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The destruction of the Roman republic, irrespective of other factors, came about
as a result of civil wars. The nature of the Roman revolutionary army and the
manner in which it carried out the work of destroying the state has not always
been properly understood. Keaveney believes this has happened because of both a
misunderstanding of the nature of the source material and a mistaken approach to
the historical problem it poses. This book therefore concerns itself with the intru-
sion of the army into the political sphere and with the consequences which flowed
from it. Contrary to what is often assumed, Keaveney demonstrates that Sulla,
and not Marius, created the Roman revolutionary army and that its economic
motivation was perhaps less than its political. In essence, the development and
changes in the army will be traced over two generations, and it will be demon-
strated that what Sulla began, Octavian finished.
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PREFACE

Scholars in the humanities rarely agree on anything much. There is, however, one
matter about which there is, so far as I am aware, no debate. Irrespective of other
factors, the destruction of the Roman republic came about as the result of a series
of civil wars. I do not dissent from this view, but study of the period over a
number of years has convinced me that the nature of the Roman army as a revolu-
tionary force and the manner in which it destroyed the republic have not always
been fully understood by modern historians. There is, therefore, I believe, room
for a new examination of this self-evidently important topic. Thus this book rep-
resents a fresh attempt at analysing the role of the legions in the last century BC
in the ruin of the republic and the introduction of empire.

The genesis of the work can be traced back to a paper entitled ‘Sulla the Warlord
and Other Mythical Beasts’ which I gave at the Sixth International Conference of
the International Plutarch Society in Nijmegen / Castle Hernen in May 2002. It
was subsequently published in L. De Blois, J. Bons, T. Kessels and D. M.
Schenkeveld, The Statesman in Plutarch’s Works (Leiden, 2005, vol. 2, pp. 297—
302). By kind permission of Professor De Blois it is, with some modifications,
incorporated in section 1(b) of the present work. The title of this book does not,
as might perhaps be supposed, derive from a recent work by Fergus Millar but
rather from George Rudé’s The Crowd in the French Revolution. Mine is, of course, a
different kind of book from his but I like to think that my title, while it ade-
quately describes the contents, also conveys in some way the sense of inspiration
I derived from reading Rudé’s work long ago as an undergraduate.

At a crucial stage (Michaelmas 2004) I was granted a Visiting Research
Fellowship by the National University of Ireland, Galway. I am grateful for the
opportunity to pass that term there in uninterrupted research. My own university
then generously gave me study leave for the Lent term (2005) which allowed me
to continue what I had begun in Galway.

Once again Robin Seager has kindly read a manuscript of mine and made com-
ments. Louise Earnshaw-Brown has also had something to say about some of it.
Their advice has been of profit to me but neither must be held to have any respon-
sibility whatsoever for anything I have written.

ix



PREFACE

Now I must for the third time record my good fortune in having Aisling
Halligan prepare my text. As on previous occasions, she has shown skill, despatch
and patience. Go bhfdga Dia an tsldinte aici.

Finally I thank my wife Jenny for help with reading the typescript and the
proofs.

Arthur Keaveney
University of Kent
July 2006



INTRODUCTION

The aim of this work may be stated succinctly. It proposes to study the part the
Roman army played in the destruction of the Roman republic in the last century
before Christ and to make a significant contribution to its understanding.

In its essentials then this book will be concerned with the intrusion of the army
into the political sphere and with the consequences which flowed from it. In this
introductory chapter therefore we shall be concerned first of all with sketching the
historical background into which our study of the army and its actions must be
inserted. Then we shall set forth what we believe to be the problems attendant on
a study such as this and the proposed method of approaching them.

(a) The historical background

The Greek historian Appian of Alexandria, one of our chief sources, says that
Rome was first ruled by kings. Then when the Romans got rid of them they
established what he calls a demokratia. Eventually, however, with the dictatorship
of Sulla regal rule resumed.' Modern scholars might, I suspect, dispute some of
this. There has been a debate as to just how democratic the Roman republic was®
and most people would equate what Appian calls the resumption of kingly rule
not with Sulla but with the disguised autocracy of Augustus.’ Yet there is no
doubt that, in the essentials, Appian has got it right.* He is describing what we
call the Roman revolution, or that change in her system of government from a
republic to an empire.” The rule of an oligarchy gave way to that of one man. In
the republic an aristocracy filled the offices of state and effectively controlled the
executive, electoral and legislative business.® Now those who shared in the rule of
the emperor did so by his leave.’

The causes of this great change® have naturally been a subject for discussion and
debate. Whatever disagreement there may be on points of detail, most scholars
would agree, I suspect, that the problems of the republic which ultimately led to
its destruction came about because of the failure both of its rulers and of its insti-
tutions to adapt to the acquisition of an empire.” Save for the discussion of one
pertinent issue, namely the change which came about in the composition of the
army," we shall not be entering into this debate. The reason is simple. By the



THE ARMY IN THE ROMAN REVOLUTION

time the army begins to play its part, the changes, however we try to account for
their origin, have already begun to work through and make themselves manifest.
Our concern, thus, is with the army’s reaction to or shaping of contemporary
events.

This means that we can begin our survey at the point most others do: the year
133. Then, for the first time, it became clear something was wrong. The tribune
Tiberius Gracchus was murdered and, as had never happened before in Roman
history, a political question was settled by recourse to violence. For the next fifty
years or so murders of this sort were to recur at irregular intervals. Tiberius’
brother Caius went the same way as he a few years later. Then in 100 it was the
turn of Saturninus and Glaucia. Some ten years after, Livius Drusus perished, and
he was followed in 88 by his imitator P. Sulpicius.

These violent clashes are usually characterised as a struggle between populares
and optimates."! A popularis was one who claimed to be acting on behalf of the
people, while those who closed ranks against the perceived threat posed by him
styled themselves optimates. Despite their intensity these engagements were inter-
mittent and had actually been occurring for some fifty years before the army
intervened in public life."

On a sanguine view this could be taken as indicating that the state was, despite
its troubles, still essentially stable.” Such optimism should be tempered by one
consideration. The Romans were becoming habituated to violence and it was
beginning to be regarded as a natural way to solve political issues both domestic
and foreign. For instance, in 88, when the tribune Sulpicius was planning contro-
versial legislation, he accepted as a matter of course that his opponents would use
force and so he enrolled a bodyguard. A few years before, the Romans as a whole
had been presented with a demand for enfranchisement by the Italians. Their res-
olute refusal obviously owes something to their being a proud and warlike people
but we can also attribute it to a propensity for violence regardless of what the con-
sequences might be.

Eventually the struggle between populares and optimates did bring the army into
public life but in a way some find hard to believe: by accident.' In 88 Sulla found
himself in danger just as Tiberius Gracchus had once been. But where Tiberius
turned to the people, Sulla turned to the army and invited them, as citizens, to
take sides in a political issue. They responded positively.

But Sulla did not march on Rome in 88 just to chastise his enemies. He had
already pondered the problems which beset Rome and he now brought in laws to
remedy them. Events, though, swept them away, but he was back in 81 with a
more comprehensive programme, which however was not destined to last either."”
It could very well be claimed that this constitution of Sulla’s failed because the ills
it was intended to remedy were by now too deep-rooted to admit of a cure. It
looks, however, as if the Romans would not have agreed.

Comprehensive legislation, swiftly enacted, seems to have been deemed suffi-
cient to put matters to right. That, at least, is the impression both Caius Gracchus
and Livius Drusus give with their proposed laws brought in during their tribu-



INTRODUCTION

nates. Sulla himself fits this pattern.’® In 88, in the midst of all his troubles, he
found time to bring in some necessary laws which he seemed to think would
endure. He soon found out they would not, but in 81, when he devised a more far-
reaching programme, proclaiming it as marking the start of a new age for Rome,
he still found time to pursue the siege of an Italian town."” But it is surely the
Liberators who furnish the most grotesque example of a simplistic approach to
Rome’s problems. As is well known, they thought that all that was required to
restore the republic was to murder Caesar.

Sulla’s constitution was, in fact, the last large-scale attempt to shore up the
republic.'® It was, however, a failure as we said. That failure, I believe, can be put
down to two circumstances. First of all, unlike Augustus, Sulla did not live long
after its promulgation and hence was unable to lend his authority to those who
sought to come to its defence.” Secondly, those to whom he entrusted it proved
incapable of making it work. There were ardent supporters of his system such as
Lucullus and equally enthusiastic opponents like Caesar, but the vast majority
displayed a stodgy indifference. So long as their basic position was not threatened
then they could tolerate the chipping away, in the 70s, of what they regarded as
peripheral.”” One suspects they knew what really needed to be done but were
happy for others to do it.”

But, however we explain the failure, we cannot escape the fact that laws
designed to bring concord and harmony did not, so that by the 50s Rome was in
a state of virtual anarchy. Clodius with his antics illustrates what a tribune, freed
once more from constraint, could do. But the percipient will have seen the even
greater danger to come as they observed how Caesar, displaying utter contempt
for the institutions of the republic, pushed through his consular legislation (59),
by violence.”

Yet all of this, though serious, had nothing to do with the second intervention
by the army in politics. When it came, it resembled the first in many ways.” Like
Sulla, Caesar was in danger. His enemies proposed to recall him from Gaul and
launch a prosecution for what he had done in 59, before he could achieve immu-
nity by assuming a second consulship. Caesar’s dignitas was wounded and so, like
Sulla, he led his army on Rome. Like Sulla, however, he found few friends in a
hostile senate.” But there the resemblances end. It was given to Sulla to march a
second time on Rome, and then as a champion of the senate with a majority of the
fathers backing him. And there was another great difference. From the start Sulla
had a clear notion of what he wanted to accomplish in the political sphere. Hence
his legislation to strengthen the republic after both his marches. Caesar, on the
other hand, does not seem to have clearly formulated any plan for the future of
Rome.”

From this there follows an important consequence. Once its task was done in
82, Sulla dismissed his army and, as we saw, set about what was essentially a work
of repair. Caesar, in spite of the bulk of his legislation, seems to have had no defi-
nite concept of what he wanted and at the time of his assassination had already
put the problem to one side in order to make an expedition against Parthia.
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Having effectively destroyed the republic, he left a threefold legacy: a state
which was no more than a shell; quarrelling heirs; and troops ready to assist those
heirs in pursuing their quarrels.

These heirs eventually established themselves as the Triumvirate.” This was no
more than an alliance of convenience, and the last years of the republic’s shadowy
existence down to the battle of Actium are the story of how these men sought to
gain an advantage over each other. Octavian emerged the eventual winner and
transformed himself from a gangster into Augustus the wise and benign.”

Thus we can see that the army played its part twice in the Roman revolution,
once in the age of Sulla and again in the time of Caesar and the Triumvirs. Our
task therefore now is not merely to describe the characteristics of this army and
chronicle its actions but also to explain them.

So we now turn to confront the problem this poses.

(b) The nature of the problem

The problem confronting the student of the revolutionary army may be illus-
trated by reference to a passage of Plutarch and modern scholarly reaction to it.
The passage in question is Plutarch S#//z 12. It forms part of the narrative of the
First Mithridatic War. We are in late 87, the Pontic forces have invaded Greece
and Sulla has been sent to deal with them. He is currently besieging Athens.
However, being denied supplies from home he is obliged to levy monies from the
shrines of Greece.” Plutarch was indignant at this, as he tells us how those who
were taking the treasures from Delphi were upset:

So the treasures were sent away and certainly most of the Greeks did not
know what was happening. But the silver jar, the last of the royal gifts
still in existence, was too large and heavy for the baggage animals to
carry and the Amphictyons were compelled to cut it into pieces. As they
did so they called to mind the names of Titus Flamininus and Manius
Acilius and Aemilius Paulus too. One of these had driven Antiochus out
of Greece and the others had conquered the Kings of Macedonia. And
these men had not only kept their hands off the temples of the Greeks,
but had endowed them and honoured them and done much to add to the
general respect in which they were held. But these, they reflected, were
the lawfully constituted commanders of disciplined troops who had
learnt to obey orders without a murmur; they were kingly in soul, but
moderate in their personal outlay, keeping their expenditure to the ordi-
nary fixed allowances of the time; and they thought that to show
subservience to their own soldiers was more disgraceful than to show fear
in the face of the enemy. But now the generals of this later period were
men who had risen to the top by violence rather than merit: they needed
armies to fight against one another rather than against the public enemy:
and so they were forced to combine the arts of the politician with the
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authority of the general. They spent money on making life easy for their
soldiers and then, after purchasing their labour in this way, failed to
observe that they had made their whole country a thing for sale and had
put themselves in a position where they had to be slaves of the worst sort
of people in order to become masters of the better. This is what caused
the exile of Marius and this is what brought him back against Sulla. This
is what made Cinna’s party murder Octavius and Fimbria’s party murder
Flaccus. And here it was Sulla more than anyone else who set the exam-
ple. In order to corrupt and win over to himself the soldiers of other
generals, he gave his own troops a good time and spent money lavishly
on them. He was thus at the same time encouraging the evils of both
treachery and debauchery. All this required much money and especially
was it required for this siege.”

Now, all this appears plausible and coherent and, in fact, has been accepted as
such even by those who have set out to present profound and critical analyses of
our period.” Sulla is behaving in the way textbooks teach us Roman army com-
manders behave in the late republic.”” In short he is a warlord.”

When we probe it, however, Plutarch’s account is found to be false in every par-
ticular. I pass over his failure to mention that Greeks had already done this kind
of thing and that Sulla had repaid what he had taken.” I want instead to concen-
trate on his position and actions as a Roman.

To begin with, while we may acknowledge that Sulla was a figure of controversy,
he was, nevertheless, a properly constituted consul and proconsul, and attempts to
deprive him of his command were violent and unlawful. Certainly Sulla never saw
himself as anything but the duly appointed servant of the Roman state and went
to extreme lengths to emphasise it. The facts of Sulla’s career are well known and
amply refute the charge that he had risen by violence rather than merit. Ultimately,
of course, Sulla did fight a civil war over the issue of legitimacy but it is straining
credulity to say he was nourishing his troops in order to turn them against the
state. Plutarch’s own text shows him using them to fight an enemy of Rome. It is
certainly true Sulla saw to it that his troops were well rewarded — at the expense of
the people of Asia. We must realise, however, that this was not the attempt to buy
their loyalty which we might infer from reading Plutarch. Rather, he was punish-
ing the Asiatics for their disloyalty and providing his men with what every Roman
soldier regarded as his due, booty. Sulla feared that, upon returning home, his men
would follow custom and disperse to their homes. This is sufficient, I think, to dis-
pose of the notion that he had for some time been indulging them in order to use
them in an assault on Rome. Since Sulla had not, as Plutarch claims, made himself
a prisoner of his troops by purchasing their allegiance it will come as no surprise
to learn that their discipline, at all times, was exemplary.”

So it looks as though Plutarch has got it wrong, but the most telling observa-
tion is yet to come. After castigating Sulla for his lawlessness and his robberies, in
order to bribe his troops whom he is going to lead against his country, Plutarch
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calmly announces that the Roman commander is actually collecting the money to
prosecute the siege of Rome’s enemies in Athens.

I cannot pretend to be able to say where Plutarch ultimately derived his erro-
neous view of Sulla from.” So far as we are concerned, it may not anyway be a
matter of great moment. It is far more important that we see clearly its exact
nature. That comes from a comparison with Appian BC.5.17:

The majority of the commanders were unelected, as happens in Civil
War, and their armies were recruited neither from the register according
to ancestral custom, nor to meet any need for their country. Instead of
serving the common interest, they served only the man who had enlisted
them, and even so not under compulsion of the law, but by private
inducements. Nor did they fight against enemies of the state, but against
private enemies, nor against foreigners, but against Romans who were
their equals in status. All these factors undermined their fear of military
discipline. They felt they were not so much serving in the army as lend-
ing assistance from personal goodwill and by their own choice, and that
their commanders were forced to rely on them to attain their private
ends. Desertion, formerly an unpardonable offence for a Roman, was at
that time rewarded by gifts, and it was practised by armies en masse and
by some prominent men, because they considered that changing like for
like was not desertion. All parties were alike and none of them had been
officially condemned as public enemies. The common pretext of the gen-
erals, that they were all assisting the interests of their own country, made
men readier to change sides since they were assisting their country wher-
ever they were. The generals understood this and tolerated this, knowing
that they ruled, not by law, but by bribes.”

The broad general similarity of this passage to the Plutarch needs no emphasis.
But there is a difference. Appian is not speaking of the 80s but of the Triumviral
period and, as will be demonstrated in this work, what he says is true. Thus we
are driven to the conclusion that Plutarch has inaccurately described Sulla as a
Triumvir or something very like it.

In this episode and its interpretation we have set before us the nature of our
problem. An ancient author has viewed matters from a false perspective and in
consequence has achieved a kind of concertina effect or a foreshortening of events.
What belongs in one period finds itself in another. In this he has been followed by
modern scholars who have opted for a static view of the revolutionary army. By
this last I mean they assume that once Marius, by his reforms in recruiting in 107,
supposedly created a professional or revolutionary army then its characteristics
were set and not to be altered. So Sulla’s role is that of a man who saw what Marius
could not, the potential of the new model army, and he was somebody who sought
to use it for political advantage. Caesar simply followed Sulla’s example, but from
different motives and to more deadly effect.
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But if we approach the history of the late republic from this viewpoint we miss
one simple fact which is yet of the highest importance. If we accept as most do
that the revolutionary period lasts from those reforms of Marius in 107 until the
battle of Actium in 31 then we are dealing with roughly two and a half genera-
tions. At the very least it can be conceded that there may have been some kind of
change and development in that period. We are, I hold, entitled to wonder if Sulla
was really Caesar or a Triumvir and if they all commanded the same kind of
troops.

This point may be underlined and emphasised by reflecting on a period of
modern French history. In 1783 France was ruled by a king and nobles, and the
system of government was feudal. Following the approach of ancient historians,
we would have to assume that in 1793 things were pretty much the same. But we
know that by then the king had been executed, feudalism and nobility abolished,
and France was ruled by a national Convention elected by male adult suffrage.”® It
is my contention that, while events in the late Roman republic did not move with
the rapidity of revolutionary France, we have, nevertheless, a substantial body of
source material which allows us to demonstrate that over a century the Roman
army, too, underwent many changes.

I propose to do this by examining this army under a number of broad headings.
We start, naturally, at the top and say something about the commanders. Then
follow two sections dealing with the economic status of the soldiers and the dis-
cernible characteristics they show. We next look at the ties which bound the
commander and his soldiers. Great importance, I believe, attaches to the political
consciousness of the soldier, and this is examined in depth. Others have argued in
the past that the desire for land played in motivating soldiers and so this too will
be put under close scrutiny. Finally we shall be looking at the somewhat neglected
topics of mutiny and desertion. With these studies I hope to establish that the
question of Rome’s revolutionary army is more intricate than has sometimes been
thought.”” My final chapter will bring together the results of the earlier ones and
present a rounded picture of the part played by the soldiers in the great events
which led to the downfall of the republic.”
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THE LEADERS AND THE LED

Any consideration of the role the Roman army played in the downfall of the
republic must inevitably begin with some preliminary remarks on that army and
those who led it. Later in this work we shall have a good deal to say about the
commander as a political figure.! Here though we shall begin by concentrating on
that commander as a military man and on how he became a success in his role. As
regards the soldiers themselves there has long been a belief that, throughout the
second century, the number of peasants who could meet the property qualification
necessary for service was slowly declining. Recently this view has been questioned
but I shall try to show that it is, in its essentials, correct. However I shall then go
on to demonstrate in the course of a discussion of the nature and composition of
the late republican armies that the admission of the landless to the legions did not
have the far-reaching consequences which are sometimes supposed. Finally we
shall close this chapter with a consideration of how commander and troops func-
tioned as a unit.

(a) The character of the leaders

At all times, the good commander was expected to share the life of his men and
experience what they experienced. It was believed he should undergo the same
labours, dangers and hardships as those he aspired to lead.?

This was held to begin in the city with those exercises which preceded the
departure on campaign. So Pompey was much praised and admired when,
although fifty-eight years of age, he showed great skill on joining in those exer-
cises prior to the Second Civil War.> Some sixty years previously, just before the
First Mithridatic War whose command he coveted, Marius drew a mixed recep-
tion when he likewise exercised on the Campus Martius. Some expressed
admiration for the performance of this seventy year old but others — Marius had
many enemies — merely derided him for his untimely ambition.? In the days of the
Cimbric invasion his fitness had also been remarked upon and we may assume
nobody scoffed then.’

Once in the field, those who gave orders are attested, in prominent cases, as
sharing in the life of those they led. This is illustrated beautifully in the Jugurthine
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War. When Marius went out as Metellus’ legate he rapidly became popular with
the men, sharing their rations and their labours. Then Sulla, as quaestor to Marius,
ingratiated himself with the men, sharing their duties and hardships. In one
respect, however, the two differed. Sulla not only lent money to the troops but
spoke fair words and made jests with them.® Caesar, too, was remarkable for his
endurance even though his health was often said to be uncertain.” He even went
so far as to call his soldiers ‘comrades’.®

The danger here is obvious. Over-familiarity could lead to a slackening of dis-
cipline.” Getting this right is, I would suggest, more of an intuitive art than an
intellectual skill. This is exemplified in the case of Caesar. He insisted on the
strictest discipline when faced with the enemy. On other occasions he was pre-
pared to indulge his troops and once remarked he did not care if a soldier stank of
perfume so long as he could fight." Sulla was another noted disciplinarian. When
he could, he would impose his authority with the traditional fustuarium or cudgel.
But he knew when to relax discipline, as at the siege of Athens for instance."
Lucullus, on the other hand, was plainly somewhat deficient in these arts."” For
most of the Third Mithridatic War his men obeyed him, but he inspired no love
or affection. Rightly or wrongly they resented his haughty manners, his way of
distributing booty and his prevention of the looting of Greek cities. This for a
time had no consequences, but then Lucullus found himself making an excep-
tional demand. When Sulla and Caesar did this their men responded positively.
Lucullus’ men refused.” If we employ the well-worn metaphor of drawing the
line, we may say that Sulla and Caesar were better at drawing it than Lucullus.

