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PREFACE 

Antony is Plutarch's finest Life; it is also one ofhis longest, and this causes 
a commentator particular problems. I am grateful to the Cambridge 
University Press for their indulgence in allowing this commentary to 
reach unusual length, but of course I have sacrificed material to keep it 
within reasonable bounds. For instance, there is no apparatus criticus: 
this is perhaps regrettable, but information on manuscript variants is 
easily available in Ziegler's Teubner edition, and in important cases 
where the reading is doubtful I have recorded and discussed the 
variants in the commentary. I have also been very selective in referring 
to modern books and articles. Again, this is a pity; readers do use 
commentaries as a guide to relevant modern literature, particularly 
when a text is the principal source for a period (as with much of the 
second half of Anto,ry). But this is compensated by the recent works of 
Scardigli and Scuderi, both with very full and helpful bibliographies, 
and perhaps also by my own forthcoming chapter on 'The Triumviral 
Period' in the revised Cambridge Ancient History. But I am still uneasily 
aware of referring only briefly, or in criticism, to works from which I 
have learnt a great deal: this is particularly true of the scant citations 
from the rich critical literature on Shakespeare. The procedure is 
curmudgeonly. The only excuse is one of necessity. 

Classicists should by now have outgrown the division between 
'literary' and 'historical' approaches, but sadly they have not, and 
some readers will be surprised by what will seem a 'literary' emphasis. 
I make no apology for concentrating on Plutarch's own technique, 
even where this leaves less space for discussing the history of the period; 
and, if his moral insights are more profound and his characterisation 
more compassionate than is sometimes realised, he deserves our critical 
admiration. At the same time, in the commentary I have tried not to 
shy from the simple question, 'Is it true?' Plutarch's way of reaching or 
inferring truth may not be quite the same as ours; there may be times 
when he sacrifices precise historical truth for other purposes, either to 
tell a better story or to point a more interesting moral; but that process 
does have limits, and an important aspect of his moralism is the 
demonstration that human nature can produce people like this. If anyone 
had persuaded Plutarch that Antony and Cleopatra were not like this 
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VlU PREFACE 

at all, he would not simply have given a Hellenic shrug. He would have 
cared. 

The general editors of this series, Professor Easterling and Professor 
Kenney, have been characteristically patient, helpful, and encouraging, 
and I owe many improvements to their vigilance. John Moles and 
Frederick Brenk have read the entire commentary in typescript, and 
made many new and stimulating suggestions: these I have shamelessly 
plagiarised. I am most grateful, too, to Ewen Bowie, Philip Stadter, 
and Arnd Kerkhecker for reading and improving individual sections; to 
Brian Bosworth, Owen Watkins, David Stockton, Andrew Lintott, 
Simon Swain, and Pauline lnness for help with particular points; to 
Stephen Oakley and Judith Mossman for reading the proofs and 
suggesting many helpful improvements; to Rachel Woodrow for 
transforming a disgusting manuscript into an elegant typescript; to the 
subeditor Susan Moore; to the Craven Committee for financing a visit 
to Actium; and to several of my college colleagues for specialised 
advice - George Cawkwell, David Bell, Mark Smith, David Langslow, 
Nick Rawlins, and especially Helen Cooper, who has been a patient 
guide in Shakespearian matters. I owe more general debts to Donald 
Russell and to two scholars who died tragically within weeks of one 
another, Colin Macleod and Robert Ogilvie, for showing me what 
criticism of a moral and historical text ought to be. 

After 2000 years Antony is still disruptive of peaceful domesticity, 
and my greatest debt is to Margaret, Charles, and Sally. 

Oxford, 1!)86 

NOTE TO THE 1994 REPRINT 

Reprinting offers the opportunity to correct some misprints and errors 
in the first impression; I am grateful to friends and generous reviewers, 
especially Robin Seager in CR 39 ( 1989) 201-2, for help in identifying 
these. It would not be feasible to bring the bibliography up to date, but 
many valuable contributions are included in the Plutarch volume 
(11.33.6, 1992) of Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt. Particularly 
relevant are F. B. Titchener's bibliographical survey ofrecent work on 
the Roman Lives (pp. 4128-53, covering Antony at 4151-3) and F. E. 
Brenk's illuminating and detailed study of Anto,ry (pp. 4348-4469, 
4895-49 15). 



ABBREVIATIONS 

'P.' is Plutarch, 'A.' Antony, 'Cl.' Cleopatra, 'C.' Julius Caesar, 'Cic.' 
Cicero, 'O.' Octavian, and 'Sh.' Shakespeare: except where stated, 
references to his work are to Antony and Cleopatra. References to ancient 
authors and their standard English commentaries should be self­
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References to Plutarch's Moralia are generally in the form '743d', with 
no introductory 'Mor.'; spurious works in the corpus are referred to as 
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INTRODUCTION 

1 PLUTARCH AND ROME 

Actium was one of those battles which mattered. It mattered much 
more than Pharsalus or Philippi, perhaps as much as Salamis, Plataea, 
or the victories of Alexander. A. might well have won it. Ifhe had, he 
would have been remembered very differently: great Antonian poets 
would have ensured that, with epics perhaps of Hercules and Anton, 
not Aeneas and Iulus, and lyrical celebration of the great dynastic 
marriage which at last had linked east and west. More important, the 
Roman empire would have shifted its centre of gravity eastwards four 
hundred years earlier than it did, as Rome would in some way have 
shared power with Alexandria. It would certainly have made a great 
difference to Greece, geographically between the two: no wonder A.'s 
story mattered to P., writing in Greece 150 years later. 

But the way it mattered to him is also important, and itself 
symptomatic both of the man and his age. P. does not reflect on the 
battle as a turning-point in world history, but as the catastrophe of a 
man and a woman. Not wholly a private catastrophe, of course: the 
sufferings they caused the world, especially Greece, are an important 
theme.' But he does not try very hard to set this against its political 
background or to trace its consequences. This is not the way we, or 
Thucydides, or P.'s contemporary Tacitus, would write serious 
history. And this itself reflects his age and milieu, where a thoughtful, 
nostalgic, and gifted Greek writer might readily find biography a more 
natural medium to describe the past than narrative history. 

P. was born about A.D. 45.2 His lifelong home was the small Boeotian 
town of Chaeronea. His family was well off,3 and he could travel 
widely, to Asia and, most relevantly for Ant., to Rome and Italy 
(several times) and to Alexandria.• The family gave him a fine 

' 21.1-5, 23.2-4, 24, 56.8, 58.2-3, 62.1, 68.6-8 nn. 
' For P.'s life cf. esp.Jones 1-64, with a rather different emphasis from that 

presented here; Ziegler 4-60. Birth: Jones 13, Ziegler 4-5. 
' Jones 8--9. 
• Jones 14-16, 21-5, Ziegler 17-21. 

http://www.cambridge.org/052128418X
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2 INTRODUCTION 

education, and his philosophical teacher, the Egyptian Ammonius, was 
doubtless a further source of Egyptian lore and reminiscence. 5 It was 
also a close family, and his descriptions of his grandfather, father, and 
brothers are engagingly warm. 6 He was fortunate, too, in his wife 
Timoxena, and he was clearly devoted to her and their children.7 Some 
of the most moving passages in the Lives, including Ant., concern family 
affection and mourning, the impact of a hero's triumph or disaster on 
those closest to him: that suggests something of P.'s own personality 
and experience. 8 

Life in Chaeronea inevitably brought public burdens, the round of 
municipal offices, supervision of public works, embassies to proconsuls 
and sometimes further afield. His visits to Rome and Italy were clearly 
of this nature, at least in part. 9 In Advice on Public Life he advises a young 
man from Sardis not to go out of his way to seek municipal office, but 
to accept it if he is asked.'° He practised what he preached: he tells of 
his acquaintances' amusement when they saw him supervising minor 
building projects." Nothing suggests that this political activity 
absorbed great amounts of his enthusiasm or energy, and his heart was 
always in literature and culture. An office he perhaps assumed with 
more relish was the priesthood at Delphi." His knowledge of Delphic 
antiquities was immense, as his essays On the Pythia's Prophecies, On the 
Delphic E, and On the Decline of Oracles make clear. He served the shrine 
for 'many Pythiads' ( 792f), at a time ofrevival under several emperors. 
But the first love was Chaeronea. One reason for staying there was his 
desire that the small town should not become even smaller (Dern. 2.2). 
As he grew old, it became known for his 'school', the young disciples 
who came to admire and to learn:' 3 for by now his scholarship had won 

5 Jones 9, 13, 16--18 and HSCP 71 (1966) 205-13. 
6 Jones g--10, Ziegler 6--11, cf. 28.3, 68.7 nn. 
7 This is esp. clear in the Consolation to his Wife (6o8a-61 2a), written on the 

death of their daughter. They had at least five children; at least three died 
young., 

8 Cf. 84.4-7n., Russell 5--6; esp. telling are C. Mai. 20.4-7 and C. Min. 7.3. 
9 Cf. Dem. 2.2,Jones 20-1. 816c-<l describes an embassy to a proconsul: cf. 

Jones 15-16, 115 n. 43. 
'
0 813c-<l, cf. 811 a-<: and Should an Old Man take Part in Public Life? 793c-<l, 

794b. 
" 81 I b--c. 
" Jones 26--7, 31-4, Ziegler 23-6. 
' 3 Cf. esp. Russell 13-15; Ziegler 26--30. 

http://www.cambridge.org/052128418X
http://www.cambridge.org
http://www.cambridge.org
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I. PLUTARCH AND ROME 3 

international acclaim. Several imperial honours came his way: the 
ornamenta consularia, so it seems, a mark of academic renown reserved 
for the most eminent (Quintilian had been similarly honoured); and in 
119 the procuratorship of Achaea, doubtless a purely honorary post in 
the case of one so old. '4 He died before 125. 

He wrote prolifically. Only about half of his works survive, and they 
fill 27 Loeb Volumes. The range of his miscellaneous essays, which we 
loosely group together as Moralia, is extraordinary: political essays, 
antiquarianism, philosophy and religion, declamation, criticism of 
literature, 'Table Talk', and a wide variety of ethical reflections. 
Dating his works is difficult, but it seems clear that a disproportionate 
number were written in the last twenty-five years or so, after the death 
of the emperor Domitian in 96. Perhaps he was then less busy with 
public affairs,'' but one doubts it; the activity in Delphi was then 
probably at its greatest. But he doubtless shared in the sense of 
renaissance under Domitian's successors, Nerva, Trajan, and 
Hadrian;' 6 and the school at Chaeron~a may itself have provided the 
stimulus of an eager and responsive young audience. The Parallel Lives 
belong to this late, productive phase, and he was probably at work on 
them through most of these final years. They were not P.'s first 
biographical enterprise: the Lives of the Caesars, from Augustus to 
Vitellius, are earlier, probably written before 96. Only Galba and Otho 
survive, doubtless not the sample P. would himself have chosen (we 
would think much less well ofSuetonius ifwe had only his Lives of those 
two emperors) - but they have none of the richness of the Parallel Lives. 
22 of those pairs survive, one of them the double pair Agis, Cleomenes, 
and the Gracchi; we also have two more 'unpaired' Lives, Aratus and 
Artaxerxes. We can tell a little of the order in which they were written. 
The lost pair Epaminondas and Scipio seems to have come first, and P. 
himself tells us that Dem.-Cic. was the fifth pair, Per.-Fab. the tenth, 
and Dion-Brut. the twelfth; and there are a few further indications, 
difficult to evaluate and exploit.' 7 It seems likely that Ant. was one of 

'' Jones 29, 34, 56, and JRS 56 (1966) 63-6. 
'' Jones 20, 28, and for the chronology of the works esp. JRS 56 (1966) 61-

74. 
'6 Nunc demum redit animus, Tac. Agr. 3. 1, with Ogilvie-Richmond ad loc.; cf. 

Tac. Hist. 1.1.4, Pliny Ep. 1.10.1, 13.1, 3.18.5. 
'7 Jones, JRS 56 (1966) 66-70, criticised in detail by Pelling (1) 80-1. 
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six Roman Lives which P. researched and prepared as a single project -
Pomp., Caes., Crass., C. Min., Brut., and Ant.'8 Ifso, he then presumably 
wrote the final versions of these Lives and published them, with their 
pairs, in fairly quick succession. As Brut. was one of the twelfth pair, the 
other five should not be far away: in other words, somewhere in or a 
little after the middle of the sequence of the Lives. Ant. 34.g(n.) anyway 
suggests that this Life was written before 1 15, and a date somewhere 
between I IO and 115 seems likely. It may well belong to the period 
when Trajan was planning a great Parthian War (cf. 34.gn.), and this 
conceivably helps to explain why Ant., like Crass., treats Parthia on so 
lavish a scale (37-52).' 9 But it is probably wrong to make much of this. 
P. had other good reasons to allow Parthia a large canvas (37-52n.), 
and such direct relevance to contemporary themes is not in his manner 
(4.2n.). 

The Parallel Lives, like the Table Talk and the On Progress in Virtue, are 
dedicated to Q Sosius Senecio, twice consul (gg and 107) and perhaps 
himself of eastern origin.2° He is one of several prominent Romans of 
P.'s acquaintance - for instance, L. Mestrius Florus, consul under 
Vespasian, in whose company P. visited the battlefield of Bedriacum 
(Otha 14.1), and to whom he apparently owed the Roman citizenship; 
C. Minicius Fundanus, the consul of 107; Arulenus Rusticus, consul in 
92 and executed by Domitian a year or so later; and the brothers T. 
Avidius Quietus and C. Avidius Nigrinus, probably both proconsuls of 
Achaea." The Greek and Roman worlds were now more politically 
unified than they had ever been, at least for the upper classes. 
Increasingly, well-born young men from Greece and Asia Minor were 
entering the imperial service and even the Roman senate; two of the 
first Greek senators were friends of P., C. Julius Eurycles Herculanus of 
Sparta and King Philopappus of Commagene." By 130 Arrian from 
Bithynia was to reach the suffect consulship, and in 143 the Athenian 

'
8 Pelling (1) 75-83. 

' 9 Scuderi on 34.9, 37.1; cf. 34.9n. 
'

0 Jones 54-7 and JRS6o ( 1970) 98-104; but cf. H. Halfmann, Die Senatoren 
aus dem iistlichen Tei! des lmperium Romanum bis zum Ende des 2. ]h. n. Chr. 
(Gottingen 1979) 211. 

" Ziegler 51-60 and esp.Jones 22-3, 48-64, though he perhaps exaggerates 
P.'s closeness to these 'friends'; cf. Russell 10-11. 

"Jones 41, 46, 59, cf. 67.2n.;Jones 59; cf. Halfmann (n. 20) 125-7, 131-3, 
and esp. 71-81 on the increase of new eastern senators under Trajan. 
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I. PLlJTARCH AND ROME 5 

Herodes Atticus would be consul ordinarius.' 3 Pliny's letters depict a 
society in which the presence of Greek philosophers in one's entourage 
- at least, if their social status was sufficiently high - was a mark of 
culture and grace: one of them might even marry the daughter of a 
Roman philosopher and knight, Musonius Rufus.' 4 Dio of Prusa could 
refer to Nerva as an 'old friend', and lecture Trajan on kingship; he had 
also probably been close to the Flavians.' 5 The Table Talk shows a 
society where dinner guests may be P.'s family or well-born Greeks - or 
may be Roman grandees like Sosius Senecio or Mestrius Florus. It is 
tempting to think of P. as actively involved in a unified Greco-Roman 
world, a Greek writing about Rome from the inside in a way which 
would have been impossible 150 years before. 

There is something in this: of course, P.'s Roman connexions must 
have influenced his perspective; certainly, he is not hostile to Rome. 
Yet it is easy to overstate the unity of the Greek and Roman worlds. 
Politically, even socially, the links were strong: the cultural position is 
harder to define. Some Romans were certainly at home with Greek 
culture - men like the Epicurean Maximus whom Trajan tactfully 
chose to regulate the Greek cities;' 6 or Vestricius Spurinna and Arrius 
Antoninus, who composed Greek verses;'' or P.'s friends Sosius Senecio 
and Mestrius Florus. In a typical scene of the Table Talk Sosius has just 
been reading Theophrastus, and can quote Pindar and Sophocles 
(622c-623f); elsewhere Mestrius is shown as an expert on Aristotle 
(65oa-e, 734c-f), and he too is ready with literary quotations (e.g. 
68od, 699a). Philhellenism had already been fashionable under Titus 
and Domiti.an, and men like Sosius and Minicius Fundanus did well 
under Trajan; the tendency was to reach its height under Hadrian.'" 
Yet this fashion could provoke resentment as well as imitation, and 
what Hellenism there was could easily be shallow. A story was told of 
Trajan's remark to Dio of Prusa: 'What you are saying I do not know, 
but I love you as myseif.'' 9 It is suggestive that the best Roman 

' 3 M. Aurelius 1.9. 
'' Pliny Ep. 1.10 (Euphrates), 3.11 (Artemidorus, son-in-law ofMusonius 

Rufus); cf. E.L. Bowie, YCS 27 ( 1982) 42-3 for earlier examples. 
'' Dio Prus. 1-4 and 45.2; Jones, Dio 15. 
'
6 Pliny Ep. 8.24, Arr. Diss. Epic. 3. 7, cf. F. Millar, JRS 55 (1965) 142, 145. 

' 7 Pliny Ep. 3.1, 4.3, cf. A. Wallace-Hadrill, Suetonius (London 1983) 26-9. 
'
8 R. Syme, Tacitus (Oxford 1958) 504-11. 

' 9 Phil. V.S. 1. 7, Jones, Dio 11, 116; doubted by Bowie (n. 24) 44 n. 49. 
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6 INTRODUCTION 

literature of the age is more distinctively Roman than it had been a 
century before, and Greek influence is usually slight. Tacitus is 
interested in the Greeks as a people, but noticeably hostile;3° and, 
unlike the less perceptive Sallust, he shows no sign of knowing 
Thucydides - despite, arguably, an intellectual affinity. He prefers to 
take Sallust himself as his principal historical model. Horace's knowl­
edge of Greek ethics was extensive; Juvenal's was not, and he too 
derided vulnerable Greek targets. The fashionable Pliny was not 
hostile to Greeks, and he would applaud the philosophers (Ep. 1.10) or 
the orator Isaeus (Ep. 2.3): but his letters really show much less 
familiarity with Hellenism than Cicero's or Seneca's. Even a generation 
earlier Statius, Quintilian, and the elder Pliny showed their Greek 
learning; a generation later, Fronto and Gellius would do the same; but 
now, Suetonius was the only major Roman author who could,count as 
a Hellenist. 

P. was interested in Roman antiquity, but he knew Latin literature 
no better than contemporary Roman authors knew Greek. He had not 
perfected his Latin in his youth, though (he tells us) it improved while 
he was at work on the Lives, helped because he was already familiar 
with the events his Latin sources described (Dern. 2.2-4). That is a 
common experience for many scholars reading unfamiliar languages, 
and P. clearly did read Latin historical sources. But it does not appear 
that he read Latin for pleasure. For instance, he does not seem to know 
the great Latin poets. In Ant. he does not exploit Virgil, Horace, or 
Propertius to illuminate the triumviral period, whereas his Greek Lives 
are constantly enriched by literary allusions and stray information 
from his general reading. 3 ' In the Lives one can trace the process 
whereby in old age he deepered his familiarity with the great events of 
Roman history: Cic., early in the series, is conspicuously less well 
informed about the period than the later group of Lives, Caes., Pomp., 
Ant., and the rest. 3' P. had clearly not immersed himself in Roman 
culture from his youth. 

His spiritual home remained Greece, and he shows the fierce 
attachment to the classical past which is typical of his age." Such 

'
0 Syme, Tacitus (n. 28) 511-19. 

3' Pelling ( 1) 74-5, Ziegler 289-90. 
3' Pelling ( 1) 75-80. 
33 E.L. Bowie, Past and Present 46 ( 1970) 3-41. 

http://www.cambridge.org/052128418X
http://www.cambridge.org
http://www.cambridge.org


© Cambridge University Press www.cambridge.org

Cambridge University Press
052128418X - Plutarch: Life of Antony
Edited by C. B. R. Pelling
Excerpt
More information

I. PLUTARCH AND ROME 7 

nostalgia does not imply hostility to Rome: many Greek writers, then 
and during the next hundred years, combined an attachment to 
Greece's past with acquiescence in Roman rule - even if the 
acquiescence was sometimes tinged with wistfulness. 34 But there is often 
a detachment in the way P. approaches Rome. He appreciated the 
blessings of peace which Rome had brought the world, especially 
Greece. 35 He could still be cool about the distinctive Roman values 
which had brought this peace: their incessant expansion, their glorifi­
cation of war. 36 ' "Did not Rome make her great advances through 
warfare?" That is a question requiring a lengthy answer for men who 
define "advance" in terms of wealth, luxury, and empire rather than 
safety, restraint, and an honest independence' (Numa 26(4).12-13). 
And the detachment is particularly clear when anything cultural is in 
point. Roman figures are sometimes criticised for their lack of Hellenic 
education: this explains the immoderate behaviour of Coriolanus and 
Marius (Cor. 1, Mar. 2, cf. 2.4-8n., Numa 26(4).11). He has no doubt 
about the Roman lack of taste. Roman craftsmen spoilt the propor­
tions of some columns which were beautiful when awaiting transport at 
Athens (Popi. 15.4); all the buildings of the Roman Republic could not 
rival those of Pericles (Fab. 30(3).7).37 The elder Cato was wrong to 
prophesy doom if Rome ever imbibed Greek culture, 'for the time in 
which Rome reached its greatest success was the time when it 
welcomed Greek studies and education' (C. Mai. 23.3). One notices the 
past tenses. 

His attitude to political questions of his own day is similarly 
detached. His advice to young Greeks who were thinking of a Roman 
public career is discouraging: excessive ambition can destroy one's 
peace of mind, and they should be content to stay in Bithynia or 
Galatia (On Q,uiet of Mind 47oc--d). The point recurs in Advice on Public 
Life (814d-e). In that essay the political life P. envisages is municipal life 
in the cities of Greece; the Romans emerge as the people who impose 

34 G. W. Bowersock, Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire ( Oxford 1969) esp. 15-
16; Bowie (n. 33), esp. 40-1. 

" This is particularly clear from On the Fortune of the Romans, esp. 317c; cf. 
408b, 413f, 469e, 784f, 824c; J. Palm, Rom, Riimertum und Imperium in der 
griechischtn Literatur der Kaiserzeit (Lund 1959) esp. 31-2. 

3
6 Pelling (3) 185-6, cf. Jones 107. 

3; For P.'s opinion of Roman culture cf. R. Flaceliere, LAC 32 (1963) 28-47. 
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8 INTRODUCTION 

the constraints on this form of public life, the authorities whose 
ultimate power the politician should always recall, and whose friend­
ship he should exploit for the good of his state (esp. 813d-814a, 824d­
e, cf. 80. m.); the cities should behave with order and restraint, and 
thus avoid the indignity of constant Roman intervention (814e-815c). 
He is himself proud of his loyalty to Chaeronea (Dern. 2.2): indeed, 
after his visits to Rome and Italy in his prime, there is no indication 
that he returned there when writing the Parallel Lives. He retained his 
Roman friends, but in important ways he still approached Roman 
history, politics, and culture as a conscious outsider. 

Despite the dedication to Senecio, he clearly had in mind a primarily 
Greek audience for the Lives, regularly explaining Roman institutions, 
practices, and words: 38 the sort of readers, in fact, whom he elsewhere 
encouraged to concentrate their political ambitions on their own cities 
rather than Rome. P. had thought hard about how history should be 
written, criticising Herodotus on clearly elaborated historical 
principles, and writing a work on 'how to discover historical truth'. 39 

But he preferred to write biography: it suited that audience better, and 
it suited him. In the ancient world those who wrote narrative history 
usually wrote from political experience, and usually claimed to have a 
practical purpose. They envisaged an audience who might themselves 
be involved in similar politics, and they wanted to provide historical 
analysis which would be useful. Perhaps they could help their readers 
to understand the play of human nature, like Thucydides; more usually, 
they aspired to help them avoid the past's mistakes, like Polybius. Such 
justifications presuppose that readers may have important political 
roles to play - more important than P. would assume. In P.'s own day, 
the consular Tacitus found it natural to justify his writing in such 
terms: just as Republican politicians needed to understand the nature 
of senate and people, so he would help his audience to understand the 
essence of the principate (Ann. 4.33): and he genuinely tried to isolate 
recurrent features of the imperial system and explain their origin. A 
generation later the Syrian Lucian would assume that history should 

3~ Cf. 4.7, 5.2, 8.5, 12.2, 32.4, 59.8 nn., and the index to the Teubner Lives 
(Leipzig 1980) 200-3; Wardman 37-48. 

39 On the Malice of Herodotus, esp. 855a-856d for the principles; 'How we are 
to judge historical truth', Lamprias cat. no. 124. 
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I. PLUTARCH AND ROME 9 

be written as Thucydides had written it,40 and during the next century 
the Greek world would produce several thoughtful historians -
Appian, Arrian, Cassius Dio. All were more active in Roman public life 
than P., all turned more naturally to historiography; and Appian and 
Dio tended to draw a different type of lesson from Roman history. P.'s 
moral points centre on individual virtue and vice, wisdom and 
moderation, lessons which would be useful in any sort of public or 
private life. 4' He is much less interested than Tacitus, Appian, or Dio in 
analysing the way politics in a great nation really work. That sort of 
point is more suited to narrative history than to biography, and he 
leaves it for a different type of writer and audience.•' 

The relationship of Greece and Rome, especially Greek and Roman 
culture, had shifted during P.'s own lifetime. The first emperor he 
would really remember was Nero, the emperor who could say that 
'only the Greeks appreciate me', and who was sometimes recalled with 
affection in Greece. 43 His philhellenism was real: at Corinth in 67 he 
proclaimed the freedom of Greece, and meant it. P. may have been 
there when the proclamation was made. 44 Nero's culture was genuine 
too. Monstrous though his outrages were, his reign also saw a 
remarkable aesthetic renaissance: Persius, Seneca, in his way Lucan, 
and especially Petronius were strikingly original writers, and all except 
Lucan were heavily influenced by Greek thought. 4> Nero provided 
another reason why P. might find A.'s life particularly thought­
provoking. A., like Nero, was a philhellene: his love of Athens in 
particular was intense. 46 Yet A., like Nero, was an easy prey to corrupt 

•• Lucian, How to write history, esp. 34-42. 
•• Cf esp. 814a---{;, where he discusses the moral lessons which history can 

usefully teach contemporary politicians. 
'' For the popularity of various forms of historical literature other than 

political narrative, cf. Bowie (n. 33), esp. 16-17 on other biographies; 457d ff. 
" For the sequence of'false Neros' cf. P.A. Gallivan, Hist. 22 (1973) 364-5; 

M.T. Griffin, Nero: the End of a Dynasty (London 1g84) 214-15; Dio Prus. 21.10, 
'even now all long for him to be alive, and most think he is alive .. .' For the 
philhellenism, Griffin 208---20; but we should not overstate his popularity in 
Greece, cf. P.A. Brunt, Lat. 18 (1959) 558 n. 3. 

"Jones 16-17. 
" Cf. Griffin (n. 43) 143-{)3, though she perhaps underestimates the 

importance of Greek models. 
•• 23.2-4, 33.7, 72.1 nn. 
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flatterers: 47 and his rule, like Nero's, was catastrophic - private 
immorality and luxury, neglect of public affairs, the world shaking as 
the great man played. And the land which suffered worst from A. was 
Greece itsel£48 Nero was A.'s descendant, as the last sentence of the Life 
suggestively points out: heredity might seem poignantly clear.49 

P. could hardly avoid ambivalence when he wrote of Nero. 50 He 
stressed the outrages: they endangered the empire, and his removal was 
a blessed deliverance (87.9). Yet the description of the proclamation of 
freedom is charged with emotion (Flam. 12). At the end of God's 
Slowness to Punish P. is describing the sufferings of the wicked in Hell, 
and Nero is among them: he has already been pierced by incandescent 
rivets, and is about to be gnawed by a viper crawling from his mother's 
womb: 

'But at this moment a great light suddenly shone forth, and a 
voice spoke from out of the light, bidding them change him into 
a gentler species, fashioning a singing creature of marsh and 
pool; for he paid the penalty for his crimes, and moreover the 
gods owed him a favour, because he had liberated Greece, the 
best and most god-favoured nation among his subjects.' (567e, 
trans. Russell) 

If P. shows something of the same ambivalence when he writes of A., it 
will be no surprise. 

2 THE LIFE OF ANTONY 

P.'s theory of biographical writing is clear and consistent. His readers 
should not necessarily expect a full narrative of well-known historical 
events, 

'for it is not histories we are writing, but Lives. Nor is it always 
the most famous actions which reveal a man's good or bad 

" 24-!r"l2n., cf. 56e, 6od. 
'
8 23.2-4, 62.1, 68.6--8 nn. 

'9 I' 28.!r"I I, 87 nn. 
50 For P.'s view of Nero c£ esp. F.E. Brenk, Atti de/le Giornate Filologische 

Genovese (1g86). Philostratus and Pausianas were similarly ambivalent: Griffin 
(n. 43) 211. 
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50 For P.’s view of Néro cf. esp. F.E. Brenk, Atti delie Giornate Filologische 

Genovese (1986). Philostratus and Pausianas were similarly ambivalent: Griffin 
(n. 43) 211.
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qualities: a clearer insight into a man’s character is often given 
by a small matter, a word or a jest, than by engagements where 
thousands die, or by the greatest of pitched battles, or by the 
sieges of cities.’ (Alex, i .i-a )

And he therefore feels no need to give a continuous history of events, 
which readers can find elsewhere {Galba 2.5, Fab. 16.6). His interest is 
character. In Mie. 1 he explains that he will not try to rival Thucydides: 
he has merely tried to gather some less familiar material, ‘not 
collecting the sort of historical information which is useless, but 
conveying that which helps one to understand a man’s nature and 
character’.5’ The reason for this interest in character is a moral one, for 
he hopes that his audience may be led by examples of virtue to be 
better men themselves (Per. 1-2, A m . 1). He has tried to improve 
himself by his biographical studies, ‘using history like a mirror, and 
somehow improving and moulding my own life in imitation of their 
virtues’ (Atm. 1.1). As he explains in the introduction to Dtr.-Ant. (Dtr. 
1), negative moral examples can also be helpful:

‘The most consummate arts, self-control, justice, and wisdom, 
involve judgements not only of what is good, just, and useful, but 
also of what is harmful, disgraceful, and wrong . . .  Perhaps, 
then, it is no bad thing to include in our examples of Lives one or 
two pairs of those who have behaved recklessly or have become 
conspicuous for evil in positions of power or in great affairs. Of 
course, this is not to vary my writing for reasons of pleasure, or 
to divert my readers; it is more in the manner of Ismenias the 
Theban, who would show his pupils both good and baci flute- 
players, and say “That is how you should play”, and “That is 
how you should not” . . .  So it seems to me that we will be more 
enthusiastic in our admiration and imitation of good lives if we 
examine bad and blameworthy lives as well. This book will tell 
of Demetrius Poliorcetes and the commander A., men who 
showed with particular clarity the truth of Plato’s remark that 
great natures produce great vices as well as virtues.’ (Dtr. 1.4-7.)

Thus biography will often concentrate on personal details, abbrevi-

>' Cf. Wardman 154-7 and CQ_ 21 (1971) 257-61. For the interest in 
character cf. esp. Pomp. 8.6-7, Dem. 11.7, and C. Min. 37.10.
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ating its bdstorical narrative: its concern will be character, and its 
ultimate purpose will be protreptic and moral.

Some Lives fit this programme better than others -  C. Min., for 
instance, is indeed personal, moralistic, and not very historical, 
whereas Cats, shows a surprising interest in political analysis.5’ P.’s 
biography admits works of very different patterns. But in many ways 
Ant. seems close to P.’s programme. There is certainly litde interest in 
the history, and the struggle of A. and O. is not related to any wider 
background: many historical points are presented so allusively that 
they bewilder an uninformed reader.52 53 I t is a very personal Life, with 
the narrative often stopping for characterising surveys -  not just of A., 
but also of Cl., Fulvia, Octavia, even the incidental Timon of Athens.5* 
A fund of anecdotes illustrates A.’s character, ‘bombastic and bluster­
ing, full of empty rodomontade and inconsistent pretension’ (2.8). His 
luxurious private life is a dominant motif, and ‘small matters’ figure as 
prominently as the programme suggests they will.53 The Life is also at 
times extremely direct in its moral commentary, as the introduction to 
Dtr.-Ant. leads us to expect. A.’s statesmanship earns warm praise 
(14.4η.), and so does his resilience in adversity (17.3-60,); but his 
excesses (esp. 9.5—9), his autocratic behaviour (6.6-7, 15-4-5= 24-5_ 
10), 21.1-5), and particularly the proscriptions (19-21.1) are fiercely 
stigmatised. The final Comparison is heavy with ‘crude and prudish’ 
moralism;36 and a distinguished critic characterises the whole Life as 
‘basically . . .  a simple cautionary tale’.57

Yet the later parts of the Life, at least, are not so simple. Most of 
these instances have been drawn from the first third, before the 
entrance Of Cl. (25.1). Cl. herself is introduced as A.’s ‘final evil’ -  but 
the narrative is seized by a new vigour, and P.’s moralista becomes 
rather different. I t is characteristic of P., as of many ancient authors, to 
begin by stating points in a generalised and unsubtle way, then

52 Pelling (2) 135-9. Some of the argument of that article is repeated here,
«  Cf. esp. 14-22, 25.2, 35.7, 53-5, 55, 62.1 un.
54 4, 10.5-10, 24.9-12, 27.3-5, 31.2-4, 43.3-6, 54.3-4, 70 tin.
55 E.g. dress and demeanour, 4.1-5; detail of excesses, 9.5-9; comment on 

Megarian council-chamber, 23.3; detail of the feasts, 28; other Alexandrian 
anecdotes, 29; dice and fighting cocks, 33.

56 Russell 142; cf. below, p. 19.
st Russell 135.
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gradually to refine them as he proceeds. In Ale., for instance, P. begins 
by talking generally of ‘Alcibiades’ desire for honour and to be first in 
the state’ (2.1). That is hardly distinctive, indeed it is ‘one of the 
commonest passions in P.’s repertoire’.58 But as the Life proceeds he 
qualifies and complements this picture, and Alcibiades’ flair emerges in 
a more individual way: the later comparison with a chameleon (23) 
strikes a deeper note. Similarly, Ant. begins by characterising A. 
strongly but unsubdy: the submissiveness, the excesses, the dashing 
leadership, the bluff soMierfiness, the generosity to both friends and 
enemies (esp. 1-4,9.5-9 nn.). Good qualities and bad are both painted 
in the firmest lines: both are indeed exaggerated to sharpen the 
contrast, a crude chiaroscuro technique.5® Then P. gradually deepens the 
portrait, as we see how the same qualities both build and destroy A.’s 
greatness. His simplicity and warmth are important elements in his 
rapport with ordinary soldiers, but they leave him vulnerable to Cl.’s 
flattery (21.1-5, 24.9-1211.); his excesses win the army’s affection, but 
are fatal when he comes to share them with Cl. (4η.). His generosity is 
endearing, but not when he bestows Rome’s dominions on a foreign 
queen ( 1, 36.3—4, 54.4-9 nn.). His philheUenism is attractive, especially 
to P., but his lower eastern tastes will expose him to the disastrous 
charge of hating Rome (23.2-5, 54.5-9 nn.).

The psychological interest too grows deeper. Just before CL’s 
entrance, P. explains A.’s excesses more thoughtfully than before. A. 
had such simplidty, he was so vulnerable to flatterers, he was ignorant 
of many of the outrages committed in his name and horrified if he 
discovered them -  not at all the impression given earlier (24.9-120.). 
Q . will be the most artful flatterer of them all. But eve® after he has 
met her he at first shakes off his affections lightly, rather like a 
hangover (30.4η.): it is after the introduction of Octavia (whom P. 
greatly elaborates, 31.2η.) that A.’s menial torment gradually becomes 
clear. He finally chooses CL, with a heavy heart (53.5-911.). P. is 
careful not to trivialise the choice. Like Appian 5.76, he might have 
represented A. as tom between his love for two women, an agonising 
but everyday dilemma (33.6-34.in.). But he does not. Octavia is 
remarkable, but it does not appear likely that A. may love her too.

58 Russell, PCPS 12 (1966) 38.
» 14-22, 15.5, 19.2, 22.6—8 nn.; cf. also 50.6-70.



When he is tom, it is between CL and the world of Roman values and 
duty which Octavia represents (33.6-34.in.).

A.’s excesses have always compromised his political career (6.7, 9 - 
13, 14-22 nn.); in Parthia, for the first time, they hinder him as a 
commander. He prepares the campaign magnificently (37.3-6, cf. 37- 
52η.), but begins it in the wrong season, eager to spend the winter with 
CL (37.5-38.1n.). But his best qualities have always been clear in 
adversity (17.3-6^), and in CI.’s absence he can still assert himself: 
here the final emphasis rests on-the brilliance which extricates the army 
(37-52, 43.3-6 nn.) -  but also on the infatuation which then immedi­
ately returns (51). Actium in many ways re-enacts Parthia (37-52, 56- 
69 nn,). Again A. begins well (58.1-3, 65-6 nn.), but again his 
infatuation is disastrous: he helplessly yields to CI.’s pressure to fight at 
sea (62, 63, 64.2-411.), and when she flees he can only follow. This time, 
defeat is total. After the catastrophe the psychological interest is again 
strong, and as they sail away he sits inconsolable at the prow, head in 
hands (67. i) . A.’s solitariness has been prepared during the description 
of the campaign (56-69^): one can understand why he now turns to 
the life of Timon (69.6-71.2 nn,). As the hopelessness becomes 
apparent he adopts a final magnificent bravado instead (71). Intermit­
tently we sense and can understand a lack ofbalance (7r-87n.), but at 
the end he dies nobly and like a Romm (77.7, cf. 76.5-11, 84.6 nn.): 
finally, he asserts those values which in his life he has regretfully 
abandoned.

With so much psychological involvement it would be hard to 
maintain the initial strident moralism, and P.’s technique and moral 
interest become rather different. There are no more intrusive moral 
remarks, no strong denunciations of the actions he describes. A. and Cl. 
vie with each other in their extravagance (26-8); P. mildly rebukes A. 
for rime-wasting (28.1, c£ 30.1). He carefully develops the contrast of 
Alexandria and Rome, each with their distinctive styles (esp. 28-gnn., 
p. 39 below): Alexandria may be trivial and playful, but it is described 
with a warmth denied to the seriousness of Rome. Similarly, the two 
lovers are more immediately engaging than the scheming O. (e.g. 16.5- 
8, 53.1, 71-87 nn.), who emerges from the propaganda exchanges as 
more dislikable than his foes (55, 58.4-59.1, 78.3 nn.). At Actium CL 
and A. ‘betray’ the devoted army (68.5, cf. 4η., 4.4η.): P. is more 
concerned to understand A.’s agony than to denounce him (67η., ctr.
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his remarks on Pompey at Pharsalus, Pomp. 67.7-10). By the end of the 
narrative, the interests of writer and audience are far from crude 
denunciation. It is indeed a surprise, when we come to the Comparison, 
to discover that P. disapproved of the manner of A.’s death (93(6),4) -6° 
In the narrative there is no debate on how he skould confront his fate 
(75.4-50.); but he is given fine dying words, reflecting on his life in a 
way which we know P. must have applauded (77.7η.).

Praise and blame are not very relevant to this narrative. Just as P.’s 
characterisation has deepened, so has the nature of his moralism. By 
now he is less concerned with protreptu moralism -  the sort he 
illustrated at Dtr. 1 from Ismenias the flute-player, ‘This is the way you 
should play’ and ‘This is the way you should not’ -  than with descriptive 
moralism, pointing an ethical truth about human nature. That too he 
suggested in the introduction to the pair: Demetrius and A. illustrate 
Plato’s remark that great natures produce great vices as well as 
virtues.6' But that formulation is hardly profound, and the moral 
insight again deepens as the Life progresses. We are gradually shown a 
noble and brilliant nature, a man tom by psychological struggle and 
cruelly undone by his flaws: by his weakness of will, by his 
susceptibility, by his sad and conscious submission to his own lowest 
traits. This awareness of the fragility of a great man, and of his 
vulnerability to the exploitation of his own warmest qualities, suggests 
something about humanity. If  A. is vulnerable in this way, so might we 
all be; such infatuation might be the lot of anyone (26η.). Such 
descriptive moralism is indeed typical of P. In Pomp., for instance, he 
similarly presents a fragile great man, whose military qualities leave 
him open to exploitation by his political allies and opponents; in Cim. 
he comments that he includes some of his subject’s bad qualities as well 
as the good, ‘as if in shame at human nature, if it produces no character 
who is purely good or of unqualified virtue’ (2.5); the point recurs at 
Ag.-Cl. 37 (16) .8. In each case we notice the desire to point a truth of 
human nature as well as to provide moral examples for imitation: we 
are some way from the ethical colouring of a Life like C. Min. or indeed 
the early chapters of Ant. itself) with their crude and explicit praise and 
censure. It is not that censure is necessarily wrong or misplaced; but in 60

60 Below, pp. ip-20.
6' Cf. Cor. 1.3, Them. 2.7, Nie. 9.1 - a favourite reflection.
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the later stages of Ant. we may take that for granted, and move on to a 
more sympathetic, and to us more profound, insight into human 
frailty.

A further point is important. A. disappears from the narrative at 
78.1, and the closing chapters are CL’s. P. often continues a Life s 
narrative beyond its subject’s death (87η.], but never'so elaborately as 
this: he could have dismissed her death much more quickly. But by 
now this is not really a biography at all. We have two heroes whose 
fates have become one.6’ And Cl. too is treated with considerable 
sympathy and involvement: remarkably, for one who had been so 
reviled in the tradition.63 Other authors stress her beauty and her 
wantonness: P. does not make A. susceptible to anything so obvious, 
and instead depicts her charm and personality with peculiar finesse 
(27.3-50., cf. 25.6, 26.6-27.2, 57.4, 83.3 nn.). She too deepens as the 
Life progresses. At first she is a superb but stereotyped flatterer (24.9- 
12, 27.2, 29. i, 29.7 nn.), and her psychology too remains unexplored -  
there is no interest, for instance, in her reactions to A.’s marriage with 
Octavia (36.1η.). She then pretends to be captivated, no more (53.5η.). 
But by the end of the Life her love is manifestly real, and she is 
accorded much more sympathy, loyal to A. (71-87^), desperately 
concerned for her children (72.1, 78.6, 82.4-5), magnificent-in her 
death. Perhaps there is some unease here, for P. does not clearly trace 
the process whereby her pretended love became genuine. Some 
scholars therefore assume that the sympathy of the final chapters is 
owed to a different source,64 but P. need not be so much at his sources’ 
mercy: even earlier he saw her point of view with a striking earnestness 
(53·9~Ι0η·) j and, once he had decided to treat her death so lavishly, it 
is hard to see how a successful portrayal could fail to be compassion- 
ate.Si Indeed, such sympathy is partly consequent on the move into her 
different world: she can be both faithless in battle and magnificent in

6s Cf. Brut., where he freely divides his attention between Brutus and 
Cassius: Wardman 174.

63 Becher, esp. 69-80 (on P.) and 12-69 (on his predecessors): 27.2, 55, 
58-4-59-U 6o-b 83 nn.

64 E.g. Kromayer 4-6, Tam  196; e£ Scardigli 149-50, Scuderi 19. P. may 
indeed have several new sources for this section (below, pp. 28-9), but that does 
not explain the sympathy.

65 Dio’s account is less sympathetic (72.1, 73.2-4, 74-2-3, 76.1-3, 76.4, 78-I, 
78.6, 83 nn.), and is much poorer.
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love. But P.’s imaginative sensibility is still startling, especially in her 
remarkable lament a t A.’s tomb (84.4-7). When O. granted permission 
for the two lovers to He together in death he perhaps intended it to 
discredit their shamelessness (71-87, 86.7 nn.). That is not how it 
appears in P-, and the Liebestad is the romantic culmination of a love 
which he does not applaud, but has never trivialised.

Comparison with Virgil’s Asnrid is interesting. Virgil’s Dido owes 
much to the historical Cl.:65 this is one of several ways in which Aeneas’ 
experiences anticipate the great evente and dangers of Rome’s history. 
It is thus not surprising that, for instance, P.’s account of the banquets 
in Cilicia is close to the feasting at Carthage at the end of Aen. 1 (26.6- 
7η.), or that Cl.’s ‘marriage’ to A. is as uncertain as Dido’s to Aeneas 
(36.5η.): in those cases P.’s narrative truthfully reflects the historical 
facts to which Virgil is deHcately alluding. I t  is more striking that the 
approach and emphases of the two authors should be so similar. P,, 
like Virgil, develops elements of similarity in his two characters -  in P.’s 
case, their grandeur, their braggadocio, and their tastes (24.4-7, 26 
nn.); in Virgil’s, their experiences and duties (26.6-70.). P., like Virgil, 
brings out how susceptible the general would be to the peculiar 
qualities of the queen (23—36η.). Like Virgil he brings out the pressures 
of public life and reputation (5g.r-2n.); like Virgil he stresses the hero’s 
dilemma as he strives to tear himself back to his Roman duties; and like 
Virgil he sees the queen’s viewpoint with unusual insight (53.9-ion.). 
This cannot be a question of influence, for P. shows no signs of knowing 
Virgil’s poetry.67 It must simply be the way in which the two writers 
independently chose to recount their tales, both developing the same 
themes and sympathies. We are accustomed to recognising \SrgiTs 
humanity, the compassion which he affords to both Aeneas and Dido. 
If Aeneas falters in Carthage, it is because he is human, and human 
sensibility is as important to Rome’s greatness as heroism; and Dido 
dies a pathetic victim to Rome’s destiny. Such compassion is itself 
remarkable, given the hints of Cl.: the war was still so recent when 
Virgil wrote. P. was more distant from the passion and the propa­
ganda, but he did have to contend with a literary tradition which was 
almost uniformly hostile. M , Antonium, magnum uinrn et ingerii nobilis,

6S Cf. esp. J . Griffin, Latin Poets and Homan Life (London 1985) 183-97. Livy’s 
Sophoniba (30.12-15) is similarly influenced by Cl.

67 Above, p. 6.
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quae alia res perdidit et in externos mores ac tdtia non Romana traiedt quam 
ebrietas nec minor trino Cleopatrae amor? (Sen, Ep. 83.25). That was the 
standard view of A., the view with which P. had always lived.68 
Historians, before and after P., similarly dwelt on the infatuation, but 
with no similar psychological empathy. ‘A. was dominated by the 
woman, and it seemed that he obeyed her every wish not only because 
of the charm of her company but also because of the influence of drugs’ 
(Jos. A .J. 15.93, cf. 25.6η.); ‘when he saw her his understanding was 
numbed, and he was as captivated as an adolescent despite his forty ■ 
years. . .  all his vigilance was blunted’ (App. 5.8-9, cf. 30.3η.); ‘as soon 
as he saw Cl. in Cilicia he fell in love, and no longer took any thought 
for honour but became the Egyptian woman’s slave, devoting his time 
to his passion for her . . . ’ (Dio 48.24.2, cf. 27.2η.).69 If  P. developed 
that tradition to present a portrait of greater humanity, he too deserves 
credit for such imaginative compassion.

3 C O M P A R IS O N : D E M E T R I U S  A N D  A N T O N Y

P. pairs A. with Demetrius of Macedon (336-283), whose father 
Antigonus won a considerable empire in Asia and Greece: this was lost 
at the battle of Ipsus in 301, but Demetrius showed extraordinary 
resilience, re-establishing and then losing again an empire in Greece 
and Macedonia. There were signs of a further revival, but he was 
trapped by Seleucus in 285, and in a hospitable captivity drank himself 
to death.

As he often does, P. begins the pair by explaining his choice. After 
justifying the inclusion of negative moral examples (above, p. 11), he 
goes on:

‘Both had similar qualities: they liked love and drink, they were

63 Below, p. 26; 14.1, 20.4, a i .1 ,24.9-12, 30.3, 37.5-38.1 an.; cf. esp. Strabo 
13.595, 17.797, Pliny N.H. 14.147-8, Sen. Suets. 6-7, Sen. Bat. 5-16.6, Brea. Fit. 
4.6, and historians cited in n. 69. P.’s own earlier remarks on A. are unequivo­
cally hostile: 56C 6 ia-b  (with 53.5-9^), 3igf

63 Cf. esp. Livy Per. 117 (15.5η.), 130 (37.5-38.in.), 131-2; Veil. 2.61.1, 
63.1, 66-7, 82, 85.1; Jos. A .J. 14.324, 15.88, B .J. 1.243, 359> C. Ap. 2.58; Flor. 
2.21; App. 4.38, 5.1, 76 (33.6-34.in.}; Dio 48.24.6, 27.1 (30.3η.), 49.33.4 
(53-7n-)> S0^ ·1. 5I>IO-5> 5 I-I5-
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soldierly, generous, extravagant, and hybristic (ερωτικοί ιτοτ- 
ικοί στρατιωτικοί μεγαλόδωροι πολυτελείς ύβρισταί). Their 
fortunes showed corresponding similarities. All through their 
lives both experienced great successes and great failures, con­
quered and lost great tracts, unexpectedly failed and recovered 
beyond their hopes, and then one died in his enemies’ hands, the 
other very close to this.’ {Dir. 1.8)

Those are the similarities; he ends the pair, as usual, with a full 
Comparison setting out the differences. Space precludes its reproduction 
here, but it is worth consulting (it is perhaps most accessible in Perrin’s 
Loeb edition). P. elaborately sets out such points as the contrast of the 
two men’s fathers (88( i ), cf. in.); their generosity, in which Demetrius 
scores more highly (89(2)); Demetrius’ greater ability to keep his 
excesses from hindering Ms campaigns (90(3)); the differing consequences 
of their excesses -  ‘Demetrius’ harmed others, A.’s himself (91 (4)); the 
culpability of particular outrages — A.’s proscriptions were unforgiv­
able, but Ms treatment of Artavasdes (50.3-70.) was justifiable, 
perhaps more so than Demetrius’ killing of the Macedonian regent 
Alexander {Dtr. 36); and the differing circumstances of their deaths, 
with Demetrius’ even less creditable than A.’s (93(6)).

