that
equality of rights which was ratified by the extension of the Roman citizen-
ship after the Social War.

In the Senates of Sulla and Caesar the army certainly played a large part,
side by side naturally with members of the local aristocracies and the city
oligarchy. There is no need to dwell on the few cases known directly to us
of simple soldiers or centurions who reached the Senate, for prosopo-
graphical research in this period is unavoidably restricted by the fact that we
have to confine ourselves to the principals in the action; the intervention of
the masses, which is the most significant factor, is basically beyond the reach
of prosopography.™®

With Caesar the Italian character of the Senate was exrtended and aug-
mented, for representatives of those peoples who had followed the demo-
cratic and Marian line and who had therefore been gravely weakened by
Sulla were admitted to the Curia. Ar the same time Italians reach the highest
positions in the army.1*!

The Augustan Principate, directed as it was to the formation of a national
Italian state, made for further steps in that direction while the area from which
soldiers were drawn was widened in Ttaly and extended, sometimes on a
vaster scale, to the provinces.!*? The case of the Emperor Vespasian, grand-
sont of a Reatine veteran of Pempey's who had had a son of equestrian
rank,!?? is the best example of the way in which the professional army had
become the chief means in the course of the first century Bc of promouon
for the rural proletariat and of securing an improved position for the
Italians in Rome’s political and social life.'*4

A, The Fereran Problem

r. With the end of the second century uc traditional Roman agrarian and
colonial policy gave ground; this was a theme which throughout that
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century had been worked out on a scale of undeniable magnitude, even
though it was sporadic in its operation on account of the faint interest it
aroused in the minds of the public and of the ruling class.!*

There must have been two main reasons for this development. Alongside
the indifference of public opinion towards colonial expansion went the
growing demands of the actual colonists who were increasingly reluctant to
abandon the pleasures of the memropolis in return for a plot of land in far-
away, disagreeable places® Secondly, the proposal of Ti. Gracchus to
resolve the economic and social crisis of Ttalian society by breaking up the
latifundia on ager publicus had substantally changed the traditional basis of
agrarian politics and had aroused demands and interests which made it still
more difficult to satisfy the new potential colonists.

Even after the Gracchi, however, proposals to found colonies on a reduced
scale continued down to the turn of the century, and in the traditional way:
the colony of Dertona probably dates to 120,'* Narbo Martius between 118
and 115,1% and Eporedia to 100.12?

Atter Velleius has mentioned the settlement of Eporedia in his famous list
of colonies founded post Romam a Gallis captam® he adds: negque facile
memortae mandaverim quae, nisi militaris, post hoc tempus (100 BC) deducia
(colonia) sit33 Velleius' view is still perfectly acceptable today; all the long
series of colonies founded from the end of the second century Be is based on
a principle completely independent of that followed earlier and, whar is
more important, has in practice no connexion with the Gracchan policy
which merely supplied, and then not on a regular basis, the instrument for
practical action, namely the lex agraria.

In an earlier passage*? Vellejus had indicated clearly the points which
distinguished the colonies prior to 100 8c and those (of the military type)
which came later: nam militarivm er causae et auctores et ipsarum praefilgent
nomina 1t

I turn now to a brief consideration of these three factors, and especially
the causas. Velleius has included in his account the list of colonies from the
invasion of Rome by the Gauls, and rightly maintains that no more than a
bare list of names can show Rome’s expansion in the Italian peninsula and
elsewhere. However, when he arrives at the military colonies he stops; to
list them would not serve his purpose. The abject of these colonies, that is
to say the fundamental object over and above any incidental motives there
might be, was quite different and distinct from the purpose of propagating
the Roman name. Tt was to reward time-expired soldiers: erar tune prasmrum
terra et pro emerito habebatur 13

Next the auctores. Non-military colonies derived their foundation fussu
Senarus and in reality — excepr for a few cases of senatorial opposition (for
example to the colonizaton of M'. Curius on the ager Sadinus and that of
C. Flaminius on the ager Gallicus and ager Picenus)'™ — this had been the
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normal practice for all colonizatdon down to 1co Bc. Then the opposite
happened: from that time it is only rarely that the Senate makes a proposal
and, when it does, it seems almost as if it acts in the firm knowledge that
other factors would prevent anything being done,** Usually it is a general
who takes the initiative, more or less legally, and his objects are quite
explicit.™*” From this the nemina follow; they are no longer the fine, pro-
pitious names which set out to predict a happy outcome for the foundation
or invoke divine aid for the new city." The names now posit a strict con-
nexion between the colony and the auctor, as if to record or to emphasize
the personal character of the foundation.'®

However, the fundamental distinction is represented by the cawsae. From
what date had it been necessary to reward soldiers on discharge? Of course,
there had never been any necessity to make provision for soldiers at the end
of their campaigns in times when the timocracy’s military system was
flourishing and when even the distribution of part of the booty was only a
concession, which had become a common practice, varying in degrees of
flambovancy with the generosity of the general. On the other hand, the
allocation of conguered territory between Roman citizens, even if the bene-
ficiaries may have been chosen by the use of eriteria which gave weight to
military service,'¥ was very far from representing a reward for that service;
it was on the contrary all part of the general framework of Roman politics
which attended colonization. Given the military character (defensive or
offensive) of the settlements, it was perfectly proper to take account of the
military capacity of the colonists to be settled.

On the other hand, it became necessary to reward soldiers when the
traditional principles of the citizen milita weakened"" and when the pro-
longed absence of soldiers from their homes and hearths — and therefore from
all civil activity — began to have severe consequences for the economic
status of many families. Hence came the attempt to re-establish the
diminished economic freedom of the citizen with distributions of land, an
obvious method given the pre-eminence of agriculture in the economy of
that period and given perhaps, in my view, the precedent already in fashion
of offering land to individuals as a reward for extraordinary acts of
individual valour.'#*

These distributions, which of course tock account of the length of a
citizen’s military service, occurred first'*® in the years following the Hanni-
balic War, 201~199 BC.'* The connexion with continuous military service
appears undeniable when one considers that the provisions applied to soldiers
who had fought in Aftica, Spain, Sardinia and Sicily, that is, only to those
citizens who had served outside Iraly and therefore had not been able to
enjoy leave, even for a spell1®

The allocations of land centred on those parts of Samnite and Apulian
territory confiscated after the defections of the Hannibalic War'% two
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fugera for every year of campaigning were awarded. It has been calculated
that not less than j0,000-40,000 soldiers would have qualified for participa-
tion in the allotments;'¥” even if the whole of this huge number of ex-
soldiers did not benefit from the provisions of the scheme, it is certain that
the work of dividing the land must have been exacting seeing that for the
firat time it was thought necessary to operate with Xvir, 14

These arrangements at the end of the Hannibalic War were clearly not the
result of a concerted plan but were perhaps conceived in their initial stage
by Scipio only for the veterans of Africa and Spain if, as has been said, they
are connected with the beginnings of the professional army. On the other
hand, they came to be part of the context of the Roman government's
attempts to reconstruct the class of small peasant proprietors which had been
destroyed by the war,"*® and therefore to assume a particular significance in
the Roman timocracy. This is, in my opinion, of the greatest importance for
the way in which this phenomenon later developed.

Although in the course of the second century Be military professionalism
gathered speed and established itself as part of Rome's military instirurions,'
wars even remotely comparable with the Hannibalic War did not recur, and
as a result there was never the need to arrange for the reward of soldiers
on discharge; colonial politics in the second centmiry e does not concern
itself with that.!™*

However, the contemporary situation in Spain is quite a different matter.
I have already emphasized how the conflict between the political and
military organization at Rome and the new demands of imperialism (in-
cluding the need for continuous military service) manifested itself in the
clearest fashion in the formation of senatorial policy in Spain** and how
the military situation in those provinces required the creation of a real stand-
ing army, the prototype of those found in the Principate. It should therefore
not be surprising that the Spanish provinces saw the origin of a pheno-
menon which we can search for in vain elsewhere during that period and
which became a commonplace during the Empire, the voluntary settlement
of Roman or allied soldiers. These for the maost part formed a new “family’
m loco.

All this led to the foundation of numerous and theiving cities, inhabited
by Italians and linked to the natives although the legal position is not very
clear; these cities provided a useful means of Romanizing the country. It is
typical that the Senate, which was notoriously hostile to transmarine
colonialism, not only was not opposed to these foundations, much less did
it just ignore them, but it even participated in them through some of its
influential members.'*

Although these settlements should not be regarded simply as military
colonies, it 1s of interest to refer to them, hesides the fact that they represent
a foretaste of conditions which marked a later age. The military provincial
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colonies of the Principate are not dissimilar to these settlements both as
regards causes and consequences. Also the presence of a large number of
Romano-Spanish citizens (Hispanienses) helps us to understand the decisive
importance assumed by the Spanish provinces in the first cenmury Be and
especially the ease with which such sections of the population there came to
be affiliated 1o Pompeian and Caesarian cffenzelae,t

2. After the so-called reform of 107 BC had set its seal on the proletarian
composition of the army and thereby on professional military service, the
veteran problem naturally became urgent and from time to time demanded
a solution. If the case of the veterans of the Second Punic War seems to
exemplify the inevitable connexion of the phenomenon with the professional
army, the phenomenon, as Velleius saw, is fully developed only after 100 B
Thereafter it will persist in its fundamental, revolutionary form down to the
time of Augustus.

In the period we can call "Marian' {1o7-100 BC) the veteran phenomenon
becomes important for the first time; it also acquires an added significance
in that it cannot now be consideted as a problem on its own but is only an
aspect of problems which have a far wider range. It firmly takes its place in
the struggle between the political factions, and hence it may be claimed that
its importance both then and in the future was in direct proportion to the
role played by the army in the political struggle.

In faet, it is impossible to claim that the first provisions for the veterans
of Marius, which aimed at the foundation of colonies in Africa (ro3 8c),'%
were seen solely or principally against a politcal background. It is quite
probable that the equestrian class even on this occasion maintained its earlier
approval of the measures taken by Marius and his partisans,’® but it is highly
significant that the Senate not only did not register objections — so far as we
know — but even participated with its own members in the agrarian Xvirate
set up to give the allotments effect.’ This can be explained by the fact that
Saturninus’ measure left quite untouched the more serious political problems
of the time (there is no difficulty in the fact that Latins and allies were
included among the veterans) and was part and parcel of that form of colonial
policy in Africa which had been triggered off by C. Gracchus and which had
heen continued in the post-Gracchan period.!®®

The potential political significance of the rewards offered to the veterans
appeared more clearly in 100 B, the year of Saturninus’ second tribunate,
when the lepislation of the popular party allowed the development of a
longer-term objective which went beyond the solution of the problem affect-
ing Marius® vererans,™ It was clear that Appuleius’ object was to bring over
to him the rural Plebs'® to give him support in his struggle against the
ruling oligarchy. He had no wish to raise the two principal problems of the
time - Italian ager publicus and the allies — which the Gracchan precedent had
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shown carried with them enormous difficulties, but he knew how to make
use of the presence of large numbers of rural profesarii in the army and he
hoped in due course to arrange a good settlement.

The undeniable enthusiasm with which the rural Plebs received the pro-
posals of Saturninus seems all the more noteworthy in the light of the fact
that his proposals’® provided for the sending of colonists overseas. This
appears explicable only in the context of that migratory movement of com-
mercial and agrarian interests which developed towards the end of the
second century 8¢ in the Roman West.1?

Consequently the Senatorial oppositon which at once made itself very
strongly felt and which succeeded in drawing over to its view the urhan
Plebs, and, albeit temporarily, the equestrian class, must not be interpreted
as aimed at preventing the passing of measures for the veterans; this would
naot in any way have damaged its interests, Neither is there any question of
an opposition whose basic principle was to bar the sending of citizens out-
side Ttaly so as to avoid the expansion of the city-state’s territory,'® since too
many coneessions had already been made on this point. On the contrary, the
Senate was motivated only by a desire to oppose the general anti-oliparchic
tendency of Saturninus’ proposals, a tendency made clear in the means and
methods used to get the laws approved. It was obvious that this general out-
look of the Senate must have involved opposition also to the measures for
the veterans although we may surmise that these, like the earlier ones of
103 BC, could not by themselves have inspired any specific disapproval,

More interesting is the position of Marius since it shows clearly how
rewards for veterans, although they had become a political weapon, had not
in any way come to acquire for the benefactor the particular significance of
which they were certainly capable. Marius not only did not appear to exhibit
special sympathy for the arrangements for settling his own soldiers'®* but
also found it easy later to abandon his papularis allies, thereby siding with
the forces of law and order — though his attitude here was probably the
product of a shrewd political caleulation.¥®¥ This seems all the more note-
worthy in so far as it was Marius himself who would, not many years later,
personally experience the usefulness of his own soldiers sertled in Africa
by the lex Appuleia of 104 Bc. 15

Saturninus’ laws of 100 BC were subsequently rendered ineffectual in a
period of triumphant reaction and with them, of course, the provisions for
the veterans.'®" It does not appear that the latter made good their claim to a
reward and we should therefore conclude that they had not yet acquired that
consciousness of their rights which characterized the army of the first
century Bc. The precedent provided by the events of 100 BC must have
shown the impossibility of finding a solution to the veteran problem by
legal means and must have led the army (that is to say, the military chiefs) to
take upon themselves the responsibility for solving it
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3. The *veteran phenomenon’ of the first century Be, whese fundamental
characteristic was the granting of land to soldiers, has to be seen, as I have
said above, in the context of the army’s political importance and of the
establishment by its leaders of extra-constitutional power.1%®

If we set the problem of rewards for the veterans in the context of the
civil wars and their consequences (proscriptions, confiscations, ete.), it is
tru¢ on the one hand that the significance of these rewards in the con-
temporary political and social atmosphere seems to increase. On the other
hand, it is clear why it became absolutely impossible to introduce schemes of
rewards by the use of legal methods without resort to any form of revolu-
tionary solution, With this in mind we must examine the attempts made to
reward the veterans of Pompey, and it is as well to say something of these
now since, unconnected as they were with a ume of civil war, they do not
appear to have anything to do with the veteran problem of the first century
BC, as | have pointed out above and as I shall re-emphasize below.!®

Pompey, in conformity with his general attitude towards the senatorial
government, never dared - as Sulla had already done and Caesar did later -
to assume directly and illegally the responsibility for making provision for
his own veterans, He preferred, without success, to follow the practice of
getting a lex agraria proposed, and this of course left the final decision to the
discretion of an assembly which was easily swayed by forces hostile to him.,

Indeed, rewards for Pompey's and Metellus’ soldiers who had returned
from the war against Sertorius were proposed by the tribune Plotius in 7o
or 69 B¢ and easily succeeded in winning the approval of the Senate, thanks
perhaps to the presence of a Metellus among the interested military leaders;
it was only the disastrous state of the treasury which prevented the law from
taking effect. However, as [ have said above,'™ it is possible to take a less
optimistic view of the Senate’s attitude on this occasion.

On the other hand, senatorial opposition was, and showed itself to be,
invincible in 6o B¢ when Pompey, through the tribune L. Flavius, proposed
rewards for his Asian veterans'™ with a law whose substance is partly known
to us from a letter of Cicero’s.'™ The oligarchy’s attitude, dominated as it
largely was by personal motives,'™ is, as our research shows, all the more
interesting when one reflects that Flavius® proposal followed closely on the
demobilization of the army which had been ordered by Pompey at the time
when he set foot in ITtaly.!™ That episode could not have banished all the
fears of the oligarchs if Cicero can emphasize the increase in power which
could have come to Pompey on the law being approved.!™ This shows very
clearly the difficulty of using legal means to provide for the veterans; given
the contemporary attitude to the state such measures always had a revolu-
tionary character. Hence even Cicero attacked the law, except for the clause
on the acquisition of land. Despite the background of violence engineered by
the tribune, Pompey was forced in the end to have the proposal withdrawn ™
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An atrempt was made again the next year (59 Bc) to settle the veterans
and succeeded, since Pompey was ahle to enjoy the support of Caesar as
consul and of Crassus who united with him in the private agreement known
as the First Triumvirate. Although the provisions (leges Juliae)'™ were
cloaked in constitutional orthodexy, it is not to be believed either that the
colonies which were founded had anything in common with the Gracchan
tradition’™ or that, with certain reservations, one is dealing here with the last
agrarian proposals in which party interests were at stake'®™ In fact, to
distinguish the legislation of Caesar from the Gracchan provisions it is
sufficient to consider that the confirmation of possessiones'™ left intact the
problem of fatifundia and that secondly it is not the profetarii — in so far as
they were such — but the veterans who are in question, and it is their inter-
vention in the assemblies which had to be invoked, just as it was forty vears
before in the time of Saturninus.'® Furthermore, it is a hard fact thae we are
no longer talking of measures taken through constitutional channels (as
strictly one can describe the Plotian and Flavian proposals); the extra-
constitutional position of the Triumvirate in the political scene (the inter-
ventions of the soldiers are an aspect of this) is sufficient to make one
consider the proposals purely formal, lacking real significance but within
which it seems the provisions of Caesar in 59 BC operated. Henceforth
Sulla’s example admits no exceprions.'®

4. We can now try to judge the political and social significance of the land
distributions to demobhilized soldiers'® in the context of their economic and
political promotion in society. To do this we must establish the true signifi-
cance of the distributions: that is to say, we have to be able to claim with a
fair measure of certainty that the allotments themselves had more than a
passing significance.

To start with some considerations on the Sullan allotments, these were!®
principally in the regions where there had been the strongest opposition from
the Marians, i.e. Campania, Etruria, Latium, and Umbtia and Picenum.
Although Strabo’s famous statement on Sulla’s massacres of the Samnites
cannot be accepted in its entirety,™ it is, however, certain that even in
Samnium a large amount of land must have heen confiscated. Moreover, it is
no accident that we do not know of colonies or any kind of Sullan allotment
in that region, Large-scale acquisitions of land by private individuals are,
however, recorded ¥

We have more detail about the situation in Campania since economic and
social research on Pompeil, a Sullan colony, permits us to form a quite clear
impression of the importance which Sullan colonization had in thar
Campanian town. Furthermore, given the nature of the district, the results
of this research do allow a generalization, albeit a cautious one. Modern
scholarship ' favours the conclusion that the year 8o k¢ did not introduce a
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break in continuity in the system of véllae rusticae — enterprises conducted on
a planned basis, of about 100 fugers®™ — and that the Sullan colonization
cannot be regarded as something which forced the pre-Sullan upper class to
undertake new activity and therefore changed the class-structure of the rural
proprietors.’® There are two possibiliies, not mutually exclusive but
complementary: either the amount of land given to the veterans was around
100 fugera'™ or the fragmentation of the enterprises was of such short dura-
tion as not to allow the formation of a stable class of medium-scale or small
rural proprietors, and the colonists at once disburdened themselves, for what-
ever reason, of the parcels of land assigned to them.'™® The emigration to
Africa which became established at that time ought probably to be a reflection
of the two possibilities I have mentioned, given that those who emigrated
from Pompeii to the African colonies were in part Roman and in part
Samnite; this allows us to suppose that the emigration was supported by
more than veterans.'® However, if we bear in mind that the differences at
Pompeii between colonists and citizens were exclusively of a political
nature,'* a general observation seems possible that the colonization was nor
very ambitious from an economic or social point of view but was in fact
somewhat limited in scope. This, we can say, was its fate in the whole of
Campania.

In Latium the example of Praeneste, where the plots assigned to the
colonists were at once re-sold to private citizens,'® is likely to be typical and
certainly proves that the view which I have just been considering is correct.!%

Characteristic differences present themselves in the situation in Etruria
(and perhaps in Umbria and Picenum). Here there is direct evidence of
expropriations on a huge scale and of allotments to veterans. Even if the
territory confiscated from the pro-Marian towns is not always divided subse-
quently' — and the old owners continued to retain possession — it is certain
that sometimes, for example at Fiesole!™® the sertlement of veterans was
sizeable and led to a change in the class of landowners, a change which was
maoreover complicated by the social make-up of the district where those who
lost their land would have been primarily owners of large estates which were
now divided.' However, even in Etruria, as we have already seen evidenced
at Praeneste and probably in Campania, there are signs (and we know it was
on a large scale) of progressive purchase by a few latifundists of the land-
parcels which had been allotted,* so that we can safely assume that even in
Etruria res agraria did not in general suffer any significant change. Beyond
that we cannot go. However, even here, alongside the allocations of land,
we find evidence of direct acquisition by private individuals of the property
confiscated from their Marian opponents.®®

What has been said so far does not, of course, justify more general con-
clusions to take into account the different forms of Sullan colonization
assumed in the different regions. We may, however, accept the view that
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the economic and social consequences must have been less significant than
those which could be expected to follow from a figure of 120,000 veterans
settled.2"2

Above all, a clear distinction should be drawn between confiscation and
colonization. The former must certainly have been present on a huge scale,™
but the cases of Volaterrae and Arretium, where the existing owners largely
retained possession of their land, can probably be multiplied on a grander
scale.®™ Furthermore, we must take into account the so-called Suffanae
possessiones, ™ in whose number are included the land of Volaterrae and
Arretium, and the vendiriones, which from the evidence of the sources seem
to have accounted for most of the confiscations.

As for the acrual assignariones which made up the colonization, we have
already seen how widespread was the tendency on the part of the veterans
to dispose of the land-parcels which were made over to them, either im-
mediately — as probably happened in many cases where perhaps those very
people who had their property confiscated sometimes redeemed it — or at a
rime when the new holders’ incompetence in their strange métier and their
natural tendency to squander their advantage brought them to the brink of
Tiin.

That part of the land allotments which was not subject to this fate® must
have been only a small fraction of Sulla’s whole colonizanion scheme, since
neither in Campania nor in Etruria, as we have seen, are we able to find any
economic change which resulted from ir. We must therefore reject the
ohservations of those®™” who see the Sullan colonies as bringing with them
a revival of the Italian countryside; on the contrary, we must maintain that
the agricultural wealth of Italy attested in Varre's day,™™ in so far as it is
not a rhetorical commonplace, does not date from Sulla but marks a state
of affairs which had matured over many decades it not centuries.

As a further step in a thorough examination of this problem it is singularly
interesting to spend some time considering the way in which Sulla came to
found his colonies. Tt is, in fact, important to note that in the majority of
cases, and certainly in the most significant ones, colonization gave birth to
the existence of two communities side by side, the one containing the old
citizens and the other the new colonists, separated administratively the one
from the other even if they co-existed., This state of affairs, even if it cannot
be considered to be the general rule,*? is certain for Interamnia Praetut-
tianorum, where inscriptions attest a (Sullan) colony and a mumicipium
existing at one and the same time.*1 Tt also holds for Arretium,*? Clusium,*™
Nola®and Faesulae. The case of Pompeii is, however, extremely dubious;
here, judging from the tone of some of Cicera’s remarks,*'® a single com-
munity seems to have been formed.?!”

Various points arise from all this: first and foremost, the formation of a
new, autonomous community alongside an existing one encourages the
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belief that subordination of old citizens to new colonists in the admini-
strative field — and therefore, with certain reservations, in the economic field
as well — did not take place. This could not have failed to occur if the new
colonists had been imposed directly on the old community where they
would, of course, have assumed a privileged and dominant position. This
appears to confirm what I have said above about the view that a change ook
place in the upper classes at Pompeii, all the more so because, given their
small numbers, the colonists were in some cases absorbed by the clder com-
munity,'¥ so restoring the situation to what it had been before the founda-
tion, in favour of the existing community.

Secondly, co-existence of the kind I have mentioned is all the more note-
worthy in so far as it is attested in, for example, localities such as Nola, one
of two cities which resisted Sulla longest*® and which probably, like
Arretium and Volaterrae, had its right of citizenship restricted.?® However,
the presence of Nola and Arretium among, places with a double community
makes one think that even the adempzio civiratis did not have a ruinous effect
on the existing inhabitants, as could have happened with a direct confronta-
tion with the Sullan colonists if the latter had been settled in one and the
same community with a prominently privileged position.*! Furthermore, it
is known that at Arretium and Volaterrae the territory which was con-
fiscated was never, at least in part, assigned. Equally, the continued existence
of the municiptum at Interamnia tells strongly against the well-known phrase
of Florus*®? on the municipia Jtaliae splendidissima sold up by Sulla.

In short, from what has been said so far it does not seem hazardous to
maintain that not even in the other places where Sullan settlements are
attested without 2 new community being established alongside that which
already existed®® must these settlements be regarded as a calamity and a
catastrophe for the original inhabitants; this contrasts with the general tone
of the evidence which clearly reflects traces of the horror felt by those who
for the first time witnessed the consequences of civil war. This conclusion is
confirmed by what I have said above when considering the problem from
another point of view, >

Such are the limirations we should impose on the actual effects of Sulla's
colonization. From these we should try to establish what significance it
could have had for the preferment of proletarian soldiers in Italian society of
the first half of the first centmury Bc. There is above all one point which con-
firms what I have said above, 2 that the soldiers looked on military service
as a career in itself. Despite their rural origins the soldiers who were sertled
in colonies, at least in the majority of cases, were not interested (as they
would have been if their object in enrolling had been to return to their old
social positon) in renewing their life in the countryside in a new and respect-
able position. They preferred to sell the parcels of land allotted to them. [ da
not, of course, wish by this to deny that the extensive movement of wealth
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in the period after the first civil war was reflected also in the sphere of land
ownership, but the fact is that generalizations such as that of Taylor,2® that
the allotments were of extreme importance for promoting the entry of
proletarian ex-soldiers into the landed classes of the rural tribes, have for this
period to meet this objection.

It is more probable, in my view, thar the acquisition of wealth through
war booty, the civil wars and the sale of land obtained in allocations repre-
sented the chief means by which soldiers were able to rise to those higher
economic and social positions which are attested by the substantial entry of
people of low origin into the equestrian class and thence into the Curia.?

In fact, one gains the impression that only indirectly (through wealth
acquired by land-sales) did the allotment of land in the country confer a new
position in society on the veterans; as we shall see, it was otherwise in the
Augustan period. Clearly this indirect connexion is enough to show that the
Sullan colonies brought with them a more positive and historically more
important consequence than that which Sulla himself intended when he
settled his soldiers. In fact, despite the clause in the law on the inalienability
of the land-parcels allotted which can encourage one to see in the Sullan
colonization programme a purpose which was totally alien to it,%# it is clear
that Sulla did not go beyond a strictly provisional view of the situation, as
we can see from the location of the allotments. The colonies had to be
ppatipia®®® to suppress the peoples who had sided with the popular faction. 2

After Sulla these themes of petty politics became less important. On the
one side the developed consciousness of the soldiers demanded systemaric
provision of benefits on discharge as a right, and they regarded this reward,
of course, as the last payment for service; on the other, as far as the
founders of colonies were concerned, colomal policy came more and more
to he part of a general view of the state rather than the purely police function
adopted by Sulla’s colonization. Naturally, various pelitical contexts make
ane or other of the rwo themes dominant from time to time. For example,
the provision of rewards by the Triumvirate was worked out almost entirely
under the assault which the soldiers delivered by their haughty and persisrent
demands,®? and it is natural that in these cases the strongest desire of the
founders of colonies should have been to achieve the object of offering
rewards with the least damage to the rural class.®®* A more ambitious con-
ception, however, had already dominated the colonizing activity of Caesar
in 46-44 BC™ as it is presented to us hy Caesarian propaganda. This
deliberately emphasized the ‘Romulean’ identity of peasant and soldier, and
we should not write off this harking back to a fundamental principle of the
city-state simply as a piece of propaganda designed to soften the impression
of a violent opposition between social classes caused by the allotment of land,
but rather look on it as the reflection of a felr need of social polities.® The
two particular points {consciousness on the part of the soldiers of their right
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to settlement and a political view of the veteran problem taken by the
founders of colonies) can be definitively resolved in the more general
observation that in various degrees and under different guises the allotments
themselves led to a consciousness of a higher social purpose. Hence it seems
legitimate to draw the conclusion that the colonization of veterans, for
example by Caesar and Augustus, came to play a relevant role in the process
I have already described of upgrading the Italian proferarsi, greater in fact
than that of the Sullan colonization scheme, significant as the latter was.

This is all the more s0 in that the “‘Romulean’ theme of Caesarian propa-
ganda, which might appear to some extent to contradict the imperialistic
policy of Caesar™ (but the contradiction disappears if we follow the
(Sallustian) interpretation of the colonial problem),™7 came to acquire a more
concrete significance with the ‘nationalism’ of Augustus, He made a great
effort to establish in hard reality the well-publicized principle that a return
to the land was the fundamental basis for the strongest and most genuine
virtues of patriotism and civic responsibility.*®

Here ton, however, we should dwell briefly on the economic and social
significance of the measures before drawing pelitical consequences from
them.

The Triumvirate’s measures, dictated as I have said by the need to make
instant provision for the veterans since their demands could no longer he
passed over, are intimately connected with the proscripdons which were a
consequence of the Triumviral pact.®® Unlike the case of Sulla — it is worth
repeating this ~ the allotments could not be effectively confined within the
limits of the anti-Caesarian towns but had to extend, given the large number
to be placed,™ even bevond the eighteen cities™! whose territory, according
to the original plan, should have been confiscated and divided.*** The scale
of the allocations was such that it is proper to describe what happened as the
violent substitution of a new social class for the agrarian class then existing,
and the loss fell not so much, of course, on the highest Roman and Italian
classes® as on the small proprietors and tenants, Leaving aside the various
political interests involved with the problems of the allocations (hence the
Bellum Perusinum), the economic upset which the measures brought with
them led directly in most cases to conflicts between civilians and soldiers®
and generally to an all-round upheaval in the countryside. It is well-known
that not only the historical sources but also the poets have left us an account
charged with horror at these unjust measures of confiscation and allocation. 2%

The agricultural emigration from Italy, already begun for other reasons
in the Gracchan period and, at least as regards Africa, perhaps accelerated by
Sulla’s measures,™® was given further impetus by the transfer to the pro-
vinces of the Italian peasantry which had been driven out of the fields.**?

Of course, this gives rise to a number of doubts on the question whether
the Triumviral allocations exercised a positive social and economie influence,
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and these doubts are reinforced when one considers that the instability of the
political sitpation was reflected also in the foundations themselves; for
example, the Antonian colonies were disbanded after Actium and the
colonists were sent to the East to make room for the veterans of QOctavian,#®

Augustan colonization after Actum had different consequences. Above
all, it was able to develop in a changed political climate. Furthermore,
followed as it was by a long period of peace, it was able to esmblish itself in a
way which was of necessity impossible for the Triumvirs’ colonization
schemes. However, the principal reason for its success was that it operated
in accordance with criteria which were applied with great discretion and not
devoted to the satisfaction of such selfish intereses as the veterans' were, for
all their undoubted importance. A survey of the Augustan measures in this
field shows at once how their purpose was to bring prosperity to a much
wider range of population by reconciling the soldiers’ demands with the
peace and tranquility which now obtained once again in the countryside. In
fact Augustus, as is clear from evidence which he himself provides in the
Fndex? aimed first at substituting allotments of acquired land™? for
colonies and then cash donatives instead of land, finding the money initially
from his own private purse and then, after A 5, from the aerariem militare
This was an innovation; the state came to be clearly established as the source
of the indispensable provision of rewards for demobilized soldiers which
hitherto had been left to the private responsibility and initiative of an
individual general. In this way the soldiery came to be reintegrated in a truly
effective way in society, where it made its weight felt and where its own
respectable economic status produced a balancing and conservative function,
forming the link between army and people, the two fundamental elements
which are the basis of the new Augustan regime.?®

In order to define more closely the economic status of the colonists we
should mention a problem of great interest although its solution, whatever
it may be, can in no way undermine our conclusions. The problem is whether
the Augustan measures — and, with the limitations on their actual execurion
which have often been mentioned, one can say this for all the colonial
measures of the first century BC — created a class of small peasant pro-
prietors™? or instead a class of urban owners of rural properties®™ Our
research must, of course, start from the available evidence concerning the
size of plots assigned in the course of the first century e, What little we
know does not seetn to warrant the assertion®® that the size of the holdings
was always growing. The 100 fugera (Nm of provincial land) fixed in
101 BC by Saturninus are never matched in the course of the first cenmry in
Tralian allocations.?® We do not know the size of the Sullan plots®™ but from
a phrase of Cicero’s™® it seems that they were not such as to allow an
excessively easy existence. In 59 Bc Caesar allocated 10 fugera apiece in
Campania, an extremely fertile region.*® At Volaterrae, on the other hand,
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whether the evidence refers to the allocanons of Caesar or the Triumvirate,
the Gromatici mention plots of 23, 50, 35 and 6o fugera,® and the variations
certainly refer to the gradus melitum, given that under-officers and officers
received half as much again or double whar the ordinary soldier received.!
This evidence shows that the size of plot remained far below that allocated
in the last known colonies founded in the second century Bc in the traditional
fashion.?®®

Furthermore, donatives for veterans, which at a certain time came to be
substituted for land allocations,™ were certainly not very generous and it
has been calculated that they would have permitted the acquisition of
1020 ugera according to rank.™ It is impossible to believe thar the plots
of land acquired by the Emperor were greater in size than those of public or
confiscated land.*®® In my opinion it is more likely that the first solution is
correct: that is to say, the allocations to soldiers gave rise to a class of small
proprietors. This, of course, is only a generalization; examples of large
estates which arose in times of revolution (for example, those mentioned by
Cicero with reference to Antony's measures®™® or those already referred to
from the period of Sulla) have no general significance and are irrelevant to
our ingquiry.

Syme®? has enlisted in support of Rostovizeff’s theory the well-known
inscription of the sb. mil. C. Castricius.® We do not know, however,
whether Castricius’ properties derived from allocations or whether they just
happened to be an ancestral inheritance; anyway, Castricius, even if he is
represented as a small capitalist, appears to have direct links with his own
land, and therefore his case is difficult to reconcile with the concepr of an
urban owmner who was inevitably ahsent.

Because of the limired extent of land generally assigned it is also difficult
to accept the thesis of Rostovtzeff*® thar the veterans leased out the allot-
ments which had been assigned to them, although this probably happened in
the second century BC in those cases where the plots were on a much greater
scale. 2™

This new set of circumstances had its first effects on municipal life. We
can easilv understand the prestige acquired by the veteran who left his native
country a proletarivs and returned a wealthy man. We can also appreciare
the respect he engendered if only for his soldier’s rank. This phenomenon,
which began to develop in the course of the first century Bc,”™ reached
maturity in the Triuvmviral period when centurions received on discharge the
rank of decurion in their munscipia®™ At the same time the settlement of
soldiers reunited in their military units — a custom which began with
Caesar™— automartically transformed the military tribunes and centurions of
the legion into magistrates and decurions of the new military colony®™
Light seems to be thrown on this by epigraphic evidence, from the beginning
of Augustus’ principate, of municipal magistrates who mention their officer
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rank, and we may note especially those of Interamna Nahartium where out
of 14 names of FFviri left to us ¢ are tribuni mulitum.®™ This case should not
be used as evidence of military activity on the part of middle class citizens
in that period®™ but rather to illustrate the importance of military service in
municipal politics; it became in the present instance the vehicle for trans-
porting citizens of low origin to supreme municipal offices, We should
remember that even in the Augustan period Umbria and Picenum preserved
the tradition of providing a class of professional soldiers.®” Furthermore,
the political influence of the military factor transcended the limits imposed
by the narrowness of municipal life and made itself felt in the wider sphere
of the nation, principally because in the crisis involving the Homan govern-
ing class the men from the municipia saw their own importance grow in the
first century 8¢ through a natural and spontaneous development.®™® This
seems to be confirmed by the privilege granted to the magistrates of the new
Augustan colonies to participate in voting in Rome even in absence. ™

Given all the reservations which scholars feel in considering this measure —
and the fact that no one knows whether it was put into effect seems to be of
less importance in the light of the pessimistic view we must rake of the real
value of the vote in thar period — the principle is sidll valid; clearly the chief
obstacle to an effective participation in politics of men from the mumicipia
was appreciated and the measure represents an attempt to overcome it, even
if it was conceived in the interests of a limited, privileged class.

5. Our inquiry into a specific problem (that of the veterans) has brought us
back to points we made earlier arising out of a more general ohservation on
the entire nature of first century B¢ Roman politics.

We can formulate our conclusion in this way: the Roman professional
army in the second and first century B¢ consistently represents, in its social
make-up and the demands for which it is the vehicle, the personification of
those economic themes which are widespread among the masses and which
during this period assume growing importance in Roman paolitical life.

The profound importance of military professionalism consists in its having
introduced to a new and extremely powerful position, both in political and
social terms, those Romans and Tralians who until then had been kept out of
political life by the sheer sutvival of the city-state structure.

This improved position which non-political classes enjoyed as a result of
army service led to the disappearance of those ‘traditional contests of noble
families’ which had always in practice represented Roman polities, and in
consequence to the realization of the Principate.®
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ArpeEnDIx I
The Tribal Levy and the Egquestrian Census

In Polybius’ description (VI 19—-20) the operations of the levy are based
exclusively on the tribe! and the division of the Roman people according to
the census (i.e. the century)® no longer has any part to play except in so far
as the soldiers were recruited among the adsidus, that is to say, ex classtbus.?

When was this system introduced? Most historians believe that even
before the time of Polybius the levy had been hased on the tribe,* and this
should be agreed, though with important reservatons: for example, that
hypothesis is unacceptable which sees the institution of territorial tribes as
having the purpose of creating an efficient recruitment system in place of
that which was based on the curime. This view involves denying thar the
fundamental purpose of the centuriate organization was military,” and on
that there can be no doubt when one reflects that soldiers were armed accord-
ing, to their census class and that there was a structural identity between the
Servian organization and the Roman legion.® These last points confirm the
view (hased on Dion. Hal. IV 1g) that the centuries of the census were the
levy-units for those of the army, all the more so since the century had only a
limited tactical importance in the legionary phalanx and it was therefore in
the levy that its fundamentally military nature appeared.”

Dionysius in the passage I have cited says:

. . TS REV TEV OTPATIWTAV kaTaypadas xatd THY Suilpecir emoelTo
(Servius Tullius) mjp v Adyewr . .. dmdre pip adrd Sejoac puplon 3
Stopuptuny &l TURK oTpaTweTdw, KaTadtatpdy To wAGlos els Tods Swardy
evamuovrarpels Adyovs, 76 émfBdMor éxdore Adyw mhijfos €xdleve Exnorov
Adyov . .. cuvéBaver olw Tols Tas peyloTas Eyovgw oliglns €AaTToot ey
ofow, els mAelovas 8¢ Mdyovs pepepiopévois, orparedeotial re mhelovs
grpaTelns oldémoTe dvamovoprous . . . Tois O Td NETHIL KoL MKpE
rerrnévos mAeloow odow év ddrroo Adyois orparedesial Te dhryduts xal éu
Stadoyfs . . .

In this passage, in addition to the explicit testimony that the levy tock
place according to the division of the people by centuries, it is worth noting
the author's very proper comment that the frequency of military service
came in practice to be varied according to a man's census class.®

In fact, Dionysius’ statement on the levy by cenmiries is in contradiction
with what he himself says at IV 14, that, after the division of Rome into
4 tribes, Servius had carried out the levy in accordance with this new sub-
division,.

Attempts have been made to reconcile these two passages by assuming
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that a relationship existed between tribe and century® which, for some
scholars, later fell into disuse until it was resumed again at the time of the
reform of the comitia centuriata® But this sort of hypothesis is not only
explicitly contradicted by a passage of Livy!! but is also in itself’ highly
improbable,’* given that the numerical relationship between tribe and
century would have had to change continually with the progressive increase
in the number of tribes,'?

The truth 1s that in Dionysius there are two discordant versions, and it is
not even necessary to choose between them, given that they refer to different
situations in two different periods. The evidence of IV 19, which describes
a levy system no longer in use in the second century BC, goes back probably
to an excellent antiquarian source, while the passage of IV 14 must come
from an annalist, possibly Calpurnius Piso cited at IV 15, who may have
transferred back to the regal period that system of the difecrns which had
long been in force before his own day (the end of the second century sc)M

It is important to try and fix the point at which the levy system changed
and the tribe came into use as the basis of the difectus.’s A unique episode
attested in the levy of 275 B can throw light on the problem and sugpest its
solution. The passages which mention the event'® are: Varro, apud Non.
p. 28 Lindsay: Manius Curius consul, Capitolio cum difectum haberet nec
citatus in tribu civis respondisset, vendidit tenebrionem; Livy, Per. XIV: Curins
Dentatus cos. cum dilectum haberet, eius, qui citatus non responderat, bona
primus vendidi; Val. Max, VI 3, 41 id factum dmiratus M. Curius consul, cum
difectum subito edicere coactus esset ef IuRiorum Remo respondisser, conlects in
sortem omnibus tribubus, Polliae, quae prima exterat, primum nomen urna
extractum, citari ussit neque eo respondente bona adulescentis hastae subiecit.
quod ut il nuntiatum est, ad consulis tribunal cucurrit collegiumque tribuncrun
appellavit. e Manius Curfus pracfatis non opus esse eo cive rei publicae, qui
parere nesciret, et bona etus et ipsum vendidt,

These passages are not easy to interpret. In Valerius Maximus the levy
seems to be quite distinct from the successive drawing of lots for tribes and
members of tribes'” and this is the way in which Cagnat™® has interpreted ir,
not even accepting, apparently, the principle of enrolment by tribes prior to
the time of Polybius.'® A similar interpretation has also been given of the
passage from Varro.®

In my view, however, the connexion in this episode between the levy and
the tribes must be admitted, for Marquardt® is probably right in saying that
what we have here is a special case, possibly a tumulnes: see Val, Max, cum
drlectus subito edicere coactus esset.

Marquardt's view seems to me to throw light on the origin of the levy by
tribes: it came from tumultuary enrolment. This speeded up the mechanism
of the levy in moments of need and at the same time allowed a wider use of
manpower. It is in fact in 281 B that the first enrolment of profetaré during
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a tumultus is attested. The partial levy of ten tribes recorded by Livy in
418 B can well be regarded as an example of senuftus since it seems logical
that to repel a sudden attack by the enemy the Romans had recourse in the
crisis to tribes nearer the scene of danger.*

I have said above that the levy by tribes, like the tumuliwary levy to which
the Romans resorted in emergencies, allowed the more wealthy classes to be
spared and a more intensive use to be made of human resources. It is prob-
able that the change in the levy system took place about the middle of the
third century BC when the demands of the first overseas wars called for a
more speedy and more profitable type of didectus. Its background lies in the
general development of the military structure which I have described above,
and it is closely related to the diminished importance of the century which
was due to the introduction of manipular tactics from the end of the fourth
century 8c.?

It is interesting to note how the difecrus by tribes is closely related to the
census equester. We know that as long as the lepionary cavalry was entirely
and solely drawn from the eighteen centuries of equites equo publico, the
enrolment of cavalry followed on that of the infantry, just as the census
equitum followed the censes populi in the censors’ lists.® Later, when there
was a recurring need to resort to citizens whose private means allowed them
to meet the requirements of cavalry service (equites equo private), the difectus
began with the enrolment of those fniores of the first class who were so
qualified and who, if not chosen for the cavalry, could be chosen for the
infantry. While in the period of the dilecties by centuries it was easy to have
recourse to a fixed number of centries (those of the mniores of the firse
class) for the selection of cavalry, matters became more complex when the
levy by tribes was introduced and the adridud took to presenting themselves
at the levy without distineton of centuries or classes (except that the
differentiation between the fourth and third classes was perhaps maintained
for a while). Hence a list or a classification already drawn up by the censors
on the basis of wealth had to he used for this levy of eguites and this involved
the separation from the first class of a category of citizens in possession of a
given property qualification.

It is certain, of course, that the levy of equites (eguo privato, later also egquo
publico after an equestrian census was required of them,*® although the enrol-
ment of the latter continued to be based on the eighteen centuries) had
precedence over that of the infantry. Since the levy by tribes came into force
about the time of the First Punic War, the establishment of an equestrian
census must have occurred at about the same time.

So it is certain thar at the time of the Second Punic War the equestrian
census was already in force and we must reject those arguments which have
been developed by H. Hill, 4JP2 LX 1939, 361 £, whether hased on the
passage of Polybius which I have cited or on Livy, XXVII 11, 15.%7 More-
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over, the conclusions of Hill - that the equestrian census was introduced in
the Gracchan period — have not been generally accepted.?®

My view is further confirmed by a feature of the constitution of the Latin
colonies which has seldom been considered. There the timocratic distinctions
which, in spite of their purely military terminclogy, reflected the actual
economic conditions of the settlers, were hetween pedizes, equites and some-
times centuriones,™ The fact that one of the highest classes of the colony was
called eguites, together with the point that the constitution of the Latin
colonies was modelled, muraris mutandis, on that of Rome, shows thar the
word eguites was already a technical term in the metropolis and that it meant
a class defined in economic terms, superior to the others. The first Larin
colonies, ar least those where we know this census qualification appears, are
Placentia and Cremona in 218 sc.®

ArpEnpix II

The colony of Capua (83 BC)
and the Marians of Campania

Qur only evidence that in the period of Cinnan ascendancy at Rome a colony
was founded at Capua is in some passages of Cicero's de Jege agraria I1,! and
since in one of these? ir is explicitly stated that the founder was M. Tunius
Brutus, the father of the man who later assassinated Caesar,? it is generally
held thar the foundation ook place in 8y B, the year in which Brums was
tribune.*

However, the causes which modern scholars assign to this foundation are
unsatisfactory. According to some the object would not have been sub-
stantially different from that of the Gracchi,” though there is the reservarion
that the ultimate purpose was really to attach the rural proletariat to the
popular regime.® Bur all chis is hardly convincing; the gap which separates
the populares of the period of Marius and the Gracchi is too great, and it is
incredible that colonists should have been established in a region as pre-
dominantly anti-Sullan as Campania was, while it would have been much
more fitting to apply such a measure to those regions where it was evident
that the authority of the popular government was weakening, for example in
Picenum.

A military purpose has been put forward by other historians, from
Drumann to Last, and it is undeniable that this thesis seems to receive strong
support from the fact that Campania was the battlefield chosen by Marian
generals on which to fight Sulla, and from a passage in Cicero, de leg. agr.
1L gor . . . omnibus domesticis externisgue bellis Capua non modp non obfuit, sed
opportunissimarn se¢ nobis praebule et ad bellum instruendum et ad exercitus
ornandos et tectis ac sedibus suis recipiendos.
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However, if on all those occasions mentioned by Cicero Capua had been
as useful for the Roman armies as it was, we must ask ourselves what greater
advantage could accrue to Rome's military operations by raising it to the
status of a colony. For, it should be carefully noted, Cicero does not in fact
speak either of colonists settled there or of lands divided among them,”

The fact is that modern scholars have not taken account of what Cicero
says in the speech which I have mentioned. Too common is the view that
the speech is ‘the most perverse that Cicero ever produced’)? and that only
sophistic arguments were used by the orator against ‘the excellent law, wisely
conceived', of Rullus.?

Cicero goes to great lengths to insist on the following point:™ as formerly
Brutus, so now Servilius Rullus with his proposal to found a colony at
Capua is aiming to raise the Campanian city from the decline into which it
had fallen after its defection during the Second Punic War and in which our
ancestors in their political wisdom had left it. He aims, in fact, to setit up in
opposition, perhaps, to Rome itself,

I think there is no doubt that for Rullus the foundation of a colony at
Capua was part of the function of dividing the ager Campanus, but it seems
undeniable that Cicero’s statement has a ring of truth about it when referred
to the ohject of Rullus” model, i.e. to the colony of M. Brutus.

That Cicerco's assertion is true is, [ think, proved by a review of the role
which the Campanians played in the anti-oligarchic movement from the
Gracchi to Cinna. One example of this has already been seen. Despite
the fact that only recently has it been authoritatively reaffirmed that in the
Gracchan period one witnessed the curious fact that both the party of reform
and the party of the dons were supported and sustained by the teaching of
Stoic philosophy, personified respectively by Blossius and Panaetius!? it
seems to me that D. R. Dudley, JRS XXXI 1941, 94—9, has completely
sueceeded in demonstrating that Blossius of Cumae did not draw his demo-
cratic principles from Stoic sources but from his Campanian origin. Stoicism
in that period was conservative in tendency, as exemplified by Panaetius
and Scipio.

This is not an isolated fact but is part of a general phenomenon: the upper
classes of Campania, in the majority of cases, do not make common cause —
as those of Erruria, Umbria and Picenum do — with the Roman oligarchs
but line up against them alongside the populares.

This alignment which is afl part of the general phenomenon of the union
that existed between the Marians and the Italian rebels — but note!® that at
Capua, from which most of the Marians in Campania come, no anti-Roman
movement is attested during the Bellum Sociale, and this is to be explained
by the presence in the city of Roman armies — exercises a profound influence;
it becomes hard reality when Campanians participate in the Roman political

struggle,
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Tt is possible to illustrate, if not in any great detail at least with some
very characteristic examples, Campanian participation in the Marian faction
and their support of its cause. In 88 Bc, after his march from Nola en
Rome, Sulla had declared public enemies twelve Foman citizens of whom,
however, only ten are known by name.™ Among these, four, either certainly
or very probably, are Campanians: Cn. and Q. Granius,"” a noble family from
Puteoli, who resisted Sulla later as well and maintained allegiance to their
own ant-oligarchic principles down to the Caesarian period;'® Q. Rubrius
Varro,!'” whose family already boasted an intimate connexion with the
Gracchi if Quintus’ father is the tnbune of 123 Bc;'® and finafly M. Lae-
torins,'® probably connected with the P. Laetorius who was a friend of
C. Gracchus.® It is interesting to reflect that among the twelve hostes there
was a [unius Brurus, praetor in that year; we do not know the nature of his
relationship to the founder of the colony at Capua in 83 B

The list of examples should not stop here; other Campanians plaved a role
of prime importance in the Marian faction. The famous Capuan family of
the Magii®® is represented by P. Magius, tribune in 87 8c® and, above all,
by that L. Magius who worked for the conclusion of a pact between Ser-
torius and Mithridates,™ an interesting point for our inguiry since it shows
how the political views of these Campanian populares drove them to oppose
not anly the oligarchy bur also Rome itself,

Furthermore, Gutta was a Capuan;® he commanded an army for the
populares against Sulla ar the Colline Gate. L. and C. Insteius were also
certainly Campanian; they were Sertorius’ companions in Spain, and the
former appears with the description Faf (erna zriba) in Pompeius Strabo’s
constlium at Asculum.®® Finally, from Formiae came that Helvius Mancia
who many vears later defended the Marian populares against Pompey, among
them Brutus the founder of the colony at Capua®’

This Campanian support for the popularts faction must be interpreted in
the light of Cicero’s explanation of the foundation of the colony at Capua
and can, therefore, fit straight into the tradition of an independent Campanian
nobility, well-known since the pre-Hannibalic period; the attitude of Magius,
the Mithridatic sympathizer, provides the clearest of examples. Not without
reason did Cicero call to mind the Blossii, Magii and Vibellii when he visited
Capua after the creation of the colony.® We should, T think, note here that
the conflict of interests between the senatorial oligarchy at Rome and the
upper classes in Campania must have been an obstacle to their assuming a
common political stand of the kind which came into being between the
Firuscan and Umbrian aristocracy and Rome®® This is confirmed by the
fact that families belonging to the industrial class (i.e. the Equites) such as
the Cossutii and the Pedii™® were connected with the Marian faction. We
know that the Italian commercial class, for example on Delos, were larpely
of Campanian origin.®' A concentration of economic interests, represented by
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the Ttalian commercial and industrial classes in general and the Campanians
in particular, is very probable within the Marian faction.®

In conclusion, I think it is clear that the re-establishment of an auteno-
mous community at Capua must have been the direct result of the wide-
spread support given by the upper classes of Campania to the Marian factdon
(in Etruria, on the other hand, the Marians were generally the socially
depressed classes). This Marian faction must have been able to impose this
measure on the popular government after the death of Cinna when the
political and military crisis would have enabled the extremists, as always, to
gain the upper hand. Certainly such men as L. Magius whom I have men-
tioned were extremists; in his hatred for the oligarchy he did not hesitate 1o
ally himself with the worst enemy Rome had at that time,

Cicero will surely have exaggerated in painting the scene which presented
itself to him at Capua in 83 82 In my opinion, however, it is certain that
the promotion of Capua to colonial status, representing perhaps the first
stage in a programme of Roman reorganization after the grant of citizenship
to the allies and presaging the transformation of Roman territories hitherto
directly dependent upon Rome into autonomous communities, must have
appeared to Campanian pride as revenge, even if rather belated revenge, for
the notorious measures of 211-210 BC,

Sulla, on the other hand, used his victory to restore the srais gquo ante
and with massive settlements of veterans made his position secure against
possible new attempts at autonomy by Campania. ™

AppEnprx 111

Sullan Senarors’

It is well-known that the sources are divided on the origins of the senators
appointed by Sulla in 81 Bc. According to Appian, I 100, 468, and Livy, Per.
LXXXTIX, they were members of the equestrian class, while Sallust, BC 37,
and Dion, Hal. V 77, say they were men of low origin. It is also well-known
that the views of modern scholars repeat the disagreement of the ancient
writers.® Hill has tried to resolve the problem, in so far as agreement can be
reached on the evidence at our disposal, by researching into the individual
senators themselves.

Before discussing the conclusions he reached after such an inquiry I have
thought it necessary to retrace some of the ground he has covered, trying to
correct in so far as I can the inevitable imprecisions of his account. The
criteria which he adopted® are correct and acceptable; only the first —
marked (a) by Hill - needs some comment here.

Hill's assertion that those are probably Sullan senators “who held the
praetorship, aedileship or consulship after 81 Bc without having been
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quaestors’ is valid only in so far as Sulla would not have compelied those
new senators of his who had not yet begun their political career to go through
the whole cursus. However, that assertion — in the sense intended by Hill,
which can only refer to exceptional situations — cannot make sense unless we
remember that the proviso (*without having been quaestors’) is valid only
with the ricder ‘after 81 Bc’; we know that from thar year, by reason of the
Sullan legislation, ex-quaestors would have acquired the fus sententize in the
Senate.® Curule magistrates for whom the quaestorship is attested after
$1 BC cannot be considered Sullan senators.® But that proviso, of course, is
irrelevant for gquaestori prior to 81 Be. In their case, it is clear, one must
maintain that the Sullan measure mentioned above granted them entry into
the Senate; hence the large majority of the praetors, aediles and consuls
post-B1 BC are for this reason to be considered Sullan senators in that they
had held the quaestorship before 81 Be.

Hill is right to leave out of the reckoning praetors post-7o e and consuls
post-66 Be. Although Sulla’s lex annalis required an interval of two years to
be observed between praetorship and consulship and of nine years between
quaestorship and praetorship,’ it is clear that the majority of magistrates
would not have been elected suo anno, and a criterion which leaves such a
wide margin in the computation is therefore justified.

The list of senators which follows — I have thought it convenient to
separate the Sullan senators into two groups, depending on the degree of
probability with which they can be identified — differs from Hill's list only in
a few cases, and these are for the most part additions. I have thought it right
t0 give my reasons in detail for the more important alterations to Hill’s lise.

The first of the five categories into which Hill distributes the Sullan
senators comprises those men who had been expelled from the Senate by the
Marians and who had been readmitted by Sulla. As a matter of logic® they
cannot be classified as Sullan senators. Furthermore, at least four of the
names given by Hill seem to have been placed wrongly in that catepory.
One example does for all, L. Licinius Lucullus®? who was not in fact a senator
hefore 81 Bc. He was quaestor in 88, curule aedile in 79, praetor in 78 and
consul in 74,!® and was certainly made a senator by Sulla in 81.

Among those included in the second category' it is hardly possible that
M. Caecilius Metellus can be properly included as a Sullan senator, In fact it
seems odd that a Caecilius Metellus had not held the magistracies suo anno;
praetor in 69, he would certainly have been quaestor in the previous decade
and as guaestorins would have entered the Senate.’® In the same category is
included P. Sulpicius Galba®® but from what we know of his cursus™ he
appears to have kept quite precise intervals berween the offices: curule aedile
in 71, praetor between 68 and 66, and candidate for the consulship in 63, His
quaestorship is therefore to be placed in the decade 8o—70 and he too will
have entered the Senate as quaestoriws. Hill' 1s wrong to maintain thar
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Sulpicius Galba entered the Senate hefore he had held the quaestorship;
Verres' fudex in 70, quaestor designate for 6,'® is another P. Sulpicius,”
who must have been a Sullan senator.

Finally, concerning the nine names in the fifth category, besides some
other doubtful cases it seems that T. Aufidius™ should not be considered a
Sullan senator, It would be odd if Sulla had introduced into the Senate the
brother of that M. Vergilius, qur tribunus plebis (87 Bc) L. Sullae imperatori
diem dixit."® If we bear in mind his age and his brother’s political views, we
may assume that he entered the Senate in 86 8c. To the same vear certainly
dates the entry into the Senate of the Samnite Statius.*® On the other hand,
I have incluzded in my list other magistrates of the decade 80—70 Bc whom
Hill excluded without, in my view, adequate reason.

Although the discrepancies between Hill’s list and my own are relatively
few, the conclusions which T think may be drawn are different. In Hill’s
view the list proved that, in the context of the disapreement between the
ancient sources to which I have referred, those authors (Livy and Appian)
were right who maintained that Sulla drew his new senarors from the
equestrian class and that these equestrians were the equites equo publico of the
eighteen centuries. This latter hypothesis was proposed by Hill himself after
an initial examination of the passages from Livy and Appian. His former
conclusion was in substance accepted also by Syme who accordingly advised
caution in accepting the traditional evidence on the composition of Caesar’s
Senate which is quite similar in tone to that of Saflust and Dionysius in the
present instance.*!

In my view the problem must be posed in a different way. By 81 Bc the
Roman Senate must have been reduced to not more than 150 members,*
especially after the murders of the civil war. After Sulla the statutory
number was six hundred.® It is of eourse true that we are not in a position
to decide with certainty whether this figure was reached at once with Sulla’s
nominations or whether it was rather the case that the dictator confined him-
self to nominating three hundred new senators,™ leaving it to the successive
annual intake of twenty ex-quaestors to achieve the total number.® How-
ever, it is not in my opinion permissible to generalize from a batch of ninety
cases, with not a few of them far from certain, to the original social back-
ground of all the new Sullan senators, whether they were 450 in number or,
on a more limited view, jo00.

This observation is self-evident and such as to prejudice Hill's conclusions;
it acquires even greater weight when one reflects on the criteria which were
bound to govern Hill's and my own classification of Sullan senators. In fact,
the overwhelming majority of the names admirted to the list is provided by
magistrates and only in the case of P. Sulpicius and of L. Fufidius, préme-
pilaris, are we in a position to assert that they were in the Senate before they
held the quaestorship.
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Hence it is obvious that there is of course a much greater possibility of
knowing the names of Sullan senators who held magistracies than there is of
those who entered the Senate through Sulla’s agency and proceeded no
further in their political career or did not even begin it

To this it may be added that, following Hill, T have entered in the list
almost all the curule magistrates post-81 B¢ who fall within the chronological
limits I have indicated abowve. Given that the magisterial lists of the
Ciceronian period are in a reasonable state when compared with other
periods, it does not seem credible that, along with the other magistrates of
the same period who were probably Sullan senators though their names have
not come down to us, our total can be much extended, far less reach Appian’s
figure of three hundred (to keep the lower total).

All the other Sullan senators (a figure more than double those comprised
in my list if we limit ourselves to Appian's number) must have been
quaestors hefore 81 Bc who held no further offices after that year or, for the
most part, people who were nominated without ever having occupied any
magistracy. With the exception of P. Sulpicius and L. Fufidius who are
known to us, and of others whom we can only imagine, they did not make it
their business later to enter upon a political career.

On their social origins we are, of course, only in a position to venture
hypotheses. Certainly it is no longer legitimate with the aid of the list to
reject the tradition of Sallust and Dionysius in favour of Livy's and Appian's
account.

If they really were members of the eguesrer ordo™ it is worth noting the
serious reduction the ords had suffered during the civil war and the inclusion
in it of newcomers of various origins. They came both from low social
orders so entiched by the war and the proscriptions that they acquired the
equestrian census,” and from the aristocracies or rather, in more general
terms, pro-oligarchic elements in the Tralian cities;® some of their original
members are already present in the list which follows.®

It also seems right to accept Willems® conjunction™ of the evidence that
people of low origin entered the Senate with the evidence that the censors of
70 BC excluded some 64 senators. It is not a question of a petitio principi*
but of two pieces of data which can support one another. It is worth mention-
ing that other scholars when considering the favourable attitude of the censors
of 70 B¢ towards Pompey* attribute to their activity a more decisively
political character. Those who were expelled would have been largely
Pompey’s enemies.*

Another conclusion drawn from the list is that Sulla chose a great many
of his senators from the Roman nobijitas. Therefore it is no longer possible
to accept Carcopino’s view which is precisely the contrary,™
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Neullen Senators

A. MORE CERTAIN

=

. M. Acitius Grasrio Willems, I? p. 436; RE no. 38; Hill, p. 174, n. 5.
Pr. 70, cos. 67.

. M. Aemivivs Lepipvs Willems, p. 437; RE no. 62; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.
Cos, 66,

3. L. Arrarius Willems, p. 440; RE no. 6; Hill, p. 176, Leg. 77, cos. 6o,
Picene? See Syme, JARS XXVIII 1938, 118; contra, Pais, Dalle guerre
puniche I 680, n. 4. Nicolet, p. 582, would exclude him.

4. C. Antistius Verus Willems, p. 4553 £ no. 46, Pr. 72, procos.
Go—8. Nicolet, p. 582, would exclude him.

5. M. Anrowius Crericus RE no. 2g; Hill, p. 175, n. 5. Pr. 74.

6. Aqguinus RE no. 1; Hill, p. 176. Legate against Sertorius. See Nicolet,
p. §82.

7. Q. Arrivs Willems, p. 454; ££ no. 7. Pr. 73. Campanian? See
RE swv. col. 1251, CE Cic. Brut. 242, See Nicolet, p. 582; Wiseman,
P- 214.

8. Cn. Asmius Willems, p. 451; Wehrmann, Fastr praetorit 34. Pr.

78(#). Nicoler, p. 583, would exclude him.

. M. Atmwrs Bureus Willems, p. 414; 8E no. 34; Hill, p. 195.

1o. Cw, Auvripius Orestes Willems, p. 433, 0. 53 £ no. 32; Hill,
P- 175, 0. §. Pr. 77, cos. 71,

11. M. Auvrerivs Corra Willems, p. 432, n. 13 £ no. 1o7; Hill, p. 174,
n. 3. Cos. 74.

1z2. L. Casciuvs Mererous Willems, p. 435, n. 53 AE no. 74. Mones,
89, pr. 71, cos. G8.

13. Q. Carciuivs MeTeLrus Crericus Willems, p. 435; £ no. 87; Hill,
p. 174. Pr. 75, cos. 9.

14, M. Carsros Willems, p. 455; RE no. 9, Pr, 75. Campanian. Cf. RE
no. §; Nicolet, p. §83.

15. C. Carrumniws Prso Willems, p. 436; RE no. 63; Hill, p. 175, 0. 5,
Cos. 67.

16, C. Cassws Lowenus AE no, 58, Cf. Willems, p. 433. Moner. 83,
COS. 73,

17. C. Cravpius Graser RE no. 165; Hill, p. r75, n. 5. Pr. 73,

18, C. Cravprus Marcerivs Willems, p. 450; RE no. 214. Pr. 8o.

19. C. Cravpius Nero Willems, p. 449; £E no. 247; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.

Pr. 81, procos. 8o.

za. P. Corrus Willems, p. 454; ££ no. 2. Pr. 74.

a1. Q. Consiorws Willems, p. 502; RE no. 7; Hill, p. 177. Senator 74.

See Nicolet, pp. §83—4; Wiseman, pp. 2256,

]

b=
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22. Cn, Cornerius DovLaseLia Willems, p. 449, n. 6; RE no. 135; see
Hill, p. 174, n. 4. Pr. 81.

23. Cn. Cornevivs LEnturus CLopianus Willems, p. 428; RE no.
216; Hill, p. 174. Cos. 72,

24. L. Connevius Sisenwa Willems, p. 451, n. 6; RF no. 374; Hill,
p- 175. Pr. 78,

25. M'. Curius Willems, p. 453. Pr. 76(%), procos. 75—4; excluded by
Nicolet, p. §84.

26. M. Dosrrivs Carvizvus RE no. 44; Hill, p. 175. Pr. 8a.

27. L. Faserivs Willems, p. 503; £E no. 2. Senator 78. See Nicoler,
p- 584; Wiseman, p. 230.

28. M. Farnms Willems, p. 451; RE no. 15. Monet., pleb. aed. 83-2,
pr. 8o.

29. M. Fonrerws Willems, p. 452; RE no. 12. Quaestor 85, pr. 76.

30, L. Furipwrs RE no. 4; Hill, p. 170; Gelzer, Nobifiedr 3 [= Seager,
p- 3]; Syme, JRS XXVII 1937, 127 and id. PBSR X1V 1938, 13; see
Willems, p. 450. Campanian (Dubois, Powrroles antigue 48, n. 1) or
from Arpinum (Miinzer, RE s.v. col. 200)? See Nicolet, p. 584;
Wiseman, p. 232.

3t. L. Funtus Willems, p. 452; RE no. 18; Hill, p. 175, n. 5. Pr. 76,

32. A, Gasiwios Willems, p. 503; RE no. 10; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.

33. Q. Horrtensrus HortaLus Willems, p. 435; RE no. 13; Hill, p. 174.
Quaestor &7 or 86, cur. aed. 75, pr. 72, cos. 6o.

34. M. Iuncus Willems, p. 452; RE no. 4. Pr. 76(#).

35. M. Iumus Sieanus Willems, p. 452; RE no. 170, Quaestor 84/81,
pr. 77, procos. 76; see Wehrmann, p. 36.

36. M. Lictvrus Crassus Hill, p. 174; Garzert, Athenagum N.S. XIX
1041, 21.

37. L. Licivivs Lucurovs Willems, p. 432, n. 1; RE no. 104. See Hill,
p- 174, 0. 3.

38. C. Licewius Sacerpos Willems, p. 454; RE no. 154; Hill, p. 175.
Pr. 73.

19. Cn. Maweres Willems, p. 455; RE no. ar. Pr. 72.

4o, L. Manvivs RE no, j0 (= 20 or =79). Procos. 78.

41. Q. Maxrs RE no. 34; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.

42. T. Maxvivs Torquarvs RE no. 95; Hill, p. 175, n. 5. See Willems,
p. §40.

43 Q. Marcrus Rex Willems, p. 435, n. 55 RE no. 92; Hill, p. 175,
n. 5. Cos. 68,

44. C. Mevuius RE no. 6 (= no. 7), not = no. g, pace Hill, p. 176,

45. L. Mivvcius Basitus RE no. 37; Hill, p. 176. Picene: Syme, JRS
XXVII 1938, 124, n. 74; excluded by Nicoler, p. 585.

45a. M. (Minvervs) Basius Nicolet, p. §87; Wiseman, pp. 241-2.
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49-
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I

52.

53

54
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§7-
58.

§9-

ao.,
GI.

G2.

63

64

6.

66,
7.
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. M. Mummros Willems, p. 456; RE no. 9. Pr. 70.

Cn. Ocravius Willems, p. 432, n. 1; RE no. 22. Cos. 76.

. L. Ocravivs Willems, p. 432, no. 1; RE no. 26. Cos. 75.

(Ocravivs) Barsus RE no. 43 (= 462); Hill, p. 176.

Orrios Willems, p. 455; £E no. 4. Pr. 72(7).

. Sex. Penvcarvs Willems, p. 452; £E no, 5; Hill, p. 175, n. 5. Pr.

7.

Q. PeriLivs Willems, p. 504; RE no. 6; Hill, p. 175, n. 5. Senator 78,

See RE no. 5, and CIL 12 709,

. P. Poprinrius Willems, p. 418; Hilly p. 177; RE no. 10. See, however,

Mommsen, SR III 859, n. 4.

M. Purius Piso Frust Willems, p. 440; see Hill, p. 174, n. 3.

Quaestor 83, pr. 73 {or 72), cos. 61 (AL no. 10).

M. ServiLios RE no. 19; see Willems, p. 540, and Hill, p. 174, n. 3.

Monet, 89.

. P. Surricius Willems, p. 411 and n. 33 p. 504; RE no. 15; Hill, p. 173,

i in error, See Fs. ¢ Soc. 162 [= Go above]. Cf. Nicolet, p. §85.

A. Terentvs Varro Willems, p. 451; RE no, 8z2; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.

Pr. 78(2).

M. TerenTtus Varno Willems, p. 453; £E no. 84 in Suppld. VI 1175;

Hill, p. 175; see Miinzer, N. Jakrdb. LI-LII 1923, 36.

M. TerexTius Varro Locviius Willems, p. 433; £ s.v. “Licinius’,

no. 1ey. Quaestor, cur, aed. 79, pr. 76, cos. 73.

L. Trrunivs Sasmvus Willems, p. so5; RE no. 2. Moner. 87, legate 75.

L. Turius Willems, p. 456; AE no. 2; Syme, The Roman Revolution,

Oxford 1939, 81, n. 1.

C. Vareros Triarivs Willems, p. 455; Hilly p. 175, n. 5. Legate 73

(RE no. 363).

. P. Varmvrus Graeger Willems, p. 4553 Hill, p. 176, n. 13; Wehrmann,
p- 42. Pr. 73 (A& no. 1).

. C. Vernes Willems, p. 454, 0. §; see, however, M. Gelzer, Caesar®
1941, 31. Pr. 74. Cf. Nicolet, p. §8¢; Wiseman, p. 272.

B. LESS CERTAIN

C. Avneus (Brocenus) Willems, p. 508; Mommsen, Hermes XX
1885, 281 = G5 V 507; RE no. 3. Senator 73, Sicilian: Cie, IT Ferr. 4,
93. Nicolet, pp. 585~6; Wiseman, p. 212,

M’. Aguitus Willems, p. 418; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.

Q. Axiws Willems, p. 516; Mommsen, p. 281 = p. 507; £E no 4.
Senator 74. CL Nicolet, p. 586; Wiseman, p. 216.

68—Gg. C.and L. Cagpasius Willems, p. jo2; RE s.v.; Syme, PESR XIV

1938, 23.
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7o. Caripms Willems, p. yo6; Hill, p. 177; see RE no. 2. Senator 7371,

7oa. L. Cassiws [, Suclahti, The Jundior Officers . . ., Helsinki 1953, o1,
n. 3; Nicolet, p. 587.

71, M. Cassivs Mommsen, p. 282 = p. 508; AX no. 18. Senator 73.

72. Cassius Barea Willems, p. 5o6; Hill, p. 176, Leg. 73.

73- L. Cassws Loncivus Willems, p. 461, n. §; RE no. 64; Hill, p. 175,
n. 5. Monet. 78, pr. 66,

73a. L. Cavrius Mercus Broughton, II 489; Nicolet, p. §87; Wiseman,
p. 223.

74. L. CLavpirs Mommsen, p. 282 = p. 508; AL no. 23. Senator 73.

75. P. Cornerivs SurLa RE no. 386; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.

76. Q. ComrniFicius Willems, p. 460; RE no. 7; Hill, p. 175, n. 5.
Senator 7o, pr. &7 or 66.

77. C. Coscownius Willems, p. 451; see £E no. 1, col. 1668. Pr. 79,
procos. 78/746.

78. L. Crrrontus Willems, p. 450; RE no. 2. Monet., pleb. aed. 83 or 82.
He should be removed from this list because he was a Marian; see
Broughton, IT 63; Wiseman, p. 228, no. 147.

79. Eanatius RE no. 25 see Willems, p. 5o3. If he were RF no. 27, he
would not be a Sullan senator.

8a. C. Fipicurawius Farcuna Willems, p. 503: RE sov.; Syme, PASR
X1V 1938, 23; Nicolet, p. §86; Wiseman, p. 23.

81. C. Fonrews Willems, p. 506; R no. 7; Hill, p. 175, n. 5. Legate 73.

82, T Gurra Willems, p. 418; RE s.v. Senator 74. Campanian. Cf,
Nicolet, p. §86; Wiseman, p. 234.

83. Cw. Hewws Willems, p. so04; RE no. 3. Senator 74. Sicilian, Cf.
Wiseman, p. 234.

84. C. Iumius Willems, pp. 413—4; A& no. 15. Senator 74.

84a. M. IuvenTius PEDO Broughton, II 492; Nicolet, p. 587.

85. L. Lartivs Mommsen, p. 283 = p. j09; £E no. 1. Senator 73.

8sa. Lricivmus Bucco Miinzer, RE no. 39; Broughton, IT 492.

86. T. Maexivs Mommsen, p. 284 = p. 510; RE no. 16. Senator 73.

87. Sex. Nowius Surresas Willems, p. 450; £E no. 533 Hill, p. 175, 0. 5.
Pr, 81.

88. M. Ocravivs Licus Willems, p. 504; RE no. 69, Senator 75.

9. M. PerrEmws Willems, p. 463; RE no. 3; Hill, p. 176. Pr., leg. 63/2.
From Atina: see £F no. 4.

go. Pomprivus Willems, p. 464; Hill, p. 176. Leg. 73/1, pr. 63.

o1. C. Poriuius Willems, p. 414; RE no. 3.

g2. M. Porcivs Caro Willems, p. 451, n. 6. Cur. aed., pr. 78().

RE no. r1; different chronology in Broughton, IT 13 and n. 2.

g93. M. Pusricius Scazva Mommsen, p. 284 = p. §10. Senator 73, RE

no. 25.
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94. Q. Rancius Mommsen, p. 284 = p. §10; RE s.v. Senator 73.

g4a. P. Saturivs Broughron, IT 496; Nicolet, p. 538,

95. M. SEtus Willems, p. 455; £E no. 5; Hill, p. 177, Cur. aed. 74. For
the name see AF s.v. col. 1120 and Syme, RX 358, Cf Nicolet, p. 586;
Wiseman, p. 259.

96, P. SEpTiMivs Scasvora Willems, p. 414; RE no. 51. Senator 74

97. SorNATIUS Willems, p. so7; RE s.v.; Hill, p. 176. Leg. 73/68.

98, P. Tapwws Willems, p. 508; RE no. 17; Hill, p. 177. Leg. 73/71.

99. Q. Trrivius Willems, p. 508; RE no. 17; Hill, p. 177. Senator 7o
excluded by Nicolet, p. 86; Wiseman, p. 266.

100, Voconius Willems, p. 463; Hill, p. 176; Wehrmann, p. 50. Legate 73.
REno. 1; Broughton, II 113.

ror. L. Vorcarivs Turius Willems, p. 437, Cos. 66. RE no. 8.

roz2. L. Voruscrus Mommsen, p. 285 = p. 5113 Syme, PESR XIV 1938,
23; RE no. 1.

Arpennrx IV
List of Sullan Colonies

Lists of Sullan colonies appear in Zumpt, Comm. Epigr. 250 £.; Mommsen,
art. cit. (see £, ¢ Soe. 117, n. 184 [= 44, n. 184 above]) p. 161 = p. 202 £
(used by E. De Ruggiero, Di. Epigr. s.v. ‘colonia’, and Kornemann, K&
av. ‘coloniae’); also in Pais, A4N N5, VII 1924, 311-31, and Serde
eronolog., MAL VI, 1, 1925, 352 f. and in Beloch, BG s11—=2 (used by
T. Frank, ESART 220). See also Commentary,® Appiani Bell. Cev. Lib. 1
Florence 1967, 260-1; P. A, Brunt, ftalian Manpower 300 {, nB also what
has been said Es. e Soc. 126, n. 218 [= 47, n. 218 above].

I distinguish the colonies from those localities where all that is known is
that there were allotments there, and [ distinpuish also the names into categor-
ies of those thart are certain and those that are uncertain. I do not propose to
examine the large number of localities where, on the basis of insufficiently
discriminatory criteria (such as lie behind Zumpt’s list), Sullan veterans are
supposed to have been established. In the case of Puteoli it is sufficient to
vefer to Dubois, ‘Pouzzoles antique’ (Bibl. Ez. frang. &’ Athenes et de Rome
XCVIII), 1907, 27 f. The extremely informative article of A, Degrassi, MAL
VIIL, II 6, 1949 = Scritsd vari di antickitd, | g9 £, has been useful on various
points and has allowed me to exclude Paestum from the list of Sullan
colonies in which it has generally been included.
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Colonies

A, CERTAIN

. Areria (in Corsica) see Gabba, Athenaenm N.5. XXIX 1951, 20 and

n. 4.
AmnneTioM Zumpt, p. 251; Mommsen, p. 165; Pais, Stor. Colonéz, 168 {.;
Belach, p. 611. For the evidence see Es. ¢ Soc. 122, 0. 197 [ = 45,

n. 197 above] and £5. e Soc. 125, n. 212 [ = 46, n. 212 above].

Crusrum Zumpt, p. 237; Mommsen, p. 165, n. 1; Beloch, p. 511; CIL
Kl 2102. For the evidence see Es. e Soc. 125, n. 213 [= 46, n. 213 above].
Favsurae Zumpt, p. 253; Mommsen, p. 166; Pais, Stor. Coloniy. 166;
Beloch, p. 511 and p. 611. The best discussion is in A, Degrassi, art. cir.
292. For the evidence see Es. e Soc. 122, n. 198 [= 45, n. 198 above]
and 125, n. 21§ {= 46, n. 215 above]; see also my article in $CO
KIX-XX 19701, 462 = Er. e Soc. 362.

. Frorentia Flor IT g, 27-8; see Degrassi, p. 202 and notes with

bibliography; see also SCO loc. cit. = Fi. e Soc. loc. cit,

Ivreramnia Pragrurri(an)oros Zumpt, p. 253 f.; Mommsen, p. 166;
Pais, Stor. Colongy. 189; Beloch, p. gr2. See Flor. IT 9, 28. For the
evidence see Fs. ¢ Soc. 125, 0. 211 [== 46, n. 211 above]. See also SCO
art. cit. 463 = 5. e Soc. 363,

Nova Zumpt, p. 254; Mommsen, p. 185; Pais, Stor. Colonsz, 240 f.;
Belach, p. 512 and éd. Campanien® 391, For the evidence see £s. ¢ Soc.
12§, M. 214 [= 46, n. 214 above] and 126, n. 218 [= 47, n. 218 above];
see Lib. col, p. 236, 3 Lachmann.

Pomrell see £s. e Soc. 120 £ [= 44 . above] and 126, n. 218 [= 47,
n. 218 above|; Mommsen, p. 167.

. PraEnssTe Zumpt, p. 254; Mommsen, p. 167; Fernique, Erdes sur

Préneste 553 Pais, Stor. Coloniy. 243; Beloch, p. 512, See Cic. de leg, agr.
IT 78; Strabo V 3, 11; Flor. I 9, 28, See also Cic. in Cat. I 8.

Ureana Zumpt, p. 252; Mommsen, p. 168; Pais, Sror. colondy. 218 £.;
Beloch, p. 512 and éd. Campanien® 309. Cf, Plin. V& XIV 6(8), 62, and
Lib. eol. p. 232, 8 Lachmann, which certainly refers to Urbana.

B. UNCERTAIN

Aserra Mommsen, p. 164; Beloch, p. 511 and #d. Campanien® 411 £;
CIL X p. 136. Colony in 73 Be; Sall. Hise. HI 97 Maur.

Hapria Mommsen, p. 194; Beloch, p. 512. Called Veneria in CIL IX
soz0. Colony in the Augustan period.



The Roman Professional Army {(pp. 174) 69

Allotments

A, CERTAIN

. VovaTerrae Zumpt, p. 261; Mommsen, p. 165; Pais, Sror. Colonry. 267.

For the evidence see Fr. e Soc. 122, n. 197 [= 45, n. 197 above]; not
improbable that it was a colony.

B. UNCERTAIN

. Forum Corneni see Er e Soc. 121, 1. 196 [== 45, n. 196 above].

2. SporeTrum Zumpt, p. 254; Pais, Serie cronol. 355. See Flor. Il g, 27.

4

. SuessuLa Zumpt, p. 255; Pais, Seor. Coloniz, 244. See Lib, col. p. 237,

¢ Lachmann,

Tuscunum Zumpt, p. 255; Pais, Stor. Colonsz. 269, See Lib. col. p. 238,
1o Lachmann. For the districts of Latium collected together in the Lih.
col. under the name of Sulla (Aricia, Bovillae, Capitulum, Casttimoenium,
(Gabii) see Es. ¢ Soc. 121, n. 196 [= 45, n. 196 above] and Mommsen,

Pp. 1745
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I1

The Origins
of the Social War
and Roman Politics
after 89 BC’

I
The extension of the Roman citivenship to the allies
and the tribunate of M. Livius Drwsus (gt BC)

In the problem concerning the extension of the Roman citizenship to the
Latins and Italians there is one point that can be regarded as certain: its origin
is linked with the question of r2s agraria raised by the Gracchi at the end of
the second century Be.! Yer we can see that it later became so deeply and in-
evitahly involved with the other political problems of the age that the real
cause of the revoltin g1 Bchas been obscured, The ancient tradition tells of the
allies” desire to obtain the eiviras® but does not clearly explain what gave rise
to this demand. Cicero indeed explains the revolt by referring to the menus
fudiciorum:® that is, he relates it expressly to the most urgent political problem
of the time. But while we may acknowledge the important connexion between
the Social Warand the Roman political struggle,* it is not possible to treat an
event so vast in extent and so significant as the Helfum fralicum in terms of
a single, specific question. In any case Cicero is here influenced by a special
purpose of his own and finds it useful to avail himself of such an agreement,
which in fact originated earlier at the time of the outbreak of the revolt, as the
explanation contrived by the equestrian class and later reflected in the drafiing
of the famous fex Faria.® Another ancient author, Appian, although aware
that the question of the allies was necessarily part of the general context of
Roman politics, nevertheless expresslyinsists on the desire of the seci ro obtain
the fus civitaris, and his motivation for it, while admitedly generic, seems wo
give a better interpretation of the situation as a whole.

In order to resolve the problem it will help to consider why the Roman

70
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citizenship was wanted in 91 BC and above all by whom. It is as well to stare
at once — I shall try later to prove its truth — that the demand for Roman
citizenship by the allies tock a different form in 91 B¢ from that which it had
taken in 125 BC In that year, as we know, the proposal of the consul
M. Fulvius Flaccus to grant the citizenship contained an alternarive offer:
for those allies who did not wish to accept the Roman citizenship the con-
cession of the s provecationis was envisaged.® The alternative is indeed used
in the formula for rewarding non-Romans who prosecuted successtully in a
rrial de repesundis;” this broader use of the privilege may perhaps be respon-
sible for an underestimation of its true significance when first it appeared in
Flaccus' proposal. Yet, as has been rightly emphasized ? its occurrence is a
significant proof of a widespread reluctance on the part of allied public
opinion to surrender the substantial advantages they enjoyed under their
traditional alliances in exchange for other advantages (the fus crvitatis) which
at that time were either not seen as so impaortant, or at least not decisively so.

This indifference to the acquisition of Roman citizenship as an end in
itself is a sign that the problem had arisen solely from outside causes (that is,
the operation of the Gracchan lex agrarfa) and the passage in Appian which
refers to the proposal of Flaccus and mentions that the secr wanted to share
power,” should be seen simply as an attempt to link these events with the
later phases of the problem. In other words, this passage reveals that the
allies desired the citizenship and desired it for a particular reason, but this
recognition itself dates from a time later than that of Flaccus’ proposal. How-
ever, there is no logic in the argument that the origin of this desire must he
attributed to the proposal of Flaccus, especially since in the period after
12§ BC — with the exception of Cajus Gracchus’ policy which was again
linked with the aprarian problem — we hear nothing more of the allied
question, not even when there would have been every occasion for it (as in
the seditio Appuletana of 100 BC). Furthermore, the clause found both in
Flaccus' proposal and in the leges repetundarum granting provocato was
clearly designed to meet a felt need of the allies, that they should be pro-
tected from the authority of Roman magistrates which was proving excessive
and uncontrollable.'® We may conclude that, if the allies did wish to gain the
citizenship, this aim was rather limited and anyway arose from exrernal
factors that had nothing to do with the citizenship itself.

This conclusion holds for the events of 125 Bc!! but ceases to apply to
the demand for citizenship in g1 nc. Then the concern of the soce to acquire
Roman citizenship, a concern which had grown appreciably in the interim,
becomes clearly explicit. It is no immediate objection to this that in 8¢ nc
discussions took place at Heraclea and Naples on the question whether the
allies should or should not accept the civites,!* since these were Greek cities
whose foedera of alliance apparently granted specially privileged terms.!® In
g1 Be the demand for the citizenship appears in a form divorced from the
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agrarian question even though this had been revived by Drusus, and it is to
this period that the situation suggested by the earlier passage of Appian
refers.® What expressly marks this situarion is the allies’ demand to partici-
pate in the life of the ruling power by helding offices and by carrying out
administrative duties.!