As we might predict, the commander was expected to share in the hazards of
the battlefield. We often hear of Roman generals who led from the front. This is
what Marius is said to have done at Aquae Sextiae.'” And this too was what
Lucullus did on the day of Tigranocerta.” A leader thus positioned in the thick of
the fight was in a position to direct affairs and bring aid to where it was needed.

Twice, once at Chaeronea and once at the Colline Gate, we hear of how Sulla
was able to cross from his right wing to his left when he discovered it was in trou-
ble."® Sertorius is said to have carried out a similar manoeuvre at Sucro.” A
commander in the midst of the fray was an inspiration to his troops. With his eye
upon them they would fight all the better, and Caesar has recorded for us several
instances where this happened.” In such a position the general might retrieve the
day by showing conspicuous gallantry. Many displays of this sort centred round
the standard. So when he could not rally his troops in any other way at Orchomenus,
Sulla grabbed a standard and ran between the opposing armies shouting at his
men that if they were asked where they had left their chief in the lurch they
should say it was at Orchomenus.'” Caesar behaved in a like fashion in the Second
Civil War at Dyrrachium, and earlier, in battle against the Nervi, he grabbed a
shield before pushing forward through the ranks.” Sometimes, though, if you
could not grab the standard you grabbed the standard bearer. This is what Caesar
did at Thapsus. He seized a standard bearer, twirled him round and pointed him
in the direction of the enemy.”

10
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Conversely we have pictures of generals who lose their nerve. Perhaps the most
pitiable is that of Pompey at Pharsalus. Seeing he was losing the day, he withdrew
to his tent and sat there speechless — like Ajax, as our source says. He only roused
himself from his stupor when the arrival of Caesar’s men made flight imperative.”
Likewise at Carrhae, Crassus acted indecisively when news came that his son was
in danger. But when word of the latter’s death spread fear in the ranks, he put his
private grief to one side and attempted to rally his men.”

It hardly needs saying that for a general to operate in the thick of things is to
put himself in considerable danger.” This would be increased by conspicuous
appearance and garb. Many of the leading figures of the late republic are described
as having striking looks, which must mean that, in a civil war, people who had
seen them in civilian life would remember them on the field of battle.” I would
venture to suggest that anybody who reads Plutarch’s description of Sulla’s appear-
ance will readily appreciate it was unlikely to be forgotten.”* Antony probably
carried less impact, but was nevertheless said to have had ‘a bold and masculine
look’.” While only Pompey could claim to look like Alexander the Great, he,
Lucullus and Caesar were all said to be tall.”*® A commander could also be picked
out by his attire. All eyes must have been on Lucullus on the day of Tigranocerta
for ‘he wore a steel breast plate of glittering scales, and a tassled cloak, and at
once, let his sword flash forth from its scabbard’.”” There were many too who saw
Crassus don an ill-omened black cloak instead of the usual purple. Realising his
mistake he changed, but too late. The coming disaster at Carrhae had been pres-
aged.® Another cloak with a dubious history was that worn by Caesar in the
Alexandrine War. It was captured by the enemy and hung up as a trophy.”' As we
read the account of this war we may perhaps be excused for thinking its owner was
lucky not to be inside it.””

Distinguishing clothing would serve to pick out the general not only for
Roman foes but also foreign. Although it is not specifically mentioned, we may
suspect Pompey’s garb marked him out when he made war on the Albanians. At
any rate their leader Cosis knew his target when he made straight for Pompey and
tried to kill him.** Something the same had happened in the war against Sertorius
except that in this instance we hear of the well decorated horse rather than his
rider.*

Indeed the general often operated from the vantage point of horseback and we
have specific testimony to the fact that some had begun their careers with the cav-
alry. Sulla, for instance, began his soldiering in this way with Marius in North
Africa.” Pompey, for his part, when he set out to join Sulla in the First Civil War,
did so at the head of a company of horse.” Often the horses mentioned are special.
Caesar had one with remarkable hooves which would obey only his commands.”
At the Colline Gate Sulla rode a magnificent white beast which attracted the
attention of the enemy. Two spears were thrown at it, but a quick-witted groom
gave it a touch of the lash so that it sped out of range.”

We turn now to something which is of the greatest importance but which
somewhat surprisingly has been rather neglected by modern scholars. I refer to
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the religious dimension.” Whatever the religious beliefs of the commanders I do
not think they would neglect to carry out the formal ceremonies attendant on
battle and on campaign in general.® The troops would expect them to be per-
formed.” The infrequent mention of such ceremonies means, I believe, that they
were carried out as a matter of course and required no especial comment.” Where
we do find allusion to them is precisely where we would expect to: occasions
where they had a special significance.

Although Sulla was a supremely religious man there is no mention in our liter-
ary sources of his taking the auspices.” But his coins almost certainly indicate that
he did. These depict trophies and augural symbols. The trophies refer to the vic-
tories at Orchomenus and Chaeronea. From this we are to infer that when Sulla
entered on office and took the auspices his zmperium had been declared iustum.
Then when he repeated them in the field the signs had been favourable and vic-
tory had been given.*

The ancient texts are more explicit about sacrifice at crucial moments in Sulla’s
career. For instance there was one made as he crossed the river Cephisus before
Chaeronea, as well as on both of the occasions he marched on Rome.* In the latter
instance the liver looked like a garland of laurel. This reminds us of what hap-
pened to the considerably less successful Crassus. As he was crossing the Euphrates
he made sacrifice too, only to drop the entrails.* We actually hear too of the /Jus-
tratio or purification by a Caesarian army in Africa.” Another preceded a more
famous battle. Both sides purified themselves before Philippi.*

Omens, it need hardly be said, were usually taken seriously. Once more we can
turn to Crassus, whose Parthian campaign provides a ready source of signs which
boded ill.¥ From among many we may mention that thunder and lightning
greeted the passage of the Euphrates, and once over, lentils and salt, usually con-
sidered offerings for the dead, were distributed to the men. Then, on the day of
the battle itself there came the donning of the ill-omened cloak we mentioned a
little earlier.”® By way of contrast we may cite the behaviour of the Euphrates
when Lucullus arrived at its banks some years before. He found the river in full
flood, but towards the evening it began to fall and next day became fordable, so it
was said the river-god had lowered the water for him.”' Perhaps it is worth men-
tioning also that even the most fortunate of men is said on one occasion to have
received a bad sign. Near Dyrrachium, as he prepared to cross over into Italy after
the First Mithridatic War, something which resembled a satyr was captured and
presented to Sulla. His horrified reaction showed he believed it presaged ill, and
it is not perhaps too fanciful to suggest that the doubts about his soldiers’ loyalty
which he subsequently recorded may owe something to this unpleasant
encounter.”

‘Turning’ an omen was very important for a general, and we can realise just how
important when we find Frontinus devoting a long section of his Strazagems (1.12)
to examples, both Greek and Roman, of generals who successfully carried out the
procedure. By ‘turning’ we mean making favourable a sign which at first sight
seems unfavourable. Even Crassus tried it. When he dropped the entrails (see
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above) he exclaimed that no weapon would fall from his hands. Caesar, on landing
in Africa, stumbled, but grabbed the ground shouting that Africa was in his
grasp.”” When the shields of his men and the breasts of his horses showed signs of
what looked like blood Sertorius said this foretold victory. These were the places
which would be spattered with the blood of the enemy.”* It was in this spirit, I
believe, that Lucullus acted on the day of Tigranocerta. Being told that this was
an unlucky day because it was the anniversary of the great Roman defeat at Arausio
(105) he, confident in the auspices he had received, declared they would make of
it a lucky day with their victory.”

We may, I think, characterise as routine the religious actions we have been
describing this far. They are what all generals will have done and there is nothing
in them peculiar to any one individual. But we now discover that many of the
leading military men of the late republic had a further religious dimension all of
their own. They will have acquired an extra weight and authority because they
were able to claim that the gods took an especial interest in them and manifested
this in signal ways.

The first figure we know of who made such claims to divine favour was Scipio
Africanus, the conqueror of Hannibal, but he is essentially an isolated figure.”
Arguably it is with Marius that a long line of the especially divinely favoured
begins.

Marius carted around with him a Syrian prophetess called Martha to whom he
had been introduced by his wife. She travelled in a litter and he made sacrifice as
she directed. Some sources say she actually foretold the outcome of battles.”” His
great enemy Sulla laid claim to a far greater and wider divine interest. He saw
himself as a man of virzus (or quality). Because of this the gods sent him bona for-
tuna (good fortune) which brought prosperity to his enterprises and to the
enterprises of those who consorted with him. The resulting state was one of fe/ici-
tas (felicity) and Sulla himself took the title Felix.”® So we hear of a constant
stream of favourable messages from the gods conveyed in various ways,” and a
career crowned with many successes.

One of the prominent features of Sulla’s belief was the conviction that certain
deities took an especial interest in him. One of these was Venus. His wayward dis-
ciple Pompey also acknowledged Venus as a patron and may even have attempted
to upstage his old chief with his displays in coin and building. In the 50s he
erected a shrine to Felicitas.* How long he had believed himself to be in posses-
sion of this quality we cannot say, but we do know that at the time of the passing
of the Manilian law Cicero was most anxious that his audience believe he had it.”
He compared Pompey to the generals of old who had this quality.® With it he had
achieved great success and would continue to do so.” This would be of the great-
est benefit to the state.

In many ways, what we know of Sulla’s more faithful disciple Lucullus mirrors
closely the master. Sulla believed the most trustworthy communications came
from the gods in dreams, and Lucullus won one of his victories at Cyzicus after
being counselled in a dream. No text explicitly states he possessed felicitas but
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strong circumstantial evidence suggests that he did. Nature could bend in favour
of him and those around him. The Euphrates sank for him, and when both he and
the Cyziceans required an animal for sacrifice on two separate occasions it pre-
sented itself to them. But most telling of all is the decision to fight on the day of
Arausio. Only a man confident of his fe/icitas would have done this, bringing to
mind for us another great proconsul who helped himself to the temple treasures
of Greece in the belief this was what the gods wanted.*

Caesar presents a more difficult case. There are those who give up and simply
declare his beliefs are unfathomable.” Those who are prepared to hazard an opin-
ion veer between lukewarm belief in the gods and outright atheism.% Personally
I would say that no belief in the divine could equal Caesar’s faith in Caesar.
However, the most securely and publicly attested higher power he acknowledged
was Fortuna. This it was that blessed his enterprises and gave them success.”

The modern reader who comes upon the instances of omen turning which we
mentioned above could be excused for thinking there was something a little
deceitful or fraudulent about them. Good signs were needed so good signs would
be got. Such a view must, however, be rejected. To act in this way was perfectly
consonant with Roman religious beliefs and practices.” Where there is occasional
room for some suspicion is in the claim of especial personal divine favour.

To my mind Sertorius presents us with an excellent example of this. In Spain
he acquired as a present a pet fawn. He put it about that it had been bestowed by
Diana and that it revealed secrets to him. Military intelligence, gleaned by normal
means, was regularly attributed to the fawn so that Sertorius acquired the name
of being the favourite of the gods among his Spanish following. The majority of
our ancient sources declare this was a mere contrivance to exploit the superstitions
of barbarians.”

Up to a point one has to agree.”” But one also has to remember that in exploit-
ing beliefs about a fawn Sertorius may have been playing, not on superstition, but
on genuine religious belief.” At any rate Roman soldiers were not immune from
such cynical treatment when it suited a commander. There are a number of
instances recorded of Caesar’s contempt for omens.”” Yet when, in 47, he was set-
ting out for Africa, he came upon a prophecy which said a Scipio would always
win there. Since his opponent was a Scipio he acquired one of his own. A useless
and degenerate scion of the family was dug out.” Perhaps in the light of the afore-
mentioned contempt for omens, this might be just a joke.”” But equally I would
maintain it was a necessary accommodation to the views and sensibilities of those
he commanded. Any discussions of the religious dimensions of the Roman com-
mander would not be complete without acknowledging that he — from our point
of view anyway — could go too far and indulge in human sacrifice.” We may start
with Mark Antony. After Philippi he had Q. Hortensius put to death because he
held him ultimately responsible for his brother’s death at the hands of Decimus
Brutus. The execution took the form of Hortensius being offered as an expiatory
sacrifice to the shade of the departed at his tomb.” Less well known is the similar
fate of Marius Gratidianus at the end of the First Civil War. He was responsible
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for the death of Q. Lutatius Catulus (cos.102), and this man’s son took his revenge
in the Sullan proscription, hauling his father’s murderer to his tomb and there
sacrificing him to the paternal spirit. Interestingly he seems to have lacked the
courage to do the deed himself and got Catiline to do it.”

We also have an obscure reference to some kind of sacrifice of soldiers Caesar is
supposed to have carried out in 46. Less puzzling is the story that Sextus Pompey
made a human sacrifice to Neptune. That would be fitting for a lord of the sea.”
Most intriguing of all to contemplate is the very real possibility that Octavian, soon
to become Augustus, indulged in the practice at least once. After the fall of Perusia
some reports say he sacrificed three hundred men of senatorial and equestrian rank
at the altar of the deified Julius. The day was the Ides of March and self-evidently
the ghost was being appeased.” Some doubt this story.* I suspect this is so because
it sits ill with the picture of a cold and calculating man who was to rule for forty
years. But one telling observation argues strongly for authenticity.” What is said of
Octavian has been said of other members of his class. He fits into an established pat-
tern of behaviour which may be illustrated by a number of examples.

So we have sketched, after a generic fashion, the salient characteristics of the
Roman general. Should he be successful then he would acquire a great name.”
Being renowned as a general meant the enemy feared you the more, while your
own men were more confident and men would flock to your side when you called.
In a passage relating to Caesar in Africa we hear of just such a demoralised enemy,
while the name and repute which brought this about encouraged Caesar’s own
forces.” Of course an appeal to one’s name could be for good or ill. When Pompey,
in the year before Civil War, said he could call up the men of Italy by stamping
his foot, there is some justification for seeing him as a representative of legitimate
government.* But I doubt if any such plea could be made for Marius when he
landed in Etruria in 87. He used the glamour of his name to recruit to do a great
mischief.*” A name could be inherited. Before his premature end the younger
Marius showed some signs of ability but we may suspect his consulship in 82 at
the age of 27 was largely due to the fact that his name would draw in recruits for
a cause which was beginning to look ever more desperate.*® Altogether more for-
tunate was Octavian, who launched his career by assuming the name of his
adoptive father Julius Caesar.”” Adoption reminds us that if you did not have a
glorious name of your own you could borrow or steal one. When Milo attempted
— unsuccessfully as it turned out — to recruit in the Thurine territory at the start
of the Second Civil War he evidently thought it would help matters if he claimed
he was working for Pompey.*

Now if we wanted to sum up the successful Roman general in one word it
would be ‘empathy’, but in the broadest sense.” In effect we find, over and over
again, that the commander must share to the full, on campaign, the life and expe-
riences of his men, be it in preparation, on the march or in the battle. But doing
this still leaves us with two tasks to which we drew attention at the outset. We
must say something about the type of troops these men led and then on the ways
in which both related to each other in the unit which is the army.

15



THE ARMY IN THE ROMAN REVOLUTION

(b) The origin of the soldiers

If we use the word ‘origin’ in its geographical sense then we encounter little in the
way of difficulty. Roman soldiers in the republican period were usually of rural
origin. Only in exceptional circumstances, in the Social War for instance, did the
Romans call upon men from the city.” However, should we wish to divine their
social status then we immediately become embroiled in a scholarly debate.

Learned opinion has long held that in earlier Rome warfare was seasonal and
that the short campaigns enabled the peasant to return home to look after his
farm. However when, with the growth of empire, campaigns became longer, this
was obviously not possible and the consequences were grave. Neglected farms fell
into ruin and the peasant lost his competence. In his place there gradually came
large estates which were worked by slaves. This uprooting of the peasantry natu-
rally meant there were fewer men available for service in the legions, and by about
the middle of the second century some at Rome had begun to worry about this.”

This particular process is usually held to have started around 200, or maybe a
lictle earlier at the beginning of the Hannibalic War. Now, however, N. Rosenstein
has convincingly demonstrated that the yearlong campaign becomes a feature of
Roman warfare about a century before the Second Punic War.”? I do not believe,
however, that we have then to accept his further contention that we have to give
an explanation for the mid-second-century crisis other than that usually entered.
Rosenstein’s belief that what ultimately resulted was ‘too many people attempt-
ing to start out in life with too little land’ does not convince.” The traditional
picture of the deracination of the peasantry is still valid even when we assign an
earlier start to the processes which led to it.

Our case will be presented in two parts. We will begin from the premise that
the uprooting of the small farmer was not a sudden and cataclysmic event but
something which extended over time and was not universal in its working in that
it will have affected some places more than others. I shall then proceed to defend
that ancient source tradition which shows that, when the Romans became aware
that they had a problem, they recognised it was a shortage of manpower, and they
were right about this.”

I believe, in fact, that we can isolate certain factors which would ensure that the
erosion of the small proprietor would be a long drawn out phenomenon. The first
of these was one whose importance Rosenstein emphasised, and rightly.”
Recruitment did not necessarily mean ruin. When a man went to war he will
often have left family members behind. Irrespective of whether they were male or
female, they could work the farm and ensure its survival. And if a soldier did
return from the wars it was often with booty. With this he could repair damage
done or, if his holding was lost altogether, purchase a new one.”® Again Rosenstein
points out that the prescient are likely to have bought jewellery or cattle to be
sold in the day of dearth and will also have further provided against that day by
storing food.”” Rosenstein offers no examples, but in fact archaeology has unearthed
objects of value on quite small farms.” We do know, however, that storage is not
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always a safeguard against spoilage and subsequent want. Our records of famines
speak of the city of Rome but it would be rash to suggest they did not occur in
the countryside also. We also have to remember that where a situation fell short
of actual famine there will have been periods of shortage. Here the experience of
the France of the Ancien Régime invites comparison. In the time of Richelieu and
Louis XIV there had been famines. In the eighteenth century these had ceased,
but there still continued to be periods of great want.”

Self-evidently the Roman colonisation programme which lasted down to 173
will have done something to repair the damage done to rural life by this new type
of warfare in that it provided new farms for the ruined. Rosenstein however coun-
sels caution, arguing that the number of settlers deployed between the outbreak
of the Third Samnite War and the beginning of the Second Punic will not justify
this view, especially as many of them will not have been veterans anyway.'” It may
immediately be remarked that the figures Rosenstein uses are controversial and

conjectural .’

Furthermore one suspects soldiers would have priority here. These
colonies were the propugnacula imperii (defences of empire)'® and men of proven
loyalty to Rome were what was required.'”

Further I believe Rosenstein may have misconceived the significance of coloni-
sation for the peasant, whether as an incentive to fulfil his obligation to serve in
the army or as a means of bettering himself. Rosenstein would not accept that a
man would inflict want upon his family for the sake of a farm which would be his
only some years hence.'” Ultimately this is grounded, I hold, in a view both of the
levy and of the peasant’s capacity to endure, which is not tenable. I shall return to
these topics in due season. What is important here is to recognise that booty was
what chiefly motivated the peasant. It was to the proceeds from this that he could
reasonably look forward.'” On the other hand, a colonisation programme very
definitely depended on the will of others, and such programmes were not regu-
larly implemented. And, as we shall see, this was a situation which persisted well
into the first century. People took what their betters handed down to them and
were no doubt duly grateful.'” The interests of those in whose power it lay to give
were not the same as the interests of those who were to receive. We can remind
ourselves again that these colonies were propugnacula imperii.'” For all its willing-

ness to plant,'”

the senate’s primary interest was plainly not centred on those it
ruled over.

From this I believe it follows that Rosenstein’s theories as to why the colonial
programme ceased are unacceptable. He thought this happened because emigra-
tion to the capital and a series of epidemics meant ‘the senate was running out of
potential recipients’ just as ‘the supply of land to allot was drying up’.'” Whatever
view we take about the epidemics, the figures Rosenstein deploys for emigration
are insecure, resting largely in hypothesis and disputed calculation.' More impor-
tant, the reasons advanced by Salmon are more plausible because they are in a
harmony with the picture we have just seen of a Roman ruling class acting in its
own self-interest.'"" The primary reason for the establishment of colonies had dis-
appeared. With no military need, propugnacula were not wanted. Further, there
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was anyway the likelihood of quarrels over who would be founding commissioner
and there seems to have been a desire to avoid such confrontations. Finally, the
elite now preferred to exploit the ager publicus either for the state or for its own
profit rather than assign it to settlers.

We shall return to this last point shortly, but here I want to draw attention to
what I believe may have been one of the most important reasons which ensured
the peasant was only slowly deracinated: his innate tenacity. We should never
forget his capacity to endure much and be content with very little.

The average peasant holding, although it could sometimes be larger, usually
varied between 2 and 10 iugera, which is generally held to allow for a bare exist-
ence and not much more."? This basic plot could be supplemented in two ways.
The ager publicus was open for exploitation, and this was made more attractive
because the vectigal which was levied was not always collected.'” We can also
accept, I think, that sharecropping was practised. Surplus labour would be made
available to a landowner in return for a part of a crop.'*

For the modern historian there is always a risk of not fully appreciating what
the peasant might have to endure. Thus Rosenstein suggests that peasants will
have produced a variety of crops in order to avoid monotony in diet. This seeking
after variety is, I would suggest, more modern American than ancient Italian.'”
In the past people often had to eat whatever they could get. For instance, in early
nineteenth-century Ireland, a large proportion of the population subsisted on
potatoes and little else."