Such comparative epilogues {Synkriseis) can be very weak, and much 
of this is disappointing. Its level is uncomfortably trivial after the 
grandeur of the closing narrative: the moralismi is crude, and it seems to 
us childish to be preoccupied with ordering the two men in each 
category -  though admittedly most generations have found such direct 
moralism less embarrassing and alien than our own. But it is disturbing 
that important themes remain untouched. There is nothing, for 
instance, on the two men’s response to their fluctuating fortunes (cf. 
below, p. -23); flattery, too, is crucial in both Lives -  in Ant. the flatterers 
are Cl. and her court (esp. 24.9-12η.), while Demetrius was corrupted 
by the excessive honours voted Mm by Athens (esp. 10-13, 23.4—6, 
24.9-12, 26). Demetrius’ fortunes are indeed closely reflected in Ms 
relations with the Athenians, who receive Ms favour with enthusiasm 
but come to suffer terribly (8-13, 17-18, 22-4, 27.1-3, 30, 33-4, 
40.7-8, 42.2): that theme too recurs in Ant., in a more muted way 
(23.2-411.; cf. Sulla 43(5)0, where Athens is important in another 
comparison). The epilogue also shows considerable discord with the
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narrative. For instance, Demetrius’ killing of Alexander (92(5)) was 
treated very differently at Dir. 36: there P. had implied that Alexander 
was himself plotting to murder Demetrius, who was therefore acting in 
self-defence (esp. 36.12); but here the charge seems to be ‘false’, 
fabricated by Demetrius to give a dishonest justification for the 
murder. The stress on Demetrius’ greater generosity is largely inspired 
by his nobility to enemy dead, but it comes as a surprise after A.’s 
notorious donations of Alexandria (54). The formulation Tlemetrius’ 
excesses harmed others, A.’s himself is striking and in some ways 
illuminating; but Ant. has in fact stressed the sufferings which A.’s 
extravagance brought the world (21.1-5, 24, 36.8 nn., 58.2-3, 62.1, 
68.6-8). Similar points could be made about the Synkriseis of other 
pairs; P. frequently seems to be improvising in these epilogues, making 
new points which had not been firmly in his mind when he constructed 
the narrative. Stories are often given an unexpected new slant, like 
Alexander’s murder here;7“ and this is not the only time when we are 
surprised to find disapproval of a man’s way of death.7’ Elsewhere he 
even includes whole items which ‘he had forgotten to include in the 
narrative’.72 This epilogue does not have anything so blatant, but it still 
seems too much of an afterthought.

Comparison is however not confined to the prologues and epi­
logues,7* and in some pairs P.’s technique goes deeper. One can even 
understand why the epilogues are sometimes so disappointing, for in 
them P. likes to make his points simply, switching swiftly from one hero 
to the other; yet in a successful pairing the implications of the 
comparison may resist formulation in such simple terms. In the 
epilogues, too, he generally dwells on the differences, as he does here. 
Yet the similarities are often the more striking points, and he tends to let 
these emerge implicitly from the narrative.7+ He usually outlines the

Cf. esp. Cor. 26.2 and Ale. 41 (2).4, with Russell, JR S 53 (1963) 21 ; Phil. 16 
and Flam. 2q(i},6.

71 Cf. above, p. 15; also Eton. 21 (2).6-8, ctr. 16-19; Class. 38(5).4, ctr. esp. 
Me. 27.6; Flam. 22(1).7, ctr. Phil. 18.6.

72 Crass. 35{4)-4, cf. Flam. α${2).6, CL·. 53(4)-4, Sulla40(2).7, 4i(3)-5, Marts 
23(i ) . io- i i ,  Marc. 31(1).7-8. H. Erbse, Hermes84 (1956) 416-19 suggests that 
P. deliberately omitted all these stories from his narratives, but this is not 
convincing in every case.

u Cf. esp. Erbse (n. 72) 398-424, and P.A. Städter, GRBS16 (1975) 77-85.
7* Cf. Erbse (ή. 72), esp. 401-2.
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points of contact in the prologue: thus Demetrius and A. ‘liked love 
and drink, they were soldierly, generous, extravagant, and hybristic.. 
But, just as he often introduces a hero’s traits crudely and refines them 
as he goes on,7’ so he is reluctant to enumerate all a pair’s similarities at 
the outset, again preferring to deepen the suggestions as he proceeds. It 
would have been ponderous to dwell on the importance of Athens or of 
flatterers in the prologue, where he is eager to move on to the story; yet 
the themes are so basic that it would be difficult to formulate sharp 
differences at the end- The points are clear enough not to need 
articulation.

P.’s imagery helps to bring out the continuity of the two Lives. A 
recurrent feature of both is imagery of the theatre. The flatterer 
Aristodemus hailed Antigonus as ‘king’, setting a fashion which 
corrupted the rulers ‘as if they were tragic actors’, changing their 
manner with their dress (Dtr. 18.5); Lysimachus remarked of Lamia, 
Demetrius’ famous courtesan, that he had never before seen a whore 
on the tragic stage (25.9); we return from Lamia to the campaign of 
Ipsus ‘as if from a comedy to a tragedy’ (28.1); Demetrius pardons the 
Athenians in a speech in the theatre, entering like a tragic actor (34.4); 
the Macedonians commented that Pyrrhus alone was a worthy suc­
cessor to Alexander, while Demetrius and the rest were only actors 
imitating the man’s pomp and majesty (41.5) -  ‘and indeed there was a 
genuine tragedy of Demetrius’ in his theatrical dress, especially a cloak 
carrying an image of the universe (41.6-8), which he later put aside 
‘like an actor, no longer a king’ (44.9). His funeral finally was ‘tragic 
and theatrical’ (53.1); and ‘now that the Macedonian drama is 
complete, it is time to bring on that of Rome’ (53.10, cf. The
primary reference of much of this is to Demetrius’ ‘theatricality’ 
(54.5η.}, the glamorous dress, spectacle, and pretension; but the air of 
‘tragedy’ is also important, for such display portends the final 
catastrophe. The ‘Roman drama’ of A. less insistently continues the 
theme. A. wears his tragic mask for Rome, his comic for Alexandria 
(29.4η.); on campaign a crucial tactic ‘looks theatrical’ (oddly, 45.4η.); 
the Alexandrian donations appear ‘tragic, arrogant, filli of hatred for 
Rome’ (54.5η.); and finally he ‘takes himself off (the last words of the

” Above, pp. 12-13.
On the theatrical imagery of Dir. c£ P. de Lacy, A JP  73 (1952) 371.
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pair, 93 (6) .4). Dtr. has established the pattern, we know that such 
glamour presages disaster; the Roman drama plays itself to a similar 
conclusion.

Another feature is the Lives’ sequence of maritime tableaux, 
Demetrius’ immense warships are lavishly described (43.5-7); his fleet 
is a marvellous sight even to his enemies (20.7—8, cf. 33.7-8); the Life 
ends with the slow homeward procession of his funeral barge (53). His 
ships had reflected and contributed to his greatness, and such a display 
is an appropriate final ceremony. A,’s ship-tableaux are more sugges­
tive. Under C. he wins a spectacular naval success (7nn.). The finest 
display is Cl.’s barge, with all its magnificence (26η.): yet there are 
some echoes of Demetrius’ funeral barge (26.1η.), and one already 
senses what catastrophe Cl. may bring. Another naval banquet, again 
elaborately described, seals A.’s share of the world -  but with Octavia 
as his bride (32); when a rift threatens, the fleets gather once more, ‘a 
remarkable sight’ (35.5η.) -  and Octavia deflects the danger. I t  is 
finally by sea that A. blindly insists on fighting (62, 63, 64.2-4 nn.); 
after defeat he can only sit alone at the prow (67.1); at Alexandria the 
last naval scene is a fiasco (76.1-2). The ship-scenes mark crises which 
at first end in glamour and success, but finally bear catastrophe: and 
Cl. is as central to A.’s disgrace as to his splendour. Once again the two 
Lises show a continuous technique. Dtr. establishes such naval tableaux 
as an index of greatness and failure, Ant. exploits that index 
elaborately.

The comparison also explains some of P.’s choice of material. In Dtr. 
he emphasises that Demetrius’ excesses never compromised his military 
efficiency (2.3, 19.4-10), and the point recurs in the epilogue (90(3)). 
P. is presumably preparing the contrast with A., but the emphasis sits 
uneasily with the narrative itself: at 9.5—7 Demetrius secretly meets the 
beautiful Cratesipolis, and makes an undignified escape when surprised 
by his enemies; at 44.8 the Macedonians refuse to toil any longer to 
keep him in luxury. Ant. is then unusually full on A.’s father (in.), 
presumably influenced by the large role played by Antigonus in Dtr.; 
and P. can introduce the notion of ‘contending for C.’s succession' 
more casually because of our familiarity with the struggles of the 
Diadochi of Alexander (16.3η.). But he does not overdo the technique 
In Dtr.y for instance, both the courtesan Lamia and Demetrius’ 
principal wife Phila are prominent, but P. does not develop and
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contrast the characters as he does with CL and Octavia; nor is divine 
imitation treated similarly in the two Lives (cf. 4.1-30.). He certainly 
has no time for the trivial, coincidental similarity. For instance. 
Lamia’s banquet (Dir. 27.3) could have been elaborated as parallel to 
Cl.’s (26.6-7); Seleucus’ entertainment (Dtr. 32.1-3) shares features 
with the dinners of A., O., and Sextus (31—2); Demetrius’ army {Dtr, 
46-47.1), like A.’s (50), suffers great losses in a Median campaign. Itis  
not dear whether P. intends us to notice such casual parallels, but he 
certainly does not emphasise them.

There are neverthdess times when memories of Dtr. genuinely enrich 
the narrative. After Mutina P. writes of A.’s resilience to changes of 
fortune:

‘He was naturally at his best in adversity, and it was then that he 
came dosest to being a good man. When men are brought down 
by an overpowering catastrophe, it is common enough for them 
to recognise what virtue really is: but it is indeed rare for people 
in adversity to live up to their ideals and avoid behaviour they 
would condemn. Many are so weakened, that they give in to 
their accustomed ways all the more, and thd r resolve is shat­
tered.’ (17.4)

The mutability of fortune is much more familiar from Dtr. than from 
Ant. itself, particularly at that point of the Life, where we have seen 
much of A.’s veering character but little of his veering fortunes. Dtr. has 
also accustomed us to a great man’s resilience in such adversity -  but he 
hardly ‘recognised what virtue really is’, as became dear when he 
collapsed to his ‘accustomed ways’ in his disgraceful alcoholic death 
{Dtr. 52, where P.’s disapproval is strong). A. can be set against that 
pattern (17.3-6, 56-69 nn.). At Mutina and again in Parthia he will 
assert himself nobly in adversity, and show a virtue far superior to 
Demetrius’. But at Actium he too will collapse, and his ‘accustomed 
ways’ will fatally assert themsdves -  in his case, love for Gl. In A.’s case 
there is more interest in his mental straggle: hé indeed always 
‘recognises what virtue really is’, and at the end he will know his shame. 
But, try though he may, the pattern established by Dtr. and recalled in 
this passage will be inescapable, and A. too will fell.

This technique recurs in several pairs. All P.’s heroes are naturally 
individuals, but still the first Life often reflects an important normal
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pattem, the second exploits it with an interesting variation. Aem. points 
the familiar moral that Fortune may strike a man at the height of his 
prosperity, and this is reinforced by the cases of Perseus in Asm- and 
Dionysius near the beginning ofits pair Tim. (13-15). That points the 
singularity of Timoleon’s own good fortune in his final years, which P. 
describes in peculiarly lyrical language.” Sert. displays the way in 
which hardship can readily corrupt a man’s character (10.6, c£ 25.6); 
Eumenes then appears all the more admirable for his constancy and 
dignity during a more complex career (cf. Eum. 9.2). In both those 
pairs, as in Cor-Ale.,^  it was probably this ‘norm and variation’ 
technique which led P. to treat the Roman before the Greek; but even 
when the Greek as usual comes first, a  similar technique can sometimes 
be seen. Per. illustrates the ways of demagogues and the fickleness of the 
people: that clarifies the dangers Fabius runs by exercising his dictator­
ship as he does. Agis and Cleomenes are more straightforward radical 
idealists than the Gracchi, whose motives are complicated by their 
ambition {pkilotimia, cf. esp. Ag.-Cl. 2 .7 -n , Graech. 45(5).5); but A g- 
Cl. provides a straightforward model of the opposition which such 
radical programmes will inspire, and the extreme measures to which 
the idealist is forced: in Gracck. we see a subtler version of the same 
sequence. Brutus is a more remarkable tyrannicide than Dion;79 
Aristides’ fairness is less complex and qualified than the elder Cato’s; 
and so on.

Dtr.. then, establishes the pattern of mutability of fortune. Tjche, 
eutychia, and metabole are key words,80 and P. digresses elaborately on 
Fortune at Dtr. 35. His narrative technique makes the point more 
subtly, for several times he epitomises the fluctuation by deliberately 
rapid movement from one startling vicissitude to the next (33, 39, 43, 
48). Fortune raises Demetrius and Fortune casts him down: there is 
little interest in his character as a causal force.81 He is a spectacular man 
to whom things happen. It is fundamentally military disaster which brings

77 Cf. J . Geiger, Hemes 109 (1981) 104.
78 Below, p. 25. The Cor.-Alc. ordering is not just a question of chronology 

(Russell, PCPS 12 (1966) 38 n. 3).
79 Erbse (n. 72) 4x6.
80 5·6» 19-4. 25-5> 28-b 31-6, 32·7τ 37-3. 38η, 38.8, 41.8, 45, 47.3-6, 48,4, 

49·5> 50·1! 5°·δ> 5i-G 52·1·
01 Ρ. might have related the Athenians’ desertion of Demetrius {30) much 

more closely to his outrages (23—4, 27.1-3).
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him down, and as we have seen P. tries to bring out that his excesses did 
not affect his campaigns. Still, it is not coincidence that P. juxtaposes 
his most elaborate description of Demetrius’ outrages (23-7) with the 
disaster of Ipsus (28-9), even if the outrages do not cause such disaster. 
We know that a man with such flaws and ‘tragic’" ostentation will suffer 
catastrophe, rather as in tragedy we often know that a hybristic 
character will fall, whether or not the hybris causes his fate. Men with 
such vices do not prosper: the pattern is simple and familiar.

Demetrius is really a comparatively straightforward figure. He does 
not particularly struggle against his vices: and indeed, until his 
alcoholic final days (52), there is little psychological interest in him at 
all. A. is deeper, just as Cl. is more subtle than the Athenian flatterers. 
(The moralism of Dtr. is correspondingly cruder and more insistent 
than that oiAnt.·. P. can simply denounce Demetrius (esp. 42.8-11, 52) in 
a way which his intense involvement with A. would make inappropri­
ate.) A. does try to tear himself away and assert himself as a general, 
and he intermittently succeeds. There is no simple decline in A. as there 
was in Demetrius, and unlike Demetrius he retains almost to the last his 
capacity to lead and inspire his men. He preserves a nobility and a 
stature which Demetrius lacks; he struggles against his fate, and we feel 
for his mental torment. Eventually he succumbs, and this time the 
downfall is clearly owed to his own character in Ant., the role played 
by Fortune is slight.83

Even in the traits which link the men closely, differences are 
therefore felt -  differences which resisted formulation in the simple 
terms appropriate to the epilogue. Dtr. establishes a simple and 
familiar paradigm of what happens to a brilliant but corrupted hero. 
On a much larger scale, we again have an initial crude presentation 
[Dtr.) which is then developed and refined {Ant.). In rathemhe same 
way Cor. paints an unsophisticated soldier who, when he becomes a 
renegade, ultimately destroys himself; Ale. then presents a complex 
man with much more flair, charm, and education, who nevertheless 
fells into a tellingly similar pattem. Alcibiades’ relationship with the 
Athenian demos is distinctly warmer and more complicated than 
Coriolanus’ -  but eventually he cannot manage them any better than 
Coriolanus could. In Ant. we see the tension in the man himself, 53

53 Brenk 160-1, contrasting Ant. 36 with 3i9f (33.2-411.).
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struggling to break away from the familiar pattern. I t  is a large part oi 
his tragedy that he fails as completely as Demetrius, and his frailty 
eventually presages catastrophe as surely as Demetrius’ more straight­
forward vice.

4 SO U R C E S AND METHODS®*

(i) The sources

The most important sources for Ant. appear to have been the 
following.

(i) Augustus’ Autobiography was probably published some ten years 
after Actium, and in thirteen books narrated Augustus’ life up to the 
Spanish War of 23 b.c.®4 I t was naturally ungenerous to A. (cf. esp. fr. 
16 M, 58.4-59.in.), and presented carefully retouched versions of 
events which might otherwise be to Augustus’ discredit, explaining for 
instance his absence from Philippi (fr. 10 M, 22.2-40.), setting out the 
dangers which threatened him when he turned to Cic. in 43 (fr. 9 M = 
Ck. 45.6. cf. ΐ7·ΐ-2η.), and presumably deflecting blame for the 
proscriptions on to A. (21.in.). P. seems to have used the work for Ck. 
and quotes it here at 22.2 and 68.2, but it does not seem to have left 
much impact on the Life: indeed, the quotation at 22.2 seems to be 
drawn from an intermediate source, while 68.2 is possibly a misunder­
standing (nn.). It may be that he had consulted it when preparing his 
earlier Augustus or when reading Latin sources for Cic.,85 but did not 
look at it again for Ant., relying instead on his memory, on notes, or on 
secondary quotations in other authors.

(q) Cic. Phil. 2 seems to be the source for several passages early in the 
Life·, cf. 2.2, 2.4-8, 6.1 (where it is quoted), 9.2, 9.5-9, 10.2—3, 10.5, 
io .7—10, ir.3, 12, 13, 14.4, 21.1—5 Bn- is virtually certain that P.

*> This section draws heavily on the view of P.’s working methods 
developed in  Pelling (1), (2), and Hemes 113 (1985) 311-29: fuller argument 
and illustration may be found in those papers.

** Cf. esp- Z. Yavetz in Caesar Augustus (ed. F. Millar and E. Segal, Oxford 
1984) 1-8; for the suitability of 23 as an ending-point cf. Carter on Suet. Aug,
85-1-

ss Below, p. 30. Dem.-Ck. was the fifth pair, distinctly earlier than D tr.-Ant 
above, p. 3.
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knew the speech at first hand.86 He adapts the.material considerably 
(below, pp. 33-4), but the echoes are very close: if he had read the 
speech for CL·., it in this case seems likely that he had primed his 
memory by recent rereading.

(3) C. Asinius Pollio (9. i-2n.), an Antonian till perhaps 40 B.c. and 
some sort of neutral in the war of Actium,87 wrote an influential history 
of the Civil Wars, beginning in 60 b.c. and probably continuing to the 
end of the thirties.88 It seems that P. had only recendy read Pollio’s 
history. Two Lives of the period, Luc. and CL·., were written some time 
before the group of six which he prepared together,8® Crass., Pomp., 
Cues., C. Min., Brut., and Ant. These later Lives show distinctly more 
historical knowledge than the earlier (ig.3(n.) gives a clear instance of. 
this, cf. 20.2-3110.); the improvement is especially clear in the years 
after 60 b.c., precisely the period which Pollio had treated. This is 
presumably because P. was now exploiting this narrative, and it is 
easiest to assume that he knew Pollio directly, though it is conceivable 
that he found his account transmitted in a secondary source.®“ Pollio 
also seems to be a principal source of App., and perhaps (directly or 
indirectly) of Dio. His narrative was colourful: it was he who told the 
story of C. at the Rubicon (Coes. 32), he dearly gave a dramatic 
narrative of Pharsalus and its sequel, and P.’s fine version of Pompey’s 
death may also be owed to him {Pomp, 78-80).®' His account was 
detailed, analytical, and probably less hostile to A. than most ver­
sions.92 But it seems that his generosity to A. lay in a readiness to grant

38 Pelling (1) 89-90.
87 Exactly what sort of neutral is unclear: his political attachments after 40 

are disputed. C£ esp. Bosworth, and Woodman on Veil. 2.78.2, 86^5.
88 Gabba 242-3 (though cf. Bosworth 446 n. 34), Scardigli 202 n. 779, 

Pelling (1) 84 n. 73, and esp. B. Haller, C. Asinius Pollio als Politiker und 
zeitkritischer Historiker (Münster 1967) 96-105.

89 Pelling (1) 75-83.
90 The likelihood that P. knew Pollio at first hand is, 1 think, sufficient to 

justify talking of‘Pollio’ throughout; strictly, we should perhaps say ‘the Pollio- 
source’, leaving open the possibility that P. used a secondary source which 
followed Pollio closely.

91 Pollio’s narrative, flair has been less stressed than his political acuteness, 
but cf W. Syndikus, Lucans Gedicht vom Bürgerkrieg (Munich 1958) ι - ι  2; Nisbet- 
Hubbard on Hor. Odes 2.1; J.L . Moles, CfV 76 (1983) 287-8.

92 Cf esp. Haller (n. 88) and Gabba, though he often exaggerates this 
‘Antonian tendency’. On Pollio’s political analyses, 5.1,16,5-8,17.1-2,19.1 on., 
and Pelling (3) 163-5.
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him political acuteness (cf. 14.4., 15.5, 16.5-8 nn.), a theme which P. 
leaves unstressed. Nothing suggests that Pollio was generous about the 
affair with Cl., whom Veil. 2.86.3 suggests he disliked; he may indeed 
be the source of Dio’s unfriendly version of her death. Much of the 
political detail of Ant. is probably owed to Mm, but he appears to 
provide less information for this Life than for Caes., Pomp., and the 
others. P. is here uninterested in the political background, and Pollio 
was probably less concerned to give (for instance) a foil account of the 
Parthian War.

(4) The work of Q. Dellius (25.3η.) supplemented Pollio very well. 
He certainly wrote of the Parthian War (Strabo 11.523, 37—52η.), and 
probably covered much more of the period:93 5g.6-8(nn.) suggests that 
he also described his own desertion to O., probably in the history. In 
41 he had arranged the meeting of A. and Cl. at Tarsus (25.3), and Ms 
account may lie behind 26-7 -  it would be no surprise if Cl.’s barge had 
the same source as the PartMan campaign, itself so rich in narrative 
colour (37-52n.). He is also probably the source for Ventidius’ 
campaigns (34.4, 34.9 nn.). Criticism of A. and especially Cl. can 
sometimes be detected (37—52η.), understandably enough if  he wrote 
after Ms defection. A second work of Ms was in circulation, intriguingly 
entided Epistulae ad Cleopatram lascime (Sen. Sms. 1.7). These letters 
presumably figured in the propaganda war of the late thirties (55η.), 
possibly fabricated by O.’s supporters, possibly published by Dellius 
himself after his defection. I f  the latter, they were probably open letters 
with a good deal of salacious material.

(5) As often with P.’s finest scenes,94 the closing chapters are 
unusually rich in material which is not found elsewhere and does not 
appear to come from mainstream historical sources (71-870.). Much 
of it suggests an eyewitness {78.5-79.6n.), indeed at 77.3 he quotes 
‘those who were present’ (n.); then at 82.4 he cites Cl.’s doctor 
Olympus, ‘who published a narrative of these events’. This memoir 
may lie behind much of the death-scenes, but other literary men were 
there too, and several versions were perhaps in circulation (71—87η.), 
Such ‘Alexandrian sources’ might be sympathetic to Cl.,93 but if they 
published under Augustus they probably kept their feelings under

95 Pelling (1) 87-8 and η. 101, Scardigli 147.
» Pelling (1) 87.
95 Above, p. 16 and n. 64.
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control, and P.’s own ‘sympathy’ in these chapters has a different 
explanation (above, p. 16).

(6) P. was apparently preparing six Lives together, and we can group 
together other material, particularly memoirs and biographies of 
other heroes, which he read as part of this general project. It was 
primarily for Brut., for instance, that he seems to have read the 
memoirs of Brutus’ stepson Bibulus, Empylus of Rhodes, Messala 
Corvinus, and P. Volumnius:96 from these he probably drew the ‘lean 
and hungry’ story (n .6n.), and some details of Philippi (22.3η.). These 
writers, and biographers of C. such as C. Oppius, would also have told 
of the Lupercalia incident (12). When reading for Cats. P. formulated 
the view that C.’s downfall was owed to his friends’ irresponsibility: 
that seems P.’s own inference from a number of accounts, Pollio and 
Oppius among them. He takes it over here (6.7η.) and at Brut. 35.4. 
We can also see a similar process in reverse: he reread Phil. 2 primarily 
for Ant., but he exploits it also at Caes. 51.2 and Pomp. 58.6.

(7) Oral sources are also important At Dem. 2.1 P. lists the 
advantages to a historian of living in a great city: not merely an 
abundance of books, but also access to ‘those stories which the written 
sources have passed over, but which are still recalled in the popular 
memory’. Sometimes there are hints of Alexandrian local traditions 
(71-87, 71.6-8 nn.), but the clearest examples relate to Greece. Two 
substantial items, the sumptuous Alexandrian banquets and the hard­
ships of Greece after Actium, were stories told within P.’s own family 
(28.3-12,68.6-8 nn.). Greece is indeed especially prominent in the Life, 
both its initial welcome of A.’s philheUenism and its final agonies 
(above, pp. 1, 9-10, cf. also 2.8, 64.9-11 nn.). Little of thjf, Hellenic 
emphasis emerges in other accounts: the development of the theme 
seems to be P.’s own, with its material drawn from surviving oral 
traditions.

(8) A last category resists closer definition, the stories which P. had 
known for years: for instance, the tales of the wagers (33.2-4) and of 
Cl.’s wiles (53.5-9), both of which he had used in earlier essays (nn.). It 
is impossible to tell whether they originally came from oral tradition or 
from P.’s general reading.

»6 Pelling (1) 86-7.
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This list has some noticeable absences.
( i ) P. does not seem to have known any biography of A., at least one 

written by a weU-informed contemporary of the events. Where he has 
no such biographical source, a Life’s opening chapters usually make it 
clear: P. likes to use material about early years when he can (for 
instance in Dir., Them., Phil., C. Min., and Alex.), and it usually has the 
flavour of a biographical source. When Lives such as Fab., Phoc., Flam., 
or Cam. find virtually nothing to say about their subject’s youth, 
presumably P. has no such source. Ant. belongs to this second group. 
Any contemporary biographer would have said something about the 
early years, but what youthful material P, has is largely drawn from 
Phil. 2 (2.4·-8η.). This tells against the suggestion87 that P. knew a life of 
A. by Nepos, who would probably have been as filli on A.’s youth as he 
is on Atticus’ (Att. 1-2).

(2) Except for Phil. 2, P. does not seem to draw on non-narrative 
primary sources, even though he appears to have used such material 
for the earlier Cic.: for that he probably read several of Cic.’s own 
works, Brutus’ letters, some writings of Cic.’s secretary Tiro, and 
perhaps even A.’s reply to Phil, a (cf. Cic. 41.6} .9® But he does not seem 
to have conducted any further research of this kind for the later group 
of Lives. A.’s De Ebrietate sua (55η.) might have been hard to find, but 
his letters were available:" P. did not use them. He does not even seem 
to have reread A.’s reply to Phil. 2 for this Life-, the ‘quotations’ from 
the speech at 2.2 and 10.3 are both taken over from remarks in Phil. 2 
itself (nn.), and the description of A.’s style at 2.8(n.) does not suggest 
close knowledge of his work. The reason is presumably that for Cic. P. 
had no satisfactory narrative source, and was forced to use first-hand 
sources; when he later read Pollio, he excused himself from any further 
primary research.

(3) There were several other full historical narratives'. Livy wrote an 
account which was favourable to O. (19.1,37.5-38.1 nn.). The same is 
true of Strabo, who wrote a History as well as his extant Geography, 
and of Nicolaus of Damascus. But there are only a few traces of these

87 J .  Geiger, Hemes 109 (1981) 97-8, and Cornelius Nepos and Ancient Political 
Biography (Stuttgart 1985) 117-20.

98 Felling (1) 88-9.
99 For A.’s literary works and their survival cf. E. Huzar, ANRW  u  30.1 

(1982) 639-57.
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authors’ influence in other Lives (so few that they are perhaps owed to 
a slave or freedman assistant, not P.’s own reading);1"  and none of any 
substance in this.10'

{it) The methods

In the ancient world it was no easy matter to write history. A modem 
scholar’s study is usually a mess, papers on the floor, books open on the 
desk, reference works dose at hand. I f  he is writing narrative history, it 
is an easy matter to bring together material from different sources, all 
open before his eyes for constant reference: if a more arcane item needs 
checking, it takes only a moment. (It is finding the papers on the floor 
which takes the time.} But the ancient historian’s texts were hefty and 
unmanageable papyrus rolls, and indexing, chapter-headings, and even 
line and column-numbering were rudimentary or non-existent. I t  was 
not difficult to read a roll continuously: but reading required both 
hands to keep the two sides of the roll apart, and it would be hard to 
have more than one roll under one’s eyes during composition itself. 
Even if P. himself used a book-rest or a slave to hold a second roll, 
comparing versions would still be awkward. If two accounts did not 
deal with events in the same sequence -  if, for instance, one ordered 
events chronologically and one thematically -  it would be cumbrous to 
roll back and forth to find the parallel account. There were probably 
no chapter-headings to help. And non-chronological writings, such as 
speeches and letters, would be the most difficult to exploit. The 
relevant material might be found anywhere in the roll, and one would 
hardly expect an author always to check his references.

Our modem historian brings together items from manysources and 
produces a narrative which is an independent pastiche, owing no more 
to one source than another; P. often seems to base most of a section on 
a single source. These difficulties help to explain why. The easiest 
method for P. was to read as extensively as he wished, but at an early 
stage, when he could simply read through each roll from beginning to

Pelling (i) 88, 95: cf. below, p. 33.
There are possible hints of Livy at 22.3 and Strabo at 36.4, but in both 

cases other sources are more likely (nn.).
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end.102 This preliminary reading would guide his choice of a principal 
source for each section. Once he had chosen it) he could proceed with 
his composition, normally with only that one source before his eyes. He 
would not be wholly dependent on it: he would remember items from 
the earlier stage and weld them into the narrative, as for instance in 
i3(n.) he welds a story from Phil. 2 into a narrative framework derived 
from Pollio. But probably he would rely on his memory for such 
additions, and the basic narrative articulation would be drawn from 
the single source.

In Ant. that source would probably be Pollio for the early sections 
(at least 3-22 and 30-35),103 and Dellius for much of the later (at least 
37-52. probably 25-29, and perhaps more, especially the eastern 
narrative). I t is difficult to know which of them he would have 
preferred for the Actium campaign, presuming that both described it. 
For the death-scenes he may have preferred Olympus or another 
Alexandrian account: but even there we have traces of a historical 
narrative which shows contact with Dio (71-87^, 83η., perhaps 
Dellius), and it may have been hard to decide which was the right 
account to have before him. Into the ‘single source’ framework he 
could always insert extraneous material from memory: Pollio could be 
supplemented from Phil. 2, from his reading for Brut., from his 
memories from Ck., or indeed from Dellius (cf. 59.6, unless Dellius is 
there the main source); in the sections where P. preferred Dellius, items 
could be added from oral sources and a second narrative {37-52, 46 
nn., possibly Pollio).

Even at this stage, P. would hardly be composing his final version. 
The usual method of writing seems to be that described by Lucian 
[How to Write History 47-8): the historian should first collect his 
material from the most reliable sources,

‘and when he has gathered everything or almost everything, he 
should first weave together a draft (hypomnema), a version which 
so far has no beauty or articulation: then he should impose

Being human, he doubtless skipped the sections of little interest: he 
probably did not dwell long on Pollio’s account of the Mutina or Perusia 
campaigns, for instance, which were apparently extensive. For Ant. the first was 
worth only a  fraction of a page (17.1-2), the second just two passing references 
(28.1, 30.1).

'°s Cf. Scardigli 144-6.
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order, give the work its beauty, add colour to the diction, and 
give form and rhythm.’

If P. was preparing six Lises together, this hypomnema might be 
important. I t would hardly make sense to compose six separate drafts, 
and P. might naturally collect the material for all six Lives in a single 
hypomnema -  almost a draft history, in fact, though one peculiarly rich 
in biographical diversions. I t is anyway symptomatic that so much 
attention is given to the literary texture, this final stage where the 
writer adds articulation, order, beauty, stylistic colour, form, and 
rhythm. Such matters are so important that they require a distinct 
stage of composition.

P. would not be on his own as he composed: he would have his slave 
and freedman assistants. The elder Pliny, we know, used such help 
extensively. A lector would read to him when he was bathing or taking a 
walk, and a notarius would be at hand for dictation (Pliny Ep. 3.5). 
Such a lector perhaps read aloud to P. during the first stage, the 
preliminary reading -  a less time-wasting procedure than it might 
seem, for we cannot be sure that P. himself read silently. That 
hypomnema would probably be dictated to a secretary: that would make 
sense if P. had Pollio or Dellius open before him, for reading a roll 
required both hands. Even the final version might be dictated. Slaves, 
or more likely freedmen, might even be used as research assistants, to 
consult the more recherche material and produce epitomes, though in 
this Life there are few signs of that.

[Hi) Truth, fiction, and imaginative reconstruction.

P. had plenty of material, but it did not always give hint what he 
wanted. The problem might be simply a gap, notably the gap of A.’s 
youth. More often the material might not suit the portrait of A. which 
he was developing. How much freedom did he allow himself to 
improve his sources’ material?

His adaptation of Phil. 2 is illuminating. Whole episodes are 
reshaped. When Gic. described A.’s friendship with Curio he made the 
two men equally depraved {Phil. 2.44-7): P. prefers to make A. into 
Curio’s dupe, just as he will later be susceptible to others’ more 
damaging wiles (2.4~8n.). Detail of the excesses can be moved around:
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several different instances are brought together at 9.5-9(12.), and some 
of the Phil, 2 material is delayed until after Cic.’s death (21.1-5^, 
exploiting Phil. 2.67-9). No other account suggests that the excesses 
were especially prominent at that moment, but P. wishes to juxtapose 
these themes with A.’s brilliant and noble behaviour at Philippi (22). 
Private excess and yet brilliant ability: the contrast is programmatic, 
and it is useful to have it stated so clearly just before the entry of Cl. 
Circumstantial detail can also be added. A. vomiting on the tribunal 
(9.6), his unexpected night-time return to Fulvia (10.8-9), the squab­
bles with Dolabella (11.3} -  all are elaborated with narrative detail 
(nn.) which P. has surely made up. Trebonius’ sounding of A. at Narbo 
(13η.) is an especially dear case. A. now shares a tent with Trebonius, 
who broaches the subject ‘delicately and cautiously’; A. neither joins 
the plot nor reveals it to C. None of this is in Cic., and it is surely P.’s 
imaginative inference. Indeed, its whole context is suspect. I t  is just 
before the Ides, and the conspirators are wondering whether to 
approach A.: Trebonius tells them the story to dissuade them. That is 
fiction, and highly implausible: it is a poor piece of narrative, too, but 
the best peg P. could find to include the Narbo story (13η.). He makes 
up the detail to ‘fabricate a context’104 to include A.’s foreknowledge of 
the plot.

P.’s readiness to manipulate his source-material can be seen 
elsewhere. Stories can be moved to a different context,1“5 and even 
transferred from one person to another (5.6-7^); complex detail is 
readily simplified1“6 -  for instance, several events may be conflated into 
one (3.2, 10.7-10, 12.7, 72 nn.); A.’s role may be exaggerated (3, 5.10, 
8.2,14.1-4 nn.), as may Octavia’s (31,2n.). Embarrassing facts may be 
ignored: for instance, P. suppresses his knowledge that A. had fought in 
the last stages of the Gallic War, for he wants to pretend that Curio led 
over his susceptible friend to C.’s side (5-811.).,o; Exaggeration can 
sharpen contrasts to a crude chiaroscuro.̂  Details can be fabricated: the 
precise nature of A.’s excesses, for instance (9.5-9, 21.3 nn.), or the

"* Petting (2) 130, cf. 9.2, 33.2-4, 53.5, 53.77 nn.
'°5 6.6, 12.6, 14.1-4, 15.1, 16.6, 24.7, 28-9, 33.1, 52.3, 71.6-8 nn.
"* 3.2, 14-22, 14.1-4, 16.5-8, 17.1-2, 30.1-2, 32.3, 52, 52.3, 53.5-9 nn.

Further suppression of awkward facts at 7.3, 8.4, Y3.3, 33.6-34.1, 43.4-6, 
69-3-5·. 71—87 nn.

'°s 10.5, 14-22, 15.5, 19.2, 22.6-8, 50.6-7 nn.; cf. above, p, 13.
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methods of the flatterers (24.9-12n.), or the course of a battle (65-611.) 
or a campaign -  he even seems to make up a major river (48.6, 49.2 
rm.) and a range of hills (76.1-3η.) which do not exist. He often 
borrows characteristics from familiar stereotypes. In historiography 
and rhetoric the good leader naturally leads charges himself, shows 
both foresight and daring, shares his men’s hardships, shows his 
personal concern, and finds the right things to say; so does A. (3, 4.4, 
-r7'5, 18.5, 43.2, 43.3-6, 44.3-5, 47.7 nn.), though there is often an 
individual tinge to such passages (esp. 4.4, 43.2, 44.3-5 nn.). In New 
Comedy the miles gloriosus is boastful, lecherous, extravagant, and 
gullible: so is A., though again he is distinctly deeper (4.2,4.4, 24.9-12 
nn.). Flatterers have their methods, using a timely frankness to win 
credibility, demeaning themselves when appropriate, adapting them­
selves to their victim’s tastes: that is just how Cl. and her court behave 
(24.9-12, 27.2, 29.1, 29.7, 53.6-7,56.5, 83 nn.).10« Not much of this will 
have appeared in P.’s sources.

What did P. think he was doing when he rewrote his source- 
material in this way? Would he have freely admitted that he was 
sacrificing the truth? Or would he have felt that he was reconstructing 
reality, arriving intuitively at a picture which simply must have been 
true?'10 It is probably a little of both.

Certainly, there are times when P. could genuinely say ‘it must have 
been true’. He knew about invective1'1 -  o f course, Cic. would claim that 
A. was just as debauched as Curio: still, A. must have been the 
susceptible one, for his whole life shows his passivity. How would 
Trebonius broach such a delicate subject as assassinating C.? Of 
course, ‘delicately and cautiously’, and of course A. must have kept the 
secret (he obviously did not warn C.). At leisure in Rome, A. must of 
course have returned to his earlier excesses, and the rest of his life 
suggests what they must have been like. Cl.’s flatterers were the best, 
and the best flatterers would of course be masters of the typical skills. 
Octavia would of course be a worthy rival to CL, beautiful (31.4η.) as

A common derivation from New Comedy may explain why some themes 
recur as commonplaces iu Roman elegy: cf. esp, Griffin, and 10.5, 27.2, 51.2, 
53.6-7, 58.4-59.1, 84.4-7 un. But lovers, soldiers, and flatterers are genuinely 
often like that.

no Qf y.p, Wiseman, History 66 (1981) 389.
Cf. e.g. Ale. 3.2, Flam. 18.10.
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well as dignified. A. was a good general: of course he did the things that 
good generals do. And, when he managed to dissuade his men from 
drinking salty water, he must have told them that there was another 
river near at hand (47.7η.) -  and it must have been true, because they 
did not all die. Very often, telling a story in the best way is the same as 
telling it with the most plausible detail: this is creative reconstruction, 
‘it must have been true5.

But did P. really think that A. could not have been with G. in Gaul, 
whatever the sources said, because it ‘must’ have been Curio who 
brought him over? Ór that the conspirators must have considered 
bringing A. into the plot? Or that A. must have taken the role in Jan. 49 
that his sources ascribed to Curio? O f course he did not, and in several 
cases he tells the stories differently in other Lives. The senate-meetings 
of Dec. 50 and Jan. 49 are described more accurately at Pomp. 58-9 
(5.6η.): controversial events such as the Lupercalia (12η.) or the final 
events of Philippi (22.2-4110.) are tailored to the principal themes of 
each Life where they are told. Elsewhere too we see different Lives, 
prepared at the same time, presenting contradictory interpretations of 
the same events.1“1 P. cannot have thought them all true. In such cases 
he was improving on the truth, and he knew it.

At the same time, such fabrication has its limits. Interpretations can 
vary; but total fabrication of fictional detail, though it exists, is 
comparatively limited. He does not, for instance, make up stories 
about A.’s youth, helpful though they would have been; encomium 
and invective often fabricated youthful stories, but P. feels it inap­
propriate. Nor does he attempt to paper over similar gaps in other 
Lives. He is desperately short of material on Phocion, Cimon, Fabius, 
and Publicola to make them weighty enough matches for their pairs, 
but he does not make it up. When he fabricates detail, he is generally 
reconstructing, not sacrificing, the truth; he can usually, though not 
always, say -  ‘It must have been true’.

"* Pelling (2) 131-5.
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5 P L U T A R C H  AND SH A K E SPE A R E : 
A N T O N Y  A N D  CLEOPA TRA

Sh. wrote A. & C. in 1606 or 1607, shortly after King Lear (1605) and 
Macbeth (1606) and probably before Cor. (1607-8): at about the same 
time he seems to have drafted Timon o f Athens, though he may well 
have abandoned it before completion (70η.). For A. & C. he took P. as 
his main and almost only source: the occasional supplementary 
material seems to be drawn from App.,1? and particularly relates to 
Sextus, dismissed very rapidly in P. (32. in .). Sh. did not know P. in the 
Greek, but relied on North’s translation, which in its turn was based on 
Amyoi’s French translation of 1559.1,4 There are times when these 
translators’ ambiguity or their choice of text has considerable conse­
quences for Sh.’s treatment, most remarkably in inspiring the entire 
episode of Enobarbus’ repentance (rv.vi, ix, 63.4η., cf. also 75.in.).:‘s 
But in this play the verbal echoes of North are more restricted than in 
J.C. or Cor., or even in the relevant parts of Timm o f Athens (70ml.).116 
The borrowings of material, emphasis, and characterisation are much 
closer. Of course Sh. transforms his source in countless ways, but still 
the concerns of the two writers are often closely similar: so similar, 
indeed, that comparison with Sh. continually illuminates P.’s own 
narrative and dramatic techniques. The contact is best analysed scene 
by scene in the commentary, and only a few general points will be made 
here. Sh.’s adaptation is discussed in detail in the following nn.:

On 4.1-3 (divine pretensions), 10.5, 30.4 (Fulvia), 12 
(Lupercalia in J.C .), 14.1-4 and 14.7 (funeral speech in J.C.), 26 
(Gl.’s barge), 28-9 (Rome and Alexandria, and the placing of 
stories of the lovers’ frolicking), 28.2 (‘Inimitable Livers’ and 
‘we stand up peerless’), 30.4 (beginning the play in 40 B.C.), 31.2, 
33.5, 35.3, (Octavia), 32.5-8 (the dinner on Sextus’ galley), 
33.2-4 (displacing of the soothsayer’s warning), 36-1 (the inter-

"s G. Bullough, Narrative and Dramatic Sources o f Shakespeare v (London/New 
York 1964) 338-41; MacCallum 648-52; K. Muir, The Sources o f Shakespeare’s 
Plays (London 1977) 224—5- 

"4 For a fine stylistic comparison of these translations cf. Russell 150-8, 
taking Ant. 29 as his example.

"3 But at 26.1 and 76.8 (nn.) peculiarities of the translation have less impact 
on Sh. than might be expected.

,,s MacCallum 318-27.
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explained it -  she feared for her children’s lives, 82.5η. -  but Sh. leaves 
that theme unstressed.129 P. played down suggestions of CI.’s faithless­
ness to A. after Actium (j i -Sjn.) ,  doubtless feeling that this would 
combine uneasily with her loyalty in death: Sh.’s Cl. is distinctly more 
compromised in the Thidias scene (m.xiii, cf. 73.2-411.). Earlier, his 
version of her erotic artfulness is cruder than P.’s: ‘If  you find him sad. 
Say I am dancing; if in mirth, report That I am sudden sick’ (i.iii.3-5)
-  that has none of the sophistication of P.’s portrait (53.5-70., cf. e.g. 
24.-9-i2n.). Nor is it intended to. The very crudity of her techniques, 
like the bewildering swiftness of her changes of mood, is itself vital to 
her enigmatic charm. Her methods are highly unsophisticated and 
highly effective: their triteness itself contributes to her individuality, for 
only a Cl. could carry them off, and indeed her histrionics later in the 
scene show infinitely more flair. In  the same way only a Cl. would react 
to A.’s final despairing wrath with that ‘babyish line’, '3“ ‘Why is my 
lord enraged against his love?’, rv.xii.31. Throughout the play Cl. has 
been described in paradoxical language’3’ and been utterly paradoxical 
herself: in such a bewildering figure that final transformation does not 
seem unnatural. P.’s figure is sometimes enigmatic (71-87^), but far 
less so than Sh.’s: in a quite different way from P.’s figure, one can 
understand why she captivated a hero of A.’s stature. Heine once 
recalled reading P. a t school;’3“

‘The master impressed on us that A. for this woman spoiled his 
public career, involved himself in domestic unpleasantness, and 
at last plunged himself in ruin. In truth my old master was right, 
and it is extremely dangerous to establish intimate relations with 
a person like CL I t may be the destruction of a hero; but only of 
a hero. Here as everywhere there is no danger for worthy 
mediocrity’

-  a reassuring thought. But worthy mediocrity has more to fear from 
P.’s queen than from Sh.’s. In P. it  is precisely A.’s simplicity that leaves

1,5 m.xii.18, v.iä.19, 127—33 -  all very understated. Cf. MacCallum 338, 
Bradley (n. 12 6) 301.

'S” Granville-Barker (n. 119) 1 398.
'3‘ C£ esp. B.T. Spencer, Sh. ζΚ § (1958) 373-8.

Sämtliche Werkem  (Hamburg 1876) 227-8; c£ MacCallum 441.
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him vulnerable to so accomplished a performer (24.9-12^). It is Sh.’s 
Cl. who demands a victim of the grandest measure.

There is no danger of mimmising Sh.’s transformation of his source, 
and his Cl. is a fine instance of this. But it is also noticeable how often 
his transformation can be seen as a dramatic turning or equivalent of a 
Plutarchan idea, or a different response to a similar dramatic problem; 
and how often it is the distinctive Plutarchan touches which Sh. selects to 
.elaborate (cf. esp. 32.5-&1.). What came first for Sh. was a peculiarly 
sensitive and thoughtful reading of the Life. What he did with P. was 
remarkable: but scarcely less remarkable was what he learned from P. 
about his story’s dramatic potential, and the frequency with which he 
decided that P.’s own leading themes and ideas, when turned in his own 
way, would do very well.

6 T H E  T E X T

For critical apparatus and a description of the manuscripts the reader 
is referred to Ziegler’s revised Teubner edition (1971), and for a full 
discussion of the tradition to his Oberliefenmgsgeschickte der vergleichenden 
Lebensbeschreibungen Plutarchs (Leipzig 1907). Apart from minor vari­
ations in punctuation and paragraphing, T have adopted different 
readings from Ziegler at the following places (an asterisk indicates that 
the reasons for my preference are stated or implicit in the commen-
iary):

Pelling Ziegler*

10.6* yuvaiKOKporriccs (Dindorf) γυναικοκρασίας (eodd.)
11.5* άνηγόρευοΈ (du Soul) àvccyopEuacn (codd.)
23.4* ττρό; δε (codd.) [irpòs δε] (Sintenis)
24-9 τούτα« (codd.) τούτο (Anon.)
24.12 T«t φρονεΐν (TT Phot.) τό φρονεΐν (KL).
25-5 τώι φρονεΐν (ΠΚ) τό φρονεΐν (L)
27.4* Τρωγοδύται; (Pelling) Τρωγλοδύτσίξ (codd.)
334 ’Αντώνιο; (RKL) 6 ’Αντώνιο; (ps.-App.P)
34-2* τον βοχτίΛεω; (ps.-App.lTL) τον τοΰ βασίλεω; (Ziegler]
34-7 τραττομένων (codd.) τρεπόμενων (ps.-App.)
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37-6
39-2
39*7
41 .1 
41.7*

41.8*

42.1 
43-4
43- 5
44- 5
45- 3 
45-7

47-5

48.5
5°-4

53-7*
56.4*

57-3
60.2 
61.2* 
66.3*

66.8
66.8

67.6
%·3
73.2*
76.8*
79-2
83.4

γινόμενον (codd.) 
οίόμενος (codd.) 
κτείνουσιν (codd.) 
ύποβαλεΐν (codd.) 
διδόντες · ■ - λαμβάνοντες 

(codd.)
imo δέους μαχησομένους (Pel- 

ling) 
γεγονεναι (codd.) 
τιμήν τε καί χάριν (codd.) 
ή περί. . .  (codd.) 
διδόνσί (codd.) 
θυρεαφόροι (TTKps.-App.)
. . .  βραχύν διά μάχης (codd.)

τό δίψος Ιπέτεινεν (codd.)

Iva καλέσας (codd.) 
toÙ5 μαχομένους. . .  τους φεύ­

γοντας (codd.) 
δάκρυον (Flacelière) 
πάλιν διαλύσεις (Pelling)

'Αθηναίων (codd.) 
κληρουχία, πόλις (Empirius) 
Βόγος (Pelling)
< κα ί>  (Koraes) προς 

άλληλα δεδεμένων
(Richards) 

μετεμβάς (Π)
την άπολωλεκυϊαν (codd.)

έπεισαν (codd.)
κομισθείς (codd.)
ύιτέρ ήγεμόνος νεοΰ (Pelling)
άποστρέψας (TTL)
αύτάς (Reiske)
αώτου (codd.)

γενόμενον (ps.-App.) 
ήγούμενος (ps.-App.) 
κτενοϋσιν (Ziegler) 
ύποβάλλειν (L'ps.-App.) 
δόντες. . .  λαβόντες (ps.- 

App.)
j -  ύπόδειγμα γενομένους 

(codd.) 
γενέσθαι (ps.-App.) 
τιμήν καί χάριν (ps.-App.) 
ή τε περί. . .  (ps.-App.) 
δούναι (ps.-App.) 
θυρεοφόροι (L) 
βραχύν καί διά μάχης (p s- 

Αρρ.)
τό δίψος δ’ Ιπέτεινεν (ps.- 

App.)
καλέσας iva (ps -App,) 
μαχομένους. . .  φεύγοντας 

(ps.-App.) 
δακρϋον (Ziegler) 
πάλιν αύτοΰ διαλύσεις 

(codd.)
'Αθηναίος (Vulcobius) 
πόλις κληρουχία (codd.) 
Βόκχος (codd.)
πρός άλληλα f  δεδεμένοις 

(codd.)

μεταβάς (KLZon.) 
τήν έαυτήν άπολωλεκύϊαν 

(Ziegler) 
άνέπεισαν (Ζοη.) 
άνακομισθείς (Ζοη.) 
άφ' ήγεμόνος νεοΰ (codd.) 
άποστρεψάντος (Κ) 
αύτοΰ codd., del. Ziegler 
θύτης (Ziegler)
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84.2 εί$ τρίτην ημέραν (codd.) ds <  'Ρώμην μετά> τρίτην
ήμέραν (Ziegler)

86.g χίλια (TTKL) δισχίλια (G)
87.8* έτημανως (du Soul) έτηφανώξ (codd.)