To demonstrate this we must examine the problems connected with
Dirusus’ agrarian proposal. In Appian I 36, 162 the "Iradwdirar are afraid of
the law on the colonies;' in this passage there is no doubt that the name is
used to designate the allies!” Bernardi!® telying on Appian’s evidence,
rightly emphasizes that Drusus’ agrarian law was really a colonial law and so
excluded individual allotments; he holds that it was devised in such a way
as to safeguard the interests of the oligarchic latifundists. In order to main-
tain this Bernardi has to make a famous passage of Florus'?® refer to a threat
by Drusus to propose a ‘radical agrarian reform’ at a point shortly before he
was assassinated (and in any case after the repeal of this law) and accordingly
he has 1o date to the same point of time the opposition by the Etruscans and
Umbrians to Drusus which Appian mentions.”® These peoples, because they
were pro-oligarchic, would have been spared by the first law.

Carcopino® had also asked the question: *was an exception made in favour
of the trientabula (in the hands of the senatorial oligarchy) and of Campania
and answered, citing the passage of Florus, ‘very unlikely’, though he held
that the senators, being at odds with Drusus, would have been able to
impede the operation of the law at a suitable moment. Yet Bernardi’s view
that the opposition to Drusus by the pro-oligarchic Etruscans and Umbrians
arose later since they had been spared by the first Livian agrarian law with
its oligarchic hias and were threatened only by the radical law which suc-
ceeded it, has a basic assumption in common with Carcopine’s interpretation
of the Social War. For the latter the rebel peoples were those whose territory
had been used for the Gracchan allotments®® and so the Etruscans and
Umbrians, since they did not revelt (at least in the inidal phase of the
struggle), must have been spared earlier by the Gracchi® and did not antici-
pate any threat from Drusus either. This conclusion, which could not be
valid for Arretium, Ferentinum and Tarquinii,® is unlikely on more general
grounds; it would be very odd if Etruria, the very region whose desolation
had suggested to Ti. Gracchus the initial idea of agrarian reforms, had been ex-
cluded when the reform was later put into effect.®® The infertility of the Etrus-
can land can hardly have been a cause for excluding it since it is well-known
that Etrurialater saw allotments by Sulla, Caesar, the Triumwvirs and Augustus.

It seems that we must give up the attempt to decide how or where the
aprarian law of Drusus was put into effect,®® and to see in this the cause of
the opposition by the Etruscans and Umbtians, Yet this last event— which is
decisive for what I wish to show — requires further investigation. Bernardi’s
argument is based on the fact that Appian I 36 mentions the Etruscans and
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Umbrians coming to Rome at the invitation of the consuls to protest against
the law (the lex agraria, one must understand) and to await = 74
Soripuacias fHuepay, and that this appears immediately hefore the passage
recording Drusus’ death. Although T agree that Appian's narrative is the
most intelligent we possess for any evaluation of Drusus’ activity,® it is clear
that he has heavily abbreviated his source after the mention of the Etruscans
and Umbrians. Suffice it to say that in the Greek historian we find not a word
on the repeal of Drusus’ laws; its mention ought to have come at this point
and it could not, in my view, have been missing in Appian's source.®®
Furthermore, his statement that the Etruscans and Umbrians complained of
the (agrarian) law and awaited the day of the Soxepacia shows thar they
intervened after the voting on the agrarian (and jury-court) laws but before
the repeal of the whole Livian legislation, since by Sowxypaoia he must refer
to the rogatio de sociis.™ It is worth adding that in all probability the arrival
of the Etruscans and Umbrians in Rome added new forces to the opposition
to Drusus and, to take one example, made possible the election to the
tribunate of certain violent enemies of Drusus like Varius.*

Finally, any idea that Drusus revolted against the Senate once his laws
had been repealed, as is presupposed by Bernardi’s reconstruction, is contea-
dicted by a passage of Diodorus which there is no reason to challenge and
which is, in fact, generally accepted. !

Given the arpument so far, it follows that, if the words of Florus refer 1o
the lex agraria of Drusus, we can understand the reasons which led the
Senate, or that part of it which had been allied to Drusus, to change its own
attitude. The law would have re-opened discussion on all the senarorial
agrarian legislation passed after the Gracchi® However great the selfishness
and factious spirit of individual senators at the time,® it is incredible that the
Senate abandoned Drusus only when he decided the Roman citizenship
must be granted to the socii™ Such a development must have been easily
foreseeable in view of the Gracchan precedent, and Drusus from the begin-
ning of his tribunate must have made his own intentions clear — if we follow
Appian’s version which I believe to be preferable.

But a further conclusion of still greater importance is to be drawn. From
Appian we learn that all the Italians without distinction were opposed to the
agrarian law,* while the rogatro de socifs aroused the opposition of only the
Etruscans and Umbrians.* What is more important, this difference of atti-
tude appears not only in Appian’s account but in the facts of the situation;
the repeal of Drusus’ legislation and hence of the fex agraria® did not dispel
the opposition as one would have expected had it been the only or the
principal cause of the evils (as was the case with the Gracchi). Rather it was
only for the Etruscans and Umbrians that the erisis had passed and with it the
need, for them, for a rogatio de sociis; meanwhile the other Italian allies

turned to armed insurrection,
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For some time the basic reasons for this distinetion have been understood
to lie in the peculiar structure of Etrusco-Umbrian society; the rigid oli-
garchy on which it was based and the position of *feudal’ supremacy which
the great landowners enjoyed would have been finally overthrown by any
equality with the economically and socially inferior classes thar might have
resulted. [t was natural, therefore, on the one hand that the consul L. Mareius
Philippus in leading the opposition should have battened on to the dis-
content felt by the upper classes in Etruria and Umbria, and on the other
that, once the Jex agraria and the rogario de sociir had failed, these regions
should have taken no part in the revolt. In confirmation it is to be noted that
these areas suffered disorders of a purely social nature when the grant of the
citizenship was finally decided on by the Senate itself; parity of political
rights brought with it the possibility of seizing power in some cities, and the
lower classes sought to join the ranks of the rebels but were guickly
suppressed.”

Clearly, then, the allies” interest in the Roman citizenship — we must
exclude the special motives of the Etruscans and Umbrians — was no longer
exclusively connected with res agraria, as it had been in the Gracchan period,
but was directed to obtaining definite political advantages. The exasperation
felt by the allies on the news of Drusus’ death and the collapse of the rogatio
de socits shows that they saw more in the acts of the tribune than the simple
reformer of the guaestio de repetundis or a man who tried to gain the support
of the urban Plebs and the allies with laws of a demagogic character in order
to play his own political hand from a position of strength. Since this is the
picture that most of the tradition gives of Drusus,* it is perhaps as well once
more to insist on the conception of his tribunate that we find in Appian
where the problem of the allies predominates. The conracts between Drusus
and the Italian leaders confirm this.™

Before we turn to examine the thirty-year period between C. Graechus
and the tribunate of Drusus, and to inquire why this change in allied opinion
came about whereby the citizenship was henceforth to be seen as a means of
sharing in Roman political life — a problem to be clarified by considering the
growth of Roman imperialism in this period and its effects on the social
structure of Rome and Traly — we must first define the class of allies that
would gain from the fus efwiratis a concrete advantage and not merely an
imago sine re.

IT
The upper classes in rebel Traly

The Roman state’s structure at the end of the second century B¢ was of such
a kind that even to the allies one point must have been clear: an extension of
citizenship, when eventually made, could guarantee to the majority of the
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new citizens only limited advantage in that sphere where the benefits of the
fus civitars could be most directly exercised, that is to say in participation
in the political assemblies.

From the middle of the second century Bc it is clear that Roman citizens
living in outlying districts were prevented, by force of circumstances, from
intervening often in the life of the state, and that their political concern was
consequently weakened. Hence it is impossible to see what advantages, in
terms of practical politics, the majority of the allies could have expected from
a grant of the citizenship; their situation was very like that of Roman efves
from country districts. Furthermore, it does not seem very evident what
meaning or importance the civil rights contained in the efvirar could have
had for them.

To a large extent the opposite is true of the allied upper classes.® There
are some points which will show that it was really they who were agitating
for the civitas. In its first phase the revolt of the socii was certainly not
popular in character even if it was not actually aristocratic, as was already
observed by Mérimée,? and, despite the outburst of popular anti-Roman
hatred witnessed at Asculum,* it was only in a second phase that the revolt
took on a popular aspect. This was no doubt stimulated by means of a
propaganda that dwelt mainly on themes of regional separatism and inde-
pendence, and these themes naturally had little relevance to the central
problem of the Roman citizenship.*® In any case, the conduct of political and
military affairs seems to have remained in the hands of upper class leaders;
the exceptions are the attempted insurrections of the Etruscans and Umbrians
which, as I have suggested above, fall into a different and special category.
That this thesis is correct is shown by the names of rebel leaders recorded
in the sources. These, so far as we can judge, belonged to the upper classes. %

We must define, however, what we understand by ‘upper classes’. It was
Mommsen’s view*” that in the regions of the Abruzzi and neighbouring areas
the rural middle class survived in greater cohesion and greater strength than
elsewhere in Italy and that this middle class started the rebellion; the muni-
cipal aristocracy, on the other hand, kepr on good terms with the Roman
government. In fact, the first part of this hypothesis has already been shown
by Carcopino® to be unsupported by evidence, and is difficult ro accept;
what we know of the social structure of the allied communities in the second
century BC points to the conclusion that the changes which are better
attested for the organization of cives Romani were taking place among the
allies also.* What we do know, with sufficient supporting evidence, is that
Campania, and to a lesser degree Apulia and Lucania and still less Picenum,
show the presence of a social class actively pursuing commercial operations,
and acquiring wealth thereby, alongside the old landed aristocracy. In short,
the process is to some extent analogous to what was happening at Rome in
the same period; as far as we can see, however, it was both more marked
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and more diffuse since the Italian commercial element, by inheriting the role
of its predecessors from the Greek cities of the south, held in its hands the
small, medium and large-scale trade both with East and West.

In the West the connexions between southern Italy and the Spanish pro-
vinces during the second century Bc took the form of migration of Oscan-
speaking groups;® in Africa substantial business eontacts are known to us
in the period of the Jugurthine War, and these in turn explain the emigration
of the Sullan period for which the causes were often political.®® Finally, the
negoratores present in Sicily in Cicero's time originated largely in southern
Ttaly, as is evident from the nomenclature recorded in the Verrines

It is in the East, however, that the Italian negotiarores held a monopoly of
trade during the second and first cenruries Be. Dubois first stressed the pre-
dominance of the Campanians on Delos but his suggestions have been
greatly extended and developed by the researches of Hatzfeld:® men from
Campania, Apulia and Samnium are either specifically attested or can be
inferred from their gentilicia, and are to he found alongside a small minority
of Latins, Erruscans and others from central and northern Italy in general.
This widespread commercial activity had two inevitable results, equal in
their extreme significance but different in effect. The first was thar this class
of negotiztores acquired a socially dominant position in their home cities — as
the Equites did at Rome — for traders tended either to return to their native
city or to keep up connexions with it which varied in individual circum-
stances. The involvement with the class of landed proprietors is especially
noteworthy; it derived on the one side from various motives of self-interest
and on the other from the direct investment in land of the wealth obtained
in trade,™

The economic impetus given to their cities by this group, dedicated to
commerce but not reluctant to invest in property, finds a conspicuous ex-
pression in the programmes of building and renovation which seem to be a
feature of the Italian towns in the late second century 8C and of which we
are well-informed through Pompeii and Capua.™ The natural political conse-
quence was that members of the commercial ¢lass very often held the highest
n::ual,gis|:r;1r:iuzsﬁ'Ei

Secondly, it followed that the commercial class had of necessity to concern
itself with Roman foreign policy and, as a result of this, to assume a
more definitive attitude towards the events of Roman domestic politics
where the successes and defeats of opposing political groups were tending
more and more to determine policies abroad. It is customary to accept the
view to which Rostovizeff added his imprimasur,? and assert that the Italian
upper classes had lirtle interest in interfering in Roman politics and hence in
influencing decisions of policy. Their horizons were still confined to the
narrow and restricted worlds of individual towns. As will be argued more
fully later,® the truth is probably the exact opposite. In fact the Italian
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negotiatores must have been struck by the contrast between their positions
in the East and in ITtaly. In their commercial activities they could be con-
sidered men of high repute and he generally identified with the great political
power which in truth they represented; the Greek world could not dis-
tinguish between cfves Romani and allies, and called them all "Pwpaton® At
home precisely the opposite was the case. Apart from professional contacts
between the Italian commercial class and the Roman capiralists — admittedly
close but with little real effect in practical politics — the negotratores must have
been well aware that their whole way of life was at the mercy of the Roman
ruling classes who as oligarchs naturally saw the interests of the Italian com-
mercial class as mere side-issues in the game of politics. Roman indifference
will have become especially clear {(and perhaps, indeed, became so for the
first time) in the last decades of the second century Bc as the policies of the
Roman business class took shape and as the chances of conflict between
political and economic interests became more apparent. Cives Romant and
allies were on the same level in the trading areas in East and West, and
indeed the latter might have been in a stronger position there because of
their greater numbers; in Italy, on the other hand, the allies must, as Appian
says, have felt that they were dmijxoor. Hatafeld® has already shown that the
centre of the allied revolt corresponds in general terms to the areas from
which Ttalian negotiatores came; perhaps they wished to win at home the
equality they could freely enjoy in their Eastern communities? Here the
modern historian may find himself agreeing with thar ancient writer who
saw the Italian allies conceiving at a particular moment a desire to share in
the Hyeuovia.

In view of what has been outlined above we should expect that the
feelings and wishes of the commercial class would soon be adopted as the
common demands of all, even of those whose positions were less directly
concerned with business but were based mainly on landed estates. They,
the jealous custodians of the autonomy of individual districts of Italy, had
long resented their state of inferiority and subservience, the more so as the
centralization of the Roman government increased.®! Commercial classes and
landowners, already united by economic ties, shared a common sentiment
by 91 BC and display to the historian a single front which fully justifies the
use of the general term ‘upper classes’ to refer to them,

At this point an inquiry into Roman foreign policy in the thirty years
between C. Gracchus and M. Livius Drusus becomes necessary; even
though limited to the larger perspectives it will serve to show how the
Italian upper classes began their pressure to join the citizenship body, a
pressure which eventually became the cause of a bloody struggle.
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III
The principles of Roman foreign policy from the
Gracchi to the Social War

In the historical literature of the first century BC it became a common theme
to regard the middle of the preceding century as the point when the Roman
state began to decline. The causes of the decline were sometimes seen in the
destruction of Carthage, which political leaders of the time had resented on
the grounds that Carthage represented the one deterrent capable of allaying
the latent dissensions in society;® sometimes the moralizing vein was
stressed of a disintegration of the virtue and mos maiorum which had gnided
the rise of the Republic, a disintegradon produced by Rome’s victories in
the East.® At all events one can see a breakdown in internal equilibrium, and
most modern historians would interpret it as part of a more general problem,
of the transition from city-state to Empire. However, to the politicians and
historians of the end of the Republic it seemed in many ways to be a revival
of the traditional theme of the earliest history of Rome, the Struggle of the
Orders; the conflict had been healed by combining the patrician families and
new plebeian gentes who had experience of government into a nobiliras, but
now it seemed to re-emerpe as the struggle of an inferior part of the citizen
body against the bons cives.®

In this struggle we see the increasing gap between the ruling class and
social reality, and the pressure from new classes powerfully thrust into public
life by the changing political conditions; at the same time a fracture began
to appear even within the class which held power, between the senatorial
orda and the Equites, a ruinous development (so it was regarded) at the very
time when it was essential rather to unite the upper classes against the
irruption of hostile forces. The concordia ordinum, the consensus omnium
bonerum came therefore to represent for Cicero not simply an ideal but a
genuine goal to be achieved at all costs and pursued continuously and
purposefully in his political career.®

In this situation the conflict between Senate and Equites became a Jeie-
motif — at least for those who were inclined to support the oligarchs in their
politics and historiography. The entire history of the post-Gracchan age
could be seen in terms of the struggle, although it took different forms and
the nature of the conflict was not the same before and after Sulla. C. Gracchus
is commonly presented as the miguns creator of the conflict: equestri ording
tudicia tradidit ac bicipitem civitatem fecit, discordiarum civilium fortem.5®

Certainly the conflict which existed in the late second and early first
centuries BC must have seemed extraordinary and extremely grave. Artitudes
had been acquired and ideas formed in a political context where such dis-
agreements as there had been were quite different in kind from those we have
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seen existing between Senare and Equites. Disagreements had arisen only
within the same closed circle and usually spent themselves within ir, without
flowing over into other areas. However, we should not accept this point of
view of the ancient politicians and historians in its entirety. The more we
look at this conflict, the stronger becomes the impression, at least to my
mind, that the exchanges of political teials retailed in the tradition as a sort
of manifestion of the struggle and by their very nature fleeting, isolated
motnents involving a variety of interests, are indeed the conflict itself; this
is not s0 much to reduce the conflict to, as to idensfy it with, particular dis-
agreements about specific problems or about an individual's actions, and
with the play of political forces at a given moment. In other words, one
cannot speak of a conflict of social classes, struggling to gain the upper hand,
nor of two groups formed along the lines of party politics; this carries with
it the risk of implying the existence of alternative governments when in fact
there was no choice.

The conflict was certainly profound but mainly because the interests of
the two ordines were different in kind rather than simply opposed —~ political
on the one side and economic on the other. However, it took place in an
established framework that both sides accepted and on a few oceasions jointly
defended when they deliberately tempered the clash of ideals and basic
positions.?

Of course we shall understand the nature of this conflict better if we
consider how it arose. This question is connected with another, the forma-
tion of the equestrian class as we know it from the time of the Gracchi
onwards. Ancient tradition emphasized that C. Gracchus was responsible
for the opposition of Senate and Equites. Yet it is obvious that, however
great this responsibility may have been, the ground must have been already
prepared or, to put it a different way, Gracchus must have known how to
seize the opportunity to play upon a latent hostility or on struggles already
existing. Gracchus’ abiliry, therefore, lay in transladng into a concrete
political programme (albeit in foreign policy, for differences abour pro-
vincial administration really belonged here) what until then had been an
obscure and spasmodic theme; with the concession of the judicia to the
Equites the struggle found both a permanent cause and a lasting source of
friction.

We should, then, reject the theory thar Gracchus created the equestrian
order or even the alrernative that, by the simple and arbitrary instrument of
fixing a census equester as the necessary requirement in choosing the new
tudices in the guaeszo de reperundls, Gracchus united the scatrered proups
hitherto engaged in commerce and so produced the equestrian class of the
post-Gracchan and Ciceronian periods; this theory can be seen as both too
abstract and historically ill-founded. It rests on too rigid a conceprion of
social changes and above all it mistakes political aims and trends for real
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changes in the social order. It is one thing to see Gracchus as revealing a
political situation, as acutely detecting real differences of underlying motives,
and so as giving political form to hitherto vague purposes of the equestrian
class by setting it at odds with the governing nebifitas; it is another to
imagine thar Gracchus by his actions had created a new social class — the
equestrian order — which must indeed have exsted already, for it is
presupposed by his actions and their effects as we have indicated them
above.

It is clear that the equestrian class as we know it in the post-Gracchan
period, with its particular attitudes and policies fairly well defined, can only
have come into being at a time when circumstances were such as to allow
this development. In this case the economic and commercial foundations of
the equestrian class and the growth of their power were related to a process
which can be precisely defined and, within somewhat broad limits, dated as
well: Rome's expansion and the consequent opportunities (which became
immediately clear) of milking the provinces. The process obvicusly belongs
to a petiod before the Gracchi. Of course this does not mean that there were
no social groups engaged in business activity before that time, but their
interests, in the context of politics, must have taken a different form. The
point to emphasize is this: so long as business life and economic interests
observed the traditional limits of the city-state, or at least so long as the
city-state was considered to be fundamental for them, no conflict of principle
on two different levels, the one economic and the other political, could
emerge.

But when business and economic activity began to expand more widely
and contacts were established with foreign powers — the result of Rome's
increase bevond limirs compatible with its city-state structure — the first
examples of friction necessarily started to make themselves felt. Indeed,
under the promptings of the profit motive, an attitude dictated by economic
and commercial considerations spread very rapidly, if not immediately, in
these new conditions, and so automatically came into conflict with the out-
look of the governing class whose traditional ideas still prevailed and who
still continued to think in purely political terms.

Before we consider, albeit briefly, when this conflict began and when, as
a consequence, economic considerations started to enter, although irregu-
larly, into political decisions, it is of the highest importance to remember
what has clearly emerged so far. The struggle between the political and com-
mercial classes, from that time and almost continually thereafter, has as its
setting those issues of foreign policy that could provoke a real conflict of
different views, whereas ir is as well always to bear in mind that in domestic
policy the position of the two opposing social groups was regarded, in
practice, as fixed. Differences in this field did not endanger the more import-
ant concept of upper class unity. This comes out clearly on those oceasions
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when it was thought there was a threat to the whole social order (Saturninus,
Catiline). These are our terms of reference for evaluating the sporadic
support given by the equestrian class to the populores in their attempts to
win power.

If the second half of the third century Bc shows us the importance of
groups dedicated 1o commerce and business in Roman life,” it is only with
the second century Bc that we can be sure of their political influence. Modern
historians are not unanimous in their assessment of the extent and importance
of Roman commercial interests in the East in this period nor do they all
recognize that some of the more important events of the middle of the
second century BC show economic factors at work.® It seems, however,
difficult to deny that considerations other than those of pure politics lay
behind the punitive measures taken against Rhodes after the Third Mace-
donian War (167—166 8c) and in the choice of Delos as a free port™ and also
in the taking of such extremely serious decisions as the destruction of
Corinth and of Carthage.™

On the other hand, one should not forget that the activity of equestrian
societates in the exploitation of the Spanish mines dates from 179 Bc’™ and
this activity must have been a topic of much discussion if we can trust Livy;
he says that in 167 BC the Senate ordered the Macedonian mines to be closed
to avoid the evil consequences resulting from the lering of contracts to
companies of publicani.™ In any case it is at the very least worthy of note that
the transformation of Macedonia into a province (148 BC) was preceded by
the institution of the quaestio de reperundis.™

In the Gracchan period economic factors came to be ever more important
in Roman politics and at the same time they were more clearly defined; as a
natural corollary points of fricion between the Senatorial governing class
and the capitalists, who had now become a very important element in Roman
society, could emerge more clearly. They came to represent, as [ have said,
one of the most common features in Roman life. The organization of the
province of Asia (129 BC) probably represents the victory of Senatorial
policy, which aimed at maintaining the traditional structure of the state and
was therefore opposed to any increase in territory subject to the Roman
government. Its policy was to limit provincial territory to the basic minimum
by granting to allied monarchs the remoter districts of the ex-kingdom of
Pergamum.™ The displeasure of the capitalists ar seeing their zone of
influence restricted perhaps inspired the trial of M'. Aquilius in 125 8c.™ It
was appeased a little later (123 Bc) when C. Gracchus had a law passed which
reorganized the administration of Asia;™ as a result capitalist activity in the
province increased.”™ It is difficult to regard this outcome as accidental when
one thinks of the relationships, however obscure to us they may be, of
C. Gracchus with the Campantan business class.™ It should in fact be viewed
as part of a general programme which contained the famous lex iudicraria
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that made over the jury-courts in the guaestio de repetundis to the knights
and which belongs to Gracchus' first tribunate.3

Without suggesting that this episode has the epoch-making character
which has been attributed to it by the anclent tradition, it certainly represents
the central point of Gracchus® policy of giving political expression to the
Equites® economic interests. Henceforth we really are in a position to see in
the development of Roman foreign policy the alternating flow of two
currents which seek to shape and direct Rome’s approach to her relationship
with other states, These two currents can, in general terms, be rraced back to
two sources: on the one hand the conservative policy of safeguarding the
state’s structure and therefore of restricting any extension of the Empive's
boundaries, and on the other the Equites’ desire for a policy of expansion
and intervention, in line with their views on economic growth, Clearly the
difference of principles and outlook vindicates, or rather explains, the bitter-
ness of trials used to hit at the representatives of ideas they opposed; it also
explains why they ended frequently in trivial feuds and as outlets for
personal vendettas.

As a result, a temporary victory in Roman domestic politics for those
opposed to the oligarchs led at once to an equally transitory success of the
capitalists in foreign policy. It is wrong, however, to think in terms of clear-
cut positions in Roman politics which was always conducted on a rather
restricted stage. Indeed in 123 BC we find a settlement of Roman citizens in
the Balearies, the work of Q. Caeeilius Metellus, and the absence on this occa-
sion of senatorial opposition to transmarine colonization cannot simply be
explained by the fact that the colonists were Romans from Spain8t A little
later, indeed, rhe founding of a colony at Narbo Martius in 118 BC sees the
popular party in alliance with the commercial class and opposed to the
conservative-minded oligarchs.®?

The conflict becormnes significant politically in the context of the Numidian
question (111-103 BC). Although scholars have argued in this case also
against an equestrian policy of aggression, or at least of expansion® the
evidence is all too explicit and leads to the clear conclusion thar behind the
anti-oligarchic activity of the popular faction and the pressure of Marius
definite economic interests are at work.® Among this evidence perhaps the
most important is that which Frank thought supported his own view, the
organization of Numidia.®

However, in 106 8¢ Q. Servilius Caepio, unquestionably taking advantage
of a political situation at Rome which eludes us, succeeded in restoring to the
senators, perhaps only in part, the jury-courts in the queestio de repecundis.®
They retained this privilege down to 100 Bc, even — and it is a point which at
first sight seems astonishing — during the years of Marius® consulships.
Probahly the danger posed by the Cimbri and Teutones counselled modera-
tion and solidarity in domestic politics. However, if the African colonization
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of 103 8¢ did not arocuse opposition among the oligarchs.’” some of whom
took part in the commission which was established, the lex Appuleia de
maiestate of the same vear provided the legal instrument by which Servilius
Caepio could be attacked for his responsibility for the defeat at Arausio®® It
is true that the condemnation of the other general, Cn. Mallius, may en-
courage us to think of these trials as resulting rather from a general agree-
ment to assign blame than from purely party motives.® We should also
remember that in 102 8c™ Appuleius Saturninus attempted — though the
evidence records only the violence to which he resorted - to oppose that
conservative foreign policy which was resigned to non-intervention wis-g-vis
Mithridates; the latter begins to loom up on the Eastern horizon® This
episode seems to represent the start of a period in which Eastern problems
come to receive more attention, and it is not, to be sure, pure coincidence
that in these same years, as the wealth of inscriptional evidence attests,*? one
can see Roman and Italian commercial expansion flourishing as never before
in the East. These are the years in which the Tralian community on Delos
reaches a position of great wealth, as is attested by the construction of the
agora; this position is never reached again in the future, These closing years
of the second century B witness Marius’ victories over the Cimbri and
Teutones, and, as a result, the supremacy of those opposed to the oligarchs;
they assume, especially in 100 BC, an exceptional concentration of power. It
therefore follows that the growth of Eastern interests has a close connexion
with the political situation at home.

The measures taken in 1o2-101 BC against the pirates may have repre-
sented a concession to the commercial class who had suffered losses in their
trading;* what is at any rate certain is the intervention of the vested interests
of this class in the measures taken in 101-100 BC. [ would like to mention
here the well-known Pirates Law preserved at Delphi in the monument of
Aemilius Paulus;™ we must try to evaluate its significance without exaggera-
ting it. Even though the arguments of Passerini® rule out the possibility
that this text can prove, as Carcopino wished to argue,®® the intention of the
populares in 101”7 to confer an Asiatic command on Marius in 99 Bc, the
preoccupation of the Pirates Law with safepuarding the free movement of
sea-trade does attest the atmosphere in which it came to be passed. It is the
very atmosphere in which a further law was successfully proposed that the
knights should be restored to the jury-courts in the quaestio de reperundis
{the lex Servilia Glauciae of 100 BC) and in which Marius” Eastern tour was
launched. From certain points of view this tour symbolized official approval
of the role played by the populares and by Marius himself in favour of the
interests of the capitalists and the business class,®® At that dme Marius’
brother-in-law, C. Iulius Caesar, was govenor of Asia® It is probable that
Marius represented to the Senate the gravity of the situation in the East, even
if it is difficult to be certain whether his views had any practical effect;1% the
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alleged connexions between the senatorial class and Mithridates on which the
opposition’s propaganda delighted to dwell and which must belong to this
period (99—o1 BC) are significant and show that the governing class continued
to entertzin ideas opposed to any policy of offensive action. These accusa-
tions, which are closely connected with the trials launched against members
of the senatorial aristocracy,'"" implicated the princeps senarus, M. Aemilius
Scaurus; in view of the well-known connexions of that oligarchic leader with
the capitalists and with Marins himself!** one may deduce that personal
considerations played a large part, as often in Roman polirical life.!®

Coinciding with the Social War came Mithridates’ invasion of Asia. Its
immediate cause was the rash provocation offered by M’. Aquilius, egped on
by commercial interests.!™ The interference of the negoriatores is clearly
attested by Appian who says that King Nicomedes of Bithynia, even though
he had only just been restored to his throne, was foreed to make forays into
the territory of Mithridates by Roman pressure; they had lent him large sums
and hoped for restitution from a policy of pillage and conquest.’®® The
results of the war were disastrous and Roman losses in men and money
enormous.'® Inscriptional evidence allows us to get some idea of the
destruction, and of the slow and no longer resplendent restoration, of the
commercial colony of Delos.'% What we know of the financial provisions of
85 BC can be attributed to the collapse, albeit temporary, of the fortunes of
the capitalist and commercial class'® in Asia.

All this serves to explain how the Equites wanted to push Sulpicius in
88 Bc'® into his well-known anti-Sullan policy. Since Sulla, presumably as
the Senate”s champion, could not provide adequate guarantees that his policy
would be catried out with vigour and decision, men turned to a man like
C. Marius, whose interests were well-known, and chose him to put a definite
end to the threat offered by Mithridates.

In these last few pages [ have tried to summarize the foreign policies of
Roman political groups in the period r23-91 Bc and, as a consequence, the
interests and inspirations behind these policies which bring out their true
nature for us. There are two different policies here: the first, a policy of
favouring military expansion as a basis for economic and commercial
expansion, and secondly a policy of conservatism, aiming as far as possible
at maintaining the traditional structure of the state and therefore opposed to
a policy of intervention. These policies are the product of different categories
of interest, one economic, the other political. I have tried at the same time to
show how these two policies, first one then the other, and in association with
factors of domestic politics, influenced the course of action adopted by the
Roman government; they robbed it of stability and power of decision. I have
also emphasized the way in which questions of foreign policy interacted with
the political situation at home.

We must now consider — again for the period 12391 8¢ - how these
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conflicts in Roman foreign policy affected the problem of the allies, since it
is precisely in the field of foreign affairs that the allies’ demand for the
Roman citizenship came to fruition.

v
The ltalian alltes and Roman foreign policy

The Iralian allies found themselves confronted with changing policies in
Roman foreign affairs, depending on the amount of influence exercised by the
two parties engaged in the Roman political struggle or on the victory of one
over the other. As a result they must have maintained an attitude of vigilance
and followed with rapt attention the slightest development in events. When
we refer to ‘the capitalist class’ or ‘the commercial class” we must remember
that while the class of Roman Equites was for the most part interested in the
contracts concerning provincial taxes, all small and medium-sized business
and most of the large-scale enterprises were in the hands of negosiatores of
Italian origin.!'®

It is therefore highly probable that the policy of political and economic
expansion pursued by the Roman capitalist class, at least from the second
half of the second century Bc onwards, found support from the class of
Ttalian negotiatores becanse of their common interests.!! In any event it is
no accident that, when we speak of Italian traders anywhere in the Medirer-
ranean world, we cannot point to even the minutest privilege which dis-
tinguished those who were cives Romani from those who were socit1!? This
shows above all that in business the two must have worked hand in hand,
so much so that any difference at law was of minor importance; we may
conclude from this that connexions founded on common interests were
established in politics as well. This seems beyond argument even if, of
course, it is difficult to support with precise evidence. All we can do is
adduce individual cases, but these are extremely significant: for example, the
massacre of the Italian negotiatores ar Cirta and the pro-war policy of the
Roman capitalists.!?® Likewise the Italians dedicating a statue to Marius on
Delos would have included more than citizens, and the significance of the
dedication certainly extends beyond a feeling of gratitude to the conqueror
of the Cimbri; it attests recognition that Marius’ political activity promoted
their common interests.

Roman capitalists and Italian negotiatores, then, shared common political
ground. This is shown by the fact that in the struggle between Marius and
Sulla the Italian businessmen, and especially those from Campania, chose to
range themselves alongside the papulares and therefore alongside the Equites.
I have tried elsewhere to explain this by examining the composition and out-
look of the Campanian upper classes;'™ many of the people I have men-
tioned there would possibly have been Roman citizens already before 91 Be,
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like the Granii of the colony of Puteoli. But others {e.z. the Pedii) were
not,"'* and we can trace no difference in their political attitudes, '

In the provinces there was a close business connexion between ¢ives and
socrr, and the latter’s relationship with the Equites reinforced their interest in
foreign affairs. Given all this, they were bound to regard it as proportionately
all the more serious that their status in their native land should be one of
subjection. The very fact that the upper class rebels were largely involved
in the Marian faction and played a decisive part in it, together with the fact that
the rest of the rebels supported the Marians;''? shows how strongly they felt
the need, contrary to what is usually believed, to acquire more infiuence in
Roman politics and, above all, in foreign policy decisions. This need must
be seen against the background of the post-Gracchan period, i.e. the last
vears of the century, the time when expansion of Italian trade in the Medi-
terranean basin was at its height and when the most acute differences of
political principle were to be seen at Rome. This was a period when Italian
aspirations could not be denied.

This Italian influence in Roman affairs, the need to make their voices
heard in those decisions which concerned them intimately, could only be
achieved, and then in a partial and insignificant way, through the agency of
the Roman capitalist class, the Equites. The allies must have seen how firmly
entrenched the oligarchic povernment of the Senate was, with its traditionalist
ideas in domestic policy and its consequently limited perspective in foreign
policy (this was proved by the way the composition of the jury-courts in
the guaestio de repetundis chopped and changed). They saw also that, when
faced with an urgent domestic crisis, this very conflict of Senate and knights
could resolve itself, and they saw finally that the equestrian order had not
succeeded in imposing a coherent and lasting programme of its own to solve
problems of foreign policy. The eoliapse of the *democratic’ movement after
100 BC and the oligarchic reaction which followed (g the fex Licinta Mucia
of 95 Bc) were both clear signs of what was happening,.

For the Ttalians to achieve a decisive influence in Roman politics only one
solution offered: they must take a direct part in politics itself. To do this, of
course, they needed to possess the Roman citizenship. Only in this way could
they be kowwwol Tis fyeworvias, In fact it was the upper classes of those
districts which later rehelled who sought the Roman citizenship; only they
were truly interested in it.

The difference between the Gracchan proposals, offered and accepted
purely in the context of the agrarian problem, and Drusus’ tribunate in
g1 BC is profoundly important. The latter was the last occasion when the
Italians could hope to see Roman political groups taking decisions to accept
their demands. But it was only an illusion. For on that occasion they found
ranged against them not only the senatorial oligarchs but also the Equites
themselves. The latter opposed them, not, as was the case with the senators,
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because they felt a principle was at stake and reacted accordingly (after Bg,
as we shall see, the Equites looked favourably even on the admission of new
citizens to all the thirty-five tribes) but because the grant of citizenship to
the socéd was tied to a provision which transferred the courts in the guaestio
back to the senators, even if the latter were not to have a monopoly. This
could under no circumstances win the approval of the equestrian class,''®

In this context it is legitimate to emphasize, as some have done, the fact
that the political struggle at Rome and the revolt of the socé are connected
in so far as they have similar aspirations. However, if we are to limit our
inquiry to the causes of the Bellum Sociale, the political conflict at Rome and
the tribunate of Drusus are only pretexts, they are not the decisive factor,
The real, substantial cause of the war lies in the long and complex process
which produced in the allies a new kind of need and a new kind of outlook.
If we examine the fex Faria, an illustration of the Roman political struggle
in these closely-packed years in one of its most typical aspects, we shall find
a new proof that the connexions between the Social War and Roman
politics as it existed on the eve of that war are fortuitous by nature and not
an essential part of the story; the lex Farme can also throw light on the
Equites’ attitude towards the allies’ demands.

Vv
The lex Varia and the relations of the Ttalian rebels
with Mithredares

The ratification of the fex Faria in the early months of 9o 8c''? represents
the culminating point of the Equites’ counter-offensive, in league as they
were with that section of the Senate which had as its leader the ex-consul,
L. Marcius Philippus, and in oppaosition to the followers of Livius Drusus,
The law aimed at smashing those senators who had championed Drusus’
efforts in favour of the Italians,'*® We must be clear that we are not dealing
with a measure directed, principally or uniquely, against the demand of the
socii for the citizenship; its purpose must be interpreted in a much broader
sense if we are to understand irs meaning and significance. In particular we
should remember that only by using such a charge could any move stand a
good chance of influencing the popular assembly, and also Drusus’ own
supporters had begun to detach themselves from him as soon as the agrarian
law was approved; the rogatio de socits had been proposed effectively on
Drusus® own initiative, and this must have been well-known'®! In fact, the
Equites were basing their action on those Livian proposals which had a
pro-Senate flavour and principally that which concerned the guaestio de
repetundis; these proposals, by a chain of circumstance, certainly produced
the allied revolt and this, at the ome when the lex Faria was approved, was
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the most glaring fact for everyone to see. This is clear to Appian and, in the
passage [ have cited which lists the benefits the knights were promised by the
law, he does not mention a final refusal of the allies” demands but speaks
instead of the possibility of breaking the Senate’s supremacy and, abowve all,
of winning control of the jury-courts d2 reperundis (Sucdoew pev adrol).!?

Later, of course, as the names of the accused reveal, the guaestio ex lege
Faria was transformed and became a sort of special tribunal. The con-
nexions with what was alleged to be the original cause weakened still more,
and free play was made with the possibility of bringing down that part of the
senatorial elass which governed Rome. This explains how even M. Aemilius
Scaurus could come to be accused; there is good evidence on his relation-
ships with the provindial capitalists and negotiatores as well as on his hostility
to the allies’ demands.

In any event Scaurus' case shows, perhaps, that one cannot use the
Mithridates affair to connect Varius® law and the allied problem. In fact the
evidence of Val. Max. II 7, 8: quod ab rege Mithridate ob rem publicam
prodendam pecuniam accepisset (Scaurus), which refers to an accusation of
Varius against Scaurus after the installadion of the former as tribune on
December roth, 91 8¢,'* has wrongly been rejected;'* it can perfectly well
stand as an example of harking back to a type of complaint traditionally
favoured by the equestrian class™ and employed against the same Scaurus
on two other occasions, first by Servilius Caepio in a trial de repetundis ex
lege Servilia Glaueiae, apropos a rather obscure legatio Asiatica®® the second
by the same Caepio in another trial launched against Scaurus in 9o BC on the
basis of the lex Fariz when Scaurus was accused of prodirie.'™

The fact that this theme occurs in a charge brought under the fex Faria
seems to rule out the possibility that the law dealt in practice with the
problem of the allies, and therefore it confirms that the Equites, for whose
attitude we have other evidence, looked kindly on the demands of the soci.
This is all the more true because we cannot follow those' who hold that in
the charges laid by Varius and Caepio (the latter’s second charpe) against
Scaurus, to the effect that he had heen bribed with gold from Mithridates,
there were hints, more or less spelled out, of the relationships which we
know from other sources to have prevailed between the rebel Italians and
Mithridates.'™ In fact these overtures for alliance (which made no progress;
a solid pact had to await Sertorius) are attested at least two years after the
lex Farta, in 88 Bc, both by Posidonius' who placed them after the
massacre of the Iralians in Asia, and by Diodorus,* who dated them to a
time when Mithridates did not yet control the whole of Asia'®* but when the
rebel Italians were fighting in the last ditch. Since there is no reason to accept
the view'® that these negotiations dragpged on over the years, they were
clearly the work of those extremist and independent elements which re-
appeared later, for example in 83 BC and alongside Sertorius, and equally
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clearly there is no connexion with the charges laid under the fex Faria.
These negotiations in any event must have been conducted by people familiar
with the East and with Mithridates, and to some extent reconfirm thar the
class of negotiatores plaved a leading role in the revolt; they were the only
class which had the necessary qualificarions.

The /ex Faria represents, then, the elimax in the dispute between Senate
and Equites, and the gravity of the simaton engendered by the allied revolt
succeeded only to a limited extent in composing this dispute, at least on the
surface, The civil struggle which followed the insurrection of the socff pro-
vided an opportunity for those extremists opposed to the oligarchs, that is
the Marian ‘democrars’, to take over the government of the state by force,
The Equites quickly saw that this ‘democratic’ government was inclined to
look more favourably on their own interests and their own demands, and
gave it their support.

The problem of the allies dominates these years also but obviously its
nature and appearance change. The oligarchy sought in fact to ‘contain’ the
gains which the allies had snatched from them by resorting to an old
expedient which earlier had yielded good results, although the circumstances
were completely different: they confined the enrolment of the novi eives to a
limited number of tribes. It was over the question of maintaining this
distinction that the last battle came to be fought by the defenders of the old
Boman city-state.

VI

The extension of the Roman citfrenship to the socii

Confronted with the outbreak of the revolt the Senate had no alternative but
to accept, albeit gradually, the petition of the allies; that is to say, realizing
that the object of the revolt had always been the grant of the efvrzas, this they
conceded. The preliminaries to the armed struggle and the way in which the
tide of bartle ebbed and fowed show clearly thar the majority of the allies
were glad to welcome Roman recognition of their demands, however
helated it was. Their attitude is summed up in a source paraphrasing a
conversation between one of the principal rebel chiefs and the Roman
leaders: “They struggled 1o gain admission to the Roman citizenship, not to
snatch it from the Romans."** The laws which granted the civitas were the
lex Julia of go 8¢ and the lex Plautia Papiria of 8. While the evidence of
the sources, especially Cicero’s pro Archia and pro Balbo, combines to give
us a clear idea of the two laws and their content, so much so that there is no
need to stress it here,'* we cannot be sure what actual mechanism was set up
to control the admission of the secii to the citizenship. This is a point of
exceptional interest since the problem de novorum civium suffragiis was the
feally vital one in the years stretching from the end of the Social War down
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to Sulla’s landing in Italy; if we can find the right interpretation a flood of
light will illuminate the different themes of the Roman political struggle in
those years.

The passages which come up for diseussion in this problem are: Appian,
I 49, 214 and §3, 231;"% Velleius, IT 20, 2, and Sisenna, fr. 17 Peter. T begin
by examining the Sisenna passage. Fragment 17 reads: L. Calpurnius Piso ex
senart consulto duas novas tribus.

On the basis of the chronelogy established for the books of Sisenna it is
generally maintained that this fragment, which comes from Book ITI, dates
to the year 89 8c!¥ and scholars hold that the Calpurnius mentioned here
was tribune in thar year.'® Some, however, connect this fragment with
Sisenna fr. 120, which reads: milites ut Jex Calpurnia concesserat virtutis ergo
civitate donari, and without question connect the fex Calpuraia recorded there
with the measure of fr. 17, maintaining that the law under discussion
regulated both the admission of the allies to the ranks of citizens and the
grant of citizenship for military services.

This reconstruction contains, however, some points which are not clear:
if the fex Calpurniz dates 1o 89, it would be later than the fex Fufiz of 9o which
already envisaged the possibility of grants of citizenship for military service,
and extensively too; indeed, it was on the basis of the fex Juffa that a grant
was made in November 89 as the famous inseription of Pompeiuns Strabo
from Asculum shows.'* The lex Calpurnia, at least on this point, would have
been unnecessary. It was certainly to meet this difficulty that Carcopino held
that the lex Calpurnia was passed before the Jex Julia"® and that Schurl¥!
made Calpurnius tribune in go B¢ instead of 89,

We could dispense with this line of argument if we accepted Niccolini's
view!*? that the lex Calpurnia, as far as grants virtutis cansa were concerned,
limited the operations of the fex fulia. This view is supported by a description
of the way in which the power granted to magistrates cum imperzo to award
the citizenship developed, which we may summarize as follows: although
Pompeius Strabo’s decree was perfectly legal, the prant of the civitas to
whole groups of peregrini would not have secured approval, and the fex
Calpurnia would in fact have regularized the position by allowing grants of
the citizenship only wiritim or singillatim. The lex Gellia Cornelia of 72 Be
would have been the final stage in this process.

This reconstruction is open to some weighty objections. In Sisenna's text
there is no hint that the measure was one which imposed restrictions.
Furthermaore, the formula of the fex Gellia Cornelia, that the civitas had to be
granted singillatim and de consilif sententia, was not designed to restrict grants
but must be considered tralatician, and we must recognize that it was in the
lex: Julia as well. In fact, the grant of the citizenship in Pompeius Strabo’s
decree is made singillarim in so far as the soldiers are named one by one!#
It matters little whether there was more than one man involved and whether
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they belonged to only one wrma. But Niccolint's other premiss, which aims
to show that the fex Calpurnia was subsequent to the fex fulia, also does not
convince; the latter, on his view, would have contained little by way of
practical provisions, and was modified by the Jex Calpurnia!* This view is
accepted also by Biscardi,'*® who says that the lex Juliz would not have pro-
vided for the enrolment of the soc# in the tribes. That per se seems very
difficult to credit, hut is contradicted anyway by Appian, T 49, 214, which
Biscardi tries to invalidate by arguing (erroneously) that it does not refer to
the fex fulia. It seerns improbable that in this passage Appian was condensing
his material for the sake of brevity and was referring here to two measures,
the fex Julia and the lex Calpurnia.

Carcoping's view, therefore, stands; the lex Calpuraia, as it is conceived
by him and others, cannort he later than the fex Jufia. Burt is it the case that
the contents of the Jex Calpurnfa were as is generally supposed? In other
waords, is it proper to connect the two fragments of Sisenna, 17 and 120"
This objection seems to have been foreseen by Niccolini who refers to
Cicero, pro Balbo, 55. This passage (cognescite nunc fudicium senatus quod
semper tudicio est populi comprobatum) does not, however, in fact prove that
fr. 17 must be connected with fr. 120, since Cicero is clearly referring to
grants of the citizenship (and in this case his elaim is absolutely justified) 14
not to the creation of two new tribes,

In my view, subject to proof to the contrary, the connexion of the two
fragments is arbitrary. Fr. 120 seems to assign the flex Calpurniz a very
restricted range; it must have been the sort of law which authorized indivi-
dual generals to grant the civitas (cf. the lex Gellie Cornelia). This had
already been observed by Mommsen,!* and it seems to be confirmed also by
a passage of Diodorus'™® which shows the consul L. Tulius Caesar, at a point
of time prior to his lex de eivirare, offering the civiras to a Cretan. This
power very probably derived from the fex Calpurnia of Sisenna’s fr. 120,
which would therefore date to the first months of 9o Be.

This law was superseded by the Jex fulia which was of a general nature.
The clause on the grant of the citizenship to peregring can be deduced only
from the mention of the law in the Asculan inscription, but it is well-known
that the literary sources refer to important laws only by their principal
points and disregard their minutiae.

Fr. 17 must therefore be considered as standing by itself. In it Sisenna
does not speak of a law but of a 5.C. and we may suppose that the Senate
had taken the initiative and that L. Calpurnius Piso had put the 5.C. into
practice.'®! This Calpurnius, as Lange tentatively proposed,'*? could have
been praetor and not tribune.

We can now turn to examining the passages of Appian. The first problem
is to what law I 49, 214, refers. The position which the passage occupies in
the context of the narrative fixes the chronological reference to 9o sc. There
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can be no doubt that the passage reproduces the general doft of the fex fuffa.
It is necessary to mention this because the view of M. A. Levi'™ that the
number of 10 newly created tribes — based on Appian’s Sexaredorres — into
which the novi cives were drafted results from the 2 of Sisenna and the 8 of
Velleius, presupposes that the measure referred to in Appian, I 49, 214, is the
one which settled the question of the civitas and is therefore the fex Pleutia
Papiria.

Another view, which also denies that Appian is referring to the lex Julfa,
has been advanced by Biscardi.*® He maintains that in Appian, I 49, 2132,
there is a reference to the 5.C. preceding the lex fuliz, but that 49, 214,
describes the criteria of the Jex Calpurnia. As T have said, not only is it
impossible that the fex filia would have left vapue a point as important as
the position of the new citizens v#s-g-is the established body of old citizens,
but also this reconstruction is contradicted by a proper interpretation of the
Appian passages. Although these are clear, it will be as well to show more
precisely just how clear they are.

Appian knows a measure of 9o B, which is clearly the lex fulfe, which
granted the civitas and which established a fixed number of tribes in which
the new citizens had to vote. [t is only prejudice which can see different parts
in a measure of this organic unity. The change of subject — Bovdy) at 49, 212,
and “Propalor at 49, 214 — is of very little importance. Appian next explains
why the new citizens were to be admitted to a restricted number of tribes.
Another measure (the fex Plautia Papiria) which awarded the citizenship to
the rest of Italy, is mentioned for 8¢ B in §3, 231. Appian adds that the
citizens were admitted to the tribes on the same terms as before (that is to
say, as in 49, 214, and as under the fex Julia). Here, too, as in 49, 214 (and
G4, 287), we are given the reason for this arrangement: the Romans did not
wish to give the new citizens a majority in voting,

Appian does not say how many the new tribes were, or rather, if he does,
the number is concealed in the formula Sexaredorres of 49, 214, on which
historians have argued furiously for a long time, Most maintain'® thar there
is a reference here to the number 10, others— such as Carcopino’®® — maintain
that the passage is corrupt and emend it in various ways. For those who
accept the number 10 the difficulty consists in reconciling this passage with
that of Velleius who, as we shall see, speaks of 8 tribes.

The new interpretation of Biscardi which T have just mentioned sets out
to save the number 10 drawn from Appian by connecting it with the 2 tribes
of Sisenna. Biscardi entirely accepts the explanation which Tibiletti'*” has
given of the reformed comitia centuriata with the aid of the Tabule Hebana
and refers the Appian passage to the reformed assembly, translating: ‘but
granting the new citizens ten votes in the comitia centuriara’ (literally:
‘dividing them into 1o groups or centuries’) ‘they’ (that is, the Romans)
‘constituted some supernumerary new tribes’. The new tribes would have
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been two according to Sisenna’s evidence, each one corresponding to §
centuries,'* This view is impossible, both hecause it encounters insuperable
difficulties in the passages of Appian, and because of a factor which is really
a political one.

Biscardi himself is perhaps aware of the former problem:* how can one
explain Appian's statement, repeated three times, that the new tribes voted
last? Fortunately, one thing is certain in the comitia centuriata, reformed or
not, and, so far as I know, admitted by all scholars no matter whar their
theory: it is thar the citizens voted each in his own class according to his
census qualifications. Now, if Appian is taken to refer to the comitia centuri-
ata, neither he nor his source would have been able to say that the now
cives voted last, since either one would have to suppose they voted last
within their own classes — and in that case the vote of many new citizens,
voting last it may be but for example among the Equites or the first class, was
not in fact dypefos'®™ — or one would have to believe that in their case the
census qualification was dispensed with and they were relegated to the class
of profesarii. There is none of this in Appian and it is difficult to believe that
anyone except Biscardi would accept such a muddle. Biscardi himself'®
seems to acknowledge that Appian’s terms €oyarot (49, 214) and redevraio
(64, 287) can only refer to the tribes in the comitéa tributa, and he concluded
that it is possible that the supernumerary tribes voted last both in the
comitia centurfata and in the comitie tributa, He does not, however, explain
how this was managed in the former case,

The political factor I have mentioned is of the utmost importance hoth
for understanding the problem under discussion and for the general theme
of our inquiry, and it is this: it is not in fact true, as Biscardi claims,'®* that
there was no reason why the Roman government — and the historian who
records their decisions - should concentrate on the comitia rributa;'™ on the
contrary, there was a fundamental reason.

It is a well-known fact, which is made quite clear by the ancient sources,
that in the comiria centuriara the traditional influence of the wealthy classes
was represented by the greater weight their votes carried. With minor
modifications the reformed assembly kept this feature. It is equally well-
known — and again Taylor has recently called attention to it'®* — that the
comitia tributa had a more democratic character because the influence which
the upper classes could exercise there was less.

Hence we can understand the fears of the Roman oligarchy and their
preoccupation with the position of the nowt cives in the comitia tributa. In
fact, in the comitia centuriata only the wealthy among the aow cives would
have acquired a position of importance;'® Rome would have known that she
need not expect revolutionary activity from them. I have already shown the
various sorts of relationships which existed between the allied and Roman
upper classes, and from this it must obviously and inevimbly follow that,
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once the socri had entered the citizen body, these relationships would have
continued and would have deepened. On the other hand, as the city-state
declined, that policy of exclusiveness which operated in favour of a very
limited nucleus of Roman citizens weakened; it was thar poliey which had,
s0 it seems, dictated the reform of the comitia centuriata in the third century
Bcllﬁﬁ

Much of the history of Roman domestic policy after the Social War is
dominated by the conservatism of the municipal classes.”®” Let me mention
here only what Cicero said about a proposal by the jurist Ser. Sulpicius
Rufus, 168

To sum up: from the presence of new citizens in the comitia centuriata the
governing oligarchy at Rome had wvery little to fear. Not so in the camina
tributa; with the nov cives distributed in the thirty-five tribes it would have
been easy, whatever the motive and whatever the occasion, to transport to
Rome groups of men from the municipia, and by sheer force of numbers, as
Appian and Velleius say, 1o rn everything upside down.'®® Here was the
danger, and it was here that the Romans tried to protect themselves by
restricting the enrolment of new citizens to a limited number of tribes,
created especially for the purpose. A parallel in principle and method is
provided by the Roman policy of restricting the vote of the libersni to four
urban tribes. Furthermore, the tribes of the new citizens had to vore last;
Appian notoriously concentrates here on the legislative comitra in which the
voting of the tribes took place one after the other.t™

I do not know whether Appian indicated the number of tribes appointed
by the fex Julta; if this lies behind Sewaretorres in 49, 214, it i3 a
desperate undertaking to ascertain it.

We do know, however, the number of tribes created by the lex Plauria
Papiria. In fact Velleius, II 20, 2, says: itaque cum ita civitas ftaliae dara esset,
ut fn octo tribus contribugrentur novi cives, ne potentia eorum et multitudo
veterum civium dignitatem frangeret . . . Two points need to be emphasized:
Velleius takes this to be the end of the socef problem (cum civitas Ttaline data
esset’) and therefore the number of 8 tribes is that precisely sanctioned by the
lex Plautia Papiria'™ Even if Velleius does not say so in so many words,
with the help of passages from Appian we may suppose that the 8 tribes
wete not already in existence!™ but were created specially for the purpose.
When one thinks that these tribes lasted only a few vears and then dis-
appeared without any trace, and thar Velleius mentions them only inei-
dentally in the context of Cinna’s proposals of 87 ¢, his failure to emphasize
this point becomes clear.!™ It is not necessary therefore to posit a conflict
here with Appian’s evidence.

All that remains is to see how the fipure of 8 tnibes, mentioned by the
lex Plautia Papirta, was reached and in particular what was the relationship
of these tribes to the two tribes of the $.C. mentioned by Sisenna. Biscardi,
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considering the increase in the numher of citizens which must have resulted
between the lex Jfuliz and the lex Plautic Papiria, objected to the view that
there was a shift from an original ro tribes to 8;'™ the passage of Sisenna
would in that case indicate a reduction. With this one might agree, although
I think that if the Senate did not hesitate to confine ¢. 350,000 citizens 1o a
few tribes, it is of little importance whether these numbered 10 or 8, and
also whether 10 later gave way to 8, However, [ am unable to decide on
this point, and for my part it 13 enough to be certain that the final number
was 8, as Velleius says,

It would appear that complete parity for the novi cives at Rome, with the
possibility of enrolment in all thirty-five tribes, was in the years after the
Social War more a weapon in the hands of the democratic party than a real
demand by the new citizens. Or at least this issue was such an integral part
of the Roman political struggle that the Iralian side of it seems to fall into
second place. But this is only a superficial view and arises from the fact that
the new citizens immediately assume their own positions in the Roman
political line-up and the rebel elements play a decisive part in the popular
faction.!™ Sulpicius’ attempt in 88 BC to distribute the nové cives among the
thirty-five tribes is closely related to the proposal to make over the command
against Mithridates to Marius.'™ The most important feature of this relation-
ship, which I have emphasized above, is that the demand of the commercial
classes of southern Italy, those that were most widely represented among the
Marian faction, to exercise their influence in bringing about a more decisive
policy in Asia was now being given practical expression. However, a solu-
tion of the problem was subject to the vicissitudes of the Civil War, After
Sulla’s armed intervention (88 Bc) had restored the previous distinction
between old and new citizens, the proposal was renewed by Cinna in 87 Bc
but with little success. Finally, in 84 nc enrolment in the thirty-five tribes
was granted, apparently, by S.C.77" It may not be possible to believe!™ that
this was an Optimate move, since it is probable thae after the fectio of 86
BC the Senate had been filled up with those who favoured the popularis
cause, but in any event it is characteristic of the period that even those who,
like Sulla, had previously held and practised opposite views had to accept
that full concession was inevitable. Probably it did not escape artention that
a fair number of the new citizens interested in voting at Rome (that is, the
upper classes) had the same political views as those Romans who were torally
disinclined to extremism, and that these Ttalians could be useful in main-
taining a policy of law and order. In fact, as many new citizens aligned
themselves with the Sullan faction as did with the Marians. Sulla had already
accepted the opposite side’s view on the matter when he met the consul
L. Cornelius Scipio at Teanum in 83 8g,'™ and undertook, apparently, in
treaties’™ with the Italian peoples not to take away from them their recently
acquired rights to vote in the thirty-five tribes, Withoutr this parity of
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citizen rights, obtained in the course of shifts of power, the energies of the
new citizens could not have been deployed in the new life of the Roman
state. We must now see how they interpreted their new position in a re-
surgent Rome and in what direction they developed their political activity.

VIL
The new citivens in first century B politics

Modern scholarship, in my opinion, has not properly interpreted the
question of municipal partcipation (after 8¢ nc larpely from the ex-allies)
in first century 8¢ Roman politics, The most commonly held view is that of
Rostovtzeff,'"* who believed that the municipal upper classes, businessmen
and urban bourgeoisie, would have been basically uninterested in general
political questions since their sole concern would have been problems con-
nected with their own material interests or, at most, the political life of their
cities. For the rest they would have adopted the traditional artitude of their
Roman counterparts.

On this basis W, Schur'® put forward the view that Sulla had a policy
of profound importance, and this was to bolster up the positions of the
conservative, oligarchic classes at Rome by bringing in fresh reserves from
the municipia whose interests and outlook were bound up with those of the
classes of law and order. On the other hand, R. Syme!® has emphasized
Caesar’s role in advancing also those elements which had belonged to
districts or circles opposed to Sulla and had therefore not been able to play
their part in Roman political life, and he has given us a detailed documenta-
tion with examples. In my view, the premiss is in the main erroncous, and
therefore the results drawn from it largely guestionable. It is clear that the
Ttalian upper classes had a very lively interest in the Roman political struggle,
even though they had differing aims and even though their interest assumed
different forms. It is certain — and here Rostovezefl’s view is undoubtedly
right — that the Etruscan and Umbrian oligarchs, for social reasons particular
to their districts as [ have said above, were happy to support the Roman
Optimates’ policy in their firm championship of the states guo. On the other
hand, the upper classes from the regions that later rebelled, those groups
who were politically active in their own districts, had shown by their
demand for the eivizas that they wanted ro zke a direct part in Roman
political life.

This demonstrates quite clearly that the entry of municipales into Roman
political life after the Social War was only the natural corollary of thase
demands which had led to that war. It was implicit in the purpose of the
allies that insurgent Iraly should Romanize itself, not vice versa. Conge-
quently it follows that Sulla and Caesar, to confine ourselves to the statesmen
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selected by Schur and Syme, did no more than support and maintain this
historical process which was inevitable and which developed beneath their
eyes; dictated as it was by amood that was widely felt and by vast, practical
demands, it far ourweighed the purpose and decisions of a single admini-
strator, however important he may have been'® It is another question,
which we shall examine later, whether these men from the municipia, once
they participated in Roman politics, generally assumed the outlook of the
Optimate faction.

My point is proved fater afie by the fact that the nove coves did not wait
for Sulla to take the initiative before they assumed their place in Roman life.

The support of the ex-rebel elements for the Marian and democratic
faction'® confirms that on common interests in foreipgn policy were built
clear and intimate relationships even in the field of domestic politics. It is
especially in the circle of Sertorius that these new elements of the Roman
community assumed, albeit in a factio, powers of responsibility and leader-
ship.1% The coalition around Sulla, therefore, which consisted of those in
politics who embodied interests or opinions opposed to what had gone
before, instead of representing a deliberate attempt at reform of the govern-
ing class, takes on the appearance of a partisan manoeuvre which only in
part was due to the necessity of the civil war. It was natural enough that
every new citizen entering the new state had to choose his own path,

The lectio Senatus of 86 B¢ took place in a period of full democratic
control. Very probably it acknowledged the need to admit representatives
of new citizens to the supreme assembly without distinction of origin if, as
seems likely, it is to that year that we should date the entry into the Senate
of the Samnite Statius'™ and admission as senators of the two sons of
Minatus Magius of Aeclanum who held magistracies at Rome in later years.'™
We should remember that in the controversy which followed at once on the
laws de civitate dealing with the allocation of the novi cives to the tribes
(a controversy fostered by those who wanted to enjoy to the full the rights
won by armed force and indicative therefore that men were directly inter-
ested in political life), the democrats, to a certain extent represented by
ex-rebel elements'™ showed no hesitation whatsoever in championing the
most radical solution. But still more significant is the fact that those who
entertained traditional political views, who would be less disposed to grant
concessions and who in fact opposed those who upheld such concessions,
saw that this demand for equality in the practical exercise of rights which
went with the fus cfvitatis was both right and important. Among the first
acts carried out by Sulla when he landed in Ttaly was to recognize the
legitimacy and absolute necessity of the demand of the now erves by distri-
buting them among the thirty-five tribes. It is a fact that Sulla, both ex-
plicitly and implicitly, legitimized everything the allies had done to achieve
what they wanted against the view of the Senate: that is, the war itself,
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What happened as a result was first of all that in revising the Senate — the
centre as before of the new governing class — Sulla had to (and he probably
wished to do so anyway) take the new situation into account. Syme recog-
nized the importance of Schur’s view!®! on the admission to the Senate of
representatives of the municipal aristocracies, and posed himself the question
what regions specifically had contributed to it:'% *Surely not, save for rare
exceptions and renegades, the Italia that fought against Rome. Presumably
Campania, Umbnia, Erruna and the Sabine land, which already had pro-
duced senators — and which had been strongly on the side of Marius."'%3

It is, of course, difficult to answer such a question and therefore to confirm
or deny Syme’s hypothesis, since an examination of the social make-up of
Sulla’s Senate can be based only on thin, fragmentary material.'®* However,
it is certain that the Senate included men from Picenum (3. L. Afranivs:
45. L. Minucius Basilus), Campania (7. Q. Arrius; 14, M. Caesius; 30.
L. Fufidius; 82. Ti. Gurra) and Sicily (65. C. Anneus; 83. Cn. Heius); for
othets a district of origin, although we can be sure it is not Rome, is difficult
to pinpoint with precision or even with probability.!® Among these — and it
is an important example of individuals holding views different from those
generally prevailing — leading representatives of business were not apparently
lacking, 19

Ohbviously these newcomers to the Roman governing class were assimi-
lated by it, and the fact that they became members of political factions is a
very clear token of this. In this direction great progress was made by the
Sullan reform of the Senate. By introducing into that body in one way or
another members of the eguester ords who were in large part from the
municipfal®” Sulla lessened the friction hetween the Equites and the senatorial
class, at least in its more violent external aspects.®® One should not forget
that it was very probably only a revival of Livius Drusus’ proposal.™ It is
only by keeping this fact in mind — it produced important changes in the
post-Sullan political struggle at Rome compared with the period before the
Social War — that one ean understand the phenomenon (an undeniable one
even if it perhaps was not as general as Rostovizeff and Schur maintain)
whereby the municipal classes, introduced into the political arena at Rome,
lent their support by preference to the Optimate factio. This phenomenon
depends especially on a factor common to all periods, that social classes
which, even by using revolutionary methods, have acquired in a state a
position of supremacy over, or simply parity with, the existing governing
class become forces of conservatism in the new order of affairs which they
have helped to create.

This goes against any conception of municipal classes dragged against
their will, as it were, beyond their circle of limited civie interests and con-
fronted with problems beyond their compass. This, it should be said at
once, is impossible for the commercial class of ex-allies which fed the
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equestrian order after the time of Sulla. This class was well-used to rising
abowve the petry interests of the individual community in order to tackle very
large-scale commercial and political problems. There is, without doubt,
more truth in the assertion with regard to the Campanian oligarchy (or
rather nobility); in Campania a traditionally conservative outlook was super-
seded with great difficulty or else, as certainly happened in the majority of
cases, did not in fact disappear.™ But one should make a distinction here,
one which it may not be possible to support with examples from prosopo-
graphy but which still has an undeniable validicy of its own.

We should distinguish in the municipra those classes which had a political
interest in the life of the state, even if their views were conservative, and
those upper classes which cannot be considered as ‘politically’ orientated.
What influence, if we wish to form a general picture, is to be attributed to
the attitude of unconcern and erass materialism which appears to dominate
certain bourgeoisies in municipal Italy in the Caesarian period %

A considerable one, and this answer still holds even if it is undeniahle
that from a certain point in time — when a kind of depression descended aver
the fortunes of state and society during the greatest crisis of the civil war —
the demand for oziwm and pax, peculiar to these classes, got a foothold even
within the circle of the old Roman governing class.® It is impossible to
maintain that such sections of the Caesarian faction (T exclude the lower
classes from Etruria and Umbria, Marian to a man) as those victims of the
Sullan reaction, the Campanian and Samnite aristocracies, were poorly
endowed with political ideas or interest,™™

In short, one should always bear in mind the distinction between those
who wanted to exercise the political rights which the civiras had given them
and those who, even when they had obtained the citizenship, remained
involuntatily or otherwise removed from the life of the state. The latter
found their realization, when they wanted to, in the professional army. In
any event this interweaving of motives in which particular causes came to
affect artirudes adopred by various regional and family groups and, more so,
by individuals, tends to confirm that, whether Optimate- or popularis-in-
clined (depending on the pressure of differing opinions), [talians entered
Roman political life immediately after 89 B¢ on an enormous scale. They were
of supreme importance in the history of the late Republic,®®

Their influx was so enormous that it quickly aroused suspicious reaction
and open hostility among the Roman nobilitas who were sensitive of the
danger that they might be submerged by men from the municipia. This is
the background for the statements by the patrician C. Manlins Torquatus,
reported and refuted by Cicero in his speech pro Suila (62 nc),*® the
objections of Iuventius Laterensis against the knight Plancius from Atina,*™
and the sarcasms of Antony.

The power and exclusiveness of the aebilitas crumbled under the assault



100 (pp. 276-278)  Origins of the Soctal War

first of the municipal aristocracies and then of those of lower social origin
whose position had been improved by smulitia; this is attested by Cicero,
pro Sufla, 24, and it is a phenomenon which dominates the Ciceronian age,
preparing the way for the coming of Augustan Italy. The figure of the komo
novus parvusque senator, to use the happy formula of the author of the
Bellum Africum,™® became a frequent and familiar one of the post-Sullan age,
but, just because they were novi and paryi, they left scant trace in the tradi-
tion and it is more by intuition than by actual proof that we can recognize
the phenomenon. The example of the Sullan senate which we have already
examined in detail is valid here.

The participation of municipales in Roman political life after 8¢ BC is,
then, something that happens of its own accord; it follows necessarily from
the pressure of those well-defined interests that had produced the Social War
and which can be referred to a general demand for power to take part in
political decisions. Powerful personalities like Sulla and Caesar knew how
to turn this familiar process to their own advantage: the former believed and
expected that it would reinforce the senatorial oligarchy, which he undertook
to restore after the Marian interlude, the latter knew how to provide a
political climate which favoured those whom Sulla had banished from
political life with his measures of reaction and restraint. These people there-
fore looked on Caesar as the political heir of Marius and as the representative
of their political ideals.

VIII
The Romanizauon of Ttaly

That the allies should become members of the Roman state had been the
wish of those classes which wanted the civitas and which had not hesitated
to obtain their ends by causing war to break out; to get what they wanted
war appeared to them to be essential. This was always the purpose of the
struggle in the minds of those who were close to Rome in mood and political
outlook. It is folly to pretend, however, that this was a universally held
conviction not only outside this upper class, among the mass of the allies for
whom acquisition of the citizenship could not bring any substantal or
appreciable gain, but also in that very class in which it was widely enter-
tained.

Not everyone could fully appreciate the civic rights of the civitas and the
possibility of taking part in public affairs at Rome.?® Some just conceived,
demanded and pursued it as the equivalent of ‘independence’. These were
extremists, played on by varying passions: there were particular geographical
areas like Campania, residuary legatee of a powerful tradition of political
hegemony, long humiliated and oppressed, or like Samnium, mindful always
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of having disputed the hegemony with Rome longer than any other people
of the peninsula.*'® Making up this group were those like Pontius Telesinus
and Papius Mudlus, who thought that by joining the Marian faction they
could dominate it and direct all its efforts against Rome's interests. It was
only the victory of Sulla which disturbed this foolish Iralian dream at a time
when, in the context of the pars, the Italians had already achieved
supremacy.”! It was a dream which they tried probably to re-enact in Spain,
but Sertorius succeeded in controlling them there.

This interpretation of the eivitas is significant not only because it was
accepted by a narrow, albeit powerful, group but also because it was
certainly the theme — a sentimental one and therefore easily communicable —
which was emphasized to the masses; no one could claim that they should
fight for upper class interests which they did not share. The coin types of
the Italian rebels make it clear that this was the chief, or perhaps the only,
means of propaganda to arouse the masses from their slumbers, and to
explain to them the causes behind the struggle. It is in this way that one can
interpret the theme of independence which we sometimes find being
generalized as the basis of the war.?!?

The Roman victory proved that those who wanted to be ‘accepted into
the citizenship’ were in the right, and it was only with Caesar that those who
wanted independence and who had been rendered powerless by the punitive
measures of Sulla could also take their place in Roman political life; they
were by then convinced — especially after the failure of Sertorius — thar the
results of the Social War had come to stay. But it could not actually follow
from the Roman victory that those principles which were the inheritance of
the allied rebels and which found tangible expression in government could
be abandoned. For it was desirable, one might even say necessary, to come
to terms with the very solid cantonal structure of the individual allied com-
munities, It is well-known how the unity of confederation created by the
rehellion of these communities was one which entirely depended on the
existence of war with Rome; in the confederacy centrifugal and separatist
forces were predominant.*'?

The widespread existence of a jealous (but not outraged) sentiment of
local autonomy — of which a characteristic aspect was the return of Capua
in 83 BC to the status of an independent community to oblige the Campanian
members of the Marian faction — had long been a familiar feature, and must
have been a material problem in g1 nc for the group headed by Livius
Drusus; for him the supremacy of Rome was not open to even the slightest
challenge. It was thought that the problem would be resolved by reconciling
the different demands with an cath of fealty or alliance, in which those who
owed their citizenship to Drusus recognized in Rome their common mother-
land.*"* This formula clearly seems to imply that loyalty to Rome might find
its expression in a way which respected local autonomy even if this lacked
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any propetly political significance. It originated certainly with those allied
circles disposed to collaborate faithfully with Rome and eager to participate
in the political life of the metropolis.

We cannot reconstruct the picrure with certainty but this theoretical
concept was probably exemplified in the political structure of the rebel
confederacy. More significantly, its influence on the structure of the Roman
state became more explicit and more profound after 89 sc. As the senatorial
class foresaw with some anxiety, the state emerged totally altered by the
admission of the allies to the citizenship., From that time dates the birth of
the municipal state, in which the citizen is not only 2 member of his own
municipium but is also a cfvis of Rome itself.*!® There is a substantial difference
between it and the earlier organization of the peninsula, an organization
which the new one, of course, presupposes; as far as concerns the basic
point of the citizens’ ability to take a greater part in politics, the principles of
the city-state completely ceased to exist, or rather to have significance.

The importance of the rebels’ confederacy lay in this: it demonstrated that
the structure of the state, which had been over-enlarped by the extension of
citizenship rights, was reconcilable with the maintenanee of local autonomy.
The new theory, which became basic in juridical thinking in time to come,*'
is formulated by Cicero in a famous passage®'? which, for the warmth of its
sentiment, has no equal in the whole of Latin literature*® and which repre-
sents an episade in the history of the polemic, at that time enjoying a heyday,
against the Aomines novi or men from the municipia in political life, that is,
against the results of the Social War,

Cicero’s theory of the communis patria Roma is in direct descent from the
Rome that is the warpls of the cath of Drusus. It is another example of the
frequency with which the ideas of the conquered triumph over the victor,
and all the more significant in this case where the peoint of view of the
defeated party wins the day in a field of such importance as that of the
structure of the state,*®

So the allies who became citizens were Romanized, and their participation
in public life highlights it, but they made their contribution too, and that of
the highest significance, since the fundamental structure of the state into
which they came to be welcomed was transformed according to their own
principles.

However, the extremists among the rebel Italians, initially overwhelmed
by the mirage of independence and inspired later only by a desire to take
their revenge, did not surrender even when the situation in Italy mowed
decisively towards a compromise solution, one which was still so favourable
to their interests. They made a last attempt to achieve their aims by taking
part in the war which the most capable of the democratic leaders, Q. Ser-
tonus, conducted in Spain against Sulla’s generals. Here their attempt to
give an anti-Boman bias to Sertorius” activity failed; by an irony of fate their
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point of view survives in the historical literature of the cligarchic faction
only as something which characterized Sertorius himself,

This is borne out by a re-examination of the Sertorius episode which is
too close to the events of the Social War to be considered and explained in
isolation. In my view, research must proceed along the lines of finding out
above all who were the men taking part in the struggle, leaders and other
ranks, and the ideas which guided them. Now in Spain we find the same
atmosphere and the same conflict of ideas in deciding important political
problems of the time as there had been in Italy with Marius, Cinna and their
successors. Our judgement on Sertorius cannot, as we shall see, be different
from that which we must make on the part plaved by the democrats after
the Social War.

IX
The problem of Sertorius

In an article which appeared in 19322 P. Treves showed clearly the hasic
absurdity of the different historical views which have appeared on the
problem of Sertorius. The dual nature of the ancient tradition, which is a
difference of ‘tone, not of fact’, has not been resolved by modern scholarship,
The usual practice has heen to abandon the ancient evaluations of Sertorius,
products of political prejudice, with on the one side Sallust who saw in
Marius ‘his’ hero, on the other the Livian tradition friendly to Pompey, and
replace them with a subjective judgement; as a result, scholars have accepted
one or other of the two ancient interpretations and have formulated a new
coneeption which in its turn can produce only condemnation or praise.
Hence recent researches have come to revive the notorious interpretations of
nineteenth-century historians, centring round the two opposite poles of
Mommsen and Thne, and the enlogy of A. Schulten — whose work has in-
spired a decade of Sertorian studies®™ — was at once followed by H. Berve's
condemnation of Sertorius.*?

Treves tried to go “heyond apologia and beyond condemnation”; it was
his object to clarify and to understand the work of Sertorius. It is not
perhaps, as important to insist on the essential correctness of Treves’ funda-
mental thesis — that Sertorius always aimed to return to Rome — which
remains true even if in one important particular it is not acceptable,®™ as to
emphasize that Treves was well aware that the connexions between Ser-
torius’ enterprise and contemporary Roman political history must always be
tightly drawn. He thought it was all a single picture; to remove this one
element of it was to falsify the whole. Fe realized that this was the way to
free himself from the established practice of having to make a judgement
along traditional lines.
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Treves' approach influenced the later interpretation of W. Schur and
V. Ehrenberg. The former’s work®* is not so much an attempt to overcome
the traditional dualism as a very important step towards a full appreciation
of the interconnexion of Sertorius and the Roman world. In the first place,
Schur saw the need to re-examine the source material in detail, showing
thereby the high degree of excellence of that tradition which goes back to
Sallust’s Historiae (although the reader gains the impression that Schur has
remained, in a certain manner, conditioned or hvpnotized by the general
lines of Sallust’s work, of which the chapter on Sertorius is a basic part, and
that therefore his Sertorius is a little too much the Sertorius of Sallust).
Secondly, Schur had the merit of emphasizing with singular clarity the fact
that Sertorius personified a period of transition in Roman politics, between
the time of the Gracchi and that of the dynasts. Something similar was
observed by Appian of the Social War with which Sertorius is intimately
connected.**

Ehrenberg,™® concentrating on the relationships between Sertorius and
his Spanish environment, thought he could detect in his activity an attempt
to renew relations between Rome and the provinees on the lines of the solu-
tion which he must have seen at work also in Italy, dealing with the problem
of the state’s structure: I mean the superannuation of the city-state. How-
ever, there is truth in a reviewer's point,??? that this thesis of Ehrenberg’s is
presented as if it were a firm point, soundly established, on which the
reconstruction of the figcure of Sertorius (in a ‘Roman’ sense) can develop,
whereas it is really true to say that the point is not a firm one and therefore
the reconstruction comes very close to being a petitio principin.*®

The study which follows is intended to fit closely with the approach
suggested by Treves and to take his own basic premisses a step further;1am
convinced by an inquiry into the entourage of Sertorius that his activity must
be considered as a continuation of, and a conclusion to, the Social and Civil
Wars. This is my general standpoint.

It particular I have forced myself to resist the usual temptation to examine
(and in acmal fact to consider) some famous episodes of Sertorius’ struggle
in isolation per s¢ for the purposes of drawing general conclusions from them
later or of using them as a basis for a judgement of Sertorius, negative or
positive according to the solution of the individual problem involved.

The example which seems to me to illustrate this method in the most
characteristic way is the pact with Mithridates. As is usually the case in
modern research there are two opposing possibilities, corresponding to the
two differing accounts in the sources. If Sertorius surrendered the province
of Asia to the King of Pontus, as Appian says he did, he was without doubt
a traitor; if he did not, as Plutarch maintains, he was not.*® Bur the signifi-
cance of this episode is not brought out only by an accurate examination of
the sources, whose excellence, as the facts seem to show, can be maintained
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by both sides with arguments of equal weight. Leaving aside any moral
judzement, the treaty between Mithridates and Sertorius can be understood
only by seeing it as a link in the chain of long-standing relationships on the
part of Roman and above all Italian politicians with the King of Pontus. So
we must emphasize the context in which the idea of a pact originated, its
source and the political ideas of those who negotiated and maintained it.

If we are to have the deepest appreciation of Sertorius’ purposes in his
struggle, it will help us to clarify a point which, though of fundamental
interest, has not received the attention of modern scholars, perhaps because
it had heen glossed over by the ancient sources on whose interpretations
moderns depend: this is the relationship between Sertorius and the
Hispanienses (Romans and Ttalians living in Spain). Even if the results of this
inquiry, given the thin amount of evidence at our disposal, cannot be as
exhaustive as one would wish, yet it is not fruitless since the Hispanienses
were extremely numerous in that period and, what is more important, played
a leading role in the social and economic life of the two Spanish provinces.

Our conelusion must be that we should firmly limit the influence which the
Spanish context can have had on Sertorius’ activity. This influence must
essentially be reduced to the ‘way’ in which Sertorius conducted his strugple,
since it is clear that he had to come to terms with the particular circum-
stances with which his chosen theatre confronted him. It cannot, however,
be said that the particular problems of the provinces could ever have changed
the character and significance of the struggle. These were always Iralian in
the fullest sense of the word. What particularly helps to prove this is the
origin of those Hisponienres among whom Sertorius often found stout
partisans.

X
On Roman and Ttalian emigrarion to Spain in the
second century BC

The provincial organization of Spain dates from 197 Bc™ and the two
Spanish provinces ranked third after Sicily and Sardinia, However, the
Romanization of the Iberian peninsula had begun earlier, and we can pin-
point the date, 206 Bc, the year of the foundation of Ttalica, the work of
Scipio Africanus;®! the name, deliberately generic, seems to show that the
soldiers settled there were not only cives Romani. This first foundation was
followed by a continuous flow of emigrants from Italy to Spain; we are
able to guess at the importance of this only from scattered and scanty
information.® There were two principal reasons for this phenomenon: the
instability of the military situation compelled the Romans to keep consider-
able forces under arms in Spain, and, as often happens in these cases, the
army was followed by a large number of civilians, above all traders.®®
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Furthermore, many soldiers ended up, after long years of service, by settling
in the province where they had fought and where they had established
friendships or family connexions. The second reason was the exploitation of
the mines. ™ It seems probable that for a certain period after the expulsion
of the Carthaginians the operations of exploiting the minerals of the Spanish
provinces had been directed by the governors and that the mines’ revenues
were counted in the sums deposited at Rome in the aerarium at the time
when the governors returned at the end of their period of service™ It
appears also that it was only towards 179 2c, when the amounts hrought back
to Rome were diminishing in a way we cannot otherwise explain, that the
exploitation of the mines was transferred by the censors, by way of contract,
to societates of Equites.™ The working of the mines then assumed much
greater proportions than had been the case previously; the operations of
extracting minerals at New Carthage alone required ¢. 40,000 slaves and this
was happening about the middle of the second century gc. 7

It was then that the flow of settlers grew appreciably, inspired by the
delusory prospect of heing able to acquire riches rapidly,*® and it continued
until the mines were transferred into private hands, probahly in the Sullan
period.™ These were the two fundamental reasons for the foundation of a
certain number of Romano-Ttalic communities™® of hybrid juridical status,
and it should be noted thar there is no parallel in that period in other pro-
vinees. The foundation of Gracchuris in the Ebro valley dates to 179 B¢t
the upgrading of Carteia to the status of a eolonia Lanna to 171 g, the
latter being populated by sons of Roman soldiers and Spanish women. The
settlement of colonists at Corduba dates to 152 Bc™® and natives were
admitted as well. To 138 or 137 helongs the foundation of Brutobriga, the
work of D, Tunius Brutus Callaicus,?** the same man who settled some
soldiers of Viriathus at Valentia.**® Finally, to 123 B¢ date the foundations of
Palma and Pollentia in the Balearic Islands, the work of Q. Caeailins
Metellus, @ the most interesting of all for our purposes as the source which
mentions the fact says also that the colonists were three thousand Romans
coming from Spain.**? This shows that the Romans of Spain must have been
quite numerous if, themselves immigrants, they could supply a new source
of migrants.*®

There are other indications which seem to confirm that this was the
situation in the two provinees. For example, only the presence of Roman
elements can explain the profound Romanization of the Ebro valley; this
had been traversed since the end of the second century Be by a road which,
starting from Barcelona, made its way to Ilerda™® The presence of
negotiatores coming from Ttaly is attested also by numerous numismatic
finds, with coins dating back as far as the third century and the most recent
of them to the beginning of the first century 8c.2® The antiguity of the first
Roman mint in Spain is an additdonal proof.®!
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The participation of Hispantenses (Romans of Spain) in the struggle
between Pompey and Caesar provides concrete evidence of their wvast
numbers by the middle of the first century Bc. 1 shall examine later the evi-
dence of the sources in this respect.®* Here it is sufficient to emphasize the
frequency of the levies of Roman citizens conducted by both sides in the
Spanish provinces during those civil wars. Migration to Spain had always
had an economic motive as one of its principal incentives, and this explains
the presence, attested for one thing by numerous references in the literary
sources, of Hispanienses possessing the equestrian census; in some measure
this can provide an idea of the economic and social distinction which many
of the migrants had attained.?® This economic prosperity is typically
reflected in the return of Hispanienses, clearly within modest limits, to the
motherland to share in politcal life. There are already some traces of this at
the beginning of the first century Bc; the most famous case is that of the
tribune of go Bc, Q. Varius Hybrida Sucronensis, whom I have previously
mentioned. > The process continuously increased in the course of the
century until it became of great political importance in the early Imperial
period.

We must now try to define those areas of Italy from which this flow of
emigrants came, not an easy task if we bear in mind how thin is the evidence,
epigraphic and literary, which we can use. Before we see what this evidence
can yield, we must first make some observations on the colonization of the
Ebra valley and of the district to its north which, as we have seen, was
the oldest settlement. Philological research by Menéndez Pidal has pin-
pointed linguistic phenomena in the region of the Ebro corresponding to
others appropriate to the Osco—Umbrian districts of central/southern Italy;
the centre of the region would have been represented by the city of Osca
(modern Huesca), in Sertorius’ time one of the chief towns of the district
and of all Spain.*** This point is extremely important in that it proves that
the colonization of northern Spain, which started at the Mediterranean coast
and penetrated to the interior along the course of the Ebro — cf. for example
Gracchuris — had been fed by elements originating from those regions of
Italy which spoke Osco-Umbrian dialects;* this is valid even if Menéndez
Pidal's theory that derives the name of Osca from the Osei is uncertain and
is therefore not a point which can be used to support this thesis.”™’

Confirmation of this view is to be found in the fact that, contemporary
with these developments, men from southern Italy — and therefore speaking
dialects which were basically Oscan — made up the majority of negotiatores
in Sicily and the East. Their presence in northern Spain is therefore not an
isolated phenomenon, even if the presence in the Spanish interior of popula-
tions with a culture mote retarded than those of not only the Greek East
but also the indigenous kingdoms of North Africa undoubtedly presents a
different aspect of the phenomenon; it looks like real colonization. It was the
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local sitwation which gave the opportunity to transform commercial rela-
tionships into permanent settlement on the spot. This was not only necessary
for the direct exploitation of the mineral deposits but also derived weighty
suppott from the presence of standing armies. So it was only in Spain that
there were settlements of a size larpe enough to influence the structure of the
country and, as a result, its language.