The case of Spurius Ligustinus is often cited in this context, even if it is with
"7 This man is depicted in our
source as successfully pursuing a military career and retaining a very small farm.
He inherited one ingerum of land and a hut."® Having married he produced eight
children. Much of the rest of his time and energy was taken up with soldiering,
and in all he spent twenty-two years on various campaigns. It is self-evident

qualifications or even doubts about its historicity.

what, apart from answering the call of the levy, drove him to the soldier’s life in
the first place. It was poverty.""” Equally self-evident is that the family left behind
managed to survive and indeed flourish, for we can see Spurius was able to make
trips home in between campaigns. He may have continued to live in his ancestral
hut, but rewards from his commanders must have brought some kind of enrich-
ment and the chance to add to that one 7ugerum."** Despite scholarly qualms, one
thing seems certain. Spurius may be fictional but his story shows us that the
Romans found it easy to envisage a situation where a man of little property
might take to soldiering and yet be able to preserve or possibly augment that
property.

We alluded earlier to conditions in pre-revolutionary France. A return to this
theme will prove instructive. When in the summer of 1789 the French peasantry
set out to destroy the manorial registers, they were turning not against a system
newly devised but rather against one that had long oppressed them."”' The first
lesson to be drawn here is an easy one. If the French peasant could endure, so, we
may maintain, could his ancient Italian counterpart.
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The second lesson is neither simple nor obvious. We do not hear in Italy of the
outbreaks of violence or jacgueries which punctuate the history of eighteenth-
century France.'” There are, of course, records of rural violence, but there is
nothing on the scale of the jacqueries, although interestingly we do have some doc-
umented instances of what some historians regard as the standard pattern of
behaviour at the time. The strong use their power to dispossess the weak.'” We
would be mistaken however if we assumed there was merely quiescence.'** Rather
we have to reckon with discontent assuming a Roman rather than a French form.
A prime characteristic of the Roman citizen is that he reacts more than he initi-
ates. In assembly he assents or dissents to bills put before him and elects to office
candidates from the upper classes.'” In consequence no revolutionary ideas or
leaders emerge from the citizen body and we shall see in due course that that is
largely true of the army t0o.'” The Roman citizen will follow where others lead.
So the one real protest at agrarian conditions which we hear of at this time comes
from 232, when discontent was orchestrated by a tribune of the plebs, C.
Flaminius, who marshalled public support for a measure to distribute land in the
Ager Gallicus."” Here we catch a precious glimpse of peasant discontent which is
normally denied us, for these peasants cannot articulate if they do not find a
champion from the elite.

Such, then, are what would seem to be the main reasons for the slow erosion of
the peasantry.'”® Recent scholarship in fact draws attention to the long drawn out
nature of the process and its consequences. A slave-based agricultural economy,
the natural outcome of deracination, developed as early as the late fourth century
but, as we know, it did not start to be critical until the second.'” The most natu-
ral conclusion to draw here is that the forces at work took some time to grow and
develop and do damage. This view is reinforced by the activities of the Gracchan
commission. When the commissioners set out to uproot from the ager publicus
those who had unlawfully encroached upon it, they discovered that many of those
who were there had put down deep roots indeed. The abuse, which would have
fatal consequences for the peasant in that it would deprive him of pasturage, was
long standing."’

Thus far, then, we have seen that the ruin of the peasant is most likely to have
occurred over a period of time. We now proceed to examine that evidence which
claims it eventually caused a manpower shortage.

If we wished, we might like to suggest that the first sign of trouble came as
early as 171. The basis for this is a fragment of a speech by the elder Cato where
he seems to be urging the recruitment of capize censi. However, in view of the brev-
ity of the quote and uncertainties about its exact context, this evidence must be

treated with caution."’

A generation or so ago better evidence seemed to be avail-
able in an anomaly in our sources. It was observed that we have different amounts
attested for the property qualification of the assidui. These amounts, it was held,
represented successive lowering of that property qualification in order to meet a
shortfall in the number of recruits. More recent scholarship has questioned this

attractive interpretation. The matter cannot be regarded as settled, but such is the

19



THE ARMY IN THE ROMAN REVOLUTION

state of the debate that it is judged best to leave this evidence to one side also.'”
Instead we may turn to the unequivocal.

We know of three reformers, or would be reformers, who clearly identified the
same problem and thought of the same solution: C. Laelius, Tiberus Gracchus and
M. Marcus Philippus.' It is well known that, possibly in a tribunate held in 151,
Laelius brought in a bill which anticipated that of Tiberius, but withdrew it when
it provoked opposition." It is less well known perhaps that Philippus when trib-
une probably in 104 also introduced a bill, after the manner of Tiberius, but failed
to pass it into law."”> All three were concerned with the disappearance of the peas-
ant and with his re-establishment on the land. Only for Tiberius, however, do we
have a detailed account of what this entailed and, it would seem, in something

approximating to his own words'*:

‘The wild beasts that roam over Italy’, he would tell his listeners, ‘have
their dens and holes to lurk in, but the men who fight and die for our
country enjoy the common air and light and nothing else. It is their lot
to wander with their wives and children, houseless and homeless, over
the face of the earth. And when our generals appeal to their soldiers
before a battle to defend their ancestors’ tombs and their temples against
the enemy, their words are a lie and a mockery, for not a man in their
audience possesses a family altar; not one out of all those Romans owns
an ancestral tomb. The truth is that they fight and die to protect the
wealth and luxury of others. They are called the masters of the world,
but they do not possess a single clod of earth which is truly their own.’

These words need no gloss. There have, however, been attempts to discredit
Tiberius on the part of scholars who share Rosenstein’s view that there actually
" Morley (2001) is one of those. Approaching
it from the standpoint of the demographer, he comes to the conclusion, based on

was at this time a population increase.

his own calculations, that Tiberius has got it wrong."”* I believe we may have here
a fundamental difference of approach. Morley’s calculations can sometimes seem
complex, but this is because essentially they are mathematical exercises and cannot
have anything more than a hypothetical value."” Recognising this, I believe,
unlike Morley, that when offered a choice between a clear-cut unequivocal ancient
source and a fragile modern construct we must surely choose our source.
Archaeological data, too, are often deployed against Tiberius. What we dis-
cover in the ground, it is asserted, simply contradicts his picture of depopulation.'®
Again here we may have a difference of approach. To assume, as seems to be the
case, the automatic superiority of the archaeological over the written record is
dangerous. For instance we would know little of Caesar’s invasions of Britain if we
decided we should only accept what archaeology tells us.'"" Further, this view
seems to make little allowance for difficulty or controversy in interpretation.
Evidence for the survival of the peasant in one area does not necessarily mean he
survived elsewhere.'”” We should remember too, as Rosenstein points out, that we
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simply cannot be sure always of the status of some of those who have left their
physical remains behind."”® But above all we should keep in mind that archaeol-
ogy is as vulnerable to revisionism as is history and may be now offering support
to Gracchus."

Rosenstein is altogether more complex and subtle. Recognising the strength of
the literary tradition which speaks of a population shortage, he does not seek to
overthrow it and put something else in its place.'” Instead he argues that Tiberius
misunderstood the nature of the problem he was facing. This, he says, would not
be an unusual occurrence in the primitive conditions of a pre-industrial society.
By way of analogy he cites the case of pre-revolutionary France, where savants
thought the population was falling when it was actually rising."* This is doubly
unfortunate. The true extent of the population was known because, like Tiberius
Gracchus, people had a good reason for finding out. In this instance it was either
Citing this French example reminds us of another
instance where people knew the nature of the problem they were dealing with
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social reform or taxation.

because it was incumbent on them to find out. During the Ancien Régime, reform-
ers were perfectly well aware of the true nature of the problems posed by the
dreadful state of the finances and knew what was necessary to achieve reform.'*

Thus, prima facie, I can see no reason why Tiberius should necessarily have to be
mistaken in what he was about. It is perfectly plausible to argue that he knew
what he had to do because he had before him the evidence of the census and the
levy.'"” Between 164 and 136 the numbers of citizens showed a steady decline.
Rosenstein attempts to get around this, arguing that it is misleading for us and
ultimately Tiberius because the figures come about as a result of the censors fail-
ing to do their job properly.”" This should not be accepted, since it is not
established fact but simply an unproven hypothesis advanced by Brunt."” But
even if it could be proven, it would not then follow Tiberius was led astray. When
Roman magistrates botched the job and kept imperfect records people soon got
to hear of it."”?

It can, of course, be maintained that the quality of the official did not much
matter. In this primitive society people could absent themselves from the census
% Achaemenid

Persia, I believe, teaches us to be cautious here. The empire was vast, with extended

and the dilectus, and the magistrate could do little to corral and coerce.

communications, yet the Great King was able to get his levy out and, thanks to a
simple system of numbering, knew how many men he had. We hear of people who
tried to evade their obligations and they came to an unpleasant end.”” Returning
to Rome we find here too records of magistrates who visit suitable punishments on
those unwilling to serve.” Yet this is, perhaps, not the most interesting point of
resemblance. One would have thought that if you wanted to escape service in
Persia you would simply flee to some remote corner of the vast empire. Instead
people came in person before the king to ask for permission to absent themselves.
In the same way, at Rome there are plainly many who do not elect to vanish but
when the levy is held turn up and appeal to tribunes and the senate.”” Thus reluc-

tance to serve might not always mean failure to attend the levy."
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There is, though, no difficulty in believing the Roman soldier could be choosy
at this time about what wars he fought. He had lost none of his native belliger-
ence and ferocity but was reluctant to serve on campaigns which promised great
labours and small reward. As has often been pointed out, the wars in Spain illus-
trate this point perfectly.”

However, it is, in my view, simply absurd to suggest that, looking at falling
census returns and disturbances in the levy, Tiberius failed to see, as modern
scholars have claimed to have done, the true and only reason for these occurrences.
If the real single cause was, as the aforementioned scholars maintain, reluctance to
serve in Spain then we should have to presume Tiberius did not know what the
rest of Rome must have known, and that further he was incapable of drawing the
correct conclusion, which was that the problem was not a shortfall in manpower
but the unwillingness of some of its citizens to come forward and do their duty.
There is, I believe, no way of evading the natural corollary to this argument. If
Tiberius knew — as he surely did — the crisis had not arisen out of the Spanish War,
then he must have divined that it had another and more serious cause. The issue
was not that potential soldiers were lurking in the background but that they were
not there at all.'®

This naturally takes us back to the fragment of Tiberius’ speech we quoted a
lictle earlier. It has often been remarked that there must have been a certain ele-
ment of exaggeration in these words.' I see no reason to quarrel with this view.
Radical reformers do not usually deal in understatement.'®® On the other hand I
cannot envisage a speech such as this being delivered to a well-fed, well-clothed
audience who would then retire to their comfortable homes.

But who were these homeless men who had no place to call their own?
Rosenstein is not altogether satisfactory here. In one place'® he declares this
description cannot be taken literally. These men are vagabonds, wanderers with-
out substance, and, as he reminds us, a property qualification was still imposed on
those entering the army. So they cannot be men liable for military service. In

another'*

he appears however to accept their existence and suggests they were
people forced to live as day labourers.

I believe the most elegant solution is to take Tiberius” words as evidence that
even now the property qualification was being evaded.'” It looks as if capite censi
were making their way into the army at this time. This hypothesis becomes easier
to accept if we remember another rule was being broken now. People under the
' Plainly commanders could

not or would not enforce the regulations.'” I am not, of course, arguing that the

age of seventeen were being admitted to the ranks.

Roman army was now completely composed of lacklands and wanderers on the
face of the earth. But the suggestion that anyway the amount of property which
in the second century could make of you an assiduus was small indeed is attrac-
tive.'® Tiberius was exaggerating, but not by much.

Plainly Tiberius was concerned with the loss of men who would join the legions,
but there was another problem attendant upon deracination which now forced
itself upon the attention of the Romans: the slaves who were replacing the peas-
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ants showed a tendency to revolt. Here again we return to the question we touched
on earlier: how well informed could people in a pre-industrial society be about a
contemporary issue? To what has already been said we may add the observation
that the problem was perhaps not so much ignorance in itself but the speed with
which it was dispelled. It is well known, for instance, that in Achaemenid Persia
the king, for a time, might not know of certain events taking place in his lands.
But only for a time. News would eventually reach him.'” In the case of the
Romans we have the specific instances of the colonies of Sipontium and Buxentum.
Their abandonment seems to have escaped notice for a time, but eventually it was
discovered."

Prior to the time of Tiberius, the Romans had received warnings of what could
happen. Apart from some relatively minor disturbances, there had been one par-
ticularly serious slave revolt in Apulia in 185."" In 140, further disturbances
began among the slaves in Sicily. These bore a close resemblance to what had hap-
pened in Apulia, in that they too were set afoot by herdsmen on great estates. For
five years they terrified the island with their brigandage until in 135 the first slave
war broke out."” It was during this time of brigandage, probably in 138, that
Tiberius made his famous journey through Etruria, where he found the land being
worked by foreign slaves.'” I find it difficult to escape the conclusion that he now
realised that, just as in Apulia some years before and in Sicily now, such a situa-
tion harboured the potential for trouble, and that the same would be true wherever
else slave cultivators would be found."* Support for the notion of such an epiph-
any, such a sudden realisation of the true state of affairs in Italy, will be found in
the report of another speech made by Gracchus in his tribunate. In this one he cas-
tigated slaves as militarily useless, disloyal and the cause of the war which had
now been going on for three years."”

My conclusion would be as follows. There is no reason to doubt that the Romans
of Tiberius’ generation feared that they could suffer violence at the hands of the
slaves who worked the land of Italy. But that is not our main concern here."”
Rather it is with the circumstances which had created this situation: the steady
erosion of the free peasantry and the consequent reduction in the numbers quali-
fied to serve in the legions. We have just seen Tiberius’ attempt to remedy the
situation. In our next section we shall find that others, faced with shortage, sought
the more immediate solution of abolishing the property qualification altogether.
But, as I will argue, this did not have the consequences it is often assumed it did.
We shall be trying to characterise the armies of the revolutionary period and, in
so doing, we shall acknowledge the presence of the landless, while pointing out
that they are not always easy to detect and they do not constitute a section or
grouping with their own especial interests to promote.

(c) The army: composition and characteristics

In the previous section we saw that the Roman soldier was primarily of rural
origin but that numbers seemed to be falling. Further, we noted that some believe
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the actual amount of property which rendered a man liable for service was, in
effect, very small by now. We also saw that some people may have evaded the
qualification altogether, possibly with the connivance of generals who needed to
fill their ranks.

If there was indeed subterfuge, then it was brought to an end in 107. Marius,
about to set off to make war on Jugurtha in Africa and having difficulty in get-
ting the necessary numbers, simply abolished the property qualification and
admitted capite censi.'”” There is another tradition that Marius first recruited them
not for Africa but for the German War, but this is usually rejected by modern his-
torians.'”® This would not, of course, rule out their presence in that army for, as
can be appreciated, there would then, too, be a call for numbers."”

At any rate, when we consider the African army we have to remember that it
was not just composed of capite censi. Marius had recruited men of property also.'®
Furthermore he had taken over troops who had come out under Metellus and had
been raised in the traditional fashion.”" Indeed some modern scholars have gone
so far as to suggest that the numbers of capite censi involved here were quite small,
perhaps no more than about five thousand.'®

Upon his return, Marius was given the task of fighting the Germanic tribes."®
He indicated, however, that he did not wish to use his African troops but pre-
ferred those raised by Rutilius Rufus (cos.105) because they were better
disciplined.' Possibly all of Marius’ troops were involved, but it might be wiser
to press Frontinus’ words s#b Metello and take it we are chiefly speaking of Metellus’
veterans.' Badian thought that unwillingness to fight might explain this ill dis-
cipline.” If that is so, then we might venture a little further with Badian and
suggest that they were reluctant to serve further because their time was expired
and they wanted their discharge. In the course of this work we will certainly meet
with instances of this.""’

Here the question of timing is also important. It seems reasonable to assume
that, given the situation, Marius would discharge his veterans early in the year,
the better to be able to devote time to training the new recruits."”® Evans thought
the capite censi remained with the colours and made the further plausible sugges-
tion that they then served in Gaul.'”
have earlier suggested, at this point have gone home. Then, when the time came

Those who were propertied would, as we

for a division of land both assidui and proeletarii would have received something.'”
However there are two further factors to which Evans does not, perhaps, give due
weight. Early discharge and a period of waiting is attested elsewhere."”" In the case
of assidui, they would be able to maintain themselves on land they already owned
as they waited for something more.'”” The landless could subsist on donatives and
booty."”?

Thus far, then, I think it is fair to say that it is very difficult to separate the
landed from the landless in Marius’ African army. We encounter similar problems
when we look at the army with which he had fought the Germans. Saturninus’
land bill of 100 aimed to give land to the soldiers from that army."”* When the
city populace showed itself actively hostile Saturninus carried the legislation by
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force."” In doing this he was able to call upon the support of Marius’ troops. Many
of them had dispersed to their homes, but some now returned to Rome to do
battle in defence of their interests.'”

Undoubtedly many of these men were eligible to serve under a property quali-
fication but, as we know, there may have been, in this hour of need, capite censi
among them. If that is so, then the situation we suggested existed in the African
army may have prevailed here too. Those who had land awaited more or better,
while those who had none subsisted on booty."”” To divine the exact proportions of
both types is impossible, since they were united in what they demanded. Moreover
with the downfall of Saturninus and the eclipse of Marius we hear no more of
them. They lacked a leader to promote their cause and the proposed settlements
were never carried out.'” The difficulties we have experienced in delineating the
economic status of Marius’ armies will be found again when we examine those
other armies which came after him. If we look for the capite censi in an effort to
weigh up their revolutionary significance we find they form no discernible inter-
est group or lobby. They are not a band apart, with special characteristics which
would mark them off from other troops. In sum their actions and aspirations do
not differ from those of their fellow legionaries.

When Marius abandoned the property qualification it is difficult to believe he
acted in any doctrinaire fashion. He sought to establish no precedent and did not
aim for far-reaching changes in the methods of recruiting. Rather, faced with an
immediate problem he devised an immediate solution.”” Thus, as scholars agree,
the dilectus and the attendant conscription continued after him.” The obvious
inference to draw is that a property qualification continued to be imposed and
that there were sufficient numbers to meet it. The state of our sources, to which I
have alluded above, makes it difficult to divine when capize censi were next recruited
in any number. Recourse must be had to reasoned speculation, and in this I am
inclined to agree with Rich, who thinks this would be in the Social War and the
First Civil War when there was a desperate need for manpower.*"

As the Social War drew to a close and the First Mithridatic War began, there
occurred the first revolutionary act by a Roman army: Sulla’s march on Rome.
Some believe that the willingness of his men to join in his enterprise is directly
related to the fact that they were landless and desirous of reward from their gen-
eral.”” Later in the work, I shall be setting forth what I believe to be the true
motivation of these men and I shall be arguing that their economic standing is
irrelevant.”” Here I want to draw attention to the modern misconceptions which
may arise from such a view of the role of the capite censi. The most extreme exam-
ple comes from the normally careful Keppie™*:

Later historians looked back on his action as an awesome precedent, and
indicative of the new attitude of the grasping soldiery, for which Marius
took much of the blame. More probably Sulla’s legions, bound for
Asia, contained many ne’er-do-wells from both sides in the Social War,
with lictle affection for Rome or the Senate, and with the prospect of
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restoring their fortunes by the campaign in Asia uppermost in their
minds, as Sulla knew well enough.

None of this will be found in our ancient authorities. To suggest, however, as
others besides Keppie have,™
veterans is perfectly reasonable. There was the most ready contemporary source of

that Sulla will have recruited among Social War

manpower. But to call them ‘ne’er-do-wells’ is hasty and unwarranted. After two
years in the Social War ‘battle hardened veterans’ might meet the case better and
the subsequent behaviour of Sulla’s troops in the First Mithridatic War lends
some support to this deduction. Of their economic status we know nothing, but
it seems fair to suggest they consisted of a mix of propertied and unpropertied.
Certainly there was nothing especially ‘grasping’ about them. Like their predeces-
sors, they desired to profit from war but there is no evidence to support the notion
this especially motivated one section among them. I cannot pretend to say if some
or any of these soldiers had already served under Sulla in the Social War.”* However
we should not forget that when trouble began the army destined to fight
Mithridates was still occupied in besieging the Italian stronghold of Nola.*”

Yet it is not just modern historiography which misrepresents Sulla’s army. As
we have already seen, Plutarch’s portrayal of it as Triumviral provided the start-
ing point for this study.”® We now find that Sallust levelled similar changes
(Cat.11.5=7)**:

Besides all this, Lucius Sulla, in order to secure the loyalty of the army
which he led into Asia, had allowed it a luxury and licence foreign to the
manners of our forefathers; and in the intervals of leisure those charming
and voluptuous lands had easily demoralised the warlike spirit of his sol-
diers. There it was that an army of the Roman people first learned to
indulge in women and drink; to admire statues, paintings, and chased
vases, to steal them from private houses and public places, to pillage
shrines, and to desecrate everything, both sacred and profane. These sol-
diers, therefore, after they had won the victory, left nothing to the
vanquished.

This, I hold, demonstrates that Sallust could write arrant nonsense in the most
elegant Latin.”* One supposes it is just possible Sulla’s soldiers became art con-
noisseurs but there is something surrealistic about the assertion that it was only
now they became acquainted with women and drink. Moreover Sallust does not
explain how this supposedly degenerate army managed to go on to win Rome’s
First Civil War.*"" For the rest it remains only to point out here again that this was
a highly disciplined force.”"

Once more I find myself in agreement with Rich. With the Civil War over, the
demand for numbers fell and with it the recruitment of capire censi.” With the
outbreak of the Second Civil War, this naturally changed and recruiting once
more became extensive.” But yet again it is difficult to say much about the stand-
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ing of the citizens in these armies. Detecting non-Romans and even slaves who
had been recruited by the Pompeians as the war turned against them does not take
us very far in our quest to discover the economic status of those who were citi-
zens.”” The core of Caesar’s forces was composed of his Gallic legions, to which of
course he added once the war began, but only in one place can I detect a possible
division between those who had land and those who had not. When Caesar was
faced with a mutiny he was obliged to accede to his troops’ demands and distrib-
ute land. He began this distribution with those who had some experience of
farming.”' It is a reasonable, but not inevitable, conclusion that some of Caesar’s
men lacked that experience because they had never had land of their own.”"