ΑΝΤΩΝΙΟΣ

1 . 'Αντωνίου π ά π π ο ς  μεν ήν ό ρήτωρ 'Αντώνιος, δν της 
Σύλλα γενόμενσν στάσεως Μάριος άττέκτεινε, π α τή ρ  δ ' ό 
Κρητικός έπικληθείς ’Αντώνιος, ούχ οΰτω  μέν εύδόκιμος έν τοΐς 
ττολιτικοΐς άνήρ ουδέ λαμπρός, ευγνώμων δέ καί χρηστός άλλως 
τε καί προς τάς μεταδόσεις ελευθέριος, ώς άφ’ ένός άν τις έργου

2 καταμάθοι. κεκτημένος γά ρ  ού πολλά  καί διά τοϋτο  τη ι 
916 φιλανθρωπίαι χρήσθαι κωλυόμενος ϋ π ό  της γυναικός, Ιπεί τις

άφίκετο τω ν συνήθων προς αύτόν αργυρίου δεόμενος, άργύριον 
μεν ούκ είχε, παιδαρίω ι δέ προσέταξεν εις άργυροΰν σκύφον 
ύδωρ Ιμβαλόντι κομίσαι· καί κομίσαντος ώς ξύρεσθαι μέλλων

3 κατέβρεχε τά  γένεια. τοΰ  δέ παιδαρίου καθ' Ιτέραν πρόφασιν 
εκποδών γενομένου, τον μέν σκύφον εδωκε τώ ι φίλωι χρήσθαι 
κελεΰσας, ζητήσεως δέ πολλής !ν τοΐς οίκέταις οϋσης, όρων 
χαλεπαίνουσαν τήν γυναίκα καί βουλομένην καθ’ έκαστον 
έξετάζειν, ώμολάγησε συγγνώ μην εχειν δεηθείς.

2. ~Ην δ ’ αΰτώ ι γυνή ’Ιουλία τοΰ Καισάρων οίκου, τάίς 
άρίσταις τότε καί σωφρονεστάταις ενάμιλλος. ύπό  τούτης ό υιός 
'Αντώνιος Ιτράφη, μετά την τοΰ  πατρός τελευτήν Κορνηλίωι 
Λέντλωι γαμηθείσης, δν Κικέρων άπέκτεινε τω ν Κατιλίνα

2 συνωμοτών γενόμενον. αύτη δοκεΐ τής σφοδράς Ιχθρας 
Άντωνίωι πρός Κικέρωνα πρόφασις καί άρχή γενέε^αι. φησί 
γούν 'Αντώνιος ουδέ τον νεκρόν αύτοΐς άποδοθήναι τού Λέντλου 
πρότερον ή τής γυναικός τοΰ  Κικέρωνος την μητέρα δεηθήναι.

3 τοϋτο μέν ούν όμολογουμένως ψευδός Ιστιν· ούδείς γά ρ  είρχθη 
ταφής των τότε κολασθέντων ύ π ό  τοΰ  Κικέρωνος.

4 Άντωνίωι δέ λαμπρωι καθ’ ώραν γενομένωι τήν Κουρίωνος 
φιλίαν καί συνήθειαν ώσπερ τινά  κήρα προσπεσείν λέγουσιν, 
αώτου τε περί τάς ήδονάς άπαιδεύτου γενομενου, καί τόν 
'Αντώνιον ώς μάλλον εΐη χειροήθης εις πάτους καί γύναια καί

5 δαπάνας πολυτελείς καί άκολάστους έμβαλόντος. Ι |  ών δφλημα 
βαρύ καί π α ρ ’ ήλικίαν αύτώ ι συνήχθη πεντήκοντα καί

51
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διακοσίων ταλάντων. τοΰτο  π ά ν  εγγυησαμένου τοϋ Κουρίωνος,
6 ό π ατήρ  αίσθόμενος Ιξήλασε τον ’Αντώνιον έκ της οικίας, ό δέ 

βραχύν μέν τινα χρόνον τη ι Κλωδίου τοΰ θρασυτάτου καί 
βδελυρωτάτου τω ν τότε δημαγω γώ ν φοράι π ά ν τα  τα  πράγ-

7 ματα ταραττούσηι προσέμειξεν εαυτόν- τα χύ  δέ της εκείνου 
μανίας μεστός γενόμενος καί φοβηθείς τούς συνισταμένους Ιπ ί τόν 
Κλώδιον, άπήρεν εκ της ’Ιταλίας εις την Ελλάδα, καί διέτριβε τό 
τε σώμα γυμνάζων προς τούς στρατιωτικούς αγώνας καί λέγειν

8 μελετών, έχρήτο δέ τώ ι καλουμένωι μέν Ά σιανώ ι ζήλωι τών 
λόγων, άνθοϋντι μάλιστα κατ’ Ικέϊνον τον χρόνον, έχοντι δέ 
πολλήν ομοιότητα πρός τόν βίον αύτοϋ, κομπώδη καί φρυαγ- 
ματίαν δντα καί κενού γαυριάματος καί φιλοτιμίας άνωμάλου 
μεστόν.

3 . Έ πεί δέ Γαβίνιος άνήρ ΰπατικός είς Συρίαν πλέων 
άνέπειθεν αυτόν όρμήσαι πρός τήν στρατείαν, ιδιώτης μέν οΰκ αν 
εφη συνεξελθεΐν, άποδειχθείς δέ τώ ν ιππέω ν άρχω ν συνεστράτ-

2 ευε. καί πρώ τον μέν έπ ’ ’Αριστόβουλον Ιουδαίους άφιστάντα 
πεμφθείς, αυτός μέν Ιπέβη τοϋ μεγίστου τώ ν ερυμάτων πρώτος,

3 εκείνον δέ πάντω ν Ιξήλασεν- ειτα μάχην συνάψας καί τρεφόμενος 
όλίγοις τοϊς συν αυτώ ι τούς εκείνου πολλαπλασίους όντας, 
άπέκτεινε πλήν ολίγω ν άπαντας* αυτός δέ μετά τοϋ παιδός

4 ’Αριστόβουλος ήλω. μετά τα ΰτα  Γαβίνιον επί μυρίοις ταλάντοις 
Πτολεμαίου πείθοντος είς Αΐγυτττον άμα συνεμβαλεΐν αυτώ ι καί 
την βασιλείαν άναλαβεΐν, οί μέν πλεϊστοι τώ ν ηγεμόνων ήναν- 
τιοϋντο, καί Γαβίνιον δ ’ όκνος τις είχε τοϋ πολέμου, καίπερ

5 εξηνδραποδισμένον κομιδήι τοϊς μυρίοις ταλάντοις, ’Αντώνιος δέ 
καί πράξεων μεγάλων Ιφιέμενος καί τώ ι Πτολεμαίωι χαριζόμενος 
δεομένωι, συνέπεισε μέν καί συνεξώρμησεν επί τήν στρατείαν τόν

6 Γαβίνιον- έπεί δέ τοϋ πολέμου μάλλον εφοβοϋντο τήν επί τό 
917  Πηλούσιον οδόν, ατε δή διά ψάμμου βαθείας καί άνύδρου παρά

τό  Έ κρηγμα και τά  της Σερβωνίδος Ιλη γινομένης αύτοΐς τής 
πορείας, άς Τυφώνος μέν έκπνοάς Α ιγύπτιο ι καλοϋσι, τής δ’ 
Έρυθράς θαλάσσης ΰπονόστησις είναι δοκεϊ καί διήθησις, ήι

7 βραχυτάτω ι διορίζεται πρός τήν εντός θάλασσαν ϊσθμώι, πεμ­
φθείς μετά τώ ν ιππέω ν ό ’Αντώνιος ού μόνον τά  στενά κατέσχεν,
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άλλα καί Πηλούσιον ελών, ττόλιν μεγάλην, και τω ν Ιν αύτώι 
φρουρών κρατήσας, άμα καί την οδόν ασφαλή τώ ι στρατεύματι 
καί τήν Ιλπ ίδα  τής νίκης Ιποίησε τώ ι σ τρατηγώ ι βέβαιον.

8 άπέλαυσαν δε τής φιλοτιμίας αύτοΰ καί ο! πολέμιοι- Πτολεμαίου 
γάρ άμα τώ ι παρέλθεϊν είς τό  Πηλούσιον υ π ' οργής καί μίσους

9 ώρμημένου φονεύειν τούς Α ιγυπτίους, Ινέστη καί διεκώλυσεν. έν 
δέ ταΐς μάχαις καί τοΐς άγώ σι μεγάλοις καί συχνοΐς γενομένοις 
πολλά καί τόλμης έργα καί πρόνοιας ήγεμονικής άποδειξάμενος, 
εμφανέστατα δέ τώ ι κυκλώσασθαι καί περιβαλεΐν κατόπιν τούς 
πολεμίους την νίκην τοΐς κατά στόμα παρασχώ ν, αριστεία καί

10 τιμάς ελαβε πρέπουσας, ού διέλαθε δέ τούς πολλούς ούδ’ ή προς 
'Αρχέλαον αυτού τεθνηκότα φιλανθρωπία- γεγονώ ς γά ρ  αύτώι 
συνήθης καί ξένος, Ιπολέμει μεν άναγκαίως ζώντι, τό  δέ σώμα

11 πεσόντος εξευρων και κοσμήσας βασιλικώς έκήδευσεν. Ιπ ί 
τούτοις 'Αλεξανδρεΰσί τε πλεΐστον αϋτοΰ λόγον κατέλιπε, καί 
'Ρωμαίων τοΐς στρατευομένοις άνήρ εδοξε λαμπρότατος είναι.

4 . Προσήν δέ καί μορφής ελευθέριον αξίωμα, καί π ώ γ ω ν  τις 
ούκ άγεννής καί πλάτος μετώπου καί γρυπ ότη ς μυκτήρος έδόκει 
τοΐς γραφομένοις καί πλαττομένοις Ήρακλέους προσώποις

2 εμφερές έχειν τό  αρρενωπόν, ήν δέ καί λόγος παλαιός 
Ήρακλείδας είναι τούς Άντωνίους, ά π ’ Ά ντω νος παιδός

3 Ήρακλέους γεγονότας. καί τούτον ώιετο τον λόγον τή ι τε 
μορφήι τού σώματος ώσπερ εΐρηται καί τή ι στολήι βεβαιούν- άεΐ 
γάρ δτε μέλλοι πλείοσιν όράσθαι, χ ιτώ να  είς μηρόν εζωστο, καί 
μάχαιρα μεγάλη παρήρτητο, καί σάγος περιέκειτο Tcjv στερεών.

4 ού μην άλλα καί τά  τοΐς αλλοις φορτικά δοκοϋντα, μεγαλαυχία 
καί σκώμμα καί κώθων εμφανής καί καθίσαι π α ρ ά  τον εσθίοντα 
καί φαγεΐν έπιστάντα τραπέζηι στρατιωτικήι, Θαυμαστόν όσον

5 εύνοιας καί πόθου πρός αυτόν ένεποίει τοΐς στρατιώταις. ήν δέ 
που καί τό  ερωτικόν ούκ άναφρόδιτον, άλλα καί τούτω ι πολλούς 
έδημαγώγει, συμπράττω ν τε τοΐς ερώσι καί σκωπτόμενος ούκ

6 άηδώς είς τούς ίδιους έρωτας, ή 6’ ελευθεριότης καί τό  μηδέν 
ολίγη i χειρ! μηδέ φειδομένηι χαρίζεσθαι στρατιώ ταις καί φίλοις 
αρχήν τε λαμπρόη; Ιπ ί τό  ίσχύειν αύτώ ι παρέσχε, καί μεγάλου 
γενομένου την δύναμιν έπί πλεΐον επήρεν, εκ μυρίων άλλων
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7 αμαρτημάτων άνατρεπομενην. εν δέ τ ι τοΰ μεγαλοδώρου 
■παράδειγμα διηγήσομαι. τώ ν φίλων τινί μυριάδας εκέλευσε

8 ττέντε καί είκοσι δοθήναι- τοϋτο 'Ρωμαίοι δεκίης καλοΰσι. τοΰ δ’ 
Ιπιτρόττου θαυμάσαντος, καί ΐνα δείξηι τό  πλήθος αύτώι 
καταβαλόντος εν μέσωι το  άργύριον, ήρώτησε παριώ ν δ τ ι δή

9 το ϋ τ’ εΐη. τοΰ δ ’ Ιπ ιτρόπου  φήσαντος ώς δ κελεύσειε δοθηναι, 
συμβολών αύτοϋ την κακοήθειαν ό ’Αντώνιος “ εγώ  πλεΐον 
ώιμην "  εφη “ το  δεκίης είναι· τοϋτο δέ μικρόν έσ τιν  ώ σ τ’ άλλο 
πρόσθες αύτώ ι τοσοΰτον

5 . Ταϋτα μέν οϋν ύστερον, έπεί δέ τά  'Ρωμαίων πράγματα  
διέστη, τώ ν μέν αριστοκρατικών Πομπηίωι παρόντι προσ- 
θεμένων, τώ ν δέ δημοτικών Καίσαρα καλούντων εκ Γαλατίας ευ

2 τοίς δπλοις δντα, Κουρίων ό ’Αντωνίου φίλος έκ μεταβολής 
θεραπεύων τά  Καίσαρος ’Αντώνιον προσηγάγετο , καί μεγάλην 
μέν ά π δ  τού  λέγειν έν τοϊς πολλοϊς Ιχω ν ίσχύν, χρώμενος δέ καί 
δαπάναις αφειδώς άφ’ ών Κοτίσαρ έχορήγει, δήμαρχον απέδειξε 
τον ’Αντώνιον, είτα τώ ν επ ’ οίωνοις ιερέων ους Αΰγουρας

3 καλοϋσιν. 6 δ ’ εύθΰς εις την άρχήν παρελθών ού μικρόν ήν όφελος
4  τοϊς πολιτευομένοις υπέρ Καίσαρος. άλλα π ρώ τον μέν Μαρ- 

9 1 8  κέλλου τού υπάτου  Πομπηίωι τούς τε συνειλεγμένους ήδη
στρατιώ τας παρεγγυώ ντος καί καταλέγειν ετέρους διδόντος, 
εμποδών έστη δ ιάταγμα γράψας δπω ς ή μέν ήθροισμένη δύναμις 
εις Συρίαν πλέηι καί Βύβλωι βοηθήι πόλεμοΰντι Πάρθοις, οϋς δέ

5 Πομπήιος καταλέγει, μή προσέχωσιν αύτώι· δεύτερον δέ τάς 
Καίσαρος επιστολάς ού προσιεμένων ούδ’ εώντων άνα- 
γινώσκεσθαι τώ ν συγκλητικών, αύτδς ισχύων διά τό  άρχειν 
άνέγνω, καί πολλούς μετέστησε τη ι γνώμηι, δίκαια καί μέτρια

6 Καίσαρος άξιοΰν άφ’ ών έγραψε δόξαντος. τέλος δέ δυεϊν έρωτή- 
σεων έν τή ι βουλήι γενομένων, τής μέν εί δοκεΐ Πομπήιον άφεΐναι 
τά  στρατεύματα, τής δ ’ εί Καίσαρα, καί Πομπήιον μέν ολίγων 
τά  όπλα  καταθέσθαι, Καίσαρα δέ πάντω ν π α ρ ’ ολίγους 
κελευόντων, άναστας ’Αντώνιος ήρώτησεν εί δοκεΐ καί Πομπήιον 
όμοϋ καί Καίσαρα τά  δπ λα  καταθέσθαι καί τάς δυνάμεις άφεΐναι.

7 τούτην Ιδέξαντο λαμπρώς την γνώμην άπαντες, καί μετά βοής
8 έπαινοϋντες τον ’Αντώνιον ήξίουν Ιπιψηφίζεσθαι. μή βουλ-
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ομένων δε τω ν υπάτω ν, αυθις έτέρας οι Καίσαρος φίλοι προΰ- 
τειναν επιεικείς είνοη δοκούσας άξιώσεις, αίς ό τε Κάτων 
άντέπιπτε, καί Λέντλος ύπατεύων εξέβαλε τής βουλής τον

9 ’Αντώνιον, ό δε πολλά  μεν αύτοΐς Ιξιών Ιπηράσατο, λαβών δέ 
θεράποντος ΙσΘήτα καί μισθωσάμενος μετά Κασσίου Κοίντου

0 ζεύγος Ιξώρμησε προς Καίσαρα· καί κατεβόων ευθύς όφθέντες ώς 
ούδενα κόσμον έτι τω ν έν 'Ρώμηι πραγμάτω ν Ιχόντων, ότε μηδέ 
δημάρχοις παρρησίας μέτεστιν, άλλ’ έλαύνεται καί κινδυνεύει 
πδς è φθεγξάμενος υπέρ τω ν δικαίων.

6. Έκ τούτου λαβών τή ν  στρατιάν ό Καΐσαρ εις ’Ιταλίαν 
ένέβαλε. διό καί Κικέρων έν τοΐς Φ ιλιππικοΐς έγραψε τού μέν 
Τρωικού πολέμου τή ν  Ελένην, του δ ’ έμφυλίου τον ’Αντώνιον

2 αρχήν γενέσθαι, περκρανώς ψευδόμενος. ου γά ρ  ούτως εύχερής 
ήν ούδέ ράιδιος ύ π ’ όργής έκπεσεΐν τω ν λογισμών Γάιος Καΐσαρ, 
ώστ’ εΐ μή τα ΰτα  πάλα ι διέγνωστο πράττειν, ούτως αν Ιπ ί 
καιρού τον κατά τής πατρίδος εξενεγκειν πόλεμον, ότι φαύλως 
ήμφιεσμένον εϊδεν ’Αντώνιον κοά Κάσσιον επί ζεύγους μισθίου 
πεφευγότας προς αύτόν, αλλά τα ΰτα  πάλα ι δεομένωι προ-

3 φάσεως σχήμα καί λόγον ευπρεπή τού  πολέμου παρέσχεν. ήγε 
δ’ αυτόν έπί πάντας ανθρώπους, α καί πρότερον ’Αλέξανδρον 
καί πάλαι Κΰρον, έρως απαρηγόρητος άρχής καί περιμανής 
επιθυμία τού π ρώ τον είναι καί μέγιστον ών τυχεΐν ούκ ήν μή

4 Πομπηίου καταλυθέντος. ώς δ ’ ούν Ιπελθών έκράτησε τής 
‘Ρώμης καί ΤΤομπήιον Ιξήλασε τής ’Ιταλίας, καί πρός τάς Ιν 
Ίβηρίαι Πομπτιίου δυνάμεις έπιστρέφειν εγνω πρότερον, είθ’ 
ούτως παρασκευασάμενος στόλον έπί Πομπήιον διαβαίνειν, 
Λεπίδωι μεν σ τρατηγοϋντι τήν 'Ρώμην, Ά ντω νίω ι δέ δημαρ-

5 χοΰντι τά  στρατεύματα καί τήν ’Ιταλίαν έπέτρεψεν. ό δέ τοΐς μέν 
στρατιώταις εύθΰς προσφιλής ήν, συγγυμναζόμενος καί 
συνδιαιτώμενος τ ά  πολλά  καί δωρούμενος Ικ τω ν παρόντων,

6 τοΐς δ’ άλλοις έπαχθής. καί γά ρ  άδικουμένων υπό  φαιθυμίας 
ώλιγώρει, καί πρός οργήν ήκροάτο τώ ν εντυγχανόντων, καί

7 κακώς έπί γυναιξίν άλλοτρίαις ήκουε. καί άλως τήν Καίσαρος 
άρχήν, πά ντα  μάλλον ή τυραννίδα δ ι’ αύτόν έκεΐνον φανεΐσαν,
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ο! φίλοι διέβαλλον, ών ’Αντώνιο; ά π ’ εξουσία; μεγίστη; 
άμαρτάνειν μέγιστα δόξα; τήν πλείστην αϊτίαν έλαβεν.

7 . Οΰ μήν άλλ’ επανελθώυ ό Καισαρ εκ τη ; Ίβηρίας τά  μεν 
919 εγκλήματα παρεΐδεν αύτοϋ, πρός δε τον πόλεμον ώ ; ενεργώι καί

2 άνδρείωι καί ήγεμονικώι χρώμενος ούδαμήι διήμαρτεν. αυτός μεν 
oöv μετ’ όλίγω ν άπό  Βρεντεσίου διαπεράσας τόν Ίόνιον, έττεμ- 
ψεν όπ ίσω  τα  πλοία  Γαβινίωι καί Ά ντωνίω ι, τά ; δυνάμεις 
εμβιβάζειν καί περαιοΰν κατά τάχος εί; Μακεδονίαν επιστείλας.

3 Γαβινίου δέ πρός τόν ττλοΰν χαλεπόν όντα χειμώνος ώραι 
καταδειλιάσαντο; καί πεζήι μακράν οδόν περιάγοντο; τόν 
στρατόν, ’Αντώνιο; υπέρ Καίσαρος εν πολλοί; απειλή μμένου 
πολέμιοι; φοβηθείς, Λίβωνα μέν έφορμοϋντα τώ ι στόματι τοϋ 
λιμένο; άπεκρούσατο, πολλά  τω ν λεπτώ ν άκατίων τάϊς 
τριήρεσιν αύτοϋ περιστήσας, έμβιβάσα; δέ ταΤς ναυσίν ιππείς

4 όκτακοσίους καί δισμυρίου; δπ λ ίτα ; άνήχθη. καί γενόμενο; 
καταφανής το ϊ; πολέμιοι; καί διωκόμενος, τόν μεν έκ τούτων 
κίνδυνον διέφυγε, λαμπρού νότου κϋμα μέγα καί κοίλην θάλατ- 
ταν τα ΐ; τριήρεσιν αυτών περιστήσαντος, έκφερόμενος δέ ταΐ; 
ναυσί πρός κρημνούς καί φάραγγας άγχιβαθείς, ούδεμίαν

5 ελπίδα σω τηρία; εΐχεν. δφνω δέ τοϋ κόλπου πολύν έκπνεύσαν- 
τος λίβα καί τοϋ κλύδωνος άπό  τη ; γης εί; τό  πέλαγος δια- 
χεομένου, μεταβαλόμενος ά π ό  τη ; γης καί πλέων σοβαρώ; όραι

6 ναυαγίω ν περίπλεων τόν αίγιαλόν. ενταύθα γά ρ  εξέβαλε τό 
πνεύμα τάς διωκούσα; αυτόν τριήρεις, καί διεφθάρησαν ούκ 
όλίγαι- καί σωμάτων πολλώ ν καί χρημάτων έκράτησεν 
’Αντώνιο;, καί Λίσσον εΐλε, καί μέγα Καίσαρι παρέσχε θάρσος, έν 
καιρώι μετά τηλικαύτη; άφικόμενος δυνάμεως.

8 . Πολλών δέ γινομένων καί συνεχών αγώνων, έν πάσι μέν ήν 
διαπρεπής, Sì; δέ φεύγοντας προτροπάδην τού; Καίσαρος 
άπαντήσα ; άνέστρεψε, καί στήναι καί συμβαλεΐν αϋθις τοΐς

2 διώκουσιν άναγκάσα; ένίκησεν. ήν ουν αύτοϋ μετά Καίσαρα 
πλεϊστος !ν τώ ι στρατοπέδω ι λόγος, εδήλωσε δέ Καισαρ ήν έχοι

3 περί αύτοϋ δόξαν, έπεί γά ρ  έμελλε τήν τελευταίαν καί τά  όλα 
κρίνασαν έν Φαρσάλωι μάχην μάχεσθαι, τό  μέν δεξιόν αύτό; είχε
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κέρα;, τοΰ δ’ εύωνύμου τήν ηγεμονίαν Ά ντω νίω ι παρέδωκεν ώ ; 
πολεμικωτάτωι τω ν  ύφ’ έαυτώι.

4 Μετά δέ τήν νίκην δικτάτωρ άναγορευθε’ί;, αύτό; μέν έδίωκε 
ΤΤομττήιον, ‘Αντώνιον δ ’ Ιππα ρχον  έλόμενο; εις 'Ρώμην έπεμψεν.

5 ίστι δ ' ή άρχή δεύτερα τοΰ  δικτάτορο; τταρόντος· αν δέ μη 
παρήι, πρώ τη  καί μόνη σχεδόν* ή  γ ά ρ  δήμαρχία διαμένει, τ ά ; δ1 
άλλα; καταλύουσι π ά σ α ; δικτάτοροξ αΐρεθέντο;.

9 . Ού μην άλλα τότε δήμαρχων Δολοβέλλα;, νέο; άνήρ καί 
νέων πραγμάτω ν όρεγόμενο;, είσηγέϊτο χρεών άποκοπά;, καί 
τόν ’Αντώνιον αύτώ ι τε φίλον όντα καί βουλόμενον αεί το ΐ; 
πολλοί; άρεσκειν έπειθε σνμπράττειν καί κοινωνεΐν τοΟ

2 πολιτεύματο;. Ά σινίου δέ καί Τρεβελλίου τάναντία παρα- 
καλούντων, ύπόνοια δεινή κατά τύχην τώ ι Ά ντω νίω ι προσ- 
έπεσεν ώ ; άδικουμένωι περί τόν γάμον ύπό  τοΰ Δολοβέλλα.

3 καί τό  πρ δγμ α  βαρέω; ένεγκών, τήν τε γυναίκα τη ; οικία; 
έξήλασεν άνεψιάν οΰσαν αύτοΟ (θυγάτηρ γά ρ  ήν Γαίου 
’Αντωνίου τοΰ  Κικέρωνι συνυπατεύσαντο;) καί το ύ ; περί

4 Άσίνιον δεξάμευο; έπολέμει τώ ι Δολοβέλλαι. κατέλαβε γά ρ  τήν 
αγοράν Ικεϊνο; ώ ; βίαι κυρώσων τον νόμον. ’Αντώνιο; δέ, καί 
τή; βουλή; ψηφισαμένη; όπλω ν δεΐν επί τόν Δολοβέλλαν, 
Ιπελθών καί μάχην συνάψα; άπέκτεινέ τέ τινα ; τώ ν εκείνου καί

5 τών ιδίων όπτέβαλε. το ΐ; μεν ούν πολλοί; έκ τούτω ν όπτηχθόνετο, 
τοΐ; δέ χρηστοί; καί σώφροσι διά τόν άλλον βίον ούκ ήν αρεστό;, 
ώ; Κικέρων φησίν, άλλ’ έμισεΐτο, βδελυττομένων αύτοϋ μέθα;

920 αώρου; καί δαπάνα; έπαχθεϊ; καί κυλινδήσει; εν ywvaiois, καί 
μεθ’ ημέραν μέν ύπνου ; καί περ ιπάτου; αλύοντο; καί 
κραιπαλώντο;, νύκτωρ δέ κώμου; καί θέατρα καί διατριβά; εν

6 γάμοι; μίμων καί γελω τοποιώ ν, λέγεται γοΰν ώ ; Ίπ π ίο υ  ποτέ 
τοΰ μίμου γάμου; έστιαθεί; καί π ιώ ν  διά νυκτό;, εΐτα πρώ ι τοΰ 
δήμου καλούντο; εΐ; αγοράν προελθών ετι τροφή; μεστό; έμέσειε,

7 τών φίλων τινό; ύποσχόντο; τό  ίμάτιον. ήν δέ καί Σέργιο; ό 
μίμο; τώ ν μέγιστον π α ρ ’ οιύτώι δυναμένων, καί Κυθηρί; άπό  τή ; 
αυτή; ποΑαίστρα; γύναιον άγαπώμενον, ό δή καί τά ; πόλει; 
Ιταών Ιν φορείωι περιήγετο, καί τό  φορεϊον ούκ Ιλάττου; ή τό

8 τή; μητρό; αύτοΰ περιέποντε; ήκολούθουν. ελύπουν δέ καί
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χρυσών έκπωμάτων ώσπερ εν πομπάΐς τάϊς άποδημίαις δια- 
φερομένων όψεις, καί στάσεις ενόδιοι σκηνών καί προς άλσεσι καί 
ποταμοΐς αρίστων ττολυτελών διαθέσεις, καί λέοντες άρμασιν 
ΰπεζευγμένοι, καί σωφρόνων άνδρών καί γυναικών οϊκίαι

9 χαμαιτύπαις καί σαμβυκιστρίαις έπισταθμευόμεναι. δεινόν γάρ 
έποιοΰντο Καίσαρα μέν αυτόν εξω τής Ιταλίας θυραυλεϊν, τά 
περιόντα τοϋ πολέμου μεγάλοις πόνοις καί κινδύνοις άνακαθαιρ- 
όμενον, ετέρους δε St' εκείνον τρυφαν τοΐς πολίταις ένυβρίζοντας.

10 . Τ αϋτα καί τήν στάσιν αύξήσαι δοκεϊ καί τό
2 στρατιωτικόν εις ύβρεις δεινάς καί πλεονεξίας άνεΐναι. διό καί 

Κάΐσαρ επανελθών Δολοβέλλαι τε συγγνώ μην εδωκε, καί τό 
τρίτον αίρεθείς ύπατος ούκ ’Αντώνιον, άλλα Λέπιδον εϊλετο

3 συνάρχοντα. τήν δέ Πομπηίου πωλουμένην οικίαν ώνήσατο μέν 
’Αντώνιος, άπαιτούμενος δέ την τιμήν ήγανάκτει- καί φησιν 
αυτός διά τούτο μη μετασχεΐν Καίσαρι της εις Λιβύην στρατείας, 
επί τοΐς προτέροις κατορθώμασιν ού τυχώ ν άμοιβής.

4  "Εοικε μέντοι τό  πολύ τής αβελτερίας αύτοϋ καί άσωτίας 
άφελεΐν ό Καΐσαρ, ούκ άναισθήτως τά  πλημμελήματα δεξάμενος.

5 απαλλαγείς γ ά ρ  εκείνου τού βίου γάμω ι προσέσχε, Φουλβίαν 
άγαγάμένος τήν Κλωδίωι τώ ι δημα γω γώ ι συνοικήσασαν, ον 
ταλασίαν ούδ’ οϊκουρίαν φρονούν γύναιον οΰδ’ άνδρός ιδιώτου 
κρατεΐν άξιοϋν, άλλ’ άρχοντος άρχειν καί στρατηγοϋντος

6 στρατηγεΤν βουλόμενον, ώστε Κλεοπάτραν διδασκάλια 
Φουλβίαι τής ’Αντωνίου γυναικοκρατίας όφείλειν, πάνυ χειρο- 
ήθη καί πεπαιδαγω γημένον α π ’ άρχής άκροασθαι γυναικών

7 παραλαβοΰσαν αυτόν, ού μήν άλλα κάκείνην έπειρατο προσ- 
πα ίζω ν καί μειρακιευόμενος ίλαρωτέραν ποιεΐν ò ’Αντώνιος- 
οΐον δτε Καίσαρι πολλώ ν άπαντώ ντω ν μετά τήν έν Ίβηρΐαι 
νίκην, καί αυτός έξήλθεν είτ’ άφνω φήμης είς τήν ’Ιταλίαν 
έμπεσούσης ώς Ιπίασιν οι πολέμιοι Καίσαρος τεθνηκότος,

8 άνέστρεψεν εις ‘Ρώμην, λαβών δε θεράποντος έσθητα νύκτωρ έπί 
τήν οικίαν ήλθε, καί φήσας επιστολήν Φουλβίαι π α ρ ’ ’Αντωνίου

9 κομίζειν εΐσήχθη πρός αύτήν έγκεκαλυμμένος, έϊθ’ ή μέν έκπαθής 
ούσα, πρίν ή τά  γράμματα λαβεΤν ήρώτησεν εϊ ζήι "Αντώνιος· ό 
δέ τήν επιστολήν σ ιω πήι προτείνας, άρξαμένην λύειν καί άνα-
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10 γινόσκειν περιβαλών κατεφίλησε. τα ϋτα  μεν οϋν ολ ίγα  πολλών 
δντων Ινεκα δείγματός εξενηνόχαμεν.

11. Έκ δ ' Ίβηρίας Ιπανιόντι Καίσαρι πάντες μέν οϊ πρώ το ι 
πολλών ημερών όδόν άπήντω ν, έτιμήθη 6 ' ’Αντώνιος εκπρεπώς

2 ύ π ’ αύτοϋ. κομιζόμενος γ ά ρ  επί ζεύγους διά της ’Ιταλίας 
’Αντώνιον είχε μεθ’ εαυτού συνοχούμενον, όπισθεν δε Βρούτον 
Άλβΐνον καί τον της αδελφής υιόν ’Οκταουιανόν, δς μετά τα ϋτα

3 ΚαΤσαρ ώνομάσθη καί 'Ρωμαίων ήρξε πλεΐστον χρόνον, έπεί δέ 
921 τό πέμπαον άπεδείχθη Καΐσαρ ύπατος, προσείλετο μεν ευθύς

συνάρχοντα τον ’Αντώνιον, εβούλετο δε την αρχήν άπειπάμενος 
Δολοβελλαι παρεγγυησαι· καί τοϋτο  προς την σύγκλητον

4 έξήνεγκεν. ’Αντωνίου δέ τραχέως άντιπεσόντος καί πολλά  μέν 
είπόντος κακά Δολοβέλλαν, ουκ ελάττονα δ ’ άκούσαντος, τότε

5 μέν αίσχυνθείς τή ν  ακοσμίαν ό Καΐσαρ άπηλλάγη . μετά δέ τα ϋτα  
προελθών άνηγόρευσε τον Δολοβέλλαν, ’Αντωνίου δέ τούς 
οιωνούς Ιναντιοΰσθαι βοώντος εΐξε καί προήκατο Δολοβέλλαν

6 άχθόμενον. έδόκει δέ κάκεϊνον ούδέν ήττον τοΰ ’Αντωνίου 
βδελύττεσθαι· λέγεται γά ρ  ώς, άμφοτέρους τίνος όμοϋ διαβάλ- 
λοντος προς αυτόν, εΐποι μή δεδιέναι τούς παχεϊς τούτους καί 
κομήτας άλλα τούς ωχρούς καί λεπτούς εκείνους, Βρούτον λέγων 
καί Κάσσιον, υφ’ ό ν  εμελλεν έπιβουλευθείς άναίρεϊσθαι.

1 2 . Κάκείνοις δέ την εύπρεπεστάτην πρόφασιν δκων 
παρέσχεν ’Αντώνιος, ήν μέν γ ά ρ  ή τώ ν Λυκαίων εορτή ‘Ρωμαίοις 
ήν Λουπερκάλια καλοϋσι, Καΐσαρ δέ κεκοσμημένος Ισθητι θριαμ- 
βικήι και καθήμενος ύπέρ βήματος Ιν άγοραι τοής διαθέοντας

2 έθεδτο· διαθεουσι δέ τώ ν εύγενών νέοι πολλοί καί τώ ν αρχόντων 
άληλιμμένοι λίπα , σκύτεσι λασίοις καθικνούμενοι μετά παιδιας

3 τών εντυγχανόντων. Ιν τούτοις ό ’Αντώνιος διαθέων τά  μέν 
πάτρια χαίρειν εΐάσε, διάδημα δέ δάφνης στεφάνωι περιελίξας 
προσέδραμε τώ ι βήματι, καί συνεξαρθείς ύπό  τώ ν συνθεόντων 
επέθηκε τη ι κεφαλήι τοϋ Καίσαρος, ώς δή βασιλεύειν αύτώι

4 προσηκον. εκείνου δέ θρυπτόμενου καί διακλίνοντος, ήσθείς ό 
δήμος άνεκρότησε- καί πάλιν ό ’Αντώνιος επηγε, καί πάλιν

5 εκείνος άπετρίβετο. καί πολύν χρόνον οΰτω  διαμαχομένων, 
Άντωνίωι μέν όλίγοι τώ ν φίλων βιαζομένωι, Καίσαρι δ ’
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άρνουμένωι ττα; ό δήμος· έπεκρότει μετά βοής· δ καί θαυμαστόν 
ήν, δτι το ΐ; έργοις τά  τώ ν βασιλευομένων υπομένοντε; τοΰνομα

6 τοϋ βασιλέω; ώ ; κατάλυσιν τής ελευθερία; έφευγον. άνέστη μέν 
οϋν ό Καΐσαρ άχθεσθεί; άπό  τοϋ  βήματο;, καί τό  ίμάτιον 
ά πά γω ν από  τοϋ τραχήλου τώ ι βουλομένωι παρέχειν τήν

7 σφαγήν εβόα. τον δέ στέφανον ενί τώ ν ανδριάντων αυτού 
περιτεθέντα δήμαρχοί τινε; κατέσττασαν, oüs ο δήμο; εύφημων 
μετά κρότου τταρείττετο, Καΐσαρ δέ τη ; αρχή ; άπεστησεν.

1 3 . Ταϋτα τού ; περί Βρούτον καί Κάσσίον έπέρρωσε- καί τών 
φίλων τού ; π ισ τού ; καταλέγοντε; Ιπ ί τήν ττράξιν, έσκέπτοντο

2 περί ’Αντωνίου, τώ ν δ ’ άλλων προσιεμένων τόν άνδρα, 
Τρεβώνιο; άντεΐπεν έφη γά ρ  ύφ’ δν χρόνον άπήντω ν §ξ Ίβηρία; 
Ιπανιόντι Καίσαρι, τοϋ  ’Αντωνίου συσκηνοϋντο; αύτώ ι καί 
συνοδεύοντο;, άψασθαι τή ; γνώ μη; άτρέμα π ω ; καί μετ’ 
εϋλαβεία;, τον δέ νοήσαι μέν, ού δέξασθαι δέ τήν πείραν, ού μην 
ουδέ π ρ ο ; Καίσαρα κατειπεϊν, άλλα π ισ τώ ; κατασιω πησαι τόν

3 λόγον, εκ τούτου πάλιν εβουλεύοντο Καίσαρα κτείναντε; Ιπι- 
σφάττειν ’Α ντώ νιον έκώλυσε δέ Βρούτο;, άξιων τήν ύπέρ τών 
νόμων και τώ ν δικαίων τολμωμένην πράξιν ειλικρινή καί καθ-

4  αράν άδικία; είναι, φοβούμενοι δέ τήν τε ρώμην τοϋ ’Αντωνίου 
καί τό τή ; ά ρχή ; αξίωμα, τάττουσ ιν επ ’ αύτόν  ivious τω ν  §κ τή; 
συνωμοσία;, δ π ω ; όταν είσίηι Καΐσαρ εις τήν βουλήν καί μέλληι 
δράσθαι τό  εργον, έξω διαλεγόμενοί τ ι καί σπουδάζοντε; κατ- 
έχωσιν αύτόν.

1 4 . Τούτων δέ πραττομένων ώ ; συνετέθη, καί πεσόντο; έν 
τή ι βουλήι τοϋ Καίσαρο;, εύθϋ; μέν ό ’Αντώνιο; έσθητα

2 βεράποντο; μεταλαβών εκρυψεν αύτόν. ώ ; δ ’ εγνω τού ; άνδρας 
έπιχειροΰντα; μέν ούδενί, συνηθροισμένου; δ ’ εί; τό  Καπιτώλιον, 
έπεισε καταβήναι λαβόντα; δμηρον π α ρ ’ αύτοΰ τόν υ ιό ν  καί

3 Κάσσιον μέν αυτό; εδείπνισε, Βρούτον δέ Λέπιδο;. συναγιαγών 
922  δέ βουλήν, αύτός μέν ύπέρ άμνηστία; είπε καί διανομή; επαρ­

χιώ ν το ΐ; περί Κάσσιον καί Βροΰτον, ή δέ σύγκλητο; έκύρωσε 
ταΰτα, καί τώ ν υπό  Καίσαρο; γεγονότω ν Ιψηφίσαντο μηδέν

4  άλλάττειν. έξήιει δέ τή ; βουλή; λαμπρότατο; ανθρώπων δ 
’Αντώνιο;, άνηιρηκέναι δοκών έμφύλιον πόλεμον καί πράγμασι
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δυσκολίας εχουσι καί ταραχάς ου τάς τυχούσας έμφρονεστατα
5 κεχρήσθαι καί πολιτικώ τατα . τούτω ν μέντοι τα χύ  τω ν 

λογισμών εξέσεισεν αΰτόν ή π α ρά  τω ν  όχλων δόξα, ττρώτον
6 ζλττίσαντα. βεβαίως εσεσθαι Βρούτου καταλυθέντος. ετνχε μέν 

οϋν Ικκομιζομένου Καίσαρος ώσπερ έθος ήν εν άγοράι διεξιών
7 έγκώμιον όρων δε τον δήμον ύττερφυώς άγόμενσν καί 

κηλούμενον, ένέμειξε τοΐς έπαίνοις οίκτον άμα καί δείνωσιν επί 
τώι ττάθει, καί τώ ι λόγω ι τελευτώντι τούς χιτωνίσκους τοΰ 
τεθνηκότος ήιμαγμένους καί διακεκομμένους τοΐς ξΐφεσιν 
άνασείων καί τούς είργασμένους τα ΰτα  καλών παλαμναίους καί

8 άνδροφόνους, τοσοΰτον οργής ενέβαλε τοΐς άνθρώττοις, ώστε τό 
μέν σώμα τοΰ Καίσαρος έν άγοραι καθαγίσαι συνενεγκαμένους 
τά βάθρα καί τάς τραπέζας, άριτάζοντας δέ τούς άπό  τής πυράς 
δαλοΰς επί τάς οικίας θεΐν τώ ν άπεκτονότων καί ιτροσμάχεσθαι.

1 5 . Διά τα ΰτα  τώ ν  περί Βρούτον Ικ τής ττόλεως άπελθόντων, 
ο! τε φίλοι τοΰ Καίσαρος συνίσταντο προς τον Αντώνιον, ή τε 
γυνή Καλιτουρνία πιστεύσασα τώ ν χρημάτων τά  ττλεϊστα 
κατεθετο προς αυτόν εκ τής οίκίας, είς λόγον τά  σύμτταντα

2 τετρακισχιλίων ταλόιντων. ελαβε δέ καί τά  βιβλία τοΰ Καίσαρος, 
§ν οΤς ύπομνήματα τώ ν κεκριμένων καί δεδογμένων ήν άνα-

3 γεγραμμένα- καί τούτοις τταρεγγράφων οΰς εβούλετο, πολλούς  
μεν άρχοντας άπεδείκνυε, ττολλοΰς δέ βουλευτάς, ένίους δέ καί 
κατήγε πεφυγαδευμένους καί καθειργμένους Ιλυεν, ώς δή τα ΰτα

4 τώι Καίσαρι δόξαντα. διό τούτους άτταντας έιτισκώτττοντες οϊ 
‘Ρωμαίοι Χαρωνίτας εκάλουν ελεγχόμενοι γάρ-*είς τούς τοΰ

5 νεκρού κατέφευγον ύπομνηματισμούς. καί τάλλα δ ’ εττραττεν 
αύτοκρατορικώς ό ’Αντώνιος, αύτός μέν ύποαεύων, τούς δ ’ 
αδελφούς εχων συνάρχοντας, Γάιον μέν στρατηγόν, Λεύκιον δέ 
δήμαρχον.

1 6 . ΈνταΟθα δέ τώ ν πραγμάτω ν δυτών, ό νέος άφικνεΐται 
Καΐσαρ είς 'Ρώμην, άδελφής μέν ών τοΰ  τεθνηκότος υίός ώς 
εΐρηται, κληρονόμος δέ τής ουσίας άπολελειμμένος, έν Άττολ-

2 λωνίαι δέ διατριβών υφ’ δν χρόνον άνηιρεϊτο Καΐσαρ. οΰτος 
ευθύς ’Αντώνιον ώς δή πατρώ ιον φίλον άσπασάμενος, τώ ν 
παρακαταθηκών Ιμέμνητο· καί γ ά ρ  ώφειλε 'Ρωμαίων έκάστωι
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δραχμάς έβδομήκοντα πέντε δούναι, Καίσαρος έν ταϊς διαθήκαις
3 γράψαυτος. ’Αντώνιος δ! τό  μέν πρώ τον ώς μειρακίου κατα- 

φρονών έλεγεν ούχ υγιαίνειν αυτόν, άλλα καί φρενών αγαθών 
καί φίλων έρημον δντα φορτίον άβάσπακτον αΐρεσθαι την

4 Καίσαρος διαδοχήν· μη πειθομένου δέ τούτοις άλλ’ άπαιτοϋντος 
τά  χρήματά, πολλά  καί λέγων πρός ΰβριν αΰτοΰ καί πράττω ν

5 διετέλει. δημαρχίαν τε γά ρ  ενέστη μετιόντι, καί δίφρον χρυσοΰν 
τοϋ πατρός ώσπερ εψήφιστο τιθέντος ήπείλησεν είς φυλακήν

6 άπάξειν ε! μή παύσαιτο  δημαγω γώ ν, έπεί μέντοι Κικέρωνι δούς 
εαυτόν ό νεανίας καί τοΐς άλλοις όσοι τόν ’Αντώνιον έμίσουν, δι’ 
εκείνων μέν ώικειοϋτο την βουλήν, αΰτός δέ τον δήμον άνελάμ- 
βανε καί τούς στρατιώ τας άπό  τώ ν κατοικιών συνήγε, δείσας ό 
’Αντώνιος εϊς λόγους αΰτώ ι συνήλθεν έν Καπιτωλίωι, καί διηλ-

7 λάγησαν. εΐτα κοιμώμενος εκείνης τής νυκτός δψιν είδεν άτοπον 
ό ’Αντώνιος- Ιδόκει γά ρ  αΰτοΰ τήν δεξιάν χεΐρα βεβλήσθαι 
κεραυνώι. καί μεθ’ ημέρας όλίγας ένέπεσε λόγος ώς έπιβουλεύοι

8 Καϊσαρ αυτώι. Καΐσαρ δ ’ άπελογεϊτο μέν, οΰκ έπειθε δε· καί 
9 2 3  πάλιν ήν ενεργός ή εχθρα, καί περιθέοντες άμφότεροι τήν

’Ιταλίαν, τό  μεν ϊδρυμένον έν ταΤς κατοικίαις ήδη τοϋ 
στρατιωτικού μεγάλοις άνίστασαν μισθοΐς, τό  δ ’ Ιν όπλοις ετι 
τεταγμένον ΰποφθάνοντες άλλήλους προσήγοντο.

ΐ 7 · Τών δ ’ έν τή ι πόλει Κϊκέρων μέγιστον δυνάμενος καί 
παροξύνων Ιπ ί τόν ’Αντώνιον άποντας άνθρώπους, τέλος έπεισε 
τήν βουλήν εκείνον μέν πολέμιον ψηφίσασθαι, Καίσαρι δέ ραβ- 
δουχίαν πέμψαι καί στρατηγικά κόσμια, Πάνσαν δέ καί

2 Ίρτιον άποστέλλειν Ιξελώντας ’Αντώνιον έκ τής ’Ιταλίας, οΰτοι 
δ ’ ήσαν ύπατο ι τότε* καί συμβαλόντες Ά ντω νίω ι περί πόλιν 
Μυτίνην, Καίσαρος παρόντος καί συμμάχομένου, τους μέν 
πολεμίους ενίκων, αΰτο'ι δ ’ άπέθανον.

3 Φεύγοντι δ’ Ά ντω νίω ι πολλά  συνέπιπτε τώ ν απόρων, ό δέ
4  λιμός άπορώτατον. άλλά φύσει π α ρά  τάς κακοπραγίας έγίνετο 

βέλτιστος έαυτοϋ, καί δυστυχώ ν ομοιότατος ήν άγαθώι, κοινού 
μέν όντος τοϋ αίσθάνεσθαι τής αρετής τοΐς δι’ άπορίαν τινά 
σφαλλομένοις, ού μήν άπάντω ν & ζηλοΰσι μιμεΐσθαι καί φεύγειν 
ά  δυσχεραίνουσιν Ιρρωμένων Ιν ταϊς μεταβολαΐς, άλλά καί
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μάλλον ένίων τοϊς Ιθεσιν ενδιδόντων ύ π ’ άσθενείας καί
5 θραυομένων τόν λογισμόν, ό δ° ουν ’Αντώνιος τότε θαυμαστόν 

ήν παράδειγμα τοϊς στρατιώ ταις, από  τρυφής τοσαύτης καί 
πολυτελείας ύδωρ τε π ίνω ν διεφθαρμένον ευκόλως καί καρπούς

6 άγριους καί ρίζας προσφερόμενος. εβρώθη δέ καί φλοιός ώς 
λέγεται, καί ζώ ιων άγευστων πρότερον ήψαντο τάς "Αλπεις 
ύπερβάλλοντες.

18. "Ην δ’ όρμή τοϊς επέκεινα στρατεύμασιν Ιντυχεΐν, ών 
Λέπιδος ήρχε, φίλος είναι δοκών ’Αντωνίου καί πολλά  τής

2 Καίσαρος φιλίας άπολελαυκέναι 5ι ’ αυτόν, ελθών δέ καί 
παραστρατοπεδεύσας πλησίον, ώς ούθέν ά πήντα  φιλάνθρωπον, 
Ιγνω παραβαλέσθαι. καί κόμη μέν άτημελής κάί βαθύς π ώ γω ν  
μετά την ήτταν εύθύς ήν αύτώ ι καθειμένος, λαβών δέ φαιόν 
ΐμάτιον εγγύς προσήγε τώ ι χάρακι τού  Λεπίδου καί λέγειν

3 ήρξατο. πολλώ ν δέ καί πρός την όψιν Ιπικλωμένων καί τοϊς 
λόγοις άγομένων, δείσας ό Λεπιδος τάς σ ά λ π ιγγα ς εκέλευσε

4 συνηχούσας άφελέσθαι τό  κατακούεσθαι τόν ’Αντώνιον, οί δέ 
στρατιώται μάλλον ώικτιραν καί διελέγοντο κρύφα, Λαίλιον καί 
Κλώδιον άποστείλαντες πρός αυτόν έσθήτας λαβόντας έταιρ- 
ευομένων γυναικών, οΐ τόν ’Αντώνιον Ικέλευον επιχειρεΐν 
θαρροϋντα τώ ι χάρακι* πολλούς γά ρ  είναι τούς δεξομένους καί

5 τόν Λέπιδον εί βούλοιτο κτενοΰντας. ’Αντώνιος δέ Λεπίδου μέν 
ούκ εϊασεν άψασθαι, μεθ’ ήμερον δέ τόν στρατόν εχων 
άπεπειρδτο τού  ποταμού, καί πρώ τος αύτός εμβάς έπορεύετο 
πρός την άντιττέρας όχθην, ορών ήδη πολλούς τώ ν Λεπίδου 
στρατιωτών τάς τε χεΐρας όρέγοντας αύτώ ι καί τόν χάρακα

6 διασπώντας. είσελθών δέ καί κρατήσας απάντω ν, ήμερώτατα 
Λεπίδωι προσηνέχθη* πατέρα  γά ρ  προσηγόρευσεν αυτόν 
άσπασάμενος, καί τώ ι μέν Ιργω ι π ά ντω ν αύτός ήν κύριος, 
έκείνωι δ ’ όνομα καί τιμήν αύτοκράτορος διετέλει φυλάττων.

7 τούτο καί Πλάγκον αύτώ ι Μουνάτιον έποίησε προσθέσθαι,
8 καθήμενον ού πρόσω  μετά συχνής δυνάμεως. ούτω  δέ μέγας 

αρθείς αϋθις ύπερέβαλε τάς "Αλπεις, είς την ’Ιταλίαν άγω ν 
Ιπτακαίδεκα τέλη πεζών σύν αύτώ ι καί μυρίους ίππεϊς* χωρίς δέ
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φρουράν Γαλατίας εξ τά γμ α τα  λελοίπει μετά Ουαρίου τίνος τω ν 
συνήθων καί συμποτών, δν Κοτύλωνα προσηγόρευον.