An examination of the scanty prosopography of pre-Augustan Spain
confirms, at least on general lines, what philological inquiry has shown for a
limited sector (the Ebro valley in northern Spain). It also proves — I use this
word even if the paucity of the material does not justify dogmatism - that,
what is more, the migration to Spain had been susrained rather by allies than
by etves Romand, Tt has been seen how the most ancient Roman foundation
in Spain was Iralica; the fact that allies as well as citizens contributed to its
formation does not depend only on its name.®8 Tt is known that this city
was the birthplace of the Aelii of the Emperor Hadrian’s family, and they
had preserved the record of the fact that they came from Hadria®®® Some
names of fialicenses are mentioned in the Relfum Alexandrinum for 48 se 50
despite any possible reservations which depend on the fact that we do not
know when these people can have set foor in Spain (this holds for all the
later examples), it is none the less significant that, alongside nomina of
Roman gentes, we find a L. Mercello of Etruscan origin and a T. Vasius of
Oscan origin®®! In Carteia, a Latin colony of 171 Be, such gentilicia as
Raius and Opsilius are attested, ™ at Toletum coins attest C. Viecius,
probably Etruscan.® Among the Marsi is found the gentilicium Turullius,
known at New Carthage from an inscription and coins of the Augustan
period.® Other rare genrficia are found at Valentia; it is not possible to
decide whether they refer to soldiers of the Pompeian colony post-73 8¢ or
whether possibly they attest previous Italian settlements. T. Ahius and
C. Lucienus bear gentilicia attested in Iraly in Oscan disrricts;® L. Trinius
and L. Coranius show their Etruscan origin by their names.?% From Spain
came Catullus® Egnatius whose name betrays a Samnite origin, and Caesar’s
Decidius Saxa who was of central Iralian origin.®®’

These cases, though of necessity few and far between, are none the less
significant; they do not appear to be chance examples, and they can confirm
the conclusion reached by Menéndez Pidal. It is certainly typical to find,
alongside elements from central/southern [taly, Etruscan names; these, how-
ever, occur quite rarely among the negotiatores in the East. In any case, it
certainly follows that men from the allied zone of Italy shared substantially
in the colonization of the Spanish provinces. As T have said, one of the
principal factors behind the Romanization of Spain was the presence of a
standing army, and therefore it is highly probable that the preponderance of
soeif in the armies of the Spanish provinces in the second century 2c made
a significant contribution to this end. 68
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XI

Sertorius and the Hispanienses

The wars which Caesar fought in Spain on two occasions, first against the
Pompeians Afranius, Petreius and Terentius Varro, and then against
Pompey’s own sons, are recorded in contemporary works such as the Bellum
Crvile of Caesar himself and the anonymous Belfum Alexandrinum and
Belfum Hispaniense. These eye-witness accounts of the srruggle provide us
with copious information both on the psychology and the outlook of the
Hispantenses, no less than on their direct participation in the struggle,?®?
Also mentioned are cokortes colonicae™™ and we have evidence of levies of
knights.?™ In the same way we know of the contributions imposed on
Roman citizens. 2™

However, we have no information on the participation of Hispanienses in
any fighting prior to the events of the second civil war, We know that in
88—87 mc M. Iunius Brutus and other democrars took refuge in Spain to
avoid Sulla’s reaction against Sulpicius®™ but we are not told whether they
found help in Spain with their return which took place a little later, This is,
however, said explicitly for the young P. Licinius Crassus; he took refuge
in Spain in 85 Bc and found assistance there which enabled him to set out
again for Africa with 2,500 men.?™ These must have included Romans from
Spain alongside the natives.

For the attitude of the Hispantenses towards Sertorius there is only a single
piece of evidence, that of Plutarch, which refers in any case to the first
attempt of Sertorius to establish himself in Spain (8381 8¢): Sertorius armed
the young Romans living there.?™ The silence of the sources otherwise is all
the more noteworthy as it seems clear that, as was true later with Pompey
and Caesar, so in the time of Sertorius the Romans of Spain must have taken
part in the struggle. We may plausibly explain the sources’ silence by noting
that we have no more than fragmentary or second-hand informarion, but
however we explain it we must investigate so far as we can what was the
attitude of the Hispanienses towards Sertorius and see whether we can
properly call it collaboration.

Among Sertorius’ lieutenants there was only one Roman of Spain:
L. Fabius Hispaniensis. ITis case is quite interesting. He appears as Q(uaestor)
on coins of the Sullan praetor C. Annius who in 81 BC chased Sertorius out
of Spain,?™® and since there is no reason to think that he added his cognomen
to his name during the campaign,”™" we must consider him a Roman citizen
who had come from Spain to Rome to engage in a political career. Since
Sallust calls him senator ex proscriptis,*™® we must suppose that he was one
of those who were proscribed following the revolt of M. Aemilius Lepidus
and that he therefore followed Perperna to Spain. This example may be
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unique among Sertorian leaders but it is very interesting since it shows how
one section of the upper class Hispandienses regarded the activity of Sertorius
and what was the support which was given to it.*™

Some points arising from the composition of Sertorius” army will provide
us with more detail here, Plutarch says that Sertorius, after disembarking in
Spain from Africa, made for Lusitania with 2,600 men *whom he called
Romans".?® Since in the passage these soldiers are contrasted with Mauri
who had come with him from Africa and with natives enrolled in Spain, it
may properly be argued that we are dealing with Romans or Iralians whom
he called by a single, generic name. On the other hand, the distinction
between ‘Roman’ soldiers and natives in Sertorius’ army is a regular one
found also elsewhere™ Of eourse, it is impossible to calculate the pro-
portions of the two groups, and anyway it is difficult to allow that all these
soldiers labelled as ‘Romans’ had followed Sertorius from the start or had
joined him later. Parallels suggest that emigration which is politically
inspired is always fed by members of the ruling class and such, we may
suppose, was the case with that which made its way to the Spain of
Sertorius.

It is true that this view would appear to conflict with the evidence of the
sources concerning the journey to Spain in 77 8¢ made by the remnants of
Lepidus’ army with their leader Perperna. It is not known how many these
soldiers numbered; Appian and Plutarch claim they werea sizeable amoune.*#
When these forces joined Sertorius some months after their disembarkarion,
there were, according to Plutarch, fifty-three cohorts® This figure is
generally considered by modern scholars to be exaggerated, ™ just like the
aggregate figures of Sertorius’ army which have been transmitted to us.®
It would, in fact, be incredible that Perperna had left Sardinia — or Lepidus
Italy — with this number of men. Plutarch, however, does not say this but
only that this was the size of Perperna’s army some months after his landing,
and one can well believe that in this interval Lepidus’ general had added to
his own forces with local levies.® In any case, the origin of Perperna’s
fifty-three cohorts has, T think, been seen by Schulten;™ they correspond to
the twenty thousand infantry and fifteen hundred cavalry at Perperna’s dis-
posal at one point during the struggle.®® To an extent this confirms what is
supposed to have been the origin of Perperna’s forces; since a man who
asserted that he was really a Roman mapistrate seems to have preferred to
command troops who were not natives,®® it is probable thar the numerical
size of his later army has been transferred back to the time when he landed
in Spain. Indeed, Perperna had certainly brought with him from Sardinia a
useful contribution of manpower, but the soldiers described as ‘Roman’ in
the sources, men whom he seems to have commanded, would have been
largely Hispanienses, that is, Romans and Italians of Spain.

Since this participation by Roman and Italian elements of Spain was not
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conscripred — this is shown by the fact that they remained loyal to Sertorius
until the end — it is an indicator of the attitude of the Hispanienses towards
the whole of Sertorius' policy. This attitude requires further definition.
Sertorius set up his own capital at Osca, which we have seen was the real
centre of a district where the penetration of Oscan elements had been most
pronounced. Further, in this district Romanization had been going on for a
long time. It is, of course, no accident that Tarraco, one of the centres most
frequented by Roman citizens (there was a conventus there), was one of the
last cities to surrender.® The favour shown to Sertorius by localities
inhabited by Romans or Italians in the north of Spain has a counterpart, at
least to some extent, in the southern areas; these appear, as far as we can tell,
rather to be supporters of the Sullan regime, and their governors never fail
to control them. For example, Corduba remained loyal to Metellus Pius
who wintered there in 77 B¢, and earlier in 8o the whole district appears to
adopt an attitude of opposition to Sertorius.*®! New Carthage was for a long
time in Roman hands.?? In the neighbourhood of Malaca the outlock of
the wealthy class was anti-Sertorian®® On the other hand, Valentia was
Sertorian and Pompey conquered it only in 75 8¢ I am unable to say
whether Italica remained in the Romans’ hands; a battle took place there in
76 BC berween Metellus and Hirtuleius. At Corduba, Carthago and Tralica
there were conventus civium Romanorum.

All this prompts the conclusion that if Sertorius succeeded in obtaining
the backing of one section of the Hispanienses, it was for preference those
whose origin was associated with allied Italy rather than the cives who
favoured him, How is this attitude to be explained?

“Sertorius avait obrenu 1"adhésion des immigrés romains, si nombreux en
Espagne. Ces immigrés éraient des Italiens plutdt que des Romains, et
Sertorius se présentait sans doute comme un chef Ttalien, ennemi de Rome.’
In these few lines of his Histoire de Rome, so rich in ideas and happy
inspiration,?®® A. Piganiol has set out the problem and envisaged its solution.

I have tried above to adduce evidence for this interpretation. It emphasizes
the fact that substantial sections of the Hispanienses were ready to collaborate,
and in doing so it proves that Treves’ guiding principles on Sertorius were
right, particularly his stress on the intimate relationship which prevailed
between post-Sullan Roman domestic politics and Sertorius himself. This
has to be borne in mind if we are to understand and evaluate the latter’s
enterprise. At the same time we can see how this interpretation throws light
on the motives which inspired Sertorius.

Naturally, if we go more deeply into individual points we can see more
precisely the truth of Piganiol's conclusion; we need to make clearer his
expression of the problem which is over-schematic. In other words, it will
be a matter of seeing to what extent Sertorius was a “chef Italien’ and, as a
result, whether he actually was whar many think he was, ‘un ennemi de
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Rome'. We shall have to see how those actions can be interpreted which,
within certain limits and from a precise point of view, would appear to make
that conclusion legitimate. To be able to make distinctions of this kind we
shall have to rely on the point which has been made above®® concerning the
rwo trends that for a time marked the democratic faction; these trends arose
because the assimilation of ex-rebels who had joined the Marians and the
traditional nucleus of Roman democrats had not yet taken place and it
inevitably needed time to mature.

The conflicts of political ideals which we can detect in Italy in the period
immediately after the Social War, barely concealed or else covered by a
banner of common political action, existed also in Spain but were not very
obvious and are consequently not very clear to us. It is probably with the
presence of what one might call anti-Roman currents around Sertorius that
oligarchic propaganda made play, and this dominated with its own themes
a whole historical tradition so that thereby there emerged the well-known
picture of a Sertorius who was the enemy of his own country.

Xk

Sertorins Feutenants

As 1 have said, only L. Fabius Hispaniensis, who in all probability joined
Sertorius along with Perperna, can be regarded as a Sertorian officer of
Spanish birth. Of Sertorius’ other lieutenants who are mentioned in the
sources L. Livius Salinator seems to have been with Sertorius since 31 BC
and it may be supposed that he was one of the quaestors who set out with
him.*" The majority joined Sertorius in 77 8¢ along with Perperna. In addi-
tion to Perperna’s nephew and three other Romans whose names are
unknown to us and whom Perperna had put to death later,® we know of
L. Cornelius Cinna, son of the famous democratic leader,™® M. Marius®®
and C. Herennius,* These last rwo (three counting L. Fabius) were
senators. In this first group, besides members of famous noble families such
as Livius Salinator and Cornelius Cinna, the names of M. Marius and
C. Herennius testify to two genres who are well-known in the years either
side of the Social War as taking a position favourable to the democrars. 32
Another group of Sertorius’ officers came from the General Staff of
Pompeius Strabo’s army: C. Tarquiting Priscus’ Q. Hirtuleius®™ and
L. Insteius.* Their presence alongside Sertorius in Spain must be explained
against the background of the parley between Cinna and Strabo before Rome
in 87 8. It was certainly on that occasion that some of Strabo’s officers and
men joined the democratic side.® Of those known to us the Insteii were
very probably Campanian,®” and the Hirtuleii, if we bear in mind the evi-
dence of their tribe,*® were Marsi or Paeligni; one would suppose that they
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had acquired the citizenship during the Social War® L. Tarquitius was
Etruscan.®® Here one notices an interesting point, that the Etruscans were
numerous in Sertorius’ entourage. Besides Tarquitius and Perperna® there
were C. Maecenas®'? and Versius.** This phenomenon is to be explained
either by the fact that the Enuscan lower classes were pro-Marian,®* or —
and this fits with the general picture I have given — by the participation of
Etruscan elements in the revolt of M. Aemilius Lepidus which had its centre
in Etruria. However, this point may be part of a general context in which
ex-rebels (or at least non-Romans) are found alongside Sertorius and this
can explain the goodwill with which Sertorius was welcomed by the
Hispanienses of Italian origin. 3!

Although they are not actually Sertorian,® one must mention here the
collaboration between Sertorius and the two emissaries from Mithridates,
L. Magius and L. Fannius, officers in the Asiatic army of the democrat
C. Flavius Fimbria; after the latter’s death in 85 sc they joined Mithridates, 3"
L. Magius was probably one of the two sons, who reached the praetorship,
of the often-mentioned Minatus Magius of Aeclanum™?® and was certainly
related to the famous Capuan family of the Magii whose anti-oligarchic
views in the period of the first civil war are well attested.3*® Their move o
join Rome’s most dangerous enemy, although it can be linked with whar
was a sort of tradition among Roman political exiles, clearly shows none the
less the psychology of the allied aristocracy and their ideals which were stll
bound up with the anti-Roman and individualistic interests of many ex-
rebels who joined the democratic faction. L. Fannius was probably related
to M. Fannius who was plebeian aedile and moneyer during the period of
the Cinnan supremacy at Rome, perhaps about 82 pc.3*

Certainly our knowledge of Sertorius’ Roman poelitical support is limited
if one reflects that he formed a senate of 300 members with Roman exiles,
as the tradition says, and perhaps with Hispanfenses;??*' however, the
personalities known to us are sufficient to give us an idea of the composition
of the circle. Just as with the popular faction on a larger scale, so there
flocked to him men of diverse origing and different ontlooks, doubtless
bringing with them policies and views of conflicting kinds. Of these we are
barely able to do more than carch a glimpse.

On the other hand, Sertorius did not see his field of activity as limited
geographically to Spain, and he did not fail to keep up connexions with those
Roman anti-oligarchic circles which even the dictatorship of Sulla and the
proseriptions could not lay low, and which after 79 Bc began once again to
assume importance, These connexions to which the sources allude in obscure
fashion™? and which are per s¢ enough to put Sertorius’ activity in a context
of Roman politics, must have made him not only aware that the struggle in
which he was engaged had an end beyond itself but also gave him hope, not
that he would enjoy merely some sort of constitutional return to Rome, but
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that he would be able to throw out the restored oligarchic regime with a
double force, foreign and domestic. Indeed, Lepidus’ movement may hawve
been part of this more general plan, though there is no evidence of any link
with Sertorius,

That this was beyond doubt the significance and importance of the con-
nexions maintained by Sertorius with Roman political circles seems to be
confirmed by the fact that where we can see with a fair measure of certainty
the nature of Sertorius’ relationships with Italy we also have the opportunity
to confirm the ties between Sertorius and the Italian ex-rebels, ties which
seem to have persisted until the end of hostilities in Spain. The support
Sertorius enjoyed among the commercial class who especially would have
carried to the East with them the reputation of his enterprises™® finds
implicit confirmation in all Cicero’s polemic in his so-called de supplicits
Verrine oration against Verres' cruelty in Sicily in his treatment of Roman
citizens who hailed from Spain and whom he condemned as Sertorian, that
is, as enemies. >4

This evidence shows clearly that there existed widespread exchanges and
contacts between Sertorian Spain and southern Italy (from which the
majority of the negotfatores came); it would be naive to limit these contacts
to the field of commerce, It is not surprising, therefore, to see mentioned in
Cicero the lherti of a P. Granius,** belonging to the family of the well-
known traders of Puteoli,** whose political outlook in this peried is known
through the opposition of a Granius to Sulla himself?®” and also a
Herennius,*® almost certainly the father of the C. Herennius who was
Sertorius’ lieutenant®® These members of the commerdal class from
southern Italy, by helping and supporting Sertorius’ struggle, continued the
sort of assistance (especially financial, one would think} with which they
had actively encouraged the rebels of the Bellum Sociale. In this sense
Sertorius’ Spanish activity could really appear to be that of a ‘chef ITtalien’,
to use Piganiol’s phrase. But we should remember that these relationships
with southern Italy are not the only political contacts Sertorius kept with the
mainland; there is reason to believe thar they were, so to say, only a side-
show, albeit a characteristic and significant one. Sertorius knew only too
well that the political centre was henceforth to be none other than Rome,
and that every centrifugal tendency in Italy was merely to be exploited for
incidental purposes. Italy could no longer look forward to a successful
future of her own.

The Ciceronian evidence shows that there was in Sertorius’ entourage a
very strong representation of those whose interests were in Italy. What
influence they exercised on Sertorian policy we cannot tell except perhaps in
one example, the pact with Mithridates, However, that is itself another proof
of the necessary connexion between the war of Sertorius and the struggles
which accompanied the entry of the socsf into the citizenship.
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We come, then, to this conclusion: Sertorius’ political activity cannot be
correctly assessed if it is not set against the background of the political life
which was taking shape in those very years in the metropolis.

XIiI
Characreristics of political life ar Rome in the
post-Sullan age

Research in recent times has concentrated on defining the limits within
which Roman political groups must be interpreted and evaluated, without
using those modern reconstructions which cannot apply to ancient politics.®
All that we need to do here is to remember that if by the term optimares we
can signify conservative tendencies — aned there is some justification for this —
we cannot use in a similar way the term which corresponds to and contrasts
with it, populares. To put it another way, to reduce to a single commaon
description (populares) political movemenis which were quite diverse can
only be justified if it be supposed that the term was used in, so to say, a
negative sense, that is, if we accept the point of view of the oligarchs. The
composition of the ancient political classes was tightly controlled, and the
state came to be identified with those groups which held power;7* so the
oligarchs — ar least originally — came to treat alike all those whose political
ideas or political activity were in any way opposed to those who held power,
and to label them with one and the same general description. The historian
must try to get behind the recurring terminology and to see on each occasion
what is the nature of the movement and the political ideas to which it refers.

These preliminaries are indispensable if we are to appreciate a fact of
great importance. Parallel to the change in political method between the end
of the second century Bc and the beginning of the first — which was in its
turn a reflection of the growth of a new range of political problems — came a
change from ant-oligarchic, democratic policy which, for simplicity’s sake,
may be called Gracchan, to another which was dominated by military chiefs
and which ended by imposing itself totally on the former; this in turn
survived as a sort of outer coating to conceal what was in fact something
new underneath. In this process, as [ have already said on several occasions,2
the Social War played a decisive part, for it was responsible for the situation
changing; the historian, therefore, can use it as a means of clarifying what
actually took place.

The war had this effect: the period which immediately succeeded it — that
is, to be more precise, the years from the end of Sulla’s dictatorship to
Pompey's first consulship (79—70 B} — should have been marked by the
return of normality 1o Roman public life afier the disturbances of the civil
wars, but it was in fact a period of transition and therefore, within the
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limitations imposed by the wretched state of our evidence, one where we
can best trace the change to which I have referred. By weighing up the
interacting forces at work in Roman politics we may at the same time see
how impossible it is to impose an artificial order on their complexity, even
when all we want to do is to clarify.

In these years those who fought in the traditional way against the oligarchs
limited themselves to measures designed to secure the full restoration of the
tribunician power which had suffered a substantial diminution at the hands
of Sulla;** the object was to acquire thereby the base which they thought
was indispensable if those methods of opposition which had been practised
in the past were to be adopted again. These attempts occurred in quick sue-
cession year by year in the post-Sullan decade, and by coming up again and
again seem to show the influence which outmoded methods and political
concepts could continue to exercise.

As early as 78 BC the tribunes asked the consuls to take steps to restore
the tribunician power but met with a straight refusal;** however, one of the
consuls, M. Aemilius Lepidus, appreciating the importance of the cause -
though this was a matter of propaganda rather than of substance — made
himself its champion that year and the next {77 8¢).3* He failed, and there-
fore in 76 BC we find the tribune Cn, Sicinius raising the question again.3
So insistent was the demand that the year after, 75 B, the consul C. Aurelius
Cotta took the first step er legem rulit we tribunis pl. liceret postea alios
magistratus capere; this restriction had been introduced by Sulla to
emasculate the office of tribune. Cotta belonged to the very heart of the
Optimate faetro which thought it useful to stoop to concessions.®® In 74 the
tribune L. Quinctius, komo maxime popularis,® was deterred by the consul
L. Licinius Lucullus from insisting on the usual demand;*® however, that
the power of the tribunes had actually increased is shown by the role played
in that year by another tribune®! P. Cornelius Cethegus, who, after a
dubious change of sides to join Sulla, returned to his original Marian
affiliation.™? In 73 the question was proposed again by C. Licinius Macer
who was able to draw on Pompey’s support for the full restoration of the
tribunician power™ and who dared to resurrect the complaints of the
Etruscans at Sulla’s confiscations. In fact, in 71 8¢ Pompey came {orward
as the clear supporter of these democratic demands, personified that year by
the tribune M. Lollius Palicanus,™ and in 70 the tribunician power was fully
restored by the consular law of Pompey and Crassus.»®

Although it is right to recognize that re-establishing the tribunician power
must have been an important political theme for those opposed to the
oligarchs, we cannot follow the example set by some historians of antiquity
and be satisfied with an interpretation which explains an extremely complex,
new situation in terms of what until then had been the usual procedure in
politics. What we can deduce from the repetition of the demand is that
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pressure to restore the tribunician power had to come from those not ted
to the dominant Sullan regime of reaction; in fact, especially after 75 nc, we
have evidence, for example in the two cases of Cornelius Cethegus and
Licinius Macer,®" of a revival in politics of those democratic elements which
had not in fact disappeared from the scene even after Sulla’s measures.**®

One cannot, of course, say with certainty how far the presence in the
governing class during the period 79—70 Bc of men alien, or at least not tied,
to the policy of reaction can be explained not only by the fact that repre-
sentatives of the traditional democratic faction had returned but also by the
admission of ex-allies who were perhaps of conservative views but who did
not totally agree with the Roman oligarchy. However, it seems to me that
here we are concerned with one of the most important characteristics of post-
Sulfan politics. I have in fact shown above™® how these years saw a continua-
tion of that process of grafting on to the Roman governing class political
elements drawn from the ex-socri, a process which had begun immediately
after 89 Bc. We can easily guess — and it is attested by what we know of the
ideology of the novi cfves — that their presence in Rome made political life
more complex; at the same time the importance of traditional problems still
further diminished, and among these was that which concerned the power
of the tribunes.

This is all the more true in that the birth of the privately-raised army
during the Bellum Sociale®™ plus the employment of military forces in
politics, brutally introduced by Sulla in 88 Bc,®' increased the influence of
military leaders, already in itself important because of the establishment of a
professional army; this influence gradually emerged as a factor of major
significance and eventually as the fundamental fearure of national life.
Despite the measures taken to restore strength to the oligarchic, senatorial
regime, Sulla had not been able to abolish his own example®®* and the
decade which followed his death was that which saw the establishment of
Pompey's power based to a large extent on the army.*

This new aspect of the political situation did not escape the attention of
Sallust who probably saw in M. Aemilius Lepidus the first politican to have
attempted to establish power for himself behind the misleading mask of
popularism,®* Sallust was also the first of the historians who wrote after the
death of Sulla to have denied to Pompey that cover of Republicanism with
which the tradition drawing its inspiration from Theophanes and reflected
in Plutarch’s Life of Pompey loved to invest him. Sallust showed how
Pompey represented nothing more than the military monarch who made
every effort to acquire supreme power and who, once he had achieved a
position of hegemony in the state, sought the collaboration of the traditional
political classes by respecting, more or less sincerely, their prerogatives, >
On this view the war with Caesar was reduced to a compettion for power,*
as Cicero had seen in a moment of depression®” (whereas an idealization of
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Pompey saw him as playing the role of the defender of traditional liberties),
This interpretation of Pompey's personality derived some very significant
supporting testimony from his activity in the period before his first consul-
ship. There was his opposition to Sulla when he favoured the elecrion of
Lepidus®*® and his opposition to the same Lepidus as soon as the latter's
objectives became clear; his behaviour throughout the Sertorius affair,
attested in his puiding principles as revealed by his famous letter to the
Senate™? (there is no occasion to doubt the reliability of its theme);*® his
ambition to model himself on Alexander;*" his espousal of popudaris move-
ments of which the re-establishment of the tribunician power was a decisive
point; and finally the generosity of his treatment of defeated Sertorians.?6?
The object of these last enterprises ~ like the mandate of Lepidus in his
period — was to obtain a power base under the protection afforded by
traditional catchwords dear to the masses. Sallust himself had stigmatized
this trading on traditional positions or on powerful catchwords for personal
ends: pauct potentes, quorum in gratiam plerigue concessérant, sub honesto
patrum aut plebis nomine dominationes affectabant

All this leads to two kinds of questions that need to be answered. Firse,
hew far can one speak of a *bifurcation’ of populards politics, represented on
the one side by military leaders and their supporters among the Equites,
and on the other by the successors to the Gracchan tradition and, with
certain reservadons, to Saturninus and Sulpicius** Did not perhaps the
traditional tribunician theme, which seemed to live on enly in the strength
it drew from its past, become of marginal interest after 79 Bc and in any case
subject to military leaders” designs® The other question is, if the political
situation at Rome after Sulla’s death was as we have summed it up, what
substantial opportunities could it furnish for the activity of Sertorius? In
other words, could it give him a policy with which he could co-operate from
Spain? In fact, what were the political forces with which he was in contact
and on which he counted?

It is here that one can really appreciate to what extent the struggle between
Sertorius and Pompey had been a “bitter war’ % [t was a struggle berween
two ideslogies which in effect had the same aims. These aims— and it is not a
paradox - were involuntarily achieved by Sertorius, in hostile co-operation
with Pompey, in so far as it was the Sertorian affair which gave Pompey an
extraordinary military command; this demolished Sulla’s constitution and
the scene was set for discrediting the oligarchic government.®® This struggle
between Sertorius and Pompey, mutual enemies and enemies of a common
enemy, was ‘sensed’ by Sallust who has personified in the two leaders two
conflicting aspects of a single political outlook which was in the process of
development: on the one side the old-style politician, on the other the
politician of strength and violence. This contrast has heen exapgerated by
Schur;*" in any event it has perhaps greater validity as an element of
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Sallustian historiography than as a piece of historical reality, for here — as
always — one cannot posrulate rigid political positions. On the contrary, we
should believe that old and new attitudes were blended together: on the
Sertorian side new needs were experienced, on the Pompeian the necessity to
keep in contact with tradition and the past. Anyway, it is certain that only
by remembering what was happening in Roman politics from 79 to 70 BC
will we be able to understand the activity of Sertorius, and his innermost
motives and aims.

XIV

Sertorius and Rome

It is over the pact with Mithridates and the negotiations which led up to 1t%#
that we can detect different points of view and different principles behind
that tradition which presents the political activity of Sertorius as a uniform
whole. We should bear in mind here what we have said about the entry of
ex-rehels into the ranks of the Marian democrats; on most occasions these
came from extremist circles and were believers in ideals which did not con-
form to, or were in direct conflict with, the traditional principles of Roman
polides, If we remember that, we shall see, as I said above, how the initiative
for an alliance with the King of Pontus must have come from these groups of
ex-rebels who, to escape the collapse of the revolt, took refuge in the East
and offered their support to Mithridates against Sulla.*® These were joined
in 85 B, at the time when the democratic army of L. Valerius Flaccus and
C. Flavius Fimbria was dissolved, by implacable anti-Sullans, and probably
ex-rebels, who did not wish to be united with Sulla; among them were
L. Fannius and L. Magius, who served as intermediaries for the treaty and
whose origins I have already indicated 3™

The request for aid from Mithridates does not make its first appearance
here nor is it a novelty; it is only the continuation of a practice which
boasted a good many precedents. The Ttalian allies had earlier appealed to
Mithridates to intervene at a time when they felt their ability to resist was
coming to an end, and they had certainly had promises and perhaps financial
support even if they did not get the substantial aid for which they had
hoped. Tt is possible that the class of businessmen from southern Italy
sought to make use of the intimate relationship which trade had long
established with countries of the East, letting it take the concrete form of
political and military aid.%"* This also explains how one section of Sertorius’
collaborators regarded Mithridates' demands as acceptable en Bloe since their
picture of Mithridates was not of an enemy of the Roman people but of an
ally who could, in conjunction with them, administer the knock-out blow
to the common enemy whom they both abhorred. It must, therefore, have
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seemed of minor importance to them, given the animosity for Rome which
had accumulated over a long period and which existed also at that actual
moment of time, that the provincia Asia was to be surrendered.”™

Naturally, the presence in Sertorius’ entourage of people with ideas of
this sort, together with the fact that he agreed to an alliance proposed on these
lines — even if, as must be said at once, it was accepted by him with other
ideas in mind and for other purposes — explains well enough how it has been
possible to generalize and to attribute to Sertorius himself and everything he
was doing that brand of treachery which clearly an alliance with the King of
Pontus would naturally suggest to the Roman mind. But this is a reductio
ad unumn typical of propaganda, the setting for a fable, with Sertorius as a
new Hannibal planning to assault Italy from Spain, either by his own
inspiration®™* or in response to an invitation to Rome from politicians there
with whom he was in contact.’™ Not that we should accept, of course, the
opposite interpretation favoured by Sallust, who sees Sertorius as a senti-
mental, disillusioned man®™ paMov . . . é0édew donudraros év ‘Puuy
mollrys ) delywry v cavrod wdvraw duof Tdv Moy alToxpdTap
avayopeteofar, ™ It is certain that among the refugees of Spain he — and
certainly not he alone — exemplified that point of view which never ceased
to look towards Romes: that is to say, he viewed the strupgle as one with the
object not of overthrowing Rome but of re-establishing there that demo-
cratic government which Sulla, and the oligarchy who triumphed with him,
had destroyed. This is implicitly recognized even by those sources which
are anti-Sertorian in tone {the non-5allustian tradition) and which speak of
the continuity between the civil war in Imly and thar against Serrorius,*™®
not to mention the Sallustian theme, known to us especially from Phatarch,
of the ‘Rorman character’ of Sertorius ™

In fact, Sertorius is on precisely the same level as the Marian leaders of the
period 87-82 8¢ and it is by holding firmly to this point that we can under-
stand his activity and his purpose. His activity remained on the whole
unaltered from his landing in Spain in 82 Bc down to his death. The steps he
took to ingratiate himself with his Spanish government were measures of
marginal effect and their purpose only incidental; without them it would
have been difficult if not impossible to support himsel £330

The fundamental point, however, concerns his relations with Rome, A
chance of contact with the metropolis existed only if some fundamental
principles were agreed a priord, principles which the democrats had never
thought of renouncing even in their struggle with the oligarchy which had
lasted for many a decade. Sertorius therefore could not, in the case in point,
approve a policy of surrendering Asia, or any other province whatsoever:
that is, he could not in the struggle substitute for his own ideals, which
were those of the genuine Roman democratic tradition, the ends of vendetta
or separatism favoured by those extremists who had other ideas in mind
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and who had enjoyed a very different kind of experience when they united
with the Marians. Agreement with these extremists would have meant
willingness to conquer but at a cost of excessively serious losses.® This
Sertorius knew he could not do, if for no other reason than that he would
not have been supported by any section of popular opinion at Rome and he
would have lost bevond recall the possibility of finding a solid basis for
acting in concert with anti-oligarchic groups and, in the specific example of
Asia, with the Roman commercial class; the latter’s interest in Eastern
problems has already been observed, and their ideas on the subject were
well-known. They were for resolving the question by a policy of inter-
vention, not of acquiescence.

To return to Piganiol's point, Sertorius could not be ‘un ennemi de
Rome’. Hence his opposition to the excessive demands of Mithridates, his
resistance to the advice of his own senate which was ready to accept the
proposals, and his tenacity in keeping faith with traditional principles, at
least as far as he could®? Perhaps ir is this background which explains his
sending to Asia as his own representative M. Marius, a Roman senator who
had joined him with Perperna. This is to be interpreted as a lack of faith in
those who had long been with Mithridates.?® Sertorius must have arrached
very great importance to his relations with the democrats in Rome. They
were, one might say, the outward visible sign of the link between his
struggle in Spain and the wider field of opposition to the Sullan regime. Was
there hope at Rome, perhaps, that Sertorius would win a decisive victory
over the oligarchic generals? Did Sertorius request, or at least have warning
of, the attempt of Aemilius Lepidus? If these questions must remain un-
answered, it is none the less only by looking at his connexions with politics
at Rome that we can see how his enterprise gradually lost its point,

Above all, with what part of the Roman forces deployed against the
oligarchs was he in contact, or rather could he have contact? Certainly with
the remnants of the democratic Marian faction which had fled Sulla’s pro-
scriptions, and maybe with the representatives of the Italian ex-rebels, But
we have seen the position these groups held in the political life of the post-
Sullan decade. Among the ex-rebels, those who had lovally accepted the new
order were rather inclined to the conservative view; the others, together
with the heirs of the Marian faction, had to put up with a system which
involved struggle and opposition, a system which no longer had anything
concrete to offer them and which was nothing more than a misleading label
for a package whose contents were quite different. Political life, and with it
a possible resurgence by the populares, was now mapped on a different
course. Even the conflict between Senate and Equites seems greatly weakened
with the establishment of the Sullan Senate, and the lex Aurelia of 70 Be on
the jury-courts in the quaestio de reperundis does not seem to be invested with
the same sort of partiality as other laws of that type.
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Sertorius, set fast in the outlook and ways appropriate to the democrats
down to 82 BC, seems an anachronism in the context of the new situation
which had developed and the new problems which presented themselves. It
seems that this is the destiny of all those who, in making preparations for
their victorious return, have to be out of touch with, and estranged from,
the political life of the metropolis. Pompey's arrival in Spain probably
seemed to Sertorius like the prosecution of the struggle which he was
already conducting with Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius, that is, with Sulla’s
lieutenants. In his eyes Pompey will always have appeared as Sulla’s pupil ¥

In fact, from that time, the struggle became an end in itself. His contacts
with Roman politicians no longer had any real force; the new popularis
mavement, that of the military leaders, chose the very representatives, some
sincere, others not, of the old democratic tradition — Lepidus, Sertorius - to
build new power on their defeat. It is only indirectly that Sertorius co-
operated in the collapse of the Sullan edifice, in so far as he made the Senate
invest Pompey with supreme power and thereby demolish with its own
hands what Sulla had construcred.?®s

Up to a certain point Sertorius and his followers were aware that they
were fighting without purpose, only through sheer inertia. Nothing could
be got from Mithridates, nothing could come of the relationships with
Roman politicians who either represented only their own selfish interests or
were already changing course at the breath of the new breeze. The Spanish
element of his entourage began to understand how they were being sucked
dry in a canse which had never been theirs. In this atmosphere, while
Sertorius” faith wavered, it is easy to understand how the idea could rake
root that the overthrow of the general might represent for his followers the
one way out of a situation which appeared not to offer any other escape,
and so bring about in some way their reintegration in Roman political life.
This is what in actual fact happened since Pompey, whose interest it was to
pose as defender of traditional liberties, generously welcomed the followers
of Sertorius™® and in 70 BC, together with the re-establishment of the
tribunician power, supported the Jex Plotzz which granted an amnesty to the
Lepidani (and to the Sertorians).®® It is significant that even the more
implacable enemies of the oligarchy and of Rome, Fannius and Magius who
supported Mithridates, although declared koster in 70 BC by the Senate 35
later returned to Rome 3

Even these energetic legatees of the Italian cause had learned that Ttalian
independence, as an instrument of power politics, was outmoded, just as
there had vanished with the passing of Sertorius the mirage of restoring that
democratic state which Sulla had overwhelmed — along with the foolish
Italian dream of separatism — at the battle of the Colline Gate.
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Xy

Conclusion

The fundamental significance of the Social War in the history of the last
century of the Roman Republic lies in the fact thar those political problems
which until then had been Roman {that iz, citizen) prohlems became essenti-
ally “Italian’. This development could nor take place without chanping the
problems themselves and thereby the whole of Roman politics, since the
introduction of nevi aives was not, and could not be, along the same lines
of political development which had been followed at Rome in the past.

In fact, the allies had their own individual vision of domestic and foreign
political problems. They acquired this by looking at the various questions
from a different point of view from thar of the Roman political classes. It
was clear that account would henceforth have to be taken in Roman politics
of their points of view; it would have been more difficult to foresee that in
many cases the allies had the capacity to ensure that their views prevailed.
This resulted from the fact that the entry of the allies, now cives, into the
Roman governing class was swift and immediate, and led to a substantial
change in the traditional political system which had become stabilized over
many centuries. It matters little that respect for political forms seems to have
continued, and the historian must not be deceived by the external appearance
of Roman politics after 89 BC in terms not very different from those of the
preceding period. The pressure of the new citizens, and of the new problems
they represented, made itself felt on the old governing class; this was in-
capable of understanding and therefore of resolving them, and remained only
as a relic of the past, one overcome by the new reality, The fact that super-
ficially it survived is explicable only in terms of traditional Roman reluctance
to adapt the state’s structure; this structure had crystallized in the course of
its historical development and the Romans would not accommodate its form
to the content, which was in a perpetual process of change and enrichment.
The political situation, however, no longer responded to premisses that were
centuries old and on which it still seemed to rest. So in the first century Be
there is the conflict between two political currents which reflected different
concepts of political life, although we should not be too schematic and assign
them rigidly fixed and established positions.

This is all based on an examination of a fundamental problem, which the
Social War certainly is, a problem which consists principally in trying to dis-
cover for what reason the allies wanted the Roman citizenship. Apart from
the consequences of the Social War I have mentioned above, consequences
which it is not easy to believe were not already present in its origin as an
underlying cause, I hope I have offered arguments of significant weighe
intended to show that the need which at that time prompted the request of
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some of the allies for the civitas was actually that of gaining admission to the
citizenship in order to participate as of right in Roman political life. Only in
this way, strong in the knowledge of their own indispensability in the life
of the Empire, could they develop their own political and economic capacity
to the full, making their voice heard in the discussion of problems in which
they were directly interested.

If this is how we should picture the complex of motives of which I have
tried to take account in the course of my study, the theory that keeps on
cropping up in the ancient traditions seems fully justified ™ that of a strict
connexion between, or interdependence of, the Social War and the Sullan
civil war; the latter was the first occasion on which, according to the account
of Diodorus, the nowi cives took sides on Roman political problems. It was
decisive too, since their choice, which in most cases remained fixed for the
future as well, sheds a flood of light on the political ideals and convictions of
the Italian upper classes. They therefore present themselves to the historian,
as much in their total significance as in individual cases, as the personification
of those demands to share effectively in the life of the Empire, demands
which had led to the Social War iself.

The civil war between Marius and Sulla did not, as far as its basic problems
were concerned, finish with the victory of the Sullan forces in Ttaly, These
forces appeared to have completely destroyed both the democratic Marian
movement and those Italian rebels who had hoped for the triumph of their
own independent point of view by rallying under a traditional Roman
political banner. The war continued with Sertorius in Spain. In fact, the
“Italian’ themes of the Sertorian struggle seem to me to show that the
Spanish setting presented to us by the ancient tradition and emphasized by
modern historiography was only formitous. It is by seeing the exile and his
work in the context of Roman political development in that period, or rather
by bringing the one face to face with the other, that we can clarify Sertorius’
policy and thereby resolve the grim dilemma posed by the ancient evidence
and accepted by a large part of modern scholarship concerning the person-
ality of Sertotins.

At this point we must raise a fundamental question. The demands which
typify the movement of the socii towards acquisition of the Roman citizen-
ship are demands appropriate to strictly limited upper classes or to clearly
defined circles with their own outlook and policies. The entry of such
elements into Roman politics altered, as T have said, the life of the state since
its basis was changed. It is, however, in a certain sense significant that these
new forces at once chose that political movement which of all the traditional
Roman views was closest to them. These Roman views thus acquired new
life from new forces permanently at work outside Rome.

However, the process of renewal of first-century Bc Rome, of which the
Social War is the culmination, does not end with the entry of these new
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forces into Roman politics. All the more significant — because it is im-
personal — is the contribution of the ‘non-political’ classes to whom the
civitas mattered less and for whom therefore the Social War's significance is
to be sought elsewhere. They came in fact to acquire importance in a period
in which the strength and significance of closed élites, and of the types of
government which they represented, seemed to become less day by day.

I have shown elsewhere how the principal instrument for making the
presence of such people felt in Rome’s political life was the professional
army, which came in the second and first centuries B¢ to be substituted for
the traditional citizen militia. ! Here it is sufficient to mention that even in
this respect the Social War takes on an ‘epoch-making’ significance - also
emphasized by an ancient historian®™? — in that it introduced new revolu-
tionary political methods, largely dominared by military forces®*

APPENDIX
Notes on the equestrian class in the Republican periad®

7. A central point in the evolution of the equestrian class in the Republican
petiod is the moment at which the Equites were distinguished from the rest
of the population by a special census qualification. Hill tried to assign this
event a chronological context in his article *Census Fouester’, AJPELX 1939,
361 f., where he concluded that the introduction of the equestrian census,
for which the first explicit evidence is 67 Bc,? took place in the Gracchan
period. This hypothesis, however, has not found acceptance® and I myself
have opposed it in a work with which Hill could not, because of the date of
publication, have been acquainted.* In his book this dating is one of the
fundamentals for his whole reconstruction of the historical development of
this social group and therefore of the whole of Roman soclety, since it
represents for him the principal proof for the origin of the capirtalist class
in the last decades of the second eentury BC.? So a re-examination of the
question seems legitimate and it is perhaps best to begin — bearing in mind
some points made by Stein® — with a general definition of a very important
point, the significance of the census figures.

These figures, like all those whose purpose it is to subdivide citizens into
census categories, have above all a practical purpose, whether they concern
military service, tribute or voting. They could not in any way ‘create’ a
social class nor, where one already existed, could they delimit it.” No one
has ever dreamed of considering the Servian classes as social classes; the only
people of whom one could say this are the proferars, those who were outside
the classes, although their status was not very different from that of the
citizens of the fifth class. The flex Aureliz of 70 e placed eribuni aerarii
alongside the senators and the knights, but the distinction between them and
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8 was so far from being, an

the Equites, probably entirely a census matter,
otganic difference that Cicero, pro Rabirio Postumo 14, called the two groups
equites without more ado, and in Schol. Bob. p. 94, 25 Stangl, they are
referred to as emusdem scilicet ordines virt?

Thus it seems very difficult and odd that the significance of the census
equester, which in my view pre-dates the Hannibalic War, could have
changed at a time when, from the Gracchan period onwards, the class of
knights was clearly becoming a precise social class.)® [t must always have
remained as a sort of formal, external qualification, useful originally for the
censors in drawing up a list of those suitable for cavalry service and then
to provide a practical indicator of those who could be used for fixed political
functions, such as the choice of fudices.!* Even in the Imperial period the
equestrian and senatorial censuses represented a means of practical quali-
fication for admission to a given category, without any real effect on the
structure of society; they established, that is to say, a political distinction.
Amaong other things Stein'? makes it quite clear that the distinetion between
these two orders is no longer economic or social but is political in character.

If, therefore, as 1 believe, this was how matters stood, the significance of
the equestrian census for the Republican period, apart from changes which
may have affected it in the course of time, must consist in its recognition that
there were a certain number of citizens with a precise economic capacity. To
fix the date of introduction of this census fipure will therefore be a basic
contribution to Roman social history.

Like Hill'3 we shall have to start with the well-known passage of Polybius,
VI 20, 8—9. The passage is — at least in its general interpretation — clear and
the explanation given by Mommsen'? is generally accepted: when the cavalry
was provided only by the eighteen centuries equo publico, the levy of the knights
could take place after that of the infantry, but once it became necessary to
have recourse as well to those citizens who could provide their own private
horse,'® the levy of those knights had to take place before that of the infantry,
in so far as those citizens with the required qualifications could, if not chosen
for the cavalry, serve in the infantry. According to Hill, it follows from this
that there was not a census equester, for if there had been it would not have
been necessary to introduce the change in precedence. This conclusion,
which is in Hill alone and which seems to follow auromatically from his
earlier reascning, has to disregard an extremely interesting phrase in the
sentence of Polybius that I have cited. Polybius savs: wAovrivingr atrdav
(the knights) yeyamuéins dmé 106 Tiumrod Tfs éwdopfis. In his
Middle Class Hill completely ignores this parenthesis, in 4/Pk p. 360 he
calls it extremely vague and says it indicates, as does Livy, V 7, 5, the census
of the first class.'® However, the evidence of Polybius is precise in its refer-
ence to the choice operated by the censors on the basis of wealth,'” and the
explanation is very clear if we bear in mind a particular fact to which Hill
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has not paid attention. The levy described in Polybius is a levy by tribes,!®
As long as the difectus was based on the century, it was necessary and indeed
easy for the purpose of enrolling knights to make a selection among the
tuniores of the first class as a preliminary to enrolling the infantry. Hill’s logic
therefore fits such a period very well — but it is not the period to which
Polybius refers. In fact, when the citizens took to presenting themselves at
the levy without distinction of class or century, a procedure to which in fact
Polybius alludes in his deseription, how would it have heen possible to
operate a preliminary choice if there had not been a list compiled by the
censors in which citizens were included on the basis of fixed qualifications?
The need for the levy of cavalry to take place before that of the infaniry
was obviously just as necessary in this situation.

QOur first evidence on the levy by tribes dates to 275 B, and T believe
that it was indeed at about that time that the new system was introduced. It
seems very probable that the creation of a separare list of citizens capable of
cavalry service was strictly connected with the introduction of the dilecens
by tribes. At all events such a list was already in use in the period of the
Second Punic War, as is clear from Livy, XXVII 11, 14, who mentions gur
equo merere deberent,? despite the fact thar Hill*' again disregards the
evidence in rather careless fashion. Tt is also confirmed by that particular
point in the constitution of the Lartin colonies which I have already mentioned
above, £s. e Soc. 151 [= 56 above]. The appearance of the term eguires in
218 BC? to indicate a social class defined in economic terms — not by a
census but by the grant of land assigned: the difference is not a profound
one — superior to others (at Aquileia superior also to centuriones: Livy, XL
14, 2) seems to permit the inference that the word is more than a technical
term and that we are dealing with more than a military situation affecting the
settlers;® the word’s meaning refers directly to a real social context, here
created ex noveo, and must already have acquired a similar significance in the
motherland, which was the model for colonial constitutions.

2. The ancient evidence is in agreement on the fact that the equires equo
publice were chosen from among those citizens highest in terms of wealth;®
the usual interpretation is that they came from the runiores of the first
Servian class. Did the introduction of the equestrian census, which was
devised to facilitate the classification and enrolment of those citizens capable
of providing horses at their own expense, have repercussions on the method
of composition of the centuriae eguitum? In other words, was there an
extension of the equestrian census to the eguites eguo publico as well? Hill, it
seems, does not mention the question, but at one point™ appears to maintain
that this did happen. According to Mommsen, the equestrian census was in
force from the time of Camillus, and he maintained thar during the Second
Punic War the equites equo publico already possessed it.?® He reached this
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conclusion from the episode mentioned in Livy, XXVII 11, of the knights
equo publico who, after Cannae, were compelled as a punishment to serve equo
privato; for Mommsen this was equivalent 1o saying that they had the
equestrian census. This conclusion, however, does not appear to settle the
matter in so far as the measure recorded in Livy has a punitive character and
it is more likely that the punishment consisted — over and above the obliga-
tion to serve beyond the normal time — actually in making private provision
for their cavalry equipment; the only census they enjoyed was that of the
first class.

[ would be inclined to suppose that the extension of the equestrian census
to the centuries eguo publico was a later measure. We know, both from
explicit evidence?” and from other hints or implications,? that the centuries
of the equites equo publico were composed of senators. Now, if to enter these
centuries it had been necessary to enjoy the appropriate census rating, this
would in practice have meant that the senator would have had a separate
census, a point which, so far as we know, is not attested for the Republican
period.® Incidentally, there would have occurred the case where senators
who enjoyed the census of the first class did not come up to the higher
requirement of the equites equo privato. About 129 BC a plebiscitum removed
from the equestrian centuries those senators®® who along with the members
of their families had come to monopolize them.*

It is possible that on this occasion, when members of the capitalist class
filled the gaps left by senators, the equestrian census was extended to the
eighteen centuries as well. In any event, whatever the validity of this theory,
it is well-known that, if in the lex repetundarum of the Tabula Bembina the
lacunae at lines 12 and 16 — where the equestrian origin of the jurors must
have been indicated — should be supplemented with a census figure,* both
the knights in the broad sense and those of the eighteen centuries would be
included; the case for the latter is proved by the fact thar the law con-
templates the exclusion of sons and brothers of senators, and these were
still at that time the magna pars of these centuries.®

3. Hill calls the equestrian class ‘the middle class’. This reference to the
social structure of modern times has long been a commeonplace, and for an
equally long time there have been warnings about its dangers. If I confine
myself here to mentioning the example of Merivale, 4 History of the Romans
under the Empire, it is because it provoked in this connexion judicious and
precise comments by P. Mérimée® to which T shall refer below. Is this
identification permissible? It is odd that Hill, over and above his comments
on the economic and social position of the knights, supports it with passages
from the ancient sources, first of all with Pliny, NF XXXIII 2 (8), 34,

where he speaks of the ordo equesrer as a rertium corpus that had arisen in the
state and had taken its place medium plebel atque patribus™® These passages
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from Pliny do not in fact have any connexion with the sacial structure of the
Roman state but refer, along with many others,* to that tripartite division
which marks the Roman citizenry in the Imperial period,™ based not on
economic and social factors but on political ones. It is well-known — and I
have emphasized it above — that the senatorial and equestrian ordines during
the Principate appear as ‘categories” with appropriate functions and charac-
teristics; this followed Augustan measures to give the equestrian order
political and administrative functions which were precise and distinet from
those of the senatorial class.* It is also well-known, on the other hand, that
in the economic and social fields the conflict between Equites and Senate
which marked the Republican period but which was already weakening in
the first century Bc* eventually disappeared. On the three-runged ladder
which consisted not only of the senatorial and equestrian orders but also of
the plebs or the populies, with the latter comprising all who were not members
of the privileged orders, the ardo equester had the middle position in so far
as its dignitas™ was inferior to that of the Senate but far superior to that of
all other citizens.** Therefore the difference is not one based on economic
or social factors, and the *middle’ position of the equestrian class menrioned
by the ancient sources has nothing in common with whar we think of or
understand as ‘middle class’.

Let us now see whether thiz identification cannot have a basis in the
actual structure of Roman society. This is what Hill says:#? “Their (the
Equites”) peculiar position, placed as they were berween the exclusive
senatorial aristocracy which few of them could hope to enter and the mass
of the people whom they despised, united them and directed their wealth
and very considerable ability mainly towards those commercial and
financial activities which are the usual sphere of any Middle Class’.

To be sure, in the second century B¢ and also in the first although in ever-
declining measure, the senatorial class appears as the representative of landed
property while the equestrian class represents disposable capital, commerce
and finance. This state of affairs is the result smter alia of measures of the
period of the Hannibalic War which forbade senators to devote themselves
to commereial activity.** Bearing this in mind one could attempt to justify a
comparison with the middle class as we commonly understand it — as is well-
known, the concept of middle class cannot be laid down once and for all; its
content changes in character according to changes in historical conditions —
only at the cost of making a drastic reducio ad unun; 1 am thinking not only
of all the diverse activity to which the middle class in all perinds of history
devotes itself but also of the very composition of the ordo equesrer in the
Republic, comprising elements whose origins and social stams (from the
representative of big business like Atticus to the publicanus and negotiaror)
were markedly diverse.

But even outside the economic field this dubious comparison does not hold
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absolutely, and this was seen clearly by Mérimée.®® The lack of any active,
direct participation in politics proves that the political interest of the
equestrian class was limited to a selfish, unilateral conception of their own
interests, and as a result shows iself in measures designed to safeguard them.
This class never, or only very rarely, manages to make the effort to take a
broader view and to incorporate these interests in a political programme
which embraces the state as a whole. This leads, as [ have already said, to
conflict with the Senate in the field of foreign policy and of provincial
administration but at the same time we never really find the equestrian class
operating on a different hasis from that of the Senate whenever it has any-
thing to do with domestic politics and with the concept of the stare’s struc-
ture. All this fits with the traditional, unexpressed but basic distinction of
ancient society berween locupletes = boni, and egentes — improbi,*® a dis-
tinction which underlies Cicero’s policy of concordia ordinum; Cicero, it
should be remembered, came from the Equites but had none the less passed
beyond their narrow, selfish conception of polities.

Even if much still remains to be said, the themes 1 have emphasized here
seem sufficient for our purpose, which has been to show that the use of the
term ‘middle class® to indicate the equestrian class can be justified only if
accompanied by the warning that it represents in Roman history a con-
ventional expression used to characterize a state of affairs peculiar to a
particular period and historical context; we should avoid impossible com-
parisons with, or reference to, points of time at which that phrase conceals
a totally different reality.

In this situation it seems better to accept the term in the significance which
it has in the ancient sources, without trying as Hill does to give it an
economic or social significance. We should confine its use, that is to say, to
giving formal expression to the position of a particular class in the social
structure of Roman Republican history.#?
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The different interpretations of M. Livius Drusus” tribunate of g1 8c* which
are preserved in the ancient sources reflect both the complexity of the prob-
lems which directly confronted him then and the enthusiasm and serious
opposition which his actions inspired. Even though the precise chronology
of Drusus’ political activity is uncertain,? there is no reason to doubt the
unity of his political programme. The problem of relations berween the
senatorial oligarchy and the equestrian class, intensified by the struggle over
the composition of the juries in the guasseiones, and the problem concerning
the grant of the citizenship to the allies are interwoven and interconnected in
such a way that, whatever the priority they assumed in the execution of his
legislative programme, this does not detract from its essential coherence and
unity, Drusus’ complex scheme seems to be directed by a precise and shrewd
awareness of the historical situation, the pelitical forces at work, and the
needs and interests which these forces represented and conveved. It reveals
a political capacity which matched that of Caius Gracchus.

Livius Drusus’ solutions for the grave problems [ have mentioned were
conceived in a political climate which is — to use a modern term — usually and
properly called ‘reformist’. Substantial changes in the traditional forms of
Roman political life he did not even envisage; in fact he wished to strengthen
and defend those forms. The policy for which he fought was an extension of
the traditional Roman governing class which, by a long historical process
known to all of us, had rended more and more to become a closed caste,
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increasingly out of rouch with social realiry.” In this sense his proposals may
be seen as supplementing the Gracchan agrarian reform, for only a carcless
and superficial judgement would call the latter revolutionary; aimed as it was
at reviving the class of small peasant proprietors quite openly for military and
imperialistic purposes, and thus restoring that class which was the traditional
reservoir of military manpower, it appears rather to have been conservative,

Drusus’ judiciary law is known to have had as its object the readmission
of senators to the jury courts by means of a sweeping reform of the Senate
itself, which was to be doubled in size by the admission of 300 knights chosen
from the most influential among them. The jurors were to be drawn from
this reformed body.? Even if the most conspicuous feature of the proposal
was perhaps the institution of a quaestio “si ques ob rem iudicandam pecuniam
cepisset’” which covered either the new jurors without distinction or the
senators and members of the equestrian class, it seems clear that Livius
Drusus’® intention was to call the knights to a direct share in governmental
responsihility so as to strengthen the power of the oligarchy. The objections
of the equestrian class to the law, reported by Cicero in two very important
passages of the pro Cluentio and the pro Rabirio Postumo show that the
knights appreciated this aim no less than its undoubted anti-equestrian pur-
pose {obvious above all in Drusus, the nephew of Rutilius Rufus).f and that
his proposals did not win them over.

The rogatio de sociis had the same aim; it probably represented, if not the
basic object of Drusus’ programme, certainly its concluding phase.” The con-
nexions which the sources record as existing between Drusus and the repre-
sentatives of the Italian upper classes® have been distorted by hostile
tradition and interpreted as reflecting a policy of self-interest and treachery
harmful to the state; however, they do not go beyond the normal relation-
ships of amicitia and clienzela which bound the Roman and Iwalian aristo-
cracies together, They make it certain, however, that Drusus and his friends
were fully aware of the needs and political ideas of the prineipes Ttalicorum
populorum,” those Ttalian upper classes who drew their wealth from landed
property and from their involvement in commercial enterprises in the Fast.
These classes alone had a real interest in the acquisition of the civitas and,
through it, in participation in the government of the Empire.® For all the
risk it might entail, and for all the offence it might give to the reactionary
traditionalism of a part of the senatorial oligarchy, the granting of the
Roman citizenship to the Latins and the Ttalian socér could be seen as follow-
ing an ancient and famous practice of the Roman government; this policy in
its turn meant that new elements would take their place within the customary
and defined sphere of Roman politics, elements whose moral, political and
economic interests lay in preserving oligarchic government while, as we
might say today, broadening its base. By removing the long-standing ani-
mosity of the secii Rome would acquire new forces that were nearly all
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decidedly conservative in their outlook. Faced with a chance of gaining this
advantage, the more enlightened section of the oligarchy and the majority of
the [talian upper classes might justly think that the economic sacrifices im-
posed upon them by the agrarian and colonial legislation of Drusus were
secondary and endurable, indeed that they were but the normal and necessary
means of winning the support of the comiriz which had, after all, to pass the
rogatio de soctis.'!

The political forces which supported Drusus wete perhaps better endowed
with resolution and authority than with numbers. In a Senate which was, as
a body, probably uncertain and bewildered, the impassioned words of L.
Licinius Crassus managed to maintain support for Livius Drusus until the
great orator died, in the early days of September, 91 8c.'* After that it was
easy for the opposition, traditionalist and rigidly conservative as it was and
headed by the consul L. Marcius Philippus, to get the upper hand. But it is
doubtful, given the state of our evidence, how far the reformist group sup-
ported all the proposals of Drusus, or whether some of them were not
principally concerned with the /ex mudiciaréa which met the more immediare
wishes of the oligarchy. It is not easy, for example, to say if Licinius Crassus
himself, who had certainly approved Drusus® agrarian and judiciary laws,"®
also agreed with the rogatio de sociis; as consul in 95 B he had been respon-
sible with his colleague for the lex Licinia Mucia de civibus redigundss (though
we may assign this law a limited scope).’* We cannot exclude the possibility
that the rogatio de sociis may have post-dated Crassus’ death.’® I is also pos-
sible that Drusus, at the beginning of his tribunate, had received quite sub-
stantial support but that the opposition to his programme gradually grew in
articulation and strength as the year passed. This would explain the picture
which later senatorial historians drew of Drusus’ tribunate. Two phases were
distinguished, producing an over-simplification based on partisan distortion:
in the first Drusus had the support of the Senate, while the second was
marked by his opposition to it and is dominated by demagogic morives and
behaviour. In any event it seems likely that Drusus could count on the
support of the powerful Metellan faction, and, more generally, on anti-
Marian circles;!® cerminly M. Aemilius Scaurus, linked with that group,
pressed the tribune to reform the guaestiones and the Senate.'” He was later
accused by Servilius Caepio under the lex Flarie but was acquitted.'® If we
leave aside Licinius Crassus, it is only from the scanty notices concerning
those accused under the lex Farra, which instituted a gueaestio extraordinaria
in the early months of go B¢,!? that we can get an idea, sketchy though it is,
of those who had supperted Drusus” programme and shared his ideas, As is
known, Varius® law, with its gueestio composed only of knights, was the
instrument for the Optimates’ revenge; after the annulment of the Livian
legislation on technical grounds, after Drusus’ murder before his tribunate
was over and after the outbreak of the allies’ revolr which succeeded it, the
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conservative faction, united now in a bizarre and inconsistent alliance with
the Equites,™ was resolved to smash the reformist nabifes in a manner which
they perhaps hoped would be permanent,

Those accused ex lege Farm included C. Aurelius Cotta,® the future
consul of 75 BC, connected with Licinius Crassus and intimate friend of
Drusus;* a Mummius who was a descendant of Achaicus;®® a Calpurnius
Bestia, perhaps the consul of 111 Bg;** M. Antonius, consul of 99 ne,® who
had shown himself well-disposed towards the allies in his censorship of
g7 BC;™ and Q. Pompeius Rufus, the future consul of 88 e’ One would
like to know rather more about L. Memmius, said by the historian Sisenna
to have heen Drusus’ adviser.?® Certainly the role of Pompeius Rufus and of
L. Memmius in Drusus’ entourage must have been important if L. Marcius
Philippus came forward himself to tesify apainst them.?® Possibly L.
Memmius' son-in-law, C. Scribonius Curio, tribune in 9o B¢ and therefore a
colleague of Varius,™ had belonged to Drusus' circle, even if it does nor
seem likely on our evidence that he was put on trial like his father-in-law.!
It is doubtful whether P. Sulpicius Rufus, the later tribune of 88, was also
tried under the Jex Faria, as a passage in Cicero’s de Oratore might seem to
indicate;*? certainly, like C. Cotta, he was an intimate of Crassus and of
Drusus,* and ar this time was still connected by very close ties of friendship
with Q. Pompeius Rufus.?

This short list probably does not so much represent the political forees
which supported Drusus, if one excepts the name of Aemilius Scaurus, as
denote the men who were especially close to him. There must surely have
been many others whose names we do not know. It is probable, however,
thar L. Cornelius Sulla also belonged to the political group behind Drusus in
91 BC. He is known to have been a great friend of M. Porcius Cato, father of
Caro Uticensis,® who was tribune in 100 8c* and was a brother-in-law of
Livius Drusus, since in 97 or 96 Bc he had married Drusus’ sister (he was her
second husband). The political significance of Livia's marriages in the in-
volved history of the nobifitas in the first decade of the century has been
clearly elucidated by Badian.’™ But beyond this evidence, which is based on
prosopographical argument and which not everyone will feel disposed to
accept, what is extremely significant is Sulla’s policy as consul in 88 e, The
outcome of the armed struggle with the allies had, of course, transformed the
political problems that had been debated only three vears before. Now that
they had acquired the Roman citizenship, the aim of the now cives was to
obtain complete equality with the old citizens, especially in the assemblies,
Their demand to be enrolled in all the thirty-five tribes becomes a basic
issue in the political struggle.

88 BC marks a decisive turning-point. On the one hand, the senarorial
oligarchy, strengthened by the victorious conclusion to the war, succeeded
in gaining mastery over the Equites; the fex Plautia fudiciariz, which must
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be dated to 89 Bc,® changed the compaosition of the jury-courts in the
quaestiones to the Senate’s advantage.® At once it succeeded in getting Varius
condemned under his own law.* If one accepts a shrewd correction by
Pighius of Cicero, pro Corn. 1 fr. 54, adopted by E. W. Gray*' and
reinforced by Badian,* the same fate apparently overtock Pomponius, his
tribunician colleague of go BC. On the other hand, as was in any case to be
expected after the grant of the efviras to the socs, the reformist faction con-
nected with the Metelli seems to have regained control among the nobeiiras.
Such men were the two consuls of 88, Q. Pompeius Rufus, mentioned above,
and Sulla, related by marriage to the Metelli {the two consuls were them-
selves also closely connected by marriage}, and such, too, was certainly the
tribune P. Sulpicius Rufus.*® Propaganda hostile to Rufus, perhaps going
back to Sulla’s Memoidrs, represents him as an instrument of Marius but there
are quite important indications suggesting that Sulpicius Rufus began his
tribunate in full agreement with the consuls, and that it was only later that
there occurred a radical political change,* whose causes escape us, which led
him into Marius’ camp. To me it does not seem certain that the cause of the
breach between Sulpicius and the consuls was the rogatio de novorum civium
suffragiis* [ am inclined rather to believe that the tribune was endeavouring
to win over the Equites*® who were an indispensable element in a reformist
policy, as Drusus had already perceived, and who were at that time certainly
angered by the admission of senators to the guaestiones under the lex Plautia;
Sulpicius had therefore recognized that certain demands of the Equites had
to be complied with," for instance that the command in the war against
Mithridates should be entrusted to someone acceptable to them. This was a
conclusion the nobilitas was quite unable to accept,

The sedition which followed, Sulla’s unexpected coup with the help of
the army from Campania, the death of Sulpicius and the flight of Marius,
paved the way for the reforms of Sulla’s consulship. Because they were in
part taken up again later by him when he was dictator reipublicae constiruendae,
the account of these reforms is often held — wrongly — to be an anticipation
of what was to come and to be untrustworthy.*® Sulla’s position was most
ambiguous and uncertain in 88. He could, to be sure, count on the full
support of his colleague,* and it was in fact together with him that he pre-
sented his legislation, but he was beset by general hostility from the nobeles
who were unable to acquiesce calmly in his brutal coup d'étar. On the one
hand, his reforms followed in the wake of Livian reformism; on the other,
he had learned the lesson of Sulpicius’ example and distrusted reforms
effected through tribunician legislation. Sulla’s work was dictated by the
need to reinforce the Senate’s authority. This explains the measures to limit
the power of the tribunes and to ensure that every bill submitted either 1o
the comitia centuriate or the tribal assemblies should carry the aucroritas
patrurn. But apparently Sulla also revived the comitia centuriara in its older
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structure, as it had existed before the reform of the third century ne, a struc-
ture which emphasized the privileges of the wealthiest elasses.’® This measure
is extremely important since it gave political power to the upper classes of
the ex-allies. Certainly, Sulla was very much aware of their demands and
sympathetic to their ambitions. We know that during the Social War a
whole legion of Samnites had collaborated with him™ and it was commanded
by one of the most influential people in the district, Minatus Magius of
Aeclanum. In the tribunician elections for 87 e, which perhaps fall before
the riots of Sulpicius, a Magius who is commonly held to be the son of
Minatus secured election, probably with Sulla’s help.™

However, the most significant item is the reform of the Senate which
Sulla proposed.® This provided for the admission of three hundred new
members, chosen from those of the highest worth and certainly from the
Equites primarily. Since the source does not tell us that the jurors had to be
taken from this new Senate, and since therefore the lex Plautia remained in
force, it seems clear that Sulla’s proposals were an exact repetition of Drusus’
plan to associate the Equites with government responsibility. The increased
authority which the Senate acquired gave a special significance to this
extension to the Equites. These reforms of Sulla and Pompeius Rufus prob-
ably mark a return to the programme which had been interrupted and com-
promised by Sulpicius Rufus’ change of direction. The earlier legislative
programme entrusted to the tribunate was now handed over to, and carried
through by, the consuls. In this connexion the further item attested by Livy,
Per. LXXVIL, that Sulla founded some colonies,™ has often been rejected by
critical scholars bur is intelligible as an anempt by Sulla, following the
precedent of 91 B¢, to curry favour with the urban Plebs by a colonial law
thar was presumably similar to that of Livius Drusus.

The basic principles of Sulla’s policy did not change even after the war in
the East and the civil war. The process of integrating the novi cives was now
irreversible and the most that could have been done was an obstruction of
the kind perhaps effected by the nabilitas afrer 79 Bg, the blocking of the
appointment of censors down to 70.% But Sulla had no intention of acting in
such a way; rather it was in his interest to recognize the simation and to
make use of it, and this all the more since, as has been said, it must have
fitted in with his own ideas.® In the letter sent to the Senate towards the end
of Bs 8.5 Sulla was already declaring that as far as the nowr cives were con-
cerned he had no complaint to make against them, thereby clearly recognizing
all the measures which had been passed in their interest during his ahsence,
and which had simply revived Sulpicius’ legislation. When he landed in Italy
in 83 he appears to have made arrangements with the individual peoples of
Ttaly confirming his recognition of the fus suffragii granted to them,™ and he
continued this policy during the war.® In the meetings berween Sulla and
Y. Cornelius Scipio Asiagenus, the consul of 83, fnter Cales er Teanum, the



Drusus and Sulla’s Reforms  (pp. 396-398) 137

two de euctoritate senatus, de siffragiis popult, de iure civitatis leges inter se et
condiciones contulerunt® It seems certain that they reached an agreement; in
any case, the solutions which Sulla devised for these problems in 82-31 ne
in his dictatorship refpublicae constituendae were a return to the legislation of
88, with allowances made for the different historical siruation.®! The Senate
was, indeed, completed and doubled in number by the addition of three
hundred Equites, but among them were a large number of Sulla’s followers,
both old eitizens and new.®? Characteristically the procedure adopted for
enlarging the Senate was probably identical with that employed to recruit
the juries of the guaestiones under the Jex Plautia tudiciaria of 89.5 The pre-
eminence of the Senate was re-established over the comitia, but Sulla made
generous use of the latter, where the newi cives were bound to be very
numerous; it should not be forgotten that the dictatorship of Sulla carried
with it censorial powers.® The reorganization of the guaestiones restored
the jury-courts to the new Senate, just as Drusus had proposed. The
theory — which goes back to a hostile ancient tradition — of Sulla’s anim-
osity towards the equestrian class has been shown to be without foundartion;%
one should rather speak of a favourable attitude on Sulla’s part towards the
uites.

Sulla showed no great originality and he was a long way from being an
extremist, He followed Drusus’ example and endeavoured to divert into
traditional channels the forces of the nove cives whose importance he had come
to understand and wvalue. His hope was to re-establish the government of the
oligarchy.

It remains to evaluate Sulla’s treatment of the traditional political groups at
Rome, and for this Cicero's speech pro Sex. Roscio Amerino is fundamental;
it is the earliest direct evidence we possess for the period of Sulla’s dicrator-
ship. A well-known interpretation of it was given by Carcopino® which
placed the trial of Roscius and the speech in 79 Bc and saw them as a decisive
move against the dictator, made by the aobifiras led by the Metelli, which
finally compelled Sulla to ahdicate. This seems very forced. It is linked also
with his theory — which is in my view unacceptable — that Sulla attempted to
become king.® In fact, most recent scholarship has rightly confirmed the
date of the trial as falling in 80 ne, the year of Sulla’s second consulship with
Metellus Pius.®® Some passages of the speech probably adumbrate the pos-
sibility that Sulla had already laid aside the dictatorship at the end of the
previous year, 81 BC.5?

Furthermore, the theory of E. Badian™ is, to my mind, one-sided and
exagperated. On his view the case of Sextus Roscius represents a successful
attempt by the nobifitas to revive with new strength the traditional links of
clientela with the Italian nobilities. These had been compromised by the
emergence of new patterns of power, like that created by the influential
freedman Chrysogonus. Badian interprets Cicero's victory as a lasting success
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which opened Sulla’s eyes to the dangers incurred in humbling the nobilizas
to the advantage of his own devotees.

It is my view, as it is the view of others,™ that the importance of Roscius’
trial has been exaggerated, and that even the political impact of Cicero’s
speech must be kept within very modest limits. The reality of Cicero's
‘opposition’ to Sulla is itself questionable. That his journey to Greece was
motivated by fear of Sulla is a statement without foundation,™ and we must
wait until after the Ides of March, 44 BC to find any pronouncement by
Cicero, and a clearly tendentious one given the political context, about his
resistance to Sulla.™ In 7o Bc Sulla’s work is mentioned by Cicero with a
significant degree of sympathy.™ Nor can we evade the serious question,
already asked by Drumann and Thne,™ whether the text of the pro Roscio, as
it has come down to us, is not a product of later elaboration and has inserted
into it additions and modifications. J. Humbert's studies appear to have
demonstrated the truth of this suggestion,™ and we may doubt whether the
whole speech can be taken to reflect a single political situation that can be
precisely located in the year 8o se.

The contradictions in the speech seem flagrant., Sulla is several times
exculpated from the charge of rascality levied against his satellites,” but
sarcasm is evident when Cicero compares Sulla with Jupiter™ and in the
play on words when dealing with his felicitas.™ Cicero recognizes Sulla’s
achievement in restoring the res publica,® but the cruelty and injustice of the
times are mentioned on several occasions in more or less veiled hines® and
at some points Cicero’s attacks on the proscriptions are extremely open.®?
Even if, as was probably the case, Cicero could have spoken much more
freely than he suggests, and even if he has exapperated the pericufum arising
from the trial (which would come in any event from Chrysogonus and not
from Sulla),® the most vigorous attacks are almost certainly later additions
made at the time of publication of the speech. Taking, however, these points
into due consideration — and they must limit the effectiveness the speech had
at the tirne as a piece of polemic — it would still seem that the anitude of the
nobilitas, as it appears in the text, was not as unanimous as is usually believed.
It may well be doubted whether Cicero could, in fact, at the beginning and
end of his speech® have so bluntly reviled the nobiles for their meanness and
cowardice, dispuised by their pretext that they would not and eould not
defend Roscius because their arpuments were bound to be political and so
would have greater consequences than they intended — though it is true, as
has been noted, that Cicero’s general tone towards the nobdfirar is rather
lukewarm and reserved.® Yer despite all this it is clear that there is an
identity between Roscius’ cause and that of the nobiliras*® and indeed he
affirms clearly that the restoration of the aobilitas effected by Sulla’s dicrator-
ship will become reality only if resistance is offered to the excessive powers
of komines postremi, men who had come to the fore in politics by gaining
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wealth in the massacres and confusion of the civil war.*” The orator, then,
is aware that the cause of the nobifitas had not emerged from the civil war and
Sulla’s restoration in undisputed triumph, and therefore thinks the ahsence
of the nediles from the trial is all the more blameworthy, but he cannot be
thought to atmbute responsibility for this situatdon to Sulla; rather, the
blame is distinctly assigned to the nobiliras itself. § 140 of the speech is decisive,
for it suggests that there was a section of the nobdfitas that defended Chryso-
gonus and identified their own cause with his.3™ These plainly cannot be the
same nobiles who, according to Cicero, kept silent for fear of the freedman’s
power and the injustice of the times; indeed, his emphasis on the fact that
they equestrem splendorem pati non potwerunt seems to equate this group rather
with the more conservative and reactionary elements of the oligarchy, the
men responsible for the failure of Drusus’ policies. Nor should it he for-
gotten that those nodifes who profited from the war and the proscriptions
had been on Chrysogonus’ side, and it may be nearer the truth to suggest
that the attacks on illicit gains were intended to strike at these as well, in
particular Crassus.®®

In this complex simation, packed as it is with nuances, what is Sulla’s
position? A very important passage of the pro Roscio, which one would wish
were clearer,” tells us that the Senate was reluctant to assume (suscipere) the
initiative for the proscriptions. Plutarch’s Life of Sulla, which in this section
is hostile to the dictator, provides evidence in partial agreement with Cicero;
he states that the proscription lists were indeed decided in the Senate,
perhaps to put an end to indiscriminate slaughter, but only after a rather
lively sitting in which a C. Metellus had played an important part,”® and then
adds that the initiative was Sulla’s own® Although we lack any precise
chronological clues, it is quite probable that this took place before Sulla’s
completion and doubling of the Senate.™ It is typical that we find the Senate
in November 82 Be still displaying an independent attitude rowards Sulla,
and it may be recalled thar already in 88 it had been at loggerheads with him
as consul;* this occurred after his march on Rome and his abandonment by
all his officers.™ Furthermore, recent studies of the period of Cinna agree
that there was a certain hackground of support for him from traditional
political groups, and that only quite late in the day was Sulla able to emerge
as the defender of legality and the oligarchy.®®

But the pro Roscio also lays emphasis on the policy of compasitio which
some enlightened nobiles such as Q. Scaevola had tried to impose® Cicero
himself explicitly states that his collaboration with Sulla dated from the time
when attempts at mediation and agreement had failed;*" it was almost, one
might say, the choice of a lesser evil, Such a widespread movement, aimed at
averting the outbreak of civil war, cannot be ignored, and in my opinion
Sulla himself joined it in all sincerity; the truce mentioned above, by which
an exchange of ideas and policies rook place between the consul Scipio and
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Sulla®™ and which resulted in some sort of agreement,* broke down, but the
responsihility for this falls on the shoulders of Sertorius.'% In this connexion
it is not without significance that Sulla chose L. Valerius Flaccus as his
magister equituml™ who as interrex had made him dictator;'% as princeps
Senatus afrer 86 BC he had in 85 or 84 been one of the most convinced
advocates of the policy of conciliation and concord 1%

It is impossible to tell how widely or how sincerely the oligarchy was
committed to the dictator’s reforms, Sisenna, the pro-Sullan historian, spoke
of extensive popular support for the dictatorship!™ and defended Sulla's
handiwork even in the decade after 79 pe,'™ while the politcal pamphleteers
could extol the dictator as the new Romulus.'% M. Aemilius Lepidus, in the
speech which Sallust makes him deliver in his Histories,'" acknowledged
that with Sulla there were homines maxumi nominis'™ The idea that a
dictator was needed to reform the state seems itself to have been discussed
in high political circles since the time of the Gracchi.'®™

As has been observed, Sulla’s plans were directed to innovation, to secure
a renewal and strengthening of older tradition."'® But not everybody at the
time understood;*! the terrible afflictions of the civil war with its almost
inevitable consequences had filled men's minds with horror. Yet Sulla
certainly distinguished his own responsibilities from those of the profiteers
among his followers, The selfish illegalities perpetrated by Crassus in
Bruttium at the time of the proscriptions brought him into disgrace with the
dictator.!? Perhaps for the same reason M. Aemilius Lepidus came into sharp
conflict with Sulla."*? Cicero, therefore, is not wrong to exclude the dictator’s
participation in the Roscius affair. The pericalum of the trial, even if exag-
gerated by Cicero, and the cruelty of the period had their origin in characters
like Chrysogonus and their satellites, not in Sulla.

In any event Cicero's speech does not seem to me to give us evidence for,
or indications of, hostility either by the nobilitas or a section of it vowards
Sulla, Cicero's polemic is directed against a state of affairs in which the worst
elements were reaping profits, counting on others' fear and their own
impuniry. '

To paraphrase some famous lines of the greatest poet in the English
language, it may be said that I have come here 1o praise Sulla, not to bury
him nor to rehearse yet again the harshest charges of a cruel tyranny and a
fierce despotism, after the fashion of hostile ancient tradition. Yet I would
accept that Sulla had some responsibility; it is of a different kind, and was
authoritatively set out in Sallust’s Histories.!'® He was the first to avail him-
self of the opportunities afforded by the new professional army, and he
believed thar he could base his own work of enlightened reform above all
on the strength and well-tried loyalty of his troops, The example of Livius
Drusus must have shown him that to revive the state with no more than the
support of traditional political forces was now impossible, uncertain and
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divided as they were. But history teaches us how wrong is the justification
of the man who declares that he has ‘uscito dalla legalitd soltanto per
rientrare nel diritto” ;71131 ag Sir Ronald Syme has well put it, “Sulla could not
abolish his own example',11¢

The reservation remains a grave one, yet I believe that one should see in
Sulla a man who put into effect the programme of the moderate oligarchs
and who, once his task was done, renounced the dictatorship of his own free
will. Rather this than the grim restorer of an outmoded reality'? or the
conscious model for future dynasts, wreathed in charismatic haloes and with
their course set for monarchical absolutism.!'®



(pp. 407-405)

v
The Equestrian Class

and Sulla’s Senate”

The losses suffered by the Roman Senate between 9r and 81 Bc were
extremely serious, and the number of 200 senators who died, as given by
Qrosius, V 22, 4, and by Eutropius, V ¢, 2, certainly represents the truth,
According to Appian, BC I re3, 482, the senators who lost their lives be-
cause of Sulla, that is to say in the civil war from 83 to 82 and in the pro-
scriptions, numbered ninety. The difference between the number given by
Orosius and Eutropius and that of Appian will cover, in addition perhaps to
those who died a natural death, those who fell during the Social War or were
massacred by the Marians between 86 and 82 Bc (App. BCI 72, 332 f.: 88,
403 £3.1 However, one can only make a rough estimate of the number of
senators still alive in 81 BC since one must reckon with the leerio of 86 BC
which must to a large extent have replaced the losses suffered by the Senate
down to that year;® it may in any case be supposed that it had been reduced
to not more than 150 members.®

After Sulla the Senate consisted of 6oo members.* It follows that the
dictator had introduced about 450 new senators into the Senate. As is well-
known, two different views of the way in which Sulla supplemented the
Senate have come down to us. Appian, who is the more detailed, says tha
in 81 BC Sulla introduced about 300 new members into the Senate, chosen
éx v dplorwy inméwr (1 100, 468), and Livy, Per. LXXXIX (senarum
ex equestri ordine supplevir), agrees with him. However, Sallust, BC 37, 6,
asserts that there were gregarn mulites among the Sullan senators, and his
evidence seems confirmed by Dion. Hal. V 77, 5, who says that Sulla
Bovdiy éx Téw émruydvTay avfpaimor ouréoryoe.

Attempts so far made to decide which of the two versions® is in error seem
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to have been unsuccessful. We can, indeed, draw up a list of more or less
probable Sullan senators,® but the evidence of a hundred such cases will
not entitle us to draw general conclusions valid for all who were introduced
into the Senate by Sulla, the more so because the list is necessarily almost
wholly made up by studying the cursus of magistrates in the decade 8o—0
BC.

However, a closer examination of the problem allows us, I believe, 1o
reach a satisfactory solution. Sulla’s measures for the reorganization of the
Roman state in 81 Bc (App. I 100, 466-8) were essentially only a revival of
the measures which Sulla himself as consul had taken in 88 B¢ topether with
his colleague Q. Pompeius Rufus (App. I 59, 266—7) and which had been
annulled a little later by the Marians (App. T 73, 339).* Now, among the
provisions of 88 Bc appears the following: xarédefar €c To SovAevrijpiov,
advyarlparrdraroy &y Tite pddiora dv kol mapd roilir’ edkaradpdimrov,
dfpdovs éx Tdv dplorwr dvlpdy TpLakoaiovs.

The Senate by 88 BC may have suffered losses as a consequence of the
Social War and there is a doubt whether the censors of 92 and 89 nc had
conducted the leczio;” for all that, it is wholly incredible that the Senate in 88
was reduced to a state similar to that of 81 se. It is known, in fact, that in g1
it was almost a full house (App. I 35, 158);' hence we feel no little surprise
that the number of 300 new senators should not have differed in 88 and 81,!!
when the Senate’s situation must have been very different. This is all the more
likely because, as I have already said, a conservative caleulation makes it
probable that Sulla’s new senators of 81 were a far higher number. Further-
more, the same number of 300 crops up again in App. I 35, 158, in connexion
with the judiciary law of the tribune of 91 Be, M. Livius Drusus, under which
knights were to be chosen dpearidny and introduced into the Senate; the
object of increasing the number of senators was not that the number was
then too small (Appian’s claim that the Senate was reduced to only 300
members Sud rds ordoes is a notorious error since joo was the normal
number) but that Drusus wanted to hand over the Sikaorjpia to a Senate
doubled in number.

Furthermore, it should not be forgotten that according to Plutarch’s
version (Gracchi 26, 1), with which to a certain extent Livy, Per. LX, is in
agreement, the judiciary law of Caius Gracchus would also have envisaged
the admission (mpookarédefer) of 300 knights into the Senate and the
handing over of rds kpileets 1o the new Senate of Goo members.

There must be a suspicion that Sulla in 88, and also in 81, had in mind
the problem of the composition of the jury-courts in the guaestiones perpetuae,
and he in fact handed them over to the new Senate after §1. Therefore
Appian’s evidence — and also that of the Livian Periocha for 81 — alludes to
an extraordinary supplementation of the Senate with that end in view. This
suspicion seems confirmed by the fact that Appian uses the same word
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mpookaradéper to indicare the supplementation of the Senate proposed
by Drusus (I 45, 158 and 159) as he does for those of Sulla in 88 and 81 BC
(I 59, 267 and 100, 468: xarTadéyew at 59, 267); this corresponds to the
Latin adlegere and points to an increase in the number of Senators over and
above what was normal,?