So to the Triumvirs. Here we have to consider if the property qualification was
ever formally abolished. Rich, who thought it was, argued this was done about
the time of the Social War.?'®* However, such evidence as we have relevant to the
matter relates to the Triumviral period and thus it is logical to consider it at this
point.

In BC.5.17 Appian says of the Triumviral forces, ‘their armies were recruited
neither from the register according to ancestral custom nor to meet any need of
their country’.””” Brunt interpreted this to mean the armies these men led were no
longer composed wholly of assidui. Rich countered by arguing that this seemed a
very roundabout way of referring to the economic status of the troops and sug-
gested Appian was talking of irregular procedures.”

As Brunt saw — but did not take the matter to its natural conclusion — this pas-
sage of Appian must be read together with the famous section BJ.86 where Sallust
describes Marius abolishing the property qualification in 107. At the beginning
of this section we saw that Marius had recourse to this method of recruiting
because he was short of men for the Jugurthine War. Sallust however also says
some thought he acted per ambitionem.”" In this he broadly resembles the generals
that Appian speaks of. Like him they have to defer to those they ostensibly com-
mand. The difference is one of degree. Marius recruited on a small scale, the
Triumvirs on a great. Marius’ aims were moderate and constrained by the condi-
tions of the time in which he lived.””” The Triumvirs pursued greater and more
destructive goals. Probing a little further, we discover that both Sallust and
Appian say specifically what Marius and his successors did when they recruited:
they abandoned ancestral custom. Since Sallust spells out that this means ignot-
ing the property qualification it is but common sense to assume that is what
Appian means too.

Some further observations will not, I believe, be out of place. It is generally
accepted that when Sallust comments on the poor man’s readiness to do anything
for pay since having no property himself he honours none, he is not being doctri-
naire. He is not claiming Marius acted thus but is reflecting on the experiences of
his own day.”” So here again I think we can say that Appian, like Sallust, sets forth
the same consequence arising from the setting aside of the property qualification:
the rise of a mercenary spirit and a weakening of loyalty.”* However, there is one
relevant passage of Appian which seems to have been neglected in scholarly
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discussion.”” Talking of the armies which fought at Philippi, he says that here too
the normal levy had not been applied because the leaders wanted men for their
excellence. Prowess not property was sought.

In conclusion then we can see there is no essential contradiction between the
two passages of Appian, nor do they clash with the evidence of Sallust. We can
add also that there is nothing here to support the contention that the property
qualification had been formally abolished. Rather the Triumvirs seem to have
been doing what we think their predecessors were doing. They were ignoring it.
This need not cause surprise. The Triumvirs, as Appian says, may, at base, have
ruled unlawfully, but they still took care to clothe themselves with some kind of
legitimacy.”® Keeping the form of the levy while abandoning its substance would
be in harmony with such behaviour.

If we bear steadily in mind that, despite occasional facile assumptions to the
contrary, Appian is speaking only of the armies of the Triumviral period, then I
think we can make a tentative deduction. The number of landless in the army
may have been greater now than at any time before. Appian’s insight has been
justly praised and his characterisation of the leaders and the led in this period
shows that an almost total disregard for traditional methods of recruiting most
likely led to such a result.””

But further than speaking of a probable increase we cannot go. We simply do
not know the proportion of landed who still remained. In the same way, we know
that slaves were sometimes recruited or that men summoned their clients, but we
cannot say what percentage of the armies was drawn from this source.””® And all
of this has a bearing on the question of the unruliness and indiscipline which the
contemporary Cornelius Nepos commented on and about which Appian is so
eloquent.””

As on previous occasions when we have examined the army’s composition we
have been unable to detect any group which had special interests. What is new
here is that widespread and prolonged disobedience which is a Triumviral phe-
nomenon.”’ But that disobedience is carried out ez masse, and those things desired
en masse before are still the things desired now. What has really changed is that the
troops have the means to get what they want. As Appian pointed out, the posi-
tion of those who commanded at this time was such that it meant they had no
choice but to yield.”!

So we may conclude with the following observations. Marius, recruiting on
however modest a scale, waived the property qualification. He did not establish a
precedent to be followed by every man who raised an army, but common sense
dictates that we accept his example was followed in times of great national emer-
gency. Yet when we scrutinise the armies of the revolutionary period we find these
men almost impossible to detect or quantify. For the modern historian they blend
with those around them. They desire what their comrades desire, when those
comrades are quiescent they are quiescent; when they are turbulent, the landless
are turbulent with them.”* In other words, the commonly held view that land-
lessness of itself predisposed the legionary towards revolution is false.
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(d) Commanders and soldiers

For any army to function at all, let alone be successful, a system of discipline is
essential. When the commander commands he must be sure his officers and men
will obey. This, it scarcely needs to be said, was true of the Roman army. Patriotic
sentiment, a strongly inculcated sense of duty and, we may add, fear of ferocious
punishment, all ensured obedience.”* From this, one consequence relevant to our
study comes. In the course of this work we shall discover circumstances which
gave rise to mutiny and desertion in a body, but we shall also find that esprir de
corps was still preserved. Those who reject authority rarely dissolve into an incho-
ate mass. They remain an ordered body ready to serve the next master. The innate
sense of discipline remains strong.”*

However it is not enough just to speak of formal discipline when we consider
the ways in which a general could evoke the loyalty of those whom he led. These
may not have been set down in a code but they were none the less real for all that.
We can conveniently consider officers and rankers separately.

The officers in a Roman army consisted of the tribunes, prefects, quaestors and
legates.”” Some among these were appointed by the state, but in the late republic
the general appointed many himself, often after they had been recommended by
another.”® Initially obliged in this way to the commander, the subordinate would
in the camaraderie of the camp often have the opportunity to achieve a close per-
sonal acquaintance with him.?” The quaestor especially often had just such a
personal relationship with his commander.”*

Plainly, in what we may dub normal times, such ties as we have just been men-
tioning would serve merely to reinforce discipline. Their presence or absence
would have no bearing on a man’s obligation to do his duty. But in times of civil
war it is easy to envisage a situation where somebody might elect to continue to
obey a rebellious commander, in part, at least, because of the connections he had
formed with him. Our evidence in this area shows that this could sometimes, but
not always, be the case, for other motives can be found.

Thus in the numerous instances of officers switching sides which may be found
in the Sullan, Caesarian and Triumviral periods it is very easy to point to motives
of a political or self-preservative nature.”” If we wish to see the personal inter-
twine with the political then we can do no better, I think, than look at what
happened to Sulla in 88 and Caesar in 49. Both were followed by their armies
when they turned against the state. But outside of those armies they enjoyed little
support. So far as their officers were concerned, though, Sulla and Caesar met with
two very different reactions. With the exception of his quaestor Lucullus, Sulla’s
officers, in harmony with the rest of society, abandoned him. Caesar’s officers, on
the other hand, remained loyal but for one legate, Labienus.**

The contrast in behaviour between the two bodies of officers has often been
remarked upon.*! If we wanted to indulge in generalities we could point towards
a coarsening of sensibility detectable after the lapse of a generation which simply
made it easier to do something dubious in 49 than it had been in 88. But we can
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also draw attention to certain specific features which would account for the change.
In the first place Sulla had more or less sprung his proposal on his army. He had
acted without giving much warning. Caesar’s troubles, on the other hand, had
long been known and people had time to ponder them. Not only would his offic-
ers be able to reflect on the merits of their chief’s case but they could reflect, too,
that success encourages success. Crossing the Rubicon might be a risky business
but Sulla had twice shown that such an enterprise could be crowned with success.
Hesitancy need not have been as great in 49 as it was in 88, especially as the social
standing of Caesar’s officers was not particularly high.** This will have made it
easier for them to act than it did for the supposedly more elevated officers in
88.245

But if there is change, there is one constant, the motives of the dissenters from
the majority on both occasions. Lucullus and Labienus acted from roughly the
same mix of motives. Lucullus’ motives are not explicitly stated but they may be
divined with almost complete certainty. His subsequent career shows very clearly
that his political stance was virtually the same as that of Sulla so that he will have
had no difficulty following the consul now. Further his close personal friendship
with Sulla is well attested and must have played its part in helping him make up
his mind.**

This mixture of motives is even more explicitly set out in our sources for
Labienus. First of all, we hear of ruptured personal relations between him and
Caesar. The subordinate was said to be getting above himself and so irritating
Caesar, who began to act coldly towards him.** I see no incompatibility between
this report and the claim by the contemporary Cicero that Labienus had switched
sides because he found Caesar’s assault on the republic unacceptable.” It is easy
to see how the personal and the political would easily complement each other in
such a situation.*”

So much for the commander and his officers. Plainly the kind of personal rela-
tion we have just been considering could not exist between the general and a large
body of troops. Other ties must exist. Some have thought that clientage may have
been among them.

So we turn now to consider clientage. The client—patron relationship was a fea-
ture of Roman society. In its essence it involved an inferior, the client, placing
himself under the protection of a superior or patron to whom he would then
render services in return for that protection. There is disagreement, however, over
the degree to which Roman life was permeated by these arrangements.”* It is no
part of our business to enter into this debate but we do have to address a related
issue. To what extent is the system we have just sketched found to be operating in
the Roman army?**

It is not at all unusual to find both in the textbook and in the more ambitious
study a statement to the effect that the generals of the late republic stood in the
relation of patrons to their soldiers, who were their clients. Commanders could
call upon their men to support them in their (often foul) designs. The troops, in
return, would expect suitable material reward for the services so rendered. Though
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widely diffused, this view is doubtful.”” A soldier did not have to be a client to be
assured of his booty. Only the reckless or a Lucullus would deny him what was his
by customary right. However we view the question of the land grant, it has to be
conceded that demand for it was curiously muted for a lot of the century, while
the generals’ largesse was sporadic. Further, when a commander rallies his troops
it is around some great issue of the day. We never hear of men being urged to fight
and die because they are clients and have been called upon to do so by their
patron.”" The ever possible accusation of deploying an argumentum ex silentio®
cannot be sustained here, for the simple reason that we do indeed hear of a client
and patron relationship in a military context but it is not the context generally
supposed. Where we actually come upon it is in accounts of the raising of private
armies and irregular forces.

The first army to which the term ‘private’ may be applied would seem to be
that raised among the Hirpini by Minatius Magius to fight on the Roman side in
the Social War. Unfortunately we know nothing of the status of his following and
cannot say whether or not he was able to invoke some kind of formal tie.”’ In the
next instance, that of Marius and Etruria in 87, he seems to have had to rely on
other means to gain support.”

With Pompey there is no doubt. His clientage is well attested and often cited.
In 83, from among the clientage his father Pompey Strabo had established in
Picenum, he raised an army to fight on the side of Sulla.”” And we hear again of
these clients.”® When Clodius began to make difficulties Pompey summoned
them to his aid.”” He planned to do this again with the outbreak of the Second
Civil War but Caesar proved too fast in advance and Picenum fell to him before
Pompey could recruit.”®

Others besides Pompey began to bestir themselves when it became clear Sulla
intended to make war upon the Cinnans. Metellus Pius and Crassus, who both
had their own quarrels with the Cinnans, put together armies in the provinces and
it seems reasonable to suppose some of those recruited were clients.” On the
other side, when Marius Jr became consul in 82 men flocked to his side. The
glamour of his father’s name must have drawn some, but here again it would
probably be rash to deny he was able to draw upon clients inherited from his
father as Pompey did.** Equally Octavian must have been able to rely on his
father’s name as well as drawing upon inherited clientage. It may well be too that
his fellow Triumvirs also drew on a clientage, as did Cn. Pompey.*'

We can see that the recruitment I have been describing took place in time of
civil war. I risk being accused of stating the obvious because I wish to refute a
notion based on a saying of Crassus, that commanders of the later republic
262 Crassus remarked that you could
not call yourself rich or be a leading man in the state unless you could maintain

regarded all their armies as private possessions.

an army out of your own resources.”” There is no need to apply this to the mainte-
nance of a private army once we recognise a more plausible alternative. It was not
unknown in the late republic for regular armies to be starved of funds. Monies for
pay and regular expenses would fail and the commander would sometimes make
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up the deficit from his own resources.” Twice in his career Crassus may have
encountered such a situation. It may very well be, as some think, that because of
contemporary economic difficulties he himself had to maintain the troops
impressed for service against Spartacus.”” But there is also the intriguing possi-
bility that someone else’s difficulties provoked the remark. Pompey was one of
those who ran out of money. At the start of 74 he wrote from Spain to say he had
been deprived of supplies and forced to call upon his own resources and credit,
which were now exhausted. I find it difficult to believe that Crassus, who hated
Pompey and lost no opportunity to belittle him, would have missed a chance like
this, hence the wounding remark.”

But whichever occasion provoked Crassus’ remark we can see there is no need
to connect it with the incidents we are considering. Broadly speaking these fall
into two types. We encounter those who are without #mperium and raise forces on
their own initiative. The young Pompey and Minatius exemplify this and they
made haste to join a man with imperium to regularise their position.”” Marius did
exactly the opposite to prove a point. When he joined Cinna he refused imperium.
The squalid old man had been declared a bostis by the Roman people and he made
it clear he would accept no office or honour until the declaration was rescinded
and he was once more a citizen.”® Others, like the older Pompey and the Triumvirs
who had mperium, seem to have sought to supplement the normal levy by calling
out clients. Appian, in fact, twice accuses the Triumvirs of recruiting in an irreg-
ular fashion.*”

But it was not just among clients that troops were sought in these times.
Lepidus (cos.78), for instance, seems to be unique in adding to his ranks the rebel-
lious Etrurians he had been sent to crush.”® Though separated by a generation,
Marius in 87 and Milo in 48 recruited among herdsmen. Milo, too, in his ill-fated
private rebellion in the Thurine country, also tried to woo debtors. And herdsmen
showed up at Pharsalus brought to Pompey by one of his sons.””" Others seem to
have preferred to call up their tenants. At least that is what Catiline in 63 and
Domitius Ahenobarbus in 49 are said to have done.”? This has provoked a good
deal of scholarly debate about how Catiline and Domitius enticed these people
into their armies. It has been suggested they were clients as well as being tenants
and in debt to their patrons; others hold that to be a tenant was to be effectively
in a state of dependence.”” Such speculation is probably unnecessary and a simple
explanation is to be preferred. In the case of Catiline, desperation is surely enough
to account for these men joining him. Domitius had something more to offer.
Land would be provided from the break up of his extensive estates.”

As might be expected, a number of foreigners made their way into the legions
with few questions asked, and no side was blameless in the matter.”” We also hear
a great deal about the calling up of slaves. In 88, as he struggled with Sulla,
Marius twice offered freedom to any slave who would join him, an offer Cinna
repeated when he found himself in trouble in the next year. Neither offer drew an
enthusiastic response, largely owing to the desperate case of those who made
them.”® Things improved for Marius when he got back to Italy, and he seems to
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have been able to add a number of slaves to his herdsmen.?”” Milo, who we saw
resembled Marius in some ways, also tried to get slaves into his ranks.”’® The evi-
dence on Caesar is equivocal but, on balance, it is likely that, as with Sulla, he had
small need of them thanks to the excellent army he commanded.”” His opponents
in the Civil War who were not so fortunate did not hesitate to take slaves into
their ranks.”® Nor did the Triumvirs or Sextus Pompey.*'

Scholars have occasionally wondered if all these stories are true.”®* The oppro-
brium which attaches to encouraging the slaves to revolt is such that one would
almost automatically hurl it at one’s opponent. This is nicely illustrated in the
case of Catiline. As a Roman gentleman he would not have slaves in his army; as
a hate figure he would be accused of so doing.”® Two considerations, in fact, need
to be borne in mind. First there is habitude. By the 50s Romans were used to
seeing violent slave gangs operating on the streets of Rome.” It was just a short
step from here to seeing them in the field. We should remember too that neces-
sity dulls scruple. When every man counted, nobody asked where he came
from.”®

The picture of swaggering patrons at the head of vast armies of clients has dis-
appeared. Patrons do call clients to arms but it is not habitual or ambiguous. We
find it in times of great emergency, but the recognition that it is but one of a
number of means of recruitment available counsels against attributing excessive
importance to it.

From clientage we turn now to something which resided in the person, or per-
haps more accurately the personality, of the commander: charisma. Every soldier

%6 In (a) above we

will naturally have hoped to serve under a successful general.
saw what were the qualities required of a man in order to achieve such success.
Charisma, I believe we may safely say, is the additional possession, but not the
invariable possession, of such successful men. To divine what it is about a man
that ensured he had such a gift is not easy.””

tion we can at least see quite easily who were the men of the late republic who

But if we accept a dictionary defini-

possessed it. Charisma has been defined as ‘a capacity to inspire devotion and
enthusiasm’.*® In the light of this we can claim the following as having this some-
what elusive characteristic: Marius, Sulla, Pompey, Caesar and Octavian.”®
Conversely Lucullus provides a convenient point of comparison as one who for a
time was successful but clearly did not have this gift.

Exercising charisma is obviously a help when one wishes to assert one’s author-
ity. However, some scholars who have nothing to say about charisma as such
believe that in our period the authority of the commander anyway becomes para-
mount. The authority of the state fades away and the soldiers become, in effect,
the personal retainers of the general. This thesis was propounded in the 1930s by
H. Drexler and has been influential ever since.” Drexler rested his case especially
on analysis of Be/l. Hisp.17. Here Tullius parleys with Caesar, saying he wishes he
had fought on his side rather than Cn. Pompey’s. Now he and his colleagues are
public enemies, abandoned by Pompey and beaten by Caesar. They ask for mercy
from Caesar, which they will receive.
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Here, it is claimed, Tullius is not speaking in the capacity of a fighter for the
respublica but simply as a soldier of Cn. Pompey.”" A number of objections, how-
ever, can be made to this interpretation.

To start with there is the question of historical context. In the civil wars par-
leys of various types were common and dealt with diverse issues.”” In the situation
as depicted here it is hardly surprising that Tullius’ plea took the shape it did. He
is attempting to transfer from a failed commander to a successful one in the field.
In the circumstances discussion of other issues might well be secondary to imme-
diate military concerns.” Nevertheless such issues are to be found. Tullius invokes
his own standing as a Roman citizen and the state of the fatherland.”* But more
than anything else, I believe Drexler has failed to take account of the position of
Caesar and his opponent Pompey. Both represented two sides in a civil war and as
such will naturally have assumed that authority and right lay with them. Tullius
is in no doubt about this. He and his friends are now public enemies because of
the disaster which has come upon their country. In other words because of the
cause for which he fought, his country, not Cn. Pompey.””

Speaking generally, we have therefore to reject Drexler’s thesis. There is, how-
ever, one well-documented period when generals ruled by their own authority.
This was the Triumviral period in which App.BC.5.17 says, ‘the majority of com-
manders were unelected ... all parties were alike, and none of them had been
officially condemned as public enemies ... the common pretext of the generals,
that they were all assisting the interest of their country’ .

All of this bears a certain resemblance to a description taken from modern
Africa: ‘he is a former officer, an ex-minister ... desiring power and money, ruth-
less and without scruples, who, taking advantage of the disintegration of the state
(to which he contributed and continues to contribute) wants to carve out for him-
self his own informal mini state, over which he can hold dictatorial sway ... [He}
will always proclaim that [he is} leading a national movement or party.” *”

We need not waste time expressing amazement at how little has changed in
two thousand years. Instead we can claim that the obvious resemblances justify
our adopting Kapuscifiski’s terminology. He calls his subjects ‘warlords’, and we
may do the same with the Triumvirs for theirs was a period when men of dubious
legality ruled by their own authority and no other.

So our survey has taken us through a number of gradations. We have glanced
at traditional customary discipline and then gone on to see how it may be supple-
mented by personal relations and charisma. Two notions we have rejected, that as
a matter of course the general’s authority was habitually greater than that of the
state or that his armies were composed of men who were his clients. With regard
to the former, however, we do concede it was true in the few years which make up
the Triumviral period.
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(e) Conclusion

When we look at the Roman army it is natural to begin our investigations at the
top and work down. We find that basically those who led these armies were
expected to do so from the front or, to put it another way, they had to undergo
what their men did. The qualities and traits they were expected to display are easy
to divine and explicate. The legions they commanded were largely drawn from
men of rural origin. It has long been held that many men of this type were now
failing to meet the property qualification necessary for entrance to service. Recent
attempts to overthrow this view have not, in my view, been successful. But, at the
same time, the traditional belief that the admission of the landless to the ranks
was an act of great significance must be given up. The presence of such men is
very difficult to detect in the armies of the period, and all we can say is that they
articulate the same grievances and aims in both the economic and political spheres
as do their more fortunate brethren. In delineating the direct relations between
the commander and his men we find that normal military discipline is still impor-
tant. The further formulated formal tie of clientship in fact seems unlikely, but
the less tangible personal quality of charisma and its effects can hardly be rejected.
Nor can we deny that in the Triumviral period this notion of a general’s personal
authority succeeds in producing the warlord.
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3
POLITICS AND PROFIT

Did the Roman armies of the revolutionary period have any kind of political
motivation? Responses to this question have ranged from a flat negative to a tepid
and doubting assent.! Making the immediate warning that such a motivation
need not always be on the highest level of sophistication,? I here propose to set
forth my reasons for believing not only that the armies of the late republic mani-
fested a political will but that this will was of the greatest importance. At the
same time it was accompanied by a constant in Roman history: the Roman sol-
dier, irrespective of his other motives, expected when he went on campaign to
profit thereby from loot and booty.’

The politicisation of which we speak was, I hold, introduced by Sulla, and it is
with his age we begin.