924 19 . Καΐσαρ δέ Κικέρωνι μεν ούκέτι προσεΐχε, της ελευθερίας
όρων περιεχόμενον, ’Αντώνιον δέ προύκαλεΐτο διά τω ν φίλων εις 
διαλύσεις, καί συνελθόντες οΐ τρεις είς νησίδα ττοταμώι περιρ-

2 ρεομένην επί τρεις ήμέρας συνήδρευσαν. καί τδλλα  μέν έπιεικώς 
ώμολογείτο, καί διενείμαντο τήν σύμπασαν αρχήν ώσπερ 
ουσίαν πατρώ ιαν έν άλλήλοις, ή δέ περί τω ν άπολουμένων 
άνδρών άμφισβήτησις αύτοΐς πλεΐστα π ρ ά γμ α τα  παρέσχε, τούς 
μέν εχθρούς άνελεΐν Ικάστου, σώσαι δέ τούς προσήκοντος

3 άξιοΰντος. τέλος δέ τή ι προς τούς μισούμενους όργήι καί 
συγγενώ ν τιμήν καί φίλων εύνοιαν προέμενοι, Κικέρωνος μέν 
Ά ντω νίω ι Καΐσαρ Ιξέστη, τούτω ι δ’ 'Αντώνιος Λευκίου 
Καίσαρος, δς ήν θείος αύτώ ι προς μητρός- Ιδόθη δέ καί Λεπίδωι 
Παύλον άνελεΐν τον αδελφόν- οι δέ φασιν έκστήναι τού Παύλου

4 τον Λεπιδον έκείνοις, άποθανεϊν αύτόν αίτησαμένοις. οΰδέν 
ώμότερον οΰδ’ άγριώτερον τής διαμείψεως τούτης δοκώ 
γενέσθαι- φόνων γ ά ρ  άντικαταλλασσόμενοι φόνους, ομοίως μέν 
οϊς έλάμβανον άνήιρουν ούς εδίδοσαν, άδικώτεροι δέ περί τους 
φίλους ήσαν ούς άπεκτίννυσαν μηδέ μισοϋντες.

20 . Έ π ί δ ’ ούν ταΐς διαλλαγάϊς ταύταις οι στρατιώ ται 
περιστάντες ήξίουν καί γάμω ι τινί τήν φιλίαν συνάψαι Καίσαρα, 
λαβόντα τήν Φουλβίας τής ’Αντωνίου γυναικός θυγατέρα

2 Κλωδίαν. όμολογηθέντος δέ καί τούτου, τριακόσιοι μέν έκ προ-
3 γραφής έθανατώθησαν ύ π ' αυτών. Κικέρωνος δέ σφαγέντος 

εκέλευσεν ’Αντώνιος τήν τε κεφαλήν άποκοπήναι καί τήν χεΐρα
4 τήν δεξιάν, ήι τούς κατ’ αύτοΰ λόγους έγραψε, καί κομισθέντων 

έθεδτο γεγηθώς καί άνακαγχάζων ύπό  χαράς πολλάκις- είτ’ 
Ιμπλησθείς έκελευσεν υπέρ του βήματος έν άγοράι τεθήναι, 
καθάπερ είς τον νεκρόν ΰβρίζων, ούχ αυτόν ένυβρίζοντα τήι

5 τύχη ι καί καταισχύνοντα τήν εξουσίαν επιδεικνύμενος. ό δέ θείος 
αυτού Καΐσαρ ζητούμενος καί διωκόμενος κατέφυγε προς τήν 
αδελφήν, ή δέ, τω ν σφαγέων έπιστάντω ν καί βιαζομένων είς τό 
δωμάτιον αύτής, §ν ταΐς θύραις στάσα καί διασχοϋσα τάς χεϊρας 
Ιβόα πολλάκις- “ ούκ άποκτενεΐτε Καίσαρα Λεύκιον, Ιόν μή
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πρότερον εμέ άποκτείνητε τήν τον αύτοκράτορα τεκοϋσαν” .
6 εκείνη μέν οϋν τοιαύτη γενομένη διέκλεψε καί διέσωσε τόν 

αδελφόν.
2 1 . ~Ην δε καί τ α  πολλά  'Ρωμαίοις Ιπαχθης ή τω ν τριών 

αρχή, και το  πλέϊστον ö ’Αντώνιος της αίτιας είχε, ττρεσβύτερος 
μεν ών Καίσαρος, Λεπίδου δέ δυνατώτερος, είς δέ τόν βίον εκείνον 
αδθις τόν ηδυπαθή καί άκόλαστον, ώς π ρώ τον άνεχαίτισε τώ ν

2 ιτραγμάτων, έκκεχυμένος. προσήν δέ τή ι κοινήι κακοδοξίαι τό  
διά την οικίαν οΰ μικρόν μίσος ήν ώίκει, Πομπηίου τοϋ Μεγάλου 
γενομένην, άνδρός ούχ ήττον επί σωφροσύνηι καί τώ ι τετα γ- 
μένως καί δημοτικώς διαιτάσθαι θαυμασθέντος ή διά τούς τρεις

3 θριάμβους, ήχθοντο γά ρ  δρώντες αυτήν τά  πολλά  κεκλεισμένην 
μέν ήγεμόσι καί στρατηγοΐς καί πρέσβεσιν, ώθουμένοις πρός 
ΰβριν άπό  τώ ν θυρών, μεστήν δέ μίμων καί θαυματοποιών καί 
κολάκων κραιπαλώντων, είς οΰς τά  πλεΐστα  κατανηλίσκετο τώ ν 
χρημάτων, τώ ι βιαιοτάτορι καί χαλεπω τάτω ι τρόπω ι ποριζ-

4 ομένων. ού γ ά ρ  μόνον Ιπώλουν ουσίας τώ ν φονευομένων, επι- 
συκοφαντοϋντες οικείους καί γυναίκας αυτών, ουδέ τελών παν 
Ικίνησαν γένος, αλλά καί π α ρά  ταΤς Έ στιάσι πυθόμενοι 
παρθένοις παρακαταθήκας τινάς κέΐσθαι καί ξένων καί πολιτών,

5 ελαβον έπελθόντες. ώς δ ’ ουδέν ήν ικανόν Ά ντωνίω ι, Καίσαρ 
ήξίωσε νείμασθαι τ ά  χρήματα πρός αυτόν, ένείμαντο δέ καί τόν

925 στρατόν, επί Βρούτον καί Κάσσιον είς Μακεδονίαν στρατεύοντες 
άμφότεροι, Λεπίδωι δέ τή ν  ‘Ρώμην έπέτρεψαν.

22. Ώ ς μέντοι διαβάντες ήψαντο πολέμου καί παρ- 
εστρατοπέδευσαν τοΐς πολεμίοις, ’Αντωνίου μέν άντιτεταγμένου 
Κασσίωι, Βρούτωι δέ Καίσαρος, ουθέν εργον έφάνη μέγα τοϋ 
Καίσαρος, άλλ’ ’Αντώνιος ήν ό νικών πά ντα  καί κατορθών.

2 τήι μέν γε προτεραι μάχηι Καϊσαρ Οπό Βρούτου κατά κράτος 
ήττηθείς, άπέβαλε τό  στρατόπεδσν καί μικρόν εφθη τούς διώκον- 
τας ύπεκφυγών ώς δ’ αυτός έν τοΐς ύπομνήμασι γέγραφε, τώ ν

3 φίλων τίνος δναρ ίδόντος άνεχώρησε π ρ ό  τής μάχης. ’Αντώνιος 
δέ Κάσσιον ένίκησε· καίτοι γεγράφασιν Ινιοι μή παραγενέσθαι 
τήι μάχηι τόν ’Αντώνιον, άλλά προσγενέσθαι μετά τήν μάχην

4 ήδη διώκουσι. Κάσσιον δέ Πίνδαρος τώ ν  π ιστώ ν τις άπ -
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ελευθέρων αύτοΰ δεομένου καί κελεύοντος έσφαξεν* ού y àp
5 έγνω νενικηκότα Βρούτον, ολίγω ν δ’ ήμερων διαγενομένων 

πάλιν έμαχέσαντο* καί Βρούτο? μέν ήττηθεί? εαυτόν άνεϊλεν, 
’Αντώνιο? δέ τη? νίκη? ήνέγκατο τή ι δόξηι τό  πλεΐστον, άτε δή

6 καί voaoövTOS του Καίσαρο?. επιστά? δέ τώ ι Βρούτου νεκρώι, 
μικρά μέν ώνειδισεν ΰττέρ τη? Γαίου τοΰ αδελφού τελευτή? 
(άνηιρήκει y àp  Ικεϊνον 6 Βρούτο? εν Μακεδονίαι Κικέρωνι 
τιμωρών), φήσα? δέ μάλλον Ό ρτήσιον ή Βρούτον αϊτιάσθαι τη? 
τού αδελφού σφαγή?, ‘Ορτήσιον μέν εκέλευσεν έττισφάξαι τώ ι

7 μνήματα, Βρούτωι δέ την αυτού φοινικίδα ττολλών χρημάτων 
άξίαν ούσαν Ιπέρριιμε, καί τω ν  άπελευθέρων τινί τώ ν εαυτού

8 προσέταξε τη? ταφή? έπιμεληθήναι. τούτον ύστερον γνού? ού 
συγκατακαύσαντα τήν φοινικίδα τώ ι νεκρώι καί πολλά  τη? εί? 
την ταφήν δαπάνη? ύφηιρημένον άπέκτεινεν.

23 . Έκ τούτου Καϊσαρ μέν εί? ‘Ρώμην εκομίζετο, δοκών ού 
περιέσεσθαι πολύν χρόνον Ικ τη? άρρωστία?, ’Αντώνιο? δέ τά? 
προς ίω  πάσας  Ιτταρχία? άργυρολογήσω ν διέβαινεν εί? τήν 
Ελλάδα, πολλήν στρατιάν άγων* υπεσχημένοι γά ρ  έκάστωι 
στρατιώ τηι δραχμά? πεντακισχιλία?, εδέοντο συντονωτέρου

2 χρηματισμού καί δασμολόγια?, τοΐ? μέν ούν Έ λλη σι ν ούκ 
άτοπο? ούδέ φορτικό? συνηνέχθη τό  γε  πρώ τον, αλλά καί τό 
πάϊζον αυτού προ? άκροάσει? φιλολόγων καί θέα? αγώ νω ν καί 
μυήσει? έτρεπε, καί περί τά? κρίσει? ήν Ιπιεική?, καί φιλέλλην 
άκούων εχαιρεν, έτι δέ μάλλον φιλαθήναιο? προσαγορευόμενο?,

3 καί τή ι πόλει πλείστα? δωρεά? έδωκε. βουλομένων δέ τ ι καί 
Μεγαρέων καλόν άντεπιδείξασθαι ταϊ? ΆΘήναι? καί τό  βουλ- 
ευτήριον ίδεΐν αυτόν άξιωσάντων, άναβα? καί θεασάμενο?, ώ?

4 έπυνθάνοντο τ ί δοκοίη, “ μικρόν μέν ”  έφη “ σαπρόν δέ.”  προ? δέ 
καί τόν τοΰ  Πυθίου νεών κατεμετρησεν ώ? συντελέσων* τούτο 
γά ρ  ύπέσχετο πρό? τήν σύγκλητον.

24 . Έ πεί δέ Λεύκιον Κηνσωρΐνον επί τή? Έλλάδο? 
καταλιπώ ν εί? ’Ασίαν διέβη καί τώ ν  εκεί πλούτω ν ήψατο, καί 
βασιλεΐ? επί θύρα? εφοίτων καί βασιλέων γυναΐκε? άμιλλώμεναι 
δωρεαϊ? πρό? άλλήλα? καί κάλλεσιν ΙφΘείροντο πρό? αύτόν, Ιν 
‘Ρώμηι δέ Καίσαρο? στάσεσι καί πολέμοι? άποτρυχομένου,
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2 πολλήν αυτός άγω ν σχολήν καί ειρήνην άνεκυκλεΐτα τοΐς 
πάθεσιν εις τόν συνήθη βίον, Άναξήνορες δε κιθαρωιδοί και 
Ξοϋθοι χοραϋλαι καί Μητρόδωρός τις ορχηστής καί τοιοϋτος 
ολλος ’Ασιανών ακροαμάτων θίασος, υπερβαλλόμενων λαμυρίαι 
καί βωμολοχίαι τάς άπό  της ’Ιταλίας κηρας, είσερρύη καί διώικει

3 την αυλήν, ούδέν ήν άνεκτόν, είς τα ϋ τα  φορουμένων απάντω ν, ή 
926 yàp ’Ασία πάσα , καθάπερ ή Σοφόκλειος Ικείνη πόλις, όμοϋ μέν

Θυμιαμάτων έγεμεν,

όμοΰ δε παιάνω ν τε καί στεναγμάτω ν

4 είς γοΰν Έφεσον είσιόντος αύτου, γυναίκες μέν είς Βάκχας, άνδρες 
δε καί πάϊδες είς Σατύρους καί Πάνας ήγόϋντο διεσκευασμένοι, 
κιττοΰ δέ καί θύρσων καί ψάλτη ρίων καί συρίγγω ν καί αυλών ή 
πόλις ήν πλέα, Διόνυσον αύτόν άυακαλουμένων Χαριδότην καί

5 Μειλίχιον, ήν γά ρ  άμέλει τοιοϋτος ενίοις, τοΐς δέ πολλοϊς 
Ώμηστής καί Ά γριώνιος. άφηιρεϊτο γ ά ρ  εύγενέϊς ανθρώπους τα

6 όντα, μαστιγίαις καί κόλαξι χαριζόμενος. πολλώ ν δέ καί ζώντων 
ώς τεθνηκότων αίτησάμενοί τινες ούσίας ελαβον. άνδρός δέ 
Μάγνητος οίκον έδωρήσατο μαγείρωι περί έν ώς λέγεται

7 Βεΐπνον εΰδοκιμήσαντι. τέλος δέ ταϊς πόλεσι δεύτερον Ιπιβάλ- 
λοντος φόρον, έτόλμησεν Ύβρέας ύπέρ τής ’Ασίας λέγω ν εϊπεϊν 
άγοραίως μέν εκείνα καί πρός τόν ’Αντωνίου ζήλον οΰκ άηδώς- 
“ εί δύνασαι δίς λαβεϊν ενός ενιαυτού φόρον, δύνασαι καί δίς ήμϊν

8 ποιήσασθαι Θέρος καί δίς όπώραν; ” πρακτικως δέ καί 
παραβόλως συναγαγώ ν, 5τ ι  μυριάδας είκοσι ταλάντων ή Ά σ ία  
δέδωκε, “ τα ϋτα  ”  εΤπεν “  εί μέν ούκ εΐληφας, άπαίτει π α ρά  τω ν

9 λαβόντων- εί δέ λαβών ούκ έχεις, άπολώ λαμεν” . Ιτρέψατο 
τοΰτωι δεινώς τον ’Α ντώ νιον ήγνόει γ ά ρ  τα  πολλά  τω ν 
γιγνομένων, ούχ  οΰτω  ράιθυμος ών ώς δ ι’ ά πλό τη τα  πιστεύων

10 τοΐς περί αυτόν. Ινην γ ά ρ  άπλότης τώ ι ήθει καί βραδεία μέν 
αίσθησις, αίσθανομένωι δέ τω ν  άμαρτανομένων ισχυρά μετάνοια 
καί πρός αυτούς έξομολόγησις τούς άγνωμονηθέντας, μέγεθος δέ 
καί περί τάς άμοιβάς καί περί τάς τιμωρίας- μάλλον γε μήν Ιδόκει

11 χαριζόμενος ή κολάζων ύπερβάλλειν το  μέτριον. ή δέ περί τάς 
παιδιάς καί τάς Ιπισκώψεις ύβρις Ιν αύτήι τό  φάρμακον εΐχεν-
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άντισκώψαι y àp  έξην καί άνθυβρίσαι, καί γελώμενος ουχ ήττον
12 ή γελών έχαιρε. καί τοΰτο  διελυμήνατο τά  πολλά  τω ν π ρ α γ- 

μάτων. τσ ύςγά ρ  έν τώ ι παίζειν παρρησιαζομένους οΰκ άν οΐηθείς 
σπουδάζοντας κολακεύειν αυτόν, ήλίσκετο ραιδίως ΐπτό τω ν 
επαίνων, άγνοών ότι την παρρησίαν τινές ώς ϋποστϋφον 
ήδυσμα τή ι κολακείαι παραμειγνύντες άφήιρουν τό  πλήσμιον, 
τη ι παρά  την κύλικα θρασύτητι καί λαλιάι διαμηχανώμενοι την 
επί τω ν πραγμάτω ν ΰφεσιν καί συγκατάθεσιν μή προς χάριν 
όμιλούντων, αλλά τώ ι φρονεϊν ήττωμένων φαίνεσθαι.

25 . Τοιούτωι δ ’ οΰν όντι την φύσιν ’Αντωνίωι τελευταΐον 
κακόν ό Κλεοπάτρας έρώς έπιγενόμενος καί πολλά  τω ν ετι 
κρυπτόμενων εν αύτώ ι καί άτρεμούντων παθώ ν εγειρας καί 
άναβακχεύσας, εΐ τ ι χρηστόν ή σωτήριον όμως άντεΐχεν, ήφάνισε

2 καί προσδιέφθειρεν. άλίσκεται δε τούτον τόν τρόπον, άπτόμενος 
τού Παρθικού πολέμου, επεμψε προς αυτήν κελεύων εις Κιλικίαν 
άπαντήσαι, λόγον ύφέξουσαν ών ένεκαλεΐτο τοϊς περί Κάσσιον

3 δούναι πολλά  καί συμβαλέσθαι προς τόν πόλεμον, ό δε πεμφθείς 
Δέλλιος ώς είδε την δψιν καί κατέμαθε τήν εν τοϊς λόγοις 
δεινότητα καί πανουργίαν, ευθύς αΐσθόμενος δτι κακόν μεν ουδέ 
μελλήσει τι ποιεΐν γυναίκα τοιαύτην ’Αντώνιος, εσται δέ μεγίστη 
π α ρ ’ αύτώι, τρέπεται προς τό  θεραπεύειν και προτρέπεσθαι τήν 
Α ίγυπτίαν, τοΰτο  δη τό  'Ομηρικόν, “ έλθεϊν εις Κιλικίαν εύ 
έντύνασαν ε αυτήν ” , καί μή φοβεΐσθαι τόν ’Αντώνιον, ήδιστον

4  ήγεμόνων δντα καί φιλανθρωπότατον. ή δέ καί Δελλίωι 
πεισθεΐσα καί τοϊς προς Καίσαρα καί Γναϊον τόν Πομπηίου 
πά ϊδα  πρότερον αύτήι γενομένοις άφ’ ώρας συμβολαίοις τεκ-

5 μαιρομένη, ραιον ήλπιζεν υπάξεσθαι τόν ’Αντώνιον, εκείνοι μέν 
927 γά ρ  αύτήν ετι κόρην καί πραγμάτω ν άπειρον έγνωσαν, προς δέ

τούτον έμελλε φοιτήσειν έν ώι μάλιστα καιρού γυναίκες ώραν τε
6 λαμπροτάτην εχουσι καί τώ ι φρονεϊν άκμάζουσι. διό πολλά  μέν 

συνεσκευάσατο δώρα καί χρήματα καί κόσμον, οϊον εικός ήν από 
πραγμάτω ν μεγάλων καί βασιλείας εΰδαίμονος κομίζειν, τάς δέ 
πλείστας έν εαυτήι καί τοϊς περί αυτήν μαγγανεύμασι καί 
φίλτροις ελπίδας θεμένη παρεγένετο.
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26. Πολλά δέ καί π α ρ ’ αυτού καί π α ρ ά  τώ ν φίλων δεχόμενη 
γράμματα καλούντων, ούτως κατεφρόνησε και κατεγέλασε τού 
άνδρός, ώστε πλεΐν άνά τον Κύδνον ποταμόν έν πορθμείωι 
χρυσοπρύμνωι, τώ ν μέν ιστίων άλουργώ ν έκπεπετασμένων, τής 
δ’ εϊρεσίας άργυραΐς κώπαις άναφερομένης προς αυλόν άμα

2 σύριγξι καί κιθάραις συνηρμοσμένον. αυτή δέ κατέκειτο μέν ύπό 
σκιάδι χρυσοπάστω ι, κεκοσμημένη γραφικώς ώσπερ ’Αφροδίτη, 
ποϊδες δε τοΐς γραφικοϊς Έ ρω σιν είκασμενοι π α ρ ’ έκάτερον

3 έστώτες έρρίπιζον. ομοίως δέ καί θεραπαινίδες αί καλλιστεύουσαι 
Νηρηίδων Ιχουσαι καί Χαρίτων στολάς, αί μέν πρός οϊαξιν, αί δέ 
πρός κάλοις ήσαν. όδμαί δέ βαυμασταί τάς οχθας άπό

4 θυμιαμάτων πολλώ ν κατεϊχον. τώ ν δ ’ άνθρώπων οί μέν εύθύς 
άπό του ποταμού παρωμάρτουν έκατέρωθεν, οί δ ’ άπό  της 
πόλεως κατέβαινον επί τήν θέαν, εκχεομένου δέ τού κατά τήν 
αγοράν όχλου, τέλος αυτός ò ’Αντώνιος επί βήματος καθεζόμενος

5 άπελείφθη μόνος, καί τις λόγος έχώρει διά πάντω ν, ώς ή 
’Αφροδίτη κωμάζοι πρός τόν Διόνυσον επ ’ άγαθώ ι της ’Ασίας.

6 Έπεμψε μέν ούν καλών αυτήν έπί τό  δεϊπνον ή δέ μάλλον 
εκείνον ήξίου πρός έαυτήν ήκειν. ευθύς οΰν τινα  βουλόμενος 
ευκολίαν Ιπιδείκνυσθαι καί φιλοφροσύνην, ύπήκουσε καί ήλθεν. 
έντυχών δέ παρασκευηι λόγου κρείττονι, μάλιστα τώ ν φώτων

7 τό πλήθος έξεπλάγη. τοσαΰτα γά ρ  λέγεται καθίεσθαι καί άνα- 
φαίνεσθαι πανταχόθεν άμα, καί τοιαύταις πρός άλληλα κλίσεσι 
καί θέσΐσι διακεκοσμημένα καί συντεταγμένα πλαισίω ν καί περι­
φερών τρόπω ι, ώστε τώ ν εν όλίγοις άξιοθεάτων καί καλών 
εκείνην γενέσθαι τήν δψιν.

27. Τήι δ ’ ύστεραίαι πάλιν  άνθεσπών αυτήν, εφιλοτιμήθη μέν 
υπερβαλέσθαι τήν λαμπρότητα  καί τήν επιμέλειαν, άμφοΐν δέ 
λειπόμενος καί κρατούμενος έν αύτοΐς έκείνοις, πρώ τος έσκωπτεν

2 εις αύχμόν καί αγροικίαν τά  π α ρ ’ αυτώι. πολύ  δ ’ ή Κλεοπάτρα 
καί τοΐς σκώμμασι τού  ’Αντωνίου τό  στρατιωτικόν ένορώσα καί 
βάναυσον, εχρήτο καί τούτω ι πρός αυτόν άνειμένως ήδη καί

3 κατατεθαρρηκότως. καί γ ά ρ  ήν ώς λέγουσιν αυτό μέν καθ’ αυτό 
τό κάλλος αύτης ού πάνυ δυσπαράβλητον ούδ’ οΐον Ικπλήξαι 
τούς ϊδόντας, άφήν δ ’ είχεν ή συνδιαίτησις άφυκτον, ή τε μορφή



70 ΠΛΟΥΤΑΡΧΟΥ

μετά τής τώ ι δισλέγεσθαι πιθανότητος καί του περιθέοντος άμα
4 πω ς περί τήν ομιλίαν ήθους άνέφερέ τ ι κέντρον. ηδονή δε καί 

φθεγγομένης επήν τώ ι ήχω ν καί τήν γλ ώ ττα ν  ώσπερ δργανόν 
τ ι πολύχορδον εύπετώς τρέπουσα καθ’ ήν βούλοιτο διάλεκτον, 
όλίγοις π α ντά πα σ ι δΓ έρμηνέως Ινετυγχανε βαρβάροις, τοϊς δέ 
πλείστοις αυτή δ ι’ αυτής άπεδίδου τάς αποκρίσεις, οΐον Αίθίοψι 
Τρωγοδύταις Έβραίοις Ά ραψ ι Σύροις Μήδοις ΤΤαρθυαίοις.

5 πολλώ ν δέ λέγεται καί άλλων Ικμαθέΐν γλώ ττας, τώ ν προ  αυτής 
βασιλέων ουδέ τήν Α ϊγυπτίαν άνασχομένων παραλαβέϊν διά­
λεκτον, Ινίων δέ καί τό  μακεδονίζειν εκλιπόντων.

2 8 . Ουτω δ ’ oöv τον ’Αντώνιον ήρπασεν, ώστε πολεμούσης 
μέν έν 'Ρώμηι Καίσαρι Φουλβίας τής γυναικός Οπέρ τώ ν έκείνου 
πραγμάτω ν, αίωρουμένης δέ Παρθικής στρατιάς περί τήν 
Μεσοποταμίαν, ής Λαβιηνόν οί βασιλέως στρατηγο ί Παρθικόν 

9 2 8  άναγορεύσαντες αύτοκράτορα Συρίας έπιβατεύσειν εμελλον, οϊ- 
χεσθαι φερόμενον ύ π ’ αυτής είς ’Αλεξάνδρειαν, εκεί δέ μειράκιου 
σχολήν άγοντος διατριβαΐς καί παιδιαΐς χρώμενον, άναλίσκειν 
καί καθηδυπαθεΐν τό  πολυτελέστατον ώς Άντκρών είπεν

2 άνάλωμα, τον χρόνον, ήν γά ρ  τις αΟτοΐς σύνοδος Άμιμητοβίων 
λεγομένη, καί καθ’ ήμερον είστίων άλλήλους, άπ ιστόν τινα  ποι-

3 ούμενοι τώ ν αναλισκόμενων άμετρίαν. διηγείτο γοΰν ήμών τώι 
π ά π π ω ι Λαμπρίαι Φιλώτας ò Άμφισσεύς ιατρός, είναι μέν εν 
Άλεξανδρείαι τότε μανθάνων τήν τέχνην, γενόμενος δέ τινι τών 
βασιλικών όψοποιών συνήθης, άναπεισθήναι νέος ών ύ π ’ αύτοΟ 
τήν πολυτέλειαν καί τήν παρασκευήν τοϋ  δείπνου θεάσασθαι.

4 παρεισαχθείς ούν εις τούπτανεΐον, ώς τά  τ ’ άλλα πάμπολλα 
έώρα και σϋς άγριους άπτωμένους οκτώ, θαυμάσαι τό  πλήθος

5 τώ ν δειπνούντων. τον δ ’ όψοποιόν γελάσαι καί εΐπεΐν, δτι 
πολλοί μέν οάκ είσίν οϊ δεητνοϋντες, αλλά περί δώδεκα* δει 5’ 
άκμήν έχειν τώ ν παρατιθέμενων έκαστον, ήν άκαρές ώρας

6 μαραίνει, καί γ ά ρ  αΰτίκα γένο ιτ’ άν ’Αντώνιον δείπνου δεηθήναι 
καί μετά μικρόν, αν δ’ οΰτω  τύ χη ι παρογαγεϊν  αίτήσαντα 
ποτήριον ή λόγου τινός Ιμπεσόντος. όθεν ούχ εν, άλλα πολλά,

7 φάναι, δείπνα συντέτακται* δυσστόχαστος γά ρ  ό καιρός, ταΰτ’ 
οδν ό Φ ιλώτας ελεγε, καί χρόνου προϊόντος εν τοΐς θεραπεύουσι
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γενέσθαι τον πρεσβύτατου τω ν ’Αντωνίου παίδω ν δν εκ 
Φουλβίας είχε, καί συνδεπτνεϊν π α ρ ’ αύτώ ι μετά τω ν άλλων

S εταίρων επιεικώς, όπότε μή δειπνοίη μετά τοϋ πατρός. ιατρόν 
συν ποτέ θρασννόμενον καί π ρ ά γμ α τα  πολλά  παρέχοντα 
δειπνοΰσιν αύτοϊς επιστομίσαι το ιούτω ι σοφίσματι- “  τώ ι πω ς 
πυρέττοντι δοτέον ψυχρόν- πας 5’ ό πυρέττω ν π ω ς πυρέττει-

9 παντί άρα πυρέττοντι δοτέον ψ υχρόν” , πληγέντος δέ τοϋ 
ανθρώπου καί σιωπήσαντος, ήσθέντα τόν π α ϊδα  γελάσαι καί 
εΐπεΐν “ τα ΰ τ’ ώ  Φ ιλώ τα χαρίζομαι π ά ν τα  σοι ” , δείξαντα 
πολλών τινων καί μεγάλων εκπωμάτωυ μεστήν τράπεζαν.

10 αΰτοϋ δέ την προθυμίαν άποδεξαμένου, πόρρω  δ ’ δντος τοϋ 
νομίζειν έξουσίαν είναι πα ιδί τηλικούτωι δωρεϊσθαι τοσαϋτα, 
μετά μικρόν βαψάμενόν τινα  τω ν παίδω ν Ιν άγγείω ι τά

11 έκπώματα προσφέρειν καί σημήνασθαι κελεύειν. άφοσιουμένου δ’ 
αϋτοϋ κα'ι δεδοικότος λαβείν, “ τ ί ώ  πόνήρε” φάναι τόν 
άνθρωπον “  όκνεΐς; οϋκ οίδας ώς ό διδοϋς Α ντωνίου παϊς έστιν, 
ώι τοσαϋτα π ά ρεσ η  χρυσά χαρίσασθαι; Ιμοί μέντοι πειθόμενος 
πάντα διάμειψαι προς άργύριον ήμ ϊν  ίσως γά ρ  αν καί ποθήσειεν 
ό πατήρ ’ένια, τω ν παλαιώ ν δντα  καί σπουδαζομένων κατά τήν

12 τέχνην έργων τα ΰτα  μεν ούν ήμϊν ελεγεν ò π ά π π ο ς  έκάστοτε 
Βιηγεΐσθαι τόν Φιλώταν.

2 9 . Ή δέ Κλεοπάτρα τήν κολακείαν ούχ  ώσπερ δ Πλάτων 
φησ'ι τετραχήι, πολλαχή ι δέ διελοΰσα, καί σπουδής άπτομένωι 
καί παιδιάς αεί η ν α  καινήν ηδονήν επιφέρουσα καί χάριν, 
δ!επαιδαγώγει τόν ’Αντώνιον ούτε νυκτός οϋθ’ ή μέρας άνιεϊσα.

2 καί γάρ συνεκύβευε καί συνέπινε καί συνεθήρευε καί 
γυμναζόμενου έυ δπλοις εθεατο, καί νύκτωρ προσισταμένωι 
Θύραις καί θυρίσι δημοτών καί σ κ ώ π τονη  τούς ένδον 
συνεπλανάτο καί συνήλυε, θεραπαινιδίου στολήν λαμβάνουσα*

3 καί γάρ εκείνος ούτως έπειράτο σκευάζειν εαυτόν, δθεν άεί 
σκωμμάτων, πολλάκις δέ καί π λ η γώ ν  άπολαύσας Ιπανήρχετο-

4 τοϊς δέ πλείστοις ήν δι’ ύπονοίας. où μήν αλλά προσέχαιρον 
αύτοΰ τη ι βωμολοχίαι καί συνέπαιζον οϋκ άρρύθμως ούδ’ 
άμούσως οί Άλεξανδρεΐς, άγαπώ ντες καί λέγοντες ώς τώ ι τρα γ- 
ικώι πρός τούς ‘Ρωμαίους χρήτα ι προσώ πω ι, τώ ι δέ κωμικώι
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5 προς αυτούς. τά  μεν ουν ττολλά τω ν  τόθ’ ΰ π ’ αυτού παίζόμενων 
929  διηγεϊσθαι πολύς αν εΐη φλύαρος- Ιπεί 5 ' άλιεύων ποτέ καί

δυσαγρών ήχθετο παρούσης της Κλεοπάτρας, Ικέλευσε τούς 
άλιεΐς ύπονηξαμένους κρύφα τώ ι άγκίστρω ι περικαθάπτειν ιχθύς 
τω ν προεαλωκότων, καί δίς ή τρις άνασπάσας ούκ έλαθε την

6 Α ίγυπτίαν. προσποιούμενη δε θαυμάζειν τοϊς φίλοις διηγείτο, 
και παρεκάλει τή ι ύστεραίαι γενέσβαι θεατάς. εμβάντων δε 
πολλώ ν εις τάς αλιάδας καί τού ’Αντωνίου τήν ορμιάν καθέντος, 
έκέλευσέ τινα τω ν  αυτής ύποφθάσαντα καί προσνηξάμενον τώι

7 άγκίστρω ι περιπεΐραι Ποντικόν τάριχος. ώς δ ’ εχειν πεισθείς ό 
’Αντώνιος άνεΐλκε, γέλω τος οΤον είκός γενομενου, “ παράδος 
ήμϊν ” εφη “ τον κάλαμον αύτόκρατορ τοϊς Φαρίταις καί 
Κανωβίταις βασιλεϋσιν- ή δέ σή Θήρα πόλεις είσί καί βασιλεΐαι 
καί ήπειροι

3 0 . Τοιαύτα ληρούντα καί μειρακιευόμενον τον ’Αντώνιον 
άγγελίαι δύο καταλαμβάνουσιν, ή μεν άπό  ‘Ρώμης, Λεύκιον τόν 
αδελφόν αΰτοϋ καί Φουλβίαν την γυναίκα πρώ τον άλλήλοις 
στασιάσαντας, εΐτα Καΐσαρι πολεμήσαντας, άποβεβληκέναι τά

2 πρά γμα τα  καί φεύγειν έξ Ιταλίας, έτερα δέ τούτης ούδέν επι­
εικέστερα, Λαβιηνόν έπάγοντα  Πάρθους την ά π ’ Εύφράτου καί

3 Συρίας άχρι Λυδίας κα'ι ’Ιωνίας ’Ασίαν καταστρέφεσθαι. μόλις ούν 
ώσπερ έξυπνισθείς καί άποκραιπαλήσας, ώρμησε μέν Πάρθοις 
Ινίστασθαι καί μέχρι Φοινίκης προήλθε, Φουλβίας δέ γράμματα 
θρήνων μεστά πεμπούσης έπέστρεψεν εΐς τήν ’Ιταλίαν άγω ν ναύς

4 διακοσίας. άναλαβών δέ κατά πλούν τώ ν φίλων τούς πεφευ- 
γότας, Ιπυνθάνετο τοϋ  πολέμου τήν Φουλβίαν αιτίαν γεγονέναι, 
φύσει μέν ούσαν πολυπράγμονα καί θρασεΐαν, έλπίζουσαν δέ της 
Κλεοπάτρας άπάξειν τόν ’Αντώνιον, εΐ τ ι γένοιτο κίνημά περί

5 την ’Ιταλίαν, συμβαίνει 6’ ά π ό  τύχης καί Φουλβίαν πλέουσαν 
προς αύτόν εν Σικυώνι νόσωι τελευτήσαι- διό καί μάλλον αί προς

6 Καίσαρα διαλλαγαί καιρόν εσχον. ώς γά ρ  προσέμειξε τηι 
Ίταλία ι καί Καΐσαρ ήν φανερός εκείνωι μέν ουθέν εγκαλών, αυτός 
δ ’ ών ένεκαλείτο τάς αιτίας τη ι Φουλβίαι προστριβόμενος, ούκ 
εΐων έξελέγχειν οί φίλοι τήν πρόφασιν, άλλά διέλυον άμφοτέρους 
καί διήιρουν τήν ήγεμονίαν, όρον ποιούμενοι τόν Ίόνιον, καί τά
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μεν Ιώια νέμοντές Ά ντω νίω ι, τά  δ ’ έσπέρια Καίσαρι, Λέπιδον δέ 
Λιβύην εχειν έώντες, υπατεύειν δέ τάξαντες, ότε μή δόξειεν 
αϋτοΐς, φίλους έκατέρων π α ρά  μέρος.

31. Ταΰτ’ εχειν καλώς δοκοΰντα πίστεω ς έδέϊτο σφοδρ- 
οτέρας, ήν ή τύχη  παρέσχεν. Ό κταουία y à p  ήν αδελφή 
πρεσβυτέρα μέν, ούχ ομομήτρια δέ Καίσαρι· εγεγόνει γά ρ  έξ

2 Άγχαρίας, ό δ 3 ύστερον εξ Ά τίας. έστεργε δ ’ ΰπερφυώς την 
αδελφήν, χρήμα θαυμαστόν ώς λέγεται γυναικός γενομένην. 
αύτη, Γαίου Μαρκέλλου τοϋ  γήμαντος αυτήν οΰ πάλα ι τε-

3 θνηκότος, έχήρευεν. έδόκει δέ καί Φουλβίας άποιχομένης χηρεύειν 
’Αντώνιος, εχειν μέν οΰκ άρνούμενος Κλεοπάτραν, γάμω ι δ ’ ούχ 
όμολογών άλλ’ ετι τώ ι λόγω ι περί γε  τούτου προς τόν έρωτα

4 τής Α ϊγυπτίας μαχόμενος. τούτον άπαντες εϊσηγοΰντο τόν 
γάμον, Ιλπίζοντες την Όκταουίαν, επί κάλλει τοσούτω ι 
σεμνότητα καί νουν έχουσαν, εις τούτον τώ ι Ά ντω νίω ι παρα- 
γενομένην καί στερχθέΐσαν ώς εϊκός τοιαύτην γυναίκα, πάντω ν

5 πραγμάτων αύτοΐς σωτηρίαν Ισεσθαι καί σύγκρασιν. ώς ούν 
έδοξεν άμφοτέροις, άναβάντες εϊς 'Ρώμην έπετέλουν τόν 
Όκταουίας γάμον, ούκ έώντος μέν νόμου προ  δέκα μηνών άνδρός

930 τέλευτήσαντος γαμεϊσθαι, τής δέ συγκλήτου δόγματι τόν 
χρόνον έκείνοις ότνείσης.

32. Σέξτου δέ Πομπηίου Σικελίαν μέν έχοντος, Ιτα λία ν δέ 
πορθοϋντος, ληιστρίσι δέ ναυσΐ πολλοας, ών Μηνάς ό πειρατής 
καί Μενεκράτης ήρχον, άπλουν τή ν  Θάλασσαν πεποιηκότος, 
Άντωνίωι δέ κεχρήσθαι δοκοϋντος φιλανθρώπως (ύπεδέξατο 
γάρ αύτοΰ τήν μητέρα τη ι Φουλβίαι συνεκπεσοΰσαν), έδοξε καί

2 πρός τούτον διαλυθηναι. καί συνήλθον εϊς ταύτόν κατά τήν έν 
Μισηνοϊς άκραν καί τό  χώ μα, ΤΤομπηίωι μέν τοϋ στόλου παρορ- 
μοΰντος, Ά ντω νίω ι δέ καί Καίσαρι τώ ν πεζών παρακεκριμένων.

3 έπεί δέ συνέθεντο ΤΊομπήιον έχοντα Σαρδόνα καί Σικελίαν καθ­
αρόν τε ληιστηρίων παρέχειν τήν θάλατταν καί σίτου τ ι τετα γ- 
μένον άποστέλλειν εις 'Ρώμην, έκάλουν έπί δεΐπνον άλλήλους. 
κληρουμένων δέ πρώ τος εστίαν αύτούς έλαχε ΤΤομπήιος.

4 Ιρομένου δ ’ αύτόν Α ντωνίου π ο ύ  δειπνήσουσιν, “ Ινταύθα ” Ιφη 
δείξας τήν στρατηγίδα  ναϋν ούσαν έξήρη, “ πατρώ ιος γά ρ  οίκος
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αυτή Πομττηίωι λέλεπτται” . τα ΰτα  δ ’ sis τόν 'Αντώνιον 
όνειδίζων Ιλεγεν, Ιπεί τήν ΤΤομττηίου του π α τρό ; γενομένην

5 οικίαν εκείνο; εΐχεν. όρμίσα; δέ την ναΰν επ ’ αγκυρών καί 
διάβασίν τινα γεφυρώσα; από  τη ; άκρα;, άνελάμβανεν αώτου;

6 προθύμω;. άκμαζούση; δε τη ; συνουσία; καί τώ ν εΐ; 
Κλεοττάτραν καί ’Αντώνιον άνθούντων σκωμμάτων, Μηνά; ό 
πειρατή; τώ ι Πομπηία» προσελθών, ώ ; μή κατακόύειν εκείνου; 
“ βούλει ” φησί “ τα ; άγκυρα; τη ; νεώ; ύποτέμω και ποιήσω  σε 
μή Σικελία; καί Σαρδόνο;, άλλα τη ; 'Ρωμαίων κύριον

7 ηγεμονία;; ” ό δε Π ομπήιο; άκούσα; καί π ρ ο ; αύτώ ι γενόμενο; 
βραχΰν χρόνον, “  εδει σε ” φησίν “  ώ  Μήνα το ϋ τ’ εμοί μή 
πρσειπόντα ποιήσαι- νυνί δε τα  παρόντα στέργωμεν- Ιπιορκεϊν

8 γά ρ  ούκ Ιμόν ούτο; μέν οών πάλιν άνθεστιαθεί; ύ π ’ άμφοτέρων 
εί; τήν Σικελίαν άπέπλευσεν.

3 3 . ’Αντώνιο; δε μετά τά ; διαλύσει; Οώεντίδιον μεν εϊ; ’Ασίαν 
προΰπεμπε, ΠάρΘοι; εμποδών Ισόμενον τοϋ πρόσω  χωρεΐν, 
αυτό; δε Καίσαρι χαριζόμενο; ίερεύ; όιπεδείχθη τοΰ προτέρου 
Καΐσαρο;· καί τάλλα κοινώ; καί φιλικώ; εν το ΐ; πολιτικοί; καί

2 μέγιστοι; επραττον. αί δε περί τ ά ; πα ιδ ιά ; άμιλλαι τον 
’Αντώνιον ελύπουν, άεί τοϋ Καίσαρο; ελαττον φερόμενον. ήν 
γά ρ  τ ι ;  άνήρ συν αύτώ ι μαντικό; ά π ’ Α ϊγύπτου  τώ ν τά ; γενέσει; 
επισκοπούντων, ό; είτε Κλεοπάτραι χαριζόμενο; είτε χρώμενο; 
άληθείαι π ρ ο ; τόν ’Αντώνιον έπαρρησιάζετο, λέγων τήν τύχην 
αύτοϋ λαμπροτάτην οώσαν καί μεγίστην ύπό  τη ; Καίσαρο; 
άμαυροΰσθαι, καί συνεβούλευε πορρω τά τω  τοΰ νεανίσκου ποιεϊν

3 εαυτόν. “ ό γά ρ  σό; ” εφη “ δαίμων τόν τούτου φοβείται- καί 
γαΰρο; ών καί υψηλό; όταν ήι καθ’ εαυτόν, ύ π ’ εκείνου γίνεται

4  ταπεινότερο; εγγίσαντο; καί άγεννέστερο; καί μέντοι τά 
γινόμενα τώ ι Α ίγυπτίω ι μαρτυρέϊν εδόκει. λέγεται γά ρ  ότι 
κληρουμένων μετά πα ιδ ιά ; εφ’ ότω ι τύχοιεν έκάστοτε καί 
κυβευόντων ελαττον εχων ’Αντώνιο; άπήιει- πολλάκι; δέ συμ- 
βαλόντων άλεκτρυόνα;, πολλάκι; δέ μαχίμου; όρτυγα;, ενίκων

5 οΐ Καίσαρο;. εφ’ οϊ; άνιώμενο; άδήλω; ο ’Αντώνιο; καί μάλλον τι 
τώ ι Α ίγυπτίω ι προσέχων, άπήρεν Ικ τή ; ’Ιταλία;, έγχειρίσα; 
Καίσαρι τά  οίκεϊα- τήν δ ’ Ό κταουίαν άχρι τή ; Έλλάδο; έπήγετο
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6 θυγατρίου γεγονότος αύτοΐς. διαχειμάζοντι δ8 αΰτώ ι περί 
’Αθήνας άπαγγέλλετα ι τ ά  π ρ ώ τα  τω ν ΟΟεντιδίου κατορ­
θωμάτων, δτι μάχηι τούς Πάρθους κρατήσας Λαβιηνόν άπεκ- 
τόνοι καί Φρανιπάτην, ήγεμονικώτατον τω ν Ό ρώ δου βασι-

7 λέως στρατηγώ ν, επί τούτοις είστία τούς Έλληνας, 
931 έγυμνασι άρχει 5’ Άθηναίοις, καί τά  της ήγεμονίας παράσημα

καταλιπών οΐκοι, μετά τώ ν γυμνασιαρχικών ράβδων εν ίματίωι 
καί φαικασίοις προήιει, καί διαλαμβάνων τούς νεανίσκους έτραχ- 
ήλιζεν.

34. Έξιέναι δέ μέλλων b ri τον πόλεμον, από  τής ΐεράς ελαίας 
στέφανον ελαβε, καί κατά τ ι λόγιον από  της Κλεψύδρας ύδατος

2 Ιμπλησάμενος άγγεΐον Ικόμιζεν. εν τούτω ι δε ΤΤάκορον τον 
βασιλέως π α ΐδα  μεγάλα« στρατώ ι ΤΤάρθων αύθις b ri Συρίαν 
έλαύνοντα συμπεσών Ούεντίδιος εν τή ι Κυρρηστικήι τρέπεται 
καί διαφθείρει παμπόλλους, εν πρώ τοις Πακόρου πεσόντος.

3 τούτο το  εργον εν τοΐς άοιδιμωτάτοις γενόμενον ‘Ρωμαίοις τε 
τών κατά Κράσσον ατυχημάτω ν εκπλεω ποινήν παρέσχε, καί 
Πάρθους αδθις εΐσω Μηδίας καί Μεσοποταμίας συνέστειλε, τρισ'ι

4 μάχαις εφεξής κατά κράτος ή ττη  μένους. Ούεντίδιος δέ Πάρθους 
μεν προσωτέρω διώκειν άπέγνω , φθόνον ’Αντωνίου δείσας, τούς 
δ’ άφεστώτας έπιών κατεστρέφετο καί τον Κομμαγηνόν Ά ντί-

5 οχον !ν πόλει Σαμοσάτοις έπολιόρκει. δεομένου δε χ ίλ ια  τάλαντα 
δούναι καί ποιέϊν Ά ντω νίω ι το  προσταττόμενον, έκέλευε

6 πέμπειν προς ’Αντώνιον, ήδη γά ρ  έγγύς ήν Ιπιώ ν, καί τον 
Ούεντίδιον ούκ εΐα σπένδεσθαι τώ ι Ά ντιόχω ι, βουλόμενος Ιν γε 
τούτο τώ ν έργων Ιπώνυμον αύτοΰ γενέσθαι καί μή π ά ν τα  διά

7 Ούεντιδίου κατορθοϋσθαι. τής δέ -πολιορκίας μήκος λαμ- 
βανούσης, καί τώ ν  ένδον ώς άπέγνωσαν τάς διαλύσεις προς 
αλκήν τραπομένων, π ρ ά ττω ν  μέν ούδέν, εν αΐσχύνηι δέ καί 
μεταγνώσει γενόμενος, ά γα π η τώ ς έπί τριακοσίοις σπένδεται

8 ταλάντοις προς τόν Ά ντίοχον. καί μικρά τώ ν εν Συρίαι 
καταστησάμενος είς ’Αθήνας επανήλθε, καί τον Ούεντίδιον

9 οΤς έπρεπε τιμήσας έπεμψεν b ri τόν θρίαμβον, ούτος άπό  
Πάρθων άχρι δεύρο τεθριάμβευκε μόνος, άνήρ γένει μέν άφανής, 
άπολαύσας δέ τής ’Αντωνίου φιλίας τό  λαβεϊν άφορμάς πράξεων
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μεγάλων, αις κάλλιστα χρησάμενος έβεβαίωσε τον περί 
Α ντω νίου λεγόμενον καί Καίσαρος λόγον, ώς ευτυχέστεροι δι

10 ετέρων ήσον ή δι* αυτών στρατηγεΐν. καί γ ά ρ  Σόσσιος 
’Αντωνίου στρατηγός έν Συρίαι πολλά  διεπράττετο, καί 
Κανίδιος άπολειφθείς ύ π ’ αύτοΰ περί ’Αρμενίαν, τούτους τε νικών 
καί τούς Ίβήρων καί ’Αλβανών βασιλέας άχρι τού Καύκασού 
προήλθεν. άφ’ ών !ν τοΐς βαρβάροις όνομα καί κλέος ηΰξετο της 
’Αντωνίου δυνάμεως.

35 . Αυτός δέ πάλιν  εκ τινω ν διάβολων παροξυνθείς προς 
Καίσαρα, ναυσί τριακοσίαις έπλει πρός την ’Ιταλίαν- ου 
δεξαμενών δέ τω ν Βρεντεσινών τον στόλον εις Τάραντα

2 περιώρμισεν. ένταϋθα τήν Ό κταουίαν (συνέπλει γά ρ  ά π ό  της 
Ελλάδος άύτώ ι) δεηθεΐσαν αποπέμπει προς τον αδελφόν, 
έγκυον μέν οϋσαν, ήδη δέ καί δεύτερον έξ αυτού θυγάτριον

3 έχουσαν. ή δ ’ άπαντήσασα καθ’ όδόν Καίσαρι καί παραλαβοϋσα 
τώ ν εκείνου φίλων Ά γ ρ ίπ π α ν  καί Μαικήναν, ένετύγχανε πολλά 
ποτνιωμένη καί πολλά  δεόμενη μή περιιδεΐν αυτήν έκ

4  μακαριωτάτης γυναικός άθλιωτάτην γενομένην. νυν μέν γάρ 
άπαντας άνθρώπους εις αύτήν άποβλέπειν, αύτοκρατόρων δυεϊν 
τού μέν γυναίκα τοϋ 8’ αδελφήν οϋσαν- “ εί δέ τά  χείρω 
κρατήσειεν ”  Ιφη “ καί γένοιτο πόλεμος, υμών μέν άδηλον ότωι 
κρατεΐν ή κρατεΤσθαι πέπρω ται, τά  εμά δ ’ άμφοτέρως άθλια ” ,

5 τούτοις Ιπικλασθείς ό Καϊσαρ ήκεν είρηνικώς είς Τάραντα, καί 
θέαμα κάλλιστον οί παρόντες εθεώντο, πολύν μέν !κ γη ς  στρατόν 
ήσυχάζοντα, πολλάς δέ ναϋς άτρέμα πρός τοΐς αΐγιαλοΐς 
έχούσας, αυτών δέ καί φίλων απαντήσεις καί φιλοφροσύνας.