From this we can deduce a very probable explanation of the difficulty I
have mentioned above of reconciling the number of 300 new senators given
by Appian with that far higher number which is required to reach the total
of 6oo members of the post-5Sullan Senate. As Willems already observed, with
some hesitation,”® Sulla must initially have reviewed the normal list of 300
senators, completing it with those magistrates who had ended their term of
office after the last Jectéo, that of 86 Be. So far Willems: but the magistrates
from 86 to 81 B would certainly not have been sufficient in number for this
purpose. Furthermore, they must have been mainly if not wholly Marians
and many would have died on the batilefield or been murdered in the pro-
scriptions or for some reason or other praeterizi. The normal supplementa-
tion of the Senate, up to 300, was probably carried out in a different way,
and here it may be useful to remember the evidence of Sallust: mufti memores
Sullanae victoriae, quod ex gregarits militibus alios senatores videbant, . .. When
in 216 BC it was necessary to undertake an extraordinary fectio of the Senate
which had been greatly reduced by the losses of the Hannibalic War (Livy,
XXIIT 22, 1-2), the dictator nominated for the task, Q. Fabius Buteo, also
entered in the list of senators members ex &, guf magistratus (nony cepissent,
qui spolia ex hoste fixa domi haberent aut civicam coronam accepissent.'® [t may
easily be supposed that Sulla acted in a similar way'® and that entry into the
Senate was the reward for many of his braver officers, for example L.
Fufidius, who according to Orosius (V 21, 3: the MSS. give Fursidius) was
primiplaris. It goes without saying that many of them certainly came from
the lower classes of society; hence we can explain Dionysius’ point.

Appian’s evidence (and that of the Periocka) is, however, a different
matter, Le. the doubling of the Senate’s numbers. The Senate, already
brought up to strength, was now doubled by the admission of 300 knights.
How was this adlectio to take place? As far as concerns the plan of 88 Bc -
of which, as I have said, thar of 81 Bc was only a renewal — we do not know.
We are equally ignorant of the way in which Drusus in g1 would have
selected the 300 members of the equestrian class for admission to the Senate,
and in fact the requirement rives afidrepor dokotiow €s Tods Tpraxoaiovs
raradeyfivar (App. I 35, 161) was one of the factors which contribured most
to the alienation of the equestrian class from Drusus. According to Plutarch,
Caius Gracchus was himself to have power to choose the 300 knights whom
his law (in Plutarch’s version) admitted to the Senate {Gracehi 27, 1).

Now Appian, I 100, 468, after saying that Sulla in 81 introduced 300
knights into the Senate, adds: rals dwdais avadods ffidov wepl éxdaron,
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It is not clear how the tribes came to be involved, and Appian’s evidence
has even been doubted,'® hut of course wrongly so. It is usually held that
Sulla, simply as a formality, submitted the list of new senators he had pre-
pared to the comitia tributa for approvall” However, it is probable that
Appian’s phrase refers to a more complex procedure and so should be inter-
preted differently. Mommsen in a note in the Staatsrechs (I 189, n. 2) was
certainly on the right lines in thinking that Appian does not allude to
election in the normal comitéa tributa but that the passage must be related to
what we know about the nomination of citizens, made by each tribe and in
equal number, to constitute colleges of jurymen. This system is known to us
from its use in appointing jurymen for the tribunal of the Centumyire.
According to Festus (p. 159 Lindsay, Glassardia) cum essent Romae triginta et
gutngue tribus . . . terni ex singulis tribubus sunt electt ad wdicandum, qui
centumyviri appellati sunt; et licet quingue amplius quam centurn fuerint, tamen,
quo factlins nominarentur, centumvire sunt dice'® Siill more important for our
purposes is the lex Plautia fudiciaria of 89 Bc which was based on this
principle. Asconius, tm Cornelianam, 1 p. 61, 31-6 Stangl, sayvs: M. Plautius
Selvanus tr. pl. Cn. Pompeio Strabone L. Porcio Catone coss., secundo anno
belli fralici, cum equester ordo in iudiciis dominaretur, legem tulit adivvantibus
nobilibus; quae lex vim eam habuit quam Cicero significat:'® nam ex ea lege
tribus singuloe ex suo numero quinos denos suffragiv ecreabant gqui ¢o anno
tudicarent. ex o factum est Wt senatores quOGLE In €0 ALMEra estent, et quidam
etiam ex ipsa plebe.™”

It is very probable that Appian’s evidence also refers to a nomination of
this kind, and the dudi vots rpiaxooiovs of roo, 468, may indeed show,
in conjunction with the passage of Festus which has heen cited, that the new
senators were not exactly joo, but a few more or a few less. It may be
supposed with Mommsen (SA IIT 189, n. 2} that each tribe nominated
8 senators, in which case the total would have been 280; better perhaps is a
nomination of g9, making 315 in all. Of course Sulla would have taken the
precaution of presenting the names of the candidates previously selected to
each tribe; the tribes’ only role would have been to vote on these.*!

If the argument so far is valid, it must follow that the passages of Appian
and the Epitomator, Per. LXXXIX, on the one side, and of Sallust and
Dionysius on the other, are not contradictory but refer to two different
aspects of Sulla’s treatment of the Senate.

We can now consider the difference which, following the evidence of
Appian, we have observed between Sulla’s measures of 88 and 81. In the
former case the 300 senators were chosen €k Tév dplorarv dedpdw (59,
267), in the latter éx 7dv aploran irméwr (100, 468). Do the two phrases
refer to the same thing? I am aware how dangerous it is to base an argument
on Appian's uncertain terminology, but if we bear in mind that Appian’s
narrative of the Sullan civil war comes more or less directly from Livy,*
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I think it possible to deduce from these two different pieces of evidence thar
Sulla introduced some modification in 81 to what he had arranged in 88, In
fact it is highly likely that, as was the case with the new juries of the judiciary
law of C. Gracchus, so the new senators proposed by Drusus in 91 and by
Sulla in 88 and 81, who the sources say were selected from the knights, came
from those citizens who possessed a census qualification of a given sum;
this sum will have corresponded to the so-called census eguester.®® In the
measure of 83 Sulla presumably intended to adhere to the provisions of the
lex Plautia of the previous year,®™ by which jurors could be nominated
etiam ex ipsa plebe (that is to say, those who were neither senators nor
knights),® and thus had proposed thar in the nomination of the new senators
by individual tribes — I put this forward as a hypothesis — men should be
selected from citizens who had a rating at least equivalent to that of the first
class; choice was not confined to those who were in possession of an
equestrian census.

This view presupposes a plan on Sulla’s part to strengthen the class-
structure of the Roman state, and can perhaps find some sort of parallel in
the modifications to the lex dureliz introduced by Pompey’s judiciary law
of 55 B¢.2 It would be consonant with Sulla’s other measure of 88 by which
the connexion between tribes and centuries in the comitia centuriata was
abolished; under that measure the type of organization (the Servian) by
which the knights and the first class were sufficient to form a voting majority
was restored to that assembly (App. I 59, 266, with some very interesting
comments on the need for power to remain in the hands of the propertied
classes).?” Afier the interruption of the civil wars Sulla revived the legislative
proposals of 88 and — to follow Appian - recruited his new senators from a
more restricted cirele; he returned purely and simply to Drusus’ plan, just
as he made no attempt to revive the earlier modifications to the comiza
centuriata which the Marians had abolished along with the other laws of
Sulla.

The problem which must now be considered is this: how are we to
interpret the equestrian origin claimed for the new senators by Appian and
by Livy® Since it is a commonplace in the ancient tradition that Sulla hated
the equestrian class and this harred took the form of savage persecutions,®
it has indeed been thought that the dictator recruited the 00 new senators
from the eighteen centuries of the eguites equo publico which at that time
contained the sons of senatorial families.® This explanation relies on nothing
more than a schematic identification of the whole equestrian class with the
pars Mariana, which is surely untenable; in particular this is so when we
consider how the equestrian class had increased in size by the admission into
it of ex-allies following on the Social War, and how friendly relationships
had been established between Sulla and a large number of these aovs cfves !
Other evidence, not least the list of probable Sullan senators which I have
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mentioned above, offers confirmation that Sulla introduced some repre-
sentatives of the upper commercial class, and therefore Equites, into the
Senate.* Finally, we may reasonably assume that the knight T. Pomponius
Atticus who, on leaving Rome during the Cinnan pericd to live in Athens,
there met Sulla returning from the East and was on excellent terms with him
(Nepaos, Atticus 2, 2 and 4, 1—2), was not the only case of this kind; a large
proporton of the ‘emigration’ to Sulla will have consisted of members of
the wealthier classes,®

Some useful distinctions should therefore be made, and we should take the
view that a large part of the equestrian class, those men who were socially
distinguished (the wealthiest), involved in commerce and contracts in the
East, had either been with Sulla from the beginning or had joined him when
he showed that he could repel the invasion of Mithridates, The theory that
the reorganization of the taxes carried out by Sulla in the province of Asia
(Cic. pro Flacco, y2; ad Quint. fr. | 1, 33; App. Mithr. 62, 259-60) led to the
exclusion of the publicani® seems in fact to have no support in our evidence.

The new Senate now consisted of 6oo members; a large number of Sulla’s
own officers were admitted as a reward for loyal service during the wars in
the East and against the Marians, and joo0 knights elected by the tribes were
also included in it. To this body Sulla re-transferred the task of supplying
the juries in the guaestones perpetuae (Cic. div. in Caec, 8; ¢d. 1 Ferr. y7-40;
49 and passim; Vell. 1 32, 2; Tac. Ann. X1 22, 6).%%

The inclusion then, of o0 knights in the Senate was an isolated and
exceptional measure, made immediately and unavoidably necessary by the
need to supply an appropriate number of jurors for the quaestiones. For the
future the recruitment of the Senate would be conducted in the traditional
manner, by the entry of magistrates at the end of their vear of office.

The increase in the Senate’s numbers naturally meant that the number of
magistrates had to be enlarged as well to fill the vacancies occurring annually
in the House. Sulla therefore raised the number of quaestors from 8 to 20,
Tacitus (Ann. XI 22, 6) says in fact: post lege Sullae viginei creatt supplendo
seratii, cui tudicta rradiderat. This passage has given rise to two views which
have found wide acceptance but are certainly erroneous. The first states that
the concession of the fus sententice dicendae (0 quaestorsy dates from Sulla.
But we must above all be clear that the passage of Tacitus is part of a short
history of the quaestorship; he sets out the successive increases in the
number of quaestors in answer to the state’s needs. In this case it is to pro-
vide an increased number of senators, which in turn was necessitated by the
transfer of the fudicie to them. Not only is there no mention of any grant
of the fus sententiae dicendae at the time of this increase, but it seems an
obvious presupposition that the quaestorit already possessed the sus, and this
moreover can be proved independently.®

The second inference which some have wanted to draw from Tacitus is
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that the increased number of quaestors led to an ‘automatic’ recruitment of
the Senate, and this made it possible for Sulla — who had other reasons for
this as well — to abolish the censorship.®” It is not clear why there should be
mention of an ‘automatic’ recruitment;® it was long since established that
the curule magistrates, and then the others, had the right to enter the
Senate after the year of their magistracy, first acquiring the fus sententize
dicendae, and then at the next census being enrolled in the list of senators
{unless the censors for some reason wanted to pass them over — practerire).
Even if the guaestorii had not already possessed the fus sententige dicendae,
Sulla’s measure would not have involved any innovation; this is all the more
true since they did already possess that right. That Sulla suppressed the
censorship, either in fact or by law, cannot be supported by any ancient
text,™ and arises only from the observed fact that afier Sulla there were no

censors until 7o sed

Five years had passed since the last censorship (86 8c) and Sulla did not
proceed to the election of new censors; this does not look like a definite plan
to suppress the censorship for all time to come,* but seems fully explicable
in that Sulla, as dictator legrbus seribundis et rei publicae constituendae (App. |
99, 462), preferred to carry out the functions himself (as he could do in his
position) ot to get others to do the job for him. This was so not only with
regard to the Senate but also apparently with regard to the letring of con-
tracts {Cic. IT Ferr. 1, 130: 80 BC),* locarones and auctioning of Asian
vectigalia; for it seems likely that the indefinite formula of the S.C. Je
Asclepiade of 78 Bc (Riceobono, FIRA? no. 35), line 6 of the Latin text
{= line 23 of the Greek) ma|gistrat|us nostri quetguomgue Asiam Euboeam
locabunt vectigalve Asiae | Euboeae imponent],* recognizes that these functions
had recently been handled by other magistrates than the censors — i.e. by
Sulla (perhaps through his quaestor Lucullus? — Plut. Lucedl. 4, 1) — and
that this was to be reckoned with in the furure as well.#

Yet the problem of the confirmation of contracts and of tenders must have
become important at the quiquennial renewal in 75 Bc; a passage of Cicero
(II Ferr. 3, 18) shows that the tithe-contracts on the wine, oil and beans of
Sicily were transferred to Rome and the consuls were given the task by a
5.C.,% and we may infer, I think, from this that the consuls took charge of
the normal contracts (see also ied. 19: prudentissimi vire summe auctoritate
praedite (the consuls L. Octavius and C. Aurelius Cotta) quibus Senatus legum
dicendarum in locandis vectipalibus omnem potestatem permiserat populusque
Romanus idem fnsserat . . ).

Finally, it is to be noted that the lex Cornelia de sicariis er vemeficiis
repeatedly uses the formula queve in Senatu sententiam dixit dixerit (Cic. pro
Cluentio, 148) and this seems to exclude any intention on Sulla's part to
abolish the censorship for the future; in that case all senators entering the
House after 81 B¢ would have remained for ever in the condition of having
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only the fus sententiae dicendae without being on any official list of senators —
even if in fact such a condition presumably did not amount ro a disqualifica-
tion, for example, for the purpose of heing selected as a juror.*® On the other
hand, the revision of the Senate that was annually to be undertaken by a
magistrate charged with allocating the guaestiones to the senatorial decuries
must on no account be confused with the powers of the censors in holding
the fectio ¥

If, then, appointment of censors was deferred per plurimos annos (ps. Asc.
p. 189, 22 f. Stangl), i.e. in 75 B, the reason must be sought not in any design
of Sulla’s but in the fortuitous interest of the oligarchy which governed
Rome from 8o to 70 Bc.*® Their fear - which cannot be said to be without
foundation — in all probability centred on possible changes in the Roman
electoral body. Indeed, the censors of 7o 8¢, who were allies of Pompey,*
are famous for the severity they showed in purging the Senate (whatever the
truth that this stemmed from their political position the severity could be
justified by a need to weed out those who were notoriously inveolved in
scandals of judicial corruption).™" Yet the most significant feature of their
censorship was certainly the extensive registration of citizens, whose numbers
leapt from 463,000 in 86 Bc (Hieron. p. 151 Helm; Eunsebius, VII 13 to
gro,c00 (Livy, Per. XCVIIT; Phleg. fr. 12, 6 Jacoby, Fgr. 1B, p. 1164).
Cicera indeed (I Ferr. 54) says of that year: cum haec frequentia torius Jtaltae
Roma discesserit, quae convenit uno tempore undigue comitiorum, Iudorum
censendigue cause (see ps. Asc. p. 222, 11 Stangl). It is practically cerrain that
the censors were along way from registering all the ex-allies now transformed
inta efves® by the laws de cfvitare of 90 and 89 nc and the Marian measures
of 87 (Gran. Licin. p. 20, r1 Flemisch; App. I 68, 310), which were later
recognized by Sulla (App. I 77, 352).%* None the less this was a great step
forward, compared with the deliberately slow pace at which the Senate had
until then proceeded in giving efiect to those laws.™

This tremendous influx of new citizens led to a substantial modification
in the electoral body; probably this was to Pompey’s advantage,® and
certainly it was to the disadvantage of the oligarchy which Sulla had restored.

The failure, then, to elect censors in 75 BC is part of the traditional
oligarchic policy wherehy, in a desperate attempt to defend their privileges,
they sought to contain the numerical preponderance of the nev céves which
they feared so much. At first they limited their enrolment to a few tribes®”
and then, when that barrier was breached, they suspended their registration
in the census, a manoeuvre by which the novi eives were prevented from
exercising the vote,

In contrast, Sulla’s policy seems much broader in concept. In 81 BC he
had not onlv admitted to the Senate members of the aristocracies and financial
classes of the Iralian cities but had also been ready o give timely recognition
to the rights of ex-allies which had been granted to them with the help of
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the Marians and had been opposed by the oligarchy (App. I 77, 352). Nor
had he hesitated to manumit and make citizens of ten thousand of his
enemies’ slaves (App. [ 100, 4697, a measure indeed difficult to reconcile with
oligarchic attitudes on the granting of citizenship (cf. Cie. pro Areh. 25;
Exup. 5). And so, perhaps, the increase in the number of citizens registered
in 70 BC should in part be credited to Sulla.
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V1

The ‘lex

Plotia agraria’™

Only Cicero (ad Aee. 1 18, 6: Januvary 20th, 6o Bc) explicitly mentions the
fex Plotia agraria: agraria (lex) autem promulgate est a Flavio sane levis
eadem fere quae fuit Plota' Uncertainty reigns, therefore, among historians
concerning its date,

L. Lange, taking over an argument put forward by previous scholars,
ascribed the law to the tribune M. Plautius Silvanus (8¢9 nc) and supposed
that it regulated the rewards of land given to soldiers of the Social War,
both old and new citizens alike.? Lange’s date was accepted by G. Rotendi,?
. Carcopino® and W. Schur.® However, the observations made long ago by
A. W. Zumpt® are undoubtedly still fully valid and militate against it; these
amounted to the point that, since according to Cicero the fex Plotia was
almost the same as the fex Flavia of 6o re, italso must have contained clauses
concerning the well-known possessiones Swllanae and it must therefore
certainly be referred to a period afier Sulla and possibly to that after the full
re-establishment of the tribunician power in 70 BC.

G. Niccolini, therefore, though only by way of hypothesis,” ascribed the
law to the legislative activity of a tribune Plautius known to us from the
rogatio Plautia de redivn Lepidanorum; he belonged either to the college of
70 or to that of 69 Bc.® We shall find that this suggestion can be entirely
substantiated.

In fact, not only the dating of the law but also — and this is whart chiefly
matters — its purpose is made clearer for us by a passage in Cassius Dio
which until now has not been fully exploited. Pompey in his suasio of the
lex Tulita agraria of 59 Bc? inter alfa made the following statement (Cass. Dio,
KXXVIL 5, 1—2): oth ey, édm, povos, a Kueplras, ra yeypapdvae Sorpdlw,

I5I
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We must clarify to what law Pompey is alluding in this speech, which
provided for the settlement of his veterans and those of a Metellus, H. 5.
Reimar in his valuable edition with commentary of Cassius Dio'™ thought
it was the rogatio Servilia of 63 BC and identified the Metellus of Dio with
Q. Caecilius Metellus Creticus. But the first sugpestion is certainly un-
tenable; apart from the very odd fact that Pompey should here refer to a
law directed against his interests, as Servilius Rullus’ law seems to have
been, there is ﬁbsolu[ei}f no mention in Cicero’s speeches de fege agrariz
either that the law had the purpose attributed to it in the Dio passage or that
it had been approved by the Senate. Finally — and this seems to me a decisive
proof — the rogatio Serviliz did not obtain the approval of the popular
assembly since a tribune interposed his veto against it!' while the law
mentioned in Dio i3 sald to have been approved. Further, in additon to
these arguments, an allusion by Pompey to Metellus Creticus is hardly
credible; a measure for the soldiers of Pompey and Creticus must be after
the return of Pompey from Asia, i.e. 61 Bg, but it was actually for the
purpase of rewarding his own seldiers that Pompey had the rogatio Flavia
proposed in 6o Bc and this proposal is compared by Cicero to the lex Plotia.
The latter cannot therefore refer ro Pompey's veterans of Asia and must be
regarded as preceding his Eastern campaigns, and therefore as coming before
66 BC. This is confirmed by the wretched state of the treasury (od yap
nimdper 7o Snpdaror) when the law mentioned by Pompey was approved,
for this goes well with the period prior to the wars in the East; after these,
as Pompey himself adds, the treasury mapmlovoor . . . péypove.!?

It is best, therefore, to revert to the hypothesis which Ed. Meyer put
forward in the form of a question,'® that Pompey in his speech referred to a
measure proposed after the war against Sertorius, The Merellus mentioned
by Dio is to be identified with Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius, consul in $o B,
who returned to Ttaly from Spain in 71 5.

Since, therefore, the law which Dio mentions must be placed between 71
and 66 Be it follows without doubt that it must be identified with the Jex
Piona of Cicero, which has already been very plausibly referred to Plautius,
tribune in 70 or 69. In my view, 70 B& wounld be preferable for the following
reasons: (1) in 70 Pompey was consul with Crassus, and a measure for his
veterans could have received his full support; (2) in the early months of 70,
on the most likely view,' there occurred the dishandment of Pompey's
army, back from the Spanish campaigns against Sertorius, and we may infer
that not long after came the measure to reward them. However, the measure
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itself could not be put into effect because of lack of funds: % 8dows adrijs
(iLe. Ty 49s) dvefdnly. The veterans, as Pompey’s speech seems to
show, were not rewarded until 59 Be.
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VII

Review of A. |. Toynbee,
"‘Hannibal’s Legacy’, Oxford 1965°

—_— T ——————

This is a majestic work, outstanding for the wealth of its scholarship, the
force of its arguments and the depth of its historical and political thoughe.
Clearly evident are the love and passion of the great historian who has
devoted half a century of investigation and reflection to his undertaking and
who has finally entrusted his arguments and his findings to a great and
enduring monument,

Volume I takes in Rome and Italy before the coming of Hannibal,
Volume II concerns itself with the consequences of the Hannibalic War as
they affected Rome and Italy. The author is never content to accept the
conclusions of previous scholars even when they are generally taken as
established and even when he himself ends by agreeing with them; his wish
is always to re-study everything patiently and in detail, or ar least to set
again before the reader all the data surrounding any problem, both the
ancient evidence and the modern discussion. As a result, a large number of
appendices concern themselves with problems some of which, prima facte,
are secondary or rather remote from the subject of his research (for example,
those on the Etruscans, on the value of the tradition reparding Rome's
foreign policy in the decades that immediately followed the burning of the
city by the Gauls, or on the Romano—Carthaginian treaties), Other im-
portant and complicated problems are treated directly and in full detail in
the text: for example, the reliability of Livy’s figures for the Roman armies
of the period 218-167 Be; the size of Rome's armed forces in the second
century 8¢; and the calculation of comparative Roman and allied fighting
strengths. In this respect Toynbee's work is a valuable quarry of original

* RETC ®CVI 1968, 6875,
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research on detailed points, and it will rightly be used as such; it iz not
possible here, even in passing, to mention the limitless contributions it
offers. Scholars will be aware that they can consult it with profit and, despite
inevitable disagreements, with confidence.

Toynbee's basic interpretation of Roman and Ttalian history of the third
and second centuries Bc may, I think, be summed up as follows. The
political unification of the Italian peninsula which had been substantally
achieved by Rome by the eve of the First Punic War had not been accom-
panied by those reforms of the political, economic and social structure
which would have brought Rome and Ttaly up to the level of Carthage and
the Hellenistic states in political and social development. The two major
Romano—Carthaginian Wars (the unity of the period of these two wars is a
key concept for Toynbee and he is fully justified in emphasizing it) com-
pletely shook the Romano-Ttalian confederacy, and brought in their train
those structural changes which, because they were unforeseen and imposed
by force of circumstances and so had to be endured by the governing class,
were realized only with some difficulty and met every kind of opposition.
Out of them developed the revolutionary phase of Rome's history from the
Gracchi onwards; this appeared, outwardly at any rate, to find a peaceful
outcome in Augustus’ compromise, while in reality it undermined the very
foundations of the Roman Empire which were thus compromised from the
outset.

This interpretation arises out of a comparison between Romano-[ralian
society of the third century Bc and that of the second cenmry which the
English historian has patiently reconstructed in all irs aspects. He has pro-
vided a minute, accurate and fully acceptable picture of the Romano-Italian
confederacy of 266 Bc in its various constituent parts. In doing so he has
singled out those which, in his view, were elements of intrinsic weakness,
whether of an environmental, political, social or economic kind. On this
assessment it is permissible to express disagreement.

Toynbee blames the Roman governing class for failure to develop the
Italian economy when faced with the more ‘modern’ economies of the
Hellenistic kingdoms, and for their inability to adapt the organization of the
Roman state, which was always tied to concepts of the city-state and a
citizen militia, to the new political demands (I 292—5). It may be objected
that these charges are the product of later experience and that they derive
mainly from ideas which are peculiar to ourselves. Can one, in fact, talk of a
germine political unification of Ttaly in 266 Be? And, even if one may do so,
can one expect the governing class of an ancient state of the third cenmry
BC to produce a planned economy? The Romano-Iwalian confederacy was a
statesmanlike arrangement, designed precisely to safeguard the city-state
structure of Rome (and of the other Italian states), and the precccupation of
the Roman governing class both then and later seems to have been not so
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much to maintain its own supremacy in the existing political system and
blindlv resist all reforms (I 306 £) as to see that this system should not
collapse owing to excessive territorial expansion. It needed time for the city-
state to be transformed into 2 municipal system. Certainly no Roman of the
third century rc could have thought of replacing the citizen militia by a
professional army, and the results of the Hannibalic War and of the wars
against the Hellenistic monarchies proved the overwhelming superiority of
the Roman military system.,

This unfavourable assessment of the Roman governing class of the third
century BC is also connected with the theory, often maintained and now
supported by Toynbee, that the Romans failed to develop democratic forms
in political life; this was, he believes, prevented by the conservatism of the
aristocratic governing class, which was, however, insecure in its power
thanks to the revolutionary movements led by tribunes (I 140) I do not
believe that the political struggles in third-century Rome, even granted the
lively conflicts between personalities and political principles, give an im-
pression of political instability within the ruling class, nor thar thar class had
closed its mind to new ideas or to the new problems posed by the situation
in Italy and the Mediterranean world. The competence with which it was
able to face the war with Hannibal is proof of its general efficiency. On the
other hand, political struggles were carried on above all on the basis of
factions of nobiles; although these from time to tme embodied various
political demands, which might even be popular demands of the moment,
one cannot claim that this represented a democratic development, the very
preconditions for which were lacking,

Toynbee paints a profoundly dramatic picture of the social consequences
of the Hannibalic War for Rome and the allies in the confederacy. Let me
say at once that, in my view, this picture is in its essentials correct, even
though not all will agree with the author that the consequences are still to
be seen in the many serious difficulties that today affect the Mezzogiorno.,
Although he pays special attention, as we shall see, to changes in the social
and economic structure, he also takes account of the political and spiritual
aspects of the second century. It is in this period that one can more properly
discern the growing rigidity of the Roman governing class and the con-
centration of power in the hands of the senatorial oligarchy, with censequent
loss to other elements of Roman political life; all this was due 1o the needs
imposed by the conduct of the war, and the situation did not subsequently
improve. Moreover, it is clear that the Romans began to interfere more and
more in their relations with allied communities, and this had a serious effect;
evidently the new demands of imperial policy made the contradictions with
the city-state pattern more conspicuous. However, if the process of ever
greater fusion of Rome with her allies that was started by the Hannibalic
War did not immediately produce a corresponding unification of laws
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among the individual members of the confederacy (IT 11}, we should reflect
that the future advantages of the Roman citizenship would hardly have been
apparent at the beginning of the second century Be, and one cannot speak
of a demand for it on the part of the allies. I repeat: it is difficult to expect
of the Roman governing class a plan to reform and restructure the state, as
De Sanctis did, though with fundamental differences, in a famous study
(‘Dopoguerra antica’, 4 & R N.5. 1 1920, 3-14 and 73-89; see also ‘Rivo-
luzione e reazione nell’etd dei Gracchi’, ded. II 1921, 209—37, and Gabba,
RETLXXVI 1964, 105 £}, a view which is taken up again by Toynbee; though
it is true, as Toynbee well shows, that new ideas and concepts deriving from
the Greek world were penetrating deeply into political life no less rhan into
literature, and were giving the Roman oligarchy a new vitality and a new
impetus which traditionalist forces proved able to control only in part and
then only for a time. Equally, although the spiritual and religious needs of
the masses were checked by the conservatism of the governing classes, the
ferment was too strong to be completely suppressed.

Toynbee's inquiry into the social and economic consequences of the
Hannibalic War and his conclusions therefrom are in my view fully per-
suasive, He has shown exceptionally clearly the process of *deracination’ of
the Roman and [talian peasantry from agriculture which was the result of
the war itself, of the extreme harshness of the levies and of the continuous
demands for large numbers of soldiers to fizht the wars of the second
century. There is no doubt that this is the fundamental cause of the collapse
of the traditional small peasant farms, much more than the ‘scorched earth’
strategy which the Romans pursued and the destruction that went with ir,
for the methods they used were far less scientific than those with which
contempotary events have made us familiar, Besides, the phenomenon of
urbanization, which took on a new importance during the war itself, must
have contributed to the creation of empty wastes in the countryside, although
the idea of a major industrialization of the cities in the second century Be
seems far too modern and not wholly convincing, Important consequences
must also have resulted from the transplantation of able-hodied Italians to
the provinces in the second century, for example to Spain, following long
periods of residence there because of military service (cf. A. J. N. Wilson,
Emgration from ltaly in the Republican Age of Rome, Manchester 1966:
reviewed REFIC XCV 1967, 211 £).

It seems certain that this crisis for traditional agriculture and the small
peasant proprietors was accentuated by Roman confiscations of allied terri-
tory as a punitive measure at the end of the war, We know, it is true, that in
certain particular cases, like the rich and productive ager Campanus, the
ex-owner became a tenant of the Roman state, but elsewhere, certainly, even
supposing that the allied proprietor was merely demoted to the rank of a
wage-earner, it is impossible to believe that the traditional system of working
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the soil was preserved. These conclusions stem from what we are told by
Cato, Polybius and Livy, and especially from the description of [talian
agrarian conditions provided for us by Appian and Plutarch as a prologue
to their accounts of the Graechi, itself confirmed by the continued exdistence
of a Gracchan ‘ideclogy’, for example in Sallust’s Jugurthine War. These
accounts, attesting as they do both the proletarianization of the Iralian
peasant class and the growth of a latifundist agriculture based on sheep-
grazing, arboriculture and large-scale cultivation, as well as on a fairly
extensive incidence of slavery, must form the basis of modern reconstruc-
tions, as Toynbee is well aware, and cannot be ser aside or called in doubt.
A recent attempt to do so (M. A. Levi, ‘L'Tralia dopo Annibale’, Avhenaenm
N.S. XLIV 1965, 419 f.) substitutes an explanation of the second century
social and economic changes that is excessively modern; according ro this
account different factors, for instance the imports of products from overseas
and the resulting competition that brought about a reduction of agricultural
profits, would have led to the collapse of the small proprietors, though they
were flourishing at the time and in a phase of over-production. This view,
for example, ignores the fact that there was no unified Italian market on
account of the difficulties of communications and transport, not to mention
other reasons.

In other words, the disappearance of the small peasant proprietor must
have been the product of a double set of forces: on the one side decline
brought about directly by the war (recruitment of the labour force into the
army, ravages, forced sales) and on the other confiscations and exploitation
of ager publices by new methods of agriculture, whether on the old ager
publicus (such as the trientabule) or on the new, by those who had liquid
capital to invest. Of course this phenomenon strerches over a long period of
time. In many cases there may have been a revival after the Hannibalic War
of small properties which had been devastated, bur the post-Hannibalic
colonization schemes, though possibly intended by the Roman governing
class to remedy the effects of the war, cannot be said to have played a large
part in this work of reconstruction — even without comparing what happened
later to Sulla’s and Augustus’ schemes of colonization. Latin colonization
disappeared for various reasons: Toynbee, IT 143 f. maintains that the
decisive difficulty was not that of finding Roman citizens ready to forfeir
their citizenship but the competition for military manpower between Rome
and her allies. Coloniae civium in peninsular Italy cannot have made any real
difference. Gallia Cisalpina is indeed a different story, but the agrarian
development of this region and the colonies planted there must in fact have
worked to the detriment of agriculture in ceniral and southern Italy, among
other things draining off some population from these areas. From Polybius’
description it is clear that the Cisalpina was a closed, self-sufficient market
in the second century Be.
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It was, above all, the new ‘capitalist’ forms of cultivation used first in the
exploitation of ager publicus that brought abour consequential changes in the
patterns of private estates. Medium-sized and large enterprises were favoured
at the expense of the smaller ones whose management had become un-
economic. The characteristic features of the new ‘capitalist’ form of agri-
culture, where both establishment and development were dependent upon
the investment of substantial capital sums, were chiefly the breeding of
animals, especially widespread in Apulia and Lucania, and such expensive but
profitable forms of arboriculture as vines and olives, In this respect one can
speak, as Toynbee does, of a revolutionary change in the Italian landscape
and flora beginning in the second century 8c. Toynbee (II 157 £ and 268 f.)
maintains that the development of capitalist pasturage on a large scale was
the result of ‘transhumance’ [i.e. seasonal migrations of flocks| and that this
last could only come into being after the unificaion of Iraly. This could be
open to discussion. It will certainly not have arisen because of the presence
in second-century Italy of foreign slaves who came from countries where it
already existed; it must have been a phenomenon independent of political
conditions and so presumably of far greater antiquity. Certainly in the
second century Bc the existence of slave labour and above all the huge
stretches of ager publicus in southern Traly must have favoured its develop-
ment. On the other hand, arboriculture guaranteed a higher return on capiral
invested than cereal cultivation and, in order to be economically profitable,
needed development owver large areas. This decline in traditional cereal
cultivation prebably meant a drop in the total production of staple foods
{wheat, barley), though this presumably presented a serious problem only
for Rome where the population was on the increase. The answer was to
import supplies of wheat from ourside Italy, especially from Sicily, a pro-
vince whose agriculture saw a marked development in the post-Hannibalic
era. This confirms the conclusion that the various regions of Italy were
really self-sufficient as regards staple foods; their economies were as yet
restricted and on a small geographical scale, Even in later times the problems
of feeding a city like Rome were always to be serious and were overcome
by imports from overseas.

The development of this kind of industrialized agriculture was helped by
the presence of slave labour. However, in my opinion, one ought not to
exaggerate the extent of this in second-century Traly. It seems to me probable
that {from an economic point of view the use of slaves was comparatively
more profitable than the use of free labour. However, the growing pro-
letarianization of the rural population and their abandonment of the land
were especially due to new methods of cultivation which required less labour.

Confronted with such a profound change in the social and economic
structure of Rome and the Tralian states, it is not easy to say what the Roman
governing class should have done. It would have appreciated — as Th,
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Gracchus did later — the consequences for Rome’s military strength, that is
to say, the decline in available citizens and allied adsides for the levy. It is to
be remembered that in general, partly as a result of the wars in the Hellenistic
East, the economy was expanding and that this had led to the growth at
Rome and in the cities of Magna Graecia of a wealthy commercial class,
ready to seize the new opportunities offered. Interventions by the state to
control the economy were unthinkable; in any case, even with the wisdom
which comes after the event, we cannot say what exact steps should have
been taken at a time when the phenomenon of land settlement schemes in
central and southern Traly was coming to an end, not through any wish of
the government but because the potential colonists refused to take part. On
the other hand, emigration to Cisalpine Gaul and the western provinces was
not a planned affair. Indeed, it is very likely that the sertlement of Roman
citizens and of secif outside the traditional limits was not looked on favour-
ably. At some time in the second eentury B¢ which cannot be dated with any
certainty (between 185 and 180 according to Toynbee, IT 554 £.), the Roman
government passed a law de modo agrorum concerning eger publicus, and this
was intended to limit, at least on this type of land, the growth of large
latifundia. It was the only possible measure, but it made no appreciable
difference. The political forces behind Ti Gracchus were clearly well-
informed about the situation in Italy, although, as I have said, they con-
sidered economic and social factors cold-bloodedly in their relation to a
policy of military expansion. And they did not lack courage. However, their
idea of reviving a class of small peasants by redistributing allotments of ager
publicus, to be recovered by a second law de modo agrorum that was basically
a renewal of the limit laid down fifty years earlier, shows that they had no
conception of the main forces at work in the Italian economy (it may be by
inference from the Polla efogrum that Toynbee several times, and especially
IT 551, thinks that the law of Ti. Gracchus referred only to arable ager
publicus; this seems to me impossible). The proletarianization of the farmers
owning medium-sized estates was without doubt a tragedy in social terms,
but from a general, that is cold-blooded, point of view the Italian economy
had never been so flourishing (cf. the lowdes frafize of the first century BC).
The anti-Graechans were, it is true, dominated by narrow-mindedness,
prejudice and egoism, but as happens only too often (by a strange bur all
too common paradox) they were in a basic sense right. They themselves were
not aware of it; in fact, the anti-Gracchan who set up the Polla elogium
boasted of a policy not basically different from that of the Gracchans. One
can truly speak, as scholars have done, of ‘the error of the Gracehi’.

None the less, the Gracchi had been able to express the very real needs of
a large social group whose ideal was still that of the age in which everyone
had his little plot of land and was happy. This explains how the theme of the
small peasant driven from his land by his rich and powerful neighbour could,
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even in subsequent ages, have real political and ideclogical meaning, until
such time as other leaders emerped, more astute and less scrupulous,
circulating other propaganda themes which were closer to realiry.

Even if one does not share Toynbee's pessimism, one must recognize that
the event which marked a new phase and which set in motion the process
of change by which political, social and economic affairs were so profoundly
transformed was in fact the Hannibalic War. He has succeeded in describing
accurately this whole great evolution and has displayed deep perceptiveness
in assessing its significance. The two Romano—Carthaginian Wars, especi-
ally the second, forced Rome to leave behind the earlier historical phase,
thar of hegemony in Traly, and to take on the grave and weighty responsi-
bility of supremacy in the Meditetranean world. When the Greek historian
of the second century Bc [Polybius] set himself to study the causes of
Rome’s emergence as a power in the fifty years from the outhreak of the
Hannibalic War down to Pydna, was he not also in fact inquiring, though in
political and military terms, into the consequences of the Roman victory
over Hannibal - and therefore into Hannibal’s legacy?
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Review of E. Badian,

‘Foreign Clientelae’, Oxford 1958’

2. The ritle of this book is rather general for it has to be understood as
referring to two substantially different subjects that are treated in the two
sections of the work; the author has tried, even with his title, ro invest these
with a unity that still remains somewhar artificial. ‘Foreign Clientalae’ serves
in the first part to indicate a pardeular type of relationship between Rome
and other states, while later it refers to the clienrefoe which Roman families or
individuals succeeded in establishing not only in the provinces but even in
foreign states, and employed for political purposes at Rome. It cannot be
denied that between these two subjects there exist connexions which B.
skilfully brings out, but there is also no doubt that between the two parts
of the work a certain hiatus is in evidence. However, I am well aware that
these remarks of mine are immaterial to the main point, and that what
matters is that B. has produced a work marked by that precision and acumen
which are well known to readers of the numerous articles he has published
in recent years on Roman Republican history.”

2. As I have said, in the first part of his study B. considers the way in which
Rome, in her dealings with other states, began by applying in the third
century B¢ certain methods which can be analysed to reveal those dealings
as sharing the features of clientela-relationships. Several times in the course
of this section B. emphasizes that the relations established by Rome with
foreign states offer close analogies with private clfentelz (which is sketched
briefly in the introduction as though to define the terms of comparison). But
to me it is not entirely clear whether he means that the executive organs of
the Roman state deliberately applied the principles of eltensels in their foreign
1632
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policy, or whether, on the contrary, they came to form such relations by
empirically reacting to the various situations that confronted them.2 B. has
an introductory chapter on the organization of [taly before the Hannibalic
War, which is necessary among other things in order to show how the
Roman attitude came to be modified over the various stages of its expansion
in Iraly. He has an excellent explanation of the needs which prompted the
institution of ervitas sine suffragio (pp. 16—19), of the consequences of the
Latin War of 338, and of the position of the Italian socii and the socet navales.
Especially noteworthy and convineing is his analysis and description of the
foedera, in which he reacts against rigid and schematic conceptions
(pp- 25-8).

Having become deeply involved in the polities of the Mediterranean
states through the war against Pyrrhus (p. 22 £.) Rome had come to occupy a
position which was new to her and was confronted with new demands and
new problems. If the receptio in fidem of the Mamertini and the foedus con-
cluded with them were only a further step in the traditional policy of
protecting small states against powerful neighbours, the consequences of the
First Punic War which followed necessitated the application of new methods
~ naturally enough, because Rome had no wish to see fundamental changes
in her own institutions. Hence we find in Sicily the first civizates liberae;® in
my view B. (p. 37 £} is right to refer this institution to the period im-
mediately subsequent to the First Punic War, against the usual view thar it
arose only at the beginning of the second century ne.* Rome had no foedis
with these cities, and this should be regarded as a privilege, given that no
restriction was placed on their freedom. Rome, however, knew that she had
a moral right over them even if no legal ties existed; the civitas libera is the
paradetgma of the client state {p. 42). In Rome’s relations with the Tllyrian
states B. sees a further development of this practice: Rome established a
certain number of states in Illyria and these were tied to her, although there
were no treaties and they were, formally speaking, free. When Demetrius of
Pharos adopted too independent a policy, he had to face a Roman attack;
Demetrius is equated with an ungrateful client who has forgotten the
beneficia of his patron Rome (pp. 46-7). The queston of Rome's relations
with Saguntum is, of course, smdied in depth (p. 48 £.). According to B.
Rome had no interests in Spain before 231 e, and the so-called Ebro treaty
of 226 Bc must have consisted in a formal assurance not to cross the river;
Rome had no treaty with Saguntum, but the Spanish city was in the Roman
fides from some year between 224 and 221 and, contrary to Polvbius’ state-
ment, must have entered into that fides as a consequence of the appeal for
Roman arbitration made by Saguntum at a time of civil discord. Rome's
hesitation in 219 shows that the moral obligations resulting from fides were
not as binding as those from a treaty. Not all these conclusions are certain,
and sometimes they seem to be influenced by a wish to see Sapuntum (the
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client) bound to Rome {the patron)as a result of a beneficium (the arbitration),
and by a wish therefore to bring the case of Saguntum into line with earlier
developments. It is possible that Rome had interests in Spain before the Ebro
treaty (Mazzarino, Jntrod. alle Guerre Puniche, Catania 1947, 125: 138-9)
and it is probable that the Saguntines turned to Rome for arbitration pre-
cisely because they already had a standing connexion with her. In any event
there is no doubt that in the third century, by abandoning the principle of
binding alliances and adopting the more elastic system of the free client
state, the Roman government showed concern and hesitation in the face of
the obligations which their new position imposed.

We meet this same attitude again, at least inidally, in Roman policy
towards the Greek world (p. 56 £). Unfortunately, it is not possible to
discuss every point in B.’s treatment, for that would far exceed the limit of a
review, all the more so since the author has subjected the tradition to minute
analysis; even when his conclusions coincide with the results reached by
other scholars we can be certain that he has conducted his own eritical
re-examination of the material. [ shall briefly consider a few points of major
significance.

If his conclusions on the Peace of Phoenice are acceptable (p. 60), his
theory that the ultimatum to Philip in 201 proved that Rome wanted peace
(p. 66 £.} seems more ingenious than convincing; B, maintains that at Rome
at this time there was no thought of appearing as champion of the liberty
of Greece, and that the ultimatum was contrived to enable Rome to comply
with fetial law which recognized only defensive wars. The birth of the idea
of ‘the freedom of Greece’ is put by B. between 200 and 198 Bc. He explains
it as a clear consequence of earlier Roman policy and is therefore led to
minimize both the personal influence of Flamininus and the frequently
canvassed connexion with Greek political ideas. His reasoning is, in the
main, acceptable even if it may, in my view, be objected that B. here and
elsewhere too often assumes as his premiss a poor acquaintance with the
Greek world on the part of the Senate. That Roman policy was guided by a
healthy empiricism (and cannot be confined or interpreted in terms of a
strictly linear development) is clear from the later Roman attitude rowards
King Antiochus and the Greek cities of Asia (p. 76 £) and in general from
the new policy adopted towards the Hellenistic states down to Pydna. The
treaty with the Aetolians shows us for the first ime the famous clause on
the maiestas populi Komani (p. 85); the concept of lihertas comes to be
modified under the influence of Greek thought (p. 87 £.), and with Deme-
trius, son of Philip V, Rome begins her policy of supporting a ‘Roman
candidate’ for the throne of a foreign state (p. 94). B. examines very acutely
the guiding principles of the Roman government in foreign policy but is in
turn led to deny, generally speaking, any connexion berween this policy and
possible conflicts of opinion or factional struggles in domestic politics.® He
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seerns in fact to have neplected to consider the political basis of second-
century annalistic writing brought out by Gelzer and Bickerman; apart from
anything else, the decision of some of these annalists to write in Greek and
therefore their desire to address themselves to the Greek world may supgest
something concerning the knowledge of that world on the part of the Roman
governing class,

The battle of Pydna appears as a turning-point in Rome's foreign policy,
as is revealed, for example, by Rome's change of attitude towards Rhodes®
and the Fastern kings. As B. rightly heads his Chapter IV, there has been
progress from ‘Protectorate to Domination’. Chapter V, which deals with
relations between Rome and the West from 218 to 133 8e (p. 116 £}, even
though it appears less original than the earlier chapters, does not lack some
excellent comments, for example on the problem of the Third Punic War
and Roman policy towards Numidia (p. 133 £.). Chapter VI (p. 141 £.) out-
lines with clarity the change in Romano-Italian relations after the Hannibalic
War, the decline of independence on the part of the socis, the growing fre-
quency of Roman interventions and the consequent advantages and dis-
advantages for the allied communities.

3+ The second part of the study (‘Internal Politics’) is, of course, based on
a conception of Roman domestic politics which goes back to the well-known
theories of Gelzer and Miinzer. B. examines Roman politics from 133 to
70 BC and considers the influence on it of the cffeneelae which important
statesmen acquired in Ttaly, the provinces and the client states. B. studies
their origins in some brilliant pages (p. 154 .) and defines their significance;
he is well aware that already in the early second century the allied governing
classes (for example in Greece) often kept their position with the support
of leading Romans (p. 164 .) and I believe he is right to emphasize the point
that these client connexions were vital factors in holding the Empire together
despite its terrible civil wars. Of course, to examine a historical period in the
light of one specific problem has the ddvantige that it illuminates points
which are often obscured and presents suggestions which as a rule are not
made. On the other hand, there is also the disadvantage of magnifying the
importance of the particular problem and making it a key that explains too
much. For example, the ohservation that Ti. Gracchus® hostility towards the
Senate was bound up with the need to defend his own fides and his own
dignitas vis-¢-vis his Spanish clients is undoubtedly acute, bur I do not
think one can reduce the causes of his revolutionary activity to these terms
(p- 169).7

In Chapters VIII, IX and X B. considers what may be called the Italian
problem down to the grant of the citizenship to the socif and the consequences
which flowed from it, a topic which is extremely controversial and which the
author succeeds at many points in clarifying, Essentially he sets ourt to show
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how the traditional policy of clientela did not succeed in solving the allied
prublem and how, once the socé had obtained the citizenship by force of
arms, the oligarchy sought to direct the new flood into traditional channels.
He also shows how clientele-relationships had been profoundly changed by
the intervention in politics of professional armies (a new form of cfienzela),
bound by strict ties to ambitious generals who thus prepared the way for
the growth of their personal power (for example Pompey), and how this
stream of events eventually debouched into the Principate (cf. the re-
searches of von Premerstein).

The reviewer, grateful as he is for the care and courtesy with which B.
always mentions his work, has not always been convineed by B.'s account;
some doubts may perhaps he mentioned here. There has heen endless dis-
cussion whether the lex agrariz of Ti. Gracchus concerned only Roman
citizens or whether it extended also to the allies; as is well known, the latter
suggestion comes from Appian. B. takes the view that the law envisaged
allocation only for cives. As T have said elsewhere (Appiano ¢ la storia delle
guerre eiviliy 43, n. 1), I do not know whether this problem is capable of
solution with the evidence which we have, but I do not believe that the texts
summoned in support confirm B.'s thesis. Above all, it tends to be forgotten
that the passages of Appian, 8C 1 ¢, 35 f. and 11, 43 f, come from Ti.
Gracchus” speeches, preserved probably by Cornelius Nepos, and that the
same must hold for Plutarch, Gracchi 9, 4—6 (= ORF? 13), although the
passage is in conflict with Appian.® The fragment in Cicero’s de Republica
IIT 41 appears as follows in the third edition of Ziegler (1954): *Asia T7.
Gracchus, perseveravit in civibus, sociorum nominisque Latiné inra neclexit ac
foedera. T must admit that without the preceding context I do not understand
very well what Cicero means precisely by perseveravit in civibus: the word
Asta with which the fragment opens allows of various hypotheses. But with
the best will in the world I cannot see how it can be deduced from the
second half of the phrase (violation of treaties) that the socii and the Latins
were excluded from the allotments. The most one can do is to refer the
fragment ~ and also de Rep. I 31 — to the recovery by the state of ager
publicus in allied hands (see my Commentary,® Apprani Bell. Civ, . I, on
I 19, 78: p. 59 ~ referred to hereafter as Comm.). [ share M. A. Levi's view
(RFIC 1929, 237) that in the Jex agraria of 111 Be, at lines 3 and 15, there is
a reference to viritane allocations to cidzens, but one may raise objections
to the conclusions B. draws from line 29, of which J. Géhler (Rom und
fralten, Breslau 1939, 182 £.) has provided the correct interpretation.® I should
also add that in general B.'s ideas on Appian do not seem to me to be
correct.”® The connexion of the Eudemus episode with the Asiatic clientelae
of the Sempronii Graechi (p. 174 and 183 £} is stimulating, and B."s observa-
tions on Pennus’ law (p. 177) and the guaestorship of C. Gracchus in
Sardinia (p. 180f) are convincing. But again [ cannot apree with B.’s
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reconstruction (p. 186 £.) of C. Gracchus’ attempits to launch the rogatio de
soctts, since it is based on a chronology of the events of 123-121 BC which
in my view is mistaken. B. also deals with the problem in Appendix A,
pPp. 300-1. It seems to me that the real mistake is to have abandoned Appian
as a guide (his account, although “very compressed’, does offer a sequence of
events which is clear and intelligible) and in having adopted Plutarch
instead; the latter’s chapter 26, as Fraccaro has shown (*Ricerche su C.
Graccho', Athenaewm NS, I 1925, 87 f. = Opuscula, 11 27 £.), is subject to
very serious confusion in that, for example, it records the principal laws
twice. The rogatio de socifs, in fact, appears in Plutarch divided into three
different measures (26, 2; 29, 3; 30, 5) which must be explained rather by a
reference to Appian, I 23, 99 (see Comm. 79 and B, himself, pp. 200—300):
Appian is aware of only one measure. B., however, has compounded Plu-
tarch's confusion with a new misunderstanding. He maintains, on the basis
of Plutarch 33, 3 that C. Gracchus brought the rogario de socits before the
comitia after his return (placed by B. in about April, 122) from his visit to
Alfrica to set up the colony of Junonia, and that the rogatio was defeated by
the intervention of the consul Fannius in expelling from Rome the soerf who
had flocked there en masse. In this account by Plurarch there is no mention
of a veto interposed by Livius Drusus against the Gracchan rogario, but this
is stated by Appian, I 23, 101, and cannot have been invented by him. B.
supposes that Gracchus had originally proposed the rogazio in the period
December 123-January 122 {p. 186 and p. 301) and that Livius Drusus had
then given advance notice of the veto.!* This idea is very odd; in particular
I do not understand why Drusus did not interpose his veto later in May 122,
Furthermore, it is not clear why Gracchus, having given up the attempt to
promulgare the bill in December-January because of the threat of a veto,
should promulgate it later in May 122; did he know that Drusus would not
again propose a vetof In short I do not see (and B. himself, p. 187, cannot
explain it) why C. Gracchus should set out for Carthage precisely in January
122, leaving the question of the seci half-finished. B., it may be added,
maintains that it was precisely during Caius’ absence that Drusus put for-
ward his plan which aimed at detaching some of the allies from the
Gracchans; Caius must have been out of his mind to revive his proposed
rogatio de socils in such a situation in May 122,22 In fact, as Fraccaro has
already observed, Plutarch’s evidence can be used provided we follow the
chronological order of Appian, I 21, 98 £. The bill on the allies, introduced
at the beginning of 122 and atracked by Fannius both at public meetings and
by means of the expulsion of non-citizens (Appian, I 23, 100: Comm. 8a),
failed because of Drusus’ veto (Appian, I 23, 99-100). Drusus brought
forward his plan and detached from Caius both the plebs Romanae and some
of the allies (Appian, [ 23, 1o1). As a result racchus failed in his artempt to
be re-elected a third time to the tribunate (July 122: Appian, I 24, 102 2.
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Caius and Flaccus took themselves off to Africa to found the colony at
Carthage, dividing and allocating more allorments than prescribed in an
attempt to win back the favour of the Roman Plebs and the allies {August-
September: seventy days according to Plutarch, 32, 3); when they returned
they enrolled colonists from all Italy (winter 122—121). The arrival of the
colonists at Junonia must have taken place in the spring of 121. There is no
doubt that this reconstruction, based on Appian, is the only one that is
logical and coherent. Of course, if we reject B.’s chronology it follows that
it is difficult to accept his interpretation of the and-Gracchan activity of
Drusus (p. 18 £).

His reconstructon of the period of Marius’ pre-eminence seems to me
sound, barring some points of detail which I would not wish to labour here,
The relations between Marius and the Metelli are carefully examined, the
significance of Saturninus’ agrarian law is properly brought out, the allies”
participation in the events of 100 8¢ is shown in its proper light (p. 207)
and so too is Marius® attitude in that year and the tollowing decade. 1 am
also in agreement with him on the significance of the lex Licinia Mucia of
95 BC (p. 213).

However, I cannot accept B.'s version of the activity of the tribune Livius
Drusus in 91 Bc because of his interpretation of the well-known passage in
Appian, I 36, 163. Although I am aware that on this point Appian must have
abbreviated a good deal, T still believe that with Soxwuacia he refers to the
vote on the rogatio de sociis (see Comm. 127). In my view the passage in
Appian concerning the coming of the Etruscans and the Umbrians to Rome
€5 avaipeow dpodoov is strictly connected with what follows in 36, 164,
where it is said that Drusus, who was aware of their intentions, was
murdered. Drusus’ death is subsequent to the repeal of his laws, which in its
turn is subsequent to the death of Licinius Crassus (seven days after the Ides
of September), but priot to the end of Drusus’ tribunate: in magistratu
accisus est (fnscr. feal, XIIT 3, 74). The episode of the coming of the
Etruscans and Umbrians to Rome is therefore to be placed towards the end
of Drusus’ life, and since the agrarian and judiciary laws had already heen
approved some time hefore, doripacie must refer to the voting on the
ragate de socits which probably never became law, either because of Drusus’
death or because it was withdrawn after the repeal of his previous legislation.
B. does not accept this explanation because it would involve him in con-
ceding that the Etruscans and Umbrians were principally opposed to the bill
on the sociz, and he is forced to attribute to Sowipaaia the significance of
‘senatorial inquiry” (into the validity of Drusus’ laws) which is contrary to
Appian's usage (I 10, 42 and 29, 132; IV 27, 127) and which is not supported
by any instance in any other ancient writer,!?

That the Etruscan—Umbrian opposition centred on the rogatie de socits is
clear from the fact that they take no part later in the revolt and that their
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belated intervention was of little importance, brief and localized* If later
on they accept the citizenship (Appian, I 49, 212-13: this is the passage
which shows that Appian considered Etruscans and Umbrians to be among
the "fradudrar), the explanation must lie in the change in the general
situation brought about by the war and also in the fact that the efviras was
now being offered without any strings attached, as had not been the case in
the time of Drusus, whose agrarian law met universal opposition from the
Italians. Of course, in my view, both the Etruscans/Umbrians who were
opposed to the rogatio de sociis and the allies who were favourable to Drusus
belonged to the upper classes (see Comm. on I 21, 86: p. 67); it was the upper
classes which could have an interest in the civrras, and it was the wealthy
who, like their Roman counterparts, feared the agrarian laws. All the more
so because the allied states were in a sitnation analogous to that of Rome
where, as is universally admitted, peasant proprietors had been disappearing.
We are not entitled to believe that small peasant proprietors were preserved
just in Etrurial'® The attitudes of the lower classes escape us. In rebel Italy
I believe that they were won over to the cause of independence (see
Athenaeun N5, XXXII 1954, 54 = Frs. e Sec. 210 [= 75 above];!8 as far
as concerns Etruria and Umbria one cannot say, although it is possible to
think that the attempts at insurrection that were quickly put down had been
instigated precisely by them. Cerminly it was they who subsequently
supported Marius here in the civil war.

The consequences of the Social and Civil wars are carefully examined by
B., and his assessment seems acceptable. He shows an acute understanding of
the significance of the extended civitas {or the clientela-dominated political
life of the oligarchy, and his observations on Sulla’s activity and on the new
situation which was created by the intervention of professional armies — a
new form of clfentela — are convincing. T think he is right in his picture of
Cinna’s regime (pp. 240-1).

The last chapter (which is also the one nearest in spirit to the title of the
hook) deals with clienzelae ourtside Italy, a problem which is connected with
the growth and consolidation of Pompey’s power and which was to reveal
its true importance in the years after 7o ne; it is sufficient to reflect on the
much-discussed Pompeian ‘escape’ to the East in 49 rc. B. also has some
excellent observations on the assumption of a Roman name by provincials
who took the citizenship (p. 253 £.), and establishes some very useful criteria
of judgement and definition, He notes that the power granted to military
commanders to award the citizenship began with the Social War; the similar
actions of Marius were illegal (p. 260). In an appendix on the point he lists
the known cases of virigm grants of the citizenship, and sets out (p. 310 £.)
the results of his researches on the nomenclature of Narbonensis, Spain and
Africa, comparing the names there with those of the governors of the
respective provinces.'” His conclusions are of the highest interest. The
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importance of these clrentelae outside Italy is illuminated by an examination
of Pompey’s career down to the consulship of 70 Be, possibly the most
brilliant and most convincing part of the whole book.'® It leaves us with the
wish and the hope that he will show us in a new volume what was the role
of elientela in the civil wars which followed and in the rise of the Principate.
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malizia rosmana, I 2 (= IIL, p. 21, Vesalia 1674) and Poeschelius, Polybi de melitia
roraiana libellvs, Wuremburg 1731, 21-1, and was at first accepred by Mommsen,
Rém. Tribus, Altona 1844, 116 (see A P a1g).
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they do not possess the minimum eensus qualification for military service (4,000
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enrolled, and it is only later that he modifies this original stasement when (§ 1) he
limies enrolment in time of tumaltus to profacari, The first statement is cerainly the
more correct. Finally, 375 asses cannot represent a later thied reduction of the
census minimum (from 1,500 to 375 asses), given the short interval of time which
elapsed between the second reduction {period of the Gracchi) and the total abandon-
ment of the census as a basis for enrolment (roy 8C). It is difficult to believe that the
reduction was subsequent to 107 BG, bearing in mind that these reductions were for
a military purpose.

Mommsen, SR IIT 272 and n. 4. A similar situation arose in Athens (of uncertain
date) with the reduction from 200 to 150 drachmas as the dividing-line between
zeugitie and thetes: (Dem.) eontra Macar. 54: Beloch, Gr. Gesch? T 1, 301, n. 2:
Glotz, La cieé grecque, 1928, 402. CL however Busolt-Swoboda, Gr, Staarsbunde,
TP 837 and 830,

Mommsen, SR III 273, n. 1; Rosenberg, op. eit. 42.

Madwvig, op. ciz. I r22. Many scholars have not taken this into account,

Lange, Rém. Alercth. I 490-500; Bouché-Leclercq, Manuel doe  institusions
ramaines, 1911, 269 (cf. earlier E. Herzog, ‘Die Biirgeczahlen in rim. Census’, in
Comment. in kon. Th. Mommsens, 1877, 137); Soltau, Alrdm. Folksversammilungen,
1880, 148, Momimsen is vague on this point: RG 1? 819; SA 111 274. Tt should be
noted that the connexion between the reduction of the census minimum for military
service and the introduction of pay on which many scholars rely does not exist.
Geell. XVI 10, r1-13. If one follows the reading of Schweighiiuser in Polyb, V1 19,
3, the citizens with a census qualification below goo drachmas would have served
in a crisis xal melf for 20 campaigns, But it is elear that for val melff one should read
of weloi. See Marquardr, D¢ lorganisation militaire chep fes Romains, 8o, n. 6, The
first enrolment of profetari in time of mmelies dates from 281280 Be and is men-
tioned frequently: Ennius, Ann, 183— Vahlen (= Gell. XVT 10, 1); Cass. Hem. fr.
21 Peter (= Nonius, p. o4 Lindsay); Oras, IV 1,3; Aug, De eiv, dei, TIT 17; of. the
extensive commentary of Vahlen, Ennianae pofiis refiquiae® 1903, CLXXV-VL
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. Livy, XXII 11, & XXII 59, 12; see Th, Seeinwender, Die rim. Birgerschalt in

Ehrem Ferhiliniss pum Heere, Danzig 1888, Progr., 7-9.

Kochly—Ristow, Gr. Kriegeschrifesealler, T1 1, 1855, $2, n. 133; Delbriick,
Greschichte d. Kriegsftunse, I°, 1920, 287, Cf. however Marquardt, ep. cit. 41, n. 2:
Madvig, op. ciz. II 1882, 485. The view of Fr. Frohlich, Die Bedeuytung des pweiten
punischen Kricges fur die Entwicklung der rém,. Heerwesens, Leipzig 1884, 377 1.,
accepted also by Kroymaver-Veith, Aleerwesen w. Kriegfiihrung der Griechen und
Rémer, 1928, 300, that essentially it is only a change of name (from rorarn
to veliras) which is in question here seems at variance with the fulness of the
passage.

Livy, XXVI 4, 4; Val. Max, II 3, 3; Frone. Serar, 1V 7, 29 dwell chiefly on the
tactical use of wefieer in conjuncton with the cavalry. Ed. Meyer, ‘Das rdm.
Manipularheer' (APAF 1923, no. 1), now in Klefs Schriften, T, Halle 1924,
2650—1, maintains that the passage on the velirer is worthless, On the question of the
sources see A. Klotz, Livicus und seine Forgdnger, 1§ 1941, 1721,

A, Piganiol, La conguéte romaine, 1927, 198; E. Cavaignac, art. cir, 1 CRCVI
19406, 34.

Livy, XXIV 11, 7.

Livy, XXl 11, 8.

As had already happened after Cannae: Livy, XXIL 57, 7.

In fact, as alse |, H. Thiel, Swudies on the history of Homan sea-power, Amsterdam
1945, 12 and n. 28, partly admits, when the sources refer to Roman citizens enrolled
for naval purposes, it is nearly always a question of Lbereni, Even Caro, fr. 180
Malc,” (= Fest. p. 266, 27 Lindsay), cited by Mommsen, SR II[ 297, n, 2, in sup-
port of the passage in Polybius, refers to fberting: see Livy, XLII 27, 3. In general
the whole chapter of Polybius, VI 19, deals with arrangements made during the
Second Punic War.

According to Herzog, mem. cit. 118, the reduction to 4,000 asses took place between
208 and 201 8c, as the increase in the number of citizens at the census of 203 BC
testifies. Apart from the question of the true significance of the census figures on
which Herzog relies, it is not possible that the Romans decided to take such a step
only when the preatest peril had passed and the need for soldiers had diminished.
It is understandable that the reduction of the census minimum (in my view 214-211
8} did not leave any trace in the figures of the period (e.g. in 208 8c) because it
would have gone only some way to making good the very heavy losses which the
figures reveal. The date of 214 Be for the lowering of the census minimum for 4,000
asses is also accepted by P. A, Brunt, Jealfan Manpower, 225 BC-AD 14, Oxford
1971, 4923, though for different reasons.

See Fraccaro, “La riforma dell’ordinamento centuriato’, in Suudi Banfane, T, Milan
1910, 109—12 = Opusewds, 11 196-80.

De Sanctis, op. cit. [T 197, n. §5; Fraccaro, ‘Aecenst’, Athenaeurn N5, V 1927,
1137 = Opusewda, 0 317-18. The view of Cavaignac, Popelation et Capieal, 1921,
88 f., that the figure was reckoned in semilibral asses and therefore belongs to a
peried prior to that of the 4oo drachmas of Palybius, is improbable.

Soltaw, ap. cit. 148, refers the reduction to 1,500 asses to Marius or a censor of his
LIk,

CI. Koenemann, Phafodogns LXKV 1931, 173,

De Sanctis, op. cie, 111 1, 205 ; Ciaceri, RAL XXVII 1918, 241. Walbank, ‘Poly-
bius on the Roman Constitution’, 00 XXX VII 1943, 878, thought, however, that
Palybius changed his mind on the Roman constitution (henee the second edition of
Book VI) under the influence of the conguest of Corinth and Greece (146 nc).
“Walbank has subsequently adopted a view which weats Book VI as a unity and sees
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its publicarion date with the first five books about 150 8o: A Histerical Commentary
att Polybins, I, Oxford 1957, G35-6.

Plut. C, Crrace. 5, 12 & 8¢ evpariwrcds (plpos) doffrd e weledaw Snpoaiy yopny<iola:
wal pnlte els robre vfs polodopds ddapeiofor riv orporevopdrunr kel redrepor eriw
drraralBesa pi) varaddyerta orpandep (cf. Diod, XXXIV-V 25, 1, and the inter-
premtions of Bloch-Carcopino, Histoire Romaine, 11 1, 245 and n. 1, and of
H. Last, CAF TX 62, n. 1), The law would have contained a clause limiring
the period of military service if a proposal to this effect which is attributed by some
sources {Plut. Ti. Grace. 16, 1; Cass. Dio, fr. 83, 7 Bodss.) to Tiberius Gracchus is
really to be referred to his brother, as Fraccaro, Studi sull’eta dei Graechi, 1 1914,
154 £. and |. Carcopino, dutonr des Gracques, 1928, 404, maintain, See, however,
E. v. Stern, Hermes LVI 1921, 276—7 and Tager, Tiberius Gracchus, 1928, §g9. The
fragment of a speech (57 Male.) reported by Carisius, p. 270, 12 Barwick, has
nothing to do with the law of Calus Gracchus: see Fraccaro, Sewd? storici per
lantichird classica, V1 1913, 117,

Cass. Dia, fr. 83, 7 Bolss: dn & Dpdayes vols orparevnpdvns de roil duilor siovs ruds
emuwovpaiivras fypade (on the legislator see preceding note); Diod. XXKIV-V 25, 1:
oy & T PETLOFTRIS Bed rinw :'r:-'pr.l.u-'. Hlnch—Carcﬂpinu‘ doe. -E!‘.!‘., tefers to thres sepatata
plebiscites, ne the passage of Asc. in Corn. p. §4, 25 £, Stangl where it is said that
the consul funius Silanus (o9 BC) plures lages, quae per eos annos ab iis gui gravifica-
bantur papulo latae erant, quibus militiae stipendia minuebantur, abrogaviz,

CAHTX 62-3.

Cass, Dio, doe, cit., says in fact that the law applied rols orperavopdvors £k roil duilov,
Very probably the reduction of the census minimum to 1,500 asses was closely
connected with the retariffing of the as (16 asses = 1 denarius) which took place
between 133 and 123 Be: see E. A, Sydenham and Mattingly, *The Rerariffing of
the Dienarius at Sixreen Asses’, NC XIV 1914, 81—91. It would be especially signifi-
cant if the passage in Plin. N XXXIII 13, 45 which follows on that dealing with
the retariffing of the as (in milteari tamen scipendio semper denarius pro decemt assibus
datus est) were connected with the clause of the law of Caius Gracchus,

. See Gabba, ‘Ancora sulle cifre dei censimenti’, Athengenm NS, XXX w52, 161-

73 = Er e Soc. 521 L

See Mommsen, SR II? 175,

It is clearly out of the question that such a formula was valid only on the two ocea-
sions (Livy, III 3, 9: Per. LIX) for which it is attested with slight variations
{Mommsen, SR II* 465, n. 3). In that case one would have to suppose that the
census figures do not have, generally speaking, a constant significance but that they
can represent different groups of citizens at different times; this, despite the
generous freedom of action which the censors enjoyed in compiling their lists,
seemns incredible.

Mommssn, SA IIT 236; 256, n. 4.

Tt is not likely that the expression civ. capira, with the addidonal clause concerning
ordi and orbae, tmeans all adult males, and it is no accident that Beloch, for whom the
census figures indicate all adult males (Die Bevilkerung der griechisch-rdmischan
IFelr, Leipzig 1886, 14) conwadicts himself later (#id. 375) when he curiously
understands by the term civiem capita all the capiea libara (see the cridelsm of
Kornemann, Jahrb, fiir nat. Qecon. und Star, 1897, 293). Naturally this second view
of Beloch's is even more impoassible than the first since there can be no purpose in
a list of all capuza libera with the sole exception of orfs and orbae.

I_.‘i.!.l"‘l,", ].-.4..11 = PD]}"h. IT T4, I6 I::ﬁ-wr"quma Grria Bm‘r&'fﬂv}. I call ita *[.'IEII:-
formula’ because the expression civinm capita preeter orbos orbasque was apparently
a simplified version of 8 more complex formula which may perhaps have been the
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orbaeque tor {see Mommsen, SR I 411, n. 1),

Ct. J. Gibler, Rom aund Tealien, Breslau 1939, 140. fater alia, if the formula alluded
to physical requirement, one would have to suppose that those who were unable to
bear arms per aetatem would have been excluded from this list of citizens. This is
the case when the phrase arma ferre posse is used of barbarian peoples (see e, the
passages of Caesar collected by H. Meusel, Lexicon Cassarianum, I 1887, col. 305)
but it is not possible that at Rome in the late third century (229 ac is the confexe of
the passage of Polyhius cited in the previous note) the seniorer were not included
among the civium capita.

Narurally enough, at least from a theoretical point of view, bearing in mind the
successive reductions of the census minimmm.

See Mommsen, SR 112 405—7.

The term caprte census (Hke duicensus, Beloch, op. cit. 316) refers only to registration
with the censors, before whom the profezariz also appeared (Mommsen, SR II? 366);
they wete thus enrolled in tribes and could vote in the cermgra. The assertion of
Caspari, ffe XIIT 1914, 197, that it is a term of the Imperial period does not ke
into account 3zll. & J 86, 2 and Cic. de Rap. 11 40.

. The statement of Beloch, Ko Il 1903, 478, that the capite censt must have been

included in a list compiled on the occasion of the twnultus Gallicus of 225 e does
not hold, since in 225 BC there was no tumulmary levy; it was entirely & question of
making a list of eligibles to which the proletarii are irrelevant,

Indeed, the fumuleuarins difectus, undl this time uniquely employed in the ancient
instimton of the tmeltes, came in the second cenmury o be the means by which
legions on occasions were formed without going through the delays which attended
the wraditional difectas (Livy, XXXI 2, 5-6; XXXII 26, 12; XL 26, 6; XLI 5, 4;
XLIII 11, 11). It is also possible that the Romans had recourse to levies of this kind
a3 a purely voluntary method of enrolment: we should note the poor standing
accredited to the tumefrucrit (Livy, XLI 11, 13).

Henee the earlier conclusions of E. Herzog, mem. cit. 124 £, can be accepted, The
objections which Beloch, gp. cir. 318, lodged against them do not appear decisive.
Beloch's agsertion that *even less can we understand how the expression censa sunt
ceveurn capita ot could exclude the capite cened’, conflicts with what has been said
above, Fr. e Soc. 20 0. 57 [= &, n. §7 above). His point that *if the freedmen, as far
as military service was concerned, wers actually equated with the capits cansz, they
ought, in a list devoted to citizens fit for military service, to have been treated as the
eapite censd were” (and, therefore, excluded from it, though we know that from a
certain period some were classified with the first two classes and therefore included
in a list of efvium capita: Herzog, mem, cit. 139) does not take account of the fact
that the fifertini were clearly classified with the first two classes for purposes of
eriduierm, but not military service (see, hﬂweﬁg', Mommsen, SR IIT 449).

To summarize, it is dateable to 133—123 ®c by the following three arguments: (1)
it is before 107 and after 133 (or 146) BC; (2) it is before 123 B, the year of Caius
Gracchus' military law; (3) the census returns of 125 Boare a consequence of it
Concerning the various views put forward to explain the census returns of 125 8e,
we may refer to the carcful summary of Fraccaro, ‘Assegnazioni agrarie e censi-
menti romani’, in Seriefi in onore df O, Ferring, 1 1947, 262 §. == Opusenda, I §71£.,
altheugh [ do not accept his conclusions.

Cf. A Bernardi, ‘Tneremento demografico di Homa e colonizzazione latina’, NRS
XXX 1946, 272 f. (esp. 277—9: 287-9). Cf. Polyb. I 64, 1-2 and the speech of
Metellus in H. Malcovati, ORF?, p. 107,

Cic. de Off- IT 73.
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As appears from Dion, Hal. TV 18, 2 (= VII g9, 6): vode & daewods maMiras, of rlugouw

elyor éddrroen Sdfiera wal fedmovs wede, mledovs rov dplfpde Siras rdy mpordpar, drarras
ely fve oerdfes Adyor e, This statement should be compared, but not
confused, with the information that the centuries of the lower classes comprised
more citizens than the first class in itz entirety, as Cic. de Rep. I 4o, also says, [
cannot accept the reconstruction of L. Homo, Ler tnstitutions polittques romaines
de fz citd 3 &eat, 1927, 193 £

. This entitles us to reject the view of Fraccaro, Athenacum N.5. IX 1971, 292, n.

1 = Opurcula, 11 54, n. 1, that, il in 131 B there were 300,000 adsiduf, there would
have been no justfication for the concern of the Gracchi. Fracearo wishes to use
this point as an argument against the theory of Herzog on the census iigures.

Pﬂl}"h VT 23, 151 of 5 dmep vds poplas mpcdpesn Spoypds, dirt ol woploddlacos ot
roig dMows ddwaborods meperifierrar Jdpaxas. This has to be considered as a relic
of the distinguishing armour of the different census classes, which had still sucvived
in the leglons, perhaps down to the Hannibalic War (Domaszewski, RE s.v.
‘bewaffnung’, col. 377; Fraccaro, art. cit. Athenaenm N.S, XI1 1934, 60 = Opuscala,
IT 296). Giannelli, art, cit, 4 & R Ser. TI1, I11 1935, 217, 0. 18, thought it to be an old
distinction ‘which was a survival from the period in which all the heavy infan:ry
was provided by one class”, but this seems highly unlikely. In fact it is after the
Second Punie War that the threefold division of the lepion came to be based solely
an the criterion of age without taking any account, as before, of armous,

Ifin 171 B Livy (XLIT 52, 11) makes Perseus say: arnta o (the Romans) Aabers
da guae sibi quirgue paraverit pauper miles, Macedonas prompea ax regio apparatu, he
is only alluding to the general difference berween the dtizen milida of a dmoecracy
and the army of an absolure meonarchy (Liers, op. et 37): no conclusions for the
Roman army of the second century Bc can be drawn from this.

The verh wpooféopa: refers only to Swlov, as is shown by the position of dr; on the
other hand the two genitives rofi . . . olrov kel rfic doffros are only prolepses of
wdvrar rovbron, The Latin translation of the Didot edidon, Poalybii Religuice, 1880,
162, is correct: Homanis vero sive frumentum sive vestis tribuatur, auf eifam st quibus
armis denus opus Aabuerint, forum omaium certa praetia quadstor de siipendio deducit.
The prefic spes (= denmo in the Latin wanslaton) must be understood as ‘in
addirion” and refers 1o the clothing and the food. The interpretation of Clerici,
Feonomia ¢ finanga def Komans, I, Bologna 1943, 446 f. 15 to be rejected.,

Probably the state orginally bought the arms from podvate manufacturers (Livy,
HKIT 7, 11): the first armouries and arsenals in state hands are attested only in 100
BC (Cic, pro Hab. perd, reo. 20).

Cf. Tac, Awn [ 17, 6 {(aD 14). The deductions abolished by C. Gracchus were
perhaps restored in 109 BC (see Asc, in Carn. p. 54, 25 £ Stang]).

Concerning the rewards offered to the soldiers of the Hannibalic War, we know
that to begin with the 5.C. of 201 Be ordered that Scipio’s African army should
receive allotments on the parts of Samnite and Apulian land which had been confis-
cated {Livy, XXXI 4, 1—3) and that in the following years the provision was
extended to include soldiers from Spain, Sardinia and Sidly (Livy, XXXI 49, 5-46;
HAHKIT 1, 6), i.e. the measures affecred only all soldiers who had foughe ourside
Italy, and who naturally had not secured discharge (mizkites qui per multor annos
stipendin fectrrent ag Livy says). However, in the second century the settlement of
soldiers in Spain is attested, 2 phenomenon which was to cceur later in the Imperial
period on a large scale, From 206 to 12 B¢ we know of foundations of the cities of
Ttaliea (App. fler. 18, 153), Gracchurs (Livy, Per, XLI; Fest. p. 86, 5 Lindsay);
Carteia (Livy, XLIII 3}; Corduba {Strabo, III 2, 1); Palma and Pollentia (Strabo,
I 5, 1). On all these problems see Fr, e Soc. 105 £, [= g0 L. below], On the
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political and military consequences of the Spanish War see Ed. Meyer, "Unter-
suchungen zur Geschichte der Gracchenzeit’, Kleine Schriften, I* go1 and n. 13 Al
Schulten, Numantia, L 1914, 270-84.

Livy, XX VIII 46, 1; App. Lik. 8,30 L.

Livy, XXXI 24, 2 (XXXIT 4, 3); XX XTI g, 1; XXXVII 4, 3; XLII 32, 6. Frihlich,
ap, cit. 33 L.

Although the militia was adapted to the new situation arising out of the growth of
Roman territory there was no corresponding development of the state organization
bevond the city-state structure (Ed, Meyer, ‘Das rom. Manipularheer’, Kilsine
Schriften, 1I* 226): hence the conflice between the army and the political system
which was a characteristic of the civil wars of the first century ac. CF L. Topa, 'La
relazione tra la forma di governo e 'organizzazione militare romana dai Gracchi ad
Augusio’, Ephem. Dacoromana 1X 1940, 119 £,

. Delbriick, ep. cir. I* 445. It also appears from Cato, fr. 152 Malc.? (= Nonius, p. 03

Lindsay): expedito pauperem plebeiwm atque profecarium, that the burden of service
fell principally on the poor. The fragment belongs to the speech de trébunis milizum
of 171 86, Less probable is the explanation of the fragment given by B. Janzer, Hist.
Untersuchungen pu den Redenfragmenten des M. Porcius Cato, Wiiczburg 1937, 62.
App. fher. 84, 365. On this passage see De Sanctis, Seoria dei Roriani, TV 3, 259623
AL B, Astin, Sapio Aensilianus, Oxford 1967, 136: [ Hellegounarc'h, Problimes de la
guerre & Rome, Paris—The Hague 1969, 199-6a.
Op. cie. I* 493. Cf. also the account of FI, Last, CAH [X 173—4.
Cf. Es. e Soc. 190, 36 [= 6, n. 36 abowve].
I omit, of course, any treatment of Marius® purely military innovations which do
not concern the political historian. The accounts of this period all deal more or less
adequately with Marius' reforms. The only work to my knowledge totally devored
to the subject is that of W. Votsch, C. Marius afs Reformator des rim. Heerwesens,
1886 (in Sammlung gemeinverstindlicher wissenschaftlicher Formrige, Virchow and
Holzendarff, N. F. st Series, Heft 6). For further reference cf. the works on
Marius, esp. A. Passerini, 'C. Mado come uomo politico’, Adthenaewn N5, K11
1934, 32~3, and Weynand, RE Suppl. VI s.v. "Marius', col. 1420-2. Worth con-
sulting are the military histories of Marquards, ap. cie. 147 .3 Delbriick, ap, e, I°
442 f.: Parker, The Roman Legions, Ouford 1928, 21 f.; Kromayer-Veith, ap. oot
376 f. Finally, eee L. Topa, art. cir. Ephem. Dacoromana IX 1940, 149 £ and .
‘Considerazioni politiche sulla riforma militare di Marvio', A ded 7 Congrecso &
Seudi Romani, IT 513 . {Topa's thesis is, however, unacceptable).
BJfas, 2.
Plut. Mar. g, 1; Flor. I 36, r3; Exup. 2. Cf. Val. Max. II 3, 1; Lyd. de mag. T 48.
BVl 1o, 14.
Diecl 1T §: guanta cura robora militurm legeris, imperator (Marius), ut hostibus prope
manas vires excedeneibus {the Cimbri and Tentones) apponeres parem dilectum, val
£x 0 mantfesium est quod cim SCITEs NOR €X cénsu £55e Virtutem, practerita facultatinm
contemplatione vires animosque tantum spectasti, guid prodest ? en guante difeceus tuo
Jit invidia? diceres adversus Cimbros puerum probasse. sed neque te nulitaris astas
fefeliis cutis certissima mensura est posse forgter facere. Cf. Mommsen, SR IIT 298,
Kromayer-Veith, ap. cir, 378 and 1. 3.
Measures to increase the number of eligible citizens ate recorded for 107 BC by
Crran. Lic. p. 14 Flemisch.
Sall. B[ 36, 3.
Ase, i Corn. . 14, 25 Stangl.

. Sall. B.f 38,65 43, 4; 84, 2.

B 18,6; 39, 25 43, 4; 84, 2393, 2599, 1; 100, 24 10§, 1.
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B F a6, 1.

The explanation of Val. Max. II 3, 1, that the capite censi had been enrolled by
Marius novitatis suae conscientia {cf. Flor. I 96, 11: the common source is Livy) is
called puerile by Passerini, art. cie. Athenaeum W5, X1l 1934, 32-3.

Sall. BJ 84, 1; B5, 3. Cf. Exup, 2: as will be seen later, the volunteers came princi-
pally from the rural Plebs.

Cf. P, Zancan, ‘Prolegomeni alla Grugurtina', ATF CII 19423, 655-4. The state-
ment of Val. Max, (cf, £s. & Soe. 31, n. 92 [= 14, n. 92 above]) also falls into this
category.

BJ 86, 2. np Plut. Mar. 9 uses almost the same words to report the marter:
dvayopeuficls (Marius) 8¢ dapmpds, edfds dorparoddya mapd rdv wduov wal iy ovmifear
moddy Tdv dwapov wal Sofloy waraypadar e, Reference to the principle of volun-
teering is all thar is lacking. Concerning the alleged enrolment of slaves see Passe-
rini, art. cit. 32.

This is the meaning of Sallust's phrase negue ex clesribus (= Plut. sapd rév wdpos).
Cf. Votsch, op. cit. 24; Mommsen, SR 111 298,

Licbenam, £ s.v. ‘dilectus’, col. 611; Kromayer-Veith, ap. cfr. 180-1.

Sall. 8 f 84, 2.

For example, those contingenes which Sulla took with him to Atrica: Sall. B F 93,
I.

Some scholars have wanted to construe {erroncously) the veteran problem in the
time of Saturninus (103100 Be) as an [alian problem, and so have misunderstood
the question discussed here. [. Gihler, ap. ait. 197 (see also Passerind, are. cfr. 32)
rook the phease capese censi in Sall. B 7 86, = more broadly to include also the Iralian
allies, although it is clear that only Roman citizens are intended (Gelzer, Gromon
KVH 1941, 152 = Kleine Schriften, 11, Wieshaden 1963, 94). Certainly we do not
know the social background of the allied soldiers furnished ex formuda although ic
is extremely probable that, as with the Romans, the lowest social elasses were in the
majority. This, however, does nothing to favour any imagined Italian content in
the Marian dtfectns of 107 B0,

Sall. B 84, 8; 8y, 3.
Sall. B F 73,6,

For 103 see auct. de wir. 2l 73, 1; for 100 Plut. Mar. 29, 2; App. BC I 29, 130] auct.
de vir, il 73, 5.

Cic. pro Sest. 37; Livy, Per. LXIX; Plut. Mar. 28, 7; App. 8C1 29, 132,

App. BCT 29, 132: Sarurninus asked for help from roly odms ded rods dypads, ofs 89
kel palara efappon drearpererpdrors Mapie (cfl also T 30, 1945 1365 31, 1395 42,
1431)- Appian 29, 132, adds: mdecorewrovrror §' & il pdpe vav "Traluerds 4 Bfuos
divraydparse. The term ‘Iraddror which crops up on other occasions in Appian,
especially in his account of the Gracchan tribunates, is not easy to interpret. The
traditional view — followed by Gohler, ap. cir. 76 f., and by Samonati, "L. Appuleio
Saturning e i federati’, BATR VIII 1997, 30 — sees the reference as one to Tralian
socti, but this has been abandoned by Gelzer, Gnomon, V 1029, 2089 = Hleine
Schriften, I 75—6, and by Rontchalovsky, RA CLHI 1926, 194; they understand by
it ‘Roman citlzens of the countoyside’. Withour discussing the question fully it
seems to me thae, in the specific case of the sedition of Saturninus, the former
interpretation is impossible (cf. H. Last, FRS XXX 1o40, 82) since it results in a
total misinterpretation of the events of 100 re, when the allied question had only a
minor importance, Samonat, art. eit, 14, also comes to this conclusion. My view on
the problem is further treated in Appiano e fo Storia delle guerre civill, Florence
1956, 76-8 and in my Commentary® on Appian (Appiant Bell. Crv. Lib, 1, Florence
1967, 19§). See also £, ¢ Soc, 200 £ [= 72 [, below].
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Sall. BJ 86, 4. See E. Badian, Forergn Clientelne, 264-70 BC, Oxford 1958, 197,
n. 5; F. Hand, Tursellings, I, Amsterdam 1969, 25 2-6; Krehs-Schmalz, dnribarbarus
& Lae. Sprache, 1%, 1962, 140

Sall. Bf 84, 4.