(a) The age of Sulla

Sulla’s march on Rome in 88 was unprecedented. Efforts to explain the behaviour
of the troops tend to centre on their supposed status as a result of the reforms of
Marius. Hence, I believe, the true nature of what happened here has been obscured.
Sulla addressed a contio and told the troops of the wrongs that had been done to
him. Rome and the senate were in the hands of tyrants. Now, for the Romans con-
tiones were of two types, the civil and the military. As can readily be appreciated,
the former dealt with political matters, the latter with military. What Sulla did
now was quite simply to abolish the difference between the two. He brought civil
business before a gathering of soldiers. In so doing he politicised them. He invited
them to become involved in the great issues of the day. Their response showed
clearly they understood what was involved and their belief they could do some-
thing about it. But, although Sulla had called attention to their standing as
Roman citizens, these men never forgot they were still soldiers, and among the
reasons they elected to follow Sulla was the fear that if Marius took over the com-
mand he would enlist other troops and so they would lose the profits of this
war.!

I believe it is worthwhile lingering over Sulla’s position as viewed from the
background of that intermittent violence which had characterised Roman public
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life since the murder of Tiberius Gracchus in 133. Indeed a comparison with
Tiberius himself, although I doubt if Sulla would have made it, is instructive.
Like Sulla, Tiberius, at the end of his life, stood in great danger. Both turned to
the people and, in both cases, the people failed them. For Tiberius this was the
end but Sulla went to the soldiers. There, almost by accident, he discovered a
political will. Both men went, with their respective cases, to a politically aware
group, but in Sulla’s instance that group bore arms.

If Tiberius was deserted by most of his aristocratic supporters so was Sulla.
With the exception of his quaestor Lucullus, all his senior officers abandoned him
when he began his march. The split along class lines is clear enough and one
source is quite explicit on the reason. Unlike the rankers, who believed they were
being led to right a wrong, Sulla’s staff thought they were actually being led in an
attack on their country. Other factors may have been at play’ but here we shall
simply gloss what our sources tell us. From at least the time of Tiberius Gracchus
we can detect a natural dislike for improper or extreme behaviour among the
Roman nobility. This was what cost Tiberius his noble followers, but it is also
characterised by the reluctance of the consul of 133 Mucius Scaevola to take pre-
cipitate action against him. A remarkable parallel to the split between Sulla’s
officers and men has gone almost unnoticed. When the Italians took Nola in the
Social War they gave the Romans the option of joining with them. The common
soldiers accepted but the officers refused and were starved to death. This spirit is
illustrated too in Metellus Numidicus’” withdrawal from Rome rather than endan-
ger his country in a struggle with Saturninus. Sulla found his officers’ attitudes
soon echoed by Q. Scaevola, who declared to the sullenly hostile senate that he did
not propose to be a party to the condemnation of Marius. And finally in 87, when
reasons of state would seem to have demanded it, Metellus Pius refused to con-
clude an easy peace with the Samnites. In a word, Sulla in 88 held a position akin
to a radical tribune. He enjoyed only popular support.©

That was soon to change but, more important, we have to realise Sulla had set
a precedent. Scholars may squabble over what his legacy to Rome was, but here
was one thing we will find repeated again and again. Men of ambition, in order to
accomplish their designs, must have a care for the political sensitivities of their
troops if they are to succeed in making of them their followers. Sulla had shown
the way by discovering, more or less by accident, the latent political power of the
army.

There can be no clearer proof of the truth of this proposition than the simple
fact that in the very next year the first of Sulla’s imitators appeared. The actions of
his great enemy Cinna paralleled almost exactly those of Sulla and showed that he
had absorbed thoroughly the lessons to be learned from 88.” As consul Cinna had
championed the cause of Italian redistribution among all the tribes. He was
opposed by his colleague Octavius. Rioting then followed and Cinna was forced
to flee.® As Sulla did, so did Cinna. After an excursion to some of the towns of his
natural allies, the Italians, he wound up at Nola where Sulla had left an army to
besiege an insurgent force which still held the town. Leaving aside his fasces he
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told the assembled troops what was true: his enemies, once he had left town, had
deposed him from the consulship. He then went on to broaden the argument.
This was an injury inflicted on him but it was also an injury inflicted on them.
They were the sovereign people but their decisions, which should have been bind-
ing on all, had been set at nought. The political issue had plainly been brought to
the camp and the soldiers were not only being asked where the right lay in the
current quarrel but were reminded that their rights as members of the sovereign
people were being endangered. To strengthen his case Cinna followed up with a
display of histrionics which featured tearing off of clothes and culminated in a
good roll in the mud. His audience were impressed. They put him back on his
curule seat, restored the fasces to him and, hailing him as consul, bade him lead
them where he would. Clad once more as a consul, Cinna deposed Appius Claudius
Pulcher, the commander Sulla had left behind, and, joining his new army to his
Italian recruits, led the lot on Rome.’

So far we have spoken only of Cinna’s appeal to the political sensibilities of the
troops. Now, however, we come to some source material which, at first sight
anyway, suggests to some that he applied slightly grubbier means of persuasion.
In a word, he dispensed bribes."” According to these sources, Cinna corrupted
tribunes and centurions and then bought the ranks by hope of future rewards."
We might, perhaps, if we were so minded, dismiss this story as black propaganda
disseminated by Cinna’s enemies, whom we may suspect were numerous, in order
to give him an evil name."” But, since an earlier story of Cinna disbursing cash
seems plausible,"” it makes more sense to believe these stories, especially as they
can be explained in the light of contemporary behaviour."

It will not be forgotten that those whom Cinna attempted to woo had been left
behind by Sulla when he went off to fight Mithridates. Hence they must have felt
a certain sense first of disappointment and then subsequently of rejoicing when
the opportunity for profit presented itself. Convinced as they were of the justice
of Cinna’s case, they nevertheless, as true Romans, expected to be enriched as they
lent him their support. The money disbursed by Cinna now almost certainly came
from his Italian allies.” Our sources are vague about where the next payment was
to come from (spe largitionis) and I suspect so was Cinna himself. I doubt if he had
promised Italian cities for the sack'é but the wording suggests a donative at cam-
paign’s end, wherever it was to come from."

Two other incidents from roughly the same period show clearly how the soldier
acted from political motives. When, a little after this, Marius landed in Etruria to
reclaim his lost position he was obliged to put a programme before his potential
recruits. He therefore reminded them that he deserved well for his past services to
Rome. He also pledged he would support the redistribution of the Italians among
all the tribes."

Our other instance is that of Q. Flavius Fimbria. In 86 the Cinnans had sent
out an army to replace or perhaps co-operate with that of Sulla. On the road,
however, the commander Valerius Flaccus was murdered by his subordinate
Fimbria. The latter won some considerable success in the field but this was not a
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consideration when he and Sulla finally met." Sulla demanded Fimbria surrender
his army since he held it unlawfully.” Fimbria, for his part, had an answer to
hand. Sulla, he said, did not hold a lawful command.?' It soon became clear which
of the opposing views was destined to prevail. As Sulla’s men drew a line of cir-
cumvallation around Fimbria’s camp the latter’s men began to desert. Twice he
summoned an assembly but his pleas proved in vain. Prostration before individu-
als and bribing of the tribunes did no good either, nor did attempts first to
assassinate Sulla and then to parley with him. Finally Fimbria killed himself and
his army went over to Sulla.

There are a number of interesting points in this account which deserve com-
ment. The first and most obvious is that the Fimbrians have been placed in the
same position as those men who listened to Sulla and Cinna. They would have to
decide where legitimate authority lay, with their own commander or with Sulla.
From the start Fimbria has lost the argument. His troops have no doubt that Sulla
holds the valid command. Like Cinna and Sulla he has recourse to the contio, but
to no avail. Even a display of hysteria, reminiscent of Cinna’s, failed to move his
audience. Bribing the tribunes is a logical consequence of this for they then tried
to sway the assembly.

We can with some accuracy divine why Fimbria’s troops made the choice they
did. First of all, though no ancient author says so, I would guess self-preservation
played its part, as it must have in the subsequent civil war. People naturally like
to be on the winning side, and if it came to a fight Sulla, with his superior num-
bers, was sure to win. Appian also says the Fimbrians were simply unwilling to
fight their fellow Romans. Despite the doubts of some, this seems perfectly believ-
able, especially now when the idea of Roman killing Roman was still something
of a novelty.” There was also the question of persuasion. Sulla’s men mingled with
their opponents and convinced them of the justice of their cause. This was a tech-
nique they applied again in the Civil War when, in similar circumstances, they
seduced the army of Scipio Asiagenus (cos.83).”

Here, as in the case of Cinna discussed above, the question of money intrudes.
We hear of Fimbria’s corrupto exercitu at the hands of Sulla, and when we come to
Scipio we are told it was not just arguments which won their hearts but also
bribes. Fimbria himself does not appear to be much better than Sulla in this
respect. We have already seen him bribing his tribunes and earlier his subversion
of Flaccus’ army is also described as corrupto exercitu.*

In weighing up this evidence we have first to recall that corripio can simply
mean ‘seduce’ without any suggestion of bribery being involved.” However
Flaccus had the reputation of being a mean man so it is not incredible that Fimbria
offered a cash bait to those whose loyalty he wished to subvert.” It is difficult to
see, however, why Sulla should offer a bribe to Fimbria’s men since he was in
much the stronger position. In the case of Scipio it is marginally easier to accept
since at this stage of the war both sides were desperately lobbying for support.
The story does have one suspicious feature however. Other commanders are
reported to have used their troops as agents of persuasion in this war but nothing
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is said about money. This detail may derive from Plutarch’s mistaken conception
of Sulla as a warlord after the manner of the later Triumvirs.”

One other facet of the First Mithridatic War must engage our attention here,
the occupation of Asia at its end by Sulla and his troops. There is no doubt they
were oppressive to the natives but it is also important to realise what they were
about. Sulla’s troops were receiving the booty which was their due as victors in the
war. The hopes expressed in Appian BC.1.57 were being fulfilled.”® Some of course
want to go further and claim there was something more sinister than a general
seeing to it that his men got their just reward. Sulla was buying the loyalty of his
troops with a view to their use in the civil war which he was about to launch.”
Before we embrace this view wholeheartedly we should remember that he himself
had no such design in mind, for when he landed in Italy in 83 he feared the troops
would, as they were permitted at war’s end, leave him for their homes. They did
not, but it was not until they had fought a battle that Sulla could feel sure of their
support.”” A new campaign with a new objective was about to begin and, as in 88,
Sulla had to discover if his soldiers approved of what he proposed to do.

At base the Civil War was about Sulla’s demand that the decree that made him
a hostis be rescinded and that he and the other exiles be restored to their positions.
But it was more than that, for by the time campaigning began Sulla stood at the
head of a coalition of diverse interests who were now agreed that lawful authority
lay with him and that an end should be made of the Cinnans who were but mere
usurpers. Furthermore everybody knew that Sulla, who had tried to play the
reformer in 88, would now do so again when victorious.”

We catch a glimpse of what Sulla proposed to do in the issues he and Scipio
Asiagenus debated when they came to parley® but that is not our chief interest in
these talks.” It will be remembered that Sulla’s troops used this occasion to lure
Scipio’s men away from him. Bribery we know was mentioned, but persuasion
was surely just as important. As with Fimbria, Sulla’s men, convinced of the
rightness of their cause, convinced others.” And this was not the only signal dis-
play of loyalty these men gave. At the campaign’s start they offered Sulla a loan.
He refused — a gesture which stands in strong contrast to that of Caesar who, in
similar circumstances, accepted on the grounds that when everybody has sunk
something into an enterprise they are in consequence more likely to show enthu-
siasm for it.” Caesar’s hold over his troops is celebrated but perhaps that of Sulla
over his was greater.*

With the battle of the Colline Gate, Rome’s First Civil War effectively ended.
Two further conflicts, however, arose directly from Sulla’s victory: the Sertorian
War and the rebellion of Lepidus (cos.78). With regard to Sertorius we need only
say that scholarly dispute over the support he drew from Spain itself need not con-
cern us. We need only point out that those he led there or later welcomed will
have needed no persuading of the justice of the Cinnan cause and will have shared
his ambition of returning to Rome some day.”’

Lepidus and his uprising require a lictle more detailed treatment.”® Even before
election he had announced a comprehensive anti-Sullan programme. He promised
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restoration of the powers of the tribunate, recall of the exiles, the rescinding of
Sulla’s land settlement and the enactment of a corn law.”” Despite all of this, when
a revolt began in Etruria against the Sullan colonists the senate sent Lepidus and
his consular colleague with an army to suppress it. There the pair quarrelled and
Lepidus threw in his lot with the rebels whose attitude to Sulla’s colonial pro-
gramme was the same as his own. With his mixed force he advanced on Rome,
only to be defeated by Pompey, who had been called in by the senate to deal with
the situation.” What, however, is for us the most important feature is that when
a commander calls upon his army for aid in implementing a political programme
they respond and even go so far as to make common cause with rebels they are
sefit to suppress.

Thus we can see very clearly what had been the result of Sulla’s actions in 88.
Troops as always would seek gain from a campaign, but the objective of such a
campaign might be different from what it traditionally had been. Sulla had shown
how the Roman army might be politicised. He had demonstrated that a com-
mander might come before his troops with an essentially domestic political issue
and persuade them they should help him resolve it by force of arms.

(b) The age of Caesar

The issue which led to the Second Civil War is not in doubt. Caesar desired to
proceed immediately from his proconsulship in Gaul, to a second consulship. He
wanted to do this in order to avoid prosecution for what he had done in 59 during
his first. His enemies at Rome were not prepared to grant him this concession and
on the first of January 49 it was decreed he should resign his command by a cer-
tain date. This meant he would have to appear in Rome to canvass in person and
thus leave himself liable to prosecution.”

Once he had marched out of his province,” Caesar made haste to put his case
before his troops at a contio in Ravenna. He told them wrongs had been done him.
He complained that the government at Rome had passed the s.c.u. against him.
He then portrayed himself as the champion of tribunician rights, pointing out
that when the s.c.u. was passed two of the tribunes who supported him felt their
inviolability threatened and fled to him for safety. He asked his men to defend his
dignity and they responded enthusiastically.”

Only a portion of Caesar’s army formed the audience when he set forth these
grievances but its example was followed by the rest of his troops. It is but common
sense to assume that Caesar’s army was long acquainted with the issues. After all,
the political wrangling had not exactly been of short duration. His men seem to
have needed little persuasion. His officers too remained steadfast. Only one, T.
Labienus, abandoned him.*

Caesar did not, however, confine himself to preaching his message to believers
or half-believers.” Wherever possible he encouraged his men to fraternise with
the enemy with the intention of subverting their allegiance. Two particularly
noteworthy instances occurred at Ilerda in Spain and at the river Apsus in
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Illyricum.* I do not think it rash to suggest the legionaries repeated what Caesar
had said to them as he left his province. Certainly he himself says that is what he
did when, on his advance in early 49, he encountered one of his opponents, the
consul Spinther, and tried to persuade him of the justice of his cause.” Of course
not everybody was charmed. As he advanced through Italy in the opening days of
the war he was opposed by the praetor Minucius Thermus, who then fled before
him. The latter’s troops, however, showed no inclination to join Caesar and, evi-
dently judging the war to be over as far as they were concerned, went home.* He
had better luck after defeating his next enemy, Attius Varus. Some of his troops
did head for home but others joined themselves to Caesar.”” By the time he had
come to grips with Domitius Ahenobarbus things seemed to have changed. His
men were ordered to join Caesar’s ranks.”” Although there are other instances of
voluntary changes of side — most notably at Ilerda and again after Pharsalus’ — we
must assume the bulk of Caesar’s armies were raised because he exercised his
power as consul and held a levy.”” The numbers involved will admit no other
explanation.”

Nevertheless Caesar was obviously proud of his attempts to lure and reconcile.
So he tells us that when, before Dyrrachium, some Allobroges deserted him this
was most unusual. Before this, such traffic had all been in the opposite direction
as when men deserted Pompey en masse.”* Just prior to Pharsalus, Appian repre-
sents both Caesar and Pompey as holding contiones. These are of the normal military
type. The general is exhorting his men before battle.” Caesar himself says he did
indeed hold such a conzio but adds that he recalled his efforts for peace and the spe-
cific occasions on which he had made them.”

Yet, however legitimate Caesar felt his grievances and his cause to be, those
who opposed him obviously did not share his views and held themselves to be the
legitimate government of the Roman republic.”” That legitimate government
enjoyed a senatorial majority when it passed the s.c.u. in order to defend itself
against the threatening proconsul.”® Pompey himself made it clear he was acting
on behalf of the state. In a private communication sent to Caesar while the latter
was still at Ariminum he declared he was not acting out of personal enmity but
on behalf of the state.” Perhaps confidence in this viewpoint was shaken after the
retreat to Greece. At any rate Pompey addressed a contio there in which he defended
his strategic withdrawal from Italy and, citing precedents such as the Athenians
in the Persian Wars, vowed, like General MacArthur, to return. He then went on
to declare they were defending their country from a public enemy who would be
punished. For himself he was offering the state, as always, his services as a soldier.
This speech, we are told, was greeted with great enthusiasm.*

Another reminder of what they were fighting for was given to the troops before
Dyrrachium in 48. This time it came from that rather unattractive character, the
younger Cato. When the soldiers were responding sluggishly to other command-
ers Cato made a speech invoking such notions as freedom and virtue and finally
called upon the gods as witnesses that they were fighting for their country.
Inspired, his listeners rushed into battle.”
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In the light of these remarks we must assume, I think, that the Romans whom
Pompey levied for his armies® acknowledged that the right lay with him.*

We may leave the last word, or rather, in view of the source, last words, with
Dio, who manages in two places to bring out well the confidence both sides felt
in the rightness of their respective causes and how, from one perspective, there
was essentially nothing to choose between them. Reflecting on Caesar’s seizure of
the treasury once he had occupied Rome, Dio points out that both Pompey and
Caesar called those who fought against them public enemies while proclaiming
themselves champions of the republic.* Then in his accounts of the contiones before
Pharsalus, which differ from those of our other sources, he, in essence, makes the
same point again.” Both sides called the other tyrants and themselves liberators,
and their leaders, spurring them on to battle, reminded them of this.

We turn now from the idealistic, if we may so term it, to the question of costs.
Here it would seem Pompey and his allies had the advantage when it came to
monies, even though he had to do without the contents of the treasury which had
been voted him as Caesar had proved too quick and seized them.* What could be
extracted, however, from the great swathe of territory he controlled more than
made up for Pompey’s loss. With the eastern half of the empire in his hands he
was able to extract money from the provinces and from Rome’s client kings.
Individuals too were made to contribute, as were the companies of the publicani.”
Inevitably this kind of thing could become oppressive. That, at least, is what
Caesar himself says of the activities of the savant Varro in Hither Spain at the start
of the war. His exactions in the Pompeian interest were said to have been burden-
some and when Caesar came that way he gave relief to those who had been
oppressed.®

Scipio Nasica, the proconsul of Syria, seems to have been worse and Caesar has
left us a vivid account of his extortion in his province.” Not that gross behaviour
was confined to the Pompeians. Caesar made a very bad choice when he put Q.
Cassius Longinus in charge of Further Spain and we have a detailed account of his
enormities to prove it.”’

In contrast to Pompey, Caesar’s financial position was, to start with anyway, far
less secure.” Whatever Caesar’s profits from the Gallic War,”” it is plain they
would not be sufficient for this new conflict. At the start of the war centurions
agreed to fund the cavalry and the ordinary soldiers to forgo their pay for a time.”
During the first campaign in Spain he borrowed money from the tribunes and
centurions to distribute to the legionaries.” Caesar’s own way of making war did
not help matters since wherever possible he tried to spare both the innocent and
the defeated. As a result there was little plunder to be gained from captured cities
or defeated armies.” Caesar had doubled the pay of the legionary’ but, in the
absence of funds, this was of little use so that pay itself tended to be irregular at
times and promised donatives did not appear.” The upshot was that Caesar faced
mutiny in 49 and 47.7®

It has not always been appreciated, I believe, that there had been warnings a
couple of years before that something like this could happen.” One of the things
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that emerged when the soldiers mutinied was war weariness and the demand for
discharge which was now overdue. But we actually hear of such discontent already
in the previous year. Early in 50 it was decided that in order to aid Cornelius
Balbus in his campaigns against the Parthians, both Caesar and Pompey should
contribute a legion each to his army. Pompey designated as his contribution a
legion he had lent Caesar in 53 so that the latter would then lose two legions.
Those who were sent to collect them reported that Caesar’s army was worn out and
eager to go home. They would, on their arrival in Italy, desert to Pompey whom
they allegedly worshipped. Our sources pour scorn on this, claiming Caesar’s troops
were well disciplined and loyal. They speculate that those who carried these reports
either acted from ignorance of military matters or had simply been bought.*

Pompey, too, is castigated for giving ear to these reports. Such an attitude is
held to betoken clouded judgement and a further incident to indicate an excess of
vanity. He fell dangerously ill at Naples in the summer of that year and prayers
were offered throughout Italy for his recovery. When he did recover there were
demonstrations of universal rejoicing up and down the peninsula. Moved, Pompey
declared that if he wanted troops all he would have to do would be to stamp his
foot and they would rise up.”

Reflection, though, may lead us to take a less severe view of Pompey. He never
really got a chance to stamp his foot. The rapidity of Caesar’s initial advance in 49
took him by surprise and robbed him of any real chance to recruit a great army in
ITtaly.® Even more difficult to believe is that a soldier of Pompey’s experience
would have displayed such naivety in 50. The mutiny of the next year is his par-
tial vindication. The reports from Gaul may have been exaggerated but what
happened at Placentia showed they were not without foundation.