6 είστία 8 ’ ’Αντώνιος πρότερος, καί τούτο τή ι άδελφήι Καίσαρος
7 δόντος. έπεί δ’ ώμολόγητο Καίσαρα μέν Άντωνίωτ δούναι δύο 

932 τά γμ α τα  πρός τον Παρθικόν πόλεμον, ’Αντώνιον δέ Καίσαρι
χαλκεμβόλους εκατόν, Ό κταουία τώ ν ώμολογημένων χωρίς 
ή ιτήσατο τώ ι μέν άδελφώι παρά  τοΰ άνδρός είκοσι μυοπάρωνας,

8 τώ ι δ ’ άνδρί π α ρά  τοΰ άδελφοΰ στρατιώ τας χιλίους. οΰτω  δ ’ 
άλλήλων διακριθέντες, ό μέν ευθύς εΐχετο τοϋ πρός Πομπήιον 
πολέμου Σικελίας έφιέμενος, ’Αντώνιος δ’ Ό κταουίαν μετά τώ ν  έξ
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εκείνης και τούς έκ Φουλβίας πάϊδας αυτώ ι παρακαταθέμενος, εις 
την ’Ασίαν άπεπέρασεν.

36. Εΰδουσα δ ’ ή δεινή συμφορά χρόνον πολύν, ό 
Κλεοπάτρας ερως, δοκών κατευνάσθαι καί κατακεκηλήσθαι τοϊς 
βελτίοσι λογισμοϊς, αδθις άνέλαμττε καί άνεθάρρει Συρίαι

2 πλησιάζοντος αΰτοϋ. καί τέλος, ώσπερ φησίν ό Πλάτων τό 
δυσπειθές καί ακόλαστον της ψυχής ύποζύγιον, άπολακτίσας τα  
καλά καί σω τήρια πάντα , Καπίτωνα Φοντήιον Ιπεμψεν άξαντα

3 Κλεοπάτραν εις Συρίαν, έλθούσηι δέ χαρίζεται καί προστίθησι 
μικρόν ούδέν ούδ’ ολίγον, άλλα Φοινίκην, Κοίλην Συρίαν, 
Κύπρον, Κιλικίας πολλήν* ετι δέ της τ ’ ’Ιουδαίων τήν τό 
βάλσαμον φέρουσαν καί τής Ν αβαταίων ’Αραβίας όση προς τήν

4 εκτός άποκλίνει θάλασσαν, αύται μάλιστα 'Ρωμαίους ήνίασαν αί 
δωρεαί. καίτοι πολλοΐς έχαρίζετο τετραρχίας καί βασιλείας 
εθνών μεγάλων ίδιώταις ούσι, πολλούς δ ’ άφηιρεϊτο βασιλείας 
ώς ’Αντίγονον τον ’Ιουδαίον, όν καί π ρ ο α γα γώ ν  Ιπελέκισεν, 
ούδενός πρότερον ετέρου βασιλέως οΰτω  κολασθέντος. άλλα τό

5 αισχρόν ήν τω ν Κλεοπάτρας τιμών άνιαρότατον. ηύξησε δέ τήν 
διαβολήν παϊδας Ιξ αυτής διδύμους άνελόμενος, καί προσ- 
αχορεύσας τόν μέν ’Αλέξανδρον, τή ν  δέ Κλεοπάτραν, έπίκλησιν

6 δέ τόν μέν 'Ηλιον, τήν δέ Σελήνην, ού μήν άλλ’ άγαθός ών 
έχκαλλωπίσασθαι τοϊς αϊσχροϊς, έλεγε τής μέν 'Ρωμαίων 
ήγεμονίας ού δΓ ών λαμβάνουσιν, άλλ’ Ιν οΤς χαρίζονται 
φαίνεσθαι τό  μέγεθος· διάδοχούς δέ καί τεκνώσεσι πολλών

7 βασιλέων πλατύνεσθαι τάς εΰγενείας. οΰτω  γοϋν^ύφ’ Ήρακλέους 
τεκνωθήναι τόν αυτού πρόγονον, ούκ έν μιάι γαςττρί θεμένου τήν 
διαδοχήν ούδέ νόμους Σολωνείους καί κυήσεως εΰθύνας 
δεδοικότος, άλλα τή ι φύσει πολλάς γενών άρχάς καί καταβολάς 
άπολιπέϊν έφιέντος.

37. Έ πεί δέ Φραάτου κτείναντος Ό ρώ δην τόν πατέρα καί 
τήν βασιλείαν κατασχόντος, άλλοι τε Πάρθων άπεδίδρασκον ούκ 
ολίγοι καί Μοναίσης άνήρ επιφανής καί δυνατός ήκε φεύγων 
πρός Αντώνιον, τάς μέν εκείνου τύχας τάϊς Θεμιστοκλέους 
είκάσας, περιουσίαν δέ τήν εαυτού καί μεγαλοφροσύνην τοϊς 
Περσών βασιλεΰσι παραβαλών, Ιδωρήσατο τρεις πόλεις αύτώι,
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Λάρισσαν καί Άρέθουσαν καί Ίεράν πόλιν ήν Βαμβύκην πρό-
2 τερον έκάλουυ. τοϋ  δε Πάρθων βασιλέως τώ ι Μοναίσηι δεξιάν 

καΤαπέμψαντος, άσμενος αυτόν άπέστειλεν ό 'Αντώνιος, 
έξαπατάν μεν έγνωκώς τόν Φραάτην ώς ειρήνης Ισομένης, άξιων 
δέ τάς άλούσας èrti Κράσσου σημαίας καί τω ν άνδρών άπολαβεΐν

3 τούς ττεριόυτας. αύτός δέ Κλεοπάτραν είς Α ίγυπτον άποπέμψας, 
Ιχώρει δ ι' 'Αραβίας καί ’Αρμενίας, όπου συνελθούσης αΰτώ ι της 
δυνάμεως καί τω ν συμμάχων βασιλέων (πάμπολλοι δ ’ ήσαν 
οΰτοι, μέγιστος δέ πάντω ν ò της ’Αρμενίας Άρταουάσδης, 
έξακισχιλίους ιππείς καί πεζούς έπτακισχιλίους παρέχων)

4 έξήτασε τόν στρατόν, ήσαν δέ ‘Ρωμαίων μέν αυτών έξακισμύριοι 
πεζοί, καί τό  'Ρωμαίοις συντεταγμένον Ιππικόν Ίβήρω ν καί 
Κελτών μύριοι, τώ ν δ ’ άλλων Ιθνών Ιγένοντο τρεις μυριάδες σύν

5 ΙππεΟσιν όμοϋ καί ψιλοϊς. τοσαύτην μέντοι παρασκευήν καί 
δύναμιν, ή καί τούς πέραν Βάκτρων ’Ινδούς έφόβησε καί πάσαν

S3 3  έκράδανε την ’Ασίαν, άνόνητον αύτώ ι διά Κλεοπάτραν γενέσθαι
6 λέγουσι. σπεύδοντα γάρ  Ικείνηι συνδιαχειμάσαι, τόν πόλεμον 

έξενεγκεϊν π ρ ό  καιρού καί π ά σ ι χρήσασθαι τεταραγμένως, ούκ 
δντα τών εαυτού λογισμών, άλλ’ ύ π ό  φαρμάκων τινών ή 
γοητείας πα πτα ίνοντα  πρός εκείνην άεί, καί προς τό  τάχιον 
επανελθεΐν μάλλον ή πρός τό  κρατησαι τώ ν πολεμίων γινόμενον.

3 8 . Πρώτον μέν ούν αυτού δέον έν Άρμενίαι διαχειμάσαι 
καί διαναπαύσαι τόν στρατόν, όκτακισχιλίων σταδίων 
άποτετρυμένον πορείαι, καί π ρ ίν  ή κινεΐν έκ τώ ν χειμαδιών 
ΠάρΘους εαρος άρχήι Μηδίαν καταλαβεϊν, ούκ ήνέσχετο τόν 
χρόνον, άλλ’ εύθύς ήγεν έν άριστεράι λαβών ’Αρμενίαν, καί τής

2 Ά τροπατηνής άψάμενος επόρθει τήν χώραν, έπειτα μηχανη­
μάτων αύτώ ι πρός πολιορκίαν αναγκαίων τριακοσίαις άμάξαις 
παραπεμπομένων, έν οίς καί κριός ήν όγδοήκοντα ποδώ ν μήκος, 
ών ούδέν Ινεχώρει διαφθαρέν Ιπ ί καιρού πάλιν γενέσθαι διά τό 
τήν άνω χώραν πα ν  ξύλον άγεννές είς μήκος καί μαλθακόν

3 έκφερειν, έπειγόμενος ώς Ιμπόδια τού ταχύνειν άπέλιπε, φυλακήν 
τινα  καί Στατιανόν ηγεμόνα τώ ν άμαξών έπιστήσας, αύτός δέ 
Φ ραάτα μεγάλην πόλιν, εν ήι καί τέκνα καί γυναίκες ήσαν τού

4  τής Μηδίας βασιλέως, έπολιόρκει. τής δέ χρείας εύθύς όσον
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ήμαρτε τάς μηχαυάς ά πολιπώ ν Ιξελεγχούσης, όμόσε χωρώ ν 
εχου προς τήν πόλιν χώ μα σχολήι καί πολυπόνως άνιστάμενον.

5 έν τούτωι δέ καταβαίνων στρατιδι μεγάληι Φραάτης, ώς ήκουσε 
τήν άπόλειψιυ τώ ν μηχανοφόρων άμαξών, επεμψε τώ ν Ιππέων 
πολλούς επ ’ αύτάς, ύφ’ ών περιληφθείς ό Στατιανός άποθνήισκει

6 μεν αύτός, άποθνήισκουσι δέ μύριοι τώ ν  μετ' αύτοΰ. τάς δέ 
μηχανάς ελόντες οί βάρβαροι διέφθειραν. είλον δέ παμπόλλους, 
Ιν οίς καί Πολέμων ήν ό βασιλεύς.

39 . Τούτο πάντας μέν ώς είκός ήνίασε τούς περί ’Αντώνιον, 
άνελπίστως έν άρχήι πληγέντας· ό δ ’ ’Αρμένιος Άρταουάσδης 
άπογνούς τά  'Ρωμαίων ώ ιχετο τήν αώτου στρατιάν άναλαβών, 
καίπερ αΐτιώ τατος τοϋ πολέμου γενόμενος. Ιπιφανέντων δέ 
λαμπρώς τοϊς πολιορκοϋσι τώ ν  ΠάρΘων καί χρωμένων άπειλαίς

2 πρός ύβριν, ού βουλόμενος ’Αντώνιος ήσνχάζοντι τώ ι στρατώ ι 
τό δυσθυμοΰν καί καταπεπληγμένον Ιμμένειν καί αΰξεσθαι, δέκα 
τάγματα λαβών καί τρεις στρατηγίδας σπείρας οπλιτώ ν, τούς 
5’ ιππείς άπαντας, έξήγαγε προς σιτολογίαν, οΐόμενος ούτως δν 
έπισπασθέντων μάλιστα τώ ν πολεμίων εκ παρατάξεως μάχην

3 γενέσθαι. προελθών δέ μιας όδόν ημέρας, ώς Ιώρα τούς Πάρθους 
κύκλω ι περιχεόμενους καί προσπεσεϊν καθ’ οδόν αύτώ ι ζητοϋν- 
τας, εξέβηκε μέν τό  τής μάχης σύμβολον Ιν τώ ι στρατοπέδω ι, 
καθελών δέ τάς σκηνάς ώς ού μαχησόμενος άλλ’ άπάξων, 
παρημείβετο τώ ν βαρβάρων τήν τάξιν ούσαν μηνοειδή, 
κελεύσας, όταν οι πρώ το ι τοΐς όπλίταις Ιν Ιφικτώι δοκώσιν είναι,

4 τούς Ιππείς εναντίους είσελαύνειν. τοΐς δέ Πάρθοις παρα- 
κεκριμένοις λόγου κρείττων ή τάξις εφαίνετο τώ ν 'Ρωμαίων, καί 
κατεθεώντο παρεξιόντας Ιν διαστήμασιν ΐσοις άθορύβως καί

5 σιωπήι τους ύσσούς κραδαίνοντας. ώς δέ τό  σημεΐον ήρθη καί 
προσεφέροντο μετά κραυγής επιστρέψαντες οί Ιππείς, τούτους 
μέν ήμύνοντο δεξάμενοι, καίπερ ευθύς εντός τοξεύματος 
γενομένους, τώ ν  δ’ δπλιτώ ν συναπτόντω ν άμα βοήι καί 
πατάγω ι τώ ν όπλω ν, οΐ θ’ ίπ π ο ι τοΐς Πάρθοις εξίσταντο

6 ταρβοΰντες, καί αυτοί πρ ιν εϊς χέϊρας Ιλθεϊν Ιφευγον. ό δ’ 
'Αντώνιος ενέκειτο τή ι διώ§Β καί μεγάλος εϊχεν Ιλπίδας, ώς τοϋ 
πολέμου τό  σόμπαν ή τό  πλεΐστον Ικείνηι τή ι μάχηι διαπεπραγ-
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7 μένος- εττεί δε τής διώξεως γενομένης τοΐς μέυ πεζοϊς επί 
ττεντήκοντα στάδια, τοΐς δ ’ ίππεΰσιν εττί τρις τοσαϋτα, τούς 
πεπτω κότας τω ν πολεμίων και τούς ήλωκότας έπισκοποϋντες 
εύρον αιχμαλώτους μεν τριάκοντα, νεκρούς δ 1 όγδοήκοντα 
μόνους, όττορία καί δυσθυμία πασ ι παρέστη, δεινόν είναι 
λογιζομένοις, εΐ νικώντες μεν ούτως ολίγους κτείνουσιν, 
ήττώμενοι δέ στερήσονται τοσούτων όσους άπέβαλον περί ταϊς

8 άμάξαις. τή ι δ’ ύστεραίαι συσκευασάμενοι τήν επί Φραάτων καί 
τοϋ στρατοπέδου, προήγον. έντυχόντες δέ κατά την οδόν 
πρώ τον μέν όλίγοις τω ν πολεμίων, έπειτα πλείοσι, τέλος δέ 
πασιν ώσπερ άηττήτοις καί νεαλέσι προκαλουμένοις και προσ- 
βάλλουσι πανταχόθεν, μοχθηρώς καί πολυπόνως άπεσώθησαν

9 είς τό  στρατόπεδον. τω ν δέ Μήδων εκδρομήν τινα  ποιησαμένων 
Ιπ'ι τό  χώ μα καί τούς πρόμαχομένους φοβησάντων, όργισθείς ό 
’Αντώνιος έχρήσατο τή ι λεγομένηι δεκατείαι προς τους 
άποδειλιάσαντας* διελών γά ρ  είς δεκάδας τό  πλήθος, άφ’ 
εκάστης Ινα τον λαχόντα κλήρωι διέφθειρε, τοΐς δ ’ άλλοις αντί 
πυρών εκελευε κριθάς -μετρεϊσθαι.

40 . Χαλεπός 6’ άμφοτέροις ήν ό πόλεμος, καί τό  μέλλον 
αΰτοϋ φοβερώτερον, Ά ντω νίω ι μεν προσδοκώντι λ ιμόν ούκέτι 
γά ρ  ήν ανευ τραυμάτων καί νεκρών πολλώ ν έπισιτίσασθαι*

2 Φραάτης δέ τούς Πάρθους Ιπιστάμενος π ά ν τα  μάλλον ή 
χειμώνος έξω προσταλαιπω ρεϊν καί Θυραυλεΐν δυναμένους, 
έφοβεϊτο μή τω ν ‘Ρωμαίων Ιγκαρτερούντων καί παραμενόντων 
άπολίπω σιν αύτόν, ήδη τοϋ άέρος συνισταμένου μετά

3 φθινοπωρινήν Ισημερίαν, δόλον οϋν συντίθησι τοιόνδε. ΓΓάρθων 
οί γνω ριμώ τατοι περί τάς σιτολογίας καί τάς άλλας απαντήσεις 
μαλακώτερον τοΐς ‘Ρωμαίοις προσεφέροντο, λαμβάνειν τε 
παριεντες αΰτοίς ένια καί την άρετήν έπαινοΰντες, ώς 
πολεμικωτάτων άνδρών καί θαυμαζομένων υπό  τοϋ αφετέρου

4 βασιλέως δικαίως, εκ δέ τούτου προσελαύνοντες έγγντέρω  καί 
τούς ίπ π ο υς άτρέμα παραβάλλοντες, έλοιδόρουν τον ’Αντώνιον, 
ότι βουλομένωι Φ ραάτηι διαλλαγήναι καί φείσασθαι τοιούτων 
άνδρών καί τοσούτων άφορμήν ού δίδωσιν, άλλά τούς χαλεπούς 
καί μεγάλους κάθηται πολεμίους άναμένων, λιμόν καί χειμώνα,
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δι’ ών έργον έστί καί προπεμπομέυους Οπό Πάρθων άποφεύγειν.
5 πολλών δε τα ϋτα  προς τον ’Αντώνιον άναφερόντων, μαλασσ- 

όμενος ύπό  της έλπίδος, όμως ού πρότερον έπεκηρυκεύσατο 
προς τον Πάρθον ή πυθέσθαι τώ ν φιλοφρονσυμένων εκείνων 
βαρβάρων, εί τοϋ βασιλέως τα ϋτα  φρονοϋντος διαλέγοιντο.

6 φασκόντων δε καί παρακαλούντων μή δεδιέναι μηδ’ άπιστεΤν, 
έπεμψέ τινας τώ ν εταίρων, πάλιν  τάς σημαίας αξιών άπολαβεΐν 
καί τούς αιχμαλώτους, ώς δή μή παντάπασ ιν  α γα π ά ν  τό

7 σωθήναι καί διαφυγήν νομισθείη. τοϋ  δέ Πάρθου τα ϋτα  μέν εάν 
κελεύοντος, άπ ιόντι δ ’ ευθύς ειρήνην καί ασφάλειαν είναι φήσαν-

8 τος, όλίγαις ήμέραις συσκευασάμενος άνεζεύγνυεν. ών δε καί 
δήμωι πιθανός έντυχεΐν καί στρατόν άγειν διά λόγου π α ρ ’ 
δντινοϋν τώ ν τότε πεφυκώς, Ιξέλιπεν αϋτός αισχύνη ι καί κατ- 
ηφείαι τό  παραθαρρϋναι τό  πλήθος, Δομίτιον δ ’ Άηνόβαρβον

9 έκελευε τούτο  ποιήσαι. καί τινες μεν ήγανάκτησαν ώς 
υπερορώμενοι, τό  δέ πλεΐστον έπεκλάσθη καί συνεφρόνησε τήν 
αιτίαν* διό και μάλλον ώιοντο δεΐν άνταιδεϊσθαι καί πείθεσθαι 
τώι στρατηγώ ι.

41. Μέλλοντος 6 ’ αύτοΰ τήν αυτήν οδόν άγειν όπίσω  
πεδινήν καί άδενδρον ούσαν, άνήρ τώ ι γενει Μάρδος, πολλά  τοϊς 

935 Πάρθων ήθεσιν ένωμιληκώς, ήδη δε 'Ρωμαίοις πιστός εν τη ι 
μάχηι τη ι περί τάς μηχανάς γεγονώς, Ά ντω νίω ι προσελθών 
Ικέλευε φεύγειν Ιν δεξιαι τώ ν  ορών Ιπιλαβόμενον, καί μή στρατόν 
όπλίτην καί βαρύν έν δρόμοις γυμνοΐς καί άνάπεπταμένοις 
ΰποβαλεϊν ϊπ π ω ι τοσαύτηι καί τοξεύμασιν, ό δή τεχ^ώμενον τον 
Φραάτην άναστήσαι τής πολιορκίας αυτόν όμολογίαις

2 φιλανθρώποις* εσεσθαι δ ’ αϋτός ήγεμών όδοϋ βραχύτερος καί
3 μάλλον ευπορίαν τώ ν επιτηδείων έχούσης. τα ΰ τ ’ άκσύσας ό 

’Αντώνιος Ιβουλεύετο, καί Πάρθοις μέν οϋκ εβούλετο δοκεϊν 
άπιστεΐν μετά σπονδάς, τή ν  δέ συντομίαν τής όδοϋ καί τό  παρά  
κώμας οίκουμένας εσεσθαι τήν πορείαν έπαινών, π ίστιν  ήιτει τόν

4 Μάρδον. ό δέ δήσαι παρεΐχεν αύτόν άχρι ού καταστήσαι τόν 
στρατόν εις ’Αρμενίαν, καί δεθείς ήγεΐτο  δύο ήμέρας καθ’ ήσυ-

5 χίαν, τη ι δέ τρ ίτη ι πα ντά πα σ ι τούς Πάρθους άπεγνωκότος 
’Αντωνίου καί βαδίζοντος άνειμένως διά τό  θαρρεϊν, ίδών ò
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Μάρδος άπόχω σιν εμβολής ττοτσμοΰ νεωστί διεσπασμένην καί 
τό  ρεύμα πολύ προς τήν οδόν ήι πορευτέον ήν έκχεόμενον, 
συνήκεν ότι τω ν Πάρθων ipyov εΐη τούτο, δυσκολίας ενεκα καί 
διατριβής Ιμποδών αύτοϊς τόν ποταμόν τιθεμένων, καί τόν 
Α ντώνιον όρον εκέλευε καί προσέχειν, ώς τω ν πολεμίων έχχύς

6 δντων. άρτι δ ’ αΰτοΰ καθιστάντος εις τάξιν τά  όπλα  καί δι’ 
αυτώ ν τοΐς άκοντισταΐς καί σφενδονήταις Ικδρομήν επί τούς 
πολεμίους παρασκευάζοντος, Ιπεφάνησαν οί ΓΤάρθοι καί 
περιήλαυνον, ώς κυκλωσόμενοι καί συνταράξοντες πάνταχόθεν

7 τόν στρατόν. Ικδραμόντων δέ τω ν ψιλών επ ’ αυτούς, πολλάς μέν 
διδόντες από  τόξων, ούκ Ιλάττονας δέ ταΐς μολυβδίσι καί τοΐς

8 άκοντίοις π λ η χά ς λαμβάνοντες, άνεχώρουν. ε ΐτ’ έπήχον αδθις, 
άχρι ού σνστρέψαντες ο! Κελτοί τούς ίπ π ο υς ένέβαλον καί 
διεσκεδασαν αύτούς, ούκέτι τής ήμέρας εκείνης ύπό  δέους μάχ­
η σομένους.

4 2 . Έκ τούτου μαθών ό ’Αντώνιος δ ποιεΐν Ιδει, πολλοΐς 
άκοντισταΐς καί σφενδονήταις ού μόνον την oùpayiav άλλα καί 
τάς πλευράς έκατέρας στομώσας, εν πλαισ ίω ι τόν στρατόν ήγε, 
καί τοΐς ίππότα ις εΐρητο προσβάλλοντας τρέπεσθαι, τρεψ- 
αμένους δε μή πόρρω  διώκειν, ώστε τούς ΤΤάρθους τάς εφεξής 
τέσσαρας ημέρας ούθέν πλέον δράσαντας ή παθόντας άμβλυ- 
τέρους γεγονέναι καί τόν χειμώνα ποιούμενους πρόφασιν 
άπιέναι διανοεΐσθαι.

2 Τήι δέ πέμ πτη ι Φλαούιος Γάλλος, άνήρ πολεμικός καί 
δραστήριος εφ’ ήχεμονίας τεταχμένος, ήιτησεν ’Αντώνιον προσ- 
ελθών πλείονας ψιλούς ά π ’ ούράς καί τω ν άπό  του στόματος

3 ιππέω ν τινάς, ώς μέχα κατόρθωμα ποιήσων. δόντος δέ, προσ­
βάλλοντας άνέκοπτε τούς πολεμίους, ούχ ώς πρότερον ύπάχω ν 
άμα πρός τούς όπλίτας καί άναχωρών, άλλ’ υφιστάμενος καί

4 συμπλεκόμενος παραβολώτερον. όρώντες δ ’ αύτόν οΐ τής ούρα- 
χ ία ς ήχεμόνες άπορρηχνύμενον, εκάλουν πέμποντες' ό δ ’ ούκ 
ΙπείΘετο. Τίτιον δέ φασι τόν ταμίαν καί τώ ν σημαιών επι- 
λαβόμενον στρέφειν όπίσω  καί λοιδορεΐν τόν Γάλλον ώς άπολ-

5 λύντα πολλούς καί άχαθούς άνδρας. άντιλοιδοροϋντος δ ’ Ικείνου 
καί διακελευομένου τοΐς περί αύτόν μενειν, 6 μέν Τίτιος άπεχώρει·
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τον δέ Γάλλον ώθούμενον εί; τού ; κατά στόμα λανθάνουσι
6 πολλοί περισχόντε; εκ τω ν όπισθεν, βαλλόμενο; δέ πανταχόΘεν 

έκάλει πέμπω ν αρω γήν, οί δέ τού; όπ λ ίτα ; άγοντε;, ών καί 
Κανίδιο; ήν, άνήρ π α ρ ' Ά ντω νίω ι δυνάμενο; μέγιστον, ού μικρά

7 δσκοΰσι διαμαρτέϊν. δέον γά ρ  άθρόαν ετπστρέψαι τήν φ άλαγγα , 
936 πέμποντε; κατ’ ολίγου; επιβοηθοΰντα;, καί πάλιν ήττωμένων

τούτων ετέρου; άποστέλλοντε;, ελαθον ολίγου δεϊν ή ττη ; καί
8 φυγή; όλον άναπλήσαντε; τό  στρατόπεδον, εί μή τα χ ύ  μέν 

αΰτό; ’Αντώνιο; μετά τω ν  όπλω ν ά π ό  του στόματο; ήγεν 
ϋπαντιάζων, τα χύ  δέ τό  τρίτον τά γμ α  διά τω ν φευγόντων Ιπ ί 
τού; πολεμίου; ώσάμενον εσχε τοϋ  πρόσω  διώκειν.

43. Άπέθανον δέ τρισχιλίων ούκ ελάττου;, Ικομίσθησαν δ ’ 
επί σκηνά; τραυματίαι πεντακισχίλιοι- καί Γάλλο; ήν Ιν τούτοι;,

2 τέτταρσιν ενάντιοι; διαπεπαρμένο; τοξεύμασιν. άλλ’ ούτος μέν 
εκ των τραυμάτων ούκ άνήνεγκε, τού ; δ ’ άλλου; περιιών ό 
’Αντώνιο; έπεσκόπει καί παρεθάρρυνε δεδακρυμένο; καί 
περιπαθών, οί δέ φαιδροί τη ; δεξιά; αύτοϋ λαμβανόμενοι, 
παρεκάλουν άπ ιόντα  θεραπεύειν αυτόν καί μή κακοπαθεΐν, 
οώτοκράτορα καλοϋντε; καί σώιζεσθαι λέγοντε;, άν εκείνο; 
ύγιαίνηι.

3 Καθόλου μέν γά ρ  ούτ’ άλκαΐς ούθ’ υπομοναι; οΰθ’ ήλικίαι 
λαμπρότερον άλλο; αύτοκράτωρ στρατόν έκείνου δοκεΐ συναγα-

4 γεϊν έν το ΐ; τότε χρόνοι;· ή δέ πρ ό ; αύτόν αιδώ ; τόν ηγεμόνα καί 
πειθαρχία μετ’ εύνοία;, καί τό  π ά ν τα ; όμαλώ;, ενδόξου; 
άδοξου;, άρχοντα ; ϊδιώτα;, την π α ρ ’ Ά ντο ^ ίω ι τιμήν τε καί 
χάριν μάλλον αίρεϊσθαι τ η ;  σω τηρία ; καί τη ; ασφαλεία;, ουδέ

5 τοΐ; πάλαι 'Ρωμαίοι; άπέλιπεν ύπερβσλήν. τούτου δ ’ αίτίαι 
πλείονε; ήσαν, ώ ; προειρήκαμεν- ευγένεια, λόγου δύναμι;, 
άπλότη;, τό  φιλόδωρον καί μεγοΑόδωρον, ή περί τά ; πα ιδιά ;

6 καί τά ; ομιλία; ευτραπελία, τότε δέ καί συμπονών καί συναλγών 
τοΐ; κακοπαθοϋσι καί μεταδιδού; ού τ ι ;  δεηθείη, προθυμότερου; 
των ερρωμένων τού; νοσοΰντα; καί τετρωμένου; έποίησε.

44 . Toùs μέντοι πολεμίου; άπαγορευοντα; ήδη καί κάμνον- 
τα; ούτω ; Ιπηρεν ή νίκη, καί τοσοΰτον τω ν 'Ρωμαίων κατεφρόν- 
ησαν, ώστε καί νυκτό; Ιπαυλίσασθαι τώ ι στρατοπέδω ι, προσ-
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δοκώντες αΰτίκα μάλα σκηνάς ερήμους καί -χρήματα διαρπάσειν
2 άποδιδρασκόντων. άμα δ’ ήμέραι πολύ  πλείονες Ιπηθροίζοντο, 

καί λέγονται τετρακισμυρίων ούκ ελάττονες ϊπ π ό τα ι γενέσθαι, 
βασιλέως καί τούς περί αύτόν αεί τεταγμενους ώς επί σαφεϊ καί 
βεβαίωι κατορθώματι πέμψαντος* αυτός μεν γά ρ  ουδεμιδι μάχηι

3 παρέτυχεν. ’Αντώνιος δέ βουλόμενος προσαγορεϋσαι τούς 
στρατιώ τας ήιτησε φαιόν ίμάτιον, ώς οίκτρότερος οφύείη. τω ν δέ 
φίλων εναντιωθεντων, έν τή ι στρατηγικήι φοινικίδι προελθών 
έδημηγόρησε, τούς μεν νενικηκότας επαίνων, ονειδίζων δε τούς

4  φυγόντας. τω ν δ’ ο! μέν παρεκελεύοντο θαρρεϊν, οί δ ’ απολογ­
ούμενοι σφάς αυτούς παρεΐχον, εϊτε βοόλοιτο δεκατεύειν εΐτ' 
άλλωι τρόπω ι κολάζειν μόνον παύσασθαι δυσφοροΰντα καί

5 λυπούμενον Ιδέοντο. πρός τα ϋτα  τάς χεϊρας άνατείνας Ιπεύξατο 
τοΐς θεοΐς, εί τις άρα νέμεσις τάς πρόσθεν εύτυχίας αύτοϋ μέτεισίν, 
εις αύτόν έλθεϊν, τώ ι δ ’ άλλωι στρατώ ι σωτηρίαν διδόναι καί 
νίκην.

4 5 . Τήι δ ’ ύστεραίαι φραξάμενοι βέλτιον προήγον, καί τοΐς
2 Πάρθοις Ιπιχειροϋσι πολύς ά π ή ντα  παράλογος, οϊόμενοι γά ρ  Ιφ1 

α ρπα γή ν  καί λεηλασίαν, ού μάχην, ελαύνειν, είτα πολλοϊς 
βέλεσιν έντυγχάνοντες, έρρωμένους δέ καί νεαλεϊς ταΐς προ-

3 Θυμίαις όρώντες, αδθις Ιξέκάμνον. επεί δέ καταβαίνουσιν αυτοΐς 
άπό  λόφων τινών επικλινών Ιπέθεντο καί βραδέως υπεξάγοντας 
έβαλλον, έπιστρέψαντες ο! θυρεαφόροι συνέκλεισαν είσω των 
οπλώ ν τούς ψιλούς, αύτοί δέ καθέντες είς γόνυ προύβάλοντο 
τούς θυρεούς* οί δ ’ όπισθεν ύπερέσχσν αύτώ ν  τά  όπλα, κάκείνων

4 ομοίως Ιτεροι. τό  δέ σχήμα παραπλήσιον Iρέψει γινόμενον όψιν 
9 3 7  τε θεατρικήν παρέχει, καί τω ν προβλημάτων στεγανώτατόν

5 έστι πρός τούς όιστούς άπολισθάνοντας. οί μέντοι Πάρθοι τήν είς 
γόνυ κλίσιν τώ ν 'Ρωμαίων άπαγόρευσιν ηγούμενοι καί κάματον 
είναι, τά  μέν τόξα κατέθεντο, τούς δέ κοντούς διαλαβόντες έγγύς

6 προσεμειξαν. οί δέ 'Ρωμαίοι συναλαλάξαντες έξαίφνης άνέθορον, 
καί τοΐς ύσσοϊς παίοντες έκ χειρός εκτεινάν τε τούς πρώ τους καί

7 τροπήν εθεντο τώ ν άλλων απάντω ν, έγίνετο δέ τα ϋτα  καί ταΐς 
άλλαις ήμέραις, Ιπ ί μικρόν άνυόντων τής όδοϋ. καί λιμός ήπτετο 
τοϋ στρατού, σΐτόν τε βραχύν διά μάχης ποριζομένου καί τών
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προς άλετόυ σκευών ούκ εύποροΰντος. τ α  γά ρ  πολλά  
κατελείπετο, τώ ν μέν άποθνηισκόντων ύποζυγΐω ν, τώ ν δέ τούς

8 νοσούντας και τραυματίας φερόντων, λέγεται δέ χοΐνιξ ’Αττική 
πυρών πεντήκοντα δραχμών ώνιος γενέσθαι, τούς δέ κρίθινους

9 άρτους προς άργύριον ίστάντες άπεδίδοντο. τραπόμενοι δέ πρός 
λάχανα καί ρίζας, όλίγοις μεν ένετύγχαυον τώ ν συνήθων, άναγ- 
καζόμενοι δέ πειράσθαι καί τώ ν  άγευστων πρότερον, ήψαντό

10 τίνος πόας επί θάνατον διά μανίας άγούσης. ό γά ρ  φαγών ούδέν 
εμεμνητο τώ ν άλλων ούδ’ έγίνωσκεν, εν δ ’ έργον είχε κινέϊν καί 
στρέφειν π ά ν τα  λίθον, ώς τ ι μεγάλης σπουδής αξιον διαπρατ-

11 τόμενος. ήν δέ μεστόν το  πεδίον κεκυφότων χαμάζε καί τούς 
λίθους περιορυττόντων καί μεθιστάντων τέλος δέ χολήν έμοΰν- 
τες εθνηισκον, έπεί καί το  μόνον άντιπαθές, οίνος, Ιξέλιπε.

12 φθειρόμενων δέ πολλώ ν καί τώ ν Πάρθων ούκ άφισταμένων, 
πολλάκις άναφθέγξασθαι τόν ’Αντώνιον ΐστοροϋσιν “ ώ μύ- 
ριοι” , θαυμάζοντα τούς μετά Ξενοφώντος, ότι καί πλείονα 
καταβαίνοντες οδόν έκ της Βαβυλωνίας καί πολλαπλασίοις 
μαχόμενοι πολεμίοις άπεσώθησαν.

46. Οΐ δέ ΤΤάρθοι διαπλέξάι μέν ού δυνάμενοι τόν στρατόν 
ούδέ διασπάσαι την τάξιν, ήδη δέ πολλάκις ήττημένοι καί 
πεφευγότες, αδθις είρηνικώς άνεμείγνυντο τοϊς Ιπ ί χιλόν ή σίτον

2 προερχομένοις, καί τώ ν τόξων τάς νευράς Ιπιδεικνύντες άνειμένας 
Ιλεγον, ώς αύτοί μέν άπίασιν όπ ίσω  καί τούτο ποιούνται πέρας 
άμύνης, ολίγοι δέ Μήδων άκολονθησουσιν Ιτ ι μιας ή δευτέρας 
οδόν ημέρας, ούδέν παρενοχλοΰντες, άλλα -πας άπω τέρω  κώμας

3 φυλάττοντες. τουτοις τοϊς λόγοις άσπασμοί τε καί φιλοφροσύναι 
προσήσαν, ώστε πάλιν  τούς 'Ρωμαίους ευθαρσείς γενέσθαι, καί 
τόν ’Αντώνιον άκούσαντα τώ ν πεδίων εφίεσθαι μάλλον, άνύδρου

4 λεγομένης είναι τής δ ιά  τώ ν ορών, οΰτω  δε πσιεΐν μέλλοντος, 
ήκεν άνήρ επί το  στρατόπεδον εκ τώ ν πολεμίων όνομα 
Μιθριδάτης, ανεψιός Μοναίσου του π α ρ ’ Ά ντωνίω ι γενομένου 
καί τάς τρεις πόλεις δωρεάν λαβόντος. ήξίου δ’ αύτώ ι προσελθειν

5 τινα τώ ν  Παρθιστί διαλεχθήναι δυναμένων ή Συριστί. καί προσ- 
ελθόντος ’Αλεξάνδρου τού  Ά νηοχέω ς, δς ήν Ά ντω νίω ι συνήθης, 
ύπεπτών δς εϊη, καί Μοναίσηι τήν χάριν άνάπτω ν, ήρώτησε τόν
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“Αλέξανδρον, εί λόφους συνεχείς καί υψηλούς ο pea πρόσωθεν.
6 φήσαντος 5' όρον, “ νπτ' Ικείνοις”  Ιφη “ πανστρατια ι Πάρθοι 

λοχώσιυ ύμάς. τά  γά ρ  μεγάλα πεδία τω ν λόφων τούτων 
Ιξήρτηται, καί προσδοκώσιν ύμάς εξηπατημένους ύ π ’ αύτών

7 ενταύθα τρέψεσθαι, τη ν  διά τω ν όρων άπολιπόντας. εκείνη μέν 
ούν έχει δίψος καί πόνον ύμϊν συνήθη, ταύτη ι δέ χωρών 
’Αντώνιος ΐσ τω  τάς Κράσσου τύχας αύτόν έκδεχομένας. ”

4 7 . Ό  μεν οΰτω  φράσας άπήλθεν* ’Αντώνιος 8’ άκούσας καί 
διαταραχθείς συνεκάλει τούς φίλους καί τον ήγεμόνα τής όδοΰ

2 Μάρδον, οΰδ’ αύτόν άλλως φρονοΰντα. καί γά ρ  καί άνευ 
9 3 8  πολεμίων εγίνωσκε τάς διά τω ν  ττεδίων άνοδίας καί πλάνας

χαλεπάς καί δυστεκμάρτους οϋσας, τη ν  δε τραχεϊαν άπέφαινεν
3 ούδέν άλλο δυσχερές ή μιας ήμέρας άνυδρίαν Ιχουααν. οΰτω  δή 

τραπόμενος τούτην ήγε νυκτός, ύδωρ έπ-ιφέρεσθαι κελεύσας. 
αγγείω ν δ ’ ήν απορία  τοϊς πολλόίς* διό καί τά  κράνη πιμπλάντες

4  Οδατος Ικόμιζον, οί δε διφθέραις ύπολαμβάνοντες. ήδη δέ 
προχω ρώ ν άγγέλλεται τοΐς Πάρθοις- καί π α ρά  τό  είωθός έτι 
νυκτός εδίωκον. ήλιου δ ’ άνίσχοντος ήπτοντο  τω ν εσχάτων,

5 αγρυπνία! καί ττόνωι κακώς διακειμένων τεσσαράκοντα γά ρ  καί 
διακοσίους έν τη ι νυκτί σταδίους κατηνύκεισαν καί τό μή 
προσδοκώσιν οΰτω ταχέω ς έπελθεϊν τούς πολεμίους άθυμίαν 
παρείχε, καί τό  δίψος έπέτεινεν ό α γ ώ ν  άμυνόμενοι γά ρ  άμα

6 προήγον. οί δέ πρώ το ι βαδίζοντες έντυγχάνουσι ποταμώι, 
ψυχρόν μέν Ιχοντι καί διαυγές, άλμυρόν δέ καί φαρμακώδες 
ύδωρ, δ ποθέν ευθύς όδύνας έλκομένης της κοιλίας καί τού δίψους

7 άναφλεγομένου παρείχε, καί το ύτα  τού Μάρδου προλέγοντος, 
ούδέν ήττον Ικβιαζόμενοι τούς άνείργοντας Ιπινον. ’Αντώνιος δέ 
περιιών εδέϊτο βραχύν εγκαρτερήσαι χρόνον* έτερον γά ρ  ού 
πόρρω  ποταμόν είναι πόσιμον, εΐτα την λοιπήν άφ ιππον καί 
τραχεϊαν, ώστε παντάπασ ιν άποστρέψεσθαι τούς πολεμίους.

8 άμα δέ καί τούς μαχομένους άνεκαλεΐτο καί κατάζευξιν εσήμαινεν, 
ώς σκιάς γοϋν μεταλάβοιεν οί στρατιώ ται.

4 8 . Πηγνυμένων ούν τώ ν σκηνών καί τω ν Πάρθων εύθύς 
ώσπερ εϊώθεισαν άπαλλαττομένων, ήκεν αύθις ό Μιθριδάτης, καί 
τού ’Αλεξάνδρου προελθόντος παρήινει μικρόν ήσυχάσαντα τον
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στρατόν άνιστάναι καί σπεύδειν Ιπ ί τον ποταμόν, ώ ; ού διαβησ-
2 ομένων Πάρθων, άχρι δ ’ Ικείνου διωξόντων. τ α ϋ τ ’ άπαγγείλα ; 

πρός ’Αντώνιον ό ’Αλέξανδρο; εκφέρει π α ρ ’ αύτοϋ χρυσά π ο τή ­
ρια πάμπολλα καί φιάλα;, ών εκείνος δσα τή ι εσθητι κατακρύψαι

3 δυνατά; ήν λαβών άττήλαυνεν. ετι δ ’ ήμερα; οΰση; άναζεύξαντε; 
έπορεύοντο, τω ν πολεμίων ού παρενοχλούντων, αυτοί δ ’ 
εαυτοί; νύκτα χαλεπω τάτη ν πασώ ν Ικείνην καί φοβερωτάτην

4 άπεργασάμενοι. το ύ ; γ ά ρ  Ιχοντα ; αργυρίου ή χρυσίον άποκτιν- 
νύντε; έσύλων, καί τ ά  χρήματα τώ ν υποζυγίω ν άφ ήρπαζον 
τέλο; δέ τοΤ; ’Αντωνίου σκευοφόροι; έπιχειρήσαντε;, εκπώματα

5 και τραπέζα; πολυτελέϊ; κατέκοπτον καί διενέμοντο. θορύβου δέ 
ιτολλοϋ και πλάνου τό  στράτευμα π α ν  έπέχοντο; (ώ ιοντο  γάρ  
έπιπεπτωκότων τώ ν πολεμίων τροπήν γεγονέναι καί δια- 
σπασμόν) ’Αντώνιο; iva  καλέσα; τω ν δορυφορούντων αύτόν 
απελεύθερων όνομα ‘Ράμνον, ώρκωσεν όταν κελεύσηι τά  ξίφο; 
αυτού διεϊναι καί την κεφαλήν άποτεμεΐν, ώ ; μήθ’ άλώιη ζών

6 ϋπό τώ ν πολεμίων μήτε γνωσθείη τεθνηκώ;. έκδακρυσάντων δέ 
τών φίλων, δ  Μάρδο; εθάρρυνε τον ’Αντώνιον, ώ ; έγγύ ; όντο; 
του ποταμού- καί γ ά ρ  αύρα τ ι ;  άπορρέουσα νοτερά καί ψυχ­
ρότερο; άήρ άπαντώ ν ήδίω  την άναπνοήν έποίει, καί τον 
χρόνον εφη τη ; πορεία; ούτω  συμπεραίνειν τά  μέτρον- ούκέτι

7 γάρ ήν πολύ  τό  λειπόμενον τ η ;  νυκτό;. άμα δ’ άπήγγελλον 
έτεροι τάν θόρυβον Ικ τη ; π ρ ο ; αυτού; άδικία; καί πλεονεξία; 
είναι, διά καί καταστήσαι τό  πλήθο; εί; τάξιν έκ τη ; πλάνη; καί 
του διασπασμοϋ βουλόμενο;, έκέλευσε σημαίνειν καταζευξιν.

4 9 . Ή δη  δ ’ ύπέλαμπεν ημέρα, καί τοΰ στρατού κόσμον 
άρχομένσυ τινά  λαμβάνειν καί ήσυχίαν, προσέπιπτε το ϊ; 
τελευταίοι; τά  τώ ν Πάρθων τοξεύματα, καί μάχη; σημεΤον έδόθη 

939 τοΐ; ψιλοί;, οΐ δ ’ όπλϊτα ι πάλιν όμοίω; κατερέψαντε; άλλήλου; 
τοϊ; θυρεοί;, ύπέμενον το ύ ; βάλλουτα;, εγγύς ού τολμώ ντα;

2 συνέλθεΐν. ύπα γόντω ν δε κατά μικρόν ούτω ; τώ ν  πρώ τω ν, è 
ποταμό; εφάνη, καί τού ; ιππείς επ ’ αύτώ ι παρατάξας ’Αντώνιος 
Ιναντίους το ϊ; πολέμιοι;, διεβίβαζε τού; ασθενεί; πρώ του;, ήδη

3 δέ καί το ΐ; μαχομένοι; άδεια καί βαιστώνη τοϋ πιεϊν ήν. ώ ; γάρ  
εΐδον οΐ Πάρθοι τόν ποταμόν, τά ; τε νευρά; άνήκαν καί θαρρούν-
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τας έκέλευον διαπεράν τούς ‘Ρωμαίους, -πολλά την αρετήν αυτών 
έγκωμιάζοντες. διαβάντες ούν καθ’ ησυχίαν αύτούς άνελάμ- 
βανον, εΤθ’ ώδευον ού πάνυ τ ι τοϊς Πάρθοις πιστεύοντες.

4  Έ κτηι 5 ’ ήμέραι μετά την τελευταίαν μάχην έττί τον Άράξην 
ποταμόν ήκον, όρίζοντα Μηδίαν καί ’Αρμενίαν. Ιφάνη δέ καί 
βάθει καί τρ α χύ τη τι χαλεπός, και λόγος διήλθεν ενεδρεύοντας

5 αυτόθι τους πολεμίους έπιθήσεσθαι διαβαίνουσιν αύτοΐς. έπεί δ’ 
ασφαλώς διαπεράσαντες έπέβησαν τής ’Αρμενίας, ώσπερ άρτι 
γη ν  εκείνην ίδόντες Ικ πελάγους, προσεκύνουν καί προς δάκρυα

6 καί περίβολός άλλήλων υπό  χαράς Ιτρέποντο. προιόντες δέ διά 
χώρας εύδαίμονος καί χρώμενοι πάσιν άνέδην εκ πολλής 
άπορίας, ύδερικοϊς καί κοιλιακοΐς περιέπζπτον άρρωστήμασιν.

50 . Ενταύθα ποιησάμενος έξέτασιν αύτών ’Αντώνιος εύρε 
δισμυρίους πεζούς καί τετρακισχιλίους Ιππείς άπολωλότας, ού 
πάντας ύπό  τώ ν πολεμίων άλλ’ υπέρ ήμίσεις νοσήσαντας.

2 ώδευσαν μέν ούν άπό  Φραάτων ημέρας επτά  καί είκοσι, μάχαις δ’ 
οκτώ καί δέκα ΓΓάρθους Ινίκησαν, αΐ δέ νΐκαι κράτος ούκ είχον

3 ουδέ βεβαιότητα, μικράς ποιουμένων καί ατελείς τάς διώξεις, ώι 
καί μάλιστα κατάδηλος ήν Άρταουάσδης ό ’Αρμένιος ’Αντώνιον

4  Ικείνου τού πολέμου τό τέλος άφελόμενος. εί γά ρ  οϋς άπήγαγεν 
εκ Μηδίας ιππείς έξακισχίλιοι καί μύριοι παρήσαν, έσκευασμένοι 
παραπλησίω ς Πάρθοις καί συνήθεις μάχεσθαι πρός αύτούς, 
‘Ρωμαίων μέν τούς μαχομένους τρεπομένων, εκείνων δέ τους 
φεύγοντας αίρούντων, ούκ αν ύπήρξεν αύτοΐς ήττωμένοις άνα-

5 φέρειν καί άνατολμάν τοσαυτάκις. άπαντες ούν όργήι 
παρώξυνον έπί την τιμωρίαν τού  ’Αρμενίου τον ’Αντώνιον, ό δέ 
λογισμώι χρησάμενος, ο ύ τ’ έμέμψατο την προδοσίαν οΰτ’ άφεΐλε 
τής συνήθους φιλοφροσύνης καί τιμής πρός αύτόν, ασθενής τώ ι 
στρατώ ι καί άπορος γεγονώς.

6 Ύστερον μέντοι πάλιν εμβολών εις ’Αρμενίαν καί πολλαϊς 
ύποσχέσεσι καί προκλήσεσι πείσας αύτόν Ιλθεΐν εις χεϊρας, 
συνέλαβε καί δέσμιον κατα γαγώ ν είς ’Αλεξάνδρειαν ΙΘριάμ-

7 βευσεν. ώι μάλιστα ‘Ρωμαίους ελύπησεν, ώς τα  καλά καί σεμνά 
τής πατρίδος Α ϊγυπτίοις διά Κλεοπάτραν χαριζόμενος. ταΰτα 
μέν ούν ύστερον έπράχθη.
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51. Τότε δέ διά ττολλοϋ χειμώνος ήδη καί νκρετών άτταύστων
2 έπειγόμενος, όκτακισχιλίους άττέβαλε καθ’ οδόν, αυτός δε 

καταβάς όλιγοστός έττί θάλασσαν, εν χω ρίω ι τινί μεταξύ 
Βηρυτού κειμένωι και Σιδώνος (Λευκή κώμη καλείται)

3 Κλεοττάτραν ττεριέμενε- καί βραδυνούσης άδη μονών ήλυε, τα χύ  
μεν εις τό  πίνειν καί μεθύσκεσθαι διδούς εαυτόν, ού καρτερών δέ 
κατακείμενος, άλλα μεταξύ τπνόντων άνιστάμενος καί άναττηδών 
ττολλάκις εττί σκοττήν, εως εκείνη κατέπλευσεν Ισθήτα πολλήν καί

4 χρήματα κομίζονσα τοΐς στρατιώ ταις. είσί δ’ οί λέγοντες δτι την 
μεν εσθήτα τταρ’ εκείνης λαβών, τό  δ ’ άργύριον έκ τώ ν ιδίων 
διένειμεν ώς εκείνης διδούσης.

52. Τώι δέ βασιλεΐ τώ ν Μήδων γίνεται διαφορά ττρός 
940 Φραάτην τόν ΓΤάρθον, άρξαμένη μέν ώς φασιν ύπέρ τώ ν

'Ρωμαϊκών λαφύρων, ΰττόνοιαν δέ τώ ι Μήδωι καί φόβον άφαιρ-
2 έσεως της αρχής τταρασχοΰσα. διό καί πεμπω ν εκάλει τόν 

’Αντώνιον, απαγγελλόμενος συμττολεμήσειν μετά τής έαυτοϋ
3 δυνάμεως. γενόμένος ούν h r ’ Ιλττίδος μεγάλης ό ’Αντώνιος (ώι 

γάρ Ιδόκει μόνωι τοϋ κατεργάσασθαι ΤΤάρθους άπολιπεΤν, 
ιππέων ττολλών καί τοξοτών ενδεής ελθών, τοΰθ’ έώρα ττροσ- 
γινόμενον αύτώ ι χαριζόμένωι μάλλον ή δεομένωι) παρ- 
εσκευάζετο δΓ ’Αρμενίας αδθις άναβαίνειν καί συγγενόμενος 
τώι Μήδωι περί ττοταμόν Ά ράξην οϋτω  κινεϊν τόν ττόλεμον.