Topa, art. cit. At F Congr. Studi rom. 1 §13-14: “the Marian levy was baged on
men who wanted to enrol, men who were waiting for the moment'. Cf. i, Ephem.
Dacoromana IX 1940, 1§0-2.

See Es. & Soe. 113 £, [== 43 L. below]; P. A. Brunt, “The Army and the Land in the
Roman Revoludon®, FRS LII 1962, Go—86.

. The assertion of Plut. Mar. 9, 2 is cypical: od phv radrd ye (the enrolment of caprte

censi) pdirora Seéfatde rov Mdpuow, dAX of Adyor Gpooels Svrey drepoyily ol Gfpa Tols
mpdvrovs Aot R, AL

Topa, art. cit. Ephem. Daroromana TX 1040, 190-1.

That such a theory stands in Wal. Max. can be evidence for its prior mention in
Livy: see Es. e Soc. 33 1. 92 [= 14, 0. 92 above]. Similacly connected are Plut. Mar.
gy 1 {viw mpooler fyepdrer of mposleyopdvew Tols romidrovs — the capire cemsi ~
dA domep Mo morde weddr md omla perd Ty Tols dfloe repderwr, fxiyvooy TP
uu'n'fm' t‘n:n'.'mn 'r.l.-l:i'fml: %unﬂwns} am‘l IS-E:]]. :":V]- 'Il:i:I 11 l::.fe"dr .jruf!lm?.;:ﬂl Fésd PE-:HH!-—
agque familiaris obsidis vicem pigmerisque esse apud rem publicam videbatur amorisque
tn patriam fides quaedam in ea firmamentumgue érat, neque prolerarii meque capite
censt miilites nist fn twmnlty maximoe scribebancur, qiia fomilic pecuniaque his aue
fennis aut nella esrer). NB. Exup. 2, though it is not clear how its pure anti-Marian
sentiment {Aos — the capite cenai — fgirer Marius guetbus non fusric res publica commit-
tanda duwxit ad belfum) can be reconciled with thar author's generally agreed
dependence on Sallust, or, more specifically, how the passage can derive from the
BT (cf. Maurenbrecher, Safl. fere. relipmae, I, p. 13; Schanz-Hosius, Ram. Licee-
ratur, IV 2, 1920, &2; Wissowa, RE s.v. ‘Exuperantius’). In Sall. B J 86, 3 thercisa
theme which seems similar at fiest sight: homini potentiam quaerenti egentissimur
GUESQUE OPPOrtUnIISINIES, qUOT NEQUE Tud cara, quippe gquae nulla sunt, et omvEa cum
praetio ionesta videntnr, but it is clear that the author is thinking of, and is concerned
with, only the political gapect of the phenomenon, and not with any doctrinaire
formulation. See also Dion. Hal. IV 19, 3-4, and Athengerm N5, XXXIX 1981,
1o,

As Last, CAHTX 133, describes it It is srriking that the theoretical statement of the
timocratic foundations on which the Roman citizen militia rested appears in its
axiomatic form only on this accasion, It is not irrelevant to mention here that the
same congept — Le, that private property guaranteed the lovalty of crzens to their
country and their involvement in the affairs of the state < is also basic to the argu-
ments of Ti. Gracchus in 133 BC in proposing the resumption of eger publicas and
its distribution to the profetarii (see Appian, T 11, 446, with my Commentary).
The Catonian ideal of the dtizen-soldier, as put over by Ti Gracchus, has clearly
a conservative origin, bur we should remember that the tone of Gracchus' argu-
ments was very different when he addressed the Plebs (Pl Tt Grace. 9, 4) rather
than the upper classes.

Liers, ap. cit. 1o—11 and n. 1.

Cf. Cary, CAH X 491 £.; Yavetz, Historta X1 1963, 485-99.

Plut. Cass. §, 2—3. Thar Cadline also claimed in some sense to be linked with
Miarius is supmested by the face that the standard he used for his own army was the
eagle which Marius had had in the Cimbric War (5all. £C 59, 10,

(. De Sanctis, Prodlami of siorfa antica, 1932, 212-13. De Sanctis, i, arg, main-
tains that the conduct of the Numidian War by Metellus was limited by his depen-
dence on an army still reeruited on the class-system, and by a wish to conserve the
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resources of the Roman middle class, a consideration which did not hamper Marius,
But in view of the actual composition of the Roman army, especially after 125 5o,
the different methods of warfare are probably to be explained by the different
characters of the rwo generals, To justify his own earlier conduct towards Metellus—
which was far from noble — Marius had to tey to finish the war in the quickest way
possible. N8 however (cf. K. v. Fritz, *Sallust and the attitude of the Roman
nobility . . ', TAPA4 LXXIV 1943, 158—9), the speed of Marius' campaign in
Numidia has been deliberately exaggerated by Sallust who, by confining within
relatively few chapters the activity of Marius, in comparison with Metellus, wants
to make the former appear superior to the latter.

M. A. Levi, La costitugtone romana dai Gracehi a Gianlio Cerare, 1928, 14. For a more
precise interpretation of M. Livius Drusus, . pl. 91, see Er. e Soc. 383 £ [= 131 L.
below].

Notes to If

Athengeum N5, XXIX 1951, 171-272. See P. . Cufi, JRS XLIV 1954, 132-3;
R. E. Smith, Service in the Posi-Martan Roman Army, Manchester 1958; W.
Schmitthenner, “Politik und Armee in der spiten rém. Republil’, /72 CHC 1960,
1—-17; P A, Brunt, “The Army and the Land in the Roman Revoluden’, JRS LIL
1962, 64—86; L. Polverini, "L'aspetto sociale del passaggio dalla repubblica al
principate’, devum XXXVII 1064, 448—57; J. Harmand, L'arnde et le soldat &
Rome de 107 & 5o avant notre ére, Paris 1967; M. Rambaud, ‘Légion et armée
romaines’, AL XLV 1967, 112-46; H. Botermann, Die Soldaren und die rim.
Politik in der Zeit von Caesars Tod bis qur Begriindung des Zwaiten Triumvirats,
Munich 1968; Problimes de la Guerre & Rome, Paris—The Hague 1oy (articles by
J. Harmand, 61 £; P. Jal, 75 £.; C. Nicolet, 117 £.).

. Fustel de Coulanges, La cité antrque,™ 1912, 181 £. For Rome: Livy, T 47 and Dion.

Hal. IV 19 and 21 (particularly penetrating). For reasons of clarizy T give a brief
summary of the conclusions reached in my earlier work, £, & Soc. 1. [=1f.
ahove].

G. Veith, in Kromayer-Veith, Heervesan und Kriegfiihrung der Griechen und Rimer,
1928, 329. Cf. C. Gar, "Riflessioni sull'istituzione dello stipendivm per i legionari
romani’, Aeme XTI 1970, 131-5.

. For the fourth century: Fest, p. 406, 30 Lindsay; cf. De Sanctis, Storta ded Romant,

II 1.49.
Ennius, dnn. 1835 Vahlen; Cass. Hem. fr. 21 Peter; Oros, IV 1, 3; Aug, de civ, ded,
IIT 17 ef. Br. e Foc. vr, n. 28 [= 5, n. 28 abowve].

. In the period of the Hannibalic War the divisions of the legion were, and had been

for some time, based on age and no longer on distincdons of armours of, H.
Drelbriick, Geschichee des Kriegskunse, D, 1920, 445.

Dre Sanctis, op. cre, 1T 207,

Polyb. VI 23, 1§: ef. Es ¢ Soc. 23, 0. 67 [= 9, n. 67 above]. The velites, moreaver,
always came from the poorest of the population (rauwypdraras: Polyb, VI a1, 7):
they were abolished by Marius (see AL Schulten, Hermes LXIIT 1928, 240), On the
change from century to tribe as the basis of enrolment see Appendix I

Dion. Hal. IV 19; the text is cited at length in Appds, L

9. Ci. Fraccaro, ‘La riforma dell'ordinamento centuriato’, Swedi Bonfants, 1 1930,

L=

121 = Opuscrda, T1 189,
Fustel de Coulanges, ‘Les institutions militires de la république romaine’, Revue
des dewx mondes X1C 1870, 296 .
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Fraccaro, ment. cit. 118 £, = Qpuscuda, IT 185 L

In my view G. Tibiletti, Achenaenm N.5. XXVII 1949, 223 {. has, with the aid of
the Tabuls Hebana, given a definitive cxposition of the organization of the re-
torined comitia centuriata.

See Fs, ¢ Soc, 23— [= g—1sabove].

D¢ Rep. T1 405 cf, Livy, XXXIV 11, 17. On the *exclusive’ tendency of governing
classes see the acute observations of E. Betri, ¥ Felangiers X AKXV 1914, 1701,
Fx.e 3oc, 11 [= jabove].

Es.a 3oe, 17 £.[= 7 f. above].

Dion. Hal, IV 18 (= VI 59): cf. Es. e Soc. 22, n. 65 [= 9, n. 65 above].
214-2120C: Fr. e Joc. 12 [= 5 above].

Polyb. VI 19, 2.

Fr.e Soc. 13 L. [= 6 [ above].

Tibiletd, Athenaenm N5, XXVII 1949, 37 L.

Ed. Meyer, 'Das rim. Manipularheer” (APAF 1923, no. 1), now in Kleine Schrifien
I1%, Halle 1924, 226, The political organization of Roman Italy which had developed
over many centuries by continually adapting itself to changes in situation and con-
text and which reached completion in the second century B¢, cannot be considered,
pace A, Bernardi, “Dallo stato-cittd alle seato municipale in Roma antica’, Patdeia [
1946, 213 L., as an absorpton of the city-state in 2 municipal system. On the con-
trary, the Roman system adopted the standard principle of allowing various com-
munities, subject to Rome in different forms, a certain independence in their
internal administration; in the different approaches itadopted iraimed, in my view, at
stabilizing a state of affairs that was to the fullest possible degree consistent with a
firm intentdon to maintain the city-state structure of the metropolis. This succeeded
to such an extent that, when the political organization of Iraly was complete, the
city-state structure — as Bernardi himself has to admit — was not in fact supplanted
but exposed its own impotence to deal with the new simadon. Furthermore, the
concept of the clty-stite remains, even in time to come, the essential overriding
factor— and not only in the view of the oligarchs,

o Om all this see Fr, ¢ Soc., 25 £.[= 10 . above].
. App. Ther. 78, 314 (140 8¢). The measure apparently had no general validity: cf.

H. Last, CAHTX 135. See Plut. 71 Grace. 16, 1 and Cass. Dio, fr. §3, 7 Boiss, on
which of. Fraccaro, Soudt sull’eta det Gracehi, 1 1914, 154 £ and |, Carcopine,
Avtowr des Gracques, 1928, 4o0-4. In general for the consequences of the Spanish
Wars see A. Schulten, Numantia, 1 1914, 270 £, CL also E. Betti, J! Filangieri
HAXVIN 1914, 161—208.

E. Kornemann, in Vogt-Komemann, Rém. Geschichie (= Eml in o, A3, 111 2),

1933, 65.

. Plut. 7. Grrace. 9, 5.

Cf. Es. e Soc. 15 £. [= 6 f. above]. Note Cato, fr. 152 Malc.? (171 82,

App. Ther. B4, 365-

In general see Er. ¢ Soc. 10 £ [= 13 §. above] for this conclusion.

Sall. B 71, 6.

App. BC T 29, 1327 ofs (e, vols offew dvd vols dypods) 8% wai pddor’ ldppovy
tmeorpareupdvons Mapla. CF, the discussion of this and other passages, Fr. ¢ Sae, 38,
f. 106 [= 16, n. 196 above]: see my Commentary® {Apprame Rell. Cov. fIh, 1,
Florence 1967} ad fae. (All subsequent cltations of Appian refer to books of his
BC)

Various sources tell us (zee Er, & Soc. 18, n. 105 [= 16, n. 10§ above] for the
evidence) that the followers of Saturninus were principally Marius' veterans. Hence
the equation Marius® veterans == rural Plebs is certain, This seems to refute the
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assertion of L. R, Taylor, Party Palitics in the Age of Caesar, Berkeley—Los Angeles
1949, 54 and 20z {n. 23}, that Marus’ reform resolted in the entry into the army of
citizens from the urban tribes (while hitherto, according to Mommsen, SR IIT 451
and 784, military service seems to have required membership of & mral twibe). In
Taylor's view these cifizens of the urban tribes would have become members of the
rural tribes and, what is more, of these tribes’ propertied cliss, via land discibutions.
But in the first place the statement of Mommsen, at least in so far as the examples
which he adduces show, seems o concern only the Imperial period, and secondly,
to the extent that arguments ex sifentio can be valid, Polybius® descrption of the
Roman levy (VI rg~20) does not display knowledge of the exclusion of any tribe.
In fact, citzens of the urban tribes must have been in the Roman army before
Marius’ time and of course it is not impossible that also after Marius they performed
military service (e during the Social War even the ffersind served, and it is well-
known that they were confined to the urban tribes: of, Marquardt, De I"Organéya-
tion militaire chey fes Romams, 144—5). Taylor's principal assertion, however, is in
ervor, given the fact that the post-Marian army came chiefly from the countryside,
and this is further confirmed by the well-known passage of Sall. 8] 84, 3 (negue
plebs milivia volentt putabatur), where the context shows that the reference is to the
urban Plebs. Very probably Sallust had in mind the attitude of the urban Plebs of
his day. As for the entry of ex-saldiers into the propertied classes of the rural tribes,
thiz is equally valid - or, in fact, is more valid — if the reference is to a decadent rural
Plebs. However, as we shall see later, the purpose of the military colonies was often
of a purely fortuitous nature,
Cf. Plut. Tt Grace. 9, 5; App. L7, 205 Sall. BF 41, 7; 6d Hise. T 11 Maur,; (Sall)
ad Caes. 11 5, 4; Cic. de leg. agr. 111 14; Horace, Od. II 13, 23 f. Evidence for the
expulsion of the small proprietors for the first century A is collected by E. Lepore,
Pompeiana. Raceolta df Seudt per il 2° Centenario degli Seavi di Pomped, Naples 1950,
g and n. 3 (extract). The same theme appears in the well-known fragment of Vegola,
in (rramaeici Feteres, 1 150, 18 f. Lachmann. L. Zancan, 4 & R ser. HI 7, 1939, 203 L.
esp. 213, rightly says that even if it Is difficult to find in the fragment a specific
reference, as L. Piotrowice, Kfio XX 1910, 3348, wished to do, it does fit with
all that we know of the Ereuscan farming classes in the age of Sulla. CF. J. Heurgon,
“The Date of Vegoia's Prophecy’, JRS XLIX 1959, 41—53 W. V. Harris, Home in
Ertruria and Umébrea, Oxford 1971, j1—-40. We shall examine later the extent to
which the provision of rewards for veterans has influenced the overall development
of this theme. In general, for observations on the conditions of the Italian agrarian
class in the first century 8¢, see M. Rostovizeff, The Social and Eeonomic Fivtory of
the Roman Empire? ed. Fraser, Oxford 1956, 15 and n. 32,
Cf. also F. B. Marsh, Modern Problems in the Anctent World, University of Texas
Press, Aunstin 1943, unfortunately not known to me excepr from M. Cary, JAS
KEXKV 1945, 148. Cleero, Phal, X 22, for example, calls the centurions ruseicd atque
agrestes. The consequence was that the social status of the soldiers was low: .
Syme, The Roman Revoletion, Oxford 1939, 457; cf. Tac. Ann. IV 4, 4 (4D 21):
nam voluntarium militem deesse, ac s suppeditet, non dadem virtute ac modestia agere,
guia plerumque tnapes ac vagi sponte militiam samant. Such a stace of affaics should
certainly not be a novelty or confined to that period. We should therefore reject the
contracy view of M. Rostovizeff, ap. eir. 41. In general sce Brunt, JRS LI 1962,
6o-86; peasant proprietors among the soldiers are firmly established, for example,
by App. Mitkr. go, gr1—12 (cited by P, [. Cuff, JRSXLIV 1954, 132) and above all
by Cass. Dio, XLVIIL &, 5 and 9, 3 (see my Comm. on Appian, 80V, Florence 1979,
pp. XXXII and LXVI-LXVII}, but the general picture painted here must hald.
In general, for a treatment of the problems of military institations in the eatly
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Principate, see A. Momigliano in dugustus, Stdf i occasione ded Bimallenario
Augusteo, Rome 1938, 195 £, esp. 197, 202-3, 205, 208, On Cass, BCT 14, 2; 56, 33
and Cass, Do, XLI 11, of. Rostovizeft, op. crr. 30-1. The reservations advanced by
Haywood, AJPLF LIV 1933, 150 [, who sees in the case of Domitius a purely
Erruscan phenomenon, do not deprive the evidence of weight and significance.
Evidence in Lichenam, RE, s, ‘dilectus’, col. Sog £ and Fiebiger, id. sov.
‘conquisitores’.

(Sall.) ad Caes, 1 8, 6; Bell. Alex. 58, 4.

Dig. XLIX 16, 4, 10 (Arrius Menander): sed mutato statuy mifitioe recessum a capitis
poena est, quia plersmque voluntarto milite numert supplentur.

The view of L. Topa, Ephem. Dacoromana IX 1940, 149 £ and i, A el F°
Congresso di Studi Romani, 11 14 £, CF. Es. ¢ Soc. 40 £. [= 17 above], (changing the
original text in Athenasum N5, XXV 1940, 205 L)

This phenomenon 1s by its nature so univerml (it usually follows on a policy of
conguest or, more generally, on the formation of professional armies) that it is
interesting to refer to what B, Constant wrote (De esprit de conguére, Chapters VI
and VIL) ‘on the influence of {'espric milfraire on a people’s domestic struchire’, in
connexion with the army of Napoleon, the more 5o as some of the points mentioned
show explicitly how a Frenchman invelved in politics drew on examples which the
history of anctent Rome could provide.

. Caesar, who could quell a military revolt by referring to his soldiers as Quirites, is

a famous example: Suet. Caes, 70; App. I g2—y; Cass, Dio, XLII g2—. However,
it must be borme in mind that there i3 no question of a substantial difference of out-
look between soldiers and cvilians, as A. Momigliano, JRS XXX 1940, 79, has
rightly pointed out; the distinction is between a citizen's life as a soldier and his
political activity, Le. strictly a distinction between army life and Roman society,
This supports what [ shall have to say on the conflice berween the countryside and
the city of Rome.

Livy, 200XT 14, 2 (ofl XXX 5, 3); XXX g, 1; XKXKVII 4, 1; XLIT 32, 6. Cf.
Fr. Frthlich, Die Bedeutung des pweiten punischen Krieges fiir die Entwickiung des
ram., Hesrwesens, Leipzig 1884, 13 L

App. Thar, 84, 1856,

A.v. Premerstein, AF a.v. “clientes’, col. 37. CL i, Fom Werden und Wesen des
Prinpipars, ABAF NF. XV 1037, 100.

Fustel de Coulanges, Hist, des Institutions polit, de Panc. France. Les ortgines du
systdme féodal, 1890, 223. On the passage of Appian see also A. Passerini, Le coorts
pritorie, Rome 1940, 5 £

What I have said above proves that this phenomenon daes not originate with the
reform of Marius (Taylor, ep. efe. 47) but precedes it. In the same way the army was
proletarian in character prior to the time of Marius.

« Premerstein, Fam Werden, 23 £

Cf. R. Heinze, ‘Fides', Hermes LXIV 1929, 191-2 {the article is reprinted in Fom
Greise des Rimeriums, 1938, 25-53),

An acute observation by Premerstein, Fom HFerden, 26-7.

Premerstein, Fom Ferden, 44 and 73, distinguishes two oaths, the repulac military
oath and the oath to the general. For the significance of this interpretaton see
Momigliano, art. cit, in Augestus, 197 and n. 1. Cf. also Taylor, op. oft. 199 (1. 72).
K. Zakrzewski, Fos XKXIT 1929, 71 f, has demonstrated the significance for
ancient states in general, and for Rome in particular, of more or less self-contained
groups, bound to a poliical or military leader by an all-embracing oath, On the
oath of Drusus in gt se (Diod. XXXVII 11) cf. Taylor, op. cir. 46 and 198 (0. 67).
We should not, of course, misinterpree as political ideclogies any mking of sides
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which was dictated by particular regional affiliations; this latter is explained by
clzentela ties, .. the Picenes and Pompey, on which cf. M. Gelzer, “Cn. Pompeius
Strabo und der Aufstieg seines Sohnes Magnus', AP A 1941, no. 14, 1 £, = Kleine
Sehriften, 1I, Wicsbaden 1963, 106-18); 1. FPompens, Munich 1949, 37; L. R.
Taylor, op. cfe. 4%. The defection of Labisnus, a Picens and certainly a effans of
Pompey, at the beginning of the Civil W ar is in all probability to be accounted for
in this way: cf. R, Syme, JRY XXVIIT 1938, 11325 (in my view no basis for the
doubzs in Daly, CH XLIII 1950, 1o7); contrast the statement of the Caesarian
centurion in Hell, Afric. 45, 2.

Concerning, the Pleenes (and the Umbrians: of. the Camertes and Marius — sse
later —and the T. Matrinius of Cic. pro Bafb, 48: Milnzer, E s.v. no. 3 and Schulze,
Zur Geschichre lateiniveher Figennamen, 1004, 192; M. Annims Appius from
Ipuvium: Cic, pro Balb, 46; in general E. Badian, Foreign Clientelae 264-70 BC,
Oxford 1958, 260; also Cle. pro Mur, 42; ad Ane, VIII 12b, 2; App. 1L 93, 184; 94,
186), it should be noted that there is ample evidenes for their serviee in the Homan
armies. This service seems to go beyond the ties of clientela and, pace Gelzer, Pom-
pefus, 47, 10 he part and parcel of a local tradition of true mercenary service. Picens
soldiers were probably present in the Marian army; at least this seems to be the
implication of the mendon of Q. Labicnus, the uncle of the future Caesarian legate
and fierce supporter of Appuleius Sanirninus in 100 Be. The latter, in fact, invoked
the aid of the ager Picenus unsverser in his revolution (Cic. pro Hab. perd, res, 223
cf. Passerini, dthenaeum N5, XIT 1934, 204, n. 3): this evidence, combined with
what I have said above (Es, ¢ Soc. nn. 31 and 32 [= 24, nn. 31 and 32 above]) on
the support of Marius® veterans for Saturninus, encourages the helief that Labienus
addressed himesIf to the Picene veterans of Mardus, Pieene officers are attested in
the consilium at Aseulum in such numbers thar it has been held that the soldiers
coming from Picenum formed a legion of their own ar that time (Dessan, JLS
£888; Carcopino, Hest. rom. 11 381, n. 155). w8 the origin of a Pompeian cffentela
in Picenum is to be dated after the Social War, just as his Picene loefimdic probably
are (Plut. Pomp. 6, 1): this is the view — and it is the correct one — of E. Pais, Dafle
guerre purniche a Cesare Augusto (1), 679 £. (on the basis of Dessau, JL.5 6629, he
envisages the possibility that the genr Fompeia was not really Pleene in origing of.
also Clichorius, Rdmirche Swdian, Leipeiz 1922, 185 £). In any case see Gelrer,
Abk. cie. 6; 8 and n. 33 15. CF. also for g9 ac Cic. ad A, VI 12b, 2. In this picture
we can fit the ant-Pompelan atdtude of other Picenes (in general of, Syme, PASK
XIV 1938, 20f.) including the well-known Marian and Cinnan family of the
Herennii (Milnzer, BE s.v. nos. 6, 7, 9: Syme, AR ga: cf. on the Ventidii Plar.
Pamp. 6, §, and also the case of L. Minucius Basilus: Syme, JRS XEVIII 1938,
124, .74} Alao in the early Empire the Picenes provided soldiers and officers, and
some of the latter reached the consulship: Syme, RR 362 and n, 2. Cf the important
passage of Tacitus, Ann. IV 5, § (AD 23) on the prastordan cohorts: Erruria ferme
Limbriaque defectoe aue vetere Latio et eodonets antiguitus Romanis, conficmed by the
evidence of inscriptions (A, Passerini, Le coorts pretorte, 146 f. and 159). This
important demonstration of the use of Picenes and Umbrians as a source of profes-
sional soldiers in the true sense of the word provides further substance for the view
that the army was just not interested in polities. This is alse shown by the ever-
growing numbers of non-Italians in the legions (ses, for example, Carcopine, His.
ront. IT 381, n. 155, and in peneral Lichenam, BF =.v. ‘dilectus’, col. 612 £3: their
outlook can only have been that described in a typical episode by Diod. XX XVII
17.

s1. Taylor, ap. cit. 47.
52. H. Drexler, ‘Parerga Caesardana’ Hermes LXX 1935, 225 £ has explained this



186

§3-

54
§5-

6.

i

58,

Nﬂfﬁi‘

extremely elearly by his analysis of Bell. Hizp, 17. If the defeated Pompeian soldier
presents himself as a civis Homanur and refers to patriae luctuasam perniciem, that is
relevant only to the object he has in mind, viz. to move the compassion of the
victor. In fact, political considerations, in so far as they are seen as questions of
national concern, remain completely alien: there is no emphasis on the problem of
the freedom of the respublica or on the posidon of Cassar vir-d-ver that problem.
The Pompeian realizes that he is no more than a conquered enemy in the eyes of
Caesar, and his posidon is a verimble dedizo. The principle, however, which under-
lies the Pompeian's speech is this: stinam quidem dit smmortales fecissent, ut tuus
porius milas quam Cn, Pompest focties éerem &t Aane virtietis constantiam i tua victorta,
mon i Hftus calamitare praestarem (the criticism by O, Seel, *Hirtius, Untersuchun-
gen {iber die Pseudocaesarischen Bella und den Balbusbrief”, Ko, Beifeft XXXV,
Leipzig 1914, 108, does not, in my view, undermine the basis of Drexler’s
interpretation; cf. also p. 62 £.). See my article in Lagio 1T Gemina: Catedra de San
Isidoro, Instituto Leones de Estudios Romano-Visigoticos, Leon 1070, 133 f
(== Es. e Soc. 471 £). It is typical, for example, that in Caes. BC IIT g1, 2 the
centurion Crastinus makes the dignitas Caesaris take precedence over the freedom
of the Reman people; the latter theme is clearly of lesser importance.

Cie. Phil, X 12, Sec also the assertions of Cassins In App, IV 93, 190 and 98, 419;
cf. V 17, 68, The remark of Crassus that no one can truly be called rich who cannot
equip an army at his own expense is well-known (see the evidence collected by A.
Carzettl, Athenaeun N5, XIX 1941, 10 and notes). It shows that using the means
of military revolution to establish one’s position had become a fundamental part of
the outleok of a Roman politidan from the time of the Sodal War; this had seen
the origin of the illegal private army (Vell. I 14, 2 and 29, 1), Appian, whose
source aimed to show how the history of the first century e prepared the way for
the origin of monarchy {see E, Kornemann, Ko XVII 1921, 13 £.) emphasizes the
change introduced by the Social War in Rome’s domestic politics: ef. T 2, 7 {on
which see also Premerstein, Fom Werden, 26): 34, 1573 55, 240; 60, 269, CF. also
Cass. Dio, LIl 1, 1.

Comtra, Seel, op. cit. 108: but see below, Exr. ¢ Soc. 89 [= 35 below].

Drexler, are. cir. 226 and n. 1 £, Caesar’s maxim (cf. Caes. in Gell. V 13, 6: negue
clientes sine summa infamia desert possunt) is famous,

Cf ep. Sulla’s statement in Sall, Hise, I 50 Maur, On the dengficia which, together
with grara and frdes, dominated relations berween general and soldier, see alsa V.
Péschl, Grundwerte rém. Staatsgerinnung in den Geschichtswerken des Salluse, Berlin
1949, 95

See L. B. Taylor, ap. cit. 47-8, For the veterans of Marius we should bear in mind
Dicd. XXX VIIT-XHKIX 12,

This comes our clearly in a chapter of Appian (V 17). It is interesting to note here,
in contrast with what emerges from Bell. Hisp. 17, that it is no longer the parteular
soldier who iz in question (i.e. an individuzl instance of elienrela) so much as the
whole army; it enjoys a quite different importance as far as its dependence on a
general is concerned. I give the whale passage: ofrior (ts Svrapylas) 8'Jv, Sm xai
ol arparyyol dyepordmgror foar of shelovs, o & éududlog, xal of orparel atrdy ab rols
warplors &feow €r xaraldyov ovwfyorro, b8 emi ypelp Tis warpifos, ofdil v npoolw
mrparentperoe piddor, 7 Tols odpovmy atrols pdvous, oobé rodrow dmd dedyen e,
addd wohiras gl ID'FE‘TEJFI}UE'. il T&F fTaiTE SUTely Tap ﬂ"rpm:r:mnin;-r -qf-r!ﬂm-' EI-E{A.UFP. DEUFTE
a'r_pu.ﬂ'“l.:én'ﬂm vopdfomm pdtdow, :I} Banbfelr olrely xr.flp.l.n HeLk Tuﬁ,u.?], Kk Tous GEYOITAS
fyovpdrois drd dvdyugs atrde € vd e émbeofo, o6 v adrouedel, mddar " Popalos
dBidMaxror dv, Tire wol Bwpedv ffiwdiro, wal fmpaaooy adrd of te orparel ward wAfog,
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wak T fmubariir dedpir frod, voplfores odx adropoddor cliva v 65 va duote perafaddy.
E;.I:-DI:EI: }ﬁp 3:} :rd:'m ﬁr,, u'u.l nl.'lE} :ﬂlprl. rn}'.rr.:lu' Es Exﬂpm' n.'ﬂu".!‘;w L.Pr.u’.mful:s &TFEE;I_FL?D' 'I'F"FI
riie grporppidy Smispoes ule, dt dederon €8 T0 ovpddpovta T marplde Bonfoivroe
elyepesrdpons Emoler wpos viv perafolddy, e movrayel +f warpife Sonfodvras, d xal of
STAETIFOL CURETER Efapoe, oie of pow pEAoy alri dpyovres, 4 raic Swpeain, offre e
&5 ordoay rére mdere, wol 3 Sreopylay Tely sramdpyors T4 evpardmelo drdrpamro,
In this connexion note the well-known judgement of Cornelius Nepos, Fum, 8, 2:
nasmgue ifla phalanx Alexandri Magni . . . | inveterata cum glorta tunc etiam licentia,
non parere s¢ ducibus, sed imperare postulobat, ut nunc veterant fociunt nostri. ftague
periculum est ne faciant quod il fecerunt, sua intemperantia nimiague leentia wt omnia
perdant neque minus eos, cum guibus steterint, guam adversus guos fecering, See Syme,
RR 250, for the historical context of the latter passage; of, my Comm. on Appian,
BCVp XXIUIE

L. R. Tavlor, ap. csz. 57 L.

The contribution of the Latins and the socéi to the Homan military machine,
whether one considers the numbers employed or the face that Roman and allied
formations developed a greater similarity of structure culminating with the adop-
tion by Rome of the cohort (H. M. D. Parker, The Roman Legions, Oxford 1928,
27 f.z ef. also 23), had in the course of the second century Be become such that the
Italians could no longer be considered to be purely auxiliary (in general see A
Afzelius, *Die rém., Kriegsmacht®, Aecra Jutlandica XV 2, 1944, 66 £.). For example,
the remarks of Scipic Aemilianus on the contribution of the Latin and Italian allies
which he was in a good posidon to appreciate and evaluate, and which drove him
to take a stand in their favour against the Gracchi (App. I 19, 79), are well-known,
I have shown elsewhere, Es. ¢ Soc. 93 [= 14 above], how the fact thar allied forces
are frequently mentioned in the wars of the last decade of the second centory Bc
cannot be explained simply as a generalization on the Roman habit of sparing their
own forces (in Numidia cf. Sall. BJ 38, 6; 39, 2; 43, 4; 77, 4; 84, 2; 93, 23 9%, 1; 100,
2; 105, 2; App. Num. fr. 3; against the Teutones of, Plut. Mar. 19, and the evidence
on the Camertes recorded below; see also B, ¢ See, 64, 0. 52 [= 27, n. 50 above].
The contribution of the allies was properly evaluated by the generals who employed
them, and this is clear not only from the fact that Scipio Aemilianus became their
champion; indeed, it is at the end of the second century e that cases of grants of
the citzenship to Latin or allied soldiers by Roman military leaders bepin to
multiply (Mommsen, SR IIT 135 £.), par passu with the recognition of the Latins'
right to the Roman citizenship in cases where they had held magistracies in their
native towns or had conducted successful prosecutions for extortion against Roman
magistrates; cf. A. Bernardi, ‘Tus Ariminensium’, Studia Ghisleriana I no, g, Pavia
1948, 297 and n. 63. In this context grants of the citizenship are, as it were, the
visible, solid demonstration of a brotherhood in arms and a unity of outlook
realized within the framework of army service. The well-known example is that of
Marius who rewarded in ipsa acie some coborts of Camertes (Cic. pro Halbo, 46—7;
Val. Max. V 2, 8; Plut. Mar. 28, 3) and there is a corollary in the power granted to
Marius by the agrarian and colonial law of Satuminus in 100 BC to create three
Roman citizens in each colony, as long as the colonists were ex-soldiers, slthough
this measure goes back to an old wadidon (see Gabba, Athengeum N5, XXTX 1951,
17 and n. 2). For examples of granes of the citizenship by Sulla, Pampey, Cacsar
and other generals see the evidence in Mommsen, loe. eft. nn. 4-4; in his view such
a privilege was not part of the ordinary powers of a general but had to be granted
by a special law (on Marius see also the points made by Samonati, SMIR VIII
1937, 27 £.). Tn general see Badian, FC a5z £
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For the Principate conceived as a rriumph of Italy over Rome see the fine pages of
Syme, R 451 £

On the date see the bibliography in my article in Aufrrieg und Niedergang d. rém.
Welt, | 1, Berlin 1972, 771, 0. 35, and Ros, n. 251.

Fraccaro, Athenaeum N5, VI 1919, 73 £, esp. 89 f. = Opuscala, Il 191—206. Cf,
also Ater def Congresso Intern. dt Dirieto Romano, 1 1934, 105 £, esp. 205 £, == Opus-
cula, T 103-14. The objections of Emst Meyer, Adrm. Sraat und Staatsgedanke,
Zurich 1948, 268, n. 1 are righaly rejected by A, Bernardi, BS7 LXII 1950, 289 and
by G. Tibiletti, Athenaenm N5, XXVII 1950, 216, n. 1.

Omn the problem of the allies cf. J. Vogt, RG I, Die rim. Repubik, 1932, 206 £,
The persistent opposition of the Senate in the second century 2e to the erearion of
new provinces is in the same tradition.

Concerning the colony of Capua founded in 83 sc I have tried in Appendix IT to
bring out the positlon of Campanian members of the Marian and Cinnan faction.

. A professional army on a permanent basis s not, however, in every case the same

as a mercenary army, and the two should not be confused: cf. Miinzer, DLZ
XLVIT 1927, col. 2111,

. As is well-known, Pompey disbanded his army on arrival at Brundisium. On the

impression this act left on his contemporaries, in contrast to the fears thae attended
his coming, cf. A. Garzetti, defengenm NS, XXIT-XXTIT 19445, 1 £ Generally
this episode is considered the fundamental motif in Pompey®s political life; on the
contrary opinion of Gelzer, Pompeius, 124, see the proper observations of G, Tibi-
letti, Athenaeum N.5. XKVIII 1950, 173, It is important to remember that the fears
which arose over Pompey’s attitude were probably coloured by memories of the
threatening letter which we find in Sall. Hiee. 11 98 Maur. (on which of, W. Schur,
Salluse als Historiker, Stuttgart 1932, 266 £). On the artitudes of the dynasts note
the observations of Cass, Dio, LIT 13, 2 (on the Metsfluz here mentioned — Pius -
ef. J. A. Crook, CR LXII 1948, 0 and A. R, Burn, ibd, LXIIT 1949, 527 see also
Sall, Hiet, TV, 40 Maur.).

On a more general level we should note the fact that from 7o to 49 Bc. Pompey's
army constituted one of the fundamental factors in Roman politics: of. Taylor,
op. cit. 48. As proof of this cf. the highly important remark of Pompey (to be taken
closely with what T have said, Er. e See. 67, n. 53 [= 27, n. 53 above]} mentioned
in Cic. ad Aee. 1T 16, 2 (59 BC): appressos vos tenebo exercitu Caesaris, where exercitus
should not be understood elther as a eollection of partisans (so, for example, C. H.
Oldfather, CF XXV 4, 1910, 200 £.) or, more specifically, as colonists established
in Campania by the Lx Fulta of 59 8o (s0 Gelzer, Hermer LXIII 1928, 116 and id.
Caesar der Politiker und Staatsmann®, 1041, 94) but in fact as Cassar’s army in
Cisalpine Gaul (R. Syme, JRY XX XLV 1044, 08: Chr, Meler, Historia X 1041,
79 f.: for the relationship between Pompey and Caesar at that time see Taylor,
TAPLALKXKI 1942, 1 £.).

For the identity of bonf and Seupleter see W, Froll, Dre Kulftur oder Cicaronischen
Zeit, 1 1993, 72 f. CF. Cic. de Rep. T1 495 40.

Gell. XVT 1o, 11; cf. Val. Max, IT 3; Plut. Mar. 9, 1; Exup. 2; sce Er. ¢ Soc. 42,
n. 113 [= 18, n. 113 above]. The basic concepe behind this attitude is, of course,
that put forward by Panaetius, ‘that the concrete principle for 2 common goal and
for the foundation of a balanced State is care for the protection of private wealth,
for private property”: M. Pohlenz, Anikes Fithrersum (Neus Wege yur Antike, 11 1)
1914, 115 f. However, the non-involvement of the army in polities appears to be
conceived by the oligarchs as a lack of interest in civic affairs and a lack of patriot-
lsm. Sallust approaches the matter from a different political point of view but
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against the same background of private property as an essential feature in a citizen’s
outlook, and brings out sharply the political consequences of the enrolment of the
proletariz (B [ 86, 1): homine potentiam quaerenti ﬂg.em'.l:.rﬂmu.t QUISUE OpPOriunissimtis,
gueoi riegess sua cara, guippe guae nulla sunt, et omnia cum pretio honesta videntur,

Everything I have said about the army'’s lack of invelvement in politics is
opposed to Syme's view, AR 313 L., that the army was an element of party polides,
and helps to prove the correctness of Momigliano’s observation in JRS XXX 1940,
79 = Seconda contrifuto alla storia degli studi classici ¢ del mondo antico, Rome 1960,
4a7-16. My work owes a great deal, here as well as elsewhere, to the ideas set out
in this important review.

. Set out Jis. ¢ Soc. 42 f. [= 18 abowve]: principally the fact that it was approved by the
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Equites, and the military objects of the levy.

Cf. Ex. e Soc. 47 . [= 20 f. ahowve]. For this reason the exclusion of the proletarian
class from miliary service was common in ancient states: H. Liers, Dar Kriegs-
wesen der Alten, Breslau 1894, 10 £

{Ren.) "Af. mod. I, 2; Arist. "Af. wol. 27, 1; id. Pol. V 1304a; f. (. De Sanctis,
REIC LI 1924, 204 f.; H. Frisch, The Consutution of the Athenians (C & M Diss.
1) 1942, 187 £, Sece also Liers, ap. ¢ft. 11 and n. 1.

It is well-known that even Cicern’s political position does not move beyond this
conception of the state's strueture; of, [. Vogt, Cleeras Glawbe an Rom { Wirgburger
Studien yur Alrertumswizsenschaft, VI), Seuttgact 1935, 56 L.

M. A, Levi, *Clasze dominante e ceto di governa', Aeme [ 1948, 87 £

{Sall) od Caes. 11 8, 12 sed magistratibus creandis haud miki quidem apsurde placer
fex, quam C. Gracchus in tribunaws promulgaverar, ue ex confusis quingue classibus
sorte centurige vocarentur. Levi's hypothesis (La costituzione romana daf Gracchi a
Giulio Cesare, 1928, 18-19; 67; 138-90) which is accepted by |. Carcopino, fise.
rorm. Il 244—¢, is, of course, arbitrary: cf. A. Momigliano, SDHT IV 1938, 518, n.
4 = Quarto contributo alla storia degli sendi classici ¢ del monds antce, Rome 1969,
372, n. 19. For the theories of C. Nicolet see Adthenacam N.S. XXV 1960, 213,
n. 108. Cf. Cic, pro Mur. 47: confusionem suffragiorum flagitast (Servius Sulpicius
Rufus), perrogatdonem (Mommsen: praerogationem codd.) legis Manilize, aequa-
tionem gratige, dignitatis, suffragiorum. graviter honines honsstt atque in suis vicini-
eatebus ef municipiic gratiost tulerunt a tall vire esse pugnatum, ut omnes ef dignitatis
et gratias gradus tollerentur (63 BC). For various interpretations of this passage see,
for example, A. W. Zumpt, pp. XXXI-IV of the preface to his edition (Berlin
1859): comments ad foc. by Koch (1928%), p. 17, and Freese (1930), pp. 91-2:
Miinzer, AE s.v. ‘Manilius', no. 10, col. 1134; G. Carlson, Eine Denkschrift an
Cagsar diber den Staer, Lund 1936, o1 f. We muse, I think, distinguish the confisio
suffragiorum, which certainly refers 1o a proposal of the C. Gracchus type, from the
perrogatio legiz Maniliae; this was a renewal of Maniling' law of 67 on the Fhertind.
Both measures would have resulted in an eequatio gratiae dignitatis suffragiorum,

In my view it is certain that a strict connexion existed between the oligarchs’
views on the army 2 a social danger and as an instimtion which helped to promote
the proletarii, and the proposals set out above for reform against the interests of the
wealthy classes,

Cie. de Off. 11 78: as we have seen {cf. Fr. ¢ Soe, 74 0. 69 [= 30, n. 69 above]), the
oligarchs’ objections to C, Marius were based on the same fundamental principles,
Cf. especially M. Pohlenz, Antikes Fithrertum, op. cit. 115§, and id. Die Stoq,
Gattingen 1948, 205 £. See also B Saalais, LEC I 1934, 5456

Fears aroused by Caesar's fex agraria of 46 Bc find an echo in the famous group of
letters in Cioero, ad Fam, K1 4; §; 7; 8, and in Cicero himself in ad Fam. IX 17,

9. Pohlenz, Fiikrertum, 116.
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I do nok know to what extent this theme can have inflzenced the cormmon interpre-
tation of the Gracchan agrarian movement given by historians down to the time of
Miebitht; in any event, for the influence the Ciceronian passage has had on some of
the more recent Gracchan historiography, of. L. Zancan, A4T LXVII 1932, 71 £
contra, G. Cardinali, Fistoria VII 1931, 17 £, esp. 522, and G. Tibiletti, Arhenaeum
NS XXV 1948, 176 L.

Fihrertum, 119 £,

We shall see below how the Caesarian pamphleteer speaks of the ‘Romulean’
identity of countryman and soldier, perhaps to weaken thiz impression by a
reference to a past Golden Age,

Cic. de Of. 11 73.

. It is not certain to what extent this interpretation was fostered by the theme of

Marius as the outstanding example of the fickleness of fortune (cf. his death
immediately after his coveted seventh consulship): what is clear is that the theme is
democratic, not oligarchic in origin as E. Norden, RAM XLVIII 1893, 540 L
claimed, tracing it back to Posidenius. It occurs already in Rhet. ad Her. IV g4,
68; cf, subsequently Plut. Mar. 45, 8 = C. Piso, in Peter, ARF 374; and also Fir.
Mat. I =, 2638 (a relic of democratic historiography: A. Passerini, Atkenaeum N.5.
X 1932, 180 and Boll, RE s.v. ‘Firmicus', sol. 2369). Other evidence showing how
that theme had become a commonplace is to be found in Ed. Miller, Philologus
LXII 1903, 82 £, (see also Sall, Hist. 1 24 Maur.: Gran, Licin, p. 17, 1 Flemisch).
w8 the Ciceronian Marius is to be dated to the years of Cinna's supremacy (87-86
pc) as P. Ferrarino, RAM LXXXVHI 1939, 147 f., has exbaustively demonstrated:
of, alsa C. Marchesi, Storia della letr. leting, I* 1950, 268. The orthodox view that
puts it after Cicera's exile is still to be found in E. Malcovati, ‘Cicerone e la poesia,
AFLCOKIIT 1943, 228, . 4, and 266.

Marius as a political figure has been illuminated by A. Passerini, Arhenaeum N.5.
XIT 1934, tof; see also his comprehensive study Caio Mario (Res Romanae),
Rome 1941. In my article in Aufsrieg nnd Niedergang, 1 764805, 1 discuss the differ-
ent assessments of Marius which have appeared in the last twenty years.

On Caesar and the Marians ef. L. R, Taylor, CP XXXV 1941, 113 f; id, TAPAA
LXXMI 1942, 1 f; id. Party Politics ete. 122, On the vecurrence of papularis
families in the factions of Marius and Caesar see Syme, AK g0, n. 7; 91, n. 1. On
Caesar in particular see Plut. Cass. §-6. The atrraction of Marius' name is evidenced
by Sall, BC 59, 5 and App. 111 2, 3 (Herophilus). It is worth recalling, however, that
Sallust saw his democratic ideal personified in Sertorius rather than in Marius: see
V. Paladind, Sallustio, 1948, 12: cf. §3 and n. 102. The democratic view of Marius
was certainly helped by the fact that che other great popularic leader, Cinna, had
scarcely reprosented popularis tendencies: Taylor, Party Politics, 194 (n. 67).

The pro-Marian explanation oecurs in ps. Quintil. Declam. IIT 5, on which <f.
Es, & Soc. 43 and 30 . [= 18 and 13 f. above]: cum setres {Marius) non ex canae ease
virtutem, practerita facultatium contemplatione, vires animosque tantum spectasti,

On a more general level this is the case with Salluse, for example. However, for Ed.
Mever, Caesars Monarchiz und das Pringipat des Pompeius®, 1922, 389 £, Sallust
seems to be still tied to the concept of the city-state. This turns on what has been
said abave: opposition to this concept did not spring from theoretical principles but
originated with practical political problems, There is an echo of artitudes of this
kind in the views of (Sallust) on the comitia (ad Caes. TI 8, 1—2), on the colonial
problem (ihid, T1 5, 8) and on the influence of wealth (é4id. 117, 3 and 105 [ 7, 3, not
to be interpreted as anti-capitalist in theme — so Syme, AR 52, n. 3 — but as written
from a moral and political point of view). The same thing appears on other occa-
sions; for example, the whole purpose of the Gracchan reforms was essentially
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conservative (see 5. Kate, CF XHXVIIT 2, 1042, 65 £.): they aimed, as has been
pointed our elsewhere, at the revival of a class of small landed proprietors; the
programime belonged to a elty-state setting. However, Cains Gracchus is the man
who deliberately shattered the external appearances of the clry-smte with trans-
marine colonies.

On this cf, the observations of Zakrzewski, Fos XXX 1929, 71 £, On the well-
known passages of Sall, BC 17—9 and &d. B J 412 see V., Paschl, ap. cir. 72.

. W, Ensslin, “T¥e Demokrate und [Rom’, Pﬁifafr:g:.r.r LAXKIT 192y, 313 F., E5p.

324 L.

Ensslin, art. cit. 327: on Cinna see Taylor, ap. cit. 194 (n. 67); in general see Fr. o
Soc. 67, 1. §3 [= 27, n. 53 above]. For a fresh evaluation of the Cinnan regime E.
Badian, “Waiting for Sulla’, now in Studier tn Greek and Roman Fliscory, Oxford
1964, 206~1 .4, is fundamental.

See Rostovizeff, p. 26.

See Rostovizeff, pp. 24-5.

] N. Madvig, Ferfassung und Ferwaltung des rém. Staates, I 1882, 505 and 519;
B. Syme, JRS XXVIL 1937, 128-9: 5. ]. De Lact, AC X 1940, 13-21 and, more
generally, C. Micoler, *Armée et société 4 Rome sous la République’, in Frodlémes
de la guerre & Rome, Paris—The Hague 1969, 141556,

Val, Max. IV 7, 5: cf. Miinzer, RE s.v. no, 88,

Oros. V 21, 3; of. Minzer, RE s.v. no. 4; C. Nicolet, REL XLV 1967, 297-304;
T. P. Wizeman, New Men in the Roman Senate, 130 BC-14 AD, Oxford 1971,
232,

Caes, BC 11T 104, 2. According to Minzer, £ s.v. no. 9, Seprimius would have
heen #rif. mil, also in &7, but the passages which he assembles do not support this;
on the contrary, in Plur. Pomp, 78, 1, Septimius is called raflapyos for which the
proper translation is centurio, not ez, mel. (cf. the passages in Liddell-Scott-Jones,
g.v.). All these three examples are mentioned by Kilbler, RE s.v. ‘equites romani’,
col, 292, and I do not understand why Syme, JRS X XVII 1937, 128, n. 14, thoughe
only the case of Fufidius was valid. Furthermore, the case of Horace, military
tribune without ever having possessed equestrian status— and certainly not even the
census qualification required to attain it, pace L. B. Taylor, AP KLVI 1925,
161—70 — seems to provide fresh confirmation of the existence of weakening criteria
governing access to officer status: on the question see . Marchesi, Seworia della leir.
latina, op. cit. 457, n. 3. Lt is troe thar V. Ussani, RFFC XL 1914, 414, maintzing
that the existence of Horace's military telbunate is wrongly derived from Sae [ 4,
458, but see, most recently, W. Wili, Horaz, Basle 1948, 28.

. See Syme, JRSXKVII 1937, 128 and id. PESR XIV 1918, 14, n. §57.
. Wb the well-known passages of Sall. BC 11, 5, and Plut. Sullz, 12, 125 for a particu-

lat aspect of the problem see Fiebiger, RE s.v. "donadvum’, col. 1541. Tt is worth
noting that the attracdons of high pay induced cirzens of equestrian rank to enter
on a legionary centurion’s career {see A, Passerini in De Ruggiero, Di;. Epigr. s.v.
“legio’, 596 and §99).

See Appendix TTE.

On Caesar’s Senate see R, Syme, “Caesar, The Senate and Taly’, PESR KIV 1938,
1 £ id. “Who was Decidius Saxa?’, JRS XXVII 1937, 122 L; id. R Chap. VL.
But see Minzer, RE s.v. ‘Fuficius’, no. 5, who in my view is correct in seeing
Caesarian senators in all three names recorded in Cic, ad Aer. XIV 19, 2; conrra,
Syme, JRS are. cit. 128, and id. PESR are. cir. 13 and nn, 59 and 6o,

Cic, Phil. T 20; cf. Syme, JRS XXVII 1937, 129 and :d. PESR XIV 1918, 13 and
n. §7. Whatever one's reservations on the authenticity of the evidence of Maecenas'
aratie to Augustus, the advice given in Cassius Dio, LI 25, 6, concerning the
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introduction of “other ranks' to the Senate is significant (cf. Marquardt, Organis.
izl 77, 0. 1. and M. Hammond, TAPAA LXII 1932, 95).

Tac, Ann. 1 75, 1: cb. M. Gelzer, Die Nobilicdt der rdm. Republik, 1912, 3, n. 2
[== trans. Seager, 5, n. 14] with the reservations of H. Hill, @ XXVI 1932, 170.
Syme, JRS XXVII 1938, 124, n, 8o; Minzer, A s.v. na. 3. N8 the observations
of Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 4; Wiseman, ap. cit. 250.

Suet. Fegp. 1, 2; cf. Syme, AR 354.

Seel, Ko, Bethaft XKV, ez, 108,

There are already characteristic hints at the end of the second century sc; of. G.
Veith, in Kromayer-Veith, ap. cir. 314 £, esp. 316 ('militarization’ of the tribunes).
Cf. also 398 £.

CL e.g. L. Valerius Flaccus and C. Pomptinus in Sall. BC 45, 2; M. Petreius, 40,
59, 6; Q. Marcius Crispus in Cic. fn Pis. 54; C. Volusenus Quadrarus, en whom see
Syme, RR 0. The P. Considius of Caes. BG T 21, 4 {cf. Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 5}
who had served with Sulla and with Crassus against Spartacus is probably a cen-
turion. The professionalism of the officer class is later specifically attested for the
category of legar: cf. T. Rice Holmes, Caesar's Conguest of Ganl?, 1911, 563; G.
Yeith, in Kromayer-Yeith, ap. ¢, 198; B. E. Smith, Service in the Post- Marion
Roman Army, 62 L.

App. 157, 253: ef. Es. & Soe, 67 [= 27 above], The guaestor is identified by Badian,
“Waltng for Sulla’, Studies, 220, with L. Licinius Lucullus,

He thought of Pompey, his patron, not the Republic: of. Er. ¢ Soc. 64, n. 50
[= 27,n. 0 above].

V17, cited Es, & Soc. 68, n. 8 [+ 28, . 58 above]. :

Set outabove, Es. ¢ Soc, 66 [= 27 above].

Seel, foe. cie.r in Caes. BC 1 74, 4, it also seems clear that soldiers, centurions and
tribunes shared the same sentiments. In general, on the views ol the non-political
Ttalisn class in the Rechisfrage between Caesar and the Senare, of. the excellent
observations of Syme, PESR XIV 1938, 13,

Carcopino, Hist. rom. 11 385, n. 155; N. Crnid, 1" Epigrafe df Asewlum & Gn.
Poampeo Strabone, Milan 1970,

On the connexion between Marius and the lower classes of Etruria of. Plotrowics,
Kita XKL 1930, 337-9; Syme, AKX g3; see Es e Soe, 578, n. 15 [= 169, n. 15
below] and also Aufitiey und Misdergang, 1 789. The following examples come 1o
mind; C. Norbanus (Etrusean according to Syme, AR 269, . 25 see rather Miinzer,
RE sv. no. §; 5. Panciera, Epigraphica XXII 1960, 13-19); Carrinas, Eouscan or
Umbtian (Syme, RR g0, n. 4; Miinzer, I sv. no. 1); Burrienus, Etruscan or
Picene (cf. Syme, JRS XKXVIII 1938, 123, n. 70); C. Tarquitiug (Cichorius, Rém.
Studien, 167, and Pais, Dalle guerre puntche, 1 194). On Perperna of. Gelzer, Die
Nobiliear, 41, n. § [= Seager, 51, n. 457]; Miinzer, RE s.v. coll. 892, and i, Rém,
Adelsparteion und Adelsfamifien, 1920, 95 f. Cf. also the examples collected by Syme,
RR 363, n. 2 (3 Picenes).

Cf. Syme, PESR X1V 1938, 14, n. 71.

In this sense cf. the point made by Cicero, pro Mur, 22, that at Bome the soldier
was more highly esteemed than the jurist.

See Q. Seeck, Geschichie des Untergangs der antiken Welt, T 1921, 23468, repro-
duced from the first edition with the tizle ‘Das rémische Heer', in Dewrrche Rund-
sochau XXI 1804, 4365,

CF. Cic, pro Sulla, 24, and Sherwin-White, The Roman Ciurenship, Oxford 1939,
179; see the general theme of Syme's article in PSR XIV 1938, 5 £, 21, 30. [tisin
this context that we must set the phenomenen described below in Appds, I (the
Sullan Senate). See also Er, e Soe. 4o7 £, [= 142 {, below].
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Gelzer, Nobelirde, 11 [== Seager, 14 L]. Seneca, ad Lucel V 6 (47), 10, is very
revealing for the power of military service to elevate men in politics in the first half
of the last century se, although of course it refers to members of the municipal
upper classes: Mariane clade multos splendidissime natos, senatorium per miltiam
gusptcanies graduen, fortuna depressit, alinm ex tlis pastorem, alium custodem casae
fecit, 1 am aware that some scholars prefer the conjecrure of Lipsius, Fartana (J[.
Annaet Senecae .. . Opera . .. a I. Lipsic emendata®, Antwerp 1632, 462, nn, 27 and
2g; of. the edition of the Letters to Lucilius of F. Préhac (Les Balles Lettres) 11
1947, 19; C. Marchesi, Sensea®, 1944, 243 and id. Storia d. lore. favina, 117 1949, 116,
1. 3, but the learned arguments advanced by Axelson, Newe Senecasstudien, Lund—
Leipzig 1939, 177-8, do not convince me that this reading is preferable 1o the
original texe. Mariana clade must clearly be understood not as “through defeat in
the struggle against Marius’ but as ‘in the defeat of Marius’ or, better, “of the
Marfans", thanks of course to Sulls in the Civil War. The fierce attacks on the
Marians, legally or illegally, during the dictatorship of Sulla are too well-known for
me to have to give here an extensive description of the situation. But pechaps [ may
be allowed to advances a hypothesis: the propaganda directed against the Caesarian
Ventidius is famous, and the hostile tradition loves to emphasize that he plied the
trade of muleteer in his yvouth (Gell. XV 4, and cf. Cic. in Plin. N VII 42 {43),
115; Planc. in Cic. ad Fam, X 18, 3, and Cass. Dio, XLIII 1, 4. The identification
of him with the muletesr Sabinus of Virgil, Cazal. X, should be ruled our: A
Rostagni, RFIC LVIIT 1990, 409 and n. 3; Minzer, RE s.v. *Sabinus’, no. 2, cal.
154932 see Gundel, AE s.v. "Ventidiug', no. 5; Syme, Latormus XVII 1958, 73-80),
The passage of Gellius which discusses the matter in some detail is not free of
exaggeration: Ventidius is called a Picene, of humble crigin, brought 0 Rome
before Strabo's chariot during his triumph for the capture of Asculum. We know,
however, that the Ventidii were a very important family at Auximum and Syme is
right to reject the contrary evidence of Gellius (AR 71, n. 3 and g2, n. 3: efl 359
In my opinion, one can go further and doubt the connexion of Ventidius with
Strabo’s triumph; in fact the Venddil were siill very powerful after go se if it really
was the case that in 87 Bc Pompey had to deal with them (Plut. Pamp. 6, 5); they
were therefore of the Mardan persuasion. For a P. Ventidius leader of the rebels in
the Bellum Sociale see, however, App. 1 47, 204 and the app. criz. of Mendelssohn-
Viereck's edition,

If the evidence — which is certainly authentic — of powerful Ventidii appears to
conflict with what we are told about a Ventddius obliped early in life to take up a
humble profession, one may nevertheless surmise that the decadence of the family
is traceable to their Marian affiliations and therefore to Sulla. Hence the evidence
about Ventidius in the triumph of Strabo would be propagands, if it is not the pro-
duct of some confusion with the son Magnus who, as we have seen, was certainly
in conflict with the Ventidii. Since it seems impossible to doubt the wretched early
condition of Ventidius or the evidence on his occupation as muleteer, it could be
said that the general statement of Seneca, referring to the period of the first Civil
War, finds in this example of Ventidius (often mentioned in Imperal times) a
speecific illustration.

This fundamental limitation has been emphasized by A. Momigliano, JRS XXX
1940, 78, apropos the Roman Revolution of R, Syme. Cf. my own observations in
this context concerning the Sullan Senate (Appdx. III) and, with regard to the
Caesarian Senate, R. Syme himself, PESR X1V 1938, 30.

Syme, A 359 £.

Syme, AR 360 f, 456 . Cf. O. Cuontz, JEBEAT XXV 1929, 70-80, and for army
problems in the Augustan period see Momigliano, are. crr. in Augusens, 208 f,
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Cf. Es. e Soc. 87, n. 104 [= 34, n. 104 above].

Cf. M. A, Levi, art. cit. Aeme I 1048, 92.

On Roman agrarian and colonial politics of the second century ne ef. the excellent
account of (. Tibiletd, "Ricerche di storia agraria romana’, Adrhenaenm NS,
KXEVIOIL 1950, 185 £, esp. 206 L.

CE. Livy, IIT 1, 77, and Tibiletd, mamr, cit. 211,

Vell. I 1%, §: de Derrona ambigiznr; cf, Tibilett, Athengenm N5, XKVI 1948, 198,
n. 2, and P, Fraccaro, dhid, NS, XXVIIT 1950, 163; & ‘La colonia romana di
Dertona (Tortonas)  la sua centuriazione’, Opuseula, 1T 123-50.

Vell. sbid.: cf. also Es. ¢ Soc. 106, n. 154 [= 41, n. 154 below]. Narbo, however,
was founded in the aftermath of C. Gracchus” overseas colonization scheome: of,
Q. Hirschield, Kletne Schriften, Berlin 1913, 30, and C. Jullian, Hesr. de fo Gawle,
I 128, n. 7.

Vell. ihed.; of. P, Fraccaro, dnnali dei Lavore Pubblici LY KTX 1941, 719 f. = Opus-
cula, [l g3—121.

O this list see E. T, Salmon, JRS XXVI 1936, 48, n. 8: id. Homan Colonpation
wnder the Republic, London 1964,

Tig,5.

lrg,1.

Burmann corrected: ex iprarum . . . nomine, and the correction was accepted by, for
example, W. Weber, Princeps, 1 252.

5o Hyg. de fimit. conse. in Gromatici Feteres, p. 176, 8 £, Lachmann,

Of course the opposition to the Gracchan proposals is quite a different thing,

Cf. the lex Plotia agraria of 70 or 6g ne: see Er. ¢ Soe, 441 £ [= 151 £ helow].

The most characteristic illustration of this new situation (already emphasized by
Rudorfl, Grom. Jestie. in Die Schriften d. rém. Feldmerser, 11 1852, 333 £) is the
identity of the founders themselves. During the first century e they are no longer
magistrates elected by the people bur private citdzens who actas the directagents of a
revolutionary leader or his officers. The only exceptions are the X Xveri of thelex fulia
of 59 BC (3ee, however, Ex. ¢ Soc. 115 [= 44 below], and Meyer, Caesars Mon-
archie®, 1922, 65 £.) and the FITviri of Antony in 44 &c (for one of these cf. Syme,
JEE XXV 1947, 135 £). For Sulla we know the founder of Pompeii, P, Sulla,
relative of the dictator {Cic, pro Suflz 62), and perhaps that of Pracnesre, M. Teren-
tius Varro Lucullus (cf. CIL P 743 = JLLRP 3608, and OFL T 846, interpreted
by Miinzer, RE s.v. ‘Licinius’ no. 109, col. 416). For the allocations of Caesar 46—44
B we have the names supplied by Cie. ad Fam. X111 4; 53 7; 8; £dl ad Aer. KV 16a,
§y and Suet. Trh. 4; of. Fraccaro, Athenasum NS, XXVIII 1950, 141-2. For the
Triumviral period ef, e.g. CIL VI 1460 = KIV 2364, In general ef. De Ruggiero,
Dz, Epigr. s.v. ‘eolonia’, 431 £ E. Koenemann, RE s.v. ‘coloniae’, col. §7e.

E. Pais, Dallz guerre puniche, IT 649 f. gives a list of the localities with the names
Faventia, Fidentia, Florentia, Pollentia, Potenta, Valenda, adding thar these names,
which bear wimess to the citizens’ interest in their stare’s greatness, were no longer
in general use after the second century s It is nor certain whether the Sullan
colony of Arretium had the title Fidentia; it seems clear, however, that the Arretini
Fidendiores of OFL X1 6675 are the Sullan colonists {see below, Appdx. IV). On
Scolacium Minervium, Tarentum Neptunia, Carthage Iunonta, Narbo Martins,
Herculia Telesia and Venerla Abellinum ef. the observatdons of Beloch, RG 404.
For Italica in Spain see Er ¢ Soc, 195 n. 193 [= 42, n. 153 below]. It is true thar in
the Caesarian and Augustan periods colonies and suniderpia with augural names are
found in Italy snd the provinces (Pictas, Laus, Virtus, Felicitas ete.: a list in A.
Degrassi, ATV CII 19423, 6701 == Seraen vars de anticluta, 1, Rome 1962, 9156}
but the added reference to the gens Julta shows how this was directed not, as before,
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tor the prosperity of the Roman people but 1w that of the founder, The protorype
for this usage seems to have been Laus Pompeia founded by Pompeius Strabo (8o
Bo: CFL 'V p. dg6; cf. also his Alba Pampeia). On the significance of the epither Con-
cordia for Beneventum cf. CFL IX p. 197 and E. Jullien, Hise. do L. Munatius
Planeus, Paris 1892, 140; for Carthago of, R, Cagnat, Rev. Epigr. N.5. T 1911, 6 £,
{with list of other cases) and H. Dessau, Hermes XLIX 1014, 510,
Assmann, Da coloniis oppidisqus romanis quibus imperatoria noming vel cognoming
impostia sunt, Ligensalzae 1905, 2—3, says that this became general usage for the
first time in Julius Caesar’s sertlements. Already in the second century BC some
generals had given their own names to new foundations: of. the numerous fara in
Italy followed by a genitive. Outside Ttaly of. Gracchuris, on which see Er. ¢ Soc.
raf, n. 153 [= 40, n. 153 below].
See Fr. ¢ Soc. 101, 1. 143 [= 39, 0. 143 belaw].
Cf. Es. ¢ Soc. 25 £ [= 10 . abowve].
E.g. Livy, IT 10, 12 (Horatius Cocles); Val. Max. IV 3, 4 (Corolanus); Dion, Hak
A 2§ (Cincinnatus); Val, Max. IV 3, § (M'. Curius). Examples {rom the Greek
world are collected by P. Guiraud, La Proprieed Foncidre en Gréce . .., 1898, 235.
Although in my view there is no connexion with the Roman world, it is warth
mentioning the measures on the veterans' behalf in the Hellenistic period, on which
see in general M. Rostovezeff, The Social and Feonomic Histary of the Flellenisiic
World, 1041,1 148 £, (2nd III 1346, nn. 23 and 23).
In fact some allocations to Roman soldiers prior to that period are mentioned, but
the evidence is not very good. Cf. Diod. XIX 101, 3 (313 BC): per’ dhiyos &
dufadan (Kdwrer Tdfiog adroxpdrap) e i rdw wadeulon yoipey, fledlor kol T
Nuﬂ.ﬂl’ﬁl‘ dﬂp&ﬂﬂﬂw -E"Em.’l:dpm]as, ok Rnéﬁpww ;,.l.g‘;' -:T.;'lﬁﬂu-; n."-:lr!‘ﬁn.-r.l_, Tohy Er u‘-rmﬂn;ﬁm;;
oA riis yolpas rarexipodynoer, For the difficuldes arsing from the topography
and the allusion to the dictator Fabius cf. Mommsen, CFL IX pp. 359 and 444; G.
De Sanctis, Storte det Romane, 111 325, . 2, and Beloch, R 408; according 1o K, T.
Salmon, Pheenix VII 19513, 99, it might be Saticula. The Livian tradition for thar
year does not mention the matter: Niese (Hermes XRIIT 1888, 418 and 419 with
n. 1: see also AZ NF, XXM 1888, 504, n. 4) suggested that Livy would have
thought a division of land by a dictator in conflice with public law. Perhaps Dhod.
alludes to a case similar to that mentioned in Livy, 200X 24, 4: of. also Es. ¢ Sac,
102, N 146 [== 30, n. 146 below]. The fact that in the passage the colonists wrere
dubbed ‘soldiers’ can be explained by the fact that they would by preference have
been chosen from the soldiers who had fought in that theatre of war, following
precedent which seems to have been common in viritane alloements, at least accord-
ing 1o Mommsen, SR II? 636 and n. 2; see De Ruggiero, in Diy. Epigr, s.v. ‘ad-
signatio®, ro7. But there is no support for this theory in Frone, Serae. IV 4, 12 which
deals with the Sabine allocarions of M". Curivs Dentatus and mentions censumamaii
miftees, Despite A, Klote, SEANFV 1942, 401 (but see earlier (. B. Niebuhr, Miss.
rom. tr. De Golbery, I 219, n. 156, and IV 165, n. 290, who used the passage of
Front. for the general theory that in every period military service would have been
the legal basis for distributions of land), it is clear that Front. has projected back
into the third century BC the standard usage of his own day (end of the first century
Ay which he, both as a brave general and an experienced land-surveyor, knew full
well. In fact, the rest of the tradition (Val. Max. IV 3, 5: Plin. NAFXVTIT 5 (4), 18;
Colum. I praef. 14; auct. de vir. i, 33, 5; Plut. Apophth. Curi, 1 (on which ses T.
Frank, ffs X1 1911, 370—1) and id. Crass. 2, 10 (see Gabba, Ashenaeus NS, I
1951, 18)) does not mention the poine found in Frontinus.

It is hardly necessary to make the point that the verses of Juvenal, XIV 161—4:
mox etiam fractis aetate, ac punica passis | proelia vel Pyrrhum immanem gladiosgue
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a moralist’s vearning for the past and have no claim to historical validicy {ef. P.
Bonfante, Seritef giurid. vari, 11 1018, ¢ £, and also E. Lepore, 57 LX 1948, 196
and n. 6; 197and n. 1),

Livy, XXX 4, 1-3; 49, 5; AXKIL 1, 6; ef. Cata, fr. 230 Male® (Geleer, Die Nobili-
tidt, 15 [= Seager, 20]).

This is clear from Livy, XXXII 1, 6, who says the beneficiaries were the méfites gui
per multor annos stipendia fecissent. On soldiers’ leave in Ttaly cf. De Sanctis, op. cir.
III 2, 246, n. 109; 289, n. 147

There is a close connexion with the tour of inspecdon made by the dictator P.
Sulpicius: Livy, XXX 24, 4 (App. Hann. 81, 2932, is in error); if we wish to find a
valid criterion for delimiting the zones of the allocations, we may consider which
districts in Apulia and Samnium had defected to Hannibal. In Apulia: Salapia,
Aescae, Arpl, Herdonea; in Samnium (Irpini): Compsa, Marmorae and Melas;
{Caudini): Compulteria, Trebula Balllensis, Telesia, Also Fagifulae. We should
perhaps exclude Tarentum (Livy, XLIV 16, 7). For Acclanum cf. CIL I* 643-5,
and Pais, Storic della colonizrapions df Roma antica, I, 1921, 156. For the ager
Laurasinus of. Livy, XL 18 (180 5c). The fact that in the great colonial activity of
194 B (see Tibilettd, Athenaenm N5, XXVII 1950, 196 L) no colony, cxcept
Siponinm, was founded in these losalities confirms (e Pais, Storia mterna df Homa,
Turin 1931, 111} that the allocations mentioned abowe had taken place there,

A, Bernardi, T eives sine suffragio’, Avhenacum N5, XVT 1918, 274, asserts that
the five prefectures on the borders of Samnium and Campania (Atina: Cle. pro
Plane. 19; Casinum: CFL X 5191-4; Aufidena: OFL IX 28025 Venafrum and Alli-
fae: Fest. p. 262, 14 Lindzay) originated with the allocatdons to Scipic’s veterans.
This is impossible. | have already mentioned how the allocations were connecred
with the punitive confiscations imposed on the citfies which had defected to Hanni-
bal. None of the five communities mentioned was of that kind and none was con-
quered by Hannibal. There is no menten in the sources of Atina and Aufidena
during the Second Punic War (for Venafrum of, B, L. Hallwacod, CAH VIII 8a);
the territory of Allifas is mentioned only incidentally (Livy, XX 18, 5 and XX VI
9y 2); Casinum clearly remained faithful to the Romans (cf, De Sanctis, ap, eft. IT1
z, 124 and 336}, Hence the prefectures date to the period of the Roman conquest:
Atina and Venafrum to 290 Bc (Livy, X 39; De Sancts, op. cit. 11 364, 0. 1);
Aufidena to 298 B (Livy, X 12, 9); Allifae to 310 (Livy, TK 38, 2; Hillsen, RE s.v.;
D Sanctis, op. &t IT 330); Casinum to 313 (De Sanctis, ap. ez IT 325, 0. 1) On the
other hand, according to Mommsen, SR 111 574, n. 1, Venafrum and Allifae would
have been included in the pars Samnietem which had the civivas sine ruffragio in 348
Be (Vell. T 14, 9). However, these are prefectures with av. s.s., not sptimo fure as
Bernardi, art. cit. 2745, argues, and it is odd that E. Manni, Per fo storia det
municipi . . . , 1947, 149, who says that they are prefectures with civitas sine suffragio,
should then accept the hypothesis of Bernardi (but cannot say when they received
full rights: loc. cit., n. 3). How could the reward to the veterans have consisted in
depriving them of full cirizenship ?

J- Kromayer, ‘Die wirtsch. Entwicklung Italiens’, N4 K KII-XAKIV 1914, 150,
My own calculations (favouring the lower of the two figures) give an average of ten
years' service, Le. 20 iugera each.

E. De Ruggiero, in Dip. Kpigr. s.v. ‘colonia’, 430, The veterans of Sardinia and
Sicily seem to have been accommodated by the urban practor (acting perhaps in
concert with the Xwerd) of 200 Be, C. Sergius Plautus, whose imperium was pro-
rogued (Livy, XXXII 1, 6: cf. Mommsen, SRIP 627, n. 1)
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Livy, XXVIIT v, 85 cfl & XXX 1, 5.

Cf. e.g. Es. ¢ Soc. 55 £. [= 24 £. above] and 27 and nn. 71—4 [= 11 and nn. 73—4
abowve].

E. Bormann, CFL X1 p. 940, believed that the colony of Pisaurum of 184 pc must
be the subject of some passages of the Gromatid, esp. p. 157 f. Lachmann, where
there is 3 mention of veterans settled in such locafities a3 Pisaurum and Potenria,
which should therefore be considered military coloniss; on the problem see Tibi-
letti, Athenaeum N5, KKV 1952, 201 and n. 4. But Bormann’s view cannot be
confirmed by Plaut. Amph. 1903 (prasda atque agro adoriaque adfecit popularis suos)
especially if it were certain that the comedy is to be dated to 1828 5c (W. B. Sedg-
wick, AJPh LXX 1949, 179 and 382) and that the play contains references to M,
Fulvius Nobilior, congueror of Aetolia (H. Janne, REPL XII 1937, 515 f; L.
Halkin, AC XVII 1948, 297 f.; L. Hermann, ihidl 317 £. The view which sees the
play as a parody of Ennius seems highly likely; vv. 304=5 would then allude to the
grant of citizenship to the Rudian poet). ¥8 on the other hand some prefer a date
around 201 8¢: cf. A. Ernout, Plaute, Comédies ( Les Belles Lettres), 1 4~7.

See Er. e Soc, 54 1. [= 23 £ above].

Cf. Q. Caecilius Metellus, cos. 123 Be, and the cides of Palima and Pollenta (Serabo,
IIT 5, 1}; Abbott, CP X 1915, 371 £, made this interesting observation. Probably,
howesar, the two cities weare not coloniss; of. Hiibner, CFL IT p. 404 and 408; M.
Gwyn Morgan, C5CA 1T 1969, 217—31. Frank's view, Feonomic Survey of Ancient
Rome, I 1933, 220, that they were Latin colonies and consisted of veterans (see also
A, Degrassi, MAL ser. VIIL 11 6, 1949, 312 £ = Seraeri vart df anncherd, I, Rome
1962, 137) can be accepted (though only for the latter point), in so far as the
Roman colonists, who came from Spain according to Strabo, were perhaps ex-
soldiers with their families.

In chronological order the Spanish foundations are: [mlica (206 BC), the work of

Scipio (App. fer. 48, 153); besides Roman and allied soldiers (hence the name)
there were also perhaps nadve colonists, some of whom were made Roman citizens
(CLLIT 1304 and 5375 ) In the second century B¢ it was a vicus of notable import-
ance if Mummius gave it part of the booty of Achaca (CFL 11 1119 = T* d30: cf.
Mommsen, RG [15 18469, 4 and 48, n. 1). Gracchurds was founded in 179 e by TL
Sempronius Gracchus and represented the Romanization of a pre-existing ity
{Livy, Per. XLI; Fest, p. 86, § Lindsay; cf. App. Jher. 43, 179). In Plin. NH III 5
{4}, 24, it is an oppidum latinum vetur, on the coins a municipivm (Hibner, Mon.ding.
ther. no. 6¢); cf. CIL I 2857, md Mommsen's commentary; for Ilimrgis cf.
Degrassi, ‘Epigraphica IIT', MAL ser. VLI, XIIT 1, 1967, 34-8. That Calagurris
Masica wras founded by Cornelins Scipio Masica, practor 194 B, is the view of Pais,
Hist. rom. T 547, but he is in error; the conguest dates to 186 s Tt is possible that
the name derives from the patronage of this Nasica in 171 ne. Cartela was founded
in 171 BC as a colonta fatina (Livy, XLIHI 1; see Hilbner, RE sv.). Corduba (152
B was settled by Boman citizens, certainly ex-soldiers, through the consul C.
Claudius Marcellus in a vécus awt concelicholum civiam remanoram cum peregrinis
seleceis consocicrum (50 Hilbner, in CIL 1T p. go6, relying on Strabo, TI1 2, 1); for
Brutobriga, ¢. 137 BG, see Fontes Hispantae Antiquae IV p. 140; Palma and Pollentia
I have already discussed {for Valentia see Fr, ¢ Soc. 114, n. 172 [= 43, n. 172
below]}). In general see Al [ N, Wilson, Bmigration from ITraly in the Republican Age
of Rome, Manchester 1966, 22 f, and 29 f.
On the importance of Spain in the history of the first century 8c see the review of
A, Momigliano, JRS XXX 1940, 78. See also "Aspett della lotta di Sesto Pompeo
in Spagna’, in Legto 1T Gemina, Leon 1970, 13355 = Er. e Soc. 473 L.

The colony of Narbo Martius (118-115 8c) is mentioned by Velleius in his list
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(I 15, §), hence a non-milirary colony, The popular faction wanzed is foundation,
and they included the young (later famouns) orator Licinius Crassus whoe on that
occasion delivered an oration supporting it and who was a member of the commis-
sion charged with its settlement (Cic. Bruweus, 16803 id. de Orar. I 223; rd. pro
Cluentin, 140; of. C. Jullian, Hese, de la Gawla, I 124, n. 7). On the problem see
Badian, Roman Tmperialism in the faze Republic®, Oxford 1968, 98, n. 32, On the
chronology of the foundation and the colony's significance see bibliography and
discussion in Aufstieg und Nigdergang, T, 771 and 803, n. 251. H. Mattingly, relyving
on some Republican denarti, held that Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus was a member
of the same commission (see JRS XII 1922, 290-2). Using this interpretation
Carcopino, Hise. rom. II 279 £, followed by W. Schur, Das Zeiralter des Marius
nnd Sulla (Ko, Betheft XLV, Leipzig 1942, 50, n. 4, invoked the well-known
Louvre relief ({reproduced in, for cxample, Antike Denkmiler, 111 1, Plate 12},
which pictures a seene of censarial fustrario and which a long-established tradition
connected with the Domidi, and put forward the view that it is not a lustratio
which is represented but the enrolment of colonists for Narbo, The presence of
soldiers and civilians in the scene encourages one to believe that the sertlers included
soldiers; Narbo would therefore be a milimry colony., But C, Ant, A7F LXXXIV
1924-%, 473 f., had already shown that the connexion of the relief with the Domit:
was based on an inadequate hypothesis which has been given the foree of fact only
by the passage of time; the scene reproduced in the relief is in fact the cperation of
the cansur and must be referred to a censor of the first century B¢, whoever he may
havebeen (thishypothesis of Ant"s is accepted by P. Ducad, L' arte in Roma. . . 1918,
gz f.: cf, also A, Piganiol, MEFR LI 1934, 28 £). The hypothesis that Narbo was a
military colony therefore fails and one must return 1o the evidence of the literary
tradition. This speaks of a conflict between Senate and popudares apropos the
foundation, and rightly places it in the aftermath of the Gracchan tradition of over-
seaz colonization. Cf. F. Castagnoli, Ara Figuratve | 1945, 81 £; F. Coarelli,
D dreh T 1968, 302 L.

Auce de vir, i, 73, 1; Inser. fral, X113, 7; on the gueston see Gabba, Arhengeumn
N.5. XKIX 1951, 15 f. For evidence of the African colonization of Marius see a
new inseription discovered at Thiburnica and published with an acute commentatry
by P. Quoniam, CRAT 1950, 332—6. CL L. Teutsch, Dar Stddtewesen in Nordafrika,
Betlin, 1962, 9 £.; Wilson, Emigranoen from Italy, 45-6; |. Gascou, MEFRLXXXI
1969, §55 L., who emphasizes the difficulry of distinguishing the settlemenes which
arose under the law of 103 from those of the Gaeruli to whom Marius granted land
and citizenship (Bell. Afric. §6); sce Brunt, Frallan Manpower, 225 BC-AD 1.4,
Ouxford 1971, 577 L.

Cf. Ft. & Soc, 44 [ 18 abovel.

The two Xwirt known to us belong to the gens Julia: Tnser. fral, K111 3, 6 and .
One, C. Tulius Caesar, the dictator’s father, was Marius' brother-in-law; Marius had
married his sister. The other, C. Inlius Caesar Strabo, cousin of the Caesar just
mentioned, seems to have belonged to the eligarchic facton, judging by the death
he later met. For the attitude of the Tulii in the sedfréo of 100 BC of. Cic. pro Rab.
perd. ree, 21,

Perhaps I may append some further details on the career of the Xewir C. Tulius
Caesar Strabo. In the elogium frser. Ttal. X110 5, 6 = CILT? 27, 3 quacstorship is
recorded (Corpus I omits @ by an oversight). The most recent editor, Degrassi,
leaves the year of this magistracy uncertain. I think, however, that it can be fixed
with sufficient reliabiliry if we remember that towards the end of the second century
s8¢, in all probability 1o se—cf, ], Klein, Dis Ferwaltungsbeamten von Sizilion und
Sardinten, 1878, 236 and 286; {Dmmann)-Groebe, GHR I 124, n. 6; IV 326, n. 5.
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Pais, St. d Sardegna e d. Corsica, [ 92, put it “in the Sullan period, shortly before g2
8" P} — Caesar Strabo defended the interests of the Sardinians in a trial de repetundis
against T. Albucius; the latter had plundered them in his practorship in 105 or 1043
{Drumann)-Groebe, foc. aty Klebs, RE sv. ‘Albucius’, no. 2; Diehl, ihd, s.v.
‘Tulius', no. 135, col. 420; T. B. 5. Broughton, The Magurtrates of the Roman
Republic, 1 560, Cicero says (div. in Caec. 63); Julivs hoc secumn auctoritaris ad
accutandum afferebar guod ut hoe temmpore nos ab Stcufis sie tune ilfe ob Sardis rogatus
ad causam accesserat. Since we know that Cicero was engaged by the Sicilians as
patron against Verres because of the happy memories of his quaestorship at Lily-
baeum, it seems possible to deduce from the passage [ have cited that Caesar Strabo
had been quaestor in Sardinia (and this must obviously have been about 1o4-103
BC) and that he was later engaged by the Sardinians as patron. On the trial and its
implications see E. 5. Gruen, Roman Pofitics and the Criminal Courtr, 1 40—78 B,
Cambridge (Mass.) 1068, 171-2.

Lex agr. epig. lines 84, 878, Cf. W. Barthel, ‘Héém. Limiaation in der Provinz
Afrika', BJ CXX 1911, 39-116, and more specifically T. Frank, 4P XLVII
1926, §5 f. Cf. also Sherwin-White, ep, cit, 172.

It is not possible to agsess accurately the purpose of the proposal of L. Marcius
Philippus in 104 8o, mentomed in Cic, de Off. IL, 71, The context (see Es. o, Soc.
77 f. [= 30 {. above]) seems to rule our the view of H. Last, CAH X 164, that the
abject was to provide for the veterans of Africa who had gone on to fight in Gaul,
Cf. however the observations of De Ruggiero, Ene, Giur, Jtal, s.v. *agrariae leges’,
27,

See Es. e Soc, §6 [== 24above].

Of course, the rraditien does not specify whether it is a question of a lex samra or
two separate laws. App. T 29, 130, meations a law which divided land in Gaul (on
the problem whether the reference here is to Transalpine or Transpadane Gaul cf.
Fr. W. Robinson, Marfus, Saturainus und Glavcia, 1912, 67, for the former view;
contra, for example, Fraccaro, dnn. Lav, Pubbl LXXIX 1941, 721 == Opurcula, 111
g8 f. On the problem see "Note Applanee’, Athenaeam N5, XXX 1954, 225 £
== Fr. & Soc. 548 £, Auct. de vir, il 73, §, refers to a law on the founding of colo-
nies in Sicily, Achoea and Macedonia (here, howewer, it is no longer & quesrion, as
itwasin the first law, of viritane allotments: Cie, pro Halbe, 48), and the other sources
which are not specific use a singular or a plural without disedmination (Fracearo,
art. cit. 720 and 738, an. 230-4 = Opuscala, 111 97, nn. 20-4). The former view (fex
saturg) seems preferable since the lex Caecilic Didia of 98 sc which forbade
rogationes per saturam ought to have been passed in response to the Appuleian
legislation of oo #e (Robinson, ap. cie. 71). For the clause on the aurem Tolosanum
in auct, de vir. tl, foc. cat., of. M. Segre, Historia 11l 1929, 624, n. 98: contra, De
Ruggiera, are. cit. 834—5. However, Appian clearly says that the allotments were on
ager publicus.