Part of Caesar’s problem lay with the nature of his soldiers. They, of course,
wanted their booty and I cannot pretend to say they were especially rapacious.
They do, however, seem to have entertained great ambitions. Caesar’s contio after
coming into Italy® was one of those unfortunate occasions when communications
partially broke down. Caesar’s words and gestures were misunderstood by his
audience, who assumed they were going to be offered equestrian status and the
money to support it.*

Though not quickly enough to forestall another mutiny, Caesar’s attitude
changed after Pharsalus.”” He now began to treat the enemy as a source of revenue.
After he had extricated himself from the troubles in Alexandria in 47 he had
headed eastwards and there applied the principle that what areas had raised by
way of monies for Pompey was now his and, in addition, some places were required
to pay over and above this.* Upon returning to Italy he further increased his store
by collecting gold crowns and loans.” In the next year the victories in Africa led
to the fining of the defeated and the confiscation of their property as they were
regarded as bearing arms against Rome herself.* The final campaign in Spain (45)
led too to various exactions.” The result was that, when the time came to tri-
umph, Caesar was able to pay his men a lavish donative, the amount received
being in proportion to rank.”
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Caesar’s crossing of the Rubicon is something which, throughout the ages, has
caught the popular imagination, and rightly. It is one of those moments which are
called ‘defining’. Yet here we are really concerned not with the far-reaching conse-
quences the act had for Rome and the world but rather with the war which now
followed and those who fought in it.”"

Our first concern must be to acknowledge the strong political element in the
situation. Caesar informed his troops of the wrongs done to him and to others and
asked them to help him find a remedy. They as Roman citizens gave a positive
response. But the remedy involved going to war and war must bring profits.
Hence the very marked desire of these troops for material rewards. When they
rebelled it was not because they repudiated Caesar’s objectives but because their
terms of service were not acceptable.”

But there are certain disturbing features discernible here. Caesar himself, as we
shall see in a moment, spotted them, but it is an open question whether he divined
their full import which is perfectly plain to us with our knowledge of what hap-
pened after his death.” I refer to the more mercenary element which now creeps
into the relations between the commander and his troops and for which Caesar
himself seems to be responsible. Of his transactions before Ilerda he says that by
distributing money to his troops he had bought their allegiance.” Dio also records
for us a remark he is said to have made to the effect that dominance was main-
tained by two things: money and soldiers. They were interdependent for without
money one could not keep an army.” This last must be treated with a certain
reserve because, as we know, Dio is perhaps capable of blurring historical distinc-
tions and assimilating Caesar to the Triumvirs who came after him.” Much the
same might be said of Dio’s report that those who mutinied were really practising
extortion.” This was more the style of the Triumviral armies than the Caesarian.
But, if Dio is to be taken at his face value, then what we have here is not a histori-
cal anticipation but the first signs of what we shall see in the Triumviral period:
commanders becoming the prisoners of their troops.

A certain insecurity in his position, which was, of course, known to his troops,
may have helped shape Caesar’s attitude.” Comparisons are sometimes drawn
with Sulla.” Both made their attack after laying their grievances before their men
and receiving their support. But there were two Sullas, the Sulla of 88 and the
Sulla of 83. The Sulla of 88 had only the support of his troops. His officers had
deserted him, and senate and people were hostile. In 83, with a loyal army, he
stood at the head of a great coalition and was the acknowledged champion of the
senate.'” Caesar in 49 had his officers and army and virtually nobody else. The
shakiness of his position made him ever more dependent on those he
commanded.

In another important aspect Sulla differed from Caesar. On the two occasions
he marched on Rome he did not merely seek a remedy for grievances but looked
beyond them to formulate plans for the better governing of Rome. From before
his first consulship he had aspired to the role of statesman."”' About Caesar, how-
ever, there is doubt. We certainly know there were people at Rome who had long
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had suspicions of him and his intentions. As early as his aedileship Catulus had
accused him of taking a battering ram to the state.'” But such a judgement, issu-
ing from a partisan source, must be treated with caution. Thoughts on crossing
the Rubicon would be valuable but unfortunately Caesar himself does not men-
tion that crossing. All that we have are the accounts of later writers which depict
him as preoccupied with immediate matters, the enormity of the undertaking,
the vengeance he would like to take on his enemies and the suffering he might
cause.'”

There would seem to be only one place where Caesar himself revealed his inten-
tions. During the first of his Spanish campaigns he declared that his objective was
to secure the tranquillity of Italy, the peace of the provinces and the safety of the
empire.'” We can, I think, agree with Gelzer that he was sincere in this pro-
nouncement.'” However, I would hesitate to describe it, as he does, as some kind
of definite plan of action. It reads rather as a vaguely beneficent expression of
goodwill.' In fact, it is generally recognised that his planned departure for a
Parthian war, which was aborted by his assassination, is a clear enough indication
that he had not made up his mind by then as to what system he would impose in
the state."” From that it is a short step towards concluding he never had any plan
to begin with.'”®

A delineation of the position of Caesar’s opponents requires less time and space.
Some, out of personal enmity, sought his destruction, but as a whole his enemies
saw themselves as representing legitimate authority against a rebellious procon-
sul. From the sources, the troops they commanded appear as less vociferous for
loot but they shared one thing with their opponents, awareness of what they were
fighting for. They have answered the call to defend the republic just as Caesar’s
men have answered the appeal for assistance against his enemies.

(c) The Triumviral period

The immediate aftermath of Caesar’s murder presents us with a situation confused
overall and complex in detail. The senate, the Liberators and Caesar’s political
heirs engage in a kind of Totentanz characterised by shifting and insincere alliances
as enemies seek mastery and the destruction of their rivals.'” Fortunately for the
historian of the Roman army there is one theme which is now a constant. The
troops are determined that Caesar should be avenged.'" It should be explained
that this is a sentiment which, though often shared by officers, came from the
ranks."" As we shall now see, the likes of Antony and Octavian might, for what-
ever reasons, postpone the realisation of this aim but they would be recalled to it
by those they commanded.

Thus, when Antony’s army mutinied at Brundisium they expressed anger at his
failure to avenge Caesar. They offered to join Octavian if he would do this and
eventually two legions did actually desert to him."? But this restless mood could
not always be successfully exploited for selfish advantage. In November of 44
Octavian tried to persuade his troops to turn on Antony but they would have none
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of it. Antony was now consul but, more important, many of them had served
under him and they did not propose to attack their former commander. They were
disappointed to learn they had been mistaken because they believed they had been
summoned to hear that Octavian and Antony were to unite to pursue Caesar’s
killers. They then proceeded to drift away under various pretexts and only the
promise of a donative and distaste for farming brought them back.'"

Indeed we twice in this year hear of military tribunes intervening to get Antony
and Octavian to moderate their behaviour and become reconciled."* Troops, too,
could spontaneously advance the cause of their leaders. Octavian’s men furnished
him with lictors and urged him to assume the title of propraetor. When he said
he would refer the matter to the senate they proposed to go there in a body to
extract the magistracy from the fathers and it was only with difficulty Octavian
made them desist.'”

However, for all of this political activity, the Roman soldier expected, as he
always had, substantial rewards from those who led him.""® Octavian showed early
promise when people feared lest he distribute largesse in the city.'” The reputa-
tion for lavishness thus acquired was soon fulfilled when he wooed Caesar’s
veterans in Campania with cash and even travelled as far as Ravenna with his
moneybags. Later in the year, when he found himself at Alba Fucens, he disbursed
further monies and promised even more. Antony, on the other hand, facing a
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mutiny at Brundisium,'® earned derision with a promise of 100 denarii. Soon

after, outside Rome, probably disconcerted by desertions, he became more gener-
ous and gave 500 denarii.'”

As we pass into 43 we find, unsurprisingly, that Caesar’s name continued to
exercise men’s minds. Cicero, who it should be remembered had a disdain for the
ranker’s political reputation, explicitly states it was this, and not love of the state,
that motivated the Martian and the fourth legion when they deserted Antony."”
And when Octavian made his way to Rome for the second time and was wran-
gling with the senate about the consulship, his troops supported him because he
was Caesar’s son.'” Octavian himself is said to have made a speech in which he
emphasised the dangers faced by Caesar’s friends and, in the manner of Sulla and
Caesar himself, spoke of the wrongs he and his men had had to endure.'** Troops,
however, did not always need a contio of this sort for, as they continued to demon-
strate, they were perfectly capable of acting on their own initiative. So, after
Mutina, Antony had to change his plans and, at the instance of his troops, make
for Pallentia instead of going over the Alps as he originally intended.'” Octavian’s
consular bid, to which we referred a moment ago in the context of the potency of
the Caesarian name, shows how enthusiasm for that name could inspire the troops
to act. They despatched centurions to Rome to demand the office. When the
fathers refused, the men told Octavian to lead them on Rome and he, capitalis-
ing on the mood, did so."” With the formation of the Triumvirate the soldiers
played matchmaker, but not in any romantic spirit. In order to cement the alli-
ance they insisted Octavian should marry Claudia, a daughter of Antony’s wife

Fulvia.'®
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Money, or just as often promises of money, continues to figure prominently in
our narrative of 43. Even a loser like Decimus Brutus felt obliged to distribute
gold among his men who were dispersing to their homes."” His fellow Liberator
Cassius got a better return for his outlay. Failing to buy the night watch of
Laodicea he purchased instead the centurions on day duty and they betrayed the
city to him.'” When Antony, as he campaigned against D. Brutus, wanted to sub-
vert the loyalties of Pollio’s and Plancus’ armies he took care to offer acceptable
financial inducement.'”

The story of the fourth and Martian legions, to whom we have made reference
already, is long but instructive. The senate voted they should have from the treas-
ury a sum equal to that Octavian had already promised if they were victorious
against Antony.'”” When the latter was defeated at Mutina and good report came
from Pansa, Cicero confirmed the bounty would be paid and a property tax was
established to pay for it. Further the soldiers would have the right to wear an olive
crown at festivals."”’ In addition it was decreed that the sons of the fallen should
have the rewards that would have gone to their fathers."””" With some difficulty the
** The senate, however, had shown once again it had no ideo-
logical objection to rewarding troops, especially when a desperate situation
warranted it.'”* By his reaction Octavian showed he understood this well and was
alive to the dangers it posed. Fearing he would lose men, he chased away the

money was raised.

column bearing the senatorial cash which met him on the road.”** Then, as he
marched on Rome, the opposition panicked and promised 5,000 denarii not just
to the two legions but to all of Octavian’s men."” This did no good and it was left
to Octavian to gather money from the Janiculum and elsewhere with which he
paid what Cicero had pledged originally, and then promised the rest would
follow."*

We have remarked on the strong motivation of the Triumviral troops. They
wanted revenge for Caesar’s murder. The extent to which the soldiers of Brutus
and Cassius shared their enthusiasm for a revived republic must now be consid-
ered.”” As is known, the pair chiefly recruited in the east."”® Many of those they
impressed had served under Caesar and, given what we have said above about the
attitude of such veterans, we might have expected them to behave as the fourth
and Martian legions who refused to serve under the tyrannicide Decimus Brutus
the previous year. Instead they proved perfectly tractable.'”

It may very well be that some were where they were because they had little
choice." However there is good reason to suppose both sides were perfectly well
aware of what they were fighting for when matters came to be decided at Philippi.
One side sought vengeance for Caesar’s murder and then domination, while the
other stood for liberty and a free republic.'” Speeches of exhortation are
mentioned as having been made by both sides. Many of these, though, fall into
the category of the traditional military contio with generals urging their men to
perform well.'"? Only Cassius, who is represented earlier as calling the Triumvirs
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tyrants,'” is equipped in our sources with an elaborated reconstruction of a

speech with a clear political message. The speech is long but the message is
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straightforward and apt. The murder of Caesar is defended and the restoration of the
republic promised.'* If this in any way represents what Cassius said — and I see no
reason why not — then we must take it that his audience shared his sentiments.

Despite this the Liberators did harbour some doubts about the loyalty of their
Caesarian legions before battle, and took care to pay them a donative they had
previously promised.'® Then, when he had finished the rousing defence of liberty
we have just mentioned, Cassius still judged it best to confirm the loyalty of those
he commanded with a bonus." After the first battle of Philippi Brutus com-
plained that the soldiers had been more interested in gathering booty than
finishing off the enemy. Nonetheless he, too, had to put on the harness of neces-
sity, promising yet another donative and, it is alleged, pledging that certain Greek
cities should be handed over to the troops for the sack.'"” At exactly the same time
the Triumvirs were making promises. Each man was to have 5,000 denarii.'

The next year, 41, saw a joint revival of the republican ideal in Italy in the
Perusine War. This was set afoot by Lucius, Antony’s brother, aided and abetted
by Fulvia. The pair pursued two chief objectives. The land settlement of the
Triumvirs which was then being administered by Octavian was to be modified.'*
Octavian and Lepidus were to be called to account for what they had done as the
ancestral constitution was restored.” Significantly the troops here intervened in
politics once more. On the first occasion the legates of both armies arbitrated
between Octavius and Lucius at Teanum but the agreement cobbled together
then was never implemented.”' On the second occasion the troops assembled in
Rome"” arranged a meeting at Gabii which never took place because Lucius, fear-
ing for his safety, never turned up."” The boldness of the common soldier was
underlined by an incident which occurred about this time in the theatre. Octavian
removed a legionary from his seat because he had sat in a place reserved for equites.
At once soldiers surrounded Octavian and demanded their comrade, fearing lest
he had been put to death. The soldier was duly produced and he denied he had
been imprisoned. His friends then claimed he had been suborned to tell a lie and
asserted he was acting against their common interests.""

This assertiveness continued in the year 40. With the Perusine War finished
Octavian began to contemplate action against Antony, only to discover his men
would not fight against the victor of Philippi even after they were assured he pro-
posed to modify the Triumviral land settlement in order to accommodate Sextus
Pompey and his followers. As the year progressed things got no better. Octavian
and Agrippa severally made their way towards Brundisium to encounter Antony.
On the way they called out veterans from their colonies, only to find these too
would not fight against him. The subsequent treaty with Antony, known as the
peace of Brundisium, came about, in part, because the soldiers desired it and com-
pelled their commanders to act thus.'”

Not long afterwards the Triumvirs were forced to compromise with Sextus
Pompey and his naval power. The result was an agreement made at Misenum to
share the mastery of the world with him."”® This, we are told, had been greeted
with great enthusiasm by the troops who were now war weary."”” Harmony, how-

50



POLITICS AND PROFIT

ever, lasted but a little time and soon Octavian and Sextus were at war again. The
upshot was total victory for Octavian in 36."® He then turned on Lepidus but
employed gentler methods to bring about his neutralisation. Applying his skills
in subversion he lured away his army and reduced Lepidus himself to the status of
a private citizen."’

At this point Appian concludes his narrative of the Civil Wars. Although
Actium, with all its consequences for Roman and world history, was yet to come,
one cannot help but feel he was justified in this decision by events. Having dis-
posed in different ways of his only rivals in the west, Sextus and Lepidus, Octavius
was now master there and when he returned to Rome he was heaped with many
honours. He then busied himself with much serving, setting to rights the affairs
of the city and bringing order to Italy. On his image he was proclaimed as the
bringer of peace on land and sea. We are twice told he explicitly declared civil war
at an end. But only civil war. Now he proposed to march against the Illyrians.
There would be an end to donatives and handouts, for here the Roman soldiers
would as heretofore earn their booty.'®

Arguably the situation was roughly paralleled in the eastern part of the empire.
There was one master too, Antony, and he, like Octavian, engaged in administra-
tive work and made war on Parthia and Armenia.'" But there is one vital difference.
Octavian was able to make good his claim to have brought civil war to an end and
successfully present his subsequent campaign against Antony as a war against a
foreign foe who sought to dominate Rome.'* It was unfortunate that the two con-
suls of 32 and three hundred senators do not seem to have agreed and decamped
to Antony, but we may set against that the cohesion and loyalty of his armies.
Now there were none of the switches of side of a few years before.'®

The soldiers of the Triumviral period have an evil name. The charges of unruli-
ness and indiscipline have been laid against them. When the contemporary
Cornelius Nepos was writing his life of Eumenes he came upon evidence of indis-
cipline in the latter’s army. This immediately reminded him of the Roman armies
of his own day, who would not obey their commanders but issued orders them-
selves.'* About the same time Sallust was claiming they would do anything for
money.'” This theme of cupidity bulks large in the later ancient sources. So
Plutarch, talking of the events of 44, describes the soldiers as being available for
the highest bidder and portrays Antony and Octavian as going around Italy trying
to purchase the allegiance of the evocati.'* Appian twice speaks of mercenaries
and, in another place, emphasises how thoughts of gain propel men to military
service.'” Dio, in turn, represents the soldiers as extortionists and calls their dona-
tives bribes.'®

Unsurprisingly, this kind of thing is repeated by modern scholars. Smith, for
instance, emphasises the theme of indiscipline.'® Syme speaks of Octavian’s activ-
ities in Campania early in his career as bribe giving." I readily admit that the
soldiers from the time of Caesar, as we saw, had become more demanding and
often exploited the current situation for their own advantage.'”" But I hold they
had considerable justification and that a defence of their conduct may be made.
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We must bear steadily in mind that the Roman soldier looked for profit from
war. This attitude had not changed but the usual sources of booty had virtually
dried up since this was a time of Civil War. Between the expedition of D. Brutus
against the Alpine tribes in 44 and that of Octavian against the Illyrians in 36
there would seem to be no foreign war waged which would yield booty."” A civil
war could, of course, on occasion yield booty. We may recall how after the first
battle of Philippi M. Brutus upbraided his men because their lust for loot diverted
them from the business of killing."”” But such opportunities were rare and the
leaders of the day had to look elsewhere for the money for those they expected to
fight and die for them. So we find virtually every means — chiefly illicit — of rais-
ing revenue known to mankind was employed. We hear of embezzlement, levying
of tribute, illegal appropriation of revenue, confiscation of the fortunes of the pro-
scribed, naked extortion and piracy. One or two leaders are actually said to have
borrowed money or spent their own personal fortunes."* The monies thus raised
were then spent on the troops in order to give them what they had always wanted.
It is true, certainly, that the soldier was now more demanding but he had not lost
political awareness either.

In addition to the desire for profit the ever-present idealism and a certain rudi-
mentary political consciousness are still discernable. If we look for the idealism it
is most obviously to be seen in the armies of the Liberators who we may suppose
shared the enthusiasm of their leaders for the republic, and we should not forget
that some of these men had once served under Caesar.'” And it may very well be
that we can attribute some kind of idealism also to Lucius Antonius. But the most
remarkable feature of the time is that the troops now give directions and formu-
late policy. Caesar’s troops had dared to speak to him of bonuses, land and
discharge.”® Octavian’s men did likewise, but all Triumviral armies went further
than that."” They literally dictated the course of events.

We may discern a number of issues which concerned them. To begin with there
was the determination that Caesar should be avenged, and whenever Octavian
and Antony seemed to be tardy in pursuing this objective they were sharply
reminded where their duty lay. And when the republicans were no more, Octavian
found he could not turn on Antony because his men would not fight the victor of
Philippi, while at both Perusia and Brundisium he also had to yield to the wishes
of the troops. However frustrating this may have been, Octavian can hardly have
been displeased when his soldiers made it clear he should have the praetorship
and the consulship, even if he also had to enter on a political marriage at their
behest.

As I have stated, this kind of behaviour along with the frequent calls for money
is a development of what had gone on even under Caesar. It takes its rise from the
position of the Triumvirs themselves. The Triumvirate was established by due
legal process but it was a process carried out in a truncated form and under press
of arms."”® A title so conferred must always be open to question and it may be said
it does not bring with it the kind of authority Sulla or Caesar held by virtue of
their offices. Indeed the command of the sea granted to Sextus Pompey shortly
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after Caesar’s assassination and never relinquished has as much legitimacy as, and
maybe more than, the Triumvirate."”

Much of the behaviour of the troops can be attributed to the actual activities of
the Triumvirs themselves. I think it fair to say that, for a number of years, they
sought no other objective save their own preservation and, where opportunity
offered, the destruction of each other." People such as that have need of soldiers
and so it is difficult to fault men, called to serve by unworthy masters, if, being
needy, they seek to profit thereby, and they must surely be praised if they still
show an awareness of other issues.

The famous scene at Misenum where Sextus Pompey would not cut the haw-
sers has naturally caught the imagination of generations."' So, we often find him
depicted as someone who, in his struggles with this unpleasant trio, did not make
the most of his opportunities.'™ This is difficult to sustain. A detailed discussion
is plainly impossible here but the sources do seem to indicate a striving for goals
different from the Triumvirs but just as limited.'® To begin with he wished to be
restored to his honours and dignities and then, later, sought a share in their
power."™ We could add that his power base was, perhaps, more solid than that of
his opponents. Sicily seems to have been consistently loyal.'” This is paralleled by
the discipline of his fleet though drawn from diverse sources. Only after Misenum
does disharmony arise.'®

As we saw, indiscipline and attempts to dictate policy largely came to an end
in 36, and this was mainly due to changes in government, if one may so term it.
Something approximating to a stability now prevailed, with the world divided
between two masters. Octavian, of course, laid the greatest emphasis on the resto-
ration of good government but we can see this was only possible because all his
energies need no longer be diverted to destroying others. The dependence on his
troops which, as Appian noted, this brought about was now lessened. Octavian
himself may have miscalculated here. Faced with a mutiny, he felt he had no fur-
ther use for his troops and, in despising them, made matters worse."”” But only for
a time, and for what was to come Octavian was able to command the loyalty of
those he commanded.

Due weight should be given to the respect Octavian had earned by finally con-
ducting a successful campaign in Illyrium'® but above all it was the relatively
undisputed position he now enjoyed which facilitated his mode of procedure
against Antony.

The material demands of the troops had still to be met. Antony showered Italy
with gold but Octavian, ever vigilant, saw to it that his men received a donative
even though the exactions he had had recourse to in order to raise the cash made
him highly unpopular in Italy.'"® Then, at campaign’s end, donatives and land
were duly distributed.” But, these constants aside, what immediately strikes us
is that, in contrast to a few years before, it was Octavian who was now in control.
He it is who dictates policy and not his soldiers.

Octavian and Antony began a pamphlet and propaganda war in 33."" Personal
abuse centring on the sexual tastes and drinking habits of both men was freely
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traded."” It was accompanied by mutual accusations of bad faith. Antony attacked
Octavian for removing Sextus Pompey from office and appropriating his legions.
Octavian counterattacked with characteristic shamelessness, attacking Antony for
executing Sextus.'”” He declared he himself would have spared him. Octavian also
charged Antony with illegal possession of Egypt and branded his association with
Cleopatra a disgrace. Antony countered by claiming Octavian was hanging on to
land in Italy which should have been assigned to his own soldiers.""