53 . Έν δέ 'Ρώμηι βουλομένης ’Οκταουίας πλεϋσαι ττρός 
Αντώνιον, έπέτρεψε ΚαΤσαρ, ώς οί ττλείους λέγουσιν ούκ έκείνηι 
χαριζόμενος, άλλ’ δττως ττεριυβρισθέίσα καί καταμεληθεΐσα πρός

2 τόν ττόλεμον αϊτίαν εύττρεπή τταράσχοι. γενομένη 6’ έν Άθήναις 
εδέξατο γράμματα τταρ’ ’Αντωνίου, κελεύοντος αύτόθι ττροσ- 
μένειν καί τ ά  ττερί τήν άνάβασιν δηλοϋντος. ή  δέ, καίττερ 
άχθομένη καί νοούσα τήν ιτρόφασιν, όμως έγραψε ττυνθανομένη

3 που κελεύει πάμφθηνοι τ ά  κομιζόμενα πρός αυτόν, εκόμιζε δέ 
πολλήν μέν έσθήτα στρατιωτικήν, πολλά  δ ’ υποζύγια  καί 
χρήματα καί δώρα τοϊς περί αυτόν ήγεμόσι καί φίλοις- εκτός δέ 
τούτων στρατιώ τας επίλεκτους δισχιλίους, εις στρατηγικός

4 σπείρας κεκοσμημένους έκπρεπέσι πανοπλίαις. τα ΰτα  Νίγρος τις 
’Αντωνίου φίλος άποσταλείς π α ρ ’ αύτής έφραζε, καί προσετίθει
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5 τούς άξιους καί πρέποντας επαίνους. αίσθομενη δ ’ ή Κλεοπάτρα 
την Ό κταουίαν όμόσε χωρούσαν αύτήι, καί φοβηθεϊσα μή τοΰ 
τρόπου τή ι σεμνότητι καί τή ι Καίσαρος δυνάμει προσκτησαμένη 
τό  καθ' ηδονήν όμιλεΐν καί θεραπεύειν 'Αντώνιον, άμαχος γεν- 
ητα ι καί κρατήσηι π α ντά πα σ ι τοΰ άνδρός, Ιράν αυτή προσ- 
εποιεΐτο τοΰ ’Αντωνίου, καί τό  σώμα λεπταΐς καθήιρει διαίταις-

6 τό  δε βλέμμα προσιόντος έκπεπληγμένον, απερχομένου δε
7 τηκόμενον καί τοπτεινούμενον ϋπεφαίνετο. πραγματευόμενη δέ 

πολλάκις όφθήναι δακρύουσα, τα χύ  τό  δάκρυον άφήιρει καί 
άπέκρυπτεν, ώς δή βουλομένη λανθάνειν εκείνον, έπράττετο δε 
τα ϋτα  μέλλοντος τοΰ άνδρός Ικ Συρίας άναβαίνειν προς τον

8 Μήδον. οί δέ κόλακες σπουδάζοντες υπέρ αύτής Ιλοιδόρουν τόν 
’Αντώνιον ώς σκληρόν καί άπαθή καί παραπολλύντα γύναιον εις

9 ενα καί μόνον εκείνον όνηρτημένον. Ό κταουίαν μέν γά ρ  π ρ α γ ­
μάτων ένεκα διά τόν άδελφόν συνελθεΐν καί τό  τής γαμέτης

10 όνομα καρποΰσθαι- Κλεοπάτραν δε τοσούτων ανθρώπων 
βασιλεύουσαν ερωμένην ’Αντωνίου καλεΐσθαι, και τοΰνομα 
τούτο μή φεύγειν μηδ’ άπαξιοΰν, έως όρδν εκείνον έξεστι καί

11 συζήν άπελαυνρμένην δέ τούτου μή περιβιώσεσθαι. τέλος δ ’ οϋν 
ούτω  τόν άνθρωπον εξέτηξαν καί άπεθήλυναν, ώστε δείσαντα 
μή Κλεοπάτρα πρόηται τόν βίον, είς ’Αλεξάνδρειαν έπανελθεϊν, 
τόν δέ Μήδον είς ώραν έτους άναβαλέσθαι, καίπερ εν στάσει τω ν

12 Παρθικών είναι λεγομένων, ού μήν αλλά τούτον μέν άναβάς αύθις 
είς φιλίαν προσηγάγετο , καί λαβών Ivi τώ ν Ικ Κλεοπάτρας υιών 
γυναίκα μίαν αύτοΰ τώ ν  θυγατέρων έτι μικράν ούσαν επαν- 
ήλθεν, ήδη προς τόν έμφύλιον πόλεμον τετραμμένος.

5 4 . Ό κταουίαν δέ Καΐσαρ υβρίσθαι δοκοΰσαν, ώς Ιπανήλθεν
2 Ι§ ’Αθηνών, εκέλευσε καθ’ έαυτήν οίκεϊν. ή δ ’ οΰκ εφη τόν οίκον 

άπολείψειν του άνδρός, άλλα κάκεΐνον αυτόν, εί μή δι’ ετέρας 
αιτίας έγνωκε πολεμεϊν Ά ντωνίω ι, παρεκάλει τά  καθ’ έαυτήν 
εάν, ώς ούδ’ άκοΰσαι καλόν, εί τώ ν μεγίστων αύτοκρατόρων ό 
μέν δι’ έρωτα γυναικός, ό δέ διά ζηλοτυπίαν είς εμφύλιον

3 πόλεμον 'Ρωμαίους κατέστησε, τα ΰτα  δέ λεγουσα μάλλον 
941 Ιβεβαίου δι’ έργων, καί γά ρ  ώικει τήν οικίαν ώσπερ αύτοΰ

παρόντος εκείνου, καί τώ ν τέκνων ού μόνον τώ ν έξ Ιαυτής, άλλά
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καί τω ν εκ Φουλβίας γεγονότω ν καλώς καί μεγαλοπρεπώς
4 επεμελεΐτο- καί τούς πεμπο μένους έιτ’ άρχάς τινας ή πρά γμα τα  

των ’Αντωνίου φίλων ύποδεχομένη, συνέττραττεν ών τταρά
5 Καίσαρος δεηθεΐεν. ακόυσα δ ’ έβλαπτε διά τούτων ’Αντώνιον· 

έμισεϊτο γ ά ρ  άδικων γυναίκα τοιαύτην. έμισήθη δέ καί διά την 
διανέμησιν ήν έποιήσατο τοΐς τέκνοις Ιν Άλεξανδρείαι, τραγικήν

6 καί ύπερήφανον καί μισορρώμαιον φανεϊσαν. εμπλήσας γάρ  
όχλου το  γυμνάσιον, καί Θέμενος επί βήματος άργυροϋ δύο 
θρόνους χρυσούς, τον μεν έαυτώι, τον δέ Κλεοπάτραι, καί τοϊς 
παισίν ετέρους ταπεινότερους, π ρώ τον μέν άπέφηνε Κλεοπάτραν 
βασίλισσαν Α ίγυπτου  καί Κύπρου καί Λιβύης καί Κοίλης Συρίας, 
συμβασιλεύοντος αίιτήι Καισαρίωνος, δς έκ Καίσαρος έδόκει τοϋ 
προτέρου γεγονέναι, Κλεοπάτραν Ιγκυον καταλιπόντος-

7 δεύτερον δέ τούς εξ αύτοΰ καί Κλεοπάτρας υιούς βασιλείς 
βασιλέων άναγορεύσας, Άλεξάνδρωι μέν ’Αρμενίαν άπένειμε καί 
Μηδίαν καί τ ά  Πάρθων όταν ύ π α γά γη τα ι, Πτολεμαίωι δέ

8 Φοινίκην καί Συρίαν καί Κιλικίαν, άμα δέ καί π ροή γα γε  τω ν 
παίδων ’Αλέξανδρον μέν έσθήτι Μηδικήι τιάραν καί κίταριν 
ορθήν έχόύσηι, Πτολεμαίον δέ κρηπισί καί χλαμύδι καί καυσίαι 
διαδηματοφόρωι κεκοσμημένον αΰτη γά ρ  ήν σκευή τω ν ά π ’ 
’Αλεξάνδρου βασιλέων, εκείνη δέ Μήδων καί ’Αρμενίων.

9 άσπασαμένων δέ τω ν πα ίδω ν τούς γονείς, τον μέν ’Αρμενίων
φυλακή περιίστατο, τόν δέ Μακεδόνων. Κλεοπάτρα μέν γά ρ  καί 
τότε καί τόν άλλον χρόνον εϊς πλήθος Ιξιοϋσα στολήν ϊεράν 
Ίσιδος ελάμβανε καί νέαΗσις εχρημάηζε. ·»

5 5 . Ταϋτα δ ’ εις σύγκλητον έκφέρων Καϊσαρ καί πολλάκις έν 
τώι δήμωι κατήγορων, παρώξυνε τό  πλήθος Ιπ ’ ’Αντώνιον.

2 έπεμπε δέ καί ’Αντώνιος άντεγκαλών έκείνωι. μέγιστα 6’ ήν ών 
ενεκάλει, πρώ τον μέν ότι Πομπηίου Σικελίαν άφελόμενος ούκ 
ένειμε μέρος αΰτώ ι τής νήσου· δεύτερον ότι χρησάμενος ναύς

3 πα ρ’ αύτού προς τόν πόλεμον άπεστέρησε· τρίτον ότι τόν 
συνάρχοντα Λέπιδον εκβολών τής αρχής καί ποιήσας άτιμον, 
αυτός έχει στρατόν καί χώ ραν καί προσόδους τάς έκείνωι 
προσνεμηθείσας* έπί πάσ ιν ότι τόϊς αύτοϋ στρατιώ ταις άπασαν 
ολίγου δεΐν ’Ιταλίαν κατακεκληρούχηκε, μηδέν λ ιπώ ν τοϊς
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4 Ικείνου. πρός τα ΰτα  Καΐσαρ άπελογεΐτο, Λέτπδον μεν ύβρίζοντα 
καταπαΰσαι τη? αρχής, δ  δ ’ Ισχηκε πολεμήσας, νεμήσεσθαι πρός 
'Αντώνιον, όταν κάκεϊνος ’Αρμενίαν πρός αύτόν- τοΐς δέ 
στρατιώταις ’Ιταλίας μή μετεϊναι- Μηδίαν y àp  εχειν καί Γίαρθίαν 
αυτούς, δς προσεκτήσαντο 'Ρωμαίοις καλώς άγωνισάμενοι μετά 
τοϋ αύτοκράτορος.

5 6 . Τ αϋτ’ έν Άρμενίαι διατριβών ’Αντώνιος ήκουσε- καί 
Κανίδιον εύΘύς εκέλευσεν εκκαίδεκα τέλη λαβόντα καταβαίνειν επί

2 θάλατταν. αύτός δε Κλεοπάτραν άναλαβών εις Έφεσον ήκε. καί 
τό  ναυτικόν έκεΐ συνήιει πανταχόθεν, όκτακόσιαι σύν όλκάσι 
νήες, ών Κλεοπάτρα παρείχε διακοσίας καί τάλαντα δισμύρια καί

3 τροφήν τώ ι οτρατώ ι πα ντί πρός τον πόλεμον. ’Αντώνιος δε 
πεισθείς ύπό  Δομιτίου καί τινων άλλων έκέλευε Κλεοπάτραν

4 πλεϊν επ ’ Α ίγυπτου  κάκεϊ διακαραδοκεΐν τόν πόλεμον, ή δέ 
φοβούμενη τάς δ ι’ Ό κταουίας πάλιν  διαλύσεις έπεισε πολλοίς 
Κανίδιον χρήμασιν Ά ντω νίω ι διαλεχθήναι περί αυτής, ώς ούτε 
δίκαιον άπελαύνεσθαι τού πολέμου, γυναίκα συμβολάς

9 4 2  τηλικαυτας διδούσαν, ούτε συμφέρον άθυμοτέρους ποιεϊν τούς
5 Α ιγυπτίους, μέγα μέρος τής ναυτικής δυνάμεως όντας- άλλως δέ 

μηδ’ όρον ούτινος τω ν συστρατευόντων βασιλέων άπολείποιτο 
τό φρονεϊν Κλεοπάτρα, πολύν μεν χρόνον δ ι’ αυτής κυβερνώσα 
βασιλείαν τοσαύτην, πολύν δ ’ έκείνωι συνοΰσα καί μανθάνουσα

6 χρήσθαι πράγμασι -μεγάλοις. τα ΰ τ ’-έδε ι γ ά ρ  είς Καίσαρα 
π ά ντα  περιελθεΐν -  ενίκα- καί συνιουσών τω ν δυνάμεων

7 πλεύσαντες είς Σάμον εν εύπαθείαις ήσαν. ώσπερ γά ρ  βασιλευσι 
καί δυνάσταις καί τετράρχαις εθνεσί τε καί πόλεσι πάσαις τάϊς 
μεταξύ Συρίας καί Μαιώτιδος καί ’Αρμενίας καί ’Ιλλυριών προ- 
είρητο πέμπειν καί κομίζειν τάς είς τόν πόλεμον παρασκευάς, 
οΰτω  πάσι τοΐς περί τόν Διόνυσον τεχνίταις Ιπάναγκες ήν εις

8 Σάμον α π α ν τά ν  καί της έν κύκλωι σχεδόν άπάσης οικουμένης 
περιΟρηνουμένης καί περιστεναζομένης, μία νήσος έφ’ ημέρας 
πολλάς κατηυλεΐτο καί κατεψάλλετο, πληρουμένων θεάτρων καί

9 χορών άγωνιζομένων. συνέθυε δέ καί πόλις π ά σ α  βουν 
πέμπουσα, καί βασιλείς διημιλλώντο ταΐς ύποδοχαΐς καί δωρεαΐς

10 πρός άλλήλους. ώστε καί λόγος διήιει, τίνες εσονται κρατήσ-
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οντες έν το!? έπινικίοις ο! τοϋ  πολέμου τάς παρασκευάς οΰτω 
πολυτελώς έορτάζοντες.

5 7 , Γενόμενος δ ’ οπτό τούτων, τόϊς μέν περί τον Διόνυσον 
τεχνίταις Πριήνην Ιδωκεν οίκητήριον, αύτός δέ πλεύσας εις

2 ’Αθήνας πάλιν εν παιδιαΐς ήν καί θεάτροις. ζηλοτυποϋσα δέ 
Κλεοπάτρα τάς Ό κταουίας εν τή ι ττόλει τιμάς (ήγαπήθη  γά ρ  
ΰττό τω ν ’Αθηναίων ή Ό κταουία  μάλιστα) πολλάΐς άνελάμβανε

3 φιλοτιμίαις τον δήμον, οί δέ τιμάς αύτήι ψηφισάμενοι πρέσβεις 
έπεμψαν επί τήν οικίαν τό  ψήφισμα κομίζοντας, ών εϊς ήν 
’Αντώνιος ώς δή πολίτης ’Αθηναίων καί δη καταστάς επ’ αύτης

4 λόγον ύπέρ τής πόλεως διεξήλθεν. εις δέ 'Ρώμην επεμψε τούς 
Όκταουίαν Ικ τής οίκίας Ικβαλοϋντας. άπελθεϊν δέ φασιν αύτήν 
τά  μέν τέκνα πά ν τα  τά  ’Αντωνίου μεθ’ Ιαυτής Ιχουσαν άνευ τοΰ 
πρεσβυτάτου τω ν εκ Φουλβίας (εκείνος γ ά ρ  ήν παρά  τώ ι 
πατρί), κλαίουσαν δέ καί δυσφοροϋσαν, εί δόξει μία τω ν αιτιών

5 τοϋ πολέμου καί αυτή γεγονένοα, 'Ρωμαίοι δ ’ ώικτιρον οΰκ 
εκείνην άλλ’ ’Αντώνιον, καί μάλλον οι Κλεοπάτραν έωρακότες 
ούτε κάλλει τής ’Οκταουίας οΰθ’ ώραι διαφέρουσαν.

5 8 . Κάϊσαρ δέ τό  τάχος καί το  μέγεθος της παρασκευής 
άκούσας εθορυβήθη, μή τοΰ  θέρους εκείνου διαπολεμέϊν άναγ-

2 κασθήι. καί γά ρ  ένέδει πολλά, καί τούς ανθρώπους έλύπουν αί 
τών χρημάτων εισπράξεις· άναγκαζόμενοι γά ρ  οί μέν άλλοι τά  
τέταρτα τώ ν καρπών, οί δ ’ εξελευθερικοί τώ ν κτημάτων αύτών 
τάς όγδόας άπο<|>έρειν, κατεβόων αύτοϋ, καί τα ρ ςχα ί κατέϊχον

3 Ικ τούτω ν άπασαν τή ν  ’Ιταλίαν, δθεν έν τοΐς μεγίστοις άμαρτή- 
μασιν ’Αντωνίου τήν άναβολήν τοϋ πολέμου τίθενται, καί γάρ  
παρασκευάσασθαι χρόνον Ιδωκε Καίσαρι, καί τάς ταραχάς τώ ν 
ανθρώπων Ιξέλυσε. πραττόμενοι γά ρ  ήγριαίνοντο, πραχθέντες

4 δέ καί δόντες ήσύχαζον. Τίτιος δέ καί Πλάγκος, ’Αντωνίου φίλοι 
τών ΰπατικών, υπό  Κλεοπάτρας προπηλάκιζόμενοι (πλεΐστα 
γάρ ήναντιώθησαν αύτηι περί τοΰ  συστρατεύειν) άποδράντες 
ώιχοντο προς Καίσαρα καί περί τώ ν ’Αντωνίου διαθηκών

5 έγίνοντο μηνυταί, τά  γεγραμμένα συνειδότες. άπέκειντο δ ’ αυται 
παρά τάΐς Έ στιάσι παρθένοις, καί Καίσαρος αίτοϋντος οϋκ

6 εδωκαν εί δέ βούλοιτο λαμβάνειν, έλθεΐν αύτόν έκέλευον. Ιλαβεν
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oöv ελθών, καί πρώ τον μεν αυτός ϊδίαι τά  γεγραμμένα διήλθε, 
S4 3  καί παρεσημήνατο τόπους τινάς εύκατηγορήτους, Ιπειτα  τήν 

βουλήν άθροίσας άνεγίνωσκε, τώ ν πλείστων άηδώς έχόντων.
7 άλλόκοτον γά ρ  εδοξεν είναι καί δεινόν, εύθύνας τινά διδόναι
8 ζώ ντα περί ών εβουλήθη γενέσθαι μετά την τελευτήν, έπεφύετο 

5ε τώ ν γεγραμμένων μάλιστα τώ ι περί τής ταφής, έκελευε γά ρ  
αύτοϋ το  σώμα, καν !ν 'Ρώμηι τελευτήσηι, δ ι’ άγοράς 
πομπευθέν εις Αλεξάνδρειαν ώς Κλεοπάτραν άποσταλήναι.

9 Καλσυίσιος δε Καίσαρος εταίρος ετί καί τα ϋτα  τώ ν εϊς 
Κλεοπάτραν έγκλημάτων Ά ντω νίω ι προϋφερε· χαρίσασθαι μέν 
αύτήι τάς εκ Περγάμου βυβλιοθήκας, εν άϊς είκοσι μυριάδες

10 βυβλίωυ άπλώ ν ήσαν- έν δέ συνδείπνωι πολλώ ν παρόντω ν 
άναστάντα τρίβειν αύτής τούς πόδας έκ τίνος όρισμοϋ καί

11 συνθήκης γενομενης- Έφεσίους δ ’ άνασχέσθαι παρόντος αύτοΰ 
κυρίαν τήν Κλεοπάτραν άσπασαμενους* δικάζοντα δέ πολλάκις 
τετράρχαις καί βασιλεϋσιν επί βήματος, δελτάρια τώ ν ερωτικών 
δνύχινα καί κρυστάλλινα δέχεσθαι π α ρ ’ αύτής καί άναγινώσκειν 
Φουρνίου δέ λέγοντας, ός ήν αξιώματος μεγάλου καί δεινότατος 
εϊπεΐν 'Ρωμαίων, τήν μέν Κλεοπάτραν έν φορείωι διά τής αγοράς 
κομίζεσθαι, τον δ ' ’Αντώνιον ώς είδεν άναπηδήσαντα την μέν 
δίκην όπολιπειν, εκκρεμαννύμενον δέ τοΰ φορείου παραπέμπειν 
έκείνην.

5 9 . ‘Α λλά  τούτων μέν εδόκει τά  πλεΐστα καταψεύδεσθαι 
Καλουίσιος.

2 Οΐ δέ φίλοι τοΰ 'Αντωνίου περιιόντες έν 'Ρώμηι τάν δήμον 
ίκετευον, Ινα δ ’ εξ αυτώ ν Ιπεμψαν Γεμίνιον, δεόμενοι τοΰ 
’Αντωνίου μή περιιδεΐν αύτόν άποψηφισθέντα τής άρχής καί

3 πολέμιον ‘Ρωμαίων άναγορευθέντα. Γεμίνιος δέ πλεύσας εϊς την 
'Ελλάδα Κλεοπάτραι μέν ήν ύποπτος ώς υπέρ Ό κταουίας 
πρά ττω ν , σκωπτόμενος δέ π α ρά  δεΐπνον άεί καί κλισίαις άτίμοις 
προπηλακιζόμενος, ήνείχετο καιρόν έντεύξεως άναμένων

4  κελευσθείς δέ λέγειν Ιφ’ οΤς ήκει π α ρά  τά  δεΐπνον, τήν μέν άλλην 
έφη νήφοντος είναι διάλεξιν, εν δέ καί νήφων έπίστασθαι καί 
μεθύων, ότι καλώς Ιξει π ά ν τα  Κλεοπάτρας εϊς Α ίγυπτον άπαλ-

5 λαγείσης. πρός τούτο τού ’Αντωνίου χαλεπήναντος, ή
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Κλεοπάτρα “ καλώς ” έφη “ πεποίηκας, & Γεμίνιε, τήν αλήθειαν 
ανευ βασάνων έξαμολογησάμενος Γεμίνιος μέν ούν μετ’ όλίγας

6 ή μέρας άποδράς εϊς 'Ρώμην ώ ιχετο. πολλούς δέ καί τώ ν άλλων 
φίλων οι Κλεοπάτρας κόλακες Ιξέβαλον, τάς παροινίας καί 
βωμολοχίας ούχ ύπομένοντας, ώ ν καί Μάρκος ήν Σιλανός καί

7 Δέλλιος ò ιστορικός, ούτος δέ καί δέίσαί φησιν επιβουλήν εκ
8 Κλεοπάτρας, Γλαύκου τοΰ ιατρού φράσαντος αύτώι. προσ- 

έκρουσε δέ Κλεοπάτραι π α ρ ά  δεϊπνον επτών αύτοΐς μέν όξίνην 
ΙγχέϊσΘαι, Σάρμεντον δέ πίνειν εν ‘Ρώμηι Φαλερϊνον ό δέ Σάρμεν- 
τος ήν τώ ν Καίσαρος πα ιγν ίω ν παιδάριον, ά  δηλίκια 'Ρωμαίοι 
καλοΰσιν.

60 . Έ πεί δέ παρεσκεύαστο Καϊσαρ ίκανώς, ψηφίζεται 
Κλεοπάτραι πολεμέϊν, άφέλέσθαι 5έ τής αρχής ‘Αντώνιον ής 
έξέστη γυναικί· καί προσεπεϊπε Καϊσαρ ώς ’Αντώνιος μέν ύπό 
φαρμάκων ούδ’ αύτοϋ κρατοίη, πολεμούσι δ ’ αύτοΐς Μαρδίων ò 
ευνούχος καί Ποθεινός καί ΕΙράς ή Κλεοπάτρας κουρεύτρια καί 
Χάρμιον, ύφ’ ών τ ά  μέγιστα διοικείται τής ήγεμονίας.

2 Σημεία δέ πρ ο  τού πολέμου τάδε γενέσθαι λέγεται. Πείσαυρα 
μέν, ’Αντωνίου κληρουχία, πόλις ώικισμένη π α ρά  τον Άδρίαν,

3 χασμάτων ύπορραγέντων κατεπόθη. τώ ν δέ περί Ά λβαν 
’Αντωνίου λίθινων ανδριάντων ενός ίδρώς άνεπίδυεν ήμερος

4 πολλάς, άποματτόντω ν τινών ού παυόμενος. Ιν δέ Πάτραις 
944 διατρίβοντος αύτου, κεραυνοϊς ένεπρήσθη τό  Η ράκλειον καί τής

Άθήνησι γιγαντομαχίας Οπό πνευμάτων è  Διόνυσος Ικσεισθείς
5 εις τό  θέατρον κατηνέχθη- προσωικείσυ δ’ έαυτόν ’Αντώνιος 

Ήρακλεί κατά γένος καί Διονύσωι κατά τόν τού βίου ζήλον
6 ώσπερ εΐρηται, Διόνυσος νέος προσαγορευόμενος. ή δ ’ αύτή 

θύελλα καί τούς Εύμένους καί Ά ττά λου  κολοσσούς έπιγεγραμ- 
μένους Άντωνιείους Άθήνησιν έμπεσούσα μόνους έκ πολλών

7 άνέτρεψε. ή δέ Κλεοπάτρας ναυαρχίς έκαλεΐτο μέν Άντωνιάς, 
σημεϊον δέ περί αυτήν δεινόν Ιφάνη- χελιδόνες γά ρ  ύπό  τήν 
πρΰμναν ενεόττευσαν, Ιτεραι δ ’ επελΟοΰσαί καί ταύτας έξήλασαν 
καί τά  νεόττια διέφθειραν.

61. Συνιόντων δέ πρός τόν πόλεμον, Ά ντω νίω ι μέν ήσαν αί 
μάχιμοι νήες ούκ Ιλάττους πεντακοσίων, έν αίς όκτήρεις πολλα'ι
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καί δεκήρεις, κεκοσμημέναι σοβαρώς καί πονηγυρικώς, στρατού
2 δέ μυριάδες δέκα, δισχίλιοι δ’ ιππείς Ιπ ί μυρίοις. βασιλείς δ* 

υπήκοοι συνεμάχουν Βόγος ό Λιβύοον καί Ταρκόνδημος è  της 
άνω Κιλικίας, καί Καππαδοκίας μέν 'Αρχέλαος, Παφλαχονίας δε 
Φιλάδελφος, Κομμαχηνής δέ Μιθριδάτης, Σαδάλας δέ Θράικης.

3 ούτοι μέν αύτώ ι παρήσαν, Ικ δέ Πόντου Πολέμων στρατόν 
έπεμπε, καί Μάλχος έξ ’Αραβίας καί Η ρώ δης ό Ιουδαίος, έτι δ ' 
Άμύντας ό Λυκαόνων καί Γαλατών βασιλεύς· ήν δέ καί παρά  τοΰ

4 Μήδων βασιλέως απεσταλμένη βοήθεια. Καίσαρι δε νήες ήσαν 
προς άλκήν πεντήκοντα καί διακόσιαι, στρατού δ ’ όκτώ 
μυριάδες, ιππείς δέ παραπλήσιοι τό  πλήθος τοϊς πολεμίοις.

5 ήρχον δ ' ’Αντώνιος μέν τής ά π ’ Εύφράτου καί ’Αρμενίας μέχρι 
πρός τόν Ίόνισν καί Ίλλυριούς, Καΐσαρ δ ’ ά π ’ ’Ιλλυριών τής Ιπ ί 
τον Ισπέριον ώκεανόν καθηκούσης καί τής ά π ’ ωκεανού πάλιν

6 επί τό Τυρρηνικόν καί Σικελικόν πέλαγος. Λιβύης δέ τήν Ίταλίαι 
καί Γαλατίαι καί Ίβηρίαι μέχρι στηλών Ηρακλείων άντι- 
παρήκουσαν είχε Καΐσαρ· τά  δ ’ ά π ό  Κυρήνης μέχρι Αιθιοπίας 
’Αντώνιος.

6 2 . Οϋτω 5 ’ άρα προσθήκη της χυναικός ήν ώστε τώ ι πεζώι 
πολύ διαφέρων Ιβούλετο τού ναυτικού τό  κράτος είναι διά 
Κλεοπάτραν, καί τα ΰ τα  πληρω μάτω ν άπορίαι συναρ­
παζόμενους όρων υ π ό  τώ ν τριηραρχώ ν εκ τής “ πολλά  δή 
τλάσης ” ’Ελλάδος όδοιπόρους όνηλάτας θεριστάς εφήβους, καί 
ούδ’ ούτω  πληρουμένας τάς ναΰς, άλλα τάς πλείστας άποδεεΐς

2 καί μοχθηρώς πλεονσας, Καΐσαρ δ ’ ού πρός ύψος ούδ’ όγκον 
επιδεικτικώς πεπηγυία ις ναυσίν, ευστρόφοις δέ καί ταχείαις καί 
πεπληρωμέναις ακριβώς έξηρτυμένον εν Τάραντι καί Βρεντεσίωι 
συνεχών ναυτικόν, έπεμπε πρός ’Αντώνιον αξιών μή διατρίβειν

3 τόν χρόνον, άλλ’ ερχεσθαι μετά τώ ν δυνάμεων αυτός δέ τώ ι μέν 
στόλωι παρέξειν όρμους άκωλύτους καί λιμένας, ϋποχωρήσειν δέ 
τώ ι πεζώ ι της παραλίας 'ίππου δρόμον άπό  θαλάσσης, μέχρι

4 αν ασφαλώς άποβήι καί στρατοπεδεύσηται. τούτοις άντι- 
κομπάζων ’Αντώνιος αύτόν μέν εις μονομαχίαν προΰκαλεΐτο 
καίπερ ών πρεσβύτερος, εί δέ φεύγοι τούτο, περί Φάρσαλον 
ήξίου τοϊς στρατεύμασιν ώς πάλα ι Καΐσαρ καί Πομπήιος
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5 διαγωνίσασθαι. φθάνει δε Κάϊσαρ, 'Αντωνίου περί τό  Ά κτιον 
δρμοϋντος, εν ώ ι τόττωι νΟν ή Νικόπολις ϊδρυται, διάβολων τόν 
Ίόνιον καί τής Η πείρου χωρίον δ Τορύνη καλείται κατασχών*

6 θορυβουμένων δέ τω ν ττερί τόν ’Αντώνιον (υστερεί γά ρ  ό πεζός 
αύτοΐς) ή μέν Κλεοττάτρα σκώτττουσα “ τ ί δεινόν”  έλεγεν “ εί 
Κάϊσαρ επί τή ι τορύνηι κάθηται; ”

63 . 'Αντώνιος δ ’ άμ’ ήμέραι τω ν ττολεμίων έτπττλεόντων, 
φοβηθείς μή τω ν επιβατώ ν ερήμους ελωσι τάς ναϋς, τούς μεν 
έρέτας όπλίσας επί τω ν  καταστρωμάτων παρεταξεν δψεως 

945 ενεκα, τούς δέ ταρσούς τω ν νεών εγείρας καί πτερώσας 
Ικατέρωθεν, Ιν τώ ι στόματι περί τό  "Ακτιον άντιπρώιρους

2 συνεΐχεν, ώς ένήρεις καί παρεσκευασμένας άμύνεσθαι. καί Καΐσαρ 
μέν οϋτω  καταστρατηγηθείς άπεχώρησεν· Ιδοξε δέ καί τό  ύδωρ 
εύμηχάνως έρύμασί τισιν εμπεριλαβών άφελέσθαι τους 
πολεμίους, τω ν έν κύκλωι χω ρίω ν ολίγον καί πονηρόν εχόντων.

3 εύγνωμονως δέ καί Δομιτίωι προσηνέχθη π α ρά  την Κλεοπάτρας 
γνώμην, έπεί γά ρ  εκείνος ήδη πυρέττω ν εις μικρόν έμβάς άκάτιον 
προς Καίσαρα μετέστη, βαρέως ένεγκών 6 ’Αντώνιος όμως 
πάσαν αΰτώ ι τη ν  αποσκευήν μετά τω ν φίλων καί τω ν

4 θεραπόντων άπέπεμψε. καί Δομίτιος μέν, ώσπερ έπι τώ ι μή 
λαθεΐν τή ν  απ ιστίαν αύτοϋ καί προδοσίαν, μεταβαλόμενος εύθύς

5 Ιτελεύτησεν. έγένοντο δέ καί βασιλέων αποστάσεις Ά μύντου καί 
Δηιοτάρου πρός Καίσαρα. τό  δέ ναυτικόν Ιν π α ν τί δυσπραγοΰν 
καί πρός άπασαν ύστερίζον βοήθειαν, αϋθις ήνάγκαζε τώ ι πεζώι

6 προσέχειν τόν ’Αντώνιον, εσχε δέ καί Κανίδιον τον άρχοντα τοΰ 
πεζού μεταβολή γνώμης παρά  τ α  δεινά, καί συνεβούλευε 
Κλεοπάτραν μέν άποπέμπειν, άναχωρήσαντα δ ’ είς Θράικην ή

7 Μακεδονίαν πεζομαχίαι κρΐναι. καί γά ρ  Δικόμης 6 Γετών 
βασιλεύς ύπισχνέϊτο πολλήι στρατιάι βοηθήσειν ούκ είναι δ ’ 
αισχρόν, εΐ Καίσαρι γεγυμνασμένωι περί τόν Σικελικόν πόλεμον 
έκστήσονται της θαλάσσης, αλλά δεινόν, εΐ τω ν πεζών αγώνων 
εμπειρότατος ών ’Αντώνιος ου χρήσεται ρώμηι καί παρασκευήι 
τοσούτων οπλιτών, εις ναϋς διανέμων καί καταναλίσκων τήν

8 δύναμιν. ού μην άλλ’ Ιξενίκησε Κλεοπάτρα διά τω ν νεών 
κριθήναι τόν πόλεμον, ήδη πρός φυγήν δρώσα καί τιθεμένη τά
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καθ’ έαυτήν ούχ όπου πρός το  νικάν Ισται χρήσιμος, άλλ’ όθεν 
απεισι βδηστα τω ν πραγμάτω ν άπολλυμένών.

9 "Ήν 5έ μακρά σκέλη κατατείνοντα προς τον ναύσταθμον τής 
στρατοπεδείας, δΤ ών ο ’Αντώνιος εΐώθει παριένοα μηδέν

10 ύφορώμενος. οίκέτου δέ Καίσαρι φράσαντος, ώς δυνατόν εΐη 
κατιόντα διά τω ν σκελών συλλαβεΤν αύτόν, έπεμψε τούς

11 ένεδρεύσοντας. οΐ δε παρά τοσοΰτον ήλθον ώστε συναρπάσαι 
τον προηγούμενον αυτού προεξαναστάντες· αυτός δέ δρόμωι 
μόλις ύιτεξέφυγεν.

6 4 . 'Ως δέ νοιυμαχεϊν έδέδοκτο, τάς μέν άλλας Ινέπρησε ναΰς 
πλήν εξήκοντα τω ν Αιγυπτίων, τάς δ’ άρίστας καί μεγίστας άπό  
τριήρους μέχρι δεκήρους Ιπλήρου, δισμυρίους έμβιβάζων

2 όπλίτας καί δισχιλίους τοξότας. ένθα πεζομάχον άνδρα τω ν 
ταξιαρχών λέγουσι, παμπόλλους ήγωνισμένον αγώνας 
Ά ντω νίω ι καί κατατετριμμένον τό σώμα, τοϋ ’Αντωνίου

3 παριόντος άνακλαύσασθαι καί εΐπεϊν* “ ώ  αυτόκρατορ, τ ί τω ν 
τραυμάτων τούτω ν ή τοΰ ξίφους καταγνούς εν ξύλοις πονηροΤς 
εχεις τάς Ιλπίδας; Α ιγύπτιοι καί Φοίνικες εν θαλάσσηι μαχέσΘο- 
σαν, ήμΐν δέ γη ν  5ός εφ’ ής εΐώθαμεν έστώτες άποθνήισκειν ή

4 νικάν τούς πολεμίους πρός τα ϋτα  μηδέν άποκρινάμενος, άλλα 
τη ι χειρί καί τώ ι προσ ώ πω ι μόνον οΤον έγκελευσάμενος τον 
άνδρα Θαρρεϊν παρήλθεν, ού χρηστάς εχων ελπίδας, ός γε καί 
τούς κυβερνήτας τά  ιστία βουλομένους άπολιπεΐν ήνάγκασεν 
έμβαλέσθαι καί κομίζειν, λέγων ότι δεΤ μηδένα φεύγοντα τώ ν 
πολεμίων διαφυγεϊν.

6 5 . ’Εκείνην μέν oöv τήν ήμέραν καί τρεις τάς εφεξής μεγάλωι 
πνεύματι κυμανθέν τό  πέλαγος τήν μάχην έπέσχε, πεμπτη ι δέ 
νηνεμίας καί γαλήνης άκλύστου γενομένης συνήιεσαν, ’Αντώνιος 
μέν τό  δεξιόν κεράς εχων καί Ποπλικόλας, Κοίλιος δέ τό 
εύώνυμον, εν μέσωι δέ Μάρκος Ό κτάβιος καί Μάρκος Ίνστήιος.

2 Καϊσαρ δ’ επί τοϋ εύωνύμου τάξας Ά γρ ίπ π α ν , αύτώ ι τό  δεξιόν
3 κατέλιπε. τώ ν δέ πεζών τον μέν ’Αντωνίου Κανίδιος, τον δέ 

9 4 6  Καίσαρος Ταύρος Ιπ ί τής θαλάσσης παρατάξαντες ήσύχαζον,
4  αυτών δέ τώ ν ήγεμόνων ’Αντώνιος μέν έπεφοίτα πανταχόσε 

κωπήρει, τούς στρατιώτας παρακαλών ύπό  βρίθους τώ ν νεών
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ώσπερ έκ γη ς εδραίους μάχεσθαι, τοϊς δέ κυβερνήταις διακελευό- 
μευος ώσπερ όρμούσαις άτρέμα ταΐς ναυσί δέχεσθαι τάς Ιμβολάς 
τώ ν πολεμίων, τήν περί τό  στόμα δυσχωρίαν φυλάττοντας.

5 Καίσαρι δέ λέγεται μέν ετι σκότους από  τής σκηνής κύκλω! 
περιιόντι προς τάς ναΰς άνθρωπος Ιλαύυωυ όνον άπαντήσαι, 
πυθομένωι δέ τοΰνομα γνωρίσας αυτόν είπέϊν· “ έμοί μέν 
Εΰτυχος όνομα, τώ ι 8’ όνωι Νίκων διό καί τοϊς έμβόλοις τόν 
τόπον κόσμων ύστερον, Ιστησε χαλκοΰν όνον καί άνθρωπον.

6 επιδών δέ τήν άλλην παράταξιν έν πλοίω ι πρός τό  δεξιόν 
κομισθείς, έθαύμασεν άτρεμοϋντας έν τοΐς στενοΐς τούς πολεμίους· 
ή γά ρ  όψις ήν τώ ν νεών έπ* άγκύραις όρμουσών. καί τούτο μέχρι 
πολλοϋ πεπεισμένος, άνεΐχε τάς έαυτοΰ περί οκτώ στάδια τώ ν

7 Ιναυτίων άφεστώσας. Ικτη δ ’ ήν ώρα, καί πνεύματος αίρομένου 
πελάγιου δυσανασχετουντες οΐ ’Αντωνίου πρός τήν διατριβήν, 
καί τοϊς ύψεσι καί μεγέθεσι τώ ν  οικείων νεών πεποιθότες ώς

8 άπροσμάχοις, τό  εύώνυμον έκίνησαν. ΐδών δέ Καΐσαρ ήσθη καί 
πρύμναν εκρούσατο τώ ι δεξιώι, βουλόμενος ετι μάλλον έκ τού 
κόλπου καί τώ ν στενών εξω τούς πολεμίους έπισπάσασθαι, καί 
περιπλέων εύήρεσι σκάφεσι τοϊς έαυτοΰ συμπλέκεσθαι πρός ναΰς 
ύ π ’ όγκου καί πληρω μάτω ν όλιγότητος άργάς καί βραδείας.

66 . Άρχομένου δέ τού  άγώνος έν χερσίν είναι, εμβολαί μέν 
ούκ ήσαν ούδ’ άναρρήξεις νεών, τώ ν μέν ’Αντωνίου διά βάρος 
ρύμην ούκ έχουσών, ή μάλιστα ποιεί τάς τώ ν έμβόλων πληγάς 
ενεργούς, τώ ν  δέ Καίσαρος ού μόνον άνηπρώ ιρω ν σ^μφέρεσθαι 
πρός χαλκώματα στερεά καί τραχέα φυλασσόμενων, άλλα

2 μηδέ κατά πλευράν εμβολάς διδόναι θαρρούντων. άπεθραύοντο 
γάρ τά  έμβολα ραιδίως ήι προσπέσοιεν σκάφεσι τετραγώ νω ν 
ξύλων μεγάλων σιδήρωι συνηρμοσμένων καί πρός άλληλα

3 δεδεμένων, ήν ούν πεζομαχίαι προσφερής ό όιγών, τό  δ ° 
άληθέστερον είπέϊν, τειχομαχίαι. τρεις γά ρ  άμα καί τέσσαρες 
περί μίαν τώ ν ’Αντωνίου συνείχοντο, γέρροις καί δόρασι καί 
κοντοϊς χρωμένων καί πυροβόλοις- οΐ δ ’ ’Αντωνίου καί

4 καταπέλταις από  ξύλινων π ύρ γω ν εβαλλον Ά γ ρ ίπ π ο υ  δέ 
θάτερον κέρας είς κύκλωσιν Ικτείνοντος, άντανάγειν Ποπλικόλας

5 αναγκαζόμενος άπερρήγνυτο τώ ν μέσων. Θορυβουμένων δέ
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τούτω ν καί συμπλεκόμενων τοΐς περί τον Άρρούντιον, άκριτου 
δέ καί κοινής ετι της ναυμαχίας συνεστώσης, αίφνίδιον αί 
Κλεοπάτρας εξήκοντα νήες ώφθησαν αίρόμεναι προς άπόπλουν 
τά  ιστία καί διά μέσου φεύγουσαι τω ν μαχομένων- ή σαν y àp  
όπίσω  τεταγμέναι τω ν  μεγάλων καί διεκπίπτουσαι ταραχήν

6 Ιποίουν. οϊ δ3 Ιναντίοι θαυμάζοντες εθεώντο, τώ ι πνεύματι
7 χρωμένας όρώντες Ιπεχουσας πρός την Πελοπόννησον, ένθα δη 

φανερόν αυτόν Αντώνιος έποίησεν σ ΰτ’ άρχοντος οΰτ’ άνδρός 
οΰΘ’ δλως ίδίοις λογισμοϊς διοικούμενον, άλλ’ —  δπερ τις παίζω ν 
είπε, τήν ψυχήν τοϋ Ιρώντος εν άλλοτρίωι σώματι 
ζην —  Ιλκόμενος ύπό  τής γυναικός ώσπερ συμπεφυκώς καί συμ-

8 μεταφερόμενος. ου γ ά ρ  έφθη τήν εκείνης ίδών ναΰν 
άποπλέουσαν, καί πάντω ν έκλαθόμενος, καί προδούς καί 
άποδράς τούς ύπέρ αΰτού μαχομένους καί θνήισκοντας, εϊς

9 4 7  πεντήρη μετεμβάς, Άλεξα τοϋ Σύρου καί Σκελλίου μόνων αύτώι 
συνεμβάντων, έδίωκε τήν άπολωλεκυϊαν ήδη καί προσ- 
απολουσαν αυτόν.

6 7 . Εκείνη δέ γνωρίσασα σημεΐον ά π ό  της νεώς άνέσχε, καί 
προσενεχθείς οϋτω  καί άναληφθείς, εκείνην μεν οΰτ’ εΐδεν οΰτ’ 
ώφθη, παρελθών δέ μόνος είς πρώ ιραν εφ’ εαυτού καθήστο

2 σ ιω πήι, ταΐς χερσ'ιν άμφοτέραις Ιχόμενος τής κεφαλής, εν τούτω ι 
δε λιβυρνίδες ώφθησαν διώκουσαι π α ρά  Καίσαρος· ό δ ’ άντί- 
πρωιρον Ιπιστρέφειν τήν ναΰν κελεύσας, τάς μέν αλλας 
άνέστειλεν, Εύρυκλής δ” ά Λάκων Ινέκειτο σοβαρώς, λόγχην τινά  
κραδαίνων άπό  τοϋ καταστρώματος ώς άφήσων έπ ’ αυτόν.

3 Ιπιστάντος δέ τή ι πρώ ιρα ι τοϋ Α ντωνίου καί “  τίς οϋτος ” 
είπόντος “ ό διώκων Αντώνιον; ”  “ εγώ  "  ειπεν “ Εύρυκλής ο 
Λαχάρους, τή ι Καίσαρος τύχη ι τον τοϋ πατρός Ικδικών 
θά νατον” , ό δε Λαχάρης ύ π ’ ’Αντωνίου ληιστείας αίτίαι

4 περιπεσών έπελεκίσθη. πλήν οϋκ ένέβαλεν ό Εύρυκλής είς τήν 
’Αντωνίου ναΰν, αλλά τήν ετέραν τω ν ναυαρχίδων (δυο γά ρ  
ήσαν) τώ ι χολκώματι πατάξας περιερρόμβησε, καί ταύτην τε 
πλα γιά ν  περιπεσοϋσαν εΐλε καί τω ν άλλων μίαν, έν ήι

5 πολυτελείς σκευαί τώ ν περί δίαιταν ήσαν. άπαλλαγέντος δέ 
τούτου, πάλιν ό ’Αντώνιος είς το  αυτό σχήμα καθείς Ιαυτόν
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ησυχίαν ήχε* και τρεις ημέρας καθ’ έαυτόν έν ττρώιραι διαιτηθείς, 
είθ’ ύ π ’ οργής είτ’ αίδούμενος έκείνην, Ταινάρωι ττροσέσχεν.

6 ΙνταΟθα δ ’ αυτούς αϊ συνήθεις γυναίκες πρώ τον μέν εις λόγους 
άλλήλοις συνήγαγον, έϊτα συυδεπτνεϊν καί συγκαθεύδειν 
έπεισαν.

7 Ή δη  δε καί τω ν στρογγυλώ ν πλοίω ν ουκ όλ ίγα  καί τω ν 
φίλων τινες εκ της τροπής ήθροίζοντο πρός αύτούς, άγγέλλοντες 
άπολωλέναι τό  ναυτικόν, οίεσθαι δέ τό  πεζόν συνεστάναι.

8 ’Αντώνιος δε πρός μέν Κανϊδιον αγγέλους Ιπεμπέν, άναχωρεΐν 
διά Μακεδονίας εις ’Ασίαν τώ ι στρατώ ι κατά τάχος κελεύων, 
αυτός δέ μέλλων ά π ό  Ταινάρου πρός τή ν  Λιβύην διαίρειν, 
όλκάδα μίαν πολύ μέν νόμισμα, πολλοϋ δ ’ αξίας εν άργύρωι καί 
χρυσώι κατασκευάς τω ν βασιλικών κομίζουσαν έξελόμενος τοϊς 
φίλοις έπέδωκε κοινήι, νείμασθαι καί σώιζειν εαυτούς κελεύσας.

9 άρνουμένους δέ καί κλαίοντας εύμενώς πάνυ  καί φιλοφρόνως 
παραμυθησάμενος καί δεηθείς όπτέστελλε, γράψας πρός Θεόφιλον 
τον εν Κορίνθωι διοικητήν όπω ς άσφάλειαν Ικπορίσηι και 
άποκρύψηι τούς άνδρας, άχρ ι ccv. ίλάσασθαι Καίσαρα δυνηθώ-

10 σιν. ουτος ήν Θεόφιλος ‘Ιππάρχου π α τή ρ  τοϋ πλείστον π α ρ ’ 
Ά ντω νίω ι δυνηθέντος, πρώ του δέ πρός Καίσαρα τώ ν 
απελεύθερων μεταβαλομένου καί κατοικήσαντος ύστερον εν 
Κορίνθωι.

6 8 . Τ αΰτα μέν ούν τά  κατ’ ’Αντώνιον. Ιν Ά κτίω ι δέ πσλύν ό 
στόλος άντισχώ ν Καίσαρι χρόνον, καί μέγιστονβλαβείςΟπό του 
χλύδωνος ύψηλοΰ κατά πρώ ιραν ίσταμένου, μόλις ώρας δέκατης

2 άπεϊπε. καί νεκροί μέν ού πλείους εγένοντο πεντακισχιλίων, 
έάλωσαν δέ τριακόσιοι νηες, ώς αυτός ανέγραψε Καΐσαρ.

3 ήισθοντο δ ’ ου πολλοί πεφευγότος ’Αντωνίου, καί τοϊς 
πυθομένοις τό  πρώ τον άπιστος ήν ό λόγος, εί δέκα καί εννέα 
τά γμ ατα  πεζών άηττήτώ ν καί δισχιλίους Ιπ ί μυρίοις ιππείς 
άπολιπώ ν οΐχεται, καθάπερ οΰ πολλάκις έπ ’ άμφότερα τήι 
τύχηικεχρημένος, ουδέ μυρίων άγώ νω ν καί πολέμων μεταβολαΐς

4 έγγεγυμνασμένος, οι δέ στρατιώ τα ι καί πόθον τινά  καί προσ­
δοκίαν είχον ώς αύτίκα ποθέν Ιπιφανησομέυου, καί τοσαύτην 
Ιπεδείξαντο π ίσ τ ιν  καί άρετήν, ώστε καί τής φυγής αΰτοϋ
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φανερός γενομένη; ημέρας Ιτττά συμμεΐναι, περιορώντες έπι-
5 πρεσβευόμενον αύτοΐς Καίσαρα. τέλος δέ τοΰ στρατηγού ' 

9 4 8  Καυιδίου νύκτωρ άποδράντο; καί καταλιπόντο; το
στρατόπεδον, γενόμενοι πάντω ν έρημοι καί ττροδοθέντες υπό 
τω ν αρχόντων, τώ ι κρατοΰντι προσεχώρησαν.

6 Έκ το ύ το υ  Καϊσαρ μεν 117“ ’Αθήνας έπλευσε, καί διαλλαγείς 
τοΐς Έλλησι τον περιόντα σίτον εκ τοϋ ττολέμου διένειμε ταϊς 
ττόλεσι, πραττούσα ι; άθλίως καί περικεκομμέναις χρημάτων

7 άνδραττόδων ύποζυγίω ν. ό γοΟν π ρ ο π ά π π ο ς ήμών Νίκαρχος 
διηγείτο τους ττολίτας ά π α ντα ; άναγκάζεσθαι τοΐς ωμοί; κατα- 
φέρειν μέτρημα πυρώ ν τεταγμένον έπί τη ν  π ρ ό ; Άντίκυραν

8 θάλασσαν, ύπό  μαστίγω ν έπιταχυνο μένους- καί μίαν μέν σύτω 
φοράν Ινεγκεΐν, τήν δέ δευτέραν ήδη μεμετρημένοι; καί μέλλουσιν 
αΐρεσθαι νενικημενον ’Αντώνιον άγγελήναι, καί τούτο διασώσαι 
τήν π ό λ ιν  ευθύς γά ρ  τώ ν ’Αντωνίου διοικητών καί στρατιω τώ ν 
φυγόντων, διανείμασθαι τον σίτον αυτούς.