For Spain, cf. Es. ¢ Soe. 105, n. 153 [== 40, n. 153 above]. Especially interesting is
the evidence of Strabo, 1T 5, 1. For Afdea of. Sherwin-White, p. 172 f. Cf. in
general for the period which follows Rostovezeff, SEHRE 35.

See Fr, g Soe. 71 £, [= 28 L. abowve].

Passerind, Athenasum N.5. X1l 1934, 127; other soldiers would certainly have
benefited from the measures, e.g. those of Camlus' army, on whaose feelings to-
wards Marius cf. Pluc. Afar. 27, 10

Passerini, are. ¢it, 294 f. and 379. Beservations expressed by (. De Sanetis, RFIC
LTI 1995, 127,

Passerini, Athengeum N.5. KVII 1939, 68 L

I am now convinced that the view (which I tried to maineain in Aelenaenm N.5.
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KMIX rogr, 12 £.) that Saturninus’ laws of 100 B were abrogated is incorrect, and

I willingly acknowledge the validity of the objectons levied by Badian and other

scholars, It is a common view that the lex Tiaa agraria of 99 e aimed at 3 revival

of the proposals of Saturninus (De Ruggiero, art. oft. 839; Rotondi, Leges publicas

popudi Hormand, Milan 1912, 337; Robhinson, ep, cir. 71; Carcopino, Mt rem. 11

174); it was annulled.

See Er. ¢ Soc. 67,0051 [= 27, n. 53 abowve].

That part of Pais® article which concems Pompey (A48 NS, VIII 1924, 330 1)

conttibutes nothing to this question.

Cic. ad A 1 18, 6; Cass. Dio, XXXVII g, 1-2; cf. Fr. ¢ Soc. 443 L. [= 151 £

below], to be supplemented with Plut. Lucudl, 14, 4, as R, E. Smith, £Q N.8. VII

1957, 82— pointed out. According to Carcopino, Sylla, ou la monarchie manqgude,

Paris 1931, 160 (relying on Plur. Pomp. 14, 4) Sulla would either have rewanded the

Pompeian soldiers of the civil wars quite inadequately or would have completely

ignored them.

Cf. Er, e Soc. g8 [= 39 above].

Same had already obtained a sertlement at Nicopolis: Cass, Dio, XXXV g9, 35 cl.

Oras, VI 4, and Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic and the Founder of the Empire,

Oxford 1923, T 434. Also the settlements of veterans in Spain at Valentia after the

capmure of the city in 73 8e (Sall. A, 11 g40M.; Plut. Poamp. 18, 5) derive their

origin from Pompey (cf. OIL 1T 3733-7; 1739; 3748, where Falknring veterans er

vatares are recorded, the latter being soldiers of Vitiathus saeeled there in 138 BC by

D. Tunius Brutus (Livy, Fer. LV): cf, Hilbner, CIL 11 p. go0 £ congra, C.HL V.

Sutherland, The Homans tn Span, 205 HC-AL 117, London 1939, 79 and 2733,

n. 12, and A. Schulten, RE s.v. "Valentia®, col. 2148 (50, however, A. N. Sherwin-

White, JRS XXX 1940, 120). Possibly also at Corduba in 55 nc (Strabo, TIT 2, 1,

and Hitbner, RE s.ov.). Metellinum, founded by Metellus Pius during the war

apainst Sertorius, 15 2 caserum rather than a col, cov. Reom.: Schulten, RE s.v.

Cic. ad Aee. T 19, 4: cf. I 18, 6, and IT 1, 6; Cass. Dho, 200KV 50.

Cass. Dio, XXXV 49, 1; Plut, Posp 44, 3.

See Fr. e Soc. 73,1, 67 [= 29, n. &7 above].

Cic. ad Are. | 19, 4.

Cass, Dio, XXEVIT go.

That it is a question of two laws, one dealing with ager pubficus in Ttaly apart from

Campanian land (Cass. Dio, XXXVII 1, 9, the other with the ager Campanur e

Stallariz (Suet. Caes. 203 Vell. I 44) is the view of Zumpe, Commentationes epi-

graphicas, L, Berlin 1850, 288; Meyer, Cacsars Monarchis®, 61, 1. 1, and Rice Holmes

op. cit. 476-9, with which T agree. Cf. L. R, Taylor, Studtes fohrson, Princeton

rofr, G878,

Mommsen, ‘Die iralischen Biirgercolonien von Sulla bis Vespasian®, Hermer XVIII
1881, 169 = GSV 210,

W. Ensslin, *Die Ackergesetzgebung w.sow.', N A LII-LIV 1924, 23.

Cic. ad Farm. XIII 4, 2; cf. Cass. Dio, XXXVIIT 1.

Plut. Pomp. 48, 1; id. Caes. 14, 55 Cass. Dio, XKXXVII 5, 1; App. 11 4, 36. Indeed,

Cass. Dio, XKXXVII 1, 3, when dealing with the first law speaks of ‘citizens’ but

the presence of Pompey on the agrarian commission {on which sce Meyer, ap. cit.

65 and n. 3} is significant and still more so is the intervendon of Pompeian soldiers

at the vodng. In the law on the ager Campanus there is a clause that the colonises

had to have at least three sons (discussion in M. A, Levi, A & R NS, IIT 1922, 521

f.} but it is clear from Caes. FC I 14, 4 that it refers to Pompeian veterans, Cic.

Phil. T 100 refers to the allotments of 46 ne.

It is not easy to say where the fex Julta on ager publicus (the Campanian land
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excepted) operated, given the confusion with the legislation of 46 and with the
Triumviral measures taken in Caesars name (Mommsen, arr, cit, 183 = G5V 224).
Meyer, op. cit. G4, n. 2, inclines to the view that the evidence of the Librf col. dates
to §9; this view can be accepted only in the cases where Fuiri are mentioned, i.e.
for Praeneste p. 236, 14, and Venafrum, p. 239, 7L. Colonists were also settled
perhaps at Tarentum, since in my view the evidence of Serv. ad Georg, IV 127 = II1T
1, p. 239, 30 Thilo is to be referred to the allotments that resulied from this law;
this passage is perhaps made more precise in Ps. Prob. Il z, p. 385, 20 Hagen:
Tareneinorum agros veteranis divisit (Pompeius) ete.; see Rudolph, Stadr wnd Sigae
im rimischen Tralien, 1975, 125 and 161, n. 2. The mention of a pirate settdement at
Tarentum — which is referred to in the passages I have cited — iz usually believed
{see P, Wuilleurier, “Tarente’ (Bull. Ee. franp. &' dehines et de Rome CXLVII)
1939, 167; M. Gelzer, Pompetur, 1949, 84; but w5 the ‘perhaps’ of T, R. 8. Brough-
ton, in T. Frank, £S54R TV 523 and the tone of scepticism in H. E. Ormerad,
Piracy in the Ancient World, 1924, 241, and in CAH IX 475). It muse, however,
have originated from a misunderstanding of Virgil by Suetonius (but see another
explimaton in Servius which he prefers; for varons modern views see L. Hermann,
RELTX 1931, 281 f. and Wuilleumier, ibid, X 1932, 48 £.), and this misunderstand-
ing was probably connected with some Cassarfan propaganda themes sgainst
Pompey; there are traces of this in Lucan, T 346, which howewver refers only to
Pompeiopolis: Comm. Bern. ad loc, p. 27, 19 Usener, All the tradition on the
Pirates War in fact makes no reference to this, On the possibility that pirates were
settled at Cyrene see [, Reynolds, JRS LII 1962, ¢7-103. Under the law on the ager
Campangs & colomy was founded at Capua (Cass. Dio, XX XVHI 7; Grom. Ferer,
p. 231, 19 Lachmann; see Cic, ad 4. T1 19, 3; éd. post red. in sen. 20; id. pro Sest,
19; id, in Pis. 11). Contrary to the orthodox view (Mommsen, are. ¢it. 1689 = GS§
V 210; Abbott, CPA X 1915, 3770 L prefer a date of 46 uc for the colonies of Calatia
and Casilinum.

. 1 have thought it necessary to spend a little time over the rewards proposed for the

veterans in the second century Be since they are fundamental for the explanatdon of
the origins of the phenomenon; I have also dealt in detail with those in favour of
Pompey's veterans since they lend themselves to some Interesting ohservations.
However, to throw into relief the political and social factors, I think it is proper to
refer, for what is really the antiquarian topic of the other allocations to the vererans
of the first century Be, to the specific papers listed below and to those which will be
cited from time to dme as the need arises. In general, in addidon to the broad treat-
ment of A, W. Zumpt, De colonicy Romanorum militartbus, in Comment, Epigr, [
319 £, which is still fundamental for a complete discussion of the phenomenon and
for the collection of the material, see the magisterial article of Mommsen, Hermes
WVIIT 1887, 161 £ = &8 V 202 [,; those of Pais, ‘Le colonie militari dedotte in
Italia dai Triumvir ¢ da Augusto’, Museo ftal. & Ant. Classica | 1884, 13 £ id.
"Serie cronologica delle colonie romane e latine”, MAL V1T, 1924, 362 £. Also id,
Storia della colonizgagione, cir. | 1923, passim; E. De Ruggiero, in Fncic. Giur. ftal.
I 2, 1, s.v. "agrariac leges’, 365 £, and in Dé. Epigr. s.v. ‘colonia’ (reproduced in
part in Le Colonie dei Romani, Spoleto 19o4); E. Kormemann, BE s, ‘colonias’,
col. 524 f. Also the historical studies of the period: e.g. for Caesar’s colonies
in 4644 sc Ed. Meyer, Caesars Monarchie®, 4831 For the question of the
celonies in Pliny see R. Thomsen, The ftalic Regions (& M Dissertationes TV
1947, 41 L. For provincial colonies of. Kornemann, are. cit, and eg. H, Matkowski,
For XXXIV 19324, 438 [ (Augustan period) and A, H. M. Jones, The Cires
of the Eastern Roman Proviaces, Oxford 1937, passim (3ee Index, s.v, "Homan
Coloniss").
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CE. the list in Appdx. IV, In a review of the Fmagines of Degrassi published in GIF
KIX 1984, 183-6, E. V. Marmorale has offered a new interpretation of CIL I*
1815 = JLLRP 146 (from Alba Fucens), His view is that it isa dedication by African
saldists of Metellzs Numidicus (Cascffiants being an archaic nominative in -#r) to
whom latd had been assigned by the Senate afrer the Numidian teiumph of Metellus.
This hypothesis, which has not been mentioned by Degrassi although he cites the
review elsewhere (Aeea of the Fifth Int. Congress of Greet and Latin Epigraphy,
Cambridge 1967, Oxford 1971, 164), is favourably mendoned inter all by .
Reynolds, JRS LXI 1971, 140. 1 think that the view of Marmorale is not acceprable,
but he deserves our gratitude for suggesting another and more probable solution.
This is that the soldiers in question are those of Metelles Pius; he had fled 1o Africa
durin.g the domination of Cinna and had enrolled there an arry which Frnha.b]}r
consisted (Plur, Crass. 6, 2) of his father’s clients (for the Caecilii in Africa see
Badian, Foreign Clientelae, 309, 312; for Pius’ initative 266-7). These troops took
part with him in the civil war and it is only logical to suppose that they were
rewarded with allotments of land, in the same way as other Sullan troops. n8 Alba
Fucens makes a dedication to Sulla (CFL 1* 924 = ILLRP 345) and this city,
besieged by the lalians during the Social War (Livy, Per. LXXIT) and remaining
loyal to Rome (as, it seems, one should deduce from Rt ad Herenn. 11 28, 45),
had been severely damaged. It was probably revived with these grants of land. The
mag(ister) of the inscription will perhaps have been that of a pagus into which (cf.
Pompeii) the soldier-sertlers will have been regrouped. Less probable, I think, is a
connexion of the inseription with the allotments proposed by the lex Ploria (see
Es. e Soc. 443 . [= 151 £ below]) for the soldiers of Metellus remrning from the
war against Sertorius.

Stl'.ﬂ.bt;l, YV 4, 112 5ee K, Pais, “La persisicnza delle stirpi sannite’, A4N M. VI 1918,
452 1.

Cf. the ager Hirpinus (rather than fundus - totem emim possider) of Valgus, father-
in-law of Servilius Rullus, in Cic. de feg. agr. HI 8; see also T 14; I 69. Cf. H.
Dessau, Hermes XVIII 1383, 620 f. On the name Valgus cf. Pais, Colonig. T 146;
CIL TX 1140 (Aeclanum) = ILLRP 523, and CIL X 844 (Pompeif) = JILLRP
g6y CIL X 852 = JLLRP 645; 5282 (Casinum) = JLLRP 565 (see also 598);
ef. Er. e Soc. 121, 0. 195 [= 4%, 1. 195 below].

T rely om the excellent *Orisntamenti per la storia sociale di Pompei® of E. Lepore,
in Pompeiana, Raccolta &i Seudi per i secondo centenario degli Scavi di Pompes,
Naples 1950 (I cite from the extract), where modern contributions to the problem
are accurately and profitably assessed.

Lepore, pp. 6-7.

Lepore, pp. 4—5; 11-12.

.LEP{:H:J P8, 3.

Lepare, pp. 7—9. This guestion could be clarified if we knew the numbers of
colonists stationed at Pompeii. However, any caleulation must be conjectural.
Lepore, p. 7 and n. 2, has accepted the interpretation of Carcopino, Syfla, 213, n. 4,
who corrected the Livian evidence { Per. LXXXIX) of XLFIT legiones to XEFIT
legionariaz, veferring to Campania alone, out of a toral of 120,000 soldiers which we
know from App. I 104, 480; he supposed that there was a sertlement at Pompeii of
4y000-5 000 veterans. Bur the correction and interpretation of Carcopino are
certainly arbitrary and it is better to accept the view of Pais, Serie cronologica . . .
MAL VI 1, 1925, 3152, who, relying on App. | 100, 470, reads XXTIT Lgiones in
Livy as well.

As, however, Lepore, p. 9, seems to believe,

Lepore, p. § and n. 1.
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Cic. da beg. agr. I1 78, See Cic. in Cat. I 8, and also &, de feg. agr. 11 14: fundos quos

i agra Casinati aptimos fructussissimosque continuavit { Valgus), etc.

The assaciation of Sulla’s name with some small places in Latium which we find in
the Gromaticl must be interpreted on the lines set out in Beloch, RG 163 and
Rudclph, Stade und Staat, 42 (see 21, n. 1), 90, o6. Cf, also Forum Cornelii in
Cisalpine Gaul on which note the observations of Carcopino, Hise, rem, 476, n.
143, and of E, Andreoli, Hirtoria I 1928, 334 . We cannot, of course, exclude the
gcattering of nuclel of veterans in the new municipia.

As was the case at Volaterrae and Arretium: Cle. ad Aee. T 19, 4; id. pro Mur, 49;
ad Fam. X111 4 and 5. For & general treatment of Sullan colonization in Etruria
which is valuable if not wholly acceptable see W. V. Harris, Rome in Etruria and
Limbria, op. cit. 251 £.

On the colonists at Fiesole of. Gran. Lic. p. 34 Flemisch; Cie. in Car. 111 14; Sall.
BC 24, 2; 27, 15 39, 33 59, 3. On Arezzo see also Sall. 5C 46, 1.

On the fomines percussi Sullfans temports ealamtate (Cic. pro. Mur. 49) see Gran.
Lic. p. 34 Flemisch; Sall, Hise. T 65 Maur.; App. 1 107, sor1; Exup. 8 (all with
reference to the attempted revolution of 78 Bc) and Sall, 8 28, 4.

As can be deduced from the famous passage of Cle. in Caz. Il 20, and from Sall, C
16, 4.

. On the large estates of Domiting Ahenobarbus see T, Frank, ESAR 364,
202,

See Er. e Soc. 120, 0. 102, [= 45, 0. 192 above].

On the trearment meted out by Sulla to the Ialian cites of. App. I 6, 4458 and
my Commentary®, 257 £, and also my article in 500 XKIX-XX 1970-1, 461 £. = Es.
e Soc. 361 £, On the questions concerning confiscation see the account of E. De
Ruggiero, in Enc. Guir, ftal. 1 2, 1, s.v. ‘agrariae leges', 853 L.

Without justifying the claims of E. Ciaceri, Cicerons & § suoi tempi, 1 1926, 35. The
assertions of Aemilius Lepidus in Sall. Hise. I 55, 33 Maur, (leaving aside any
question of the speech’s authenticity which is denied by C. Lanzani, Roma XII
1914, 41542, and maintained (rightly) by E. Bolaffi, Revista Indo-Greca~Italica df
filolagta XX 1936, 61-6 and by Carcopino, Syifa®, 1942, 274: cf. A, La Penna,
Sallustio e la rivolurione romana, Milan 1968, 258 £) are certainly dominated by
propaganda: cf, Cic. de lag, agr. 11 71.

Enough to menton here Cic, de leg. agr. I1 68; 695 70; o8; II 12; ad. 4. 1 19, 4;
ad Fam, 3T 4, 2; 8, 2 (assignationes &f venditionas).

Some of Sulla's colonfes survived for some time: see below. For evidence in 45 BC
cf. Cic. ad Fam. X111 8, 9. The mention in the Gromatici of a lex Cornelia, p. 169, 1
Lachmann, and of &mites Sullani, p. 165, 10-17, may be important here.

Carcopino, Syila, 623 1d. Hizt. rom. 475-6. Contra (3nd rightly) E. Heidand, Agri-
eola, 1921, 196, and T. Frank, An Economic History of Rome®, 1927, 1723, and id.
ESARI 301.

The conditions described by Varro refer to the period 67-54 Bo: ef. Heitland, op.
cit. 1789, and Frank, ESAR [ 367. See also R. Scalais, Mél. Thoma:z, 1930, 618 £
The dramatic date of Book III of the de re ruse. seems to be 50 ne: Badian, Aehe-
naeum N5 XLVII 1970, 4-6.

. On this view cf. H. V. Canter, ‘Praise of Italy in Classical Authors’, Cf XXXIII 8,

1918, 457 ., esp. 459, 462 and 4665 thid. XXXKIV 7, 1939, 396 £. On Varro as a
source hero see also F, Christ, ‘Die rdm. Weltherrschaft in der antiken Dichtung,'
1038 { Thbinger Beitrige qur Alvertumswissensehafe, XXXT) 144 f.

As Beloch, R 512, maintains.

CILIX so74 = I* 19038 = Dessaw, LS §670 = ILLRP 619; CILIX go75 = *
1904 = [L5 6362 = JLLRP 618,

Its citizens are separately classified as Flererer (CTL KT 1849 = JL5 6608}, Fidentiores
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(CFL XTI 6675, 1: these would be the Sullan colonists) and Jfalfenses {Aupustan
colonists), For a different view see Bormann, in CFL X1 p. 372, But of. Mommsen,
LALLM p. 8g, 2.

Clusinr Fateres et Noviin Pliny, NH.III 5 (8), 2.

MNolant veteres are mentioned in CIL X 1277 = fL.5 6144; see, however, Mommsen
in CIL X p. 143,

Here in fact the Sullan colonists did not come within the city walls but were distri-
buted in castelfa {Gran. Lic. p. 34 Flemisch). Faesulae remained a municipinm while
the colonists formed a colony: see the excellent explanation of A, Degrassd, MAL
Ser. VII, 1I 6, 1949, 202, who covers the question of the double community at
afg £, 202 = Scrited vari &i ansichitd, T 104 f. See also the narrower view of H.
Rudolph, Stadt und Staar, g2, n. 2, and 93 (but Passtum is not a Sullan colony:
Degrassi, art. ciz. 325 == Seritti vari, 1 153).

pro Sufla, 21.

In any case the pagus Felex, going back certainly to Sulla, of CIL X 814, 853,
914, 1042, 1074, provides food for thought: see Nissen, Pomp. Studien, 1877,
481, and Scogliano, NS 1808, 499, and 899, 237, See also i, ¢ Soc, 120 [= 44 1.
abowe].

As happened at Faesulae and at Clusium, where it is irrelevant that the communiry
born of the fusion of the old musdcipive and the Sullan colony preferred a colonial
constitution: cf. Degrassi, art, cit. 202~ = Scritei vari, [ 112—4. Life in such towns
must have been even more idyllic if one accepts the conclusions of Rudolph for
Pompeii, op. cit. 93, n. 1 {(immediate fusion of the two elements, with the older
predominaring as evidenced by the I fviri of the municipium who became I viri
of the colonia) and for Nola, 93, n. 4. (apropos CIL X 1236 = FLS §y92). But
against this are the observations of Degrassi, art, cfr. 2878 == Seritef vari, [ 107-8,
and they point to a different interpretation of the epigraphic evidence. On the case
of Pompeil see my review of Sartodd, Avhenaenm NS, KOOI 1954, 285 £, = Fr. e
Soc, Goo 1.

The interesting observations of B, Hampl, “£ur rdm. Kolonisation in der Zeit der
ausgehenden Republik und des fritheren Principats”, AW NJF. LIX 1952, 5278,
and the study of the Sicilian senators mentioned by Cicero in IT Ferr, 2, 1205
(Athenasum N5, KXKVIH 1950, j04-20) have subsequently led me to modify
substantially the theory I have set out above, I prefer to think now that in many
Sullan colonies, and not enly at Pompeii, double communities were not created
(the case of Interamnia Praetuttianorum is perhaps an exception: see A. La Repina,
Enc. Arte Antica, VII 713-1) bue that new colonists and vereres citizens lived
together and shared in the administration of their town on an unequal basis, In
other words, the separate categories of citizens which I have cited above and which
are attested as existing ogether in some Sullan colonies would not indicate civie
bodies thar were administratively autonomous. I have preferred to leave my old
view in the text as a proof of the complexity of the problem.

Sall. ffise. T 653 77, 14 Maor.; Livy, Per. LXXXIX; Gran. Lic. p. 32 Flemisch, The
view of Lange, R4 TII? 161, that Nola and Volaterrae were inspired to rebel because
they did not wish to receive Sullan colenists does not appear to have any basis in
face.

Cie. pro Caec. 18; 97.

For the ademptio civitatis see Cic. de domo, 793 Sall. Hise, T 65 Maur. (see also T 7,
14) and ps. Asc. p. 189 Stangl; for the results ]. Beloch, Bevélterung, 352, For the
remarks of Cic. pro Caec. o7, see V. Arangio-Ruiz, Storia del diriero romans®, 1950,
137.

Il g, 28. For another limiting factor when considering the bias of the tradition on
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Sulla’s activity see Es. ¢ Sor. 119, 0. 188 [= 44, n. 186 above]. On the passage of
Florus see SCO XIX-XX 1970-1, 461 f. = Es g Soc. 361 £

223. There must, of course, have been exceprions, as for example at Praeneste.
224, A passage of Front. d& Contr, p. §2, 21 L. might make one believe that, on the con-

115,
226,

227,
228.

229,

239,

231,

232,
233.
314.

214.

trary, the Augustan allatments at Fanum placed the éncolae in an inferor position
politically: ef. Pais, Coloniggagione, XVII. On the passage see UL Laffi, Adtribuso ¢
Contributio, Pisa 1966, 198-202.
Cf. Es. & Soc. 6o [= 24 above].
Op. cit. §4 and 202 {n. 23). Cf. what has been said above, K, & Sos, 56, n. 32
[= 24, n. 32 above]. For the rest, the connexion between Sullan colonists and
Catilinarfans (roo well-known to need more than a reference here to the passages
cited in Er. ¢ Soc. 122, n. 200 [= 4%, n. 200 sbove]) shows that often the colonists
returned to their original satus.
Cf. above, Ex, e Soc., g4 [== 37abave].
Cic. de leg. agr. 11 78. As Clacerd, op. cit. [ 35, also believes, it is a gquestion of a
renewal, pure and simple, of the analogous provision of Ti. Gracchus, but of
course with 3 totally different purpose. Contra, Carcopino, Hist. rom. 475, That the
fex framentaria of Sulla had as its object the protection of the new colonists is the
view of A. Passerini, fthenceum N5, X 1932, 181, which T am unable to accept.
On the inalienabilicy (limited, however, to twenty years) of the Caesarian alloe-
ments cf. Appian, Il 140-1, §81 £ (zpeech by Brurus) and IIT 2, 5.
App. I 96, 448. Of interest are the vemarks of Cic. de g, agr. I1 75 on the dangers
presented by colonists dispersed at strategic points in the peninsula, since it is very
probable that the orator has the Sullan colonies in mind,
It is, of course, consistent with his well-known interpretation of Sulla’s political
activity that Carcopino, Syifa, 63, should say that the veterans were so settled as o
keep an eye on the property of the aristocracy.
The well-known verses which Lucan places in the mouth of Caesar, for example at
the crossing of the Rubicon (I 343—4): guae sedes erit emerizis ? quae rura dabunear |
Jeuae nosier veteranus aret f guae moenia fessis £ and on the eve of 2 battle (V1T 257-8):
haec eadem {dies) ast hodie quae pignora, quaegue penates [ reddat, et amerito faciar vos
Marte calonos reflect admirably the simation of the second half of the first century
ne, Contrast the well-kknown episode reported in Caes. BCT 17, 4.
All part and parcel of the state of mind described above, Ex, & Soe, 68 [= 28 above].
Syme, RR 207 f.
More limited interests dictated the Julian legislation of 59 nc: see s, g Soc. 115
[== 44 above]. Those allotments were not to last; they were swept away in the
civil war which followed. Cf, Pompey’s enlistments at Capua: Caes. BC1 14, 4 and
Suat, Caes. 81, 1.
The theme mentioned here is in that political pamphlet which M. Pohlenz, ‘Eine
politische Tendenzschrife aus Caesars Zeit', Hermes LIX 1924, 184, has recon-
strocted from the early chapters of Book IT of Dion. Hal. (T call attention to IT 28).
A, v. Premerstein, Fam Werden und Wesen, 9 L., followed by E, Kornemann, Ko
XXKKT 1938, 30 £ and also by W, Seston, PPV 1950, 180, has, however, referred
the pamphlet to the period of Augusms. But this is rejecred by L. Wickert, Ao
XXX 19357, 291, n. 13 dud. XXXIT 1919, 3125 8 AJAB IV 1941, 16 and n. 7. In
fact, for the point which is at issue here, it is difficult to maintain 2 senatorial origin
(which v. Premerstein regards as the general tenor of the pamphlet) for such a
justification of the principle of rewards for veterans,
[ have also changed my view on this paint [sinee publication of my article] and I
think I have set out [elsewhere] arguments which can demonstrate an origin for the
Romulean pamphlet in the propaganda and period of Sulla: see Avhengenm N.S,
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KAXKVIII 1960, 17§—229. But the controversy is far from over. G. Ferrara, ‘Com-
menti af dopoguerra azlaco (IILY, Cwltura VI 1970, 22-49, remirns to a dare in the
Augustan period, and J. P. V. D. Balsdon, "Dionysius on Romulus: A Political
Pamphlet?, JRS LXI 1971, 18-27, denies that Dion, Hal’s chapters are a political
pamphlet and emphasizes Dionysius' own work in co-ordinating various sources.
Another theme of Caesarian propaganda seems to be that which aimed at shield-
ing Caesar from the reputation which weighed heavily on Sulla. The sources, in
fact, say thar the dictator settled his soldiers on ager pudlicus or on land belonging
to him, land which was consecrated or had heen purchased: App. IT 94, 395; Cass.
Dio, XLII 54, 1; XLIIT 47, 4; Suet. Caes. 48. However, it is certain that land was
confiscared, as is clear, for example, from the drift of Brutus’ speech in App, 11 139
41 and from the fact that a 5.C. had to guarantee the allotments assigned o the
veterans: App. IT 133, §57 and 135, 565. Cf. further Cic. af Fam, TX 173 XIIT 4; 5;
7; 8. For Africa see Bell. Afric. 57, 1 and Cass. Dio, XLIIT 14, 1.
As conceived by Wickert, for example, arr. cir. (preceding note).
ad Caes. 11 5, 8.
In this sense see the fine pages of Syme, RR 449 1.
In general see the article of Mommsen cited above, Fs. ¢ Soc. 117, n. 184 [= 44,
n. 184 above}, at p. 169 = G5 V 211 £ Cf. also Syme, RR 196 £.; 207 £.; 239 £. and
my article on the Triumviral colonies of Antony (PP VI 1953, 1to1 £, = Fs, e Soc.
459 L) and my Comm. on Appian, BCV, pp. LIX-LXVIII,

. & 1700001 the numbser of legions is not certain (App. V 5, 213 6, 25; 21, 87),

App. IV 3, 10 £, reduced later to 16,

I should perhaps poine out that there is no basis of fact in the assertion of M, A.
Levi, Qtzavians capoparte, Florence 1933, IT 11 £, relying on the supposed identity
of the peapyol of App. V 43, 182 with renants (#did. p. 12, n. 1), that the cites be-
longed to the category of those which had become dediticiae after the Social War,
The reatment reserved for the cities which opposed Rome in the Bellum Sociale
was agreed by Sullz on his return to Italy in 83 se in full recognition of their righe
to Roman citizenship (Livy, Per, LXXXV, to be interprezed as Levi, Costéturione,
163, and Carcopino, Hist. rom. 11 474 suggest) and of course ~ as Zumpt, op. cit.
242, saw long ago — with restitution of the land which had been confiscated. Narur-
ally those towns which sided later with the Marians were exceptions and it is only
to their cases that the view of E. De Ruggiero, art. cit. Enc, Giur. Ttal, 8534, can
apply.

Thaough they are involved: Levi, Qtraviane, 1 16, 0. 1.

. Cass, Dio, XLVIII g, 4; T cannot, however, accept the view of Syme, R 108, who

speaks of this opposition as the last struggle of Taly against Rome,

CE. e.g. Virgil, Fel. T and IX, and id. Diras, on which see T, Frank, Fergil, 1922,
122 f.; Propertius, IV 1, 127—30, on which see U, Clotd, FCAR LY XIT 19435, app.
14, 53 £.; Horace, Epese. 11 2, 49~52. See App. V 12, 40.

See Es. ¢ Soc. 120-1 [= 45 above].

See in this connexion the detsiled observations of Sherwin-White, op. cir. 172 f.
Interesting also is the coanexion between the evidence of Suet. Caer. 42 and the
calonia Genetiva Urbanorum founded by Caesar at Urso: see Komemann, are. cir.
cal. §27. See also my article *“The Perusine War and Trumviral [mly’, HSPh
LXXV 1971, 139-43.

On Antony's colonies in Iraly see in gencral Mommsen, art. i, 188 = G5V 220,
Cass, Dio, L1 4, 6 is basic evidence: see Syme, AR jo04. On Cass, Dio, XLIX 14, 5,
see Mommsen in CFL X p. 368, and Levi, op. cr. I 86, See also PP VIII 1943
to1 f. = Er. e Soc. 459 £,

Collected in Syme, BR 352,
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See U Wilcken, “Zu Jmpensae des Res Gesrae divi August’, SDAWF 1931, 779 L
The principle of buying land on which to settle colonists had been opposed by Cic.
de leg. agr. 1L 73. On the evidence of awct. de vir. il 73, 5, see Fs. ¢ Sec, 110, 0.
161 [= 4&, i 161 abowve].

Res Creseae 17 (101 35); Cass. Dio, LV 24, 2; cf, the admirable remacks of H. Last,
CAHTH 137.

Syme, R 352 £.; 450 £, It is in this changed atmosphere that the idyllic version of
Owid, Amor. IT 9, 19, is to be placed and explained { fecsus in accepros miles dediucitur
agras), where it is clear how things have changed sinee the Triumviral period when
ridis tnfestis miles radiabat in armis (Prop. IV 1, 27). The ourcome of Augustan
colonization is expressed as follows by Augustus himself in Res Gesrae 28 (V 36-8):
tralia autem XXVIIT colonias guae vive me celeberrimae o frequentivsimas fisrune,
meis auspiciis deductas habet. The famous passage of Tacitus, Ann. XIV 27, 1, on
the decline of military colonies reflects a later state of affairs when, as Tacituz him-
self says, military colonies in Italy came to lack any political or social purpose.

T. Frank, ESART 322,

Rostovezelf, SEHRE 33: doubts and contradictions in Salvioli, /7 capisafizma
anrtics, 1939, 156 £,

Rostovizeft, p. 33.

The only ones which affect the problem. On the Augustan measures of 14 8e
{acquisition of provincial land) see Kornemann, art. cit. col. o6, and alsa T, R, 8.
Broughton, TAPh4 LXVI 1935, 18 £

Sea Fr, ¢ Soc. 120 [= 45 above].

Cic. in Cat. Il zo: JTi (Sulla’s colonists) durr aedificant tamguam deadi, etc,

Cic. ad Are. 1T 16, 1; cf. Rullus’ proposal (Cic. de Jag. agr. II 98 and 79). See also the
promises of Domitdus Ahenobarbus in Caes. BCT 17, 4: 4 fugera of Erruscan land
{i.e. if the correcton quarerna of Glareanus, which is generally accepted for the X7,
of the MSS., is agreed: however, P. Fabre, César, La Guerre Civile (Les Balles
Lettres), 1936, reads quing dena: of. A, Klowe, PAFFLVII 1937, col. 806).

Leb. Col. p. 214, 14 Lachmann = p. 18, 14 and 20, 1 Pais. These figures seem to be
confirmed, for example, by the size of the plots at Concordia: see L. Bosio, ATF
CXXIV 19656, 249 £. In general see my Commentary on Appian, BCV, p. LXVIL
Sic. Flace, p. 156, 10 Lachmann; Hyg. de & constir. p. 176, 17 Lachmann; see
Caes, loe, cie. Tt may be said in passing thar this reflects not only varying grades of
reward but also the need, already present in an earlier age (G, Tibiletd, Avhenaeum
NS XXVII 1950, 222 £.), that the governing class — in this case the centurions
and eribunt miliusn who became magistrates of the new colony — should be distin-
guished by a higher census qualification.

Sec for Aquileiz, 181 Be, Livy, XL 34, 2 and for Luna, 177 pC, Livy, XLI 13, 5.
Cass. Dio, LV 23, 1:20,000 sesterces to the practorians, 12,000 to the other soldiers:
see Liebenam, BF s.v, "exercitus', col. 1674,

Mommsen, ‘Die ital. Bodentheilung us.ow.’, Mermer XIX 1884, 308 = G5 V 128;
Frank, op. cit. 1 365.

Probably the opposite: according to E. G. Hardy, *Augusrus and his legionades”,
CQ XIV 1920, 187 £, esp. 190 £, the 120,000 veterans mentioned in Res Gestae, 19
(T 19) {20 BC) were those demobilized in 30 B, on which see Rer Gesrae 16 (111,
23); Hyg. de lim. const. p. 177 Lachmann and Cass. Dio, LI 4. Such settlements
concern ltaly, Since the measures of 14 8C (Rer Gestae, 16 (111, 21)) concern the
provinces {see Er. ¢ Soc. 137 n. 156 [= 5o, n. 296 above] and Hardy, p. 191) we
must believe that the soo million sesterces spent by Augustus pro Jralicis praediis
{Res Gestae 16 (TIL 24)) refer to the measures of 30 Be (Hardy, p. 192). In that case
each of the 120,000 VEbErans had an an average land worth §4000 SESTOrCes, Le. o §
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rugera. In general see W. Weber, Princeps, [ 247, n. 672, For Augnstus’ allocations
see now P, A, Brunt, frafian Manpower, 332--42.

Cic, Phel 1l 101,

AR g50,n. 4.

CIL X1 6oo, on which see E, Pais, Studi Bonfanre, | 175 £; G, Susini, Aeei ¢ Mem.
Dgput. 8t. Patria Prov, Romagna .5, V 1953-4, 1-1 (extract).

Op. ait. 33, 1. 31,

The whole problem results, of course, from our limited knowledge of the distri-
bution of land in Italy in the first century ne. 88 the reconstruction of J. Ruelens,
LEC XIT 1943, 282, is based above all on a very uncertain premiss, for the
significance of the famous remark of the tribune L. Marcius Philippus in 104 80
non agse in civitate duo milia hominum gui rem faberent (Cie, de Off. 11 71) is not very
clear. Carcopino, Hise. rom. Il 303, n. 163, thoughr that it referred only to Home
and not to all Traly (see also Salvioli, ap. e, 31). Some useful remarks on landed
property in that period are, however, to be found in R. Scalais, Afel. Thomas, 618 £,
As is clear, for example, from Hor, Sat. T 6, g2-3, referring to pre-Caesarian times.
The commentary of Kiessling-Heinze,® 1921, ad Joe., explaing it by saying that
Venusia was a Sullan milicary colony and that the cenmrions Horace mentions
were veterans who had been settled there and who adopred an ardmde of condes-
cension towards the small peasant proprietors of the region (as at Pompeii, it may
be added). But it is not necessarily the case that Venusia was a Sullan colony, and
App. I 105, 479, cited by K.-H. is irrelevant, Hence Horace's evidence must be
understood as a generalization {or a situatdon which was common at that time, See
also OIL P g1 = JLLRP so2; CIL X 1371 = ILLRP 1630 (from Nola).
Cass, Dioy, XLIX 14, 3; App. V 128, 531 (see my Commentary on Appian, BCV,
pp. 212—13): cf. Kiibler, RE av. *decurio’, col. 2325, and Syme, RR 243. See the
examples in CIL X 1604 == FLS 6491 (ef. OFL IX 1604 = FLS 2214 and comm,
there); CIL X 4723 and also OFL V 2501 == JL8 2243 (Atesee), Cf CIL X 5714
= ILLRP 49%.

It is in fact now that we meet colonies which have in their name the legion to which
the colonized soldiers used to belong: Kornemann, are. eir. coll. 527-8 and §64-5;
Sherwin-White, ap. cir. 173, n. 4. CEL App. II 120, 507. Cf. also the Caesardan
colonies in Gallia Narbonensis on which J. Kromayer, Hermes XXX 1896, 1-19,
is fundamental. That Sulla introduced this system is stated (without any basis) by
A v, Premerstein, Fom Berden und HFezen, 24.

Cic. Phil. II roz2; Tac. Ana, XIV 27; Hyg. de fim, conseir, p. 1796, ¢ £. Lachmann,
The inscription JLIRP 592 probably refers to a Triumviral colony founded at
Firmum Apulum: 5. Panciera, Epigraphica XXIV 1962, pub. 1963, 79 £.; see alzo
the commentary of Degrassi.

CIE KT q183a, 4184, 4187, 4180—94; Bormann, ibed, p. 6115 Interamna Nahartium
is not an Augustan colony; see, however, Pais, Coloniy. I 188,

Some other examples: CFL X1 4746; see 4650 = JL8 2330 (Tuder col. Tulia);
CIL X 4876 = JLS 2227 (Venafrum col. Tulia Avgusta: Pals, op. cit. 248, and
Ritterling, RE s.v. ‘legio’, col. 1483); CIL IX 2353 = ILS 6519 (Allifae, Trium-
virate colony: see Hiilsen, R s.v. col. 1986). Important also are OFF X1 1217
{Placenta, Triumvirate colony?: Bormann, thid, p. 242; Hanslik, RE sv. col.
1905); CFL X1 749¢ (Falerii, not apparently an Augustan colony; see, however,
Pais, ap. cit. 171); CIL XIV 3906 = FLS 6544 (Amiternum); OFL IX 2648 = 1.8
z228; CTL TX 2645 and 2674 (Aesernia); CIL VIII 14697 = FLS 2249 (Thubur-
nica). For Ann. Fpig. 1937, no. 64, from Luceria, see Degrassi, Scritef vari, T 79-82.
For CIL 1X 1004, F. Coarelll, D Adrch I 1967, 46—71, is most important.

This is the view of Sherwin-Whiee, op. cit. 178, which may be valid in certain
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cases (cf. eg. OFL V 50 = ILS 2229 and the commentary of A, Degrassi, 4FF°
CII 19423, 664 f., 676 == Serieei varg, 11 g1y £, 9215 CIE X g713 = TLS 2226; sce
Ritterling, RE s.v. 'leglo’, col. 1564), especially with reference to the fex Tulia mun.
line 29, but it should not be used to support generalizations which would go
against what has been said Er. ¢ Soc, §8 f. [= 24 f. above].

Sea Er, ¢ Soc. 64, 0. 50 [= 27, 0. 5oabove].

See Ec. e Soc. g2 [ [= 36 f. above]. Service in the army made this possible even
for those with inferior qualifications.

Suet. Aug. 46, v. Premerstein, Fom WFerden w. Wesen, 101, 1. §, is right to observe
that the privilege muse apply to the magistrates of the Augustan colonies. CEF. also
Syme, RR 3164 According to J. Lesquier, ‘L’armée romaine d'Egypte’, Mem. de
P Inseie, fr. d dreh, Or. KL 1918, 336, a clause of this kind would have been included
in the edict de veterants of the Trumvir Octavian {Caesares Aug. Opera®, ed.
Malcovati, 556 == Riccobono, Leges®, 116); at line 13 he would prefer to read,
instead of (eednsers, (cednsere. See, however, for a different view P. Roussel, Syria
AV 1914, 35, relying on the epistula ad Rhosenses, lines 29-6.

This conclusion, of course, rules out agreement with Syme’s interpretation (AR)
of the crisis which hir the Roman Bepublic in the first century Be although, as is
clear from my notes, [ have a [asting and enormous debe to his work. Syme's view
can in fact be briefly summed up in one of his own phrases {p. 16): *With the
Gracchi all the consequences of Empire — social, economic and pofitical — hroke
loose in the Roman State, inangurating a century of reveludon. The traditional
contests of the noble families were complicated, but not abolished, by the strife of
parties largely based on economic interest, of classes even, and of military leaders”.
From the review of Syme by A. Momigliano, JRS XXX 1940, 75 L., esp. 77-80
= Seconds contributo allz storia degli studi classict, 40716, 1 take this passage which
pinpoints with exceptional acuteness the limitations of Syme’s interpretation (p.
77): “Two leading ideas not clearly distnpuished presented themselves to the
writer (Syme): the Reveolution as a new oligarchy; the Revolution as the end of a
Raman oligarchy. The latter was the right one, but the former prevailed.’

Notes to Appendix T

. 1o, 3¢ the sribuni milftum edmpolim vds fodds ward ploy kol mpoowedoderar v det

Aayeiirav, See Cato apud Fest, p. 268, 1 Lindsay: Primanus tribunus apud Catonem
{est, gui primae legioni tributum scribebar . . . , o be interpreted, of course, with
Mommsen, SR III 194, n. 2. On the passage of Polybius see F. W, Walbank, 4
Hiztorical Commentary on Polybius, I, Oxford 1957, Sg7-701.

. Mommsen, 58 I 279, n. 4; E. Herrog, Gesehifchie und Systerm der rdm. Staatrvar-

fassung, [ 1884, 1026; A. Bouché-Leclerq, Manwel des Trstitutions romaines, 1931,

270, T 2,

. Sall. B 86, 2; Livy, XXXIV 31, 17. The census minimum required for service in

the legions in the time of Polybius was 4,000 asses (Polyb. VI 19, 2).

. See the principal evidence cited in Lichenam, K& s.v. "dilectus’, col. 596,
. G, Giannelli, 4 & R ser. L1 3, 1935, 236—7; La Hapubblica romana, 1944, 144—5, 00

which see Fraccaro, Avhenaeun N.5. XV 1938, 317-8.

. Fracearo, Arhenaenm N5, K11 1934, 60 = Opusenda, Il 296—7; H. Last, JRS XXXV

1945, 34 and 47.

. G. De Sanctis, Storia ded Romeane, 1T 204 £
. See Fraccaro, art. cit. 1934, 60 F. = Opuscnla, 11 206—7. Contra, Mommsen, SR IIT

268, n. 1. V. Arangio-Buiz, Sroria. .. mm.::.rm", 36 has put forward some argumenes
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against this theory, but they are based on arithmetical computations and can be
rejected simply by referring to Fraccaro, art. cit. 1934, 62 f. = Opuscala, 1T 207-
jo0, whose conclusions are accepted also by Glannelli, are. i, 234,

. L. Lange, RA P 525, and also Mommsen, D ram. Tridus, Altona 1844, 132:

comira, W. Rein, Zeferchr. flir die Alterthumswissenschaft 1846, no. 128, col. 1021,
Tt is curious that references still continue to be made to this work on the poine under
discuszion even after the diffidence which Mommsen expressed in 5K IIT 268, n. 2.
CF. also H. Delbriick, Gereh, des Kriegehunst, [* 290.

]+ Beloch, RG 290 £, See now Emst Meyer, fém. Staat und Staatsgedanke, §4.

I 43, 13, on which, however, see Mommsen, SR III 268, n. 2.

Seealso Arangio-Ruiz, op. cft. 6.

The relationship between the centuriate and the tribal organization is, on the
contrary, that llustrated by Last, art. cir.

On the derivadon frem Calpumius of all Dionysius' narrative dealing with the
regal pered see Cichorius, E sv. "Calpurnius'’, no. o6, col. 1195. At IV 15,
Fabius Pictor, Vennonius and Cato are, however, also mentioned, Scholars have
noted the coincidence between Dion. Hal. IV 14, 1=z, and the well-known
Pap, Qxyrbyn, VI no, 2088, which at line 13 says: Jevgue pagis miliees conguire-
bantur et tributem|. The papyrus gives an excerpt of a Latn historian whom A.
Piganial, Serétd tn onore di B, Nogara, Citta del Vaticano 1937, 376, thought to he
possibly Aelius Tubero. On che basis of what has been sald about Dion. Hal. IV 14,
Calpurnius cannot be ruled out: see Piganiol, p. 979, n. 2. As [ have tried to show
in Athengenm N5, XXXIX 1961, 98-121, Dion. Hal, has worked up material from
different sources in the chapters of Book IV which deal with the reign of Servius
Tullivs. For example, the arguments in chapters 19-21 on the Servian centuriate
organization (including the passage which interests us here) echo the influence of
the post-Sullan annalists (pp. ro7—o). But this does not conflict with the view that
the material itself goes back ro a fully trustworthy antiquarian source. See also P. A,
Brunt, [talian Manpower, 625—34 (controversial).

It is well to keep in mind that the evidence on the holding of the levy on the
Campus Martius (Varro, de re ruse. 11 2, 45 Livy, III 6o, 6; Cass. Dio, XXX~
KXV fr. 1og, 5 Boiss.; see the impormant note ad fee. of Valesius, in Reimar's
edition, [, Hamburg 1750, p. 54, § 188) — in the tdme of Polyhius it took place on the
Capirol: VI 19, 6; Livy, 2XVI 31, 11 — is not so much a testimony to the use of a
levy by centuries {Bouché-Leclerq, op. ce2. 271, 0. 2) a5 a reference (o a custom later
than Polybius. See Marquardt, Organis, miliz. 81, n. 4 and the proper observations
of Veith in Kromayer-Veith, Heerwesen und Kriegflikrung, 104.

On which see in general Mommsen, SR 2 152, n. 23 id) Strafreche, 44, n. 1.

This last point is rejected by Mommsen, Rém. Trebus, 133, but is, however, con-
firmed by comparison with App. fer. 49, 209.

18, In Daremberg-Saglio, Lhct., 4. Aneeg, sov, "dilectus’, 214,

19.
20
2L
124

Jbid. p. 213 and n, 22,

E. Bolisani, Farrone Menippeo, Padua 1916, 111.

Op. cit. 82 £,; see Bouché-Leclerg, op. . 273, 0. 4.

Livy, IV 46, 1 savs: difecturn haberi non ex wto passim populs placuic: decem tridus
sorte ductae sunt, [t is worth remarking that the antiguity of the event deprives the
evidence of credibiliy. Also, the episode (the war against Lahici) is connected with
numerous members of the gens Serviliag this has led some to suspect that the story
has been contaminated by falsifications and that these are the work of the Servili
who were especially powerful in the last years of the Second Punie War and
immediately afrer it (W, Soltau, Die Anfange der ram. Geschichtsschraibung, Leipzig
1999, 144; Miinzer, RE sv. ‘Servilius’, no, 37, col. 1775. See also M. L. Patterson,
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TAPhA LXXIII 1942, 337 £.}. Cf. the observadons of B. G. Niebubr, R (Fr.
trans. De Golbery, IV 1835, 165, n. 250) and of E. Pais, Storéa df Rema®, III 70,
T L.

Mommsen, SR III 271: De Sancts, op. eit. 1 2073 11 1, 337; Arangio-Buiz, op. cr.
%4, who admitted the possibility {only as an hypothesis) that originally the cen-
turies had been levy-districts.

Polyb. VI 20, 8-g: drav 8 deldfwor 76 mponelpevor mhiflos (rie melav). ... pera
rafra vely frmely rd pév madaudy dordpors eloifferar Sosmpdlon Ent rols rerpraylioe
Braro oL, HiP G npnfé:puu:, ﬂ'.:‘mrrfuﬁ:l]r alTEr -].l:].ﬂn]-.ufﬁil; darg Tai 'rl:,-.rrilrnﬂ rﬁ;‘ t'x.:'l.n}-".iis.
See Mommsen, SR TIT 248 and 479-80; Cagnat in Daremberg-Saglio, Dicr. d.
Antig, s.v. "Equites’, 774 £.; and now see also J. Wiesner, Ko 300XVI 1943, 56;
C. Nicolet, L'ordre dquestre &' époque républicaine, T, Paris 1966, 47 f.

This is how mhourdlinr alrir yepemudms Jmd rol pgroi T dedepss in Polybius
must be understood: see Herzog, ap. crt. I 1046 and n. 1.

Mommsen, SR I 258 and 259, 1. 1.

See Mommsen, SR IIT 478, n. 2.

Ernst Mever, ap. e 85 [; 436, n. 91.

On all this ef, G. Tibiletti, Athenaewm NS, BOAVIIT 1950, 222 £

Ase, in Per. p. 12 Stangl.

Notes to Appendix 11

. Cic. de fog. agr. 11 893 025 08,

H ga2.

. Miinzer, RE s.v. "lunivs’, no. §2; Drumann-Groebe, Gesob. Roms, IV 18; contra,

AW, Zumpt, Commens. Epigr. T 245.

. Cic. pro Quinctio, 65; 6g; some uncertainty in Last, CAHTX 271.

. Miinzer, loc. cit.; see also M. AL Levi, A & KNS 1922, 240.

. J. Carcopine, Mt rom. 11 434

. As, however, Beloch, Campanten®, Breslau 1890, 304, asserms. See F. Casagnoli,

BCAR LXXII 1951, append. 1§, §1. Colonists would become local tenants, as later
they did with Caesar (Levi, art. c2t. 251).

. A N, Sherwin-White, Roman Citizenship, 81.

9. G. Bloch, La républigue romaine, 1913, 327. On the rogaso of Rullus see Gabba,

I,
11,

1.
13

14-

Mélanges Piganiol, Paris 1966, 760—75 = FEr. ¢ Soc. 449 £

1T 87—98; see [ 1822,

The only scholar T know to have accepred, without discussion, the statement of

Cicero is C. Lanzani, Mario ¢ Sifla, Catania 1915, 390 £, On Capua in the period

hetween the Hannibalic and the Social Wars see . Heurgon, MEFR LVI 1939,

s=a7and M. W, Frederiksen, PRSR XXVII 1g59, 80 f.

M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa, Gattdngen 1948, [ 204.

See J. Carcopino, SAGE X X1 Jan. 1929, 15, n. 11,

Recorded in App. 1 6o, 271, and Cic. Brue. 168; the latter evidence escaped the

notice of Pais, 44N N.5. IV 1916, 67—72, hence his failure to consider Rubrius.
This attempt of mine to show Maran connexions in Campania mer with hestile

eriticism from E. Badian, "Caepio and Norbanus', Aureoriz VI 1957, 144-6; his

article has been re-published, with corrections, In Studies in Greek and Romen

History (§9-62 contain the appendix dedicated to my study). To sum up, Badian

recognizes the two Insteli and the two Fimbriae as of Campanian origit, is unable

to deny the possibility of Campanian extraction for the two Granii and the two

Magii, and cannot accept the other cases, See, however, T. P. Wiseman, New Men
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Nares
in the Roman Senaee, 130 B C-rg AD, 234 (T Guera); 296-7 {0, Hubrius Varro,

perhaps connected with Casinam).

See Munzer, RE s.v. "Granius’, no. 4.

Munzer, B s.v. "Granius’y no. 1, and R, Syme, R go, n. 75 91, 1. 1.

Miinzer, £E 5.v. "Rubsing’, no, 24.

Miinzer, #E s.v. ‘Rubrius’, no. 2; that these Rubrii are Campanian can, [ think, be
deduced from the presence of other Rubrii ar Capua in that period: CFL IF 679
= X 3780w JLE 3341 == JLLRP 716; see Miinzer, AF s.v. ‘Rubrius’, no. 14;
CIL I? 686 = X 4781 = fLS 6303 = TLLRP 711,

Miinzer, H.E s.v. no. 9; his Campanian origin — the name is Etruscan: Schulze, Zur
Graschichre Tateinischer Ergennamen, 1904, 187 — can perhaps be deduced from the
presence of Cn, Lactorius, magister pagr, in Capua in 94 8e: CIL 1P 632 = X 3772
= JL8 6302 = [LLAP 919; Milnzer, RE sv. no. 6. A C. Laetorivs C. f. Vel
appears in the consilfium of Asculum in 9o Bo: cf, Milnzer, AE s.v. no. 4.

Miinzer, ALE s.v. no. 10. I do not know whether the attested support of Campanians
for C. Gracchus (e.g. Blossius and, probably, Rubrius and Lactorius whom I have
mentioned) entitles us to suppose that he conceived a purpose similar to that of
Brutus for the colony at Capua which he appears to have planned (Plut. £ Grace.
8, 3; auct. de vir. il 65, 33 see Greenidge, Hisz, of Rome, 225).

On the Tunii in the Marian period see Milnzer, RE, s.v. no. 1, col. g1, CLL especi-
ally L. Tunius Brtus Damasippus, praetor 82 po; Minzer, BE s.v. no. 5B,

See Miinzer, £E s.v, col. 418.

Ci, Niceolind, Fastf det tribuni della plebe, Milan 1934, 232 £; see Minzer, £F s.v.
nos. 8and 1o,

Minzer, RE s.v. no. 6. Cf. the participadon of Blossius in the revolr of Ardstonicus:
Dudley, are. cie. JRS XXX 1941, 98-9.

App. Tga, 416; see Miinzer, v,

Miinzer, RE s.v. “Insteius’, nos. 7 and 2; see C, Cichorius, Rim., Studien, 167, C,
Tarquitius L. f. Fal. is generally held to be Etruscan, despite the wibe: see Pais,
Lralle guerre puniche, | 194; Cichordus, ap, cir. 167.

Cf. Minzer, RE s.v. *Helvius', no. 15. [ do not know whether one may vse the
presence at Cales in the Imperial period of a Flavias Fimbria (CFL X 4648 = ILS
Gzog: see vo22 in Anagnia) to attest Campanian origing for the well-known Flavii
Fimbriae, democrats in the Madan pered (see Syme, op. cit. 94, n. 2). Likewise, it
is unknown whether L. Flavius Fimbria, cos. suffs in ap 71 (PIR 1Y 1897, 68, no.
182 = PIRTF 26g; see F 188; Miinger, RE s.v. ‘Flavius', no. 8q) is to be connected
with the Flavii of Cales and with the Republican democeats of the same name.

Cic, de leg. agr. I 04

On the structure of agriculture in Etruria, Umbria and Picenum, where a system of
fatifiundia and tenants prevailed, and in Apulia, Samnium and Ladum (dominated
by pasturage) cf. M. Rostovezelf, SEHFRE 0. On Campanian condidons, on the
other hand, where enterprises were administered on a capiralistic and industrialized
basis, see ikid. p. 30. On the importance of all this for the Social War see A. Ber-
nardi, NRS XXVIII-XXIX 19445, 67-8; contra, |. Carcopino, 8AGH cr. 21 and
22 with n. 1.

See R, Syme, JRS XXXIV 1044, 03 f. Cossutii are arrested at Puteoli: see Ch,
Dubois, "‘Pouzzoles antique’ (Bebl Fe, Sfrang. &' Avkénes et de Rome XCVII), 1907,
47 (though he emphasizes the rarity of the name in Campania),

Drubaois, ep. cit. 71 £.; T, Frank, ESAR | 375—6; Rostovizef, p. 17, n. 12,

Marius' relations with the businessmen in the provinces confirm this conclusion;
though we have only scanty references, they are not the less suggestive for that.
Pliny N XXXV 15 (24}, 116: unde M. Scaurus pater, tottens princeps civitatis et
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Marcant sodalicit rapinarum provincialivm sings ? {on which see A, Passerind, Anhe-
naeuwrn N5, X1 1914, 280, For the correction Magionr see Fraccaro, AL Y 20,
1911, 187 == Opuscula, 11 13940, and Pais, Dalle guerre puniche, [ 114) and, above
all, the dedication to Marius, on the occasion of his visit to the East, in the agora at
Delos (CIL I 7241 see Passerini, Ahenaenm N.S. XVII 1919, S0—71), by “the
Ialians who were in Alexandria®; the inscription, however (JLLRP 743) has to be
supplemented for the name of the beneficiary. It is useless to emphasize Marius'
unbroken relationship with the class of Equites from which he came: see the
observations of G. De Sancts, RFIC LXIII 1935, 12, and for a particular case id.
Problemi di Storia annica, 1932, 212~3. On the problem see Er. ¢ Soc. 219 £ [= 78
f. below].

13. An mmp]l: of exapggeration would be the polemic directed against the title of

praetores assumed by the two magistraces of the colony, Sex. Saltius and L. Consi-
dius {or Consius, the reading of Mommsen, CFL X p. 368, following the cod.
Lrfurtensisy; cf. Sherwin-White, op. cit. 83.

14. CE Val, Max. IX 3, 8 and Plut, Sulla, 17, 3, on the disagreements of Sulla with the

=

i fend

Granil of Puteoli, on which see Dubois, ap, cet. 27 f. That Puteoli had favoured
Sulla’s cause is asserted without any basis in fact by Pais, AAN KX 19001, 150.
On the democratie tendencies of Naples see Pais, op. ciz. 148, For Pompeii see Cic.
pro Sullz, 21. Appropriately enocuph (and highly significantly) the one eolony
founded by Sulla ex nove was established at Urbana, on the borders of the ager
Campanus (hut outside it: Mommsen, CFL X p. 460: cf. p. 368, See also M, A, Levi,
AATLVI 1928-2, 604 £3, not far from Capua (Pliny, N& XIV 6 (8), 62; see CFL
X 4697, Cales: to that colony refers the evidence of Lib. col. p. 231, 19 Lachmann;
cf. p. 232, 8). This example is doubly interesting, in so far as it shows a clear inten-
tion to keep a neighbouring eye on a district which was notoriously recalcitrant
{for a comparable case, at least in part — Aleria and Mariana in Corsica — see Athe-
naerm N8, XXIX 1951, 20) without going so far as to settle veterans on the ager
Campanus proper {in this sense Cic. de leg. agr. II 81); this is a pointer to be con-
sidered in conjunction with others mentioned elsewhere that Sullan colonization
worked in 3 way which was less disastrous than the tradition indicates,

Notes to Appendiz [17

. The preblems concerning the Sullan senate are dealt with elsewhere, Er. & Soc,
407 L. [= 142 f. below]. I shall not, therefore, repear here the more recent biblio-
graphy on the problem; I confine myself to the observation that C. Nicolet, L'ordre
dquesere & époque rédpublicaine, T Paris 1966, 581 £, has provided a list of Sullan
senators who are relevant to the problem of the Equites, and that T. P. Wiseman,
New Men in the Roman Senate, 1 30 BC—1.4 AD, provides ar 209 {. a list of senators
who were Aomines movi: when the case arises I refer to these two works in my own
list.

. H., Hill, *Sulla’s New Senators in Br sc’, 0 XXV 1972, 170 and nn. 5—12,

. Art it 173,

. Hill, p. 173, n. 1, adduees as examples the cases of L. Cornelius Sisenna and D.
Tunius Brutus, who in fact do not appear to be relevant to his argumene; as Hill
acknowledges at p. 174, we do not know their career prior to 81 ¢, but this should
not lead us to believe that they entered on it only after 81 Be. If L. Comelius
Sisenna, praetor in 78, is — as [ too think he should be — counted among the Sullan
senators, D. Iunius Brutus, cos. 77, must certainly be excluded since it is impossible
that he was not in the Senate bafore 81 BO.

. SeeP. Willems, Le Sénar de fa républigue romaine, T 232 F,
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Hence men like P. Coroelius Lentulus Sura are also to be excluded (Willems, ag.
cie. I* 419; RE s.v. no. 240; Hill, p. 174). A. Manlius (RE s.v, no. 13 = 76, cal.
1195; Hill, p. 175, n. §) and C. {or L.) Valerios Triarius (Willems, p. 455, n. 5; Hill,
. 175, 1. §) were quaestors actually in 81,

See P. Fraccaro, ‘T decern stipendia ¢ le leges annales repubblicane’, in Per d X1V
Centenario , . . Giustiniano, Pavia 1934, 493 £, esp. 494, 500, 503 = Opueewda 1T 207
f. See also J. Carcopino, Mdlanges Rider, 1 65,

And Hill himself emphasizes it, p. 174.

Hill, p. 174, 1. 3.

RE s.v. ‘Licinius’, no. 104.

. Hill, pp. 174—%: members of senatorial families.

In passing it should be staved categorically that the man present at the trial of
Roscius as defence counsel for the accused was not this M. Metellus (Hill, p. 174;
RE s, ‘Caeciliug’, no. 78 bur a Q. Metellus, as some of the MS5. say and as
Carcopino, Syfla, 1656, has shown; in any case, this episode can lend no support
to Hill's assumption.

HilL, p. 175, . 5.

RE sy.no. 55,

P.r7jand i 2.

Cic. T Ferr, 30; Schol. Gron. p. 337, 28 Stangl.

Willems, ap. ¢it. T o4 £.; RE s.v. no. 15.

Hill, p. 176.

Cic. Brut. 179.

. App. IV 24, 162; Syme, PESR XIV 1938, 21, n. 116, held that he was a Sullan

senator of 83 sc; however, on App. [ 50, 267, see E. G, Hardy, JRS VI 1916, 5961,
But see Syme, AR 83 and n. 2.

PHESR XIV 1938, 1 £, esp. 22; id. JRE X XVIL 1937, 127; id. RR 78 £,

See Oros. W 2z, 43 Eute, V 0, 2.

Mommsen, SR III 847; M. Gelzer, Cassar . . . Staatsmann®, 18, holds that the post-
Sullan senate compiised only 450 members; contra (rightly) R. Syme, JRS XXXIY
1944, 102 {as he says inter alia, the number of sixty-four senators expelled in 70 BC
presupposes a far higher total).

As Appian says, [ 100, 468, On the method see Mommsen, SR IIT 189, n. 2; E. G.
Hardy, JRS VI 1916, 59 f. and Hill, p. r77.

Om all this see the extensive discussion in Willeme, I? 404 f.

We cannot, however, accept the hypothesis of Hill on the sighteen centuries. Syme,
PRSRXIV 1918, 22, denied any such possibility long ago.

Carcopino, Sylla, 65, n. 2, anticipated by Herzog, Geschichte und System, T g13.
W. Schur, Das Zestalter cit. 194 1.

+ See, for example, nos. 3, 7, 14, 39, 45, 61, 65, 80, 81, 83, 85, 89, 94, 95, 97, 98, 102.

Op. cie. I* 411 L

Hill, p. 171.

See Syme, KA 66,

See L. R. Taylor, TAPAA LXXII 1942, 12, 0. 23,

Sylla, 65; td Hese, rom. 11 45%; see A. Passerini, Athenaeem N.5. X 1913, 181,

Notes to £11

Athenaeum N5, XXX 1954, 41-114: 203—345. The first part of this work, devoted
to the origing of the Soclal War, has not in general met with a great deal of support:
both . P. V. D Baledon, Gromon XXV 1014, 143-4, and A. N. Sherwin-White,
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JRS XLV 1955, 16870, have emphatically denied that there is any good evidence
for the commercial class playlng an important part in [mlian upper-class determi-
nation to obtain the Roman citzenship by force. The principal exception in my
favour has been E. T. Salmon, “The Cause of the Social War', Phoemiz XV 1962,
107-19. Those who criticize my views subscribe, on a more general level, to an
interpretation of Roman history from the mid-second century ®¢ to Sulla which
denies, or minimizes as far as possible, any connexion between Roman expansion-
ism and ‘economic’ prime causes; this school also claims that one cannor explain the
political conflict between the Senate and the equestrian class in the Gracchan and
post-Gracchan period in terms of economic interests and rrading differences. The
principal exponents of this view are E. Badian, first in Foreign Clientelae, 26.4-70
BC, Oxford 1958, and then especially in Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic®,
Oxford 1968, and P. A. Brunt, *The Equites in the lare Bepublic’, Deuxiéme
Canférence Int, d'Histoire Economique, 196z, I, Paris 1065, 117-49, and id. Tralian
Manpower, 225 BC-ALD} 14, Oxford 1971, passim. This school has favoured
reconstructions of Roman polities of the sccond and first centuries se that make far
too much of factional struggles to the exclusion of everything else so that they fail
to encompass the major political themes; it reacts, probably not without reason,
against interpretations which sometimes are cast in excessively modern terms and
against a conception of the conflict between Senate and Knights which is too
schematic. Howewer, in its own turn — at least in my view — it goes too far; [ have
tried in my article in Aufrtieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt, 1, Beclin-New
York g7z, (esp. 772 £) to establish some points on the economic and commercial
factors at work in Roman imperalism from the mid-second century se. However,
to return to the problem of the causes of the Social War, I would urge two peints.
First, in trying to develop a point of Hatefeld's and to connect the extremely urgent
demand of the allies to acquire the Roman citizenship with the fact that they had
recently become aware of their real position and rights, and thar they had had this
experience thanks to the Italian commercial class, it was not my purpose in fact to
narrow down to this single topic (however important it may be) the causes of the
war; these were complex and varied from people to people, and represented the
reasons why the lwlian allies at 2 cermin moment of time counted it absolutely
necessary to unleash a war to obtain the Roman citizenship, Secondly, it was my
object to call attention to the profound change in ideals, interests, atddes and
demands which overtook the Tmlian allies between the Gracchan peried and g1 ne.
I tried to explain how and why the allies first demanded a share in government and
in the enjoyment of the Empire and, as a means to reach that end, demanded the
Roman citdzenship so that they could directly intervene in Roman politics. In this
broad context T tried to evaluate the commercial experience overseas of large sec-
tions aof the Ttalian upper classes. It is clear that the demand for the dhzenship was
particular to the upper classes, the principes fraficorum popeloram; it is generally
admiteed nowadays that the ltalian commercial class was, in its native districes,
wholly at one with the governing class, given that the wealth it acquired in trade
was narmally invested in land (S tier und Nedergang, I 786 £.). There is no doubt
that the Cimbric War must have accelerated a unanimity of sentiment betwesn
Romans and Italians; this had been growing in the course of the second centary Be
and was accompanied by a certzin levelling of political and juridical instinttions
{emphasized afresh by P. A. Brunt, Tralian Aims at the time of the Social War',
SRS LV 1965, 9o-100; he agrees with me in recognizing that the demands of the
allies were politically inspired but does not accept the reasons I have proposed).
However, I repear my suggestion that a large part must have been played in the
final stages of this process and above all in the change which took place in the allies’
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attitude after the Gracchi - and the Gracchi themselves were largely responsible -
by the extraordinary development of Italian commercial expansion in the provinces,
The following is a list of abbreviations used in the course of this paper:

Broughton, [ and Il = T. R. 5. Broughton, The Magiserates of the Roman
Republic, 1 (509 Bc~100 BC) 1951; IT {06 BO—31 BC) 1952,
Carcoping” »= (. Bloch—]. Carcopino, Der Gracguer & Sulle®, 1952
{Hiseowre Romaine, IL, Lin (G, Glotz, Histeire géndrale).
FHA M-VI = Fontes Hispaniae Antiquae, 11 1935; 1V 19373 V 1940;
W1 gga.
Grueber, [-11I == H. A. Grucher, Coins of the Roman Republic in the British
Museum, [-1[1, London 19710,
Hatzfeld, Trafiguants = J. Hatefeld, Les Trafiquants ftaliens dans I Oriane
Flollinigue (BB, Ec._f}.:mf. d* Athines et de Koma CXNV
Paris 1g1g.
Hill, Middle Class == H.Hill, The Roman Middle Class in the Republican Period,
Oxford 1952.
Magie, I and Il = D. Magie, Roman Rude in Avia Minor to the end of the
Third Century after Chrisr, I-11, Princeton 1950,
Rostovizeff = M. Rostovezefl, The Social and Economic History of the
Raman Empire®, ed. Fraser, I-11 1957.
Schulze, LE = W.Schulze, Zur Geschichte lateinischer Eigennamen,
Abhand. k. Gesellschaft der Wiss. qu Gattingen, Phil-hise,
Klasse, N.F.V 2, 1904.
Syme = R.Syme, The Roman Revolution, Oxford 1939.

App. 1s used to indicate ﬁppiﬂn’s De Balfles civilifur, 1 cite this work in accordance
with the division into chapters and paragraphs used in the Teubner second edition
of L. Mendelssohn revised by P. Viereck, 1905.

1. The ancient evidence and modern views are set our by A. Bemardi, ‘La Guerra
Sociale e la lotta dei partiti in Roma', NAS XXVIII-XAKIX 1944—%, 62, 0. 1; cf.
fiz~7a.

2. The fact that there were exceptons (emphasized by Bernardi, art. cfe, 6o-1) cannot
undermine the general validicy of this statement.

3. Cic. de Q. 11 75: cantum Tralicum bellum proprer iudiciorum metum excitatum
{Bernardi, are, cit. 79 £.). On the general drift of this part of the de Officfis see Fr. &
Soc. 77 L. [== 30 f.above].

. This is the theme of the article by A. Bernardi cited abowve.

§. See below, Chap. V. The reply by the Senatorial class is given in Plin. NH XXV
5 {21), y2: Drusun . o . cub . . . optimates vero bellum Marsicum impuravere. In Diod.
XHHVIT 2, 1—2, it is said that alnfas . .. wpdirge, . . . Tobl moddpoy was the corruption
of Roman manners which had led to division within the citizen body (the theme is
well-known and is to be traced to the Scipionic circle). But note that the connexion
between the Social War and Roman domestic politics which comes later does not
secm to originate with the oligarchs, in so far as the Senate is presented in Diodorus
as the body which would have promised the Imlians the cidzenship in exchange for
their aid. Even here, however, there is an echo of the theme emphasized in Cicero.

6. Val. Max. IX ¢, 1: M. Fedveus Flaccus consul, M. Plauni Hypsaei collega, cum
perniciosissimas rel publicae leges fntroducerer de cfvitgre danda et de provacatione ad
popudum eorum, qui civitatem mutare noluissent etc. Cf. ] Gahler, Rom und Ttalien
{ Breslaner Historische Forschungen, R1I1), 1970, 132-5.

7. Lex reper. § 78 and the Tarentine fragment published by R. Bartoccind, Epigraphica
X 1947, 3 £, esp. 22 (see also A, Piganiol, CRAT 1951, §9). In general see Gohler,

.
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p- 159; A, Bernardi, Tus Ariminensium’, Studie Ghisleriana 1 o (Pavia 1948), 257;
G. Vitucci, in De Ruggiera, D, Epig. s.v. ‘Latium’, 442. It is probable that the lex
Servilia Glauciae (100 BC) restricted chis privilege to Latins alone (Clc. pro Balbo,
5 ).

Cf, H. Last, CAHTX 46 £,

. App. T 34, 152: Flavius Flaccus fpdfile rols “Traluiras émbuuey vis 'Popaloy
FOAITELAE W KaLTUra LT -n;|"5 T'ii}ncl;.lmi'::p dvri ﬁ-m]-n::iuui éaﬂf.i.ivql.l;‘.

Last, loc. cit.; see also Ch. Wirszubeld, Liberrar as a Polttical fdea at Rome, Cam-
bridge 1950, 68 f.

Prima facie there is a difficulty here in the fact that the Latin colony of Fregellae
revolted after the defeat of Flaccus' proposal (Plut. C. Grace. 3, 1; auce. de vir, il
&5, 2 mentions Asculum as well as Fregellae, but there is certainly confusion here
with the famous episode post-91 Be: see however L. Paredd, Storta df Roma e del
monde romano, 111 351); it could prove that there was an interest in acquiring the
Roman citizenship which went beyvond the context of agratian issues that cropped
up from time to tme. It is not easy to explain this event, but it does look like
nothing more than an isolated phenomenon. Carcopina’s explanation, “Les lois
agraires des Gracques et la guerre sociale’, BAGHE XX Jan. 1929, 12 (sec Carco-
pino®, 247) is acceptable in general even by those who do not adopt the celebrated
French historian's views on the censuses of that period (cf. Fraccaro, it Scritti
onore di C. Ferrini pubblicati in occasione della sua beatificagione, T 1947, 262 f. =
Opuscala, I 87 £), The special feature of the simation at Fregellae arises from
Livy's evidence for 177 Be of the immigradon to that town of 4,000 families from
the Pasligni and Samnite populations; they came hoping to acquire the henefirs
connected with the fus Lanz (Livy, XLI 3, §; G. Tibiletti, Athengenm N.5. XHVIO
1950, 204 and notes). It is possible that these groups of immigrants, who certainly
grew in number between 177 and 129 B, had seen their expectations disappointed
of having their positdon regularized and had organized the revolt. In fact the atd-
tude of the wealthy people of Latin origin there seems to stem from the so-called
treachery of Q). Numitorius Pullus (Cic. de Fin. V 62 and FPhdd, 1T 17).

Cic. pre Balbo, 21; cf. E, Ciaceri, Stwria della Magna Graecia, 111, Milan 1932, 214.
Ciaceri, p. 20 (Naples); Cic. pro Balbo, 50 (Heraclea).

14. App. I 34, 152 (quoted Es. ¢ Soc. 198, n. 9 [= 71, n. 9 above]. See also T 3%, 1455:

5.

rotrow pdp & pdlera érdfipoin s il ri@le abrive Jyquires dvrt drprdar dodpoear,
Contra, A. W. Sherwin-White, The Homan Citizenship, Oxford 1939, 126 and 129.
For Just, XXKVIIT 4, 13, see ‘[ralia ¢ Roma nella ‘Storda’ di Velleio Patercolo’, C5
I 1962, 7 = Es. e Soc. 357.

v Of 'Iraldras. . . . wopl 78 wdpg e dromins é8edolkeoar,
17- See D, Kontchalowsky, A CLIII 1926, 177-8; Gohler, ap. cez. 81.

8.

19.

2I.
3

3.

e

Art. cir. 86, n. 1. See, however, Thomsen, “Das Jahr gt v. Chr. und seine Voraus-
setzungen’, O & MV 1942, 17.

Flor, I1 5, 6: exstat vox tpstus (2. Drusus”) nekil se ad largitionem wlli religuisse, nisi
i quis aut caenam dividere vellet aut caelum, CF, auct. de vir. i1 66, 5.

. App. T 36, 163, smays: Tudpmeol e ol "Opfacel radrd Sapalvorres rols "fradidiracs
wal, ds didwe, aply riw drdrar & vy mdhy drayléeres Zoyo piv & dvalpen Apodoo,
Apeg 8 & marmpoplar, rol »duov davepds warefdor coi vhr rir Sompooias fudpar
dripmvor, Cf. Bernardi, art. cie. 95 2nd notes 1 and 1.

Carcopino®, pp. 365-6.

Carcopino, BAGH arz, cit, 4 £.; Carcoping?, 377 £

Carcopina, BAGHE art. cit. 16.

. Cf. E. Paiz, Storia defla coloniprartone o Roma antica, I 1923, 20, 21, 38,

. Cf, also L. Piotrowicz, ffio XXITI 1030, 134 .
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See also ]. Haug, ‘Der rdmische Bundesgenossenkrieg g1-88 v. Chr. bei Tims
Livius', Whrpburger Jahrbicker filr die Altertumswissenschafi IL 1947, 132, 1. 1.

See also C. Lanzani, AFIC XL 1912, 279. See my Commentary® on Applan, BC'I,
Florence 1967, p. 121 .

Haug, ers. cit. 132.

Carcopino®, p. 168, n. §2; of. G. Rotondi, Leges publicae populi Romant, Milan 1913,
336, The reference is not to the agrarian law or the judiciary law as J. L. Strachan-
Davidson, Appian, Civil Fars: Book I, Oxford 1902, ad. loc. p. 41, seems to believe.
For my refutation of Badian's explanation (FC 219, followed by Brunt, JRES LV
1965, 94 and by E. J. Weinrib, Hrrroria XIX 1970, 442) that Appian is referring to
the senatorial inquiry into the validity of Dirusus” law see RFJC NS, XXXVIL
1959, 196 and Aufrrieg und Niedergang, 1 787-9.

Cf. L. Lange, Réam, Alrerth, I1I* 102.

Diod. XXXVII 10, 3: drc & Apodioos, e ovywdirov rods wduovs adrod deupodons,
Edy favrde Efovalay Exorra mioor Tdr wWuoer Sveduerdy Te forndy raddoo Sdypara
ypdgere, Tolfro puir dweovelos pf worjoer, rolds clfidro rols fopoprioorTas Toyh
revfopdrous Tiis mpoaguodeys Blsms w.r.d CFL Last, CAHNIX 183 and Carcoping®, p. 371,
Carcopino®, p. 36s.

Cf. the remarks of the consul L. Marcius Philippus in Cic. de Orar, 111 1, 2.

So Bernardi, are. cit. ga £,

App. I 36, 163 (cited above) is explicit and leaves no doubt.

. This difference of attitude to the problem is the only oppositon that appears in

App. I 16, 163, between the majority of the "lrekdrar on the one hand and the
Etruscans and Umbrians on the other. Appian, as is clear from the text, knows very
well that the Etruscans and Umbrians are also “Traddira (cf. the Commentary of
Strachan-Davidsen, 38); Kontchalovsky, are. cir. 178 and H. White, Appian's
Roman History, 111 73, n. 1 (Loeb Classical Library ed.) are in error. Thomsen, art.
eie. 39 §. makes a shrewd appraisal of two strands of different political attinades found
among the Tralians. He concludes that, since socially and economically the allies
were certainly in a similar positdon to that of Roman citizens, the two views must
be the outcome of different attitudes of different social classes: the proletardat
favoured the comprehensive scheme of reform put forward by Drusus, the capital-
ists were opposed since the acquisition of the fus ofvieasis would have provided poor
compensation for the economic loss which the agraran law would have inflicted.
In my view this theary (already advanced in pare by Mommsen) is absolueely to be
rejected; Thomsen does not take into account the particular local origing of the
opposition to Drusus and above all does not consider the attitude of the upper
classes in those districts which rebelled (see following chapter). For the Umbrians
see also G. Devoto, GF antichi ftalici®, 1951, 135. OF course, what [ have said here
shows that I do not accept the fundamental claim that the agraran and citizenship
guestions in 9 BC were inter-connected, except as a matter of chance of the times.
I hawve deale with the problem of the Etruscans’ and Umbrians’ opposition to
Dimusus in Aufsneg und Niedergang, T 788—0.

Cf. C. Cichorius, Rém. Studien, Leipzig 1922, 116 f. The fex Saufeia of CIL I
Flogia XXX == fnser, Frall X111 4, 74, was also repealed or shelved.

. Similar TeASOnIng in L. Pan':ti? I §3I.

On these facts, for which cf. Livy, Per. LXXIV and Oros. V 138, 17, see Piotrowlez,
art. cit.; Gabba, Aufstieg und Niedergang, 1 780; W. V. Harris, Rome ;i Etruria and
Umbria, Oxford 1971, 202 £

v See Bernardi, art, cir. 81 £

See the evidence and discussion in Bernardi, art. cit. 92 and notes. Since my particu-
lar interest is in wrying to clarify the allies” artitude on the citizenship question, 1
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have purposely refrained from going into detail on the more general problem of
Drasus’ tribunate and of his guiding principles, a problem which goes back in the
last analysis to the different interpretations in the sources of Drusus’ activity (Last,
CAH IX 178; Thomsen, art. cit. 14 £). Even here, as we shall see later in the case
of Sertorius, the difference lies not in the facts but in the colouring with which for
political reasons the facts themselves are presented. If I have emphasized many
times the high quality of Appian's account, this is the result not so much of the fact
that I regard it per £¢ as more credible but that it seems to me less influenced by
immediate political considerations than is the case with the Livian tradition or the
Ciceronian evidence (the treatment of Drusus® tribunate in the Livian tradition and
in Cicero depends to a great extent on the authors' political sympathies: this is
particularly well brought out, of course, by J. Havg, ‘Der rém. Bundesgenossen-
krieg’, art. cit. 106; 113; 120 £t passim, and this detailed piece of rescarch makes any
further analysis of the historical tradidon on the Soclal War unprofitable). Of
course, I am fully aware that the different standpoint of Appian’s account of
Drrusus’ wribunate is partly due to the fact that Book I occupies the position it does
in the general scheme of Appian’s work (in this sense R, Thomsen, ‘Das Jahr g1 v,
Chr.', art. ciz, 14 £.). However, this fact — which involves an undeniable risk that
particular historical events have been distorted — has enabled us to get from Applan's
source a clear picture of the perspective and the problems which alene can explain
the origin of the Roman Revolution. We must, T think, prefer Appian’s account
for the following reason (and it is equally valid for the period after the Social
War), that the citizenship queston which he emphasizes was really the most
important theme of Drusus’ tribunate and indeed the moest important factor in
contemporary polirics. As a result, in my view, there can be no question of placing
any reliance on what has become a basic feature in contemporary aceounts (Carco-
pino, Last, Thomsen, Bernardi), namely that in 91 8 the agrarian and ctizenship
questions were interconnected. This means that we must reject the connexion (at
least as seen by Bernardi: cause and effect) between internal politics — composition
of the courts in the guaestio de repetundis — and the allies” demand for the citdzen-
ship, although this is the impression given by all the sources except Appian. I have
dealt with the significanee of Applan’s account of Drusus’ tribunate in Appiano ¢ la
Seoria delle Guerre Covil, Florvence 1956, 13 £

How can one explain, if there wasz no deeply-felt demand o parddipate in Roman
public life, the fact that the principer ftalicorum sought with every means at their
disposal o infiltrate into the Roman cirzenship and that, as a result of the fex
Licinia Mucia of 95 8c (cf. Rotondi, Leger 335; Carcopino®, 358}, their minds
fta alffenati ... sunt ... ut ea vel maxima causa belly Italicf quod pose triemnium
exortum ext fuerit (Asc. in Corn. p. 54, 17—18 Stangl) ? I cannot see how this law, and
the situation which it aimed at remedying, can have any comnexion with the
agracian queston,

On the contrary, T have shown elsewhere ("Politica e Cultura in Roma agli inizi
del I secolo a.C., Athenaeum N5, KXXI 1953, 259 £ = Ei. a Soc. 175 L) that the
first decade of the century, generally considered to be nothing more than a period
of reaction and of polideal inactivity, was on the contrary sharply and profoundly
disturbed by the allied guestion, The Jex Licinia Muciz was nothing more than the
consequence of the illegal entry of upper class Italians into the Roman ctzenship,
which had developed over the years and which the law sought to oppose. The
phenomenon had already found a champion in the Marian popularis tradition, with
the principal exponent C. Norbanus. The causes naturally went beyond those
deriving from the circumstances of the Gracchan period; in fact, we are able to
follow the repercussions, or at least the general lines of development, which this
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political situation had in the cultural sphere, symbolizing the importance and very
existence of the allied problem as it was most widely manifested. Indeed, a cultural
movement came into axdstenes in which the allies were well represented, and ies
nature seems to have been that of opposition to philo-Hellenic tendencies as they
were personified by the oligarchs.

Cf. e.g. the attitude of the principer ltalicorum populorum in Asc. in Corn. p. 54,
17-18 Stangl [cited in the previous note]. For them to obtain the fus civiracis in
12§ BC would have meant they were placed in a position of parity with the Roman
eeves in that it had a connexion with the enjoyment of personal liberty under the
guarantee given by Roman laws. However, the alternative that, as we have seen,
Flaccus® propaosal offered shows that the upper classes, who uug]'lt mainl].r II:DI per=
haps exclusively) to have resented their oppression by Roman authority, either did
not consistently consider the s civiratis the best means of guarantecing the rights
of personal Gbertas or - better still — did not consider it opportune to renounce their
own traditional forms of self-government in order to obtain these rights with the
civites, In this connexion we may note that of the two basic themes comprised in
the concept of libertas — form of povernment: rights that went with the cvetas — it
is not true that the former cdearly predominated at Rome (30 Wirszubski, Libereas
66}, since the numismatic evidence cited by A. Momigliano, JRS XLI 1951, 147,
contains allusions to provecatis (cf. Grueber, I 151, no. 1023 and n. 13 153, no. 1932
and n. 1 = E, A, Sydenham, The Coinage of the Roman Republic, 1952, no. 5oz; see
note). The Libertas which appears on coins subsequent 10 the Bellum Tralicum is
difficult to interpret (Grueber, [ 399-401, nos. 1274-3311), although perhaps the
most probable explanation is a political allusion (Momigliano, fee. cfr.). These
points lead to a better undcmtanding of what the Ialian rebels would have meant
by civitas and fiberzas. As will be clearer subsequently, the demands which arose
after the Gracchi demonstrate the allies’ need to participate directly in the life of the
Roman state (and civitas for the zllies in 91 Bc means in fact participation in govern-
ment: Wirszubski, Libertas, 67—9), but they did not moderate their demand that as
far as possible the traditional structure of the individual cities should be left inmet
{see the points made by E. Lepore, RSS LXIII 1951, §64 and also the example of
Capua examined Fr. ¢ Soc. 151 L. [= §6 £ above]).