There is not a great deal of difficulty in gauging the effect of these exchanges.
We saw that a number of senators were unconvinced and decamped from Octavian
to Antony. There were, too, Antonian troops in Italy who had to be handled with
care.”” But the majority of the legionaries in the west elected to follow
Octavian.

Reading the exchanges between him and Antony one is struck by the immedi-
acy of the issues which divide the two. The figure of Caesar, once so prominent in
men’s thoughts, has almost vanished.” It is not just that Antony and Octavian do
not wrangle over which of them is Caesar’s true heir, but the troops, once so vig-
orous on the subject of their late chief, seem to be largely indifferent to his
memory. We may speculate on why this should be so. What the soldiers had
sought had been accomplished. They wanted Caesar’s murderers called to account
and that had been done. Further, by now, there can have been few left in the ranks
who had served under Caesar himself. His name now had a symbolic significance.
It no longer called forth personal affection. But above all we should remember the
temperament of what we are dealing with. The Roman assemblies had always
shown themselves to be volatile and changeable. As the Gracchi and others found
out, enthusiasm for a policy or a cause could almost instantly vanish. I see no
reason to suppose that the citizen ranker was any less intense or more steadfast in
his loyalties than his civilian counterpart.

And, if the troops were unconcerned with Caesar then, as has been well observed,
it is unlikely they were shocked by stories of Antony’s debaucheries.”” One cannot
forbear adding that many of them probably regarded them with admiration and
envy. There was, too, a certain residual affection for the man, but it was not strong
enough to make them reject Octavian’s slanders or accept a promise from Antony
to restore the republic. For the soldiers now, Octavian was no faction leader, no
protagonist in a civil war. He was the legitimate defender of t0ta Italia who was
battling a foreign foe.

(d) Conclusion

There runs a line from Sulla in 88 to Octavian at Actium in 31. It may not always
run straight but it runs clear. Sulla politicised the army, inviting it to help resolve
a contemporary issue. Or we could put it another way: he taught his men that the
enemy did not always lie without. Sometimes he could be found within. Soon he
found an imitator in Cinna. But from now on political quarrels were to be termi-
nated not by police action as in 88 but by full civil wars.
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Viewing matters in a broad perspective we can say that two things remain con-
stant between Sulla and Octavian: the soldiers’ desire for profit and their
willingness to intervene in politics. But at the same time there is a change of
emphasis which must in some way, I believe, be connected with the fact that
Caesar and the Triumvirs were not as secure in their authority as Sulla had been.
Caesar had to make some concessions, the Triumvirs a good deal more. The troops
are no longer content to receive what the commander may give by way of reward
but are bold and forward in demanding it, knowing that those who have need of
them cannot refuse. And to be politicised now does not merely mean responding
when a man of authority puts an issue before them, but rather taking the
initiative.

Sulla had shown the way, but in the next generation it was not always given to
others to act as masterfully as he.
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4
LAND AND LAND HUNGER

In our sources we hear, from the time of Marius, of grants of land to the soldier.
These grants were intermittent, but in modern discussions they have great prom-
inence and are held to be of much importance. In this section we shall try to
weigh up this importance. We may accomplish this most elegantly and simply by
examining separately the role of the nobility in whose power it lay to give land
and of the soldier who received it.

(a) The nobility

The Duke of Wellington is said to have described troops under his command as
‘the scum of the earth’. We are assured this was a purely sociological judgement
and that he was fully aware of their fighting qualities." Whatever the truth of
that, the anecdote prompts us to begin our investigation by asking what the
Roman noble thought of the legionary, since it seems reasonable to suppose that
that would inform his behaviour towards him.

Most of our information comes from the loquacious Cicero. He had, for instance,
a fairly low opinion of the soldier’s political insight.? Of this it may be said that
Cicero invariably tended to look down on those whose intellectual attainments did
not match his own.> There is abundant evidence to show that while the troops may
have lacked Cicero’s sophistication they could grasp clearly enough the issues of
the day.” Three other passages (a4 Fam.11.7.2, Phil.8.9, 10.22) attracted Nicolet
(1980, p. 133) because they seemed to cast light on this question of attitude. In
the letter Cicero speaks of the soldiers as countrymen but brave and loyal. When
we come to the speeches, however, they turn out to be little better than beasts.
Without saying how he arrived at such a conclusion, Nicolet states that this second
verdict represents Cicero’s true feelings. Actually this is untenable because Nicolet
has not placed the sources in context. In the letter, if Cicero speaks well of the sol-
diers it is because they are on his side. When it comes to the speeches it is but
natural he should speak ill, for these are Antony’s men. Only when we recognise
that these are partisan judgements uttered in time of war can we make a reasoned
evaluation. The designation as rustici is uncontroversial since, as has often been
emphasised in modern scholarship, the legions are primarily of rural origin.’
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We find these rustici, accompanied by fortes, described in the same slightly pat-
ronising way again in pro Archia 24. There we are told that when Pompey in a
military assembly enfranchised a writer, his men, rude though they were, were
still touched by the occasion. And when these men ceased to know their place
aristocratic disdain was ready with a suitable label. Soldiers who meddled in poli-
tics were senatores caligati, men, in every sense of the phrase, too big for their
boots.

The vaguely paternalistic attitude we have been delineating did not, however,
necessarily result in a consistent concern for the material welfare of the soldier.
Tiberius Gracchus’ complaint, that those who defended Italy from her foes had
nowhere to lay their heads, is justly famous.” Almost as well known is his broth-
er’s prohibition on money being docked from the soldier’s stipendium to pay for his
equipment, and his bar on under seventeens enlisting.® Caius’ laws may be, as has
been suggested, a response to the contemporary economic situation’ but it is just
as likely, in my view, that he was reacting against that habitual indifference soci-
ety displays towards those whom it is pleased to call its defenders. The tribune C.
Licinius Macer offers some support to this notion. Some fifty years later, in 73, he
was still complaining about conditions in the army." So we can say that while the
soldier was treated with a certain respect, active measures for his wellbeing were
sporadic.

We move now to divine the implications this attitude had for the most impor-
tant token of appreciation the senate had to bestow on the legionary, the grant of
land."

The great settlements of previous generations show clearly the senate then
actually had no hesitation in granting lands, however remiss it may have been in
other ways. Since we are not party to private conversations between individual
senators or privileged to read records of senatorial debates we can only make con-
jectures as to why these settlements ceased.”” Yet I would contend that we know
enough to be able to say that the senate never completely lost the will to grant but
was constrained by the circumstances in which it now found itself.

To start with, we know of some occasions when the senators were involved in
land settlement. Towards the end of the second century some colonies were
founded and at the end of the Sertorian War a grant was voted to Pompey’s veter-
ans but never carried out, because of lack of funds.” We also have on record a
certain contemporary of Cicero, Servius Sulpicius Rufus, who declared his belief
that public land ought to be distributed to the veteran.' Some think that what
amounts to a lengthy rebucttal of this view is to be found in Cicero de Officiis 2.73—
85." Closer scrutiny will show the need for modification of this view.

Cicero is setting his face against aequatio bonorum or that process of levelling by
which one class in the state is deprived of its property in order to benefit another."
Cicero seems to be thinking in particular of the confiscations and settlements of
Sulla and Caesar.'” Gabba (1976, p. 31) saw this, but not, I believe, its full signifi-
cance. What disturbs Cicero is not so much redistribution itself but redistribution
without adequate compensation, as happened in these cases. Like any good lawyer
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Cicero is not above massaging the facts to make his case and so he falsely claims
the Gracchi proceeded in the same way."® However reluctantly, Cicero, at times, is
prepared to accept land being taken provided it is paid for. As might be expected,
he does not want to burden the taxpayer. We can see this from his reluctance to
impose tributum and his anxiety that public funds should not be squandered."”

This willingness to accept land settlement in which, without raiding the public
purse, the original owners are paid off can be clearly seen in the praise he gives
Aratus of Sicyon in de Officiis 2.81-3. This man went abroad to garner foreign
money in order to finance a scheme to pay off those whose lands were being
restored to their original owners newly returned from exile.”” The distinction
between this and mere seizure is obvious and real.”’ Nor is it purely academic
approval of a long-dead statesman, as may be seen from Cicero’s response to the
land bill of the tribune Flavius (60) who was a creature of Pompey’s. He supported
the measure, albeit a trifle uneasily, after it had been purged of elements inimical
to private property.” Indeed, he is on record as saying that he accepted, as a matter
of course, that commanders should bring in such bills.”

Gabba argued that the ruling elite of Rome did not fully comprehend the
changes which had come about in the Roman army at this time, and that, in con-
sequence, their response to them was inadequate.* Elsewhere in this book I have
expressed the belief that the changes may not have been of the order Gabba sup-
poses, but here I suggest the Roman nobility knew perfectly well what they were
dealing with. So long as Rome had constitutional government those who made up
that government had nothing to fear from the soldier.” In the next section we
shall be examining the matter in more detail but here we may say this much.
There was no revolutionary movement among the soldiers: demand was voiced —
and that but intermittently — by their commanders and when that demand was
refused there was no violent reaction. Agitation simply died away.

I would maintain, therefore, that something other than ignorance and fear
accounts for the failure of the senators to translate their benevolence into land
schemes for the veterans. The reason, I believe, is the fact that such schemes were
rarely, if ever, mooted in an atmosphere of calm where rational and dispassionate
consideration might be given to the issue. Instead proposals for plots for the vet-
eran became entangled with contemporary politics which proved fatal to their
success.”

In 103 the tribune Saturninus passed a law giving one hundred izgera of land
in Africa to Marius’ veterans who had served there. We know the proposal was
controversial because when a rival tribune, Baebius, tried to interpose his veto he
was chased out of the forum.” In 100 Saturninus produced another bill, propos-
ing colonies to benefit the troops Marius then had under his command.”® Again
there was trouble and the bill was carried by force. To do this Saturninus was able
to call up those veterans who had already dispersed to their homes.”

Gabba believed the schemes of 103 had no real political significance. The senate
did not object, and even allowed its own members to join the commissions
to oversee the settlement. What was envisaged was accepted as being simply a
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continuation of the policies which C. Gracchus had initiated in Africa. Certain
objections may be made to this. In the present state of our knowledge it is always
open to us to claim Baebius may have after all been a senatorial agent. On the
other side the two known commissioners have fairly certainly been identified as
being of the Marian persuasion. But most of all, the political stance of Marius and
Saturninus was well known and it was unlikely therefore the senators would gaze
benignly on anything emerging from that quarter.® About 100 I think it is safe
to say there is no debate. Saturninus had become completely obnoxious to his
opponents and no compromise was possible.”

So, for all the difficulties and deficiencies of our sources, what emerges is toler-
ably clear. The senate may not actually have wished to oppose Saturninus in 103
but, if it did, it looks as if it was not strong enough. Hence Saturninus’ schemes
for Africa became a reality.” By 100 things were very different. Again his propos-
als passed into law, but with his violent death were never carried out.”” His enemies
had plainly seen to that, just as they saw to it that the assembly condemned the
land bill of Sextus Titius in 99 which had similar aims to that of Saturninus.”

We now turn to Pompey and his various schemes to get land for his men.”
Evidence for the first of these is scant, and scholarly debate in consequence plenti-
ful** The most important source is Dio 38.5.1-2. This represents Pompey as
making a speech in 59 in which he says that, on a previous occasion, land had
been granted to his veterans by the senate but, since money was short,”” no settle-
ment was made. The inescapable conclusion is that Pompey is talking of a measure
introduced at the end of the Sertorian War for it would seem there is no other
time which would fit.® It is true that an incident of 67, narrated by Plut.Luc.34,
has led some to argue that, contrary to what Dio says, a settlement was actually
carried out.”” But the ultimate source is dubious and tainted. According to the
story, P. Clodius, attempting to foment a mutiny in Lucullus’ army, told the men
that, while they continued to campaign, Pompey’s men were already comfortably
settled on their farms. But the character of the speaker is well known and his
necessity to say something like this now obvious, so that we should, at the very
least, hesitate to deploy this evidence against Dio’s explicit statement.*

As I mentioned above, much about this episode is dark. One thing does emerge
though. We cannot be doctrinaire and insist the senate consistently now opposed
the grant of land, for here we find it once more playing its traditional role.
Whatever differences it had with Pompey at the time, they were not enough to
prevent it voting land for his troops.” But after this episode there was to be a
change.

In 63 Rullus and some other tribunes brought forward a bill for land purchase
and distribution. Everybody knew Pompey’s veterans were intended to benefit
but the bill was defeated.” In 60 Pompey made yet another effort to get land for
his troops with a proposal which, as Rullus’ had, made provision also for the
urban plebs, but it was defeated in the senate.” This meant that Pompey had to
enrol the aid of Caesar in his consulship of 59. Caesar’s bill made all Italian land,
except Campania, available for settlement. Current tenure was to be recognised
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and only land voluntarily offered for sale was to be purchased. This would be done
at the market price and the money necessary would come from Pompey’s booty.
Once more the urban plebs as well as the veterans would benefit. Given contem-
porary attitudes to the so-called first Triumvirate, nobody need be surprised to
learn there was resistance from the rulers of Rome, but Caesar ruthlessly pushed
the bill through.*

Thus far we have been speaking of veteran settlements where the Roman aris-
tocracy could, at the very least, attempt to influence the course of events. But now
we must recognise there were also settlements carried out by generals in total dis-
regard of any interest save their own and in which the senate was powerless to
intervene. The first of these was that of Sulla.

The singular character of Sulla’s settlement is not, perhaps, always recognised.”
To start with he performed a species of aeguatio bonorum. No compensation was
paid for the land he took for his soldiers” plots. He simply confiscated what he
needed from his late opponents whom he declared hostes. Nor was he content just
to find farms for his men.* These settlements had a triple role to fulfil. To start
with they were intended to punish those who had fought against Sulla in the Civil
War. In some cases the intent was more benign. These men were to revive towns
damaged in the Social and Civil Wars. Finally they would act as defence against
attacks on Sulla’s arrangements.” It will be recalled too that one of the conse-
quences of the Sullan plantation was the scrambling of the peoples of Italy.*

When Caesar came to plant in 47 he recoiled from this as he did from other fea-
tures of the Sullan approach. He explicitly stated he would not confiscate land and
sow discord by putting old and new inhabitants together in a colony. It would
come from the ager publicus, Caesar’s own estates and purchase. In sum, the agrar-
ian programme would be along traditional lines.” There is some reason, however,
to believe that Caesar was not able consistently to live up to his good intentions
and was eventually forced to compulsory purchase or outright confiscation.”

The Triumvirs, I hold, were the true heirs of the Sullan approach to settlement.
T am not referring to minor matters such as the commission set up in mid-44 by
Antony and his consular colleague to divide public lands between veterans and
the poor which anyway had a short life.”' Rather, I refer to what is often styled the
Bononia agreement.”” By this the Triumvirs earmarked eighteen cities and their
lands for confiscation and distribution among the veterans. I do not mean to sug-
gest either that they had consulted Sulla’s Memoirs, but simply that, faced with
the same problem of catering for large numbers, they applied the same solution as
a matter of course: wholesale confiscation. Nor could they be accused of having
Sulla’s motivation. Wealth was the only criterion to be applied for admission to
the hit list. There were, of course, complaints and remonstrations. The character
and behaviour of the troops gave great offence and there were demands that other
lands be confiscated in order to level the burden. Octavian did make some small
concessions but in the end carried through his scheme ruthlessly and swiftly.” He
had made himself hated by the people of Italy but had ensured the loyalty of his
troops. Like Sulla, he had, in every sense of the word, divided Italy.”*
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The especial character of the settlements we have just been discussing was
observed by Velleius Paterculus. In contradiction to what went before, anything
founded after Eporedeia in 100 was a colonia militaris.”” Plainly he saw there a dif-
ference.”® But when we look for detail Velleius is not very helpful. For the colonies
founded between the sack of Rome in 390 and the settling of Eporedeia he is pre-
pared to give names and details of founders. But of the military colonies he merely
says their causae, auctores and nomina are well known, and leaves it at that.”’
Presumably Velleius’ putative audience knew what he was talking of but for us
there must be a degree of speculation. The causae may refer to the desire to find land
for the veteran but that is hardly unique to these colonies.”® I would suggest Velleius
has in mind some of the ulterior motives we sketched above. Azuctores might simply
be the patrons of the individual colonies™ but I suspect Velleius is just thinking of
the prime movers such as Sulla and Octavian. Nomina probably means the custom
growing up of putting the names of such men in the colonies’ titles.®

Thus far then, we can see that when the senate had the power to grant land to
veterans it chose not always to exercise it. A time, however, came in which that
power was taken away and exercised by powerful individuals. Fully to understand
this change we must leave, for the moment, the Roman aristocracy and turn to the
common soldier.

(b) Soldiers

Most Roman soldiers must have expected to turn to farming in one way or another
when their fighting days were done. After all agriculture was the principal occu-
pation of the ancient world, with such industry as existed rarely rising above the
level of the workshop and the capacity of any city to support pubs run by ex-
servicemen limited. We have a body of Roman literature dealing with agriculture
which is plainly grounded in the belief that it is, on the whole, something good.
I am not prepared to say how many legionaries read the elder Cato, for instance,
but I see no difficulty in believing they shared his basic outlook and that many
will have been aware of the social status which could come from owning land. We
can establish this point easily by recording once more the fraud Clodius attempted
to perpetrate on the soldiers of Lucullus. It may have been a lie that Pompey’s
men now had their farms but it must have been a plausible lie. He was dangling
before his audience something they would find attractive.”

But if land was attractive it was not always easy to obtain. For much of the
time, purchase was the usual method and booty the source of the necessary funds.®
The conventional picture of the general doling out lands to his followers needs
considerable modification. Such disbursements were sporadic.”” Indeed, one could
not be sure at the start of a campaign that there would be a distribution at its end.
Marius, for instance, when he enrolled the capize censi in 107 made no promises.**
Caesar, too, may have refrained from committing himself.®

And sporadic though it was, the soldier, for a long time, was dependent on the
general’s interest. We know the troops wanted land but the demand does not
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come from them. For much of the period they do not call for farms, for it is their
commanders who do this. It is they who represent the interests of their men and
speak for them. The general doled out booty.® He it was who would also seek the
land.”

From this state of affairs there flows one consequence of great moment to which
we have, in fact, already briefly alluded.” The rulers of Rome perceived no threat
here. When a general failed in his demands those who followed him acquiesced in
the situation. Nothing illustrates this better than Pompey in 60. When his
request was refused his men simply departed to their homes. If we reflect upon it
we can see that those who supported Marius and his henchman Saturninus prior
to 100 differed not a whit from other veterans. Like them, they too eventually dis-
persed to their homes.”

The change in attitude is almost certainly to be dated to the Second Civil War.
In 47 Caesar’s troops mutinied, demanding the redemption of certain vague
promises made after Pharsalus and their discharge, which was now overdue.
According to Dio there was an element of bluff here as the soldiers were not so
much interested in leaving the colours as in extracting what they could from
Caesar, who would yet have need of them in forthcoming campaigns. Indeed, the
same author says a similar ploy had been tried earlier at Placentia when alleged
grievances were paraded, also for the purpose of extortion. Whatever the truth of
this, it may be noted that, on this occasion, there was demand not for land but
rather for a donative, and those who complained were taken aback to be given
their discharge and told a land settlement programme would begin.” So for us the
episode is ambiguous. The soldiers have very definitely found their voice but we
do not hear them call directly for land. With the sequel that ambiguity is
removed.

Immediately after Caesar’s murder those of his veterans who were still in Rome
awaiting settlement began to make nuisances of themselves. This is actually one
of those occasions in our period when we hear of the idle demobbed soldier play-
ing his classic role as trouble-maker and not surprisingly there were those who
were able to reap a benefit. Antony now put together a bodyguard of former cen-
turions.” Of more immediate concern to us here is the fear the veterans had that
the lands earmarked for them would now be taken away and their determination
this should not be allowed to happen. The Liberators had no choice but to agree.
They promised to observe Caesar’s actz and a little later, at the specific request of
the colonists themselves, an act of confirmation was passed. The other obvious
solution — continuing to send out settlers — was also applied.”

In mid-June of 44 Antony and his consular colleague established a commission
of seven to divide public lands between veterans and the poor. Some distribution
of land was actually carried out before the commission was abrogated in January
43 on the grounds that it had been established illegally. The veteran settlements
were then, however, confirmed once more.”

After Antony’s defeat at Mutina by Octavian and the consuls, the senate
bestirred itself to make one of its now rare manifestations of benevolence towards
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the soldiers. Caesar’s troops and those who had deserted from Antony were voted
immunity from further service and the immediate gift of land. A commission was
established to resume any of the property Antony had granted, which would then
be applied to the veterans. As this latter detail held obvious dangers it comes as
no surprise to learn that matters moved slowly. Indeed even in this crucial time
Cicero insisted that no lands should be taken without their owners receiving due
compensation. But, in any case, events, as is well known, soon made the whole
exercise meaningless.”

The soldiers’ aggressive care for their own interests manifested itself again
when, in 41, Octavian set about implementing the Bononia settlement. The
troops were not content with what they had been given but encroached on the
lands of their neighbours, and no amount of bribery or pleading by Octavian
would make them desist. Indeed they eventually turned on him and mutinied
when they thought he was making concessions to the dispossessed so that in the
end he had to make distribution to deserving and undeserving alike.” Even in 36,
as he struggled to re-establish normalcy, Octavian encountered another call for
land. His troops refused to undertake a foreign campaign until they had had their
reward for what they had already done. It was made plain this meant land, and
Octavian had no choice but to comply.”