6 9 . ’Αντώνιος δε Λ ιβύη; αιρόμενος, και Κλεοπάτραν εις 
Α ίγυπτον εκ ΤΤαραιτονίου προπέμψας, αύτό; άπελαυεν έρημίας 
άφθονου, συν δυσί φίλοι; άλύων καί πλανώμενος, Έ λληνι μέν 
Άριστοκράτει ρήτορι, 'Ρωμαίωι δέ Λουκιλίωι, περί ού δι’ ετέρων

2 γεγράφαμεν, ώς Ιν Φ ιλίπποις ύπέρ τοϋ διαφυγεΐν Βρούτον αύτό; 
αύτόν ώ ; δή Βρούτο; ών ένεχείρισε τοΐς διώκουσι, καί διασωθεί; 
ύ π ’ ’Αντωνίου, διά τούτο πιστός αύτώι καί βέβαιο; δχρι τώ ν

3 έσχατων καιρών παρέμεινεν. Ιπεί δέ καί τήν έν Λιβύηι δύναμιν ό 
πεπιστευμένος άττέστησεν, όρμήσα; Ιαυτόν άνελεϊν, καί 
διακωλυθεί; ύπό  τώ ν φίλων και κομισθεί; εί; ’Αλεξάνδρειαν, εδρε 
Κλεοπάτραν έπιτολμώσαν εργωι παραβόλω ι καί μεγάλωι.

4 τοϋ γά ρ  εΐργοντος ίσθμοΰ την ’Ερυθρόν ά π ό  της κατ’ Α ίγυπτον 
θαλάσσης καί δοκοΰντσ; ’Ασίαν καί Λιβύην όρίζειν, ήι σφ ίγγεται 
μάλιστα το ϊ; πελάγεσι καί βραχύτατο; ευρό; εστι, τριακοσίων 
σταδίων οντων, ένεχείρησέν άρασα τόν στόλον ύπερνεωλκήσαι, 
καί καθεΐσα τάς ναϋς εί; τον ’Αραβικόν κόλπον μετά χρημάτων 
πολλώ ν καί δυνάμεως Ιξω κατοικεΐν, άποφυγοΰσα δουλείαν καί

5 πόλεμον. Ιπεί δέ τάς π ρ ώ τα ; άνελκομένα; τώ ν νεών οί περί τήν 
Πέτραν "Αραβες κατέκαυσαν, ετι δ ’ ’Αντώνιος τόν έν Ά κτίω ι
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στρατόν ώιετο συμμένειν, Ιπαύσατο καί τάς έμβολάς Ιφύλαττεν.
6 ’Αντώνιος δέ τή ν  πόλιν έκλιπών καί τάς μετά τω ν φίλων 

διατριβάς, οίκησιν εναλον κατεσκεύαζεν αύτώι περί τήν Φάρον,
7 εις τήν θάλασσαν χώ μα -προβολών καί διήγεν αυτόθι φυγάς 

άνθρώπων, καί τόν Τίμωνος α γα π ά ν  καί ζηλοΟν βίον εφασκεν, 
ώς 5ή πεπονθώς όμοια- καί γά ρ  αότός άδικηθείς υπό  τω ν φίλων 
καί άχαριστηθείς, διά τοΟτο καί ιτασιν άνθρώποις οττπστεΤν καί 
δυσχεραίνειν.

7 0 . 'Ο  δέ Τίμων ήν ’Αθηναίος καί γέγονεν ήλικίαι μάλιστα 
κατά τόν ΓΓελοττοννησιακόν πόλεμον, ώς εκ τω ν  Άριστοφάνους

2 καί Πλάτωνος δραμάτων λαβέΐν εστι- κωμωιδεΐται γά ρ  Ιν εκείνοις 
ώς δυσμενής καί μισάνθρωπος, εκκλίνων δέ καί διωδούμενος 
άπασαν Ιντευξιν, ’Αλκιβιάδην νέσν όντα καί θρασύν ήσπάζετο 
καί κατεφίλει προθύμως. Άττημάντσυ δέ θαυμάσαντος καί 
πυθομένου τή ν  αιτίαν, φιλεϊν εφη τόν νεανίσκον είδώς ότι

3 πολλών Άθηναίοις κακών αίτιος Ισοιτο. τάν δ ’ Ά πήμαντον 
μόνον ώς όμοιον αύτώ ι καί ζηλοΰντα τήν δίαιταν εστιν δτε 
προσίετο* καί ποτέ  της τω ν Χοών ούσης εορτής είστιώντο καθ’ 
αύτούς οί δύο. τοϋ δ’ Ά πημάντου  φήσαντος “ ώς καλόν ώ  Τίμων

4 το συμπόσιον ήμών ” “  είγε σύ ” Ιφη “  μή παρής λέγεται δ ’ 
’Αθηναίων εκκλησιαζόντων άναβάς έττί τό  βήμα ποιήσαι 
σ ιω πήν καί προσδοκίαν μεγάλην διά τό  παράδοξον, είτ’ είπέϊν 
“ Son μοι μικρόν οϊκόπεδον ώ  δνδρες ’Αθηναίοι, καί συκή τις Ιν 
αύτώι πέφυκεν, Ιξ ής ήδη συχνοί τω ν πολιτώ ν άπήγξαντο . 
μελλων ούν οΐκοδομεϊν τόν τόπον, εβουλήθην δημοσίαι 
προειπεϊν, ίν’, άν άρα τινές Ιθέλωσιν υμών, πρίν εκκοπήναι τήν

6 συκήν ά π ά γ ξ ω ν τα ι” . τελευτήσαντος δ ’ αυτού καί ταφέντος 
Ά λήσι π α ρ ά  τή ν  θάλασσαν, ώλισθε τ ά  προύχοντα  τού 
αίγιαλού, καί τό  κύμα περιελθόν άβατον καί άπροσπέλαστον

7 άνθρώπωι πεποίηκε τόν τάφον, ήν δ ’ επιγεγραμμένον-

Ινθάδ’ άπορρήξας ψυχήν βαρυδαίμονα κείμαι, 
τούνομα δ ’ ού πεύσεσθε, κακοί δέ κακώς άπόλοισθε.

8 καί τούτο μέν αύτόν Ιτι ζώ ντα  πεποιηκέναι λέγουσι, τό  δέ 
περιφερόμενον Καλλιμάχειόν εστι-
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Τιμών μισάνθρωπος Ινοίκέω. άλλα πάρελθε, 
οίμώζειν είπας πολλά, πάρελθε μόνον.

7 1 . Ταύτα μέν περί Τίμωνος άπό  πολλώ ν ολίγα.
Τώι δ ’ Ά ντω νίω ι Κανί διό? τε τής αποβολής τω ν εν Ά κτίω ι 

δυνάμεων ουτ άγγελος ήλθε, καί τον ’Ιουδαίον Ή ρώδην εχοντά 
τινα τά γμ α τα  καί σπείρας ήκουσε Καίσαρι προσκεχωρηκέναι, 
καί τούς άλλους ομοίως δυνάστας άφίστασθαι καί μηδέν έτι

2 συμμένειν τω ν εκτός, ού μην διετάραξέ τ ι τούτω ν αύτόν, άλλ’ 
ώσπερ άσμενος τό  έλπίζειν άποτεθειμένος ΐνα καί τό  φροντίζειν, 
την μέν έναλον εκείνην δίαιταν ήν Τιμώνειον ώνόμαζεν Ιξέλιπεν,

3 άναληφθείς δ’ ύπό  τής Κλεοπάτρας εις τά  βασίλεια, προς δείπνα 
καί πάτους καί διανομάς έτρεψε τήν πόλιν, έγγράφων μέν εϊς 
έφηβους τον Κλεοπάτρας π α ΐδα  καί Καίσαρος, τό 5’ άπόρφυρον 
καί τέλειον ίμάτιον Ά ντύλλω ι τώ ι έκ Φουλβίας περιτιθείς, Ιφ’ οΐς 
ημέρας πολλάς συμπόσια καί κώμοι καί θαλίαι τήν ’Αλεξάνδρειαν

4  κατείχαν, αύτοί δέ τήν μέν τω ν Άμιμητοβίων εκείνην σύνοδον 
κατέλυσαν, ετέραν δέ συνέταξαν ουδέν τι λειπομένην εκείνης 
άβρότητι καί τρυφάΐς καί πολυτελείαις, ήν Συναποθανουμένων

5 εκάλουν. άπεγράφοντο γ ά ρ  οί φίλοι συναποθανουμένους 
εαυτούς, καί διήγον ευπαθοΰντες έν δείπνων περιόδοις.

6 Κλεοπάτρα δέ φαρμάκων θανάσιμων συνήγε παντοδαπάς 
δυνάμεις, ών έκάστης τό  άνώδυνον ελέγχουσα, προύβαλλε τοΐς

7 επί θανάτωι φρουρουμένοις. έπεί δ ’ έώρα τάς μέν ώκυμόρους τήν 
οξύτητα τοϋ θανάτου δι’ οδύνης έπιφερούσας, τάς δε πραοτέρας 
τάχος ούκ εχούσας, τώ ν θηρίων άπεπειράτο, θεωμένης αύτής

8 ετερον ετέρωι προσφερόντων. έποίει δέ τούτο καθ’ ημέραν καί 
σχεδόν έν πάσ ι μόνον εΰρισκε το  δήγμα τής άσπίδος άνευ 
σπασμού καί στεναγμού κάρον ύπνώ δη και καταφοράν 
έφελκόμενον, ίδρώ τι μαλακώι τού προσώ που καί τώ ν 
αισθητηρίων άμαυρώσει παραλυομένων ραιδίως καί δυσ- 
χεραινόντων πρός τάς εξεγέρσεις καί ανακλήσεις ώσπερ οί 
βαθέως καθεύδοντες.

7 2 . Ά μ α  5έ καί πρός Καίσαρα πρέσβεις Ιπεμπον είς ’Ασίαν, ή 
μέν αίτουμένη τήν εν Α ίγύπτω ι τοΐς παισ ίν άρχήν, ό δ ’ άξιων 
Άθήνησιν, εί μή δοκοίη περί Α ίγυπτον, Ιδιώτης καταβιώναι.
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2 φίλων δ’ òtto piai ned άπιστίαι διά τάς αυτομολίας è  των τταίδων
3 διδάσκαλος Ιπέμφθη πρεσβεύων Εύφρόνιος. και γά ρ  Άλεξάς δ 

Λαοδικεύς, γνωρισθείς μεν εν 'Ρώμηι δκχΤιμαγένους καί πλεϊσταν 
Ελλήνων δυνηθείς, γενόμενος δε τω ν Κλεοπάτρας Ιπ ’ 'Αντώνιον 
οργάνων το  βιαιότατον καί τω ν ύπέρ Ό κταουίας ίσταμένων εν 
αύτώ ι λογισμών άνατροπεύς, Ιπέμφθη μέν Ή ρώδην τον βασιλέα

950 της μεταβολής Ιφέξων, αύτοΰ δέ καταμείνας καί προδούς 
’Αντώνιον, Ιτόλμησεν είς δψιν έλθέϊν Καίσαρος, Ή ρώδηι

4 πεποιθώς. ώνησε δ ’ αύτόν ούδέν Η ρώδης, άλλ’ ευθύς εΐρχθείς καί 
κομισθείς είς τη ν  εαυτού π α τρ ίδα  δέσμιος, εκεί Καίσαρος 
κελεύσαντος άνηιρέθη. τοιαύτην μεν Άλε§ας έτι ζώντι δίκην 
Ά ντω νίω ι τής άπιστίας Ιξέτεισε.

73 . Κάϊσαρ δέ τούς μέν ύπέρ ’Αντωνίου λόγους οΰκ ή νέσχετο, 
Κλεοπάτραν δ ’ άπεκρίνατο μηδενός άμαρτήσεσθαι τω ν επιεικών,

2 άνελοΰσαν ’Αντώνιον ή έκβαλοΰσαν. συνέπεμψε δέ καί π α ρ ’ 
αυτού τινα τώ ν απελεύθερων Θύρσον, ούκ άνόητον άνθρωπον 
ούδ’ άπιθάνως αν ύπέρ ήγεμόνος νέου διαλεχθέντα προς γυναίκα

3 σοβαρόν καί θαυμαστόν όσον έπί κάλλει φρονούσαν, ούτος 
Ιντυγχάνω ν αύτήι μακρότερα τώ ν άλλων καί τιμώμενος δια- 
φερόντως, υπόνοιαν τώ ι Ά ντω νίω ι παρέσχε, καί συλλαβών 
αύτόν Ιμαστΐγωσεν, έ ίτ’ άφήκε πρός Καίσαρα, γράψας ώς 
έντρυφών καί περιφρονών παροξύνειεν αύτόν, εύπαρόξυντον

4 υπό κακών όντα. “ σύ δ ’ εί μή φέρεις τό  π ρά γμ α  ” εφη “ μετρίως, 
έχεις Ιμόν άπελεύθερον Ίπ π α ρ χ ο ν , τούτον κρεμάσας μαστίγω -

5 σον, ίν’ ίσον εχωμεν ” . έκ τούτου Κλεοπάτρα μέν άπολυομένη 
τάς αιτίας καί ύπονοίας Ιθεράπευεν αύτόν περιττώς· καί την 
έαυτής γενέθλιον ταπεινώς δ ιαγαγοΰσα καί ταϊς τύχαις πρε- 
πόντως, τη ν  εκείνου πάσα ν ΰπερβαλλομένη λαμπρότητα καί 
πολυτέλειαν Ιώρτασεν, ώστε πολλούς τώ ν κεκλημένων έπί τό

6 δεΐπνον πένητας ελθόντας άπελθεΐν πλουσίους. Καίσαρα δ’ 
Ά γ ρ ίπ π α ς άνεκαλεΐτο πολλάκις άπό  'Ρώμης γράφων, ώς τώ ν 
εκεί πραγμάτω ν τήν παρουσίαν αύτοΰ ποθούντων.

74 . Έ σχεν οδν άναβολήν ό πόλεμος τότε- τού δέ χειμώνος 
παρελθόντος αδθις έπήιει διά Συρίας, οί δέ στρατηγο ί διά 
Λιβύης, άλόντος δέ Πηλουσίου, λόγος ήν Ινδούναι Σέλευκον ούκ
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2 άκούσης τής Κλεοπάτρας, ή 5’ Ικεϊνου μέν γυναίκα κα'ι παϊδας 
Ά ντω νίω ι κτεΐναι παρεϊχεν, αυτή δέ θήκας Ιχουσα καί μνήματα 
κατεσκευασμένα περιττώ ς εις τε κάλλος καί ύψος, δ  προσ- 
ωικοδόμησε τώ ι ναώι τής "Ισιδος, ενταύθα τώ ν βασιλικών συνε- 
φόρει τα  ττλείστης άξια σπουδής, χρυσόν άργυρον σμάραγ-

3 δον μαργαρίτην έβενον ελέφαντα κινάμωμον, επί π α σ ι δέ δδιδα 
πολλήν καί στυππεϊον, ώστε δείσαντα περί τώ ν χρημάτων 
Καίσαρα, μή τραπομενη πρός άπόγνω σιν ή γυνή διαφθείρηι καί 
καταφλέξηι τον πλούτον, άεί τινας ελπίδας αύτήι φιλάνθρωπους 
προσπέμπειν, άμα τώ ι στρατώ ι πορευόμενον επί τήν πόλιν.

4 ΐδρυθέντος δ ’ αΰτοϋ περί τον ιππόδρομον, ’Αντώνιος επεξελθών 
ήγω νίσατο λαμπρώς καί τροπήν τώ ν Καίσαρος ιππέω ν

5 εποίησε, καί κατεδίωξεν άχρι τοϋ στρατοπέδου, μεγαλυνόμενος 
δέ τήι νίκηι παρήλθεν εις τα  βασίλεια, καί την Κλεοπάτραν 
κατεφίλησεν Ιν τοϊς δπλοις, καί τον ήγωνισμένον προθυμότατα

6 τώ ν στρατιω τώ ν συνέστησεν. ή δ ’ άριστεϊον αύτώ ι θώρακα 
χρυσοϋν καί κράνος έδωκεν- εκείνος μέν ούν ό άνθρωπος λαβών 
τα ΰτα  διά νυκτός ηύτομόλησεν ώς Καίσαρα

7 5 . Πάλιν δ ’ Αντώνιος έπεμπε Καίσαρα μονομαχήσαι προ- 
καλούμενος. άποκριναμένου δ ’ εκείνου πολλάς οδούς Ά ντω νίω ι 
παρεϊναι θανάτου, συμφρονήσας ότι τοϋ διά μάχης ούκ έστιν 
αύτώι βελτίων θάνατος, έγνω καί κατά γη ν  άμα καί θάλατταν

2 έπιχειρεΐν. καί π α ρά  δεΐπνον ώς λέγεται τούς οίκέτας έκέλευεν 
έπεγχεΐν καί προθυμότερον ευωχείν αύτόν- άδηλον γά ρ  εί τούτο 
ποιήσουσιν αύριον ή δεσπόταις έτέροις ύπηρετήσουσιν, αυτός

3 δέ κείσεται σκελετός καί τό  μηδέν γενόμενος. τούς δέ φίλους επί 
τούτοις δακρύοντας όρων, έφη μή προάξειν επί τήν μάχην, εξ ής

4 αύτώ ι θάνατον εύκλεά μάλλον ή σωτηρίαν ζητεΐν καί νίκην, έν 
951 ταύτη ι τή ι νυκτί λέγεται μεσούσηι σχεδόν, εν ησυχία! καί

κατηφείαι τής πόλεως διά φόβον καί προσδοκίαν τοϋ μέλλοντος 
οΰσης, αίφνίδιον οργάνων τε παντοδαπώ ν έμμελεϊς φωνάς 
άκουσθήναι καί βοήν όχλου μετ’ εύασμών καί πηδήσεων

5 σατυρικών, ώσπερ θιάσου τινός ούκ άθορύβως εξελαύνοντος- 
είναι δέ τήν δρμήν όμοΰ τ ι διά τής πόλεως μέσης επί τήν πύλην 
έξω τήν τετραμμενην πρός τούς πολεμίους, καί ταύτη ι τόν
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6 θόρυβον εκπεσέϊν πλεϊστον γενόμενον. έδόκει δέ τοίς άνα- 
λογιζσμένοις τό  σημεΐον άπαλείπειν ό Θεός ’Αντώνιον, ώι 
μάλιστα συνεξομοιών καί συνοικειών εαυτόν διετέλεσεν.

76 . "Αμα δ ’ ήμέραι τον πεζόν αύτός επί τω ν προ  της πόλεως 
λόφων ίδρύσας, έθεάτο τάς ναϋς άνηγμένάς καί ταΐς τω ν 
πολεμίων προσφερομένας, καί περιμένων εργον τ ι π α ρ ’ εκείνων

2 ίδεΐν ήσύχαζεν. οι δ ’ ώς εγγύς έγένοντο, τάϊς κώπαις ήσπάσαντο 
τούς Καίσαρος, εκείνων τ ’ άντασπασαμένων μετεβάλοντο, καί 
πάσαις άμα ταϊς ναυσίν δ  στόλος εΤς γενό μένος έπέπλει προς την

3 πόλιν άντίπρωιρος. το ϋ τ’ ’Αντώνιος ϊδών άπελείφθη μέν εύθύς 
Οπό τω ν Ιππέω ν μεταβαλομένων, ήττηθείς δέ τοίς πεζοΐς άν- 
εχώρησεν είς τήν πόλιν, Οπό Κλεοπάτρας προδεδόσθαι βοών οΐς

4 δι’ Ικείνην έπολέμησεν. ή δέ τήν όργήν αύτοΰ φοβηθεϊσα καί τήν 
άπόνοιαν, είς τον τάφον κατέφυγε καί τους καταρράκτας άφηκε 
κλείθροις καί μοχλοΐς καρπερούς όντας- προς 6’ ’Αντώνιον επεμψε

5 τούς άπαγγελοϋντας ότι τέθνηκε. πιστεύσας δ ’ έκεϊνος καί είπών 
πρός οώτόν “ τ ι I n  μέλλεις ’Αντώνιε; τήν μόνην ή τύχη  καί 
λοιπήν άφήιρηκε τοϋ φιλοψυχέίν πρόφασιν ” , είσηλθεν είς τό

6 δ ω μ ά η ο ν  καί τόν Θώρακα παραλύων καί διαστέλλων, “ ώ 
Κλεοπάτρα ”  είπεν “  οΰκ άχθομαί σου στερό μένος, αύτίκα γάρ 
είς ταύτόν άφίξομαι, άλλ’ ό η  γυναικδς ò τηλικοϋτος αΟτο-

7 κράτωρ εϋψυχίαι πεφώραμαι λειπόμενος.” ήν δέ τις οίκέτης 
αύτώι π ιστός Έ ρω ς όνομα, τούτον εκ πολλοϋ παρακεκληκώς εί

8 δεήσειεν άνελεΐν αύτόν, άπήιτει την Οπόσχεσιν. δ δέ σπασάμενος 
τό  ξίφος, άνέσχε μέν ώς παίσω ν εκείνον, άπσστρέψας δέ τό

9 πρόσοοπον, εαυτόν άπέκτεινε. πεσόντος δ ’ οώτοΰ πρός τούς 
πόδας, è  ’Αντώνιος “ εύγε ”  είπεν “  ώ  “Ερως, ότι μή δυνηθείς 
αυτός εμέ ποιεΐν ό δει διδάσκεις” , καί παίσας διά τής κοιλίας

10 εαυτόν άφήκεν είς τό  κλινίδιον. ήν δ ’ συκ εύθυθάνατος ή πλη γή , 
διό καί τής φοράς τοϋ  αίματος επεί κατεκλίθη παυσαμένης,

11 αναλογών Ιδεΐτο τω ν παρόντω ν επισφάττειν αύτόν. ο! δ ' 
εφευγσν έκ τοϋ δωματίου βοωντος καί σφαδάζοντος, άχρι ού 
παρά  Κλεοπάτρας ήκε Διομήδης ό γραμματεύς, κομίζειν αύτόν 
ώς έκείνην είς τόν τάφον κελευσθείς.
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7 7 . Γνούξ oùv δτι ζήι, προθύμως εκέλευσεν άρασθαι τοΐς 
ύπηρέταις τό  σώμα, και δ ιά  χειρών προσεκομίσθη ταΐς θύραις

2 του οικήματος, ή δε Κλεοπάτρα τάς μεν θύρας ούκ άνεωιξεν, εκ δέ 
θυρίδων τινώ ν φανέϊσα σειράς καί καλώδια καθίει, καί τούτοις 
έυαψάντων τον “Αντώνιον άνεΤλκεν αυτή καί δύο γυναίκες, ας

3 μάνας έδέξατο μεθ' αυτής εϊς τον τάφον, ούδέν εκείνου λέγουσιν 
οίκτράτερόν γενέσθαι οί ττσραγενόμενοι θέαμα, ττεφυρμένος γάρ  
αιματι καί δυσθανατών είλκετο, τάς χεΐρας όρέγων εις Ικείνην καί

4 παραιωρούμενος· ου γά ρ  ήν γυναικί ράιδιον τό έργον, άλλα 
μόλις ή Κλεοττάτρα ταΐν χεροΐν Ιμπεφυκυϊα καί κατατεινομένη 
τώ ι προσώ πω ι τον δεσμόν άνελάμβανεν, επικελευομένων τω ν

5 κάτωθεν αύτήι καί συνογωνιώντων. δεξαμενή δ ’ αύτόν ούτως 
καί κατακλίνασα, περιερρήξατό τε τούς πέπλους Ιττ’ αύτώι, καί

9 5 2  τά  στέρνα τυτττομένη καί στταράττουσα ταϊς χερσί, καί τώ ι 
προσώ πω ι τού αίματος άναματτομένη, δεσπότην εκάλει καί 
άνδρα καί αΰτοκράτορα- καί μικρού δεϊν έτπλέληστο τω ν αύτής

6 κακών οίκτωι τώ ν εκείνου, καταπαύσας δέ τόν θρήνον αυτής 
“Αντώνιος ήιτησε τπεΐν οίνον, είτε διψών εΐτε συντομώτερον

7 έλπίζων άπολυθήσεσθαι. π ιώ ν δέ παρήινεσεν αύτήι, τά  μεν 
έαυτής άν ή ι μή μετ’ αισχύνης σω τήρια τίθεσθαι, μάλιστα τώ ν 
Καίσαρος έταίρων Προκληίωι πιστεύουσαν, αυτόν δέ μή θρηνεΐν 
επί ταΤς ύστάταις μεταβολαϊς, άλλα μακαρίζειν ών ετυχε καλών, 
επιφανέστατος άνθρώπων χενόμενος καί πλεϊστον ίσχύσας, καί 
νϋν ούκ άχεννώς ‘Ρωμαίος ύπό  ‘Ρωμαίου κρατηθείς.

7 8 . Ό σον ούπω  δ ' έκλιπόντος αύτού, Προκλήιος ήκε παρά  
Καίσαρος. Ιπεί γά ρ  εαυτόν πατάξας 6 “Αντώνιος ώιχετο πρός 
Κλεοπάτραν κομιζόμενος, Δερκεταΐός τις τώ ν δορυφόρων λαβών 
τό  εγχειρίδιου αυτού καί άποκρύψας ύπεξήλθε, καί δραμών πρός 
Καίσαρα πρώ τος ήγγειλε την “Αντωνίου τελευτήν καί τό  ξίφος

2 Ιδειξεν ήιμαγμένον. ό δ ’ ώς ήκουσεν, ένδοτέρω τής σκηνής 
ύποστάς άπεδάκρυσεν άνδρα κηδεστήν γενόμενον καί συνάρ-

3 χοντα  καί πολλώ ν άγώ νω ν καί πραγμάτω ν κοινωνόν. εΤτα τάς 
έπιστολάς λαβών καί τούς φίλους καλέσας άνεγίνωσκεν, ώς 
εύγνώμονα γράφοντος αύτού καί δίκαια φορτικός ήν καί

4  ύπερήφανος άεί περί τάς άποκρίσεις εκείνος, έκ δέ τούτου
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τόν Προκλήιον έπεμψε, κελεύσας ήν δύνηται μάλιστα της 
Κλεοπάτρας ζώσης κρότησαν καί γά ρ  Ιφοβέϊτο περί τω ν 
χρημάτων, καί μέγα προς δόξαν ηγείτο  τοΰ  θριάμβου καταγα-

5 γεΤν έκείνην. εις μεν οϋν χεϊρας τώ ι Προκληίωι συνελθεϊν ούκ 
ήθέλησεν εγίνοντο δέ λόγοι τώ ι οϊκήματι προσελθόντος έξωθεν 
αύτοϋ κατά θύρας επιπέδους, άποκεκλειμένας μέν όχυρώς, φωνήι

6 δέ διέξοδον Ιχούσας. καί διελεχθησαν, ή μέν αΐτουμένη τοΐς παισί 
τή ν  βασιλείαν, ò δέ θαρρεϊν καί π ά ν τα  πιστεύειν Καίσαρι 
κελεύων.

7 9 . Ώ ς δέ κατιδών τόν τόπον απήγγειλε Καίσαρι, Γάλλος 
μέν έπέμφθη πάλιν έντευξόμενος αύττμ, καί προς τάς θύρας Ιλθών

2 επίτηδες έμήκυνε τον λόγον, έν τούτω ι δέ Προκλήιος κλίμακος 
προστεθείσης διά της θυρίδος είσηλθεν, ήι τόν ’Αντώνιον αί 
γυναίκες έδέξαντο, καί πρός τάς Θύρας αυτός ευθύς, αΐς ή 
Κλεοπάτρα παρειστήκει προσέχουσα τώ ι Γάλλωι, κατέβαινεν

3 ΰπηρέτας Ιχω ν δύο μεδ’ αύτού. τω ν δέ συγκαθειργμένων τήι 
Κλεοπάτραι γυναικών της ετέρας άνακραγούσης “ τάλαινα 
Κλεοπάτρα, ζωγρει ” , μεταστραφεϊσα καί θεασαμένη τόν Προ- 
κλήιον, ώρμησε μέν αύτήν πατάξαι· παρεζωσμένη γά ρ  ετύγχανέ

4 τ ι  τω ν  ληιστρικών ξκριδίων. προσδραμών δέ τα χύ  καί περιοχών 
αύτήν ταΐς χερσίν άμφοτέραις ό Προκλήιος “ αδικείς ” εΐπεν “  ώ 
Κλεοπάτρα καί σεαυτήν καί Καίσαρα, μεγάλην άφαιρουμενη 
χρηστότητος Ιπίδειξιν αύτού και διαβάλλουσα τόν πραότατον

5 ηγεμόνων ώς άπιστον και αδιάλλακτον” , αμα δέ καί τό  ξίφος 
αύτης παρείλετο καί τήν έσθήτα μή κρυπτοί τ ι φάρμακον

6 έξέσεισεν. έπέμφθη δέ καί παρά  Καίσαρος τω ν άπελευθέρων 
Έπαφρόδιτος, ώ ι προσετέτακτο ζώσαν αύτήν φυλάττειν ΐσ- 
χυρώς έπιμελόμενον, τάλλα  δέ πρός τό  ρδιστον ένδιδόναι καί 
ήδ ιστόν.

8 0 . Αύτός δέ Κοασαρ εϊσήλαυνεν εις τήν πόλιν, Ά ρείωι τώ ι 
φιλοσόφωι προσδιαλεγόμενος καί τήν δεξιάν ενδεδωκώς, ΐν’ 
εΰθύς έν τοΐς πολίτα ις περίβλεπτος εΐη καί θαυμάζοιτο τιμώμενος

2 ΰ π ’ αύτοϋ διαπρεπώς. εις δέ τό  γυμνάσιον είσελθών καί άναβάς 
έπί βήμά τ ι πεποιημένον, έκπεπληγμένων ύ π ό  δέους τώ ν 
ανθρώπων καί προσ π ιπτόντω ν , άναστήναι κελεύσας έφη πάσης
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αίτιας τον δήμον άφιέναι, πρώ τον μέν διά τόν κτίστην Άλέξαν- 
9 5 3  δρον, δεύτερον δε της πόλεως θαυμάζων τό  κάλλος καί το

3 μέγεθος, τρ ίτον δ ’ Άρείωι τώ ι έταίρωι χαριζόμενος. τούτης δή 
της τιμής ετυχε παρά  Καίσορος ’Άρειος, καί τώ ν άλλων έξηιτήσ- 
ατο συχνούς· ών ήυ καί Φιλόστρατος, άνήρ εΐπεΐν μεν έξ 
επιδρομής τώ ν τότε σοφιστών ΐκανώτατος, εισποιών δε μή 
προσηκόντως εαυτόν τή ι Άκαδημείαι- διό καί Καϊσαρ αυτοΰ

4 βδελυττόμενος τον τρόπον ού προσίετο τάς δεήσεις, ό δε 
π ώ γω ν α  πολιόν καθείς καί φαιον ϊμάτιον περιβαλόμενος, 
εξόπισθεν Άρείωι παρηκολούθει, τούτον αεί τον στίχον άνα- 
φθεγγόμενος·

σοφοί σοφούς σώιζουσιν, άν ώσιν σοφοί.

5 πυθόμενος δέ Καϊσαρ, καί τοϋ  φθόνου μάλλον Άρειου ή τοϋ δέους 
Φιλόστρατον άπαλλάξαΐ βουλόμενος, διήκε.

8 1 - Τών 5 ’ ’Αντωνίου πα ίδω ν è  μέν έκ Φουλβίας Ά ντυλλος
2 ύπό  Θεοδώρου τοϋ π α ιδα γω γο ύ  παραδοθείς απέθανε* καί τήν 

κεφαλήν αύτοϋ τώ ν στρατιω τώ ν άποτεμνόντων, ό πα ιδα γω γός 
άφελών δν έφόρει περί τώ ι τραχήλω ι πολυτιμότατου λίθον είς 
τήν ζώνην κατέρραψεν άρνησάμενος δέ καί φωραθείς 
άνεσταυρώθη. τά  δέ Κλεοπάτρας π α ιδ ία  φρουρούμενα μετά τώ ν 
τρεφόντων Ιλευθέριον είχε δίαιταν. Καισαρίωνα δέ τόν !κ 
Καίσαρος γεγονέναι λεγόμενον ή μέν μήτηρ Ιξέπεμψε μετά 
χρημάτων πολλώ ν είς τήν ’Ινδικήν ÖT Αιθιοπίας, έτερος δέ 
π α ιδα γω γό ς όμοιος Θεοδώρωι ‘Ρόδων άνέπεισεν επανελθεΐν, ώς 

5 Καίσαρος αύτόν Ιπ ί βασιλείαν καλοΰντσς. βουλευομένου δέ 
Καίσαρος, "Αρειον εΐπεΐν λέγουσιν

ούκ αγαθόν πολυκαισαρίη.

8 2 . Τούτον μέν ούν ύστερον άπέκτεινε μετά τήν Κλεοπάτρας 
τελευτήν.

2 ’Αντώνιον δέ πολλώ ν σίτου μένων θάψαι καί βασιλέων καί 
στρατηγώ ν, ουκ άφείλετο Κλεοπάτρας τό  σώμα Καΐσαρ, άλλ’ 
Ιθάπτετο ταϊς Ικείνης χερσί πολυτελώς καί βασιλικώς, πδσ ιν ώς

3 Ιβούλετο χρήσθαι λαβούσης. Ικ δέ λύπης άμα τοσαύτης καί
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οδύνης ■—  άνεφλέγμηνε γά ρ  θύτης τά  στέρνα τυπτομένης καί 
ήλκω το—  πυρετών Ιτηλαβόντων, ήγάττησε τη ν  πρόφασιν, ώς 
άφεξομένη τροφής διά  τούτο  καί τταραλύσουσα τού  ζην

4  άκωλύτως εαυτήν. ήυ δ ’ Ιατρός αύτήι συνήθης Ό λυμπος, ώι 
φράσασα τάληθές Ιχρήτο συμβούλιο! καί συνεργώι τής καδαιρ- 
έσεως, ώς αύτός ό Ό λυμ πος εϊρηκεν, ιστορίαν τινά  τω ν ττραγ-

5 μάτων τούτω ν έκδεδωκώς. ύττονοήσας δέ Καϊσαρ άπειλάς μέν 
τινας αύτήι καί φόβους περί τω ν  τέκνων προσέβαλλεν, οίς εκείνη 
καθάπερ μηχανήμασιν ύπηρείπετσ, καί παρεδίδου το  σώμα 
Θεραπεύειν καί τρέφειν τοΐς χρήιζουσιν.

8 3 . Ή κε δέ καί αύτός ημέρας όλίγας διαλιπών Ιντευξόμενος 
αύτήι και παρηγόρησών, ή δ“ Ιτυχε μέν εν στιβάδι κατακειμένη 
ταπεινώς, είσιόντι δ ’ αύτώ ι μονοχίτων άναπηδήσασα π ρ ο σ π ίπ ­
τει, δεινώς μεν Ιξηγριωμένη κεφαλήν καί πρόσωπον, ύπότρομος

2 δέ τή ι φωνήι καί συντετηκυϊα ταΐς δψεσιν. ήν δέ πολλά  καί τής 
περί το  στερνόν αίκίας καταφανή, καί άλως ούθέν Ιδόκει τό  σώμα

3 τής ψυχής εχειν βέλτιον. ή μέντοι χάρις εκείνη καί τό  τής ώρας 
ιταμόν ού κατέσβεστο παντάπασιν, άλλα καίπερ ούτως 
διακειμένης ΙνδοΘέν ποΟεν εξέλαμπε καί συνεπεφαίνετο τοΐς κιν-

4 ήμασι τοϋ  προσώ που, κελεύσαντος δέ τοΰ  Καίσαρος αύτήν 
κατακλιθήναι και πλησίον αυτού καδίσαντος, ήψ ατο μέν τίνος 
δικαιολογίας, εις ανάγκην καί φόβον ’Αντωνίου τα  πεπραγμένα 
τρεπούσης- ενισταμένου δέ προς έκαστον αύτήι τοϋ  Καίσαρος, 
Ιξελεγχομένη τα χύ  πρός οίκτον μεθηρμόσατο ’Καί δέησιν, ώς δή

5 τις αν μάλιστα τού  ζήν περιεχομενη. τέλος δέ τού  πλήθους τω ν 
χρημάτων άναγραφήν εχουσα προσέδωκεν αυτώ ν Σελεύκου δέ 
τίνος τώ ν επιτρόπω ν έλέγχοντος ώς ενια κρύπτουσαν καί 
διακλέπτουσαν, άναπηδήσασα καί τώ ν τρ ιχώ ν αύτοΰ λαβομένη

6 πολλάς ένεφόρει τώ ι προσ ώ πω ι πληγάς. τοϋ  δέ Καίσαρος 
954 μειδιώντος καί καταπαύοντος αύτήν, “ άλλ’ ού δεινόν” εΤπεν

“ ώ Κάϊσαρ, εί σύ μέν ήξίωσας άφικεσθαι πρός έμέ καί προσειπεΐν 
ούτω  πράττουσαν, οϊ δέ δοϋλοί μου κατηγοροϋσιν, εΐ τ ι τώ ν 
γυναικείων άπεθέμην, ούκ Ιμαυτήι δήπουθεν, ή τάλαινα, κόσμου, 
άλλ’ όπω ς Ό κταουίαι καί Λιβίαι τή ι σήι μικρά δοΟσα, δι’ Ικείνων

7 ίλεώ σου τύχοιμι καί πραότερου; ” τούτοις ό Καϊσαρ ήδετο,
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παντάπασ ιν αυτήν φιλοψυχέϊν οίόμενος. είττών ούν δτι καί 
τα ΰτα  έττιτρέττει καί τδλλα  πάσης Ιλπίδος αύτηι χρήσεται 
λαμπρότερον, ώ ιχετο άπιώ ν, έξηπατηκέναι μέν οίόμενος, 
εξηπατη μένος δέ μάλλον.

8 4 . ~Ην δέ Κορνήλιος Δολοβέλλας Ιπκρανής νεανίσκος εν τοΐς
2 Καίσαρος Ιταίροις. οϋτος είχε προς την Κλεοπάτραν αύκ άηδώς* 

και τότε χαριζόμενος αύτηι δεηθείσηι κρύφα πέμψας Ιξήγγειλεν, 
ώς αυτός μέν è Κάϊσαρ άναζεύγνυσι πεζήι διά Συρίας, εκείνην δε

3 μετά τω ν τέκνων οπτοστέλλειν είς τρίτην ήμερον έγνωκεν. ή δ ’ 
άκούσασα τα ΰτα  πρώ τον μέν έδεήθη Καίσαρος, όπω ς αυτήν 
έάσηι χοάς Ιττενεγκεΐν Ά ντω νίω ν καί συγχωρήσαντος, επί τον 
τάφον κομισΟεΐσα καί περιπεσοΰσα τή ι σορώι μετά τω ν συνήθων

4 γυναικών “ ώ φίλ* 'Αντώνιε ” εΐπεν “  ΙΘαπτον μέν σε πρώ ην Ιτι 
χερσίν έλευθέραις, σπένδω δέ νϋν αιχμάλωτος οΰσα καί 
φρουρουμένη μήτε κοπετοϊς μήτε θρήνοις αίκίσασθαι το  δοϋλον

5 τούτο σώμα καί τηρούμενον επί τούς κατά σοϋ θριάμβους, αλλας 
δέ μή ττροσδέχου τιμάς ή χοάς* άλλ’ αύταί σοι τελευταΐαι

6 Κλεοπάτρας αγόμενης, ζώντας μέν γ ά ρ  ή μας ούθέν άλλήλων 
διέστησε, κινδυνεύομεν δέ τώ ι θανάτωι διαμείψασθαι τούς 
τόπους, συ μέν 6 ‘Ρωμαίος ένταΰθα κείμενος, εγώ  δ’ ή  δύστηνος

7 εν Ίταλίαι, τοσοϋτο της σης μεταλαβοϋσα χώ ρας μόνον, άλλ’ εί 
δή τις τώ ν εκεί θεών άλκή καί δύναμις —  οΐ γά ρ  ένταΰθα προΰ- 
δωκαν ή μάς— μή πρόηι ζώσαν τήν σεαυτοϋ γυναίκα, μηδ’ εν 
Ιμοί περιίδηις θριαμβευόμενον σεαυτόν, άλλ’ ΙνταΟθά με κρύψον 
μετά σεαυτοϋ καί σΰνθαψον, ώς Ιμοί μυρίων κακών δντων ούδέν 
οΰτω  μέγα καί δεινόν έστιν, ώς δ βραχύς ουτος χρόνος δν σοϋ 
χωρίς εζηκα. ”

8 5 . Τοιαΰτ’ όλοφυραμένη καί στέψασα καί κατασπασαμένη 
τήν σορόν, έκέλευσεν αύτηι λουτρόν γενέσθαι. λουσαμένη δέ καί

2 κατακλιθεΐσα, λαμπρόν δριστον ήρίστα. καί τις ήκεν ά π ’ άγροΰ 
κίστην τινά  κομίζω ν τώ ν δέ φυλάκων δ τι φέροι πυνθανομένων, 
άνοίξας καί άφελών τ ά  θρϊα σύκων επίπλεων το  άγγεϊον έδειξε.

3 θαυμασάντων δέ τό  κάλλος καί το  μέγεθος, μειδιάσας παρεκάλει
4  λαβεϊν* οϊ δέ πιστεύσαντες Ικέλευον είσενεγκεΐν. μετά δέ το  

αριστον ή Κλεοπάτρα δέλτον έχουσα γεγραμμένην καί
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κατασεσημασμένην άπέστειλε πρός Καίσαρα, καί τούς άλλους 
Ικποδών ποιησαμένη ττλήν τώ ν δυεϊν έκείνων γυναικών, τάς

5 θύρας έκλεισε. Καΐσαρ δέ λύσας την δέλτον, ώς ένέτυχε λνταΐς καί 
όλοφυρμοΐς δεόμενης αυτήν σύν Ά ντω νίω ι θάψαι, τα χύ  συνήκε 
τό  πεπραγμένον. καν -πρώτον μεν αυτός ώρμησε βοηθεΐν, επεντα 
τούς σκεψομένους κατά τάχος Ιπεμψεν. εγεγόνεν 5' όξύ τό  -πάθος.

6 δρόμων γά ρ  έλθόντες, καί τούς μεν φυλάττοντας ούδέν 
ήισθημενους καταλαβόντες, τάς δε θύρας άνοίξαντες, ευρον 
αυτήν τεθνηκυναν έν χρυσήν κατακειμενην κλίνην κεκοσμημένην

7 βασνλνκώς. τώ ν δέ γυναικών ή μέν Είράς λεγομένη ττρός τοΐς 
ποσ ίν άπέθνηνσκεν, ή δέ Χάρμνον ήδη σφαλλόμενη καί 
καρηβαροΰσα κατεκόσμεν τό  δνάδημα τό  -περί τήν κεφαλήν

8 αύτής. είττόντος δέ τννος όργήν “  καλά το ύ τα  Χάρμνον; ”  “ κάλ- 
λιστα  μέν ούν ” εφη “  καν πρέποντα  τήν τοσούτω ν απογόνων 
βασιλέων πλέον δ ’ ούδέν έΓπεν, άλλ” αύτοΰ παρά  τήν κλίνην 
έπεσε.

86 . Λέγεται δέ την άσ π ίδα  κομνσθηναι σύν τοΐς σύκονς 
955 έκείνονς καν τοΐς θρίονς άνωθεν επικαλυφθενσαν (οΰτω  γά ρ  τήν 

Κλεοπάτραν κελεΰσαι) μηδ’ αυτής έπνσταμένης τών σώματι
2 προσπεσενν τό  θηρίον- ώς δ ’ άφανροϋσα τώ ν  σύκων εΐδεν, ενπεΐν- 

“ ένταΰθ’ ήν άρα τ ο ύ τ ο ” , καν τον βραχίονα παρασχεΐν τών
3 δήγματι γυμνώσασαν. ον δέ τηρεΐσθαι μέν Ιν υδρίαν τήν ασπίδα  

καθενργμένην φάσκουσνν, ήλακάτην δέ τννι χρυσήν τής 
Κλεοπάτρας έκκαλουμένης αύτήν καν δναγρναννούσης, όρμή-

4 σασαν εμφύναι τών βραχίονν. τό  δ” αληθές ούδεις οιδεν- έπεί καί 
φάρμακον αυτήν Ιλέχθη φορεΐν έν κνηστίδι κοίληι, τήν δέ 
κνηστίδα κρύπτενν τήν κόμην πλήν ούτε κηλίς εξήνθησε τού

5 σώματος ο ύ τ ' άλλο φαρμάκου σημεΤον. ού μήν ουδέ τό  θηρίον 
εντός ώφθη, συρμούς δέ πίνας αύτοΰ παρά  θάλασσαν, ήν τό  
δωμάτνον άφεώρα καί θυρίδες ήσαν, ίδεϊν εφασκον- ενιοι δέ καν 
τον βραχίονα τής Κλεοπάτρας όφθήναν δύο νυγμός εχοντα

6 λεπτός καν άμυδράς. οΐς έονκε πνστεϋσαι καί δ Κάνσαρ- εν γά ρ  τώ ι 
θριάμβων τής Κλεοπάτρας αύτής είδωλσν εκομίζετο καί τής 
όσπίδος εμπεφυκυίας. τα ΰτα  μέν σύν οΰτω. λέγεται γενέσθαι.

7 Καΐσαρ δέ, καίπερ άχθεσθενς έπν την τελευτήι τής γυναικός.
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έθαύμασε την ευγένειαν αυτή;, καί ταφή ναι τό  σώμα συν 
Ά ντω νίω ι λαμπρώ ; καί βασιλικώ; έκέλευσεν. εντίμου δέ καί τα  
γύναια κηδεία; έτυχεν αΰτοϋ προστάξαντο;.

8 Έτελεύτησε δέ Κλεοττάτρα μεν ένό; δέοντα τεσσαράκοντα έτη 
βιώσασα, καί τούτω ν δύο καί είκοσι βασιλεύσασα, συνάρξασα δ' 
Ά ντω νίω ι ιτλείω τω ν δεκατεσσάρων. ’Αντώνιον δ ’ οί μεν εξ, οί

9 δέ τρισί τά  ττεντήκοντα ύττερβαλεϊν φασιν. αϊ μέν οΰν ’Αντωνίου 
καθηιρέθησαν εικόνες, αί δέ Κλεοπάτρας κατά χώραν έμειναν, 
’Αρχιβίου τίνος τώ ν φίλων αυτή ; χ ίλ ια  τάλαντα Καίσαρι δόν- 
το;, ΐνα μή τό  αύτό τα ΐ; ’Αντωνίου πάθωσιν.

8 7 . ’Αντωνίου δέ γενεάν άπολπτόντο; εκ τριών γυναικών 
έτττά ιταϊδας, ό πρεσβύτατο; Ά ντυλλο ; ύττό Καίσαρο; άνηιρέθη 
μόνος- τού; δέ λοιπού; Ό κταουία παραλαβοΰσα μετά τώ ν έξ

2 Ιαυτή; έθρεψε, καί Κλεοπάτραν μέν την εκ Κλεοπάτρα; Ίόβαι 
τώ ι χαριεστάτω ι βασιλέων συνώικισεν, ’Αντώνιον δέ τον εκ 
Φουλβία; οϋτω  μέγαν Ιποίησεν, ώστε την π ρώ την παρά  
Καίσαρι τιμήν Ά γρ ίπ π ο υ , τήν δέ δευτέραν τώ ν Λιβία; παίδω ν

3 εχόντων, τρίτον είναι καί δοκεΐν ’Αντώνιον, έκ δέ Μαρκέλλου 
δυεΐν αϋτήι θυγατέρων ούσών, ένό; δ ’ υΐοϋ Μαρκέλλου, τούτον 
μέν άμα πα ΐδα  καί γαμβρόν έποιήσατο Καϊσαρ, τώ ν δέ

4 θυγατέρων Ά γ ρ ίπ π α ι τήν Ιτέραν έδωκεν. επεί δέ Μάρκελλο; 
έτελεύτησε κομιδήι νεόγαμο;, καί Καίσαρι γαμβρόν εχοντα 
π ίσ τιν  ουκ εΰπορον ήν Ικ τώ ν άλλων φίλων Ιλέσθαι, λόγον ή 
Ό κταουία προσήνεγκεν ώ ; χρή τήν Καίσαρο; Θυγατέρα λαβεΐν

5 Ά γρ ίπ π α ν , άφέντα τήν έαυτή;. πεισθέντο; δέ Καίσαρο; 
πρώτον, έΐτ’ Ά γρ ίπ π ο υ , τήν μέν αύτη ; άπολαβοϋσα 
συνώικισεν Ά ντω νίω ι, τήν δέ Καίσαρο; Ά γ ρ ίπ π α ; έγημεν.

ό απολειπόμενων δέ τώ ν ’Αντωνίου κα'ι Ό κταουία; δυεΐν 
θυγατέρων τήν μέν Δομιτιο; Ά ηνόβαρβο; έλαβε, τήν δέ 
σωφροσύνηι καί κάλλει περιβόητον ’Αντωνίαν Δροΰσο;, ό

7 Λιβία; υιό;, πρόγονο ; δέ Καίσαρο;. εκ τούτω ν έγένετο Γερμανι-
8 κό; καί Κλαύδιο;* ών Κλαύδιο; μέν ύστερον ήρξε- τώ ν δέ Γερμανι- 

κοϋ παίδω ν Γάιο; μέν άρξα; Ιπιμανώ ; ού πολύν χρόνον άνηιρέθη 
μετά τέκνου καί γυναικό;, Ά γ ρ ιπ π ίν α  δ ’ υ!όν έξ Άηνοβάρβου 
Λεύκιον Δομίτιον Ιχουσα, Κλαυδίωι Καίσαρι συνώικησε- καί



ΑΝΤΩΝΙΟΣ 115

θέμενος του uiòv αυτής Κλαύδιος Νέρωνα Γερμανικόν ττροσω- 
9 νόμασεν. οδτος όρξας έφ’ ήμών άπέκτεινε τήν μητέρα καί μικρόν 

εδέησεν ΰττ’ εμττληξίας καί παραφροσύνης άνατρέψαι την 
"Ρωμαίων ήγεμονίαυ, πέμπτος ά π ’ ’Αντωνίου κατ’ άριθμόν 
διαδοχής γενό μένος.





CO M M ENTARY

1.1—2.3 Antony’s p a re n ts

P. deals with his subject’s γένος even when there is little to say, but this 
treatment is unusually leisurely, like Gracck. 1 and Cor. 4. There are two 
reasons for the emphasis here. (1) The comparison with Dtr., where 
Antigonus plays an important role (Intr., 22). (2) Antonius introduces 
themes which will be important to A. himself, generosity and loyalty to 
friends (esp. 4.6-9, 36-37.1, 43-5- 6= 63.3, 67.8, 73.5, 74.6). A.’s own 
son will show the same liberality at 28.7-12, and inherited similarities 
are again relevant in 87(n.). Cf. Intr., 10, Russell 136. Antonius’ 
submissiveness to Julia may also prefigure A.’s own later behaviour.