Etudes sur ' histoire romaing®, Paris 1869, 74; f. 84; 88, n. 4

. App. L 18, 173.

Om this of. Chapter VIIT.

In meneral it has been emphasized that many rebel leaders (a list iz to be found in
Haug, ert. cit. 241 £.: see also my Comm.* on Appian, I, pp. 132-3) belonged 1o
families already known from the period of the fourth century B wars: cf. G. De
Sanctis, Per la scienpa dell’antchizd, 1909, 207 f. [ append some brief comments on
some of the more noteworthy personalities.

Herius Asinius of the Marrucini (cf. Klebs, RE s.v. "Asinius’, no. 5) was the
grandfather of C. Asinius Pollio (Grocbe, thid. no. 25; | André, La vie et loenvre
d' Asinius Pollion, 1949, 9); his social status is well-known. On the family of the
Cluentii from Larinum - a Lucius was a leader of the rebels: Miinzer, BE s.v.
*Claenrius’, no. © - of. Cic. pro Clueneio 156, Maring Egnatiua the Samnite was
descended from the well-known Gellius Egnatius, leader of the confederates at
Sentinum (Miinzer, RE, s.v. nos. g and 10); as Hawzfeld, Trofiquents, 144, n. 1,
emphasizes, his gensifictum is that of an important family of taders on Delos and of
bankers in Asia. On the Egnatii in the post-Sullan period see later. The status of
T. Herennius, Picens (cf. Minzer, £ sv. no. 15) is perhaps deducible from the
position of the many Herennii of the post-Sullan period (Syme, p. 92). Minius
Ietus (Miinzer, RE s.v. "legius") Is mentoned on a coin which refers to the pact
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with Mithridates (on this see A. Pagani, RIN IV, Series 4, 19447, ¢ f. and Syden-
ham, op. eit. no. 643; the coin is considered to be of dubious authenticity by E.
Bernareggi, RIN V 14, 1966, G1—4. See, however, E. T, Salmon, Samnium and the
Samnites, Cambridge 1967, 169, n. 2), and very probably he belongs to the com-
mercial class. In the case of C. Papius Mutilus, of an old Samnice family (Minzer,
RE s.v. no. 12), his relationship to Papins Brumulus of the fourth-century wars is
attested (De Sanctis, lee. ¢it.). The social status of the Ventidii — a P, Ventidius
seems to have controlled forces in the Bellum Sociale: App. I 47, 204; cf. the app.
erit. of the edition of Mendelssohn-Viereck — has been clarified by Syme, p. 71, 0. 3
and g2} see also Es. ¢ Soc. 93, 0. 119 [= 37, 0. 119 above]. On Q Poppaedius Silo
see Plut. Cato minor, 21 dvip modepunds wal péporoy Iywe dflwpe. For Vettius Scato
the Marsian cf, Syme, p. g1: it is clear that the poverty of his descendants in the
Ciceronian period (Syme, Joe. cit. i, §) was the result of his discomfiture.
Mommsen, R 1I* 1869, 230; of. G. De Sanctis, Bollettino di Filol. Classica VIII
1g01-2, 277.

. HBAGE are. cir. a1=2.

CF. Livy, XXXIX 3, 46 (187 Bc); XLI 8, 6—12 (177 Bc): Paclignian and Samnite
families at Fregellae. In general see the points made by Bernardi, ars. ¢it. 69 and by
G, Tibllert, Arhenagewm N5, XKXVII 1950, 223,

See below, Chap. X.

On this see E, Lepore, ‘Orientamenti per la storia sociale di Pompel', in Pompeiana.
Raceolta di studi per i secondo centenario deglt scavi df Pompei, Naples 1950, 9
(extract).

T. Frank, *On the Emigration of Romans to Sicily”, A4 fP4 LVI 1935, 61 £,

M. Dubois, Pouzroles ansique (Bibl. Ee. frane. & Athines et de Rome Y.CVIID), Paris
1907, 47; ]. Hatzfeld, ‘Les Ttaliens résidant & Delos”, BOH XXXV 1912, 10-218; id.
Trafiguants. Cf. also W. A. Laidlaw, 4 History of Delos, Oxford 1933, 201 f. See
A. Donad, ‘T Romani in Egeo. I documenti dell’etd repubblicana’, Epigraphica
XXVI 1965 (pub. 1966), 3—59; A. J. N. Wilson, Emigration from Italy in the
Republican Age of Rome, Manchester 1066, 85; P. A. Brunt, ftafion Manpower,
209 f.

The commercial activity of many gentes who produced il in Campania and Apulia
and sold it directly to Delos (e.g. the gens Plowa) is well-known; cf. Hatzfeld,
Trafiguanes, 212 £, esp. z214; Rostovizeff, I[ 547, n. 15; |. Heurgon, MEFR LVI
1939, 17, n. On the large-scale participatdon by the landed aristocracy at Pompeil
in the most diverse commercial and industrial forms of activity see Lepore, art, cit.
4 with notes, and 6. For Naples see Lepore, PP VII 1952, 313 {. These close con-
tacts berween the class of landed proprictors and thar of the negotiatores seem to
show that Mommsen’s second asserdon is also in error, viz. that the latifundists
sided with Bome. This theory generalizes from the Evuscan and Umbrian pheno-
menon, but this is too localized to admit of parallels in rebel Ialy {except, as we
shall see, some cases here and there). Mommsen's view has been taken up to a
certain extent by R Gardner, CAH IX, 186, who holds that the ties which existed
between the Roman government and the upper classes in ltaly may explain the
loyalty of certain isolated communities in the heart of rebel cantons, He cites the
example of Pinna which refused to make common cause with the Vestini, the case
of Minates Mapius of Aeclanum, and the upper classes of Apulia who resisted
Vidacilius. It is certain that there were individual cases such as those of the Greek
cities 1 have cited and which are cited also by Gardner, but they are iselated and
therefore may not be used as a paradigm. In any case the example of Pinna is not
clear; cf. Diod, XXXVII 10, 1-4, and Val. Max. V 4, 7; K. Scherling, RE =.v.
‘Pinna’, col, 1711. All the more should we beware of generalizing from instances in
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which men adopted individual ardrudes, e.g. Minatus Magius (Vell. II 16, 3;
Miinzer, RE s.v. “Magius’, no. 8); he remained loyal to the Romans. We know that
his sons reached the prastorship in the period of Cinna and exhibited democratic
tendencies (Miinzer, ihid. nos. 6 and 10; cf. no, 19; see Fs. e Soc. 155 [= 58 above].
See also 1. Lana, Fellzio Patercalo, 1952, 58 £.). With Magius f. P, Sittius (Cic, pro
Sulla, §8; Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 2: cf, coll. 408-9); he too remained loyal to Rome in
the Bellum Italicum. It is impossible to tell whether the Sullan Valgus (see below,
and Ex. e Soc, 119, 0. 187 [= 44, 0. 187 abowve]; of. also H. Dessau, Hermes XVII
1883, 620 £.) was pro-Roman on this occasion. Statius the Samnite (App. IV a5,
o2}, in the Senate from 86 e, is an ex-rebel, later a Marian, who escaped the Sullan
proscriptions: Er. ¢ Soc. 162 [= 61 above]. In any event ties of hospimality and
kinship (on which see Miinzer, Rémische Adelsparteien und Adelsfamilien, 1920,
so-1) did not bind a man; this is amply demonstrated by Cic. Phil. XII 27, which
also militates against the view that the upper classes were pro-Roman. The passage
of App. [ 42,190, cannot in fact be used to proveitfor Apulia: OduBaridio 8 &' famnply
mpoceriferre Komimo ko Odaodooe kal Erepar wddeas moddal, rods 3¢ wel doaflodoes
sfemoldpnne, wal vy @ avraly Popalwe Tols pér dmfores forave, tols 88 Snudrag
war Sodkovs derpdreve. Appian is referring here to cives Romani, and the different ways
they were treated certainly mean it was a politcal measure to distinguish responsi-
hility for the war and to make it fall on the shoulders of the stubborn Roman
governing class (Sisenna, fr. 6 Peter alludes to the Aight of Romans from Apulia:
see Peter’s commentary). A parallel is attested in go se with C. Papius at the capture
of Nola: two thousand Romans living there were forcibly enrolled, but their leaders
were murdered (App. I 42, 185: of. Sisenna, fr. 62 Pezer and Livy, Par, LXXIII
where through an error Nola is called a colonda). It is notable the rebel commanders,
except in one or two cases {cf. above), did not bear the names of those families
known to belong to the commercial class, and therefore it would seem rather that
they belonged to the class of landowners. We may suppose that command in the
war was entrusted to those who had long family traditdons (see the recurrence of
names of the period of the Samnite Wars) and who were the most professional and
the most experienced: here it should be noted that Poppaedius Silo was called dinjp
modepends (Plut, Cato Minor 2) and that the Lucanian Cleppius, one of the last to
abandon the struggle (Diod. XXXV 2, 11) was deflp orparyyinds wat &n” delipely
memBdgres (he had taken part in the slave wars in Sicily: Died. XXXVI 8, 1;
Miinzer, AE Suppl. TIT, col. 253).

For Pompeii (although not all the points and generalizatdons he makes are accept-
able} cf. Rostovtzeff, [ 22: for Capua see Heurgon, arr, cir. 17 and note, and for an
instructive comparison with Rome p. 27. See M. W. Frederiksen, ‘Republican
Capua: A Social and Economic History®, PESR XXVII 1949, 8o-130. We should,
however, bear in mind the great building programmes which followed the Social
War and which were intended either to remedy the huge destruction that had taken
place or to cope with the phenomenon of urbanization which followed of necessity
on municipalization. I intend to deal with this problem in an appropriate study.
Other inscriptions of magistri referring to the construction of the theatre at the end
of the second century B¢ are published by AL De Franciscis, Epigraphica XII 1950,
124 £. (= Ana. Epig. 1952, nos. s4-5). All the inseriptions of magiseri of Capua are
published with commentary by Degrassi, JLLRF vol. II Florence 1963, nos.
mag—23b (p. 137 £). On the reconstruction of the walls at Aeclanum in the Sullan
period see CIL I 1722 — JLS g318 = JLLRP ga3. It was carried out at the
expense of one of the sons of Minatus Magius (Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 19) and of C.
Quinctius Valgius (cf. Dessau, Hermer XVIIT 1883, 620 £.). While the latter may
have become rich during the Sullan proscriptions, the former came from a family
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which enjoved wealth and influence at the time of the Belfum ftalicum. I do not
know whether it is possible to establish the approximate dating of CFL 1? 1747
w= JL§ §328 = FLLRP 675, referred to the post-Sullan period by L. Quilic,
‘Studi di urbanistica antica’, Quadernt doll' Isatute di Topografia antica (Univ. of
Rome) 1T 1966, 85106, relative to the building works at Telesia (see Minzer, RE
g%, ‘Mummius’, no. §). On the initdative in building taken by the rebels at Cori-
nium see Diod. XXX VII 2, 4. It is certainly not a pure accident that this phenome-
non is better attested in Campania than elsewhere.

I refer to the Granii of Pureoll whose business contacts with the East are attested by
a singular abundance of evidence (Hatzfeld, Frafiquants, 392). Members of this
family held the highest offices in the Sullan period also, even though they were of
the Marian persuasion (Val. Max, IX 3, 8; Plut. Sullz, 37, 5; see Es. e Soc. 155 and
158 [= §8 and 59 above]). For the Cluvii of. Hatefeld, Trafiguants, 251. On the
Messii, recorded in the East in the mid-second century Be and in administratve
positions at Capua at the end of the same century, see Milnzer, RE s.v. col. 1242
cf. also no. 2, col. 1243.

Rostovizeff, I 22; cf. also W, Schur, “Homo novus’, B J 1929, 66, and Das Zeiralter
des Marius und Sella (flio, Betheft XLVI) 1942, 193 £

Cf. Chap. VIL.

Hatzfeld, Trafiquants, 242 £

. Hatzfeld, Trafiquants, 244-

This centralizing tendency of the Roman government in the course of the second
century Be is demonstrated by A. H. McDonald, ‘Rome and the Italian Con-
federation (200186 Bc)’, JRY XXXIV 1944, 11 f. The favourable artitude to
Rome of the Italian upper classes in this period (McDonald, 14, 22, 13 ar pareim)
perhaps weakens after the Gracchan reforms but is in any event the sine qua non of
demands for complete equality within the Roman citizenship which the same social
classes exhibited at the end of the second century Be and the beginning of the first,
The demands of the ltalian upper classes were certainly influenced to an important
degree by consideration of the superior position of those who governed the Latin
colonies and who largely enjoyed the civiras; they in fact kept their cides out of the
revolt of gr se. Cf. G. Tibiletti, RIL LXXXVI 1953, 54, §8, §9 ef passim. For a
penetrating analysis see Badian, FC 141 f.and 168 £

Cf. M. Gelzer, *Nasicas Widerspruch gegen die Zerstbrung Karthagos', Philologus
LXXAVT 1931, 261 £ (= Kiane Sehriften, 11, Wiesbaden 1963, 39 £.).

. On all the aspects of the question see H. Wemner, Der Llntergang Roms (For-

schungen qur Kirchen- und Geistesgeschichre, LX), 1939, Chaps. V and VI.

. See H. Strasburger, Concordia ordinum, Leipzig 1931, 4 f. and also W, Kroll, Die

Kulter der Ciceronischen Zerr, I 193,72 .

« Strasburger, Concordra ordinum, 13 £,
. Varro, de vita populi Romani, fr. 114 Riposati = Nonius, p. 728, 20— Lindsay; f.

Flor. IT 5, 3. All the other ancient evidence is in Hill, Middle Class, 109, n. 6.

. Similar remarks, in a way, in Last, CAH TX 57. These points make it difficult to

accept the sort of history of the late Republic which sees a Senate—Fguites struggle
as its dominant theme; the attitude of the capitalists is an important element in it but
it can only be explained agpinst the more general background of contemporary
social change. It cannot be seen in isolation or divorced from the reality of which it
is a part. The support given by the equestrian class to the Cinnan regime — it s
enough to cite Ase. p. 69, 20 Stangl: equester orde pro Cinnanie partibus contra
Syllam seeterar: for the equester splendor in this period see Cie. pro Rose. Am. 140 —
must not be interpreted as if the government of the popular faction had been
directed or even just shaped by the capitalist class or its elements; it is only another
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example of an attimde, though a more binding one, adopted in favour of politcal
groups which were framing a policy closer to their own interests. In general one
should proceed with caurion in evaluating the collusion between Equites and popu-
fares. These problems are tackled with different preconceptions, for example, by
Chr. Meier, Res Publica Amissa. Eine Swdiz jur Ferfasrung wnd Geschichee der
spdten riimirehen Hepublit, Wiesbaden 1968 {on which see P. A, Brunt, JRES LVIII
1968, 220-32) and by E. 5. Gruen, Roman Palitice and the Criminal Courts, 1. 40—7%
B¢, Cambridge {Mass,) 1968, Badian, FC 194 f. and C. Nicolet, L'ordre égmertre &
I'dpogue républicaine (322-43 BC), 1, Paris 1966, are, as always, fundamental,
Evidence in Hill, Mddle Class, 02 £,

The two opposing views are reflected at opposite extremes by T. Frank, Noman
Tmperialism, 1914, 243 ., who has come out against Roman economic interests in
the East hefore the Gracchan period (sce also An Ecoromic History of Rome®, New
York 1962, 115) and by Rostovizeff, 22, who maintains that these interests existed
and with them an interference in political decisions. One can also consult C. Barka-
gallo, NRS V 1921, 657 £ See introductory note, Ex e Sec. 193 [=70, n. *
abowe].

. CF, on this point the discussion of the evidence in Hill, Middle Class, 96 £ We must

make one point clear: if it wag economic motives which influenced these and other
political measures in the East, it is certain that in the end the pressure came from the
class of nagotsatores (cf, Heitland, Roman Republic, Cambridge 1909, II 196, cited in
Hill, Middle Class, g7, n. 4); their origin was not Roman but Italian. This leads to
the premiss that the negotiarores of southemn Iraly, especially those from Campania,
were somehow able to make their voice heard in the Senate and found spokesmen
there to represent their interests {on Cato’s interest in comumerce, originating per-
haps from his close contacts with Campanian dreles, see H. H. Scullard, Roman
Politics 220—150 BC, Oxford 1951, 11, n. 4); on the problem of the economic
interests of the Senatordal class in politdes already attested for the thicd century se
see . Cassola, f grupps poditici Romani ned 11 see. a. €., Trieste 1962: T offer some
reservations in OF [T 1963, 206-10. For example, it is known that in 177 BC the
immunity from portoriz at the port of Ambracia was granted to Roman citizens and
socit nominis Larine (Livy, XX XVIIT 44, 4). Hill's view (Middls Class, 08) on the
relationship at Delos in 166 B between aegotiarorer and the Roman governing
class is walid, if at all, only for a later period (cf. e.g. Carcoping?, 87 and n. 48).
Concerning the Italians on Delos before 166 ne cf. G. Colin, Rome et fa Gréce de
200 d 145 a. J. Chr. (Bibl. E:.ﬁ‘an;, " dlthenes er de Rome XCIV) Paris 190§, 264;
J. Hazzfeld, BCH XXXVI 1912, 102 and Trafiguants, 28). OFf special interest are
Harzfeld's observations {Trafiguants, 247 £.) where he answers in the negative the
question whether the freedmen, predominant in Italian communities in the East,
operated as representatives of the grear Roman capitalists (no new argument for the
opposite conclusion in 1. Day, 4n Eeoonomic History of Athens under Roman Domi-
nation, 1941, 61

It is well-known that a strict distinctdon must be aobserved berween the negoria-
tores of Tralian origin and the Roman equestdan class (so Hill, Middle Class, 77 and
8q); the latter, which devoted its attentions principally to contraces and to provision
of supplies, i.e. to commercial and economic undertakings of enormous range, was
chiefly occupied in this period (the middle of the second century 8c¢) with the
economic exploitation of the Western provinces (for Spain see below, Chap. X).
Polyb. XXXIV 10, 13 == Strabo, IV &, 12 (see Pais, Dalfe Guerre Puniche a Carare
Augusto, IT 620) records "Trakura: in Noricum in this period. Large-scale inter-
vention by the Roman equestrian class in Asia is connected with the establishment
of direct rule in that part of the world. That the Senate of the second century Bc
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lnoked on this “Western' concentration of economic activity with a friendly eve and
sought to encourage it is asserted by M. Besnier, R4 ser. V 10, 1919, 45.

. Cf. Hill, Middle Class, 99: also B. Feger, "Cicero und die Zerstérung Korinths',

Harmes LXXK 1952, 43656, esp. 440 £. On the artitude of the Roman governing
class on these occasions ses Seullard, op. efr. 214 £.5 228 L 236 £,

See below, Chap. X.

Livy, XLV 18, 34 metolll guoque Macedonics, quod ingens veceigal erat, locationes
praediorumague rusticorum tolli placebat; nam neque sine publicano exercert posce et,
ubi pubtcanus esset, thi ant jur publicum vanum aur libertatem sociis nullam esse. See
Rostovizetl, Social and Economic History of the Helleniseic World, Il 737 and 7438;
IIT 1471, n. 39; Hill, Middle Class, 59 and go. Contre, M. Cary, Mélanges Glog;, 1
142. This decision is perhaps confirmed by other protectionist measures taken by
the Senate in this period {second half of the second century pe) whatever may have
been the motive on the occaston concerned — in every case it seems to have been
unfavourable to the capitalist class: for example, measures concerning the mines in
Italy and especially the gold mines in Cisalpine Gaul (evidence and discussion in
Besnier, art, cit.; Pais, Dalle Guerre Peniche, T 5053, who thinks in terms of the
period 140100 Be), and concemning viticulure in Gallia Narbonensis (see L.
Bellini, MAL ser. VIII 1, 1948, 387 f., who suggests a date of 123118 ae). On this
last problem which is ried up with the interpretation of Cie. de Rep. Ul 16, see the
different solutions offered by A. Aymard, Eruder d'Airtoirs ancisnne, Paris 1967,
s B5—6oo; Wilson, Emigrarion from Jtaly, 67-8; Badian, Roman fmperialism?®, 19-20.
See W, Ferguson, SRS X1 1921, 86 £

Senatorial intervention through Aquilius toolk the form of the usual commission of
ten fegari (Strabo, XIV 1, 38). On the whole question see Magie, I 153 £.: 11 1042 £,
Carcopino®, 242, n. 117. It is true that the moving force behind the rrial was the
princeps Senatus, P, Cornelius Lentulus: Cic, div. in Caec. 6g; of. App. I 22, 92.

. Magie, I, 164; IL, 1054 . Note, however, A. Passerini's reservations on the orthodox

view {Arkenasum N.5. XV 1937, 279 £.). The so-called 5.C. de agro Pergameno (the
inscriptions of Smyrna studied by Passerind have provided very impormant carolla-
ries for the original fragments known by the name of the 5.C. of Adramytium;
now in R. K. Sherk, Roman Documenes from the Greek East, Baltimore 1969, G373,
which must be dated to 129 ne (Passerini, 261: the doubts of Magie, IT 1055 £, have
been shown to be without foundation: ef. Brougheon, I, 497 (n. 1 of p. 498) and
glso E. W, Gray, JRS XLII 1952, 125), may perhaps attest the political importance
which the capitalist class by now possessed. In fact, the eonsilfum which assises the
magistrate is composed of more than senators (Passerini, p. 263 £.) and T would
draw an inference from the fact that some of the persons there mentioned who
remain unidentified carry names of gemres known in the East among the negotiatores.
They are (the numbers are those in Passerini’s list): 13 Déoaes: Hatzfeld, Trafi-
quanes, Index 8.v.; 24 Delhos: thidem; 48 Adduos: thidern and the comm. of Passerini;
39 Aafidpas: hidem; 19 Neperdpos: Harafeld, BCH XXXV 1912, 56. May one
perhaps assume that the non-senarvorial members of the constlium included those of
the commercial class who were experts in Eastern affaics? (Broughton, II 487,
considers all the members of the consifium to be senators. However, in reply to a
gquestion of mine on the subject — [ would like to repeat here my thanks to him for
his kindness — he has {31.5.1953) hedged the view he previously expressed. He
admits now the possibility that not all the members of the consifium were senators;
he prefers to believe, however, that the non-senators were rather *leading young
men’ (something similar in Passerini, comm. on nos. 1z, 18, 51). He still holds that
the case of C. Numitorius mentioned in the inscription is very important. Although
this genetliciem is found, as has been said, on Delos at this time, Numitorius is
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cermainly to be identified with the moneyer of the same name dated by Sydenham,
ap, cit. p. Ix and 54, no. 466, to the period 133-126 8¢ (Grueber, I 141, no. 971,
dates to 124-103). In 129 Be Numitorius would have been at the beginning, or
nearly at the beginning, of his senarorial career (see, however, Miinzer, RE s.v, no.
2, where a connexion with the negeriatorss of Delos is envisaped). Broughton also
emphasizes the difficulty that names of businessmen are found preceding polideally
influential senators in the list. However, this observation applies also to Brough-
ton's own view ). See Sherk, pp. 72-3.

Admitted also by Frank, Roman Imperialism, 251; but see 241 £, esp. 249.

Es. e Soc. 155 [= §8above].

See Fraccaro, Avhenaeun N.5. III 1925, 88— and 967 = Opurcala, IT 27-8 and
32-4.

See Er. ¢ Soc. 107, n. 153 [= 40, n. 173 above); see also Chap. X below, and M.
Gwyn Morgan, Caltfornta Public. Class. Antiquity, IT 1969, 217—31.

Evidence and discussion Er. ¢ Soc. 106 [= 41 above]; on the date of the colony of
Natbo see most recently B. Levick, 0Q XXI 1971, 170-9: other bibliography and
discussion of the significance of the colony in Aufriiey und Niederpang, 1, 771-2.
For the ara of Domitus Ahenobarbus of, F. Casragnoli, Arei Figurative 1 1945,
81 f. On Roman polides in southern Gaul of. C. H. Benedict, “The Romans in
Southern Gaul’, AfPk LXIII 1942, 38 £ (esp. 50) and also A History of Narbo,
1942

Frank, Roman Impericliem, 267,

. Cf Vell. 11 11, 20 kic (Marius) per publicanos allosque in Africa negotiantes crimi-

natus Mewellt lentitudinem. On the episode see Passerind, Athenacum N5, XII 1934,
23 £. Cf. De Sanctls, Problemi di Storia antica, 1932, 212 {. See also Sall. B f 64, 5;
6%, 4. On Ttalians in Afdca cf. in general 5. Gsell, Hiceoire ancienne de Udfrigue du
Nord, V 192; VII 71; Hill, Middle Class, 120, Further discussion in Aufrtieg und
Niedergang, 1 776—7.

In the last few years evidence of Marus' African colonization under Samurninus’
fex agraria of 104 Bc (discussion of the literary and epigraphic evidence in Azhe-
naeum N5, XXIX 1951, 15 £) has increased considerably: the latest inseription is
one published by P. Quoniam, CRAT 1950, 332 = Ann. KEpig. 1951, no. 81. This
evidence suggests that the colonization was important for more than the develop-
ment of Romanization in Afdea (ef. A. Merlin-L. Poinssot, Les Inseripteons &' Uehie
Maius (Notes e¢ Documents I1) 1908, 17 £ and above all T, R. 5. Broughton, The
Romanization of Africa Proconsularic, 1929, 32 £.). The fact that colonization took
place in the most fertile part of the kingdom of Numidia (Sall. B J 46, 5 and 87; the
district was pinpointed by Frank, A4 JPR XLVII 1926, 55 £., esp. 62) seems to indi-
cate a precise, overall plan, which it is not easy to believe was different from that
envisaged by Rostovtzeff, p. 21, i.e. it was in the interest of the Roman latfundises,
who were producers of oil and wine and wheose collaboration with the negoriatores
is well-known, to limit the production of these two commodities as far as Africa
was concerned. What better means to obtain this end than to parcel out areas of
industrialized agriculture into many small lots with an economy strictly based on
that of the single family? It is not always easy to distinguish the settlements going
back to the colonization of 103 8¢ from those granted to the Gaetuli among whom
Marius had distributed also the Roman citizenship on a large scale: for this last
problem see J. Gascon, MEFR LX XX 196g, 55 £.; on Marius’ African coloniza-
tion in general see L. Teutsch, Das Seddecwesen in Nordafrika, Berlin 1962, 9 £,

On the question of the lger de repetundiz see G, Tibilewti, "Le lepgl de mudicris
repetundarum fino alla Guerra Sociale’, Athenaeum N5 XXX 1951, 5 f.

See Ex. ¢ Soc. 108 [= 41 above]. Add B. R, Motzo, 5512, re15, 10 £



Notes 227

88. Not everyone agrees, however, that Caepio was tried under the law of matestas:
see eg. J. Lengle, Harmes LXVI 1931, 306; contra, Athenaenm N.5, XXIX 1951,
22, 0. 4. On the view which refers the trial of Caepio to 95 Beof. Gabba, Athenaeum
N5, XXX 1993, 264, 0. 4. = Es. ¢ Soc. 182; Gruen, Roman Polittes and the
Criminal Coures, 164—5.

89. Gabba, Athengeum NS, XXIX 19571, 22, n. 4.

I accept the date of 100 BC for the fex Servilia Glauciae (50 Passerini, Athenaeum
N.5. XIT 1934, 132 £; for a different interpretation Gruen, Roman Politics and the
Criminal Courts, 1667, thinking of 104 or 103). This date raises, however, the
problem of the year to which we must assign the trials de reperundts involving C.
Memmius and C. Flavins Fimbria. They are mentioned in Cic. pro Fonr. 24 and 26;
Bruzes, 168; and in Val. Max, VIII g, 2. In these odals M, Aemilins Scaurus was an
unheeded witness for the prosecution. Cicero says explicitly that the juries were
comprised of Roman knights on both occasions (pro Fant. 26) and this demon-
strates (accepting the premiss put forward above that the lex Servific Caepionis
remained in force from 106 to roo BC) that the two trials did not ake place during
this perdod. However, it is generally held that the two trials are intimately con-
nected and that they took place after 104 ne, the year in which C. Flavius Fimbria
was consul and . Memmius was praetor (see Broughton, T 558, $59, n. 4 on 562,
564 and n. g on 566 (is C. Memmius the Méuputos & dvbiiraros of JG V 1, 14328,
anticipated by Robinson, Marius, Saturninus und Glaveia, 1912, 133 Milnzer, RE
s.v. ‘Memmius', no. 5, col. 6o6; “Flavius', no. 87, col. 2599; sec also Hill, Middle
Class, 124). Passerini, taking into account the difficulty which these trials pose for
the dating of Glaucias law to 100, argued that the evidence was not such as o
permit a firm date for the trials (are. crt. 133, 0. 4).

There seem to be two solutions, if my premisses hold: either (and this is less
probable) the Equites here are that part of the jurors who, in accordance with one
of the two versions of Caepio's law, shared the judicial power in the coures with the
senators and whose view prevailed in these trials (on the question see, together with
the evidence of the sources, Hill, Middle Class, 122 and n. 1: this version of the fex
Servifia C. seems, however, less secure than that which sees the senators complerely
in control of the courts), or one should follow the course sugpested by Niccolini,
Fasti dei tribuni della plebe, 197, That is to say, one should reject any connexion
between the two trials, which actually are placed side by side in Cicero only hecause
of the presence, common to both, of Aemilius Scaurus as witness for the prosecu-
tion. Of the two trials, the one against Fimbria, launched by M. Gratidins {Cic.
Brutus, 168), would have been later than his praetorship which cannot in any event
be later than 1oy Bc (Broughton, T 551 and n. 4 on §52) and therefore was prior to
Caepio”s reform. That invelving Memmius would have been after Glaucia’s law —
]:lasscd in the firet months of 100 o= but prior to the consular elections of the same
year, which were held in December, when Memmius was killed. See Gruen, Roman
Polizics and the Criminal Courts, 1746,

Of even greater interest than the chronology is the question of the plaintiffs and
defendants in these trials, since it provides a waming against generalizing from
individual episodes; such generalizations may certainly be seductive but they often
bear little relation to reality. Hill, Maddle Clase, 124, speaks of anti-senatarial bias
in the trial of Fimbria, He belonged to the Marian faction, as is clear not only from
his joint consulship with Marius in 104 Be but also from the fact that he was a fomo
novus, often mentioned by Cicero, and from the well-known political attitude of the
gon of the same name. But all that we koow of the man who attacked him, M.
Gratidius, leads us to the same conclusions. His son was the famous Marian M.
Marius Gratidianus (Cic. Brueeus, 168), his father the Gratidius who in 88 Bc was
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Marius' legate in accordance with the rogatio Sulpicia (MUnzer, RE s.v. *Gratidius’,
no. 1}: one could net imagine tighter ties with Marius. I am not sure whether one
should not speak here of struggles berween financiers, partcularly because Scaurus,
whose enmity for Fimbria is emphasized by Cic pro Fonr. 24, and 26, had far-
ranging eommercial connexions. Moreover, it seems odd that the attack should have
its origin in the Senate since it should have been evident e préor: that it would not
have been able to be pushed home against the wishes of an equestrian jury who
would of course have been sympathetic to defendants of the same or similar out-
laok. The same holds for C. Memmins, whose sympathies were very probably with
the class of financiers (Last, CAH IX 171) and whose activity as tribune had been
wholly anti-Senatorial (see Hill, Mddfe Class, 118 £). Nor is the contrary proved
by the fact that at the end of Saturninus® activity in 100 B¢ we ind both Fimbria and
Memmius opposed to the demagogue (Cic. pro Rab, perd. reo, 21: Passerini, Arhe-
naeum 1934 art. cfit. 281, n. 3), since it is well-known that the equestrian order - and
the less radical elements of the popular faction, above all Marius — were alienated by
Saturninus when he showed signs of going beyond the proper limits and of wanting
o inaupurate a policy of viclence which clearly could not command the support of
the clasaes of law and order.

In 103 according to Carcopine”, pp. 353 and 422,

Diod. XXXV 15 speaks explicitly of cormption of senators to serve the interests
of the king of Ponnus. This is a traditional theme in discrediting the Eastern policy
of the Senate. I do not believe, therefore, that one should accept the scepticism of
Passerini, Athenaeun 1934 are, cit. 117,

Hatzfeld, Trafiguants, 31 £. and earlier {for Delos) in SCH XXXVI 1912, 114-15
and sbed. XLV 1921, 471 £.

Rostovtzeff, p. 8; Hill, Middie Class, p. 125,

Now in Suppl, Epipraph, Graecam, TTT 478,

Athenaeum 1914 art. cit. 134-9 and "Epigrafia Mariana', ibed. N5, XVII 1919, 62—4.
*Sur la loi du monument de Paul-Emile’, Mélanges Glorr, 1 117 £. and also Carco-
pinc?, p. 353 £.

This is the dare generally aceepted for the law: Gabba, Arhengewm N5, KXIX
1951, 23 f. See . Tibiletti, in De Ruggiero, Dip. Epeg., s.v. 'lex’, 718-19; F. T,
Hinrichs, ‘Die lateinischen Tafeln von Banta und die fex de Piraels’, Hermes
KCVIL 1979, 471—501.

. This is clear from the dedication made at Delos by ‘the Ttalians who wers in

Alexandria’: CIL TII 7241 = JLLRP 343 (the name of Marius is supplied: see
Degrassi's commentary); see Passerini, Athenceum 1939 art. cir. 69 f, and also W,
Otro-H. Bengtston, “Zur Geschichte des Niedergangs des Prolemaerreiches’,
ABAWF N.F. XVII 1918, 101 £. For the relations berween Mardus and the negoric-
tores sec also Er. e Soc. 157, 0. 32 [= 50, n. 32 above]: cf. also Barbagalle, MRS
V1921, 661,

Cf. Gromon XXIV 1952, 28¢. The dating to g2—g1 BC is supported by Broughton,
MRR 11 22, and by Badian, Studies in Greek and Roman History, Oxford 1964, 87
and ror {n. 1a5). On the Aslan tour the best assessment is in T, J. Luce, "Marius and
the Mithridatic Command®, Hirtoria XX 1970, 162-8.

Cf. Carcopino®, p. 421. The situation in Asia iz set out in ample detail in Magie, I
204 £,

Hill, Meddle Class, 170,

Fs. e 8oz, 157, 0. 32 [= 59, n. 32 abave].

On M. Aemilius Scaurus the splendid pages of Carcopine®, p. 280 £, should be

consulted.

Carcopine®, p. 426. M'. Aquilius had been Marius’ colleague in the consulship of
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101 B¢, The steps he ook were affected by his anti-Senatorial outlook: this can be
shawn by the fact thar he had with him Manlies Maltnus (Juost, XXXVII 3, 4; 3, 8
and 4, 4: in App. Mithr. 19 Maywivos) who is the same Manliuvs Mancinus as the
supporter of Marius in 197 8o (Sall. B J 73, 7 and Gell. VII 11, 2). Minzer, RE s.v.
“Manlius', no. o, maintzined thar the proper form of the cogrosmen was Malt(h)inus,
comparing CIL TX 5073, and inclined to the view (i%d. no. 61, col. 1190, 52) that
also in Sallust the true reading is Maltinus, Sce on the question Broughton, II 35
and n. 19 on p. 19; Badian, Srudies, 167, 0. 112 contra, Luce, Historia XIX 1970,
188—g; Gabba, Aufrtieg und Nredergang, I 794.

App. Mickr. 11, 36-7: dymapdronr 88 rdv mpéofewn, & Nixopidns, moddd pév dodp ric
t'm.ln:ulpfn,s THig u-rlprzrm.ra"tg wal Tais ﬂpfﬂﬁtm ﬁpﬁ]ﬂ}nﬁ-ﬂr}u xm"n.mvu. Er_ﬁn:w, el T
ddwr, moddd & dlle wapd tdr dropdeay " Pwpalor Seforeopdves, wal dydodueres,
drcwv éoéfale &y rip Mufpeddrov yijr. Attempts to deny the presence of equestrian Inter-
ests are to be found in Brunt, “The Equites in the late Republic’, are. e, 132, and
Badian, Roman fmperialism®, §6—9; see Luce, Historia XIX 1970, 186—7.

On the massacre of the negotictores — App. Mithr. 22, 85; 23, 91 distinguishes
between "Pugator and "Tradol — of. Magie, 1 216 £5 1 1103, Brunt, fealfan Man-
poiear, 2247, seals oo limit the number of thess murdered.

Hatzfeld, 5CH 1912, 119 £, and 127.

Cf. T. Frank, ‘On Some Financial legislation of the Sullan Period', APk LIV
1931, 54 f. A different account of economic and monetary problems of the Sullan
age in £, Yavetz, Recherches sur les structures sociales dans [ antiguitd classigue, Caen
1969, Paris 1970, 133-157: see also M. M. Crawford, PCPAS NS, KIV 1968, 1 £,
The basic passage is Plut. Suflz, 3, 2 and 3.

Hatzfeld, Trafiguants, 13-4, collected the ancient evidence which clearly shows the
distinction between, on the one hand, Roman publicant and the societater which they
controlled, and, on the other, the negosfarorss involved in business (ef. for
example Cic. de imp. Cn. Pomp. 17-18; pro Flacco, 18; Caes. AC 11 32, 6). OF
course, this difference disappeared when common interests and identity of out-
look developed.

. If in the passage of App. Mithr. 11, 16—7 which [ have cited the term "Poapaios must

be understood in the sense commenly attributed to it in the Hellenized East, one
could conclude that, in the matter of Nicomedes, Roman magistrates and legates
worked along the same lines as Italian businessmen. Of course one cannot deny the
possibility of local conflicts between publieant and negotiatores, like that — and it
would not have been unique — mentioned in Cie. ad A, I 16, 4 (cf, 5. ], De Laer,
Portorium, 1949, 109 f. and also §8-¢) concerning a portortum circumvectionis. These
cases cannot in any way lessen the overall truth and importanes of our conclusion.
Interesting points are raised by the well-known passage of Sall. BJ 26, 11 2a pose-
quam Cireae andita sunt, fealici, guorum virtute moenia defensabantur, confisi deditione
fecta proprer magnitudinem popult Romant invislatos sese fore etc. By Fealici Sallust
means Roman and allied businessmen (zagae in z1, 25 cf. 26, 3 and 41, 1): this was
the comprehensive term used to indicate Roman and allied businessmen in doco-
ments translated into Latin (Harzfeld, Trafiguants, 243). What is more significant is
that the latter considered themselves ta be just as much protected by the magnitude
popult Romani, even if most of them did not enjoy Roman legal status, That this
was a normal and commen state of affairs is shawn not enly by the natural way in
which Sallust mentions the matter, but also {on a mueh larger scale) by all Cicerp's
polemical Verrine de supplicite. We know, thanks to the observations of T, Frank,
APk LVI 1935, 61—4 — cf. also ]J. Carcopino, RIDA IV 1950 (= Mélanges De
Fisecher, III), 229 £, — that many of those whom Verres sent to their deaths without
trial were not civer, probably because after 89 ac they had not registered as such.
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Hawever, when Cicero lays the blame at Verres' door for this, it cannot be said that
he does it only for the specific porpose which interests him; he also does it because
among the businessmen a distinction berween cives and socii was not under the law
any longer possible after 89 e and had never in practice existed. In fact, when
Cicern says (II Ferr. 5, 167: Aomines tenuzs, obscure loco naiti, navigant, adeunt ad ea
loca quae numguam ante viderunt, ubi neque nod esse s QUO VEnerunt neques SEMpPer clm
cogritoribus esse postunt. hac una tamen fiducia civitaits non modo apud nostros
magirtrats . . . negue apud cives solum Romarnas . . . fore se wtos arbizrabantur, sed
quocumgue venering, hane sibi rem proesidio sperant futuram), he clearly refers to the
nagoriatores and not only pinpoints a particular fact at the dme but also deals with a
state of affairs which had been going on for some time: Le. all were looked on as
"Puwpaion It s clear that in Numidia or in Bithynia the magnrituds populi Romani or
the fiducta coverarir had the same effect (though there is a nuance which we can
detect and whose historical significance we can explain).

Sall. B[ 26 {Cirta); cf. also 47 and 66 (Vaga). See G. De Sancts, Problemt Ji storia
antiea, Barl 1932, 197,

FEr e Sac. 151 [= 6above].

Miinzer, RE s.v. "Pedius’, col. 38. See also Otto-Bengtson, op. cit. 1o and n. 4, and
Syme, JRS XXXV 1044, 91.

I mention also the case of Magius, interested in the Roman sedalicia for stripping
the provinces {Cic. de Orae. I1 265); he was probably praefectus soctoram under L.
Piso Cagsoninus before 1o7 ne (Miinzer, RE s.ov. "Magius', no. 1) and was certainly
related to the well-known family of Capua and Aeclanum. The connexion sug-
gested by Fraccaro, *Scauriana’, BAL V 20, 1911, 187 = Opusenda, I 139 with
Plin. NH XXXVI 15 (24), 116 (where Mariani has to be corrected to Magiand)
serves no purpose. See Er, ¢ Soc. 157 . 32 [= 59, n. 32 above]: see also Aufsoag
und Niedergang, 1 773.

It is important to note that rebel leaders such as Papius Mutilus, Lamponius and
Pontius Telesinus sided with the Marians.

On the question of Dirusus’ Senare see Hill, Middle Clasr, 133 £, Appian’s version
(1 35, 157-8; auce de vir. ill, &6, 4) on the admission of jo0 Equites to the Senate
seemns preferable, espedally when we take into account the ker Sullan measures.
See "Osservazioni sulla legge giudiziaria di M. Livio Druso (g1 a. C.), PP X1 1954,
167 f. = Ez.¢ Soe, 375 £

Fraccaro, ap. cit. 193 == Opuscula, I 144. All the problems raised by the lex Faria
are illuminated by the fundamental inquiry of E. Badian, ‘Quaestiones Variae',
Historia XV 1969, 447-91.

S0 App. I 37 165-6: wal ol ipoels &miflaow ds cusagavriar vdw dyfipdv vo
ﬂnﬁ.fm;.l:u. u.frrql? 'nﬂ-ﬁp.lm, RJL‘I-W‘I.I G'MFI:DI‘ Biﬁ.lﬂpxﬂ:l-' ;'w\élﬂ'\ﬂﬂ -E:Erril]c'iﬁnuﬂvﬂnl Hlpfnil.r -Efum
ward rav rols "froludras del rd woud davepds § wpiida Boygfodvrar, dalravres rols
fuvardvg dravras adrivae ey fywlpue éridforoy dmdfeofar wol Surdonw pév abrol,
yevaprwy & fxclrow demdliur Brvardrepoy £ s midews dmdple, Other passages cited
in Rotondi, Leges, 9439. List of defendants accused under the law in Broughton, IT
27. On the law see also Haug, arz. cit. 243.

According to Asc. p. 24, 24 Stangl, the hostilicy directed against the nobeliras
derived it fact ob sociis negatam civitaten.

As is well-known, and as I have already said, motivation of this sort (mesus iudicio-
rum) is found in Cic, de Off. 1T 75, and certainly posited there as a cause of the allies’
revalt,

Fraccaro, ep. cit. 189 = Opusenda, I 141.

E.g. by Klebs, AF s.v. ‘Aemilius’, col. 86 and by Niccolini, Fas, 224.

Cf. the activity of Sarurninus in 102 sc. Mithridates in 89 sc had informed the
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Roman ambassadors of the sum total of monies spent at Flome to corrupe politicians
to his cause {Cass. Dio, fr. 99 Boiss.: xal mpocamolelfas vols mpdofiecs vd wdfllos rde
yemidray dn v o kal [ rolr draddre ko).

The fact is mentioned oaly in Asc, p. 24, 16 Stangl: cf. Pais, Dalls Guerre Puniche,
I g6, Hill, Middle Class, 131, n. §, is right to refer it to a year shortly before g2 ae
{to g3 Be Broughton, Il 15 and n. 6 on 16). The Lgano of Scaurus must be dated
about 96 Be: Badian, Athenasum N3, XKXKIV 1956, 120 f.; Studies, 172; see also
Gruen, Hisroria XV 1966, §6—9 and Luce, Historia KIX 1970, 169 f.

Cic. pro Scauro §; ¢f. Fraccaro, ‘Scauriana’, 188 = Opuscula, I 140; Gruen, Roman
Politics, 218,

E.g. Pais, op. cit. g7 £.; Fraccaro, “Scavriana’, 190 = Opurcula, IT 142,

Cf. for this point the coin in Grueber, I 334 and 337; A. Pagani, RFN art. cir. 52
and Sydenham, ap. cir. no. 632, But see Er. ¢ Soc. 211, n. 46 [= 75, n. 46 above].
Fr. 16 Jacoby (Ferfl. TIA, p. 246, 9): the context is a speech by Athenio inviting
the Athenians to revolt (cf. W, S. Ferguson, Hellenistic Adhens, 1911, 440 f. and
I. Day, An Economic History of Athens under Roman Domination, 113 £ wdpeo
yap wpds adrde (Mithridates) rpdoflas of pdvor & rév Tradudy dvde, dAMd xal mapd
Kopymosbn, ooppdyes dfiadvres &l iy s "Pudpng dvalpeoue,

I cannot undarstand what lies behind the mention of the Carthaginians. The
orthodox view, found in Mommsen (see A. Audollent, Carthage Romaine (Bibi, Ez.
Jranc. & Athénes et de Rome, LXXXIV) Paris 1901, 39) that it was a trick to
persuade the Athenians seems to me improbable; perhaps it is a case of commercial
relations between the Greek East and the countries of North Africa, especially
Numidia; c¢f. A. Momigliano, ‘I regni indigeni dell’ Africa romana’, in Africa Roma-
na (Istituto di Studi Romani), 1935, 9.4 . There is a clever if not wholly convincing
attemnpt at explanation in C. Nicolet, “Mithridate et les *Ambassadeurs de Carth-
age”’, Mélanges Piganiol, 11 Sag—14.

Diod. XXXVII 2z, 11: dmsporodror & énl pdllor wal pihlor rdv "Popalew,
wépmovow of "Fratol mpds Mulpbdrge ror forcdée Tldrrow, drpdorna rdre modeps youot
ral wapagreud, dfeedvres émi mip " Fradlar sard ' Popalovdyer ras Sovdpas, otrw php goblos
ﬂ:"n' m.lu'n.qsﬂéwuw ':|1!- 'Pm’..l.uixr:u-r n'urﬂﬂ?l.riiﬂﬁfn’:u’-ﬂm xpu:':l'a-s. ﬂ Eé‘ MIHPHTIJ‘E awﬁxpmm Ei"amm:-'
dfew rig Swwdpag ely vy "TraMow, draldr alfnd roraerdoy iy "Aolor rolre pdp wal
£ paTTE,

CFf. Magie, I 207.

Th. Reinach, Mickridate Euparor, Paris 1890, 132.

Cie. Phil. X11 2.

With the reservations I shall indicate helow, one should consult G. Niceolind, ‘Le
leggi de civitate Romana durante la Guerra Sociale’, RAL ser. VI 1, 1946, 11024,
See also Mommsen, ‘Die rim. Tribuseintheilung nach dem marsischen Krieg', GS
V, 262 £. On the problems treated in this chapter see Badian, Sexdies, 75—6; Historia
XI 1962, 227-8; E. T. Salmon, "Notes on the Social War', TAPAA LXXXIX 1958,
15¢—-84; L. R. Taylor, The Foung Districts af the Roman Republic, Rome 1960,
101-17 with corrections by Brunt, JRY LV 1965, 108; Gabba, Aufitieg und Nieder-
gang, [ 792,

I quote the Appian passages for reference, [ 49, 2140 "Pupaior pde 3 rodede rods
veearodlrar ofu de rdp mére wal Toedworra dudds, al rére foar adrolp, carflefas, Tea ud
vt doyeior wddoper Srrer O valn prpororlnw dmcparoior, dAE Sexaredorrer drédypar
érdpng, & afs dyapordrove Soyoror. wal modddeis abrdr 4 dor dypeior fw, dre rdv
mévre enl rpedrovre wpordpat re welovpdvay wal adoily drdp fuuow, T 13, 2311 this was the
Social War which devastated Iraly fwe "Fradla mioa wpoceydpnoe de iy " Poagaluy
mokirelar, yupls ve Aevwardv val Domerdy rdre. ool ydp por wal olfe vuyeir, dv
dxpiilon, Dorepor, 45 §& vds dubds Spota rolr wporvyolow fxacrow xareddpsvro, rob P
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rols dpyalon dvapeprypidios dmuparels v rals yapororlag, whéores dvres. On the passages
of Appian see my Commentary.

On the queston of the admission of the dedbricrr and of Lucanians and Samnires
ef. the commentary of Strachan-Davidson, Appian, Civid Wars; Book I, Oxford
ooz, 265 Salmon, Samaiest and the Samnadres, 160 £,

Miccolini, Fasti, 224, See, however, Haug, ert. cir. 214 (Books II and I would
have dealt with the summer of 9o Bc). On the fragmenes of Sisenna there is an
excellent treatment by G. Barabino in Studi Noniani (Univ. of Genoa: Ist. Filal
Class. e Medievale), 1967, 67-251.

G. Rotondi, Leges, 140; Miinzer, RE s.v. “Calpurnius’, no. 98, col. 1396; E. Weis,
ibid. s.v. "lex Calpumnia®, no. 1; Niccolini, Joc. cfr.; Carcopino®, p. 193; Broughton,
IT g3.

JLS 4888, The dating of the inscription to 89 pe is in Dessan, loe. eit.; Stevenson,
JRS IX 1919, 95; Cichoriug, Ram. Studien, 130 §; Gelzer, "Cn. Pompetus Strabo
und der Aufstieg seines Sohnes Magnus', APAW 1941, 14, 9 {= Kleine Schriften
Il r12-13) and Pompeius, Munich 1049, 29. Arguments for g0 B¢ in Carcoping?,
- 39%, 0. 162, relying on Pais, Dalle Guarre Puniche, I 174 1. I note that V., Arangio-
Ruiz, Storia del diritto romano®, 1950, 221, seems to hesitate to identify the law
passed de civitare by the consul of 9o B with the lex fuliz mendoned in the inscrip-
tion (cf. Serietf Carneluzei, IV 6o, n. 2), CE. N, Criniti, I’ Epigrafe &f Asculum di Ga,
Pompeo Strabone, Milan 1970.

Carcopine?, p. 39133 this argument seems to have escaped A. Biscardi, *La questione
italica e le tribir soprannumerarie’, PP VI 1991, 243. See Haug, arr. cit. 247; the fax
Calpurnia of 9o Bc would be complementary to the fex fulia.

Das Zestalter dex Mariies und Sulle, 120,

Art. cir. 119—20.

Cf. Mommsen, SR III 132 and n. 3. That the grant in Dessau, FLS 8888, was
singillatim is asserted by Dessau, comm. n. 6, and by Stevenson, p. 99: "the fex
Jeulia conferred on generals certain powers of granting the cfvitas to individuals Je
COASE Sertaniia .

Ak, eir. 121,

Art. cit. 248,

Sherwin-White, The Roman Citigership, 133, widens the scope of the fex Calpurnia
still further, R. Gardner's approach in CAH TX 195, n. 1, is very cautious.

Are. it 119, 0. 2.

Mommszen, 58 111 132-13.

SR III 135 and notes. Cf, also Gelzer, APAF art. cie. 9 = Rlsine Schrifien 11
112-1%.

Diod, XXXV 1q (18).

In two passages of Livy's Periochae, LXXX and LXXXIV, the civitar appears to
be given ex 8.C. Mommsen, SR II1 180, nn. 1 and 2 maintained that we have here
inexactitudes due to the Epitomator himself, Willems, Le Sénar de fa République
rowmaine, I 685 and n. 2, defended the two passages {and also Gran. Lic. p. 20, 11
Flemisch) and suppased that the Senate had the power, when circumstances
allowed, to give pracdeal application to measures of a general character, as was the
case with the fex Fulia and the lex Plautia Papiria.

Willems also cites Sisenna, fr. 17. However, as [ have szid above, the case is
different here because a grant of the citizenship is not in question and above all we
do not know what the passage of Sisenna said; in principle we can accept an argu-
ment which posits an increase in the number of tribes as much as one which positsa
diminution, and for that matter many other hypotheses as well. In other words it is
a matter once again -~ and the problem is insoluble = of the connexion between the
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dex Julia of go e and the 5.C, of Sisenna, fr. 17. In this context Willems® idea could
be accepted (without thereby going so far as Niccolini nor to the extremes of
Biscardi) in the sense that the lex fulia could have charged the Senate with applying
the criteria governing the admission of soci to the citizenship and at least can have
allowed it the power to make technical changes in the procedure; this latrer sug-
gestion, however, does not seem to me very probable.

It I11? 112, In that case it would no longer be possible to identify the Calpurnius
of the fragment with no. of in RE, praetor in 74 nc. Lange, in fact, and before him
Kiene, Der rim. Bundesgenossenkrieg, 1845, 229, identified him with Caezoninus
(Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 8g). That the Calpurnius of the law and that of the 5.C. are
the same person is possible but not necessary.

La costitugione romana dai Gracchi a Giulio Cesare, 1928, 159; anticipated by Rice
Holmes, Roman Republic, I 1923, 356.

Are. eit. 248.

Such as Rice Holmes and Levi, foc. cit. Other references in Niccolind, Fastf, 226 f.
For proposed corrections of the word see my Commentary® on Appian, L, pp. 143
and 441. The explanation given by R. G, Lewis, Athenaewm NS, XLVI 1068, 271~
91, is unacceptable.

Syila ou la monarchie mangude, Pariz 1911, 13, n. 4; Carcoping?, 194, n. 159.
Athenaenm N.5. XX VI 1949, 223 1.

Biscardi, ars. cir, 247.

FLoc. e,

App. 149, 215.

Are, cit. 247,

Lac. cit.

It is true that later Biscardi says that no one can explain how attention was focused
on the comitia centuriata,

Party Politics in the Age of Cassar, 1049, 59.

Taylor, op. cit. §7. And these were distributed among many centuries,

See P. Fraccaro, Studi Bonfaare, 1 118 £, = Opuscala, 11 171 £ and the remarks o
A, Momigliano, JRS XXX 1948, 159.

See the following chapter.,

Cic. pro Mur. 47; cf. Es. & Soe. 76, 0. 75 [= 30, 1. 75 above].

Characteristically Biscardi, p. 290, comes out with the remark that the effect of
Sulpicius’ proposals was that he obtained a preponderance in the comitia tributa.
As P. Fracearo ("La procedura del voto nei comizi tributi Romani’, 447 XLIX
191314, 600 £, esp. 611-12 = Opusends, 11 244-6) has shown.

Lange, op. cit. 111, referred it to the lex fulia and he is followed, clearly, by Rice
Holmes and Levi. Badian (cited Er. e Soe. 250, n. 135 [= 89, n. 135 above]) was
right to argue that the lex Plautia Papirta was of limited application.

Apparently this is usually deduced by giving the term contribuere the meaning of
“aggregate’, and from this it clearly follows that the apgregation ool place to some-
thing which already existed. In my opinion, however, one should understand
cortertbuere here as *to join together, to compress, to concentrate’, used of putting
several things into one: in this case all the nowi cives into eight tribes only. This
seems to be the meaning also in Just. XIT 5, 2: in unam cohortem eos, gui de rege
duriur epinari fuerane, contribuit; Colum. 1X 11, 1: duas vel tres alveorum plebes in
unum contribuera Geebit; and in Gaius, Dig. XXXV 2, 79: quae . . . relicta sunt in
unum contribuntur (see also Livy, XXXI 10, 6), In this case what results from the
contributio is something new (cf. TALL 4, 797, 47 £).

See the remarks of Mommsen, SRIII 199 and n. 1.

Art, it 142,
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Es. ¢ Soc. 265 §. [= 96 f. below]. Sherwin-White prefers, as we have seen, to
interpret the demand for the citizenship rather as a desire for freedom from oppres-
sion by Roman magistrates than as a wish to share in political life (op. cit. 126 and
12g), and claims that the question of suffragmum, the righe to participate in voting,
was purposely exagperated by writers of the Optimate tradition; for them that
problem was connected with the maintenance of power and was therefore very
important (p. 130). But just as the development of events rebuts his concept of the
Social War, so the whole question de noverum civium suffragits shows that this
second claim, which is wsed to support his first concept of the causes of the war,
will not do.

App. 155, 242~1; Biscardi, art. ciz. 250 and n. 1.

Livy, Per. LXXXIV.

Biscardi, art. cot. 252

Biscardi, art. cit. 2545, seemns to assess these facts accurately.

Livy, Per. LXXXVI: see Levi, Costitugrone, 163.

Bostovizefl, p. 22,

‘Homo novus®, 8] CXXXIV 1920, 54 £, esp. 66. Cf. Dar Zeivalter cit. 193 £
‘Caesar, the Senate and Imly’, PESR XIV 1938, 1 £.; RR 78 £ and also JRS
XXVI 1937, 122 £,

The lengthy study of 1. Suclahd, The Juntor Officers of the Roman Army in the
Republican Period, Helsinki 1945, has shown the profound change in the officer
class which took place afier 8¢ ac. See RSF LXIX, 1957, 278—9; also T, P. Wise-
man, New Men in the Roman Senate, 1 30 BC— 1.4 AD, Oxford 1971.

On this see, for example, the examples cited Fr. ¢ Soc. 242, n. 117 [= 86, n. 117
above]. We know that Italians were introduced at once and on a large scale into the
equestrian order (as we shall see this also follows from the composition of the
Sullan Senate); cf. 8. J. Die Laet, ‘La composition de 'ordre équestre sous Auguste
et Tibére', REPE XX 1941, 500 [, esp. §19—20; Nicolet, Ordre équestre, 387 £
Since these Italians would certainly have belonged to the commercial class, whoss
economic and political interests [ have already demonstrated, we can well under-
stand their actitude in the years immediately after 89 ; it is indicated, for example,
by Ase. p. 69, 20 Stangl.

Spe Chapters XIH and XIV.

On this of. Willems, Sénat, 394.

Es. ¢ Soe. 162 [= 61 above].

One of the sons of Minatus Magius, P. Magius (Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 1o0), was ., pl.
in 87 Bc {Cic, Brutur, 179). This leads me to call attenton to the entire college of
tribunes in that year (see the accounts of Niccolini, Fase, 232 £ and Broughton, IT
47, which are the basis of what follows). Six of the tribunes were pro-Cinna (Livy,
Per, LXXIX; Gran. Lic. p. 15 Flemisch; the evidence of Appian, I 64, 290, seems
in error’; of these we know by name M. Vergilius (Cic. Bretus, 179; Clepplinos in
Plat. Sulfa, 10, 8); the Magius I have already mentioned and, in all probability, the
T'deas Mdueas of App. I 65, 295 (C. Milonius in Gran. Lic. p. 17 and 19 Flemisch)
and a Mdpeos (T'deos in App. I 65, 294) 10 be identified with M. Marius Gratidianus
{Niccolini, foc. cir.). The other four were Sullans, of whom one, Sex. Lucilius (Vell,
II 24, 2; in Plut, Mar. 45, 3 the reading is not certain), was murdered the year after
{on the question see Niccolind, p. 236), while the others were able to escape. This
composition of the callege (6 Marians, 4 Sullans) is very interesting sinee we know
that Sufla had interfered in the elections and had succeeded in getting Sertorios
defeated (Plut. Serr. 4, 6). It is even possible that the nomination of P. Magius was
due to Sulla: the Magii of this branch of the family, as is well-known, were loyal to
Rome in the Beflum Sociale in which they fought alongside Sulla (Vell. IT 16, 2) and
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won the avitar as a reward. Sulla could not foresee that, once they became citizens,
they would turn democrats. From the presence of Marius Gratidianus we may
probably deduce that the tribunician elections in 88 had been held before the sedi-
tion of Sulpicius; it would be strange if Sulla had allowed a man to become tribune
who was related to a declared Aoseis. This comes out clearly from the context of
Plut. Sert. 4, 6. In any case, it seems that the Marian majority should be explained
by the presence among the electors of aewi cives; we know that in the consular
elections, held when Rome was occupied by the legions from Capua, Sulla had to
renounce the two candidates he preferred because of the electorate’s hostility, and
accept Cornelius Cinna of the opposite party (Pluat. Sulle, 10, 4 £). T am not con-
vinced by the different interpretation offered by B. Scardigli, 4thenaeum N.5.
MLTX 1971, 220-17.

Evidence of a somewhat limited reform of the ribunate by Sulla on this cccasion
(App. I 59, 267), does not seem reliable (Carcopine, Sylfla, 1031, 14, 0. 2); Nicco-
lini, ¥ tribunate della plebe, 1932, 145 and Fass, 232, accepts Appian's statement.
N ] have changed nry view; see Fs, ¢ Soc, 407 £, [= 142 {. below].

I list here some of the democrats of the period 8382 ac — apart from those men-
tioned in the two preceding notes and apart from the rebel chiefs — whao appear to
have become in all probability Roman eitizens after 89 Bc. In 82 () the tribunate
(Miccolind, Fassi, 430 £.; Broughton, 11 68) fell wo Q. (¥ Valerius Soranus (from
Sora, Latin colony of 301 mc). He must be identified with the poet Valerius
Aedinaus (Fr. Della Corte, RFIC LXIII 1915, 68—7a). The fact that he dared to pro-
nounce the holy name of Rome has been rightly interpreted, taking into considera-
tion his polidcal views, as an act directed at breaking the Roman aristocracy’s
privileged position even on sacral and religious ground (so L. Alfonsi, Epigraphica
X 148, 81 f.; ifid. XTI 1949, 47 f. T do not believe that his position as asdirans at
Rome conflicts with his having been a Latin up to 8¢: Cichorius, Hermer XLI 1906,
64, Burrienus, praetor arbanus in 83, was by origin Etruscan or Picene (Syme, JRS
XXVIII 1938, 123, n. 70); C. Carrinas, praetor in 82 (Broughton, II 67; Munzer,
RE s.v. no. 1) was Erruscan or Umbrdian (Syme, p. 92, 0. 4)- In 82 Sulla murdered
a Lollius, probably Picene (Miinzer, fE s.v. no. 2). There is evidence for the Lollid
on Delos (Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 7; cf. nos. 8, 9, 13, 14). They entered political life in
the Sullan period and perhaps were not cives pre-8g {(Minzer, RE s.v. col. 1375, is
dubiaus: ses however Passerind, Athenaan N5, XV 1997, 271, no. 48 apropos a
Lollius mentioned in 129 BC in the S.C. de agro Pergameno). Also murdered by
Sulla in 82 was a Venuleius (Oros, V 21, 8: of. BCH XXXVI 1912, 89). Others
from Campania (mentioned Er. 2 Soc. 155 £. [= 58 £. above]) were very probably
already citdzens. Cf. Badian, FC 245, n. 2.

Loc, eit.

JREXKXKIV 1944, 106,

The support of these local groups for the Marian faction necds to be analysed: in
Etruria, Umbria and the Sabine country the lower classes were Mardan, in Campania
in general the upper classes. Syme’s statement must therefore be accepted in the
sense that Sulla would have favoured the anti-Marian social classes of those districts.
I rely, of course, on the list of Sullan senators which, following Hill, CQ XXVI
1932, 70 £., ] have given Ex, ¢ Soc. 159 £ [= 59 £. above].

Cf. those which remain in the list Er. ¢ Soc. 185, n. 29 [= 62, n. 29 above], after
those which I have already mentioned have been removed: 61 L. Turius; Ba C,
Fidiculanius Falcula; 85 L. Lartius; 89 M. Petreius; 94 Q. Bancius; 97 Sornatius;
98 P, Tadius; 102 L. Voluscius. Nos, 689 C, and L. Caepasius may also be added
{in parenthesis I would also say here that we can enter in the list of Sullan senators
{as no. 85 (a)) Licinius Bucco, on whom see Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 39, and that
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we should delete no. 78, L. Critonius, if he was, as appears to be the case, a Marian
moneyer in 83 or 82; Broughton, I 63).

Cf. nos. &5 C. Anneus; g5 M. Seius; for members of these genzes in the East Hatz-
feld, Trafigrueans, Index, s.v.

For an inquiry into the sources which on this point are at variance see Exr. ¢ Soc. 165
[= 62 above]. But sce Ex, ¢ So¢, 407 [= 142 below].

On the significance of Sulla’s Senate in this sense sce Strasburger, Concordia ordinum
1937, 9 f. See also Ex. e Soc. 407 [= 142 below].

Stein, Kam, Ritterstand, 207 .

I would like to mention here the passage of Cic. pro Mur. 47 (63 8¢) which shows
that in the face of Ser. Sulpicius Rufus’ proposals made to reform the comiria
{certainly for electoral propaganda purposes) — see Es. & Soc. 76, n. 75 [= 30, n. 75
above] — opposition came not from the citizen body which was disillusioned and
sceptical, but from the municipia: graviter homines horesti atque in suis vicenftatibus
& municipils gratiosi tulerunt a tali viro esse pugnatum, ut omnes et dignifatis et
gratice grodis tolferesninr,

. This has been extensively documented and illustrated by Syme, PBSH art. cat. 18 £,

Cf, as a typleal example Cic. ad A, VIII 13, 22 nibd prorsus aliud curant (munici-
pales homines) nest agros, nisi villulas, nisi nrmmiedos suos (49 BG).

. As E. Lepore, BST LXIII 1951, 564, has pointed out from evidence drawn from

Cicera's correspondence with Brutas (11 7, 1). In general on the desire for peace,
order and security of, Wirssubski, Libertas, g1 £

On the influx of Campanians into Caesar’s faction see Syme, p. 9o, n. 7and g1, n. 1,
and JRS XXXIV 1044, 03 f. In general on the compaosition of the Caesarian faction
see Syme, PESR are. cir, 20 £

I append a list of Roman politicians who came in all probability from menscipia and
whao either held office in the post-Sullan decade or entered on thedr careers in this
period. It should be noted at once that this list is intended only to lend proof to
what has been frequently said concerning the entry into Roman political life of men
from the municipia after the Social War, Tt does not indeed pretend to be complete.
OFf course I do not repeat here the pames [ have already set out above of Sullan
senators of [mlian origin, though they naturally contribute to the same conclusion.

1. Q. Caecoavs Nicur, Milnzer, RE s.v. no. 101; Syme, PESR X1V 1938, 14,
n. 68; Verres' quaestor, a Sicilian,

2, L. Cossinivs, Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 2 (=1 ) praetor 73. From Tiveli?

. M. CnepenErvs, Miinzer, R E s.v. no. 1; senator in 7o; equestrian origit.

4. Q. Furws Cavenvs, Willems, Sénaz, 470; Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 19; cf. nos. 8
and g.

5. M. I?DL;[,J[.IE Pavicanus, Willems, p. 457; Syme, PESR arr. ar. 25, n. 130; id.
RR 31; . pl. in 70 Be. Picene, See Wiseman, New Men in the Roman Senate,
237,00, 131.

6. L. Manciuos, Milnzer, E s.v. no. 1: Samnite?

7. C. Orcravivs, Willems, p. 461; Miinzer, £E sv. no. 1; practor in 66, From
Pragneste?

8. L. Saemius, Willems, p. 5113 Minzer, BE s.v. no. 1; senator in 63, Etruscan?

9. P. Satmienus, Willems, p. go2; Minzer, AE sv. no. 1; Grueber, 1 39323
maneyer about 77 BC.

1. Sex. Tmotvs, Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 2; Syme, PESR art. cit. 24; id. RR 93 and
g4, r. 1. 3enator in the Ciceronian period,

11. M. TzreoLrus, Willems, p. 488; Miinzer, RE s.v.; Syme, PESHK art. cit. 23;
tr. pl.in 77. From Pracnesee ! Cf. Wiseman, op. cir. 265, no. 424.

ol
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12, Cr, Tuoterus, Willems, p. so0; Miinzer, RE 3.v. Senator in 66.

13. C. Upminius, Willems, p. so§; Syme, PASRE art. cit. 22, n. 108; id. AR 193,
11 6. Metellus Pius' quaestor.

14. C. Vimenus, Willems, p. §39; Syme, PESR arr. ae 24; od. AR 94, n. 1.
Senator in Ciceronian period.

In the decade after Sulla we mest two senatoral Egnasii (Minzer, RE sv. nos. 2
and 8&; cf. no. 27) and a Herennius (Miinzer, thid. s.v. no. 7; cf. 6 and g). If the
former were related to the Egnatius who was Jeader of the Samnite rebels (Miinzer,
ihed, 8.v. no. 10} and if the latter were related to Herennius the Picene (Miinzer, idid.
s.v. no. 15: on M. Herennius cos. 93 see Syme, p. 94, n. 2}, one would have to
deduce that the Sullan and post-Sullan measures against the ex-rebels were not as
serious as they are usually represented. Incidentally, Herennius, no. 7 in RE, if the
evidence of the sources all refers to a single man, was certainly 3 Marian, Badian,
Hermer LXXKII 1955, 10912, has shown convincingly that the episode of the
tribune Hetennius in Sall. s IT 2x Mawr, must be referred to 88 ne: Herennius
was perhaps a legate of Cn. Pompeius Strabo. We know, however, some citdzen
Hercnnii already by the second century so {Passerini, Athenaeum, 1937, are. cit.
270, na. 40) whose relations with Marius were very close (Plut, Mar. 5, 7).

I cite the most important passages: pro Swlle, 221 at hic evtam, i quod minime rbi
necesse fint, facetus esse voluistl, cum Targuinium et Numam et me tertium peregrinum
regern esse dixisti . . . ilud quaero, peregrinum cur me esse dixerts . . . “hoc dice’, inquit,
‘te esse ex municipio’. 13 . . . sed scire ex te pervelin guam ob rem gui ex municipiis
veniant peregring thi £15¢ Videantur, non possuUnt SMACE 558 patricil . . . 24 ac 3t 1bi nos
peregrint vidernur quorum iam ot nomen et honos taveteravit et urbs huic et hominum
Sfamtae ac sevmaonibus, quarn bt illos compatitores tuos peregrinos videri necesse erit qui
iam ex tota Jralta delect tecum de honore ac de omni dignitaze contendene ! (CE Syme,
PESE are, cit. § £ and Schur, are. iz, 62). One recalls the inveetive of Catiline in
Sall. BC 31, 73 M. Tudlius, inguilinug civis wrbis Romae, On Cicero’s municipal
origin being thrown in his face see the other evidence in R. Gnauvck, Die Bedevtung
des Marius und Cato Maior fiir Cicero, Diss. 1933, 13, n. 37. For the defence of the
homo novys, the object of attack or hostilicy from the Roman nobiffeas, f. pro Mur.
15 £, 17. Vitdnghoff, Rim. Kolonisation und Biirgerrechespolivik (Abk, Akad. Maing)
1951, 14, 1310 (=04), brings out the point thar Cicero himself on certain occasions
was the prisoner of his own outlook. See also the case of Decidius Saxa who was
dubbed Celtiberian in mockery: Syme, JRS XXVII 1937, 122 f.

. Cic. pro Planc, 18—24.

. Cle. Phel T 15.

. Bell, Afric. 57, 4.

. Cf. Wirszubski, Libertas, 6o £. This is the significance which civitar has also in Cic.

Phal. XIL 27: Cn. Pompeius Sexti filius, consul me prassente, cum essem tiro in eius
exercitu, cum P, Fattio Scatone, duce Marsorum, inter Sina castra collocutus est: quo
quidern memint Sex. Pompeiumn, fratrem consulis, ad colloguium ipsum Roma venire,
doctim virum atque sapiéntém. quem cum Scato salutasset “quam te appalfem P inguir.
ar ille “voluntate hospirem, necessitate hostem'. erat in illo colloquio acquitas: nullus
timar, nufla subsrar suspicio, mediocre efam odiwm, non enim ut eriperent nobis socii
crvitatem, sed ug in eam reciperentur perebane. The passage is also important because
it shows that the tes linking the Roman and allied nobility were not such as to
make the latter always line up with Rome, as mose scholars suggpest.

On Campania see Es. ¢ Soc. 151 . [= 56 f. above]. The outburst of Pontos
Telesinus at the battle of the Colline Gate (82 5c) iz well-known: Vell. 7T 27, 2
dictitansque adesse Romanis wltimum diem vociferabatur eruendam  delendamgue
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urbemn, adiciens numguem defuturos raptores Tealicae lbertasic lupos, aisi silva, in guam
refugere solerent, esset exciza (cf, Horace, Od. IV 4, 5o (Hannibal speaking) and also
Livy, 111 66, 4. See H. Fuchs, Der getstige Widerstand gegen Rom in der antiken Welt,
1938, 46 £.). The Sabine bull which rages against the wolf of Rome is a recurrent
theme in coin types of the Italian rebels: Grueber, II 327 and n. 2, and 333; Syden-
ham, ap. it no. 628, See ‘[ralia e Roma nella “Storia™ di Velleio Patercole’, C8 1
1962, 9 = Fr. & Soc. 359 L

As the intentions of Telesinus show. CE also Es. e Soc. 148 [= g9 above].

Cf. Strabo, V 4, 2, which refers, however, just to the Samnites: Sedpevor ruyets
dhevdeplas wai molrelas. . . .3 cf. Wirszubski, Libertes, 67 and Momigliano's
review, with rescrvations expressed, in JRS XLI 1951, 147 The legend
Safinim (=Samnium) on some coins of C, Papius Mutilus (Grueber, IT 332 and
n. 1} must probably be understood as a pointer to a policy of autonomy, and be
referred presumably to the final period of the revolt. See A, Rocco, Samunium XIX
1945, 47 [.; Bemnareggi, RIN V 14, 1966, 85; Salmon, Samntum and the Samnites,
7%. This conflict hetween social classes is already strong in allied communites in
the second century Be as A, H. McDonald, JRS KXXIV 1944, 11 £ has shown.
Ci. Devota, G antichi Ttalics®, Florence 1951, 477.

Cf. Sherwin-White, Roman Cizizenship, 129. What we know of the constitution of
the rebels (see Carcoping®, p. 380 £) derives from the well-known passapge of Diod.
KEXKVII 2, 5. Cf. H. D. Meyer, *Die Organisation der Iraliker im Bundesgenossens
krieg’, Historia VII 1958, 74—9.

It is again from Diod. XKV 11, that we know the text of this Sproes deldags (30, it
seemns, one should read with O. Hirschfeld, Kleine Schriften, Berlin 113, 288 £,
instead of the $dirmor of the MSS): ... warpla fyjoopar 7o "Pufune ... The
authenticity of the document is notorously controversial {most recently in favour
of authenticity L. B. Taylor, Parey Pofitics, op. cte. 46 and 198, n. &7, and Devoto,
op. cit. 334). Rose, in his thorough smudy in ATAR XXX 1937, 16¢-31, concluded,
on the basis of his examination of the divinities invoked there and of their order in
the text, that a Latin origin for the entire formula should be rejected; it is traccahle,
perhaps, to the work of a Hellenistic therorician, It is a face, however, that the cath
is cerrainly contemporary with the events of the Social War and that it may emanate
from allied circles, possibly Greek in their outlook, interested in the cfvitars and in
little sympathy with Homan religion. Its possible authenticity is not weakened by
same scholars’® view that the document was brought to the knowledge of public
opinion or ditectly invented by Drusus’ enemies; henice the possibilivy of an alter-
native explanation for the reading $dirmor given by the source. A coin, possibly of
72 B, with the names of the moneyers Kavent and Cornoi (Grueber, T 415; K.
Pink, The Triumyvirt Monetales { Numismatic Studies VII) 1942, 38, no. 71; Syden-
ham, gp. cir. no. 797) seems to aflude to peace betwesn Rome and Trly after the
Bellum Socialt. Contra, ]-CL. Richard, MEFRLXXY 1063, 313 £.

Cf. the remarks of Mommsen, S& III 78c—1. Note also what is said by G, Vitucc,
in De Ruggiero, Dip. Epig. s.v. "Latium’, 442-3.

Cf. De Ruggiero, La patria nel diricte pubblico romana, 1921, 16 £, 70. On the con-
cept of patria see L. Krawinger, Der Begrifl des Faterlandes im republikanischen
o, Disgs. Zurich, 1944, esp. p. 25; M. Hammond, *Germana Patria’, 5P LXK
1957, 147 £,

de Leg 11 5.

S0 M. Pohlenz, "Der Eingang von Ciceros Gesetze', Philodogus XCIII 1918, 104.
On all this see Sherwin-White, op. cir. 134 £ F. Sartori, in the course of some
interesting research (Proflemi i storia costitugionale iraliora, Rome 1951) comes 1o
conclusions which, with certain reservations, can confirm all that we have said. He
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has illuminated, as far as the evidence allows him, the survival of Greek and Oscan
constitutional forms in municipal organization subsequent to the Social War. This,
of course, is only one aspect of that singular capacity to adapt which is continually
demonstrated by the Roman political organization when confronted with pre-
existing conditions. However, | cannot agree with much of what Sartori says in the
concluding summary of his work (esp. pp. 160—3) where it seems to me that neither
the historical development which led to the concession of the esviear 1o the socii nor
the varied forms of the demands and purposes of the allies themselves are very
clear, See my review in Athenacum N5, XXX 1954, 285 £, == Es 2 Soc, oo £,
“Sertorio”, Athenaaum N5, X 1932, 127 £, esp. 12731,
Al Schuleen, Sertorius, 1926, For earlier studies &4, *Viriathus', A JA XXKTX-XL
1917, 209 and 2356 (parallel between Viriathus and Sertorius).
“Sertorius’, Hermes LXIV 1929, 199 £, A lengthy trearment and a shrewd assessment
of the Sertorian episode are provided by L. Pared, Storia di Roma, HI 64957, The
ancient sources and their prejudices are dealt with on p. 649, n. 6. I note that Pareti,
who follows Sallust's version for the paet with Mithridates (p. 677 £, picks up the
connexion with the negotiations which took place previously betwean Mithridates
and the Italian rebels (see below, Chaps. XIIand XIV). Also Pareti {p. 683) places
the lex Plautia de redite Lepidanarem in 73 B¢ and scems to assign it the same
significance as that ateributed to it by Treves (see following note).
Treves” view that Sertorius at the peak of his fortunes made effores to obtain from
his contacts among Roman politicians an amnesty granting him and his followers
the right to return to Rome (p. 144) is, if I am not mistaken, based on a date of 73
e for the lex Plawsie de redity Lepidznoram; this, on Treves' view, excluded the
Lepidani of Sertorius and would have entailed the collapse of their hopes and as a
cemsequence the conspiracy of Perperna. But the lex Plautia dates to 70 and applied
to the Lepidani of Sertorius; there is no question that this follows from Suer. Caes.
%, a passage which Treves, p. 144, n. 3, has to explain away with an unconvincing
argument. On the dating to 70 see H. Last, CAH TX 806 and L. R. Taylor, CP4
KHXVI 1947, 121 0. 32, and Er. 2 Soe. 443 £ [= 151 L below]. See Broughton, II
128, For 2 date of 73 or 72 see Gelzer, Pompeius, 72; A. Berger, RE Suppl. VII, s.v.
lex Plautia’, col. 403, and R. Grispo, ¥ES XXXV 1952, 221 and n. 1.
W. Bchur, Salfuse als Hictortker, 1934, 22256,
App. Iz, 7: 34, 1515 95, 2405 Go, 260,
V. Ehrenberg, Ose wnd West. Studion qur geschichtlichen Problematik der Antike,
1915, 177201,
H. Berve, PLIFLVIL 1937, col. 650 £,
On a point of method one cannot accept Berve's asserdon (that, aven admitting the
‘Roman’ purpose and feeling of Sertorius, he is to be seen merely as a forerunner, a
ghost-figure of Roman history, and this can have no effect on our historical judge-
ment of Sertorius which does not depend on his plans but on his deeds which re-
main those of a taitor) since in that case any judgement on Sertorius is a prior:
negatve in that he could establish nothing in the ten-year struggle ~ hence the
negative evaluadon of Dhe Sanctis, REFAC N.5. ¥V o2y, 147. The only way of under-
standing this strogele is to try to uncover the designs which dictated it

A recent article by R. Grispo, cited Fx. ¢ Soc. 285, n. 223 [== 103, n. 223 above]
is largely devoted to a re-cxaminaton of the military successes and defeats of the
Sertorian decade without affecting to any impormant degree the work of Schulten.
On the policies of Sertorius and the causes of the struggle, Grispo denies that
evidence of continued contacts between Serforius and democrats in Rome has any
validity and thinks that the exile was ziming at dicratorship (p. 192, n.; 197 and
0. 1215 £).



240

229,

230

23T,

132

133
114.

235.
236,

237,
238,

239-
241,
242,
243
244-
2458,
247.

243,

Notes

Different views in Schulten, p. 106; Berve, p. 205 §.; M. Gelzer, “Hat Sertotius in
seinem Vertrag mit Mithridaces die Provinz Asia abgerreten?” PAWF LI 1932, col.
1129 f. = Kieine Schriften, I 139—44; Schur, p. 238 £.

FHA I p. 175 with the evidence. The passage of App. Ther. 38, 152--3 (206 BC)
must be interprated in the sense explained by FHAIII, p. 161.

App. Ther. 18, 153 (FHA T p. 163): of. Ev. ¢ Soc. 108, n. 153 [= 49, n. 153 above]
and Fr. Vininghoff, ‘Rom. Kolonisaton’, cft. 1288 {=v2) and n. 5. The most
recent, to my knowledge, and the most exhaostive contribution on the subject of
the Romanization of Spain is that of C. Sénchez-Albornoz, ‘Proceso de la romani-
zacion de Espafia desde los Escipiones hasta Augusio’, AHAM 1949, 5-15.

A, Piganiol, Mistoire de Rome, 1949, 121, makes this emigration begin about 175
BC; cf. Er, e Soc. 290, 1. 236 [= 106, n. 236 below].

Cf. Livy, XXXIV g, 12 (FHA I p. 179).

Cf. T. A. Richard, *The Mining of the Romans in Spain®, JREY XVIII 1928, 129 £.;
O, Davies, Roman Mines in Eurape, Oxford 1935, 116 f.

The well-founded view of T, Frank, “The Activities of the Equestrian Corpora-
tons', CPh XXVII 1933, 7and n. 1 {with sources).

Frank, art. ciz. 8, The famous passage of Polyb. V1 17, 2—4, was written about 150
BC.

Polyb, XXXIV g, 9 = Strab. I 2, 10,

Dhod, V ]-ﬁ-, 35 flu'rcpap & wiaw 'Pmqumu xpﬂ?':rn'd.'wuw 'ri;l'; 'Iﬁqpfﬂ.h w.l:'iﬂu;
"Iraddv dremdhage rois perdiow, cal peydiovs dreddporro ndodrove Sod wfy drlowepdlos.
The passage (derived from Posidonius) is also in Jacoby, Fgr Hist. ITA p. 308, F
117; cf. JIA Comm. p. 190 (note on F 47); see also Sénchez-Albornoz, are. cir. 14.
There must have been much dizcussion in Roman circles about the middle of the
second century Be of the pm&ﬂ:i]iﬁcs af exploiting Spain if the cmbass}' af judas
Maccabeus in 161 BC remumed with the impression that it was only to get their
hands on the wealth of that region that the Romans had undertaken the conquest
of the country: I Macec. 8, 3 (FHA IV p. XII). On the impression given by this
pare of f Mace. see M. Sordi, Acme V 1952, 500 £

Frank, art, cit. 10 f.

. L have listed them £s. e Soc. 105, 0. 153 [= 40,0, 193 above].

Livy, Per. XLI; Fest. p. 86, § Lindsay; cf. App. lher. 43, 1759 and the comm. of
Mommsen on CFL IT 2857. On the dedication of Tliturgis to Gracchus see A,
Deegrassi, MAL ser. VIIL, X111 1 1967, 34-8.

Livy, XLIII 5.

Straba, IIT 2, 1; of. Vitinghoff, p. 128¢ (=71) and n. 1, and FAHA VI p. 153 £
FHAIV p. 140.

Cf. Es. e Soc. 114, 0. 172 [= 43, n. 172 above] and FALATV p. 119; also Vittinghoff,
p- 1289 {=73), n. 2: Wilson, Emtgretion from fealy, 40-2.

Er. e Soc. 107, 1. 153 [= 40, 0. 153 above].