This desire to settle on the land, whether on one’s original farm or on one
granted by the general, may have been a constant but its fulfilment was often
postponed. The soldier, once he has acquired a taste for that way of life, has
always shown a tendency to re-enlist and the legionary is no exception to that
rule.” The most striking example in the late republic is, I would argue, the
Fimbrians. These men first went east with the consul Flaccus in 87. They mur-
dered their chief at the instigation of Fimbria and then went over to Sulla in 85.
He left them in the east, where they took service under Lucullus in 74 before,
time expired, they successfully demanded their discharge of him in 67. The natu-
ral assumption would be that by now they had had enough but that would be a
mistake, for when Pompey arrived to replace Lucullus, they immediately enlisted
with him.”® Many of Sulla’s soldiers seem to have been lured away when the
opportunities prevented by warfare in the 70s became obvious. Some forty odd
years later the Triumvirs were able to call upon evocasi to fill the ranks of their
army.” In this context it is worth repeating yet again that when Sulla arrived in
Italy in 83 his troops could simply have gone home. Instead they elected to join
him in another campaign.®

I would suggest that three motives chiefly account for this phenomenon.*" The
first is economic and has often been met in this work. Booty was a great lure, and
though we may beg leave to doubt that many were as indigent as the much cited
Spurius Ligustinus of a previous age, we can be sure that many would welcome
the opportunity for betterment soldiering would bring. The soldier’s life is, of
course, a hazardous one but few will deny a certain glamour attaches to it and
there will always be those whom it will attract.® Finally, it can be readily appreci-
ated that the army provided a refuge from the drudgery of a peasant existence
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even if we did not have an illustrative incident recorded for us by Appian.* When
some of Octavian’s troops disliked his policies in 44 they simply walked away, but
then, having time for thought, they weighed up the profits of soldiering in com-
parison to the toils of farming, decided the former was preferable to the latter, and
promptly went back to their chief.

It is probable these men were drawing on their own experiences and not report,
but there is some evidence pointing to soldiers who knew nothing of farming.
When Caesar began settling we are specifically told he started with those who had
some experience of farming,* which clearly implies there were some in his num-
bers who had not. How widespread this was we cannot say but some possible
inkling of the upshot may be gained from the Sullan settlement. Then men of
rural origin had, as a result of their experiences in the east, lost the will and the
capacity to become farmers once more. Unable to shake off lordly habits acquired
abroad they eventually came to ruin.”

Any analysis of demobilisation and subsequent settlement would be incom-
plete if we did not say something about those who are often dubbed ‘the demob
happy’. De Neeve (1984, p. 219) thought two divisions could be made of Caesar’s
army. One wanted land, the other money, and these would naturally sell on their
portions as quickly as possible. De Neeve also believed the same was true of the
soldiers of other generals. In my opinion this rigidly schematic view is mistaken.
What we are witnessing is a phenomenon well attested both in Roman history
and elsewhere.® There is no reason to suppose the veteran did not want land, but
when he was kept waiting his other desire for ready cash became the greater and
he yielded to it. Some of Sulla’s troops certainly sold up their plots in this way and
reports of footpads and the like in contemporary Rome are probably connected
with this.*” The situation in Caesar’s Rome parallels this. There we find men who
have sold everything and are now ready to lend a hand for pay to anybody who
wants to make trouble.®® While there is some reason to suppose that, over and
above any donative he might get, the veteran sometimes received cash also to get
him started in his new life, we do not have to believe there existed at any time a
body of soldiers who, from the very start, sought just cash and not land. Those
who sold up in this fashion did so out of mere fecklessness.”

The tendency of the veteran to wander off from his farm was not confined to the
initial stages of a plantation and the concern it caused the planter is reflected in
legislation designed to stop it.”” Thus, Sulla, seemingly taking his cue from
Tiberius Gracchus, decreed the land must be held in perpetuity.” For his part,
Caesar forbade sale until twenty years were up.”” Reaction of the ranker may be
gauged from the widespread evasion of the law in the Sullan settlement and the
bid of the Liberators for popularity by promising to abolish Caesar’s bar.”

So we can say that what we have been looking at here is the veteran’s desire for
land and the obstacles that lay in the way of the fulfilment of that desire. Some of
these obstacles come from the soldier himself.”* The allure of the military life with
its glamour and profit caused many to desert their holdings and re-enlist. Some,
of course, squandered their competence without ever seeing their farms, and some
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who did not turned out anyway to be unsuitable for their new way of life. But, for
most of the period, the greatest barrier faced by the soldier was his inability in the
first instance to make his case effectively. In the assembly as a citizen he could
only answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to a question and initiate nothing;” as a soldier he was
totally dependent on his general asking on his behalf. And if the general should
be unwilling or fail, then there was nothing to be done. It is only with the coming
of the Second Civil War that the soldier begins to assert himself and, in terms
which eventually will tolerate no refusal, demands land for himself.

(c) Conclusion

If we look at the issue of land in the last century of the republic we have to begin
by recognising that two phenomena of Roman history met with in previous ages
are met with now too. The soldier desires land at the end of his fighting days and
his betters are not totally hostile to the notion he should have it. That said, quali-
fications must immediately be entered. The senate’s sporadic indulgence in its
traditional policy of dispensing land is to be directly connected with the form
demand took. For much of the century the legionary could not ask for himself and
relied on his commanders. These were usually in dispute with the senate which,
for political reasons, in consequence refused what they asked. No danger was per-
ceived or indeed existed, for the refusal met with no violent reaction. The fathers,
I believe, cannot be castigated for not seeing what eventually happened: the sol-
diers learnt to speak for themselves and powerful commanders could impose their
will and take what they wanted without having to ask.

Which, of course, brings us to those commanders and the reasons they wished
to settle their men.

I do not think it rash to suggest that many acted thus because they were sol-
diers and respecters of tradition. Great commanders such as Marius and Pompey
had a care for those they led and wished to reward them in the approved manner.*
Further the settlers themselves would form a pool of manpower to be called upon
for future campaigns. Not all possessed the clientage Pompey enjoyed in Picenum
but the glamour of a great commander’s name would bring veterans flocking to
the colours once more.”

It hardly needs saying that we must avoid anachronism and attributing any
deeply laid designs to those who held such an intent. To put it simply: when
Pompey’s veterans were settled in 59 I doubt very much if he foresaw the circum-
stances under which, some ten years later, he proposed to stamp his foot and
summon the men of Italy.” Sulla’s settlement, as I suggested, had broader aims
than any of his predecessors. His troops could be called out when needed but
beyond that they were clearly intended to repress and regenerate. Caesar then
reacted against Sulla and proceeded with his plantation on more traditional
lines.”

But, whatever the differences in their approach, Sulla and Caesar had one thing
in common: both possessed absolute power and both used it.'” However, at the
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same time, they embody and illustrate a development which can only be under-
stood completely when we introduce Octavian into the picture. When Sulla set
his designs afoot he did so without reference to anyone, least of all his soldiers. We
hear of no demand from them for farms to which he had to respond. With Caesar
there is a change. He may have been maturing his plans but there is no denying
he was provoked into putting them into action in order to quell a mutiny.'"
Caesar’s authority was restored but once the troops found their voice they did not
lose it. Upon his death they made it known, in no uncertain terms, that they
would continue to hold the lands assigned to them. In the case of Octavian we
both find authority weak and the power of the soldier strong. In effect, both in 41
and 36, he had no option but to give them what they wanted.'”

Thus, in these three figures we see a process of degeneration. Sulla had com-
plete mastery of his men. Caesar’s, however, faltered and he had to listen to their
demands. Politicisation of the army was now reaching the stage where the legion-
ary was not just content to respond to the programmes set before him by his
betters but was prepared to formulate his own.'” By the time of Octavian the
Triumvir the process was complete and we have the classic textbook paradox of
the Triumvirs.'"” These men were absolute rulers who did not need to heed such
government as then existed. But they were absolute rulers only because they had
great armies, and those armies could not be compelled and remained loyal only
because they received donatives'” and land.

On the day Caesar faced the mutineers in 47 we see that commanders discover
a new motivation here. Up until this the soldiers had, as it were, been content
with what their chief might dole out by way of land. But from now on they them-
selves would tell the commander what they wanted and the circumstances of the
time were such that he had better listen. In effect, all other considerations become
irrelevant. The desire of the ranker had become paramount.

Contemplating this state of affairs we can see how, in discussing the part land
played in the relations between generals and their men, we must avoid facile for-
mulations or flabby generalisations. We cannot simply, as a matter of course,
speak of the republic collapsing because commanders leading armies of landless
men who expected to be rewarded with farms made an assault on it. When we
come to speak of all-powerful men, with great ambitions, who were yet, in a very
real sense, prisoners of those they led we have to be conscious at all times that this
state of affairs prevailed only for a brief, if decisive, period of time.

We also need to bear in mind that in the desire or demand for land made by the
troops no special interest group or sectional lobby is discernible. As I argued ear-
lier in this book, it is but common sense to believe that many of the men in these
armies held some property just as some did not.'” Thus we cannot just say that
the demand comes from the destitute or near destitute. Those who already had
land looked for more or better. The sheer scale of the Sullan settlement must mean
' Nor should we forget that
when evocati were called out from Caesar’s colonies some, at the end of the new

such men of property were among those he planted.

campaign, were settled on new farms.'”
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I have stated my belief that the exceptional features of the Sullan settlement are
to be connected with the powerful position he held vis-a-vis his troops. Unlike
other commanders — including Caesar — he was in no way beholden to them.
Hence, as I have argued, he was able to go beyond mere settlement and envisage
a wider role for those he planted.'” In a way it might not be too farfetched to
speak in this instance of a kind of conquest of Italy. On the other hand, I did also
suggest that, in spite of the differences in their position and circumstances, Sulla
and the Triumvirs had one thing in common. In order to accommodate large
numbers they both ruthlessly uprooted the inhabitants of Italy. They scrambled
her peoples.'"” Caesar, of course, recognised what Sulla had done and was acutely
aware of it, trying to combine his dictatorial role with a traditional approach to
colonisation, deliberately and openly in the process rejecting Sullan methods. In
the end he may not have been completely successful but in general Italy seems to
have remained calm during his operations.""

This was not the case when Sulla got to work. Caesar charged him with con-
fiscation and putting old and new inhabitants into the same settlement where
they were at enmity with each other."” We have specific instances to substanti-
ate this accusation. The most striking example perhaps is Faesulae in Etruria.
There, in 78, the older inhabitants turned on the new and did grave damage.'"
Even in Sulla’s lifetime there was trouble at Puteoli in Campania. Shortly before
his death he had to intervene personally to compose a quarrel between old and
new inhabitants there."* Trouble at Pompeii had been of long duration when
Cicero alluded to it in a speech delivered in the late 60s. New and old inhabit-
ants had quarrelled over voting rights and for some reason not clear to us today
over an ambulatio (portico).'” And this is the time, too, when ruined settlers
appear to join the Italians they had dispossessed in Catiline’s private army.'"
There is a natural temptation to go further and suppose that when the Second
Civil War came Italians remembered what Sulla had done and sided with Caesar.
After all many people do have long memories of ills, real or imagined. In this
instance the temptation should be resisted for there is no evidence to support
such a notion."”

If we turn to the settlement of 41 we find not only that Italy was in uproar but,
in contrast to Sulla, that Octavian, who was conducting the plantations, was not
in complete control of the men he was leading. The cities which were to be dis-
possessed protested, asking that others be made to join in and share the burden,
or that, in time-honoured manner, compensation be paid. There was of course no
money for this and flocking to Rome to agitate did no good either. The behaviour
of the soldiers became outrageous as they encroached upon neighbouring proper-
ties and by neither exhortation nor bribe was Octavian able to check them. In fact
he had to borrow from temples in order to meet their demands for money. The
immediate beneficiaries of all this were of course Octavian’s enemies. Sextus
Pompey received some of the dispossessed and soon there came what is known as
the Perusine War when the injured found a perhaps not altogether disinterested
champion in Lucius Antonius. But, in the end, it was after all Octavian himself
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who reaped the greatest benefit when, some years later, calling out sota Italia, he
was able to summons the men he had settled.""®

To conclude, it would be pointless to deny that the quest for land was not a
factor in the motivation of the revolutionary army. What I have tried to do is
show, however, that we must avoid broad generalisation. The question, as we have
seen, has many facets and diverse ramifications.'”
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5
OBEDIENCE AND DISOBEDIENCE

Under this heading we shall be considering the related offences of mutiny, deser-
tion and fraternisation. Without wishing to labour the point or to engage in
pedantic discussion, we can nevertheless set forth what will be understood by
these terms in the following sections.!

All three of these phenomena were, in essence, a rejection of the authority of
the commander.? Mutinies obviously can vary in seriousness but, at the most
extreme, can result in the death of the commander.’ Desertion e masse can plainly
occur as the culmination of a mutiny but equally it may happen without any such
preliminary as the troops simply walk away. Fraternisation with the enemy we
would regard as akin to desertion and, as we shall see, the Romans took a similar
view.

However, any study of these military crimes must begin with a discussion of
what they violated, namely the sacramentum or military oath. Only when we have
divined its nature will we be able to appreciate fully what was involved in breaches
of military discipline.

(a) The oath

When Roman soldiers took service under a general they swore an oath to him
which had to be renewed if a new commander should take charge. Our earliest
notices make it clear the oath was designed to ensure good order and discipline.
The soldier swore to follow the consul, obey his officers and execute their orders.
He would not desert or do anything contrary to law.*

Attempts by scholars to suggest that, in the republican period, the oath had a
wider scope and involved swearing allegiance to the state have foundered on a
number of considerations.” To start with, as Harmand for instance points out,’
sources which speak of the respublica are of late date.” It could of course be — given
the state of those sources — that we have here reflected genuine republican usage,
but the evidence of Vegetius who tells us soldiers swore by the Trinity counsels
caution.? The late imperial origin of this particular feature reminds us we cannot
absolutely rule out the possibility that respublica too could also be a late accretion
to the oath.’
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Part of the problem, I suggest, lies with us. We are totally familiar with the
concept of swearing allegiance to a head of state who in his or her person embod-
ies that state. To pledge loyalty to a monarch in a constitutional monarchy or a
president in a republic is to pledge loyalty to that state. Because of this, I would
argue, we tend to forget or not fully grasp the implications of the fact that the
Roman republic had no formally designated head of state. I believe that from this
it follows that when the legionary of the republic swore an oath to his com-
mander, no oath of allegiance to the state was in question. For the Roman the
state was no impersonal entity. He already belonged to the civitas (body of citi-
zens) where every man was a soldier and was a member of the respublica
(commonwealth)." At the risk of appearing frivolous we may say that the Roman
could not swear allegiance to himself.

It is, I suspect, a failure to appreciate these points which has led Campbell to
make two suggestion which do not seem to have any force." He thinks the great
dynasts of the dying republic may have inserted a reference to the state into the
oath. There is however no evidence they did so'? and no reason why they should if
we remember what was said at the outset: this was an oath concerned with disci-
pline. Campbell also argues that respublica was a feeble concept but this assertion
rests on an insecure foundation, Suetonius DivJul.77, where Caesar says the
republic is a name without substance.” But this has only a topical application,
being uttered by a man who had in fact just destroyed it." In any case this view
seems to presuppose what I have argued to be false, namely that the oath was in
some way bound up with loyalty to the state.

This point may be reinforced if we consider how the Romans behaved when
they wished to secure the loyalty of foreigners. One instance immediately comes
to mind. In 32, as Octavian and Antony faced up for the final showdown, both
sides extracted an oath from their allies. It was designed to ensure not good disci-
pline but loyalty.” These were not Romans and the intent was clearly to ensure
that they would behave like Romans might.

Even more instructive are certain features of Italian integration with Rome. In
91, as he tried to obtain the franchise for the Italians, Livius Drusus is said to have
devised an oath for them to take. One of the clauses stipulated that if the Italians
were admitted to the citizenship they would regard Rome as their country.'® We
need hardly point to the sweeping and comprehensive nature of this oath in com-
parison with the narrow reference of the sacramentum. Unlike those born as
Romans, those who wish to become such must swear fealty to the state."” By 84
the Italians had been admitted to the citizenship but had not been distributed
among the thirty-five tribes. Sulla, in that year, made a bid for their support
which so alarmed his opponent Carbo that he proposed hostages be demanded
from them." The natural conclusion to draw is that these Italians were not yet
regarded as Romans, and the sequel establishes this. When Sulla came into Italy
in the next year he continued with his wooing of the inhabitants and eventually
signed a treaty with some of them by which all of their rights were guaranteed."”
This is surely a pact made between two sovereign states.”
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Thus we can see that the Romans required of others what they did not require
of their own citizens — some overt gesture signifying loyalty where obedience to
the Roman state was in question. The sacramentum was purely concerned with dis-
cipline and if we look at the recorded instances in our period we can see that its
essential nature did not alter.”

The bulk of the recorded instances actually centre round changes of com-
mander, which is not surprising in view of the sometimes rapid turnover in the
troubled period we have to consider.”

We may start with Marius. His way of obtaining the Mithridatic command in
88 was dubious, consisting as it did of intimidating the assembly and running the
opposition out of town. But once he had got it he proved to be a model of correct-
ness, sending agents to administer the oath to Sulla’s army which he now proposed
to command. Unfortunately for him and even more for them, Sulla’s troops would
have none of it and they were stoned to death.” Pompey Strabo’s men showed
what they thought of their replacement commander Pompeius Rufus. They killed
him shortly after the sacramentum was administered. About a year later political
violence forced Cinna to flee the city, and like Sulla he made for the country and
found what he wanted there. He persuaded the army of Appius Claudius Pulcher
to desert to him and, as the new commander, administered an oath to it.*!

We can find further examples of this kind of thing during the Second Civil War
and the Triumviral period. When Caesar, during his rapid advance through Italy
in 49, took some of the men from the army of Domitius Ahenobarbus, one of his
opponents, into his own he administered a new oath to them. A little later the
question of validity surfaced when Curio took some of these men in his army to
Africa. His opponents proclaimed they were still bound by their oath to Domitius.
Curio however assured them that it was the oath to Caesar which now bound
them. With his capture Domitius had ceased to be a commander and his men
were accordingly released from their oath.” One presumes there was less debate
about the duty and loyalty Cornelius Dolabella’s men owed him. He committed
suicide in 43 when Cassius captured Laodiceia which he had been defending and
joined his forces with his own.*

Sometimes though, it was necessary for the same commander to get the same
body of troops to repeat their oath. This usually occurred when the original oath
was held to have been breached. Fraternisation with the enemy, refusal to fight
and outright desertion would necessitate such a repetition. This happened when
Fimbria was cornered by Sulla in Asia in 85. His men began to slip away from
him and he tried, with little success, to keep the others’ loyalty by administering
the oath once more.” Petreius, as he faced Caesar in Spain at the start of the
Second Civil War, was more successful. When he extracted an oath it put a stop
to the fraternising which was occurring between his men and Caesar’s.”

Altogether different are the oaths administered by a general to the same body
of men when one campaign follows immediately on another. This is what Caesar
did, it would seem, when, with the Gallic War over, he crossed the Rubicon to
start the Second Civil War. Enlistment for a new campaign required a new oath.”
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Even clearer is the case of Sulla. As he returned to Italy in 83 with the Mithridatic
War finished, he feared that his men would exercise their rights and disperse to
their homes. Instead they swore a new oath as they enlisted for the Civil War
which was about to begin.”

All of those cases, I believe, show us the sacramentum being applied in the tradi-
tional manner even in the most troubled times.’! There are two cases, however,
which display singular features. At the end of 43, as Antony was recruiting at
Tibur preparatory to making war on Decimus Brutus, the whole senate and most
of the equestrian order came to pay their respects. He made them take the sacra-
mentum along with his troops.”” It would not, I think, be fanciful to suggest that
this rather odd scene was connected with Antony’s insecurity at the time.” He
was led to extend the sacramentum to civilians. Also in 43, just before his soldiers
demanded the consulship for him, Octavian made them swear not to fight any-
body who had been a soldier of Caesar’s. The majority of these were in the armies
of Lepidus and Antony.* The obvious inference to draw from this is that Octavian’s
grip on his men was weak and, not trusting to the binding power of the sacramen-
tum, he had to have recourse to a further tie.

Our discussion will touch again on these two aberrant instances but for the
moment I wish to say something further about the more conventional ones we
have been considering. This is occasioned by an observation of Campbell’s.”” The
oath of Cinna in 87, that of Sulla in 83 and those involving Caesar and Domitius
and Petreius in 49 acquire ‘a much wider and potentially sinister relevance’.”” The
commander could ‘order his troops against the government of the State’.”®

The only place I have been able to find a commander accused of using the sacra-
mentum in this fashion does not inspire much confidence. Just after Caesar’s murder,
Brutus, according to Appian (BC.2.140), made a speech in which he claimed
Caesar had taken advantage of the military oath to lead his unwilling soldiers
against the state. The speaker, the context and the detail of reluctant troops will
warn us against taking this at face value. Personally I should say it is worth about
as much as another accusation Brutus made against Caesar at the same time. He
claimed Caesar had planted Italy in the same way as Sulla had. Whatever suspi-
cion there may be that Caesar did not always live up to his initial declaration of
moderation, there can be no doubt that he never proceeded as Sulla did.”

What I think we need to bear constantly in mind is that we are dealing with a
state of civil war. In such a situation both sides would claim the right and neither
would admit that they had set themselves up in opposition to lawful authority.”
' when Sulla marched on Rome his opponents
enquired why he was attacking his country. He replied he was come to deliver her

To take but one example here,”*

from tyrants.”

Once we have grasped this we will, I believe, have no difficulty in accepting
that the essential nature of the sacramentum was not now altered. In the time when
the state was whole a magistrate ultimately derived his authority from that state,
and when he proposed to take the field he naturally administered the military
oath to those he was about to command. But in these times authority often came
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from another quarter. The commander had achieved legitimacy because he had
convinced his men in contio or elsewhere of the rightness of his cause.”” And once
authority was established then it was natural an oath would hereafter follow.

Thus, I see no reason to give the sacramentum a role or a significance greater than
that it had always had. It continued to be the means by which the general disci-
plined his men but it was without any r