Serabe, IIL 5, 1: elovyaye (Metellus) 3 éroirovs TpeoypMovs riw deriis ' IBnplas ' Pupalwy
{the source seems to be Posidonins or Artemidorus: FH.A IV p. 143; VI p, 273).
There are various signs that these foundations developed and grew in importance
in a short space of time: Italica received part of the Corinthian booty of Mummius
afeer 146 e (CFL 13 630 = Il 1119 = FLLRP 331); a DNdiowr Mepreow . . . drlipa
*IBnpa €x wideoss 'Jraduchs, certainly 2 Roman of Spain (here “fippe must mean
Hispeniensen), had a command in 143 Bc under a Quincting {App. lher. 66, 282
= FHA IV p. 116; on Marcius see Miinzer, R s.v. no. 10; on Quincdus see E,
Komemann, Die neue Livius-Epitome (Ko, Betheft 1) 1904, 100). Near New
Carthage some of the oldest Latin inscriptons of Spain are found with names of
citizens (e.g. CIL IF 2269 =11 1408 = TLLRP 117; 11 3439 = Gagqy, 4 =
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2197 = JLS 8706 = JLLRP 1262; I 3433 = I 2270 = JILLRP 777; 1 1434
= go17 = I* 2271 = JLLRP 778); Kornemann (BE s.v. ‘conventus’, col, 1183)
speaks therefore of conventus civium Romanorum. Conventus c. K. were also at
Corduba, Hispalis and Tarraco (Kornemann, thidem). As E. Albertini, Mélanges
Cagnat, 1912, 312, pointed out, the Romans were grouped together at points where
natural resources were greatest, permitting the establishment of a centre of trade
and commerce,

. Attested by milestones of Q. Fabius Q. f. Labeo Procos. (CIL I* 25 = II 49245

== JLS 5817 e= JLLRP 461; of. Mommsen, SR II? 647, n. 2 and Miinzer, RE s.v.
‘Fabiug', no. g2) and of M'. Sergius M’. f, Procos. (CIL I? 840 = II 4956 = ILS
5812 = LLLRP 462; cf. Milnzer, RE s.v. “Sergius’, no. 17; for both see also FFT4
IV p. 144). As Mommsen, RG V? 1884, 67 pointed out, such ancient milestones are
nat found in any other Western province (see now, however, the milestone of Cn.
Domitius Ahenobarbies, found in Narbonensis, dadng to 120118 ne: P.-M. Duval,
Gallia VII 1940, 207 f. = JTLLRP 460a; for the Sicilian milestone of an Aurelius
Cotta see A. Deprassi, Seriter varf df annchird, 111 1967, 105—204). The well-known
passage of Strabo, ITI 4, 20, on the wmgari of the Ebro valley refers therefore to a
development already mature well within the second century 2¢ (cf, J. Caro Baroia,
Los Pueblos del Norte de fa Pendnsula Ihirica, Madrid 1943, 75 £. and C. H. V.
Sutherland, The Romans i Spain, 217 BC-AD ¢ :7, London 1939, 71).
See R. Thouvenot, Essai sur la province romaine de Béngue (Bibl. Ee. frane.
d"Achénes et de Rome CRLIX) 1940, 135, 0. 4 and Sdnchez-Albornoz, are. ¢it. 13,
. 37. See also J. de C, Serra-Rafols, Ampuriar X1 1940, 200 £, (coins of 268 and 217
pc; I have obtained this information from Fasti drefasologic: IV 1951, no. 2173).
Cf. Schulten, RE s.v. "Hizpania®, col. 2035; Sutherland, p. 11 f. On the argenewm
oscense mentioned in Livy, XX XIV 10, 4 and 7, see, in addition to Schulten, fF
5.v, "Osca’, Thouvenot, p. 228 and C. Seltman, NC ser. VI, 4, 77 f. In general on
the emigration to Spain sce Wilsan, Emigration from ftaly, 22 f. and 29 £.
See the following Chapters, and also ‘Aspetdd della lotta di Sesto Pompeio in
Spagna’, Legio F'If Gemina, Ledn 1970, 133 . = Es e Soc. 473 L.
At the battle of Munda equzes Fomani partin ex urbe, partim ex provincia ad miic
eres were killed (Befl, Hisp. 31, 9. In FHA V p. 102 f. Klotz's edition of the Hall
Hisp. is reproduced with a limited app. crit.). Three equites Roman: Hastenses are
mentioned in Befl. Hisp. 26, 2 (A, Basbivs and C. Flavius: of. Miinzer, BE s.v.
‘Flavius", no. 12; A. Trebellius: Minzer, i&id s.v. no. 1. An egues Homanus of
Imlica also eccurs in Fell, Hisp, 25, 4 (Q. Pompeius Niger). The Roman citizens of
Italica and Corduba who were implicated in the attack on Q. Cassius Longinus in
48 BC certainly belonged to the provindal nobility if not to the equestdan class
(Bell. Alex. 4864 = FHAV p. 81 {; of. Thouvenot, p. 143): L. Munatius Flaccus
(Minzer, RE s.v. no. 19); T. Vasius; L. Mercello (Miinzer, BE s.v.); L. Licinius
Squillus (Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 160); Manilius Tusculus (Miinzer, £E s.v. no. 28);
Annius Scapula, maximae dignitatis et gratiae provincials komo (Bell, Alex 55, 2).
See "Aspetti della lotta, art. cir. Section 7 = K. ¢ Soc. 494 I

On the number of citizens with the equestrian cepsus at Gades in the Augustan
period see the well-known remark of Strabo, III 5, 3. A Q. lunius ex Hispaniz
appears in Caes, BG V 27, 1 = FHAV p. 29; of. Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 31.
M. Aemilius Seawrus in Asc. p. 25, § Stangl, calls him Aispanws; Sucronensis is the
term used by guer. de ver. 2l 72, 115 Quint. V 12, 10 and Val. Max. III 7, 8 (cf. VII
&, 4). It mav be conjectured that Asconius substtuted Hispanus for Sucronensis as
being the clearer term (Fraccaro, *Scauriana’, AAL ser. V 20, 10171, 197 = Opresenda,
Il 143). Cf. also Syme, PESR XIV 1938, 14, n. 68. A L. Fabius Hispaniensis
was quaestor in 81 se: Grueher, IT 352, He later joined Sertarius: see below, On the
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Fabii of Saguntum, made Roman citizens by Metellus Pius and Pompey, see FIA
¥ p. 19,

L. Degidius Saxa was a Roman cidzen of Spaln who made a career for himself
with Caesar: ef. B. Syme, JRS XKVII 1937, 121 £, and #d. RR 80, n. 1. An Egna-
tus is eontemptuously called Celtiberian by Catullus, 39, 17: see Syme, JRS art.
cit. 113 and n. 46. Spanish origin is suspected by some for the Cacsarian senator
Titius Hispanus {(Fell. Afric. 28, 2); Willems, Le Sdnge, I 506; Miinzer, £ s.v. no,
13, col. 1557; Syme, p. 8o, 0. 2.

R. Menéndez Pidal, Origener dol Espahiol, 1926, 485 £.

V. Bertoldi, Colonzrragiont nell’antico Mediterraneo, Naples 1950, 130 £

This last hypothesis of Menéndez Pidal met opposition when it appeared, and Pidal
replied with some interesting observations in the second edition of his work, 1929,
303 [ and §B2 £ (inter ol see W, v. Warthurg, ZEPA XLVIII 1928, 460). If the
name Osca derives from Osci it is clear that this colonization is much earlier than
the tirne of Sertorius, since argentum oscense 1s alveady in Livy in 197 e (Menéndez?,
. §8z2, against Wartburg). For the third edition of Menéndez see L. Terracini, 4GS
AKXV 1951, Bo.

On the whole question see the cautious notes of A, Kuhn, Romanisches Phifs-
fogie, I, Dia romanischen Sprache, Berne 1951, 355 £. and 384, See N. Lamboglia,
RSL XVII 1952, 108; R, Menéndez Pidal, Rolotin R, Academta Espanola XXXV
May-Aupust 1954, td5-216 and esp. in Enciclopedia Lingiilstica Hispdnica, I,
Madrid 1g6a, LIX-LXXXVIL
Thouvenot, p. 181.

Seriptores Flistorice Augustae, Fita Hadriani, 1, 1 (see O, Th. Schulz, Leben des
Kairers Hadrian, Leipzig 1904, 17); W. Weber, Rom. Herrichertum und Reich im
pvettan Jakrhundert, 1937, 13 and 125 (see Syme, FZ CLVIII 1938, 57). For other
Aelii from Osca cf. M. Grant, From Imperium to Auctoriras, 1946, 167. Trajan,
the consobrinus of Hadrian and therefore alio ltaficensss (App. ffer. 38, 197), is,
according to Aur. Vict, Epit, de Caes. 13, 1, ex wrbe Tudersing, i.e. of Umbrian
Origin,

See above.

Miinzer, RE s.v. ‘Mercella’; Schulze, LE 301 and Hilbner on CFL 11 2236, For the
gentilictam Vasius cf, Schulze, LE 425 and 450,

A, Vives, La moneda hispdnica, IV 1924, 21 f; Grant, p. 473. Rains is perhaps
Erruscan (Schulze, LE 217), Opsilius Osean (Schulze, LX 335, 0. 1 and 523, n. 7).
Cf. also the gentslicia of Carteia (sce Vives, shed.): Ninius (Schulze, LE 311, n. yand
so4y; Falcidius (Schulze, LE ay2); Minius (Sculze, LE 5oy and 467); Arcius
{Schulze, LF 126and n. 6).

Vives, p. 44; Grant, p. 472, n. 24; Schulze, LE 380,

Vives, p. 33; CLL I 3508; Schulze, LE 160,

In an inscripon of New Carthage prior to 45 sc (CFL 1P 2269 = IT 1408
= FLLRP 117) are mentioned L. Baebius, I. Catif{us), L. Taurius and Ser.
Acfolan(us). On Catius, probably an Etmuscan gensilicium, sce Schulze, LE 76; on
Taurius see Miinzer, RE s.v.; on Aefolanus see Hitbner, Hermes I 1866, 426; an A.
Bacbius in Bell. Hisp. 26, 2 (eques Hastensis).

The two brothers Rosd of CIL 1Y 2997 = Il 1439 = JLS 8706 = TLLRP 1262
ate perhaps originally from Lanuvium.

Vives, pp. 15—16; Grant, p. 473, nn. 20 and 233 Schulze, LE 104 and 163,

Vives, pp. 19-16; Grant, p. 472, nn. 21 and 23; Schulze, LE 355, 246, 570

See Er. e Soc, 294, n. 294 [== 107, 1. 254 above].

Cf. AL Afeelius, Die rim. Kriegamache, 1944, 66 £,

The lzgiones vernaculas, mentioned for example in Bell, Alax. 53, 53 57, 1; Bell. Hup.
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7, §3 Caes. HC IT 20, 4, are legions composed of natives (in provincia nati: Bell,
Alex. foc. cir): cf. Passerind, in De Ruggicro, Dy, Epig. s.v. 'legio’, 552. Foran
analysis of the problem in greater depth see ‘Aspetti della lotwa’, art. cit. = Er. e
Soc. 471 £

Caes. BCI 19, 35 f. 11 18, 1.

Caes. BCII 18, 1; Bell Alex. 50, 33 56, 4. On the knights killed at Munda see Boll.
Hisp. 31,9,

Caes. BCII 18, 4.

{zran. Lic. p. v6 Flemisch; ef. Miinzer, AE s.v. ‘Tunius’, na. 1.

Plut, Crass. 6, 1.

Pll.it. E-E.I"t. If!'=I I H 'Pm.u.uﬁmr Sé rdie adrdiy Femmr.’nnnw Tm'i-; £ir ﬁﬁmfg mﬂﬁ:u'}u'-uu;.
Grueber, IT 342; see also G. Plerhute, Mélanges de o Société Toulousatne d" Erudes
Classigues I 1946, 121; and of. Mlnzer, RE s.v. "Fabius', no. 84.

Grueher, loc. gie, note,

Sall. Huse, T01 85 Maur,

Of course, there were also those who showed opposition: we know about one of
them, a Vibius Pac{c)iaccus, a wealthy ltdfundist of southern Spain near Malaca
{cf. FHA IV p. 149). He helped Crassus in 85 Bc and participated in 8o Be in the
struggle against Sertorius by whom he was conquered and killed. The sources,
especially those written in Greek, give discrepant spellings of his name, but the
guestion has been clarified in an exemplary fashion by Miinzer, RE s.v. ‘Pac(c)iae-
cus' and "Paccianus’, nos. 1 and 2, A son of his who was a Cacsarian is called Aomo
eius provinciae notus in Bell, Hisp. 4, 4 (Wiseman, New Men in the Roman Senate,
248, no. 3o0). The case of the father Pac{c)iaecus is interesting because it appears to
confirm the statement (see below) that the Roman citizens resident in southern
Spain were rather opposed to Sertorius.

O evdpale "Popelove: Plut. Sers. 12, 2. See B, Scardigli, 4 & R N.5. XV 1970,
17781,

App. I 108, §05-6; 100, §11; 112, §20; 114, §30; Plut. Sert. 15, 1.

App. [ 107, jo4; 113, 27; Plut. Sere. 15, 2.

Plut. Sere. 15, 5. Grispo, art. cit. 203, is mistaken when he translates ‘maniples’.

See Treves, are. cit. 134 and n. 5.

Cf. e.g. Oros. V 21, 5.

Drumann-Groebe, Geschichee Roms, IV 169; G, Stahl, De beflo Sertoriano, Erlangen
1907, §2, M. 7.

A, Schulten, Sertorius, 79, 0. 394

Livy, fr. 18 (from Book XCI). The calculation is based on 400 men to a cohort.
Treves, loc. cit.

Strabo, IIT 4, 1o.

On the attitude of Corduba see Sall. #fice, IT 28 Maur.; Cic. pro Archiz, 26 and the
comments of Schulten, Sertortus, 128, On the terror which the news of Sertorius’
landing in 8o BC inspired in Baetica of. Sall. Sz, T 107 Maur, Tt appears that this
reaction is reflected in coin hoards of 79 Be: see Thouvenot, p. 135, n. 4. Cf. also
J. L. Monteverde, "El Tesorilla ibérico de Roa’, AEA XX 1949, 377 £. T have not
been able to consult F, Maveu y Llopis, Los tesoras monatarios de la dpoca Sertoriana,
Barcelona 1949, which has also been published as an appendix to the Spanish trans-
lation of A. Schulten, Sereorfus, by M. Carrenas, Barcelona 1949.

Cic. pro Balbo, 5.

See the case of Pacdaecus cited above,

Sall. Hiee. II 54 Maur.; Plut. Pomp. 18, 5. Sutherland, Romans in Spain, 213, 0. 12,
emphasizes the significance of Valentia's support for Sertorius since he holds that
it was a colonia civium. But it is more likely that it was not; the various views are
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collected Er. ¢ Soc. 114, n. 172 [= 43, 0. 172 above]; cf. also F. Hampl, RAM
XCV 1952, 67 and Sg.

A, Piganiol, Histoire de Rome, 166, CF. id. La conquéte romaine®, 138.

See abowve, esp. Chap. VIIL.

Sall. Hist. T 96 Maur.; Plut. Sere. 7, 1-1; cf. C. Cichorius, Rém. Studien, 2406;
Miinzer, RE s.v. ‘Livius’, nos. 30and 31.

App. T 114, §33; of course these three rdw de "Puuns abrd supdryderar dmdaviy
couild be identfed with some of the leaders ktiown to us otherwise by name.

Suet. Caes, §5; cf. Milnzer, RE s.v. “Cornelius’, no. 1o7.

Plut. Serr. 2.4, 4: vén dwd fovdifs medevydrun mpds adrdy; cf. Minzer, RE s.v. no. 23.
Sall. Aise. 11 o8, 6 Maur.; Plut. Pomp. 18, §; cf. Miinzer, RE s.v. "Herennius', no.
7. See Ex, ¢ Soc. 275, 0. 204 [== 99, n. 204 above].

The same can be said of M. Antonius, another lieutenant of Sertorius (Sall. ffese, I11
81 Maur.; Plut. Sulla, 26, 1; of. Klebs, RE s.v. no. 2), very probably connected with
Q. Antonius Balbus, democratic practer in 82 &6 and killed in that year in Sardinia
{Klebs, ifid. no. 41; Grucber, 1 344; H. Matdngly, FRS XII 1923, 215; Pink, The
Trivmvire Monetales, 35, 1. 44).

Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 8; for a different identification see most recently Wiseman,
Mew Adan in the Roman Senate, 264, no. 420,

Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 4. Also his brother Lucius (t3id, no. 3; of. nos. 1 and 2) wasan
officer of Sertorius, even more famous than Quintus (see Gelzer, Pompeius, §3).
Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 2; his brother Caius was also a Sertorfan (Miinzer, whid,
. 1.

Cichorius, Rém. Swudien, 167 f.; Gelzer, APAW are, cit. 18 == Kieine Schriften,
IT 122—3; it could be that Nelwos, a member of Fimbria's consiltum, in App. Mithr.
59, 243 {cf. Miinzer, RE s.v, 'Nonius’, no. 1) is to be identified with one of the two
brothers mendoned in the Asculan inscription (see Cichorus, R, Sepdien, 1700,
£ g Soc. 156 [= 58 above]; Schulze, LE 158,

Sergia: f. JL5 8883,

Kubitschek, D¢ rom. tribunm . . . 69; Cic. in Faun. 36 and Schol. Bob. p. 151, 10
Stangl, The Asculum inscription dates to 9o or 89 Be.

Schulze, LE g6,

Er. e Soc. go,n. 114 [= 36, 0. 114 above].

See Miinzer, RF s.v. no. 2. I am not certain whether — as Syme, p. 129, n. 4, inclines
to believe — this Maecenas belonged to the well-known family of the friend of
Augustus. In that case one would have to believe that the Sertorian Maecenas
changed his political affiliation, since the grandfather of the Augustan knighr was
an enemy of M. Livius Drusus (Cic. pro Cleenvio, 153; of. Miinzer, RE s.v. no. 3),
and one would therefore have to see him as an exception to the generally oligarchic
outlook of the Etruscan nobility: he could, however, be compared with Perperna.
In Sall, Aese. 111, 83 Maur, Maecenas is a seriba. We do not know whether the Sex-
tilius who betrayed C. Julius Caesar Strabo in 87 8¢ was an Etruscan or merely
possessed estates in Eourda (Val. Max, V 3, 3). Cf Miinzer, RE s.v. "Sextilius’, no.
1 and ‘Tulies’, no. 135, col. 439, 39; Drumann-Groehe, GR I 123.

Sall, Hesr. I11 83 Maur.; Schulze, LE 253.

See above, Chaps. [ and Il passim.

Other known Sertorian leaders carry names of Roman genrer and there is little that
can be said about them: Octavius Graecinus, who was perhaps of Tiburtine origin
{Miinzer, RE s.v. 'Octavius’, no. 55); Aufidivs (Klebs, AE s.v. no. 1); Mallius
(Miunzer, HE s.v. no. 1 = ‘Manlius’, no. §). T have not been able to ake into
account the various hypotheses of H. Mattingly, RS KII 1922, 233; ¢d. NC ser.
V 4, 1924, 31 £.; #d. Roman Coins, 1928, 62, 65, 8o. From an examination of the
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various denarius types of this period be believed it possible to ardive ar the political
views of the people named on the coins, and hence in our case to designate a number
of men a3 Marian, democratic or Sertorlan. Sometimes these hypotheses lead to
eonclusions that conflict with other source-dats which are certain (see on these lines
Ehrenberg, op, cie. 194). Moreover, one of the foundation-stones of Mattingly's
wiew — his connexion of the issues of serrati with the democrats — has been shown
ta be fallacious by Sydenham, NC ser. V 15, 1933, 209 £, Cf, id. The Coinage ...
Republie, X1. List of Sertorian officers in Broughton, IT 120—-1.

We know from various sources thar it was Mithridates who srarted the negotiadons
for a treaty with Sertorius, and that he was prompted by Magius and Fannius; see
not only Plat, Sere. 21, 4 (who mentions only mpdofas) and Sall. Hise. 11 78 and 79
Maur., but also Cic. IT Ferr. 1, 87 and 4. de imp. Cn. Pomp. 46 (on which see
Gelzer, PRNF art. cit. col. 1134 == Kleine Schriften, 11 144); cf. ps.-Asc. p. 244, 1—5
Stngl and Oros. VI z, 12, App. Miskr. 68, 287, however, has something slightly
different: Magius and Fannius are presented as inciting Mithridates to enact a treaty
with Sertorius and they negotiated it {see also ch. 72) but the two exiles with
Mithridates are called Sdo 8" advod rdn oramwrdr, where adroi is Sertorius. Indeed,
the account of the treaty negotations is preceded by Sertorius’ creation of a senate
of 300 members, Now Magius and Fannius could be considered members of the
Sertovian faction only through the commen link with the Maran democrats, but
Sertorians they were not; they later returned to Asia and remained there, It seems,
then, bearing in mind the wholly anti-5ertorian tone of the chapter, that this in-
accurate detail was also intended to aggravate Sertorian responsibility by tracing
the inidative for the affair to members of his drcle and ipso facto to Servorius: this
was a fiction. See also B. Scardigli, Arhengeum N8, XLIX 1971, 292-8.

Minzer, RE s.v. ‘Fannius’, no. 12 and “Magius', no. 6.

Vell. IT 16, 1.

Es. e Soc. 155 [= 58 abowe],

Grueber, I 314; Miinzer, RE s.v. "Fannius', no. 14; Pink, p. 35.

App. [ 108, 5o7. Plut. Sert. 22, 5, says that they were dedyorras dnd ' Pripgs fovkerrds.
See “Senatl in Esilio”, BIDR I 2, 1960, 221 £, = Er. e Soc. 427 L.

App. T 115, 537; Plut. Sert. 27, 1; Pomp. 20, 7-8.

Plut. Sere, 23, 2. :

Cic. II Ferr. 5, 72; 146; 1491; other passages in the notes which follow. Cf, E.
Cieccotti, Il processo i Flerre, 1805, 227 and 210, and above all |. Carcopino,
*Observation sur la De Suppliciis’, RIDA TV 1950 (= Mdlanger De Fisscher TI1),
229 f. Seealso Sall. Hise, IV 32 Maur. and Cic, IT Ferr. 5, 2.

Cle. II Ferr. 5,154,

Miinzer, RE's.v. no. 5.

Es. ¢ Soc. 155 [= gBabowve].

Cic. Tl Ferr. g, 157,

Minzer, RE s.v. no. g3 Carcoping, art. cit. 246; cf. also 258 £, esp. 264 {interesting
remnarks on P. Gavius, a Hirpine from Compsa. I note, however, that although in
Cic. IT Ferr. 5, 198 Consanus is the generally accepted reading (e by Miinzer, RE
s.v. ‘Gavius’, no. 6), the tradition indicated by # in the Teubner edition of A. Klotz,
1923, has cosanus (also at 160 and 164). In that case he would be a citizen of Cosa,
colonta Latina of 273 BC, municipium after the Sodal War. The genetlicium Gavius
oecurs in the Republican period at Firmum (RE no. 1), at Arpinum {no. 7), at
Fundi {no. 1o) and in the Augustan period at Arretium (no. 2). It would indicate
relationships berween Sevtorius and Etruria. Howewver, following Frank, 4 P4
LVI 1935, 61 £, it seems preferable to maintain that he came from Compsa). See
Salmon, Samntum and the Samnites, 127, 0. 1.
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There is no need to do more than refer to the work of L. R, Taylor, Party Politics,
PasEEe,

See Er, e Soc. 82 £ [== 32 f. above].

Cf. Es. ¢ Soc. 67, n. 53 [= 27, n. §3 above].

Niccolini, Jf tribunato defla plebe, 145 £. On this pericd of history see U, Lafh, 'I!
mito di Silla’, Athenaenm N5, XLV 1967, 177-213, 255—77; K. F. Rossi, PP XX
1965, 133-52-

Gran. Lic. p. 33 Flemisch.

Sall. Hese, I 97, 14 Maur, See N, Crinitl, ‘M. Aemilius Lepidus’, Memorie Frr. Zom-
bardo XK 4, 1969, 319—460.

Whether he was in this respect primus (Sall, Hise. TIT 48, 8 Maur. and ps.-Asc. p.
189, 8 Stangl) it is impossible to tell. Cf, Niccolini, Farei des tridunt delfa plebe, 240;
Miinzer, RE s.v. no. .

Ase. p. 61, 30 Stangl; ef. p. 53, 24.

Sall, Hise. TIT 48, 8 Maur.: ex factione media; of. Taylor, p. 20; F. E, Adcock, JRS
XL 1950, 139 and M. I. Henderson, JRS XLII 1952, 115. Sources on the fex
Aurelia in Niccolini, Fasti, 242. See A. La Penna, Sallustio ¢ lz nivolugione romana,
Milan 1948, 287.

Cie. pro Clusniio 77.

Plut. Luculll 5; ef. ps.-Ase. p. 18g, 8 Stangl; Sall. Hise. 97, 11 Maur.

Cf. Reinach, Mithridare, 320; Carcopino, Caesar, §27; Niccolini, Fasti, 429.
Broughton, I 101, does not think he was a tribune.

Cf. Miinzer, RE s.v. "Cornelius’, no. 97.

Sall. Arze. IIT 48, 21 and 23 Maur.; of. L. R. Taylor, TAPLA LXXII 1942, 11.
Licin. Macer, fr. 26 Peter. On Sulla's confiscations see Er. ¢ Soc. 121 fL [= 45 .
abowe].

Plut. Pomp, 21 and 22; App. [ 121, §60; ps.~Asc. p. 189, § Stangl.

Evidence in Rotondi, Leges publicas, 169, and Niccolind, Fasz, 248.

The latter had been moneyer in 85 Bc with the Madans; see Minzer, RE s.v.
‘Licinlus’, no. 112, col. 420.

It may help here to mention that we can in all probability infer from the historical
references and the judgements contained in the so-called Rhctorica ad Herenntum
what was the democratic view at this period of events priot to the civil war, Especi-
ally relevant is IV 9, 13, on the motives which induced the allies to revolt (ap-
parently the passage cites an example of a speech for the guaestio set up under
Varius' law); it is interesting for its complete lack of hostility and for ies recogni-
tion, in the last analysis, that the allies had noble motives. The traditional dating for
the Rherorica nsed to be botween 86 and 82 no. (W, Warde Fowler, Roman Errayr
and Interpretations, 1920, 91 £.) and was based on the well-known passage IV ¢4,
8. But of the two historical examples mentioned there only the second can be used
to determine the chronology of the work; this contains an allusion to Marus®
seventh consulship (86 nc) and is valid therefore as a rerminus post quem. It seems
clear that the first example of brevitas (Lemninm praeteriens cepit etc.) does not
refer to the Asiatic operations of Lucullus in 86-8¢ ac (so W. Kroll, Mélenges
Bider, 11 555 £, but must concern the exploits of Philip in about 200 s {F. Milnzer,
Phelologus LXXXIX 1934, 215 £.; the passage would be an example derived from
Rhodian oratory: some of its greatest exponents were well-known at Rome in the
Sullan period). M. I. Hendetson, JRS XLI 1951, 73, on the basis of I 11, 20, where
the survival of damnatr de repetundis is mentioned, says that the anthor certainly
wrote in the Sullan period. (On the posna legis repetundarum, however, different
conclusions are reached by A. N. Sherwin-White, PASR XVII 1949, 25). Mrs.
Henderson accepts as the rerminus ante guem 7§ BC, the year of C. Herennius” death
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{Sertorian leader in Spain; Sall, Hice. 1T 98, 6 Maur.; Plut. Pomp. 18, 5. We should
note that the identification of the person to whom the work is dedicated with the
Sertorian Herennius is not in fact certain: Miinzer, AE s.v. ‘Herennius', nos. 6, 7,
#). Mrz. Henderson sets out 8t p. 73, 0. 18, excellent arpuments against 82 Bo as the
terminus ante guermr. An argument in favour of her view could be that in the Rhars-
rica the term Bellum fialicnm is used (11 2, 2) to refer to the Social War, and this
seems to take us on to a time later than that of other authors — certainly contempo-
rary with the war — who use the term Belfum Marsicam (ef. the review of 'W.
Ensslin, PARF ALV 1925, col. 365). See G. Calboli, ‘Comificiana 2. L'autore e la

tendenza politica della Rietorica ad Herennium', Mem. Ace. Se. Ist. Bologna Cl. Sc,
Mor, LI-LIT 1965—4.

See above, Chaps. VII and VIIL

Es. e Soc. 67, 0. 53 [= 27, n. 53 above].

Ex. e Soc. 67[= 27above].

Syme, p. v7: “But even Sulla could not abolish his own example and preclude a
sucressar to his domination.”

As H. Last, CAH IX 314, emphasizes, the movement in favour of the wibunes'
power and the interventions of the military leaders were reinforced at a certain
point by the renewed pressure of economic interests. I believe that these latter be-
came more acutely felt after 75 8¢ in the context of the Mithridatic War and perhaps
because of the attitude of Lucullus in the East (M. Villoresi, Luewdls, Florence 1939,
85 and 1523 Hill, Middiz Class, 69 and 157). This coalidon of those opposed to the
oligarchs and of those with economic interests led to the fex Aurelia of 70 Bo dealing
with the reorganization of the jury courts in the guaestto de repetundes (Fill, Middle
Class, 154 £.).

On this see W, Schur, Sallust als Hestortker, 281,

This is Schur’s interpretation, which I fully accept, of the problem of Pompey's
role in Sallust: the title of the chapter (p. 296 £.) anticipates the conclusion.

Sall. BC 48, 3;¢f. L. B. Taylor, TAPAA art. cat. 5 L.

Cic. ad A VI 11, 2.

Crelzer, Pompeius, 46 f.

Sall. Hise, IT 98 Maur.

Schur, Salluse, 266 £, esp. 26970,

Schur, Sallere, 259; Gelzer, Pompeius, §9.

Cic. IT Ferr. 5,193

Sall. Hier, I 12 Maur.; of. Schur, Salfesr, 284.

M. I. Henderson, JRS XXXKT 1941, 177.

Henderson, loc. cir.

Cf. A. Momigliano, fRS XXX 1940, 78.

Schur, Sallust, 222~-56.

368, From Cic. I Ferr. 1, 87 {cf. Ciccottl, I processo di Feerre, 9o L) it is clear that the

365.

370.
371

negotiations began in 79 Bo; see also Magie, [T 1209,

The presence of Italians in Archelaus’ army in Greece (86 Bc) is antested by Front.
Strar. I 3, vy; mixtis fugitivie Ttalicae gentic, guorum pervicaciae plurimum fidebar
{Archelaus). It is uncertain whether the passage should be referred to the battle of
Chaeronea (see Mommsen, RG II%, 1869, 293; Relnach, Mehridare, 173; Carco-
ping’, p. 435, n. 120} or to that of Orchomenus (Kromayer, Antke Schlachifolder,
IT 1907, 379, n. 1; Ormerod, CAH X 254, n. 13 Ferrabine, MAT LXV 19146, 3,
p. I, 1)

See above, Chap. XII.

The fact that some members of the commercial class opened negotiations and
begged Mithridates for help immediately after the massacres of 8% sc had destroyed
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so many lives and such great fortunes among the Tralian negotiatores makes it less
strange that the pressure to give up dominion in Asia came from persons clase to,
and even belonging to, the very class whose interests had been, and were bound
still to be, tied to a policy of expansion. A testimony to the exasperation which
dominated these heirs to the allied revolt!

This can, perhaps, be deduced from the case of . Appuleius Decianus, the first
Roman politician to take refuge with Mithridates, He was tribune in 9% Be and,
after being successtully prosccuted, in Pontum ze et ad partes Mithridaticar conlie
{Schol. Bob. p. 95, 14 Stangl; cf. Klebs, RE sv. no. 21 and Pais, Dalle Guerre
Puniche, I 59 £.). A son of his appears as a businessman in Asia (Klebs, fc. cie. no.
22; Hatzfeld, Trafiquants, 120) and one may hazard the guess that the tribune of 98
took himself off to the East because his contacts there, including those with Ponrus,
could be useful to him. On the Magii in the East see Hatefeld, Trafiguants, 88 and
. 2. It is worth mentioning here that business relationships continued between
Spain and the East during the war against Sertorius: Plut. Sere. 23, 2. An "Arrifeos,
-li1-"|‘]'p 'Pﬂlj'.mtl].'h I:E‘-I'rill ﬁﬁl.-'-a-'l"]‘E. Eui -ﬁl'-rrqv 15'1?}'1:!1-' I'h: rﬁs m'rpfaus -E; Mnﬂpr.ﬁﬂf-'rqv PR l:.hpp.
Mitkr. 90, 140; Klebs, AF s.v. "Addins’, no. 2) was killed in 67 5e.

For the whaole problem see Gelzer, PAIF art. cir. col. 1129 £ = Kleine Schriften, 1
119—45. Magie, [ 122, follows Appian's version.

Sall. Hise. I o8, 10 Maur.; Plut. Sere. 21, 8 and 9; App. I 108, 508 and &d. Jher. 101,
439-

37%. Plut. Pemp. 20, 7.

176

Cf. Treves, are. cit. 133.

377. Plut. Serr. 22, 8.

378.

ErES

380,

3181,

38z,
383,

384.
185.
386.
387.
388
389.
3g0.

E1 18
j92.

193-

Plin. N& VII 26 (27), 96; Flor. II 10, 22, 1; cf. Gelzer, PAN are. cit. col. 1133
= Kleine Schriften 11 143; a different view in Berve, are. crt. 122,

Plut, Sere. 6 and 22.

Treves, art. cit. 13§ . On the Sertoril in Spain, attesting grants of the civitar, see
Schulten, Sertarius, 136, See Badian, FC 319-20.

Plut. Serz. 23, 7.

Gelzer, PAIF art. cit. col. 1135 = Kleine Schrifeen, 11 144.

Tt is true that according to the sources M. Marius later fought for Mithridates: App.
Mith, 77, 338 (see the app. erit. in the edition of Viereck-Roos?, p. 479); Plut.
Leewll 13, §; Oros. VI 2, 21; ef. Reinach, Mithridate, 332, That Sertorius also sent
troops to Mithridates is said by Plut, Sere. 24, 1 and 1d, Lecull. 8, 7.

Cf. Plut. Sert. 18, 8.

Momigliane, JRS XXX 1940, 78.

Cic. II Ferr. 5, 153.

Cf, above, Chap. I'X.

Cic. II Ferr. 1, 87.

App. Mithr. 72, 308 and Cass, Dio, XXXV §, 2.

Diod. XXKVII 2, 14: elrarfs mepd Eddday cal Mdpor dudodiov ordecns dvagfomatielons
' Pugalas, of pév (of the Lialians) Eddg of 8¢ Maply eweudynpaor, rat rd pdv widow
abrEv Erece Tois moMpows, T6 &' fwdioimov emxperioarre Ldlda wposexdpmoe. xot ofirw
TEAEOY i !',H.'I#Illmq.l mﬂiﬂ'ﬂ? Fride #t“:}'tﬂ‘ﬂlﬁ' TE}HI-"L:FS wal o MI:I.FEI’-LH’E‘IE :'m.ﬁ:rr
fels wdepos. For Tacitus, Anm. VI 12, 4, ef. Kiene, Bundesgenossenkriag, 111 and the
note in Furneaux's editiond, ad loe.

Es. e Soc. 143 [= sz2above].

App. [, 34 151; ef. Es e Sec. 67, n. §3 [= 27, n. 53 above]; slso M. Hammond,
Cety-State and World-State in Greek and Homan Political Theory, Cambridge 1951,
84 f.

Fs. e Soc. 67 £ [= 27, above].
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Notes o Appendiz

. On the recent publication by H. Hill, The Roman Middle Class in the Republican

Period, Oxford 1992, Hill replied to my comments in Athengenm NS, X XXIII
1955, 327-32: but see Er. e Soc. 419, 0, 35 [= 147, 0. 35 below].

. Cie. pro Rose. com. 425 Schol. Juven, I1I 1. Cf. Kubitschek, RE s.v. ‘census’, col.

192y, 61.

. See e.g. Ernst Meyer, Rom. Staat und Staatsgedanke, Zurich 1948, 85 £.; 436, n. g1,

See also Nicolet, L'ordere équestre, 48 .
Er, e Soc, 149 . [= 5% f. above].
Middle Class, 88 and passim.

. LDer riimische Ritterstand, 1927, 2.

This, of course, holds for a social unit which alveady existed; it is another matter, as
we shall see, in the case of the Latin colonies.

. See on the question Rice Holmes, Roman Republic, 1 391 . and Hill, Middle Class,

21z f,

. Rice Holmes, p. 391; of. however Lase, CAHIX 338 1.

S0 Stedn, ap. oft. 23,

CE, Plin. NA XXXIII 2 (8), 34 and Last, p. 855.

Op. cit. §1.

Middle Class, 18 £

SRII 258 and 47080, Cf. Es, 2 Soc, 149 and n. 24 [= g5 and n. 24 above].

The se-called squites equo privato: although this term is used only in Livy, XXVII
11, 14 apropos the cavalry of Cannae, Hill's claim (A fPh are, cir. 358, n, 1) that it
has validity only in this specific case does not seem legitimate: comera, Nicolet,
Llordre dquestre, 66,

It is more likely that all the examples where there is a mention of census equester for
the perind prior to the third century BC are to be explained rather as annalistic
anachronisms than, with Hill, by supposing that the authors wanted by that term to
indicate the census of the first class to which undoubtedly the equites egqreo publico
and, e fortiori, the sguires egus private belonged.

Cf. Kibler, RE s.v. "equites Romani’, col. 284, 1o-15. T do not think, therefore,
thar we can say (with A. N. Sherwin-White, PESR XVII 1949, 7, n. 14) that Poly-
bius is not aware of the equestrian class.

On the question when this type of levy was introduced ef. Es, e Soc, 144 f. [= 53 L.
abovel].

Cited in detail Er. & Soc. 147 [= 54above].

Cf. also A. Alfaldi, Der frihrémische Retteradel und seine Ehrenabgeichen, 1942, 104f.
A JPh art. ciz. 360,

Ase. p. 12, 22 Stangl. The verses of Pomponius, 154~ Ribbeck?, show that the
terminology eguites and pedites, used to indicate social classes, was in current use,
whether the poet is remembering his native Bononia (Livy, XXXVII 57, 8) or is
reflecting a situation in Campania (P. Frassinetti, Fabula atellana, 1953, 140).

This alone iz envisaged by Hill, Middle Class, 24.

. Cf. Mommsen, SR IIT 2¢8; Hill, Middle Class, 18, n. 1.

Middle Class, 13.

SR I 259, n. 1; see, however, Alfaldi, op. cit. 113, n. 293.

See especially Cic. de Rap, IV 2:. . . equitatus, in quo suffragia sunt etiam Senatus,
Cf. e.g. P. Fraccaro, *Ricerche storiche e letteratie sulla censura del 184/84", S,
Steorict per I"antichita classica IV 110 £, = Opuscula, 1 g90-1; Hill, Middle Class, 15;
42 £
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20,
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3.
33
34
35.
36,
EFE
38.

39

41,
42.
#3-
4.
4%

47
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CE. Kubitschek, are. cit. coll. 1922—3.

This is the usual interpretation of Cicero, de Rep. IV 2: cf, Hill, Middle Class, 1o f.
Apparently it was Sulla who limited the right of admission into the eighteen
cenries to sons of senators (Mommsen, SR TIT 486).

See Last, CAH X 894 L.

Cf. for the first century B Q. Cicera, de pet. cons. 8, 33 (Stein, p. 3, n. 1)

Mélanges historigues et Sttéraires®, 1876, 270 £

Hill, Middle Class, Preface, p. 114,

Cf. Pliny, NVH 00K 1 (7), 29.

Referred to in Stein, op. cit. 49, n. 33 50, . 1.

Cf. Friedlander-Wissowa, Sittengeschichte Roms®, T 114 I

The assumpton of poliical functions by the ords equester led - see Pliny, NH
HHKIIT 2 (8), 34— to the association of the equestrian class with Senate and people
in the formulas of official documents: cf. Stein, op. cit. 57, n. 4 and 58, nn. 1-2; cf.
also Kiibler, B.E s.v, "ordo’, col. gy2.

. I think we should bear in mind here the personality of M. Aemilius Scaurus.

Cf. Suct, Fasp. g, zand App. [ 22, 91; I1 13, 47 (d8fwms).

See Pliny, NH XXX 1 (7), 29.

Middle Class, 47.

Hill, Middle Class, 5o f. and also P. Fracearo, Enc. fral. IX §37.

Op. ett, 270 {. Mérimée was inclined to accept Merivale's guiding principle, that the
trend towards unity in the Roman woreld of the Caesarian period wias connected
with the rise of the middle classes, but limited very strictly the extent to which we
should admit the theory of the existence of these middle classes in the last century
of the Republic. Even though he represents Caesarian society in an out-of-date
moral cliché, he is guite right to observe that one cannot identify the equester ordo
with a politically independent middle clazs.

. See on this W. Kroll, Die Kulter des Cicerontschen Zeit, T 1931, 15 and 72.

Cf. also J. Bayer, REL XXX 1952, 494, and the reviews by H. H. Scullard, EHR
LXVIII 1953, 297, and by M. Gelzer, Gromon XXV 1953, 319-23, which on some
points agree with my comments.

Notes 10 TV

ASNP XXXIII 1964, 1—15. See Badian, Fistoria X1 1062, 228~31, and id. Lucius
Sulla, The Deadly Reformer (7th Todd Memorial Lecture) Sydney 1g970; U. Lafh,
‘Il mito di Silla*, Aihenaeum N8, KLV 1987, 177—211; 295—77; and my article in
Aufrtieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt, [ Berlin—New York 197z, 7o4-0%.
This paper was read to the Fourth Congress of Classical Studies (Philadelphia,
August 249, 1064) at the Concurrent Session devoted to The Age of Marius and
Sulla (August 26, 1964).

. E. Gabba, Appiano e la szoria delle Guerre Civiki, Florence 1946, 1 f. Cf E. J. Wein-

rib, “The Judiciary Law of M. Livius Drusus’, Hirrorze XIX 1970, 414—43; Chr.
Meier, Res Publica Amissa, Wiesbaden 1966, 208—-16. Also imporeant is T\ |, Luce,
‘Marius and the Mithridatic Command’, Historia XIX 1970, 161—94.

. E. Badian, Foreign Clientelae, 264—70 ve, Oxford 1958, 216 £; see Fs. ¢ Soc. 576 1.

[= 168 £. below].

. See also E. Lepore, I princeps ciceroniano ¢ gli ideali politics della rarda repubblica,

Maples 195 4, 25.

. App. BCT 33, 157-61 with my Commentary? (Appiani Bell. Civ, b, I, Florence

1967) and *Ousservazioni sulla legge giudiziaria di M, Livio Druso (g1 a.C)Y", PP XI
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1956, 16372 = Ei, ¢ Soc, 369 [, It therefore differed from the law of the consul Q.
Servilius Caepio of 106 ne: Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, 1
553; G. Tibuletti, Arhengeum N5, XX XK 1953, 735 and 83.

. pro Cluentis, 153—4; &d. pro Rab. Post. 16-17; cf. Gabba, PP X1 1956, 370—1 = Ea.

&.5ac. 170 L

Though this is exaggerated by C. Lanzani, RFIC XL 1912, 276-7.
In general see Ex, ¢ Soc, 193 £. [= 70 £, above].

Evidence in my Commentary on Appian, BCT 36, 162 (pp. 121-2).
Ascon. p. §4, 17-18 Stangl.

. See Ers. ¢ Soc, 208 £, [= 74 f. above] and Gabba, *Ttalia ¢ Roma nella Storda di

Velleio Patercole’, C8 [ 1962, 1-9 = Fs. ¢ Soc. 347 £.; E. T. Salmon, ‘The Causes
of the Social War', Phoenix XVI 1962, 107 f.

App. BCT 35, 136 and 36, 162, with my Commentary. Cf. also J. Heurgon, “The
Date of Vegoia's Prophecy”, JRS XLIX 1059, 41-5.

See Er. e Soc. §77 [= 168 below].

Miinzer, RE s.v. ‘Licinius’, no. 5%, col. 262.

Badian, FC213-14.

Miinzer, loc, cit.

The article of E. Badian, "Caeplo and Norbanus', Historia VI 1957, 318486, re-
published in Studier in Greek and Roman History, Oxford 1964, 3470 (from which
I quote), is fundamental for the decade 100-g0 BC.

Cic, de domo, 50; Asc. p. 24, 20 Stangl; cf. Badian, Athenacum N5 XAKIV 1956,
1az-1.

Cic. pro Scaura, §; Asc. p. 24, 24 Stangl.

App. HCI 47, 165 L., with my Comm. Cf. E. Badian, *Quaestiones variae’, Historia
XVII 1969, 447-01.

App. BCT 39, 166.

App. BCT 37, 167; Cic. de Orat. 111 11; id. Brutus, 204,

Cic. de Orat. T 25; he was probably connected with the Metelli: Badian, Srudies,
36-9.

App. BC1 37, 168 and my Comm., though others see a confusion with Memmius:
A, Biedl, *De Memmiorum: familia’, FS XLVIL 1930, 102,

App. BCT 47, 167 and my Comm.

Cie. Tuse, Disp. Il §7: according to Badian, Srudier, §7-8, M. Antonius broke away
from Marius after 9§ ne.

. Badian, FC a1z f.

Cie. Brutus, y04; Miltner, RE s.v, 'Pompeius’, no. 39.

Sisenna, fr. 44 Peter; Lacium Memminum, socerum Gai Seribonii tribunum plebis,
querm Marct Livi consiltarium finsse callebant et sunc Curionis oratoram. The passage
is not entirely clear: we should certainly correct tribunum to tribuni (Biedl, are. cir,
100 and ro3). Biedl's reconstruction (are. cit. and also S XLIX 1931, 112) seems
preferable to that of Miinzer, RE sv. "Memmius', no. 14, coll. é20-1. CFL. T. P.
Wiseman, ‘Lucius Memmius and His Family', 0Q XVII 1967, 164 £

. Cic. Brutus, y04; Malcovard, ORF?, p. 267; Miinzer, RE s.v. *Marcius’, no. 7, col.

1565. M. Gelzer, "Cn. Pompeius Strabo und der Aufstieg des Sohnes Magnus®,
APAF 1941, no. 14 = Kleine Schriften, 11 Wiesbaden 1963, 118, is wrong in
thinking that he testified for the defence.

Broughton, MAR 1 26; Niccolini, Fasti der ertbuni della plebe, 225,

A possibility tentatively suggested by Miinzer, RE s.v. ‘Scribonius’, no. 10, col.
86z, comparing the passage cited from Sisenna with the obscure evidence of Asc,
p. 58 Stangl, and accepted by Biedl, foc. cit. Scribonius later fallowed Sulla to the
East (Cie. Brutus, 227) and returned to Italy with him in 85 pe.
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. Badian, Historia XVIII 1969, 481-75, has re-cstablished the tradidonal date (Asc.
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. App. BCI5g, 265 f.
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Notes

I 11: qut in eadem invidiae flamma fuisse; Milnzer, RE s.v, *Sulpicius’, no. g2, col.
846,

Cic. de Orge. [ 21,

Ciz. Lael, 2.,

Plut. Cato Mrnor, 3, 2. For the son staying at his unele's house see Plut, Cato Minor,
1, t and 2, 1. But sse Mitnzer, RE s.v. "Porcius’, no. 16, coll. 1684,

Gabba, Comm, on App. BCT 3o, 133 (p. to5): usually assigned to 99 e (Brough-
ton, AFRA IT 2). See GGabba, *Politica e cultura in Roma agli inizi del [ secolo a.C.5,
Athenaeun N5, KX KT 1953, 259 0. 1 = Fr e oo, 175, 0. 14

Badian, Stedies, 41-1.

p. 61 Stangl) and rejected the shift to 88 nc suggested by Paretl, Seoria &f Roma ¢
del mondy Romano, TTT 51 £, and by Badian himself, Swdies, g5-6, and accepred by
myself [in the original version of this article in 4SNP XXXIII 1964, 6]. A sum-
mary of the explanation is to be found in dufreieg und Needergang, [ 791, n. 161,
Aszc. p. 61, 28 £ Stangl: Badian, fiscoria X1 1962, 208 and n. 45.

Cic. Bruzus, 305; he was judged, therefore, by a senarorial jury.

In Greenidge-Clay, Sowrces for Roman History?, Oxford 1960, 151,

Badian, Hiseorfa X VIII 1059, 474. Hence the readitional theory that Cn. Pompeins
Strabo was accused under the fex Flarie must be abandoned, For this see M. Gelzer,
art. cit. Klsine Schriften, II 117-18; Miliner, RE a.v. ‘Pompeius’, no. 45, col. 2298;
Badian, Shedeas, §5-6; N, Criniti, L' Epegrafe dt Asculum dt Gn. Pompes Strabone,
Milan 1970, 0-1.

Badian, FC 231 £.; Parer, TIT g56; A. W. Lintort, “The Tribunare of B, Sulpicius
Rufus’, OO0 N5, XXXI 1971, 442-51.

. Cic. de Har, Resp. 433 of. id Lael. 2; cum ts (Sulpleius Bufus) tnbunue plebis capitali

odio a (). Pompeio, qui tunc erat consul, dissideret, guocum contunctissime et amantis-
seme sixerat. 1o this effece, but with different opinions on the timing of the avents,
H. Last, CAH IK 201 f.; Miinzer, RE s.v. “Sulpicius’, no. g2, col. 846—7; Badian,
FC 231-1; Luce, Historia XIX 1970, 192~3. Rhet, ad Herenn, T1 45 mentions the
initial opposition by Rufus to the recall of those exiled under the fex Faria, which
he himself later advocated, introducing a formal proposal to that effect (Niccolind,
Fasti, 229~31). There may be a reference to the consequences of the fex Licimia
Mucia: Badian, Hestorea KVIIL 1969, 487-90, We are in any event still in his pro-
Senate phase, and to this also belongs his opposidon to the illegal candidature of
C. Caesar Strabo for the consulship (perhaps December 8¢: Badian, FC 23a).

Thus, e.g., Badian, FC 232; | am in agreement with the rest of his aceount there,
CE. ¢, Historta X.VIII 1969, 485.

For his intimate connexion with Atricus see Cic. Lael. 2, and Nep. A 2, 1.

For the knights’ support of Sulpicius see Plut, Mar. 15, 2, and id, Sufla, 8, 1.

App. BCI g7, 255 f. and esp. 59, 265 {.; Miltmer, RE s.v. ‘Pompeius’, no. 3.

App. BC 1 59, 2696, and my Comm., with improvements in 4thenaeum N.S.
KKHVIII 1960, 212—16: L. R. Taylor, The Foting Districts of the Roman Republic,
Rome 1960, 104 and n. 9.

Well, IT 14, 2.

See Er. ¢ Soc. 268, n. 18¢ [= g7, n. 180 above].

App. BC1 50, 267; cf. Fs. e Soc. 407 £, [== 142 {. below), and my Comm., pp. 143~
5

L. Sulfa evvitaeir statum ordinavit, exinde cofonior deduxiz.

See Fs. e Soc. g20 £, [= 148 {. below].

See Es. ¢ Sec. 265 £, [= 96 {. above], and the discussion of the bibliography.
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App. BCT 77, 9502,

Livy, Per, LXXXVI,

App. BC1 86, 393; perhaps the two pieces of evidence allude to the same point: see
Taylor, FDRR 118-19.

Cie. Phal, XTI a7,

App. BCI 100, 4658, and my Comm.; cf. dufseieg und Niedergang, 1 Boo-3.

In general on the Sullan senate see Fr, & Soe. 159 f. [= 59 f, above] and ibid, 407 .
[= 142 . below]; Badian, FC 245—7. Cf. C. Nicolet, L'ordre dquestre & ['époque
républizaine, I, Paris 1966, §73-80; J. R. Hawthorn, & & R IX 1962, so-Go.

App. HCT 100, 468; Taylor, FDRE 292.

G, Tibdletti, SDHI XKV 1959, 1212,

Badian, Fisroria X1 1962, 232, with bibliography on the problem.

Svila ou ln monarchis mangude®, Paris 1991, 147 £

CL. the review of M. Gelzer, Gromon VIII 1932, 605—7 = Kieine Schriften, 11 103-5.
A. Krawezuk, For 19545, fasc. 2, 121 £.; Badian, Historia X1 1062, 230, 0. 117, and
i, FC 297, note U. Cf, T, E. Kinsey, Mremosyne XX 1947, 61-7; ci. E. 5. Gruen,
Homan Politicy and the Criminal Courss, 140—-78 BC, Cambridge (Mass.) 1968, 265,
Sec especially 139; Badian, Ffistoria X1 1962, 230 (a similar view earlier, apparently,
in G. Beloch, Le monarchiz ellenistiche & la repubblica romana, Bad 1933, 134). In
that case the supplement in T AM I 899, L2, is erroneous. Cf. R. K. Sherk, Roman
Daocuments from the Greek East, Baltimore 1969, no. 19, p. 112 £ In my Comm. on
App. p. 282 I took the view that the sbdication occurred at the end of 8o, coinciding
with the end of Sulla’s second consulship: so also R, Syme, A5P4 LXIV 1959, 13.

 FCaq9 £
. Cf. earlier A. Afeelius, “Zwei Episoden aus dem Leben Ciceros', C& M V 1942

{pub. 1947), 213-17. He roundly denies there was any danger for Cicero since it
was the unimportance of the case that accounts for the lack of interest shown by the
nobiles, who entrusted it to adufescentes. According to Afzelius, Sulla was fully in
accord with the nsbilitas friendly to Rosdus (so alse J. Humbert, Les plodoyers
derits et les plaidoiries rédelles de Cicdron, Paris undated, 1oo-1).

« Plut. (i, 3, 36, and commentary by D). Magnino, Florence 1964: Afzelius, p. a17;

cf. also quce. de vir, i, 81, 2.

. de Qf M 51,
o IT Ferr. 3, 81; of. E. Ciaceri, "L'atreggiamento politico di M. Tullic Cicerone di

fronte a L. Cornelio Silla’, A7F LXKIX 1g919—20, 556—7 {and in general g41-6z,
recast with some variations in Crcerone a | sust tempr) and also V. M., Smirine, I
IV 1948, 88—101.

. Drumann-Groebe, Geschichte Roms, V 258 and esp. n. 3; Thne, Ram. Geschichie,

VI 128, Contra, Claceri, Cicerone ¢ f suot tempt, I 1926, 24, 0. 8.

Op. cit. 100-11.

6; 21 (Humbert, p. 100); 22; 2§; 915 T09—10; 127; 1301,

131: A, Haury, L'ironte et ["humour chey Cicéron, Leiden 1955, 11414, has shown
how this tone is prevalent in the speech (but he does not appear to cie this specific

passage).

. 2z: Haury, p. 76.
. Eg 23; 1313 138,

195 11; 145 28; 315 805 150 154.

. 8o; Bg; 1253 for the reticence of 137 ef. R. Heinze, *Ciceros Politsche Anfinge’

(Sdchsische Akademis der Wissenschaften 1909), now in Fom Geist der Rimertums?,
Leipalg and Berlin 1939, 65.

. 133395 7 ete
- 1-3;5; 148.
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So rightly Heinze, pp. 63—5.

16,

13159,

quapropter destnant aliquands dicere, male altquem locutum esse, st qui vere ac libere
docutus sie, destnant suam causam cum Chrysogono communicare, desinant, 12 ille laesus
sit, de se aliguid detractum arbitrart, videant ne turpe miserumgue sit éos, qui equestrem
splendoram pati non potuerunt, servi nequissimi dominationem ferre posse.

T. A. Dorey, "A Note on the Pro Roscio Amering', Ciceroniana Il 1980, 147-8. See
also Heinze, pp. 78-9.

. ]-53..

Plue. Sulfz, 31, 1-4: identified by Miinzer, RE s.v. "Caecilius’, no. 71, with a son of
Caprarius,

Plat. Swlfa, 11, 4: ofded rdr &v véda wowweduewos. As is known, the proseriptions
were permitted by a fex Cornelia (see my Comm. on App. BCT g5, 442 £). Cic. pro
Rase. Am. 123, is surely ironic, and so the hypothesis of T. E. Kinsey, Mnemosyne
XX 1968, 290~2, is pointless. In spite of the place in which Appian, in his narrative,
puts the account of the proscriptions, they clearly come after the nomination of
Sulka as dictator.

One tradition mentions L. Fufidius as suggesting the compiling of the lists (Plut.
Sulla, 31, 31 Oros. V 21, 2-3; Flor. II g, 25) but in any case it was certainly before
his admission to Sulla’s senate. See Er. ¢ Soc. 167 [= 64 abovel. Seealso C. Nicolet,
RELXLY 1967, 97304,

Plut. Sulfa, 10, 4.

App. BC1 57, 273: Badian's suggestion (Sudies, 220), that the quaestor who alone
stayed with the consul is to be identified with Lucullus, is also advanced by T. F.
Carney, A Bugraphy of C. Marius (PACA Suppl. I), 1961, 33, n. 165,

E. Badian, "Waiting for Sulla’, JRY LIl 1962, 4761 = Studier, 206—34 (reserva-
tions expressed by E. Candiloro, SO0 XII 1963, 224-6: Badian replied in Althe-
naewrn N5, XLII 1964, 422~31): see also Ch. M. Bulst, ‘Clananum Tempus’,
Historia XIIT 1964, 307-37 (not completely acceprable).

+ 3=

136,

o Cig. Phal, X1 27.

As iz clear from the fact that Sulla later considered the day of the breach as the real
beginning of the civil war; App. BC1 g%, 441 and my Comm.

App. BC T 8¢, 383—7 and my Comm. The oppasing tradition emphasized the
cunning of Sulla.

Tnser. Tralioe, K111 1, pp. 55 and 130.

App. BCT 98, 419 L.

Livy, Per. LXOXXII; App, BC I 97, 350-3. CL. |. Jahn, Jaterregnum und Wahldik-
tatur, Kallmiinz 1970, 161—¢, and Meler, Rer Publica Amissa, 248-51.

Fr. 132 Peter.

E. Candiloro, SC0 XII 1963, 212~26. The pro-Optimate Posidonjus was a sup-
porter of Sulla in his account of the events of the Mithridatic War (Jacoby, Fgr Hise.
IIC 148) but we cannot tell how, or even whether, he passed judgement on Sulla’s
domestlc pelicy, sinee it is not even known at what point he concluded his Fissories
{Jacoby, p. 156).

Gabba, Ahenaenm N5, XXHVII 1962, 175—225.

La Penna, Athenaeum N.S. XL1 1963, 212-19.

Oratio Lepidi, 2.

Cic. de Hep. V1 12; see App. BC 1 16, 67, and Pareti, Storia &f Roma, I1I 1267, CF,
Nicolet, REL XLII 1964, 212-30.
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App. BCIL 107, 448.

Plut. Cic. 10, 2, is important here,

Plut. Crass. 15, 7.

Plut. Pamp. 15, 1—2: Sall. Orare Lepedi, 16 and 18, Lucullus, perhaps the closest of
Sulla’s followers and the nearest to his pelitical positisn, won the confidence of the
provinces of the Greek East by his correct and law-abiding attitude, and thereby
gained a balanced assessment in Sallust’s historical writings: La Penna, Athenasum
N.5. XLT 1963, 246-54. CE id. Salluspro ¢ Jo revolupione romana, Milan 1968, 287 £
Cicero’s observation {146) that Chrysogonus had no confidence in Sullas settle-
ment is noteworthy.

La Penna, Athenaeum N.5. XL 1963, 210-12.

Napoleon IIT: ‘La France a compris que je n'étais sorti de la légalind que pour
rentrer dans le droit’.]

The Roman Revolution, Oxford 1939, 17.

This very widespread theary also serves to support ‘political’ interpretations of
Roman portraiture by archacologises; the well-known 'realism’ derived from the
imagines of the great noble families allegedly orginated in the Sullan period, and
represented in sculpiure the Sullan reaction, which extolled the Roman social system
of the early Republic and was directed against the forces of the Plebs: R. Bianchi
Bandinelli, “Sulla formazione del ritrarto romane’, Archeclogia ¢ Culrura, Milan-
Maples 1961, 172 £,

The thesis of Carcopino to which [ have referred has often been taken up and in
various degrees accepted. Recently, F. Altheim, ‘Das Ende der rém. Kolonial-
reiches’, WFZ Berlin [X 1gy9-62, 1616, has emphasized the importance of Sulla’s
precedent for Augustus. Concerning the significance of the Sullan model, and its
conscious or unconscious imitatden in the politics and civil wars of the first century
Bc, much material has been collected — although rather erratically — in the work of
P. Jal, La guerre civile 4 Rome, Erude littéraire et morale, Patis 1963, passim, where
there is also a coplous bibliography; particularly important are the many works of
AL Alfisldi, to which should now be added his article in JEM XLI-XLIT 1961-2,
275-8.

Notes ta V'

Athenaenm NS, XXKIV 1996, 124-38. See also my Commentary?, dppiani Bell.
Civ. fib. [, Florenee 1967, 143-5; P. A, Brunt, ‘Sulla and the Asian Publicans',
Latomus XV 1956, t7—25; C. Nicolet, L'ordre équestre & I'épogue républicaine, 1,
Paris 1966, §81—91, with a list of Sullan senators who offer some points of interest
concerning the equestrian class; T, K. Hawthorn, *“The Senate after Sulla®, & & R IX
1062, so-6o; E. 5. Gruen, Roman Politics and the Criminal Couree, Cambridge
{Mass.) 1968, 257-8; UL Laffi, ‘Tl mito di Silla’, Arkenaewm N5, XLV 1967, 177-213.

“or Sulla and the censorship see L. R. Taylor, The Fodng Districes of the Roman
Republic, Rome 1960, 119. See also T. P. Wiseman, New Men in the Roman Senate,
130 BO=1.44D, Oxtord 1g71. T would like to express my deepest gratimude to Miss
Lily Ross Taylor, formerly Director of Classical Studies at the American Academy
in Rome, with whom [ had the good forrune to be able to discuss these problems
during my residence at the Academy (1955). Of course [ alone am responsible for
the views expressed here,

. CE H. Bennett, Cinna and his Times, Menasha 1923, 35, n.

2. Cf. Willems, Le Sénat de fo républigue romaine, 1* 394 and 403-4; R, Syme, PESR

XIV 1938, 1o with n. 38.
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This is the implication of M. Gelzer, Caesar. Der Politiker und Staatsmann®,
Munich 1941, 38.

4 Mommsen, SR [ 487; Willems, I* 4og4 £.; B. Syme, JRSEXXXIV 1944, 102,

5

[

7.
8.

9.
10,
IL:

1.
I3.
I4.

15.

1.

17,
18,

19,

Some scholars, however, think that they can be reconciled: see e.g. L. Pared,
Storia di Roma e del mondo Romane, 111 620,

Ci. H. Hill, "Sulia’s New Senators in 81 Be’, £Q XX VI 1932, 170 . see Fs. ¢ See.
159 £ [= 59 £ above].

See Ex, & Soc. 161 [= 6o abowel.

Cf. E. G, Hardy, “The Number of the Sullan Senate’, JRS VI 1916, 59 {.

See Willems, I? 394.

Which would lead one to suppose that in g2 Be the feczro had been held.

Leaving aside for the moment the problem that in the first instance they were
chosen dx rdw dploraw deipd, in the second freédu.

Cf. Willems, I* a42and n. 5.

Willems, I* 406,

Livy, XXIII 23, & (I follow the reading of Sigonius: Conway supplies [non] before
magisirarus; Stroth less probably reads gid [minores] mag.): Willems, I* 285 £ It is
worth noting that the corresponding passage in the Periocha says that the Senate
ex equestri ordine , . . supplatus est,

So Hill, The Rﬂm::n Middle Class in the Republican Period, Oxford 1952, 147,
though h::n. wrang in rflln]ung of the etgghteen centuries eguites equo

CE e.g. E. G. Hardy, art. cir. 61-2.

Willems I* 408; ]. Carcopino, Des Gracques & Sulla®, 465; Pareti, 11 620,

Cf. also A. H. J. Greenidge, The Legal Procedure of Cicero's Time, Oxford 1901, 43.
Cic. pro Corn. 1. fr. 54 Schoell says: memoria teneo, cum primum senatores cum equi-
ntbus Romanis lege Plotia tudicarent, hominem dir ac nobilicati perinviswm, Cn. Pom-
paium, causam lege Faria de maiestate dixisse. For this episode of. M, Gelzer, "Cn.
Pompeius Strabo und der Aufstieg seines Sohnes Magnus’, APAIF 1941, no. 14,
p. 13 = Kieine Schriften, 1T, Wiesbaden 1963, r1y; Hill, Middle Class, 137-8.
Badian, Mirtoria XVIII 1969, 45—75, has shown that an allusion to a trial of
Pompeius Strabo is impossible, and that the correction Pamponium should be made
in the Ciceronian passage.

Cf. G. Niccolini, Fasti dei tribuni dafla plebe, Milan 1934, 228. Mommsen, SR II?
231, points out that in the lex reperndarum of the Bembine tablets, line 14, the 452
jurors have to be trrbunim discripeas. Note also the organization of the jurors by
tribes required by the lex Licinie de sodaliciis of §5 e (]. Lengle, Rim. Strafrechs
bei Cicero und den Historikern (Neue Wage qur Antike, 1, 11) Leipzig 1934, 13, and
5. Accame, BMIR RIIT 1942 (Appendix to FCAR LXK 1942), 36-7). It may also
be pointed our that by the lex Aurefia of 70 »e the juries came to be composed of
three equal groups — senators, knights and trtbuni aerarst (evidence in Hill, p. 155,
n. 3.); the last-mentioned were probably elected by each individual tribe in equal
numbers (Hill, pp. 15§-6). Finally, as a result of the modifications made by Pompey
in §5 BG to the fex Auralia, the origin of the jurors remained unchanged, though it
seems that their selection was no longer left to the judgement of the urban praetor
{cf. Cicera, pro Clusnsio, 121, and Lengle, RE s.v. “tribunus’, no. 1, col. 2434; Cic.,
in Pir. 904: neque lagetur quisquer voluerit, nec quisgues noluerie non legetur, .. . tudices
iudicabunt & quos lex ipsa, non quos hominum Kbido delegerit); their selection was
handed over, though it is not very clear how, to election by the comitia centuriata;
Asc. in Pir. p. 21, 15 £ Stangl: rursus deinde Pompeius tn consulaen secundo . . .
promulgavit ut amplissimo ex censu ex centurits aliter atque antea lecti indices, aeque
tamen ex illts tribus ordinibus, res iudicarent. In my opinion A. Momigliano, BCAR
LIX 1931, 175~6, was right in emphasizing the alwrations made by Pompey in the
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selection of jurors; yet it is also possible that in the words amplissimae ex ordine there
is a reference to some new detail introduced by Pompey (Hill, p. z12). Although
we know that the reform of the comitia centuriata made the reladonship between
tribes and centuries very close, I am not sure whether it is right to speak, as Hill,
p. 178, does, of a “selection . . . by tribes’ instituted by Pompey.

For a comparison with the organization of the first Senate of Romulus which is
described in Dion. Hal. 1T 12, see Gabba, Athengenm N5, XXAVII 1960, 216-18.
CE. W. Ensslin, ‘Appian und dic Liviustradition zum ersten Bilrgerkrieg', Ao XX
19256, 41565,

See H. Last, CAA TN 894 £.: Er. ¢ Soc. 140 £. [= 127 f. above].

Papirius to the year 88 8¢, it would be a serious matter, but [ do not see any ade-
quate reason for abandoning the traditional date, After earlier doubts the traditional
dating in 89 nc is re-established, in my view decisively, by Badian, Hestorza XVIII
1960, $H1—~75.

Cass. Dio, XLIIT 25, 1, says that the eribunt aerars of the fex Aurelia of 70 BC came
sx roil opidow, but cf. Cie, pro Planc. 21, and in general Hill, p. 212 £,

Cf, also the proposals made by Sallust to Caesar: iudices a paucts probari regnum est,
ax pecunia legt tnhonestum: quare omnas primae classis iudizare placet, sed numera
plurer guam iudicant (pa.-Sall., ad Caer. 1 7, 11, to be taken in conjunction with II
3» 2-3)-

Cf. Livy, I 43, 10; Cic. de Rep. II 39; Dion. Hal. IV 20, 3—4. I believe that on this
section of Appian (g, 265) we should accept the interpretation of Mommsen, 5%
I 270, which is that given in the text above. The different view of Meyer, *Die
angehliche Centurienteform Sullas’, Hermes XO{XIII 1898, 652—4, which has often
been adopted (e.g. recently by Pared, IIT 559}, maintains rather that Sulla took all
legislative power from the comitia tributa. However, the natural interpretation of
the first phrase of g9, 266, seems to be that Sulla made the auwceoritar patram obliga-
tory for the comitia tribura, a measure which he renewed in 81 sc. For a fuller
discussion of the problem and for bibliography [refer to my Comm.? on §g, 2667,
and on 100, 466-7 (pp. t71-z and pp. 273-5). For some theories of C. Nicolet,
MEFR LXXI 1949, 211-25, in my opinion unacceptable, I refer to my arguments
in Athengam, N5 XX KVIIL 1060, 213, 0. 108.

. It is impossible to say whether Cicero, pro fose. Am. 2, refers to the equestrian

origin of the Senatorial jurors: qui (you, the jurors) ex cevizate in Senatum proprar
dignitatern, ex Senati in hoc consifium delecti estis proprer severitatem; for the view
that it does so refer see H. Strasburger, Concordia ordinum, Leipzig 1931, 10.

See, e.g., Cic. pro. Rosc. Am. 146; Q. Cic. de per. cons. g; Asc. in orat. in toga cand.
p. 69, 202 Stangl; App. | 9%, 442 and 109, 482; Livy, Per. LXXXIX; Flor, I g, 5.
Cf. Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic, Oxford 1921, I 59 and Hill, Middle Class,
148—7.

Hill, £Q XXVI 1932, loc. cit. and td. Meddle Class, vy0.

R. Syme, PESR XIV 1938, 22-1, anticipated by W. Schur, ‘Homo novus’, 5F
CHXUXIV 1929, 54 f. and H. Strasburger, Concordia ordinum, 9-10.

See Es. & Soc. z70 £, [= 98 abave].

Far Atticus see A, H. Byrne, T, Pomponius Articus, Bryn Mawr 1920, §2—4; for the
emigration see Bennett, Cinna and His Times, §8-9.

Cf. the exhaustive discussion of I, Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, Princeton
1950, Il 1116-18.

This seems an appropriate occasion to reply briefly to the points made agzinst me
by H. Hill, Athenasum N5, XX XII 195%, $27—-12, about my remacks on his use of
the term ‘Middle Class’ to indicate the Roman equestrian class (Er. ¢ Soe. 341~%
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[= 128 £, above]). I never dreamt of saying that the equestrian class did not exist
in the Republican period as an ords whose digniras was distinet from that of the
Senate (see also my remarks on the equestrian census: thid, 335—9 [== 125 f. above]),
nor that the remarks of Plin, NA XK 1 (7), 29 and 2 (8), 34, were erronecus.
I would simply repeat that for the Bepublican period we cannaot, in my view, speak
of the equestrian class as a *middle class’ in the normal economic and soctal use of
the term as we find it today; Pliny in fact refers to a tripartite division of the Roman
citdzen body which is solely pofitical in character and which applies to the Imperial
period, although, obviously, there are references to Senators, Equites and Plebs
earlier than that. Indeed, under the Empire the equestrian order is found side by
side with Senate and people on Roman documents (Stein, Der rdmische Ritterstand,
Murich 1927, 57-8). Finally, I repeat that the term ‘middle class’ for the ordo
eguester is acceptable only with the meaning it bears in the andent sourcss, viz.
without any reference to the economic and social structure of the Roman state (&,
¢ Soc. 342 £ [= 128 . above] and more recently T. R. 5. Broughton, CP4 L 1055,
27561

. Cf. Gabba, *Note Appianee’, Avhengenm N5, XXXIIL 1955, 218 f. = F1. ¢ Soc.

537 £

See most recently to this effect, with some reservations of varying importanee, L.
R. Taylor, Party Politics in the Age of Cagsar, Berkeley: Los Angeles 1949, 52, and
Pareti, III 620, The passage of Schol. Gron., p. 326, 20 Stangl, is worthless: see
Willems, 1* 400.

Niceolini, /f tribunate della plebe, Milan 1931, 104; Hill, Middle Class, 14%; Pared,
I 72a.

For Cicero, div. in Caec. &, see Willemns, I? 414 and see alzo the latters excellent
discussion at p. 409 f.

See Cic. pro drehia, 11: Cicero’s argument would have been greatly helped by a
menton of the abolition of the censorship.

Mommsen, $8 I1* 336—7 and notes.

Cf. Mommsen, SR I[? ya6-7 and 111 1219-20; Hill, Middle Class, 148.

Following the reading of C. Pietrangeli, La scoperfa di nuovi frammenti del
Senatusconsulivm de Ascleptade’, BIDR LI-LIT 1948, 284 and 2913 cf. R, K. Sherk,
Roman Documents from the Greek East, Baldmore 1969, no. 22, pp. 124-32.

Cf. also L. Gallet, D VI 1937, 391. For Sulla’s censorial powers see G. Tibiletti,
STV 1959, 1a1-2,

CL. ]. Carcopino, La Lot de Hidron et lex Romains, Paris 1914, 1oz £,

Willems, I* 225 £.

Willems, T g11.

The passage of Cicero, div. in Caec. 8, on the popular desire for the censorship
seems to confirm my explanation: T. P. Wiseman, JRS LTX 1969, 65.

Cf. R. Syme, The Roman Revolution, Oxford 1939, 66; Broughton, The Magestrates
af the Roman Republic, Il 126,

CL. L. R. Taylor, TAPAA LXKIII 1942, 13, n. 23.

See especially Cic. pro Cleereio 117 £ and Willems, I* 412 £, g17-20,

For a different interpretation of. Carcopine, Des Gracgues a Sulla®, 443, 0. 151,

Cf. T Frank, CPAXIX 1924, 332 £,

See my Commentary on Appian for details.

That the laws de civicare found application in successive senatus consulza is clear
from Livy, Per. LXXX and LXXXIV; Sisenna, fr. 119 Peter {perhaps referring to
the fex fulia of go nc). Cf. Gran. Lic. p. 21, 9 Flemisch and Willems, II 6285 and n. 2.
Cf. Taylor, Party Polttics, §2 and n. 10 {p. 200).

Cf. Ex, ¢ Soc. 250 f. [= 89 f.above].
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* PPV 1990, G6-8. See K. E. Smith, “The lex Plotia agraria and Pompey's Spanish
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veterans', OQ MN.S. VII 1947, 825, rightly linking the passage of Plut, Zucall. 14,
4 with the law.

. On the contents of the Jex Flasda see esp. Cic. ad Are. 1 19, 4.

Ram. Alterth. I* 115, According to G. Humbert, in Daremberg-Saglio, Diceton.
des Are. T 164, the law In question was the same as the fex Plaveia de civitare.
Leges publicae populi Romani, Milan, 1913, 342.

. Hiseotre romaine, 11 190 £, Cf. Des Gracgues & Swila®, Paris 1952, 4023,
. Das Leiralter des Marius und Swlla {Kiio, Beiheft 46), Leipzig 1942, 129 and n. 2.

Ci. also Vancura, RE s.v. "leges agraniae’, col. 1155,

Commientationes epigraphicae, 1, Berlin 1850, 162 (thence E. De Ruggiero, *agrariae
leges’, Encicl. Giurid, Jtal, 846). However, many reservations had already been
raised both by A, Macé, Les lois agraires chey fes Romains, Paris 1846, 415, n. 1,
who wanted to place it in a year between 64 and 61 pc, and by Ed, Laboulaye, *Des
lois agraires chez les Romains', Revue de Législation et de_Jurisprudence XII 3, 1846,
46.

Farti dei eribune defla plebe, Milan 1934, 746 (rribunes of uncertain date). See also
P, Terruzzi, ‘agrarie leggi’, Encrcl. feal, 936

Niccolini, op. cit. 251, places Plautius in the college of 6o, rightly rejecting the
traditional dating which put him in 73=-72 8c. The date of 70 Bc was earlier ad-
vanced by Ed. Meyer, Caerars Monarchie und das Pringipar des Pompetus®, 1922,
341, and is now accepted by L. R, Taylor, "Caesar’s early career’, CPE X HXVI
1941, 121 and n. 32 (cf, also *Caesar and the Roman nobility’, T.4PA4 LY XIIT

1942, 11): as we shall see, there are some factors which make che latter date prefer-
able.

. “Wéritable harangue’ Carcopino calls it, ffise, rom. II 682 (cf. César, Paris 1950,

722). It is missing in the collecdons of fragments of Oratores Romani by H. Meyer
and E. Malcovati,

Carsit Dionis Historiae Romanae guae supersuat, I, Hamburg 1750, 152, § 15:
followed, in his identification of Metellus, by H. Smilda, in U1, P. Boissevain, Cassif
Lonis Hist. Rom. quae supersunt, IV fndex Historicus, 1926, 110,

Carcopino, ap. cit, T 625 (of. Oérar 6650,

CE. Plut. Pomp. 45.

Op. cit. §3, 0. 5. See M. Gelzer, Pompeius, Munich 1949, 143.

Sall. Hese. IV 49 Maur.; Vell. IT 30, 2.

See A, Garzetti, Achenaenm N.5. XX 1042, 20 and notes.

Notes to Review of Badian
REIC LK KKV 1959, 189-99.

. The dedication with which Badian has prefaced his book is & fine testimony to the

position held by Italian scholarship in the field of ancient history and must be a
matter of great satisfaction to all Italian readers,

. More generally it may be said thar the attention given to the salient moments in the

history of Rome's foreign relations has led to some neglect of the principles which
underlay the Roman attitude in the third and second centuries pe; these have been
outlined by Fraccaro in Opuscada I 27 £, (1] corso della storia romana’) and p. 103 £.
{"L'organizzazione politica dell'ltalia romana”) and in my view are amply con-
firmed by B.'s study.
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Notes

In the Verrines Cicervo calls them fderae et dmmunes bat this formula probably goes
back to the fex Rupilia, ie. to a time when the concept of ffertas was changed and
it was felt necessary to make explicit the point that the citles enjoyed immumitas also

(sce Badian, pp. 87-9).

. CF, also Pareti, Storfa of Homa e del mords Romana, 1T 181 1.
. He atresses this opinion in Part IT as well, e.g. 2t p. 287 £, but [ cannot persnade

myself that he is right.

. On this point it would be possible to enlarge by consulting the fine work of H. .

Schmitt, Rom und Rhodos, Munich 1957, 129 £, 191 £ We must remember that the
dedications of the Lycians, attesting gratitude to the Roman peaple for the freedom
obtained, are to be dated around 167 BC (Degrassi, BCAR LXXIV 1951—2 (pub.
1954), 19 £, = Scrieei vari & antichird, [ 19682, 414 £; TLLRP v74-5), and in one of
these {(Degrassi, BCAR cir. p. 21 = JLLRP 175) the Boman people is called
cognatus of the Lycians, a nice parallel with the case of Segesta (Badian, p. 37).

. The same can be said for the Senate’s opposition to transmarine colonizaton (p.

163 ), on which see Fraccaro, *Lex Flaminea®, Qpuscula, I 204-5.

. Badian, p. 171, r. 1. Badian's argument on the 8Mer of Caius (Plut. Gracehs 8, 9)

is hypothetical and in fact does not allow for the way in which the speeches of the
two Gracchi were transmirted, In the same way his remarks on Vettius (p. 170) do
not seem to be valid since they rest on the fragile suggestion of Minzer that he
belonged to the Verdi Sabini. See Badian, Historia X1 1962, 201, n. 19,

. He should also have discussed App. I 1o, 41 (cf. my Commentary® on Appiani Hell.

Civ. 1. 1, Florence 1967, 20) which attests the existence in allied communities of
the same class distinctions as at Rome (zee also [ 21, 86—7 and Commentary, 67). [
agree with Badian, p. 179, n. 2, that Velleius’ tane is chetoral, but I note that the
evidence of II 6, 2, about Caius Gracchus has been explained, if somewhat tenta-
tively, by Fraccaro, Studies Robinson, 11 892 f. = Opuscrda, IT 85 £, a5 an allusion
to the colonization of Cisalpine Gaul by Fulvius Flaccus.

Cf. his note Q on p. 206, I will not refute his comments made there, which I cannot
accept at all, and I refer the reader to my Commentary on the passages concerned.
Badian's comment on App. I 18, 73 £ {p. 175, n. 8) is not clear to me.

So p. 186, but at p. 301 "interposed a single veto': why, if the rogatio had not even
been promulgated ?

If evenrs had followed Badian's chronology, it would be difficult to see what Caius
was doing from July r2a (failure in third election) to ¢ June 121, the date of the
vote on the rogatio Minucia.

Badian's interpretation (repeated in Miszoria XI 1962, 226 and n. 104) is sccepred
also by Brunt, JRS LV 196y, 94 and by E. J. Weintih, Historia XIX 1970, 442:
wrongly in my opinion (see Aufstiag und Niedergang der rimerchen Welr, T, Berlin—
New York 1972, 787—9).

So rightly G. Samonad, GIF XTI 1948, 111, though I find his proposal to correct the
Faesulae of Flotus, IT 6, 11 unacceptable, In spite of Badian's objections (FHestorie
XTI 1062, 226, n. 107) this interpretation is also accepted by Brunt, JAS LV 1965,
94 and by Heurgon, "L’ Ombrie & ['époque des Gracques et de Sulla’, et dal prime
Convegno df Studs Umbrr, Perugia 1964, 123,

Badian's argument from Plut. Mar. 41, 4 (p. 222) is not, | think, acceptable; it is not
easy to believe that the farmers and the free shepherds mentioned there as following
Marius in 37 8¢ (he also called the slaves to freedom) are to be identified with small
proprietors. On the contrary, they must correspond to the freedmen, cofoni and
pastores, who, along with slaves, made up the troops enrolled by Domitius Aheno-
barbus on his estates according to Caesar, BC [ 34 and §6. On their status see R. M.
Haywood, A JPh LIV, 1913, 149-50. Moreover, what is said by B. at p. 297 (note
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Notes 261

5) is not convincing: the Marian soldiers who supported Saturninus in the voting
of 100 s and who came in from the fields {App. 1 29, 132) are clearly citizens, and
I do not see how they can have come, as B, believes, from Eroruria, or at least from
those districts of Erruria which later sided with Marius in the eivil war. B.'s hypo-
thesis (pp. 234-5) that in 91 Bc Marius had incited the Erruscans and Umbrians
against Dirusus' laws thus falls to the ground.

Certainly the anti-Roman outhreak at Asculum must have had a popular character.
B. does not seem to have considered App. I 38, 170: when the Romans got to
know {of the secret agreements of the socit) mepiérepmay de rie wddes dmd odde rods
dndoroy pddiora dmrydelovs, ddards rd wypdpera éferdlean. 1 think we can infer from
this that Servilius, for example, must have had connexions with the district of
Asculum. The case of Servilius is mentioned in Diod. XXX VII 13, in connexion
with an cbscure episode in which the protagondses are a C. Domitius (identified by
Miinzer with the consul of 96 pe: RE s.v. "Domitus’, no. 21, col. 1327) and Poppae-
dius Silo {for the chronology see also my Commentary on Appian, p. 1z2). Tt
Domitius had functions analogous to those of Servilius in this episede but in the
territory of the Marsi, might one conclude that he had efientelas in that districe? One
could link this suggestion with the enrolments of Marsi and Paeligni in 49 by L.
Domitius Ahenobarbus, As is known, he promised his soldiers allotments from
his own estates (Caesar, BCT 15, 7, and 17, 4); these allotments should have been
in that district since it seems difficult to believe that he promised them land in
Etruria. Note also the Augustan poet Domitius Marsus.

On the Domidi (p. 314) B. is right to reject the view of Duval {(Gaflia VII 1949,
216 £.) that the proconsulship of Cn. Domitdus Ahenobarbus in Narbonensis lasted
until 118 5c and later (so also Degrassi, ILLRPT p. 259). The basis for this view—
i.e. that since the milestone of Ahenobarbus recently discovered reckons the miles
from Narbo, it must be later than the foundation of the colony (118 8c) — will not
do, as is now shown by the milestone of C. Aurelius Cotma of 252 Be found in Sieily
{De Vi, Kdwalos [ 1955, 1o L the dating is not certaing Degrassi, Serietf vard o
amtechiva, I 1967, 199-204), on which the miles are reckoned from Agrigentam.
Narbo was an important city even before the foundation of the colony. On the
vexed problem of the date of Narho Martius see Badian, Roman Imperialism in the
fate Repubiic®, Oxford 1068, o8, n. 32, and B. Levick, OO0 XK1 1971, 1700,

I should like to make it clear that I have never tried to show Sertorius as the cham-
pion of the [ralians in Spain (B, p. 269, n. 7): this Is only a suggesdon of Piganial's,
Hestoirg de Fome, Paris 1949, 166, It was rather my intention ro depict the struggle
of Sertorius as the continuation of the war fought by the Marians in Traly: see Fs. ¢
Soc. 312 £, 325 £. [= 114 £, 120 £ above]. Whether for this purpose Sertorius used
the support of elements that had recently or in carlier times come to Spain from
southern Italy is another question.
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