Διηγωνϊσμένου δέ τοϋ Μακεδονικού δράματος, ώρα τό ‘Ρωμοτϊκόν 
έττεισαγαγεϊν. Thus concludes Dtr. (53- to), with the theatrical imagery 
important to both Lives (Intr., 21-2, cf. 29.4η,). P. conceived his pairs 
as unities, and it is arbitrary whether we count that sentence as part of 
Dtr. or of Ant.

i.x M. Antonius, cos. 99: cf. OCD*.and, for his death, Mar. 44. τής 
Σύλλα γενόμενον στάσεως ‘who belonged to Sulla’s faction’. M. 
Antonins C reticus (cf. OCD*) was spectacularly defeated by the 
Cretan pirates in 72 or 71, and died soon afterwards. The cognomen 
‘Creticus’ was probably an honour intended to gloss over his failure, 
ευγνώμων δε καί . . .  ελευθέριος: P.’s sympathetic portrayal is 
isolated, and presumably influenced by his desire to link father and son. 
Sail, described the same traits more trenchan tly*· perdundae pecuniae 
genitus et vacuus a curis nisi instantibus. Hist. 3.3 M. And even by Roman 
standards his treatment of provincials was avaricious: cf. Cic. Vert. 
2.3.213—17. άςρ* ενός δν τις έργου καταμάθσι: cf. 4-7= 10.10, and e.g. 
Brut. 33. i for similar phraseology and technique.

3 Ιξετάζειν ‘examine’, presumably under torture.

2.1 Ju lia  was daughter of L. Caesar (cos. 90) and Fulvia, sister of L. 
Caesar (cps. 64). At 20.5-6 she protects her brother with dignity, but 
P. thereafter makes hide of her, although his source apparently 
stressed her role during 41-39 b.c.: cf. 32.1η. τ α ΐς , .. ίνάμιλλος ‘who 
could match the best and wisest women of her day’. P. C ornelius 
L entulas Sura: c£ OCD* ‘Lentulus’ (4), and for his problematic role

117
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in the conspiracy Cic. 17—22 and texts cited at M RR  166; R. Seager, 
Hist. 22 (1973) 240-8. P. catalogues some of his misdeeds at Cic. 17.

a πρόψασις καί άρχή ‘cause and origin’, ιρησί γοΰν "Αντώνιος . . .  
For γοΰν cf. 24.4η. The present tense marts a quotation {cf. 10.3, 
59.7}, but P. is unlikely to have first-hand knowledge of A.’s words. 
The other reference to A.’s speeches (10.3η.) is drawn from Cic. Phil. 2, 
which it seems that P. had recently reread (Intr., 26-7}. This case 
appears similar: Cic. PHI. 2.17, quoting an earlier speech of A., says ad 
sepulturam corpus uitrici sui negat a me datam. But Cic. does not mention 
Julia’s intercession, nor say that all the victims were granted burial. P.’s 
rereading of the Philippic possibly triggered a recollection from earlier 
researches, perhaps from the time when he was preparing Cic.

3 τοϋτο μεν . . .  έστιν: for such source-criticism cf. 6.1, 59.1, arid e.g. 
Crass. 13.3-4, Caes. 8.3-4 (discussed at Hermes 113 (1985) 316-17).

2.4-8 Antony’s youth

P. is here very brief. He is unusual among ancient biographers in often 
treating his subjects’ boyhood at length (e.g. Dtr. 2-4); he is especially 
interested in their education (e.g. Cor. 1, Mar. 2, Fab. 1), particularly 
where his subjects have important flaws (e.g. Cor., Mar.). Despite A.’s 
flaws, Ant. does not fit this pattern, presumably because P. lacked a 
satisfactory source: Intr., 30. (We are no better off: the first twenty-five 
years of A.’s life are very obscure.)

The associations with Curio and Clodius are reshaped from Cic. 
Phil. 2.44-8. Cic. had stressed the erotic relationship with Curio, 
likening A. to a male prostitute: P., restrained and perhaps sceptical, 
omits this. Cic. had given no hint that Curio was the leading partner: 
for him, A. had been as naturally debauched as Curio. P. makes Curio 
a corrupting influence, subtly tempting A. into submissiveness (ώς 
μάλλον εϊη χειροήθης). A. will often be seen as brilliant but passive, the 
susceptible victim of others’ wiles: first Fulvia (10.5-6, especially 10.6, 
χειρόήθη καί ττετταιδογωγημένον), then Cl. and her κόλακες. Cf. Intr., 
33, 35- 6-

4 ώσπερ τινά xfjpa: the image recurs at 24.2 (n.). In classical Greek 
κήρ is sinister and powerful, ‘doom’ or ‘ruin’: cf. Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag.
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206. In  later prose the word’s force is sometimes (e.g. Cim. 2.5, 784a) 
but not always deadened: here P. uses its suggestions of a corrupting 
and destructive force to introduce an important theme; cf. Lys. 17.2, 
Sparta’s introduction to silver and gold; Crass. 6.6; Cic. 24.3. 
άπαιδεύτου: P. believed strongly in the civilising and restraining power 
of education (Cor. 1.4-5, Numa. 26(4).10-12); a lack of παιδεία is 
characteristically associated with ακολασία and irrational passions 
(Sol. 21.2, Galba 1.4, 37c). γύναια: dismissive, ‘girls’ (or even ‘tarts’) 
rather than ‘women’: cf. 10.5, 10.7.

5 πεντήκοντα καί διακοσίων ταλάντων; the drachma was conven­
tionally equated with the Roman denarius. One talent =  6000 dr./den. 
=  24,000 sesterces. P. therefore correctly reproduces Cic.’s figure of six 
million sesterces (Phil. 2.45).

6 Κλωδίου: according to Cic. Phil. 2.48, A. was involved with 
Clodius during his tribunate (58 B.C.). Pace Huzar 25-6, the association 
was surely short-lived (otherwise Cic. would have made more of it). 
θρασυτάτου καί βδελυρωτάτου: θρασύτηζ and βδελυρία are often 
linked, particularly when P. speaks of Qodius: Caes. 9.2, Pomp. 46.8, 
Me. 2.2-3, Dl*· I I ·2, 5· Both qualities form part of the classic 
stereotype of the demagogue: c£ Ar. Knights 134, 303-4, 637, etc.; 
Dem. 8.68-9, 19.208. τηι . . .  φοραι . . .  προσέμειξεν έαυτόν: lit. 
‘involved himself with the momentum’ of Clodius, a very striking 
phrase.

7 της εκείνου μανίας κτλ.: Cic. Phil. 2.48 gives no reason for A.’s 
departure from Clodius, and this seems to be P.’s guesswork. Nor does 
Cic. mention the journey to Greece, which P. may know from oral 
sources (Intr., 29). I f  he has placed the journey in fine right context, it 
should presumably be dated to 58.

8 τώ ι καλού μένω i μέν Άσιανωι ζήλωι (‘style’, cf. Russell on 
[Longin.] 7.4) των λύγων: for A.’s literary works cf. E. Huzar, ANEW  
n  30.1 (1982) 639-57; Suet Aug. 86.2-3, O. (a follower of the plain 
style) called him a madman for writing to be admired rather than 
understood, mocked his malum et inconstans [cf. ανωμάλου here] in 
eligendo genere dicendi indicium, and associated A. with the Asiaticorum 
oratorum imams sententiis uerborvm uolubilitas. But this ‘Asianism’ did not 
represent a recognised school or established style at Rome. It was a 
mere abusive slogan, applied to florid orators, and probably no 
Roman would have accepted it as a fair description of his style. P. likes
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to use his subjects’ rhetorical style to illuminate their characters. C£ 
esp. Fab. 1.7-8, C, Mai. 7.1-3, Gracch. 2 .3-5.11 does not follow that he 
knew Antony’s speeches at first hand (Intr., 30). φρυαγματίαν . . .  
γαυριάματος: striking language, for both words convey images bor­
rowed from horses: ef. 21.1, 36.11x0. The onomatopoeic φρύαγμα is 
‘snorting’ or ‘whinnying’ (cf. 150a, 754a, and the extended metaphor at 
754c), γαηρίαμα is ‘prancing’ (cf. 33.3η., Xen. Eq. ro.16). For the 
combination of ideas, cf. Lyc. 22.1, Aem. 27.5; Meleager 90 [A.P. 12.33) 
μή yaOpa φρυάσσου.

3 The cam paign w ith  G abinius (57-55 B.C.)

P. is fond of such stipendia prima (e.g. Dtr. 5-6, Mar. 3, Cor. 3), but this 
treatment is unusually lavish. A.’s φιλοτιμία and brilliance on 
campaign contrast programmatically with his private excesses and 
weakness of will (2). He shows many elements of the stereotyped good 
soldier (Intr., 35—6): the ambition, the valour (esp. πρώτος, §2), the 
conquest of natural obstacles, the τόλμη and -πρόνοια, the humanity 
towards defeated enemies (nn.). P. omits a suggestive item: A. was said 
to have met Cl. during this campaign, and been enchanted by her 
(App. 5.8).

3.1 A. Gabinius, cos. 58: cf. OCD'\ 7.2-3n. His father had served 
under A.’s grandfather {MRS. 1 572, 573 n. 3), and this may have 
influenced his choice of A. now (Huzar 27). ανέπειθεν ‘was urging’, 
imperfect: cf. 9-in. Ιδιώτης μέν ούκ αν εψη συνεξελθειν: the 0.0. 
equivalent of o.r. ιδιώτης μεν (=  εί μέν ιδιώτης εΐην) ούκ αν 
συνεξέλβοιμι.

2 A ristobulus had become king and high priest of Judaea in 69 or 
67, after a war with his brother Hyrcanus. In 63 Pompey conquered 
Judaea, captured Aristobulus, and reinstated Hyrcanus as high priest. 
Aristobulus was taken to Rome, but escaped and returned to Judaea in 
57 or 56. Jos. (A .J. 14.82-97, B .J. 1.160-74) confirms A.’s gallantry, 
but shows that P. has conflated two stages of the revolt (a typical 
technique, Intr., 34). The first uprising was led by Aristobulus’ elder 
son Alexander: this culminated in a battle near Jerusalem and the
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reduction of the fort of Alexandreion (the μεγκττον τών έρυμάτων of 
§2). Only then did Aristobulus arrive and rekindle the fighting: this led 
to the μάχη of §3. P, also exaggerates the Jews’ numerical superiority 
(cf. Jos. A .J. 14.92-3, B .J. 1.171-2) and the role of A.’s detachment 
(A. was only one of three commanders against Aristobulus). For all 
these events cf. A. Η. M. Jones 14-26, Smallwood 21-35. πρώτος: the 
stereotyped good soldier leads from the front: cf, 18.5, and e.g. Pyrrh. 
16.11, 22.9, Livy 21.4.8, Tac. Agr. 18-2 with Ogilvie-Richmond adloc. 
The first Roman soldier on a wall won the corona mundis.

3 αυτός δέ , . .  ήλω: Aristobulus and his younger son Antigonus were 
sent back to Rome, though Antigonus was then allowed to return to 
Judaea. Alexander led a further unsuccessful rebellion in 55.

4 P tolem y XU was Cl.’s father. In 58 his subjects drove him into 
exile, replacing him with his daughter Berenice. He went to Rome and 
sought assistance to regain his throne, but without success until 55, 
when Gabinius restored the king on his own authority, doubtless 
counting on Fompey’s support. Ptolemy killed many of his opponents, 
including Berenice, and continued to reign until bis death in 51. When 
Gabinius returned to Rome in 54, he was prosecuted on several counts, 
convicted of extortion, and forced into exile. (Cf. E. Fantham, Hist. 24 
(I975) 425-43.) The charge of the ‘10,000 talents’ goes back to 
contemporary polemic (Cic. Rub. Post. 21, 30-1): cf. Braund 26, 59-60. 
πεί&οντος ‘urging’, oi μέν πλεΐστοι . . .  καί Γαβίνιον S’ οκνος . . , 
Αντώνιος δε: οί μεν . . .  is answered by ’Αντώνιος δέ . . . ;  καί Γαβίνιον 
Sè . . .  (cf. Denniston 199-203 for the combination of particles) merely 
adds an extra component to the μέν-clause. έξηνδραποδισμένον: 
‘slavery’ images with δούλος and δούλά» are by no?/ greatly deadened 
(e.g. Numa 8.4, Brut. 39.6). The metaphorical use of άνδράττοδον 
cognates is rarer and more powerful: cf. Cor. 14.4.

6 fotel δέ . . .  οδόν: the conquest of spectacular natural obstacles 
marks out the great general: c£ e.g. Char. 22.3, Arr. Anab. 6.21-6, Livy 
21.32-8 (with 17.5η.), Veil. 2.105.3 (with Woodman’s n.), and Xen. 
Anab. passim. Pelusium : 74.in. The Serbonian lake is the modern 
Sabkhat el-Bardawil, the salt-lake stretching east of Port Said and 
divided from the Mediterranean by a narrow land-bar: see Map 4. It 
draws its water from the Mediterranean by a suction process via the 
bar. The "Εκρηγμα was a dried-up channel connecting the lake to the 
sea (Strabo 16.760). I t was a spectacular region, with sulphurous
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springs, quicksands, and memories of tidal waves: part of a Persian 
army was said to have disappeared here in $42. Τυφώνος . . .  έκπνοάς 
(a sort offigura etymologica): the sulphurous springs. Typhon, equated 
with the Egyptian Seth, was associated with several volcanic regions: 
cf. M. L. West on Hes. Th. 820-80. τής δ’ Έρυθρδς θαλάσσης: 69.4η. 
όπονόστησις . . .  καί διήθησις: Ρ. dearly argues that the lake’s waters 
have a double origin: (1) residual waters of the Red Sea (cf. Strabo 
1.50, 18.809); (2) subterranean infiltration (διήθησις, cf Hdt. 2.93.5). 
But here P.’s language is ambiguous. Either (a) ‘infiltration from the 
Red Sea, a t the point where the isthmus dividing it [the Red Sea] from 
the Mediterranean is at its narrowest’: this takes διήθησις as well as 
ύπονόστησις with της ’Ερυθρός θαλάσσης. Or (b) ‘infiltration [from 
the Mediterranean], where a very narrow isthmus divides it [the lake] 
from the Mediterranean’. I f  {a), the isthmus is, as at 69.4, the neck of 
land between the Mediterranean and the Gulf of Suez, with the Gulf 
regarded as an extension of the Red Sea: this ‘isthmus’ is about eighty 
miles wide. If  (6), the isthmus is the tenuous land-bar between the lake 
and the Mediterranean. All translators except Perrin favour (a), which 
is easier Greek but absurd geology; (b) is close to the geological truth, 
and likely to be what P. meant.

8 Πτολεμαίου: we might expect a dative after Ινεστη, but cf 53.1η.
g καί τόλμης έργα καί προνοίας ήγεμονικής: tire combination 

typifies the good general, cf e.g. C. Mai. 27.5, 29(2).3, Ale. 35.3, Veil. 
2.79.1 with Woodman’s n., Plb. 3.47.7, Livy 21.4.5.

10 ή πράς ’Αρχέλαον. . .  φιλανθρωπία: cf. his later treatment of the 
dead Brutus (22.6-8), with 82.1η. Archelaus, son of Mithridates’ 
general Archelaus (OCJ>}; became high priest at Pontic Comanain63; 
in 56 he joined Gabinius, but soon left to marry Berenice and be 
crowned king of Egypt. His reign lasted only six months.

11 ’Αλεξανδρεϋσι: the Alexandrians in particular, not the Egyptians 
in general: A.’s career thus begins with glory, in the very city where it 
will end in defeat and disgrace. Cf. 29.4 for A.’s popularity at 
Alexandria, άνήρ έδοξε λαμπρότατος είναι: intensifying 2.4, λαμπρών 
γενομένωι: the ring-composition marks the end of the discussion of A.’s 
early career.
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4 Antony an d  Ids so ld iers

2 has stressed A.’s excesses, 3 his military brilliance, with 3.10-11 
pointing his popularity with the troops. 4 brings the themes together, 
suggesting that this popularity was partly the result of the excesses, 
braggadocio, and extravagance. This passage introduces important 
themes: cf. esp. 6.5-6, 17.5, 27.2,43 for A.’s behaviour; 8.2, 40.8, 43.2-
4, 44.4, 64, 68.3-5 for ids soldiers’ loyalty. A. eventually betrays his 
men (66.8, 68.3—5) before his men betray him.

P. often uses characterising digressions to introduce a critical stage of 
a Life: e.g. Ale. 16 and 23 (with Russell 108), Mar. 7 and 28, Caes. 15- 
17, Pomp. 45, Dem. 13-14, Dir. 19-20. Thus at 24.9-12 and 27.3-5 i™1-) 
the digressions on A. and Cl. point the emergence of A.’s τελευταϊον 
κακόν (25.1); 70, on Timon, separates Actium’and Alexandria. Here, 
the passage marks off A.’s youth (1—3) from his entry into politics (5). 
P. consequently stresses political as well as military aspects: he is 
generous to ‘friends’ as well as soldiers, his behaviour ‘built a splendid 
foundation for’ his authority—but ‘countless failings destroyed it’. And 
many of those ‘failings’ spring from the same qualities, which both 
build and destroy A.’s greatness. When he finally betrays his men, it is 
because his braggadocio, geniality, and excesses are shared not with 
them, but with Cl.

4,1—3 P. often describes physical appearance, which usually matches 
character (Sulla 2, Mar. 2, Arai. 3) but sometimes belies it [Ages. 2, Phoc.
5, PM. 2); see A. E. Ward man, CQ_ij (1967) 414-20. Here the effects of 
physical form are stressed, just as Pompey’s appearance helped to win 
political support [Pomp. 2). A.’s looks not merely enhance his 
popularity, they also aid his imitation of Hercules — an important 
theme, for A. later mimics Dionysus, not merely Hercules, while CL 
emulates both Aphrodite and Isis. Cf. 24.4—5, 26.2, 26.5, 36.7, 54.9, 
60.3-5 (nn.). P.’s stress on these divine pretensions is unusual: Caes., for 
instance, ignores C.’s descent from Venus, and Pomp. Pompey’s link 
with Hercules. But the pretensions of A. and CL were more important 
and striking, and P.’s stress is natural. Sh. exploits them differently, 
with more insistence on the specifically Herculean motifs, i.iii.84, 
rv.iii.16-17, xii.43-7: cf. 754-5n., Intr., 40, and E. M! Waith, The 
Herculem Hero in Marlowe, Chapman, Shakespeare and Diyden (London
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1962} 113-21. Hercules is more appropriate to A.’s soldierliness in Sh., 
and Bacchus would have more undignified associations for Sh.’s 
audience than Dionysus for P.’s. Demetrius’ appearance also showed 
an ηρωική . . .  Ιττιφανεία καί βασιλική σεμνότης, and he too μάλιστα 
των θεών έζηλοϋ τον Διόνυσον {Dir. 2): but what is muted in Dir. 
becomes pervasive in Ant., Intr., 23. μορφής ελευθέριον αξίωμα ‘a 
gentlemanly dignity of appearance’. P.’s description is supported by 
A.’s coin-portraits: cf. Toynbee 4 :-6; M. Bieber, ANRW  1 4 (1973) 
882-5. P. perhaps based his description on statues of A., whether or not 
they were rightly identified: cf. e.g. Mar. 2, Amt. 3, Sulla 2, with A. E. 
Wardman, C Q 17 (1967) 414-20. Such statues may have been heroi­
cally stylised in the manner of the traditional Hercules, and this may 
help to explain P.’s stress on A.’s Herculean behaviour (§3). πλάτος. . .  
μυχτήρος ‘his broad forehead and his aquiline nose’.

2 Ήρακλείδας είναι, τούς Άντωνίους: this descent from Hercules 
was taken seriously. An Antonian moneyer issued types portraying 
Hercules (or, less likely, Anton), just as C. and O. had their types of 
Venus and Aeneas: Crawford, RRC 1.502-11 (no. 494/2a-b). But A.’s 
Herculean behaviour -  the tunic girt to the thigh, the sword, the cloak -  
is harder to believe. It would deeply have offended Roman sentiment 
(though P., the Greek, does not sense this), yet neither Cic. nor other 
writers, however hostile to A., mention it. Perhaps P., emphasising A.’s 
braggadocio, is imaginatively exaggerating. The description may be 
influenced by the comic miles gloriosus·, cf. Pyrgopolynices, explaining 
that he is nepos Veneris (Plaut. M il. 1265) or Stratophanes, announcing 
himself as Mars (Plaut. True. 515).

In P.’s own day Trajan was similarly stressing an association with 
Hercules: cf. Jones, Dio 116-19. But f°r Trajan the suggestions of 
Hercules were toil and beneficence to humanity: this sort of bluffness 
was very different. P. could not have sensed any contemporary 
relevance, for the allusion would be unbelievably tactless.

3 σάγος . . .  των στερεών: lit. ‘a cloak, one of the coarse ones’: 
presumably as a modern-day equivalent of Hercules’ lion-skin, as the 
sword represents his club.

4 A.’s cam araderie . Much of this description is stock. One 
commonplace is the general who wins popularity by sharing his men’s 
everyday activities and hardships (6.5-6, 17.5, 43.6}: cf. e.g. Xen, Cyr. 
1.6.25, Cic. Mur. 38, Plin. Pan. 15, Veli. 2.114 with Woodman’s nn.,
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and esp. Mar. 7-3—6. Another stereotype is the leader who develops 
terms of personal familiarity with his men: Sail. B.J. 96 (Sulla), Suet. 
M . 67 (Caesar), Tac. Hist. 1.23 (Otho), 1.52 (ViteUius). Both 
stereotypes are often, as here, combined with munificence, usually with 
a hint that the familiarity is a pose adopted by self-seekers. But P. sees 
no such calculation in the straightforward A., and the boastfulness, 
shared excesses, jocularity, and love-affairs have no parallel in the 
historiographic stereotypes; nor do other writers connect A.’s licen­
tiousness with his military leadership. Here P. imposes his own view of 
A.’s character, again borrowing from the comic miles gloriosus.

The style is suitably heightened. §4 has strong vocabulary and a 
rapid accumulation of ideas, with each element in the list bearing more 
stylistic weight; §5 (n.) introduces an important motif with a striking 
phrase; then §6 has longer, more complicated cola, with its cumber­
some abstractions building to the heavy vocabulary of έκ μυρίων 
άλλων Αμαρτημάτων άνατρεπομένην. As at 1.2-3 (cf. 84.4-70.) an 
anecdote finally focuses the μεγαλόδωρος theme, with simpler sen­
tence-construction and swift cola; A.’s o.r. vividly points the conclusion. 
He is indeed like his father (in.), and the repetition of the ‘one 
example’ formula (4.7, c£ i.in .) perhaps reinforces the point, κώθων: 
basically ‘drinking-cup’, the word can readily be extended to 
‘carousals’, πόθου: a powerftd word, ‘longing’ or ‘yearning’ for some­
thing absent (cf. Plato Crai. 420a), often of sexual love (e.g. Pomp. 
53.2). When P. uses it elsewhere of affection for a national hero, that 
hero is generally absent (e.g. Pomp. 57.7) or dead (e.g. Per. 39.3): cf. 
esp. Gracch. 4.6 ττολλήν δε καί παρών εΰνοιαν εΤχεν έν τώι στρατοπέδωι 
καί πόθον άπαλλαττόμενος αύτοϋ κατέλιπε. «πόθος is therefore a 
suggestive word for the army’s affection for a man who will so often be 
absent from them: cf. 68.4, their πόθος for A. after his flight from 
Actium.

5 ijv δέ που xai to  ερωτικόν ούχ άναφρόδιτον: a paradoxical 
phrase: Eros and Aphrodite embodied rather different sons of ‘love’. 
oOk άναφρόδιτον is ‘not unbeloved of, not inappropriate to’ 
Aphrodite, i.e. showing charm and grace, not just lust: a rare usage, 
apparently confined to P. (cf. 75id, 972d) and perhaps influenced by 
the Latin uenustus. έδημαγώγει ‘captivated’, ‘won over’ by such 
popular behaviour: the word need not be confined to ‘demagogy’. 
Cf. Fab. 26.1 δημαγωγών Ιλπίσι τούς νέους, Luculi. 23.1, and esp.
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Pomp. 2.1, where physical attractiveness again aids δημαγωγία.' 
σκωπτόμενος οΰκ άηδώς .. . :  cf. 24.11. Most of these jokes eventually 
concern CL: 26.1, 27.2, 29.5-7, 32*®·

7 δεκίης: one million sesterces (=  250,000 dr./den., 2.5η.). Cf. Intr., 
8 for the explanation of the Roman term.

5-8 The C ivil War

4 masks a five-year gap, and 5.1 brings us to 50 b .c . There are 
deliberate omissions here. In  54 A. joined C. in Gaul. In late 53 he 
returned to Rome to stand for the quaestorship (Cic. Phil. 2.49, Mil. 
40), also hoping for a vacant augurship (Cic. Phil. 2.4). In  April 52 he 
spoke against Milo at his trial; in the summer he was elected quaestor 
for 5 1. He then immediately returned to Gaul, where he was unspecta- 
cularly involved in several campaigns. From Cic. Phil. 2.48-50, and 
perhaps from his knowledge of the Gallic War (Cats. 15-27), P. knew 
some of this. But it was unexciting; and P. had a further reason to omit 
these events. By discarding the detail of the years 54-50, he can pretend 
that Curio brought A. over to C. (5.2η.), and so portray A. as passive 
and susceptible. Cf. Intr., 34, 36.

A. now began to play a part in general history, and P.’s narrative 
becomes richer, allowing new points to emerge. Most of this material 
seems to come from Pollio (Intr., 27-8). A. becomes politically astute 
and effective, as he will be in a later crisis (5.3-10, cf. 14); yet his 
aimlessness contrasts with C.’s crisp ambition (6. in.), and, now that he 
is a public figure, his recklessness brings political catastrophe (6.7). 7-8 
then reintroduce the earlier contrast (3η.), A. as the inspiring military 
leader, so different (as C. saw, 7.1} from the sluggish man at peace 
(6-5- 7)-

5 presents complicated historical problems, particularly the account 
of the senate’s discussions in early Jan. (§§6-8). Cf. Pelling (2) 139-40, 
arguing that P. transposes events from the ist Dec. 50 sitting of the 
senate to ist Jan. 49, and that this involves transferring actions from 
Curio (trib, until 9th Dec.) to A. (trib. from 10th Dec. onwards). P.’s 
account of the ist Dec. sitting at Pomp. 58 is more truthful.
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3.1 ταδτα μεν ouv ύστερον: cf. 50.7 and e-g- Cost. 4.9, Pomp. 2.12, and 
Pyrrh. 3.9 for such apologetic formulas, 4πεΙ Si . . .  διέστη ‘when 
Roman politics came to the point of division’, i.e. ‘as civil war 
approached’, των μεν αριστοκρατικών . . .  των Sè δημοτικών: as 
usual, P. crudely assumes the existence of two parties at Rome (Felling 
(3) 166-75). But his attempt to set the war against any historical 
background is perfunctory: ctr. Cues. 28-9, Pomp. 56-8, Felling (3) 164.

2 For CuHo, trib. 50, cf. 2.4η., OCD% W. K. Lacey, Hist. 10 (1961) 
318-29, E. S. Gruen, Last Generation of the Roman Republic (Berkeley 
1974) 470-97. He suddenly came over to C.’s side in Feb. 50, 
proposing various popular bills (MRR 249), and he continued to 
support him until the end of his tribunate: on ist Dec. he elicited the 
important senatorial vote that C. and Pompey should both disarm 
(§§6-7nn.). He left office and joined G. at Ravenna in Dec., returning to 
Rome in early Jan. (§§5-9™!.). θεραπεύων ‘taking care of, ‘attending 
to’ G.’s interests: cf. LSJ n.3. The word need not be pejorative (cf. 
816b, Sulla 6.17, Dir. 4.Ϊ, Pomp. 19.8). Extant contemporary sources do 
not suggest that he was bribed to come over to C., but that tradition 
seems to derive from Pollio and should be taken seriously: P. elsewhere 
says that C. purchased Curio by settling his debts, and that A. also did 
well out of C.’s funds {Pomp. 58.2, cf. Caes. 29.3). Here P. omits all 
suggestion of this bribery, stressing instead Curio’s lavish expenditure 
from C.’s gold. That motif suits the Life’s stress on generous giving 
(in.), and the political strength it won (4.6). από τοΰ λέγειν: for 
Curio’s eloquence cf. esp. Cic. Brut. 280-2. δήμαρχον . . .  καλοΰσιν: P. 
speaks loosely, meaning only that Curio’s help was decisive in gaining 
these successes: cf Cic. Phil. 2.4. In  50 the tribjmician and consular 
elections were held in late July or early Aug., and the augurate election 
apparently about the same time (Cic. Att. 122(6.8).2 and Cael. Fam. 
97(8.i4).2, with Shackleton Bailey’s nn.). P. is probably right in saying 
that A. was elected first tribune, then augur. P. carefully explains augur 
for his Greek readers: cf Intr., 8.

3 εις τήν αρχήν: Le. as tribune. His term began on 10th Dec. 49.
4 C. C laudius M arcellus (cf. 3 i.i-2n .), the consul of 50, was a 

fierce opponent of C. For the genitive, where we might have expected 
dative with εμττοδών εστη, cf. 53.1η. τούς τε συνειλεγμένους ήδη 
στρατιώτας: these troops had been withdrawn from C. in Gaul {Caes. 
29, Pomp. 57). Since 53 the eastern provinces had been threatened by
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51 (cf 28.1η.). In spring or early summer 50 it was decided to 
withdraw one legion each from C. and Pompey, and send them to M. 
C alpurnius Bibulus, proconsul of Syria. Pompey designated a legion 
which he had earlier lent to C., who was thus effectively deprived of 
two legions. In  50 the Parthian danger receded: despite ττολεμοΰντι 
here, Bibulus did little fighting, and the enemy withdrew from Syria in 
June. The two legions were consequently retained in Italy. On 2nd 
Dec. the consul Marcellus presented Pompey with a symbolic swórd, 
gave him command of the two legions and empowered him to recruit 
more (καταλεγε™ ετέρους): cf. esp. Pomp. 58.10-59.2. έμποδών εστη 
διάταγμα γράψας: Ρ. clearly means that A. issued a tribunician ‘edict’ 
(cf. esp. Marc. 24.13), but he may have misunderstood his source. 
Other attested tribunician edicts are much more limited in their 
demands (e.g. summoning a senate, Cic. Fam. 356(i2.6a).i), and do 
not exceed a tribune’s normal constitutional rights: cf. H. Kloft, Hist. 
29 (1980) 319. A. could hardly insist that the forces ‘should sail to 
Syria’; it is not even clear how far he could constitutionally interfere 
with a levy outside the city pomerium (Brunt 391—2, 397, 643). I f  A. 
issued an edict, it probably expressed disapproval, no more: cf. Cic. 2 
Verr. 2.100, Dio 37.43.4, 44.10.2. He was apparently continuing the 
policy of Curio, who ‘called upon the consuls to announce [i.e. issue an 
edict] that no-one should yet obey Pompey’s levy’ (App. 2.31, cf. Dio 
40.66.4, clearly from Pollio). P. may have misunderstood this demand. 
It is also possible, but unlikely, that P. has transferred this entire item 
from Curio to A., as at §§6-7. μή προσέχωσιν αύτώι: Le. they ‘should 
not respond to the levy’.

5 τάς Καίσαρος επιστολές: cf. Goes. 30.3 and esp. Pomp. 59.2-3, 
giving the letter's contents: C. proposed ‘that both he and Pompey 
should give up their provinces and armies, put themselves in the power 
of the people, and submit to a public examination of their past actions’. 
(In Ant. P. does not mention these proposals: he here wishes to 
represent simultaneous disarmament as A.’s own suggestion, §6.) This 
maybe the assembly of 2 ist Dec. (cf. Cic. Ait. ΐ3ΐ(7·8}-5). On ist Jan. 
49 Curio delivered a very similar letter of C. to the senate, and A, again 
insisted that it should be read (App. 2.32, etc.); P. has perhaps 
conflated or confused the two occasions. But the idea of simultaneous 
disarmament had been in the air since spring or summer, and much
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had been made ofit in the senate on ist Dec.: there may genuinely have 
been several similar letters, δίχαια καί μέτρια Καίσαρος άξιου ν . . .  
δόξαντος: cf. Caes. 30.1, ‘C.’s claims certainly had the appearance of 
being fair and reasonable5; Caes. 31.1, 33.4; §8 below. For all his 
enthusiasm for republican causes (especially clear in C. Min. and 
Brutus), P. appreciates the issues’ moral complexity, and has little 
sympathy for the optimate extremists.

6 τέλος βέ δυεΐν έρωτήβεων . . . :  cf. Caes. 30.4-6, which shows that 
P. refers to the sitting of ist Jan. 49. But the detail -  the double vote, 
then A.’s suggestion of simultaneous disarmament -  seems to be 
borrowed from the sitting of ist Dec. 50, when Curio made this 
proposal and secured an overwhelming vote (370—22) in its favour. Cf. 
Pomp. 58; in Caes. and Ant. P. transfers this to the new year and to A., 
the new year’s tribune (Felling {2) 139-40). In fact, the main business 
on ist Jan. was (a) the reading of C.’s letter (§511.), thén [b] a general 
debate, centring on Q. Metellus Scipio’s proposal that C. should give 
up his army by a  specified date. This was vetoed by A. and Cassius 
(§8n.). C£ Caes. B.C. 1.1-6, Geizer 190-4.

7 ήξίουν έπιψηφίζεσθαι: on ist Dec. Curio did secure a vote 
(above). The thrust of die present narrative requires that the con­
ciliatory move should fail.

8 μή βουλομένων: in classical Greek we should expect ού. But even 
classical authors occasionally use μή with a participle giving a cause for 
the action described in the main clause (LSJ μή b .6 ). Later this use is 
extended: in P. and e.g. Ludan ού and μή are used interchangeably 
with participles of cause, time, or attendant circumstance. Cf. 56.5,
71.1 nn. των υπάτων: the anti-Caesarian consuls of 49 who entered 
office on ist Jan., C. Claudius Marcdlus (the homonymous cousin of 
the consul of 50, §4n.) and L. Cornelius Lentulus Crus, αύθις έτέρας. . .  
άξιώσεις: P. wrongly implies that this happened at the same meeting. 
C.’s new proposals in feet became known a few days later, and were 
perhaps debated on 5 th or 6th Jan. C. now offered to give up 
Transalpine Gaul and eight legions, and retain only Illyricum, 
Cisalpine Gaul, and two legions, until he could assume a second 
consulship. Gic., mediating, persuaded the Caesarians into further 
concessions: C. would now be content with Illyricum and a single 
legion. Pompey was tempted by this, but the optimate intransigents 
forced the issue, άντέπιπτε is rare in this forceful sense, ‘vehemently



resisted’ : c£ 11.4, Galba 25.5, Plb. 3.19.5. P. gives more detail at C. Min. 
51.7 and Pomp. 59.6; cf. Veil. 2.49.3. ίξέβαλ« τής βουλής t ìv  
’Αντώνιον: on 7th Jan. the senate voted to supersede G. in Gaul and to 
abrogate his right to stand for a second consulship in absentia. A. and 
Cassius vetoed the decree. Lentulus warned them to leave the senate 
and Rome at once: they fled to C.; and the so-called senatns consultum 
ultimum was passed. At Cues. 31 P. strongly criticises Lentulus for 
playing into C.'s hands. In this debate the tribunes were an effective 
obstacle because of their veto, as on ist Jan. when they had vetoed 
Scipio’s proposal. P. does not seem to appreciate this, and at §10 
consequently stresses the infringement of the tribunes’ free speech 
rather than the overriding of their veto. He rarely mentions the veto in 
other Lives, and he explains it incorrectly at Gracck. 10.3 and C. Min, 
20.8, speaking as if a tribune could only impede the actions of his 
fellow-tribunes. The veto was of negligible importance by P.’s own 
day, and his mistakes are natural: App. 3.50 seems to misunderstand 
similarly. Cf. Pelling (3) 177.

9 Κασσίου Κοίντου: Q, Cassius Longinus, A.’s Caesarian colleague 
in the tribunate of 4g. Note the inverted order of the names. P.’s 
practice is sometimes random (e.g. at 18.7, 36.2 and probably here), 
sometimes more pointed: thus at 20.5 it is a Caesar who is threatened, 
and at Coes. 4.2 P. means Marcus Lucullus, nothis brother. P., like Dio 
and App., readily inverts praenomen and nomen gentilicium or cognomen; in 
this they differ from Latin writers, who often invert nomen and cognomen, 
rarely -  perhaps never -  invert praenomen and either. Greek writers 
generally used praenomina more than Romans (J. G. F. Powell, CQ,34 
(1984) 238-9).

10 κατεβύων: P. again exaggerates A.’s own role: at Coes. 31.3 C. 
himself delivers this harangue, and this was the version of P.’s source 
Pollio (Cf. App. 2,33, Pelling (2) 12g). C. gives .his own version of his 
speech at B.C. 1.7, stressing the overriding of the veto.
i :
6.1 *Ejc τούτου: P.’s order is probably wrong, even though it derives 
from the eyewitness Pollio (cf. Coes. 32.7, App. 2.33-5). C. met his 
tribunes at Ariminum after crossing the Rubicon (Caes. B.C. 1.8.10); 
despite the tendentious reordering at B.C. 1.7, C.’s harangue and his 
display of the tribunes are probably to be put at Ariminum (Geizer 193 
n.3). He probably crossed the Rubicon on the night of io th jan . 49: P.
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tells the dramatic tale at Cats. 32. tv  τοϊς Φιλιππικοΐς: 2.55, ai Helena 
Troianis, sic iste Jtuic rei publicae belli causa, causa pestis atque exiti fu it. P. 
knows the passage at first hand: Intr., 26-7. P. is oddly insistent on 
defending A. here: the Life will often stress the catastrophic conse­
quences of A.’s recklessness (cf, §§6-7 below), and Cic,’s charge might 
have introduced the theme. But P. wishes to develop C. as a foil to A. 
himself. Like O. later, C. is coolly ambitious: his spwj is for power. A. is 
rash and neglectful, and his private excesses are already bringing 
political disaster (§§6-7). This use of C. to offset the aimless A. may be 
inspired by Cic. Phil. 2.116-17.

2 εύχερής ‘readily influenced’, πάλαι διέγνωστο πράττειν: the MSS
πάλαι εγνωστο (cf. e.g. 161b) gives harsh hiatus. P.’s practice here is 
strict, admitting hiatus only with proper names, καί, ή, μή, and the 
definite article. Ziegler’s <δι>έγνωστο is the obvious remedy: cf. Dtr. 
38.10, where the compound verb again avoids hiatus. This view of G.’s 
long-term, calculated plans recurs in other Lives, particularly Cass. 
itself: he had sought tyranny all his life, he had long decided to destroy 
Pompey, and by the late fifties was looking for pretexts (cf esp. Cues. 
28, 69.1, Pomp. 51.1-3). Modem critics usually prefer to see him as 
reacting to events, prepared to fight to defend his dignitas, but with no 
particular desire for war or ambition for tyranny. But other ancient 
writers (especially Dio) tend to agree with P. The interpretation goes 
back to C.’s own day (P.’s own analysis probably owes much to 
Pollio), and was clearly the subject of contemporary debate: cf. Cic. 
Phil. 2.53, 116, Att. 161(8.11).2, ΐ 7ΐ(9·5)·3> *  Off 3.82-3, and the 
discussion at Suet. Iul. 30. έπΐ καιρού ‘on the spur of the moment’, 
σχήμα ‘pretext’. *

3 & καί πρότερον ’Αλέξανδρον xai πάλαι Κόρον: Ρ. pairs Alexander 
with Caesar, and the comparison of the two was obvious and traditional 
(cf. Hamilton xxxiv n .i). C yras Π, the Great, was the founder of the 
Achaemenid Persian Empire. Sail. B.C. 2.2, stressing his lubido 
dominandi, is close to the emphasis here, but Gyrus was more often 
remembered for his wisdom and moderation (e.g. 858d, Cic. de Rep. 
1.43, iustissimus . . .  sapientìssimusque rex), a view coloured by Xen. Cyr. 
έρως, . , μέγιστον: cf. Otho 17.11, längs and tyrants display a Ssivòs . . .  
Épws . . .  καί ττφίμανήρ τού άρχειν. Ρ. clearly disapproves. He dislikes 
φιλαρχία {Dtr. 28.3, C. M in.'54.11, 793de, 813c, etc.); he thinks the 
quest for world conquest demented {Pyrrh. 14, the dialogue of Pyrrhus
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and Cineas); and C.’s ambition amounted to a desire for tyranny, 
which P. detested. But P. admitted C.’s energy and ability and the 
equity of his eventual rule (§yn.): cf. Wardman 112-13, Felling (2) 
136-7.

4. C.’s conquest o f  Rom e an d  Italy. He swiftly advanced south: 
Pompey decided to abandon Rome and Italy, and sailed from 
Brundisium on 17th March. C. needed time to prepare a fleet to pursue 
him; meanwhile he returned to Rome and then moved to Spain. In a 
brilliant campaign he outmanoeuvred Pompey’s legates Afranius and 
Petreius, accepting their surrender in Aug. Cf. Geber 195-318; P. gives 
more detail at Caes. 33-6, Pomp. 60-3. τάς tv Ίβηρίαι Πομπή ίου 
δυνάμεις: Pompey had been proconsul of Spain since 54 but had 
remained in Italy, governing the province through legati. In 49 these 
legati were L. Afranius, M. Petreius, and the antiquarian Varro. After 
C. had defeated Afranius and Petreius, Varro’s forces came over, 
οΰτως: i.e. by exploiting the period of delay: a fleet was gathered in 
C.’s absence [B.C. 1.29-30). Lepidus is the future triumvir. 
Ά ντωνίωι δέ δημαρχοΰντι: C. in feet appointed A. propraetor as well 
as tribune, and he exercised the present command as propraetor: MRR 
260.

5 τοίς μέν στρατιώταις εύθύς προσφιλής ήν: 4·4_6η. No other 
source attests A.’s military camaraderie at this time, and P. may be 
imposing his own preconception.

6 καί γάρ άδικου μένω v κτλ.: for P.’s interest in his subjects as 
administrators, cf. Pelling (3} 178-9. He may have good information 
here, for Cic. Att. 205(10.13).! tells of A.’s arrogant treatment of a 
municipal embassy. P. knew from Cic. Phil. 2 of some further outrages 
at this time, but he preferred to delay this to 9.5-9(71.).

7 πάντα μάλλον ή τυραννίδα δι’ αυτόν εκείνον φανεΐσαν: cf. Caes.
57.4-8 and especially Brut. 55 (2) .2; §3n. οί φίλοι διέβαλλον: this 
analysis is developed in Caes.. esp. 51. Similar ideas are found in other 
authors (e.g. Cic. Fam. 205(12.18).2, 23i(4-9).3, Dio 56.38.4), but the 
emphasis is individual to P., and recurs here and at Brut. 35.4 (cf. 
Pelling (1) 78, 83), Intr., 29.

7.1-3 C. re tu rn ed  to  R om e in early Dec. 49, then left for Brundisium 
eleven days later {Caes. 37, cf. Gebier 220-3). He crossed with seven 
legions to Epirus on 4th Jan. 48, and sent back his ships immediately.
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On. the return voyage they were harried by a Pompeian fleet under 
Bibulus, and thirty were lost; Bibulus and Libo then blockaded 
Brundisium, and A. could not break out till spring. The delay, as P. 
knew, caused C. much anxiety: at Cats. 38 and at 3igb-d P. tells ofhis 
vain attempt to sail back to Italy in a small skiff, ού μην άλλ’ ‘in. spite of 
this’, 9.1η.

2-3 C. recalled G abinius (3.1, 3.4ml.) from exile in 49. P. is 
confused here: Gabinius did not march to Illyria until 48-47, after 
Pharsalus. He then suffered a defeat, and fell ill and died a few months 
later. The chronological dislocation goes back to a source, perhaps 
Pollio (cf. App. 2.59, III. 12, Dio 42.11).

3 ’Αντώνιος ύπερ Καίσαρος έν πολλοΐς άπειλημμένου πολεμίοις 
φοβηθείς: Ρ. omits what he probably knew, that C. felt that A. had 
missed some good chances to sail, and finally sent him a stern rebuke 
(smerius scripsit): Gaes. B.C. 3.25. P.’s account (§§3-6) is ultimately 
derived from Gaes. B.C. 3.24-8, probably transmitted by Pollio {cf. 
App. 2.59 and Dio 41.48). L. Scribonius Libo (cf. OCD3) had 
recendy defeated A.’s brother C. Antonius off the Dalmatian coast. He 
later played an important role in politics, supporting his son-in-law 
Sextus (32.1η.), but P. does not mention him again in the Life, πολλά 
. . .  περιστήοας: cf. Gaes. B.C. 3.24, P.’s ultimate source: with about 60 
light boats A. lured five enemy quadriremes into the harbour 
(τριήρεσιν is imprecise, but ‘trireme’ is often a general word for 
‘galley’), took one ship, and forced the rest to withdraw. P. omits an 
important but less spectacular fret: A. cut off Libo from fresh water, 
and this forced him to abandon the blockade.
4-5 ψάραγγας άγχιβαθείς ‘crags with deep water beneath them’. P. 
simplifies, for A.’s ships quickly made the small harbour of Nym­
phaeum. τοΰ κόλπου πολϋν έκπνεώσαντος λίβα: lit. ‘the bay blew 
forth a great S. W. wind’, an odd expression for ‘a great wind blew from 
the bay’ (cf. 48.6, Thuc. 2.84.2). The wind changed to the S.W. (λίψ =  
Africus, Gaes. B.C. 3.26.5) as they entered the harbour, and they could 
anchor safely, μεταβαλόμενος άπό της γης: a mistake, for A. stayed in 
the safety of the harbour. The error seems to arise from a misunder­
standing of the stylistic figure of Caes. B.C. 3.27.1, hic subitam commu­
tationem fortunae uidere licuit. . .  σσβαρώς combines the ideas of ‘speed’ 
and ‘vigour’ (LSJ 1, cf. Seri. 17.10) with those o f‘haughtiness’, ‘pride’, 
and ‘magnificence’ (LSJ n). Cf. Lys. 5.1, of Lysander sailing noisily and
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σοβαρώς past the harbour where he was moored; Sulla 28.11; Cats. 
45.1. A., even so soon after escaping such peril, deliberately put on a 
fine display with ships under full sail.

6 καί διεφδάρησαν ούκ όλίγαι: all sixteen enemy ships were 
wrecked, κ α ι. . .  καί . . .  καί . . .  καί . . the accumulation of brief co­
ordinate clauses conveys the rapid sequence of successes (c£ e.g. Pomp. 
12.8, Dir. 34.5): a swift release from the perils which P. has described 
with heavier vocabulary and more complex constructions (§§3—5). 
Λίσσον: the modem Lezhé, formerly Alessio, about 35 miles N. of 
Dyrrhachium. Lissus voluntarily came over to A., and Pompey could 
not stop C. from uniting with his new forces. Iv καιρΰι . . .  
άφικόμ,ενος: just as the good commander tends to do, cf. e.g. Cats. 
26.3, Phil. 15.4, Pomp. 17.2, and Woodman on Veil. 2.75.1.

8.1-3 the  ba ttles in  Greece. The two armies now moved to 
Dyrrhachium. C., though numerically inferior, sought to surround his 
enemy with elaborate fortifications; but Pompey forced C. to widen his 
circle by building his own contravallation. So long a line strained C.’s 
resources, and, as P. says, a series of minor engagements were fought. 
Pompey broke through in mid-July. C. by now faced critical problems 
of provision; he withdrew to Thessaly, where he won decisively at 
Pharsalus (9th Aug.). P. gives more detail at Cues. 39-46 and Pomp. 65- 
72: most ultimately derives from Caes. B.C. 3.41-99, probably 
transmitted and expanded by Pollio (cf. esp. Caes. 46.2). δίς δ è . . .  
άνέατρεψβ: probably the instances of Caes. B.C. 3.46 and 65, both at 
Dyrrhachium (A. rallied the ninth Legion as it was being pursued and 
checked a danger by bringing reinforcements). P.’s elaboration -  A.’s 
distinction in ‘every’ engagement, his reputation in the camp -  is 
doubtless his own,

3 τα δλα ‘the whole issue’, summa rer. cf. LSJ s.v. όλο; π.2. τοΰ 6’ 
εύωνύμου . . .  παρέδωκεν: Caes. B.C. 3.89.3. The battle was decided 
on the right wing, and A.’s role was apparently small.

4 δικτάτωρ . . .  ίππαρχον: C. was nominated dictator when the news 
of Pharsalus reached Rome (? Sept.). A., it seems, was named magister 
equitum (ϊττιταρχοϊ) at the same time (Dio 42.21.1): C. had doubtless 
made his wishes known by letter. At Phil. 2.62 Cic. denies that A. was 
c .’s own choice as mag. eq. (Caesare ignaro). P. knew but rejected this 
version: his point is precisely C.’s trust in A. (8.2), in whom he was so
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soon disappointed (10.2). A. returned to Italy in O ct—Nov. 48, and 
was issuing edicts as mag. eq. by Dec. αύτός μέν έδίωκε Πομπή ιον .. 
C. followed Pompey to Egypt, arriving at Alexandria just after his 
murder (28th Sept, 48). He then became entangled in the Alexandrian 
War, and did not leave Egypt until June 47. This was the period of C.’s 
affair with CL (Caes. 48-9, cf. 25. in., 54.6η.). After a brief spell in Asia, 
C. returned to Rome in O ct 47. The Republican forces were mean­
while gathering in Africa (10.3η.).

5 Ισ η  S’ ή άρχή . . .  τάς S’ αλλας καταλύουσι πάσας: Ρ. again (cf. 
5.2η, Intr., 8) explains a Roman institution. At Cam. 5.1, Fab. 9.2,283b, 
and here, he insists that the dictatorship put magistracies other than 
the tribunate into suspension. This seems to be a mistake, shared by 
other Greek authors (e.g. Plb. 3.87.8, with Walbank’s n., App. Ham. 
12, D.H. A.R. 5.70.1): all magistracies regularly continued under a 
dictatorship. But in 47 no magistrates except tribunes were elected 
until C.’s return, presumably because he was not present as dictator to 
conduct the elections, and A. was as powerful as P. says.

9-13 C aesar’s d ictato rsh ip

The strengths and dangers of A ’s character are traced in his relations 
with C. After his distinguished service C. places him in control of Italy 
(8); but his private life (including his marriage, 9.2η.) makes this a 
political catastrophe. C. reacts sternly and perceptively, dropping him 
from favour (10.1-3). A new marriage transforms A.’s public 
behaviour, and this time the effect is good ( 10.4-10); but once restored 
to C.’s favour he reverts to violence and recklessness (11-12). The 
Lupercalia episode is recast to emphasise A.’s responsibility for its 
consequences ( 12n.). By then we are increasingly sensing C.’s enemies. 
At first the menace is vague -  ‘people thought’ A. was behaving 
unforgivably, his behaviour ‘widened political divisions’ (g.9-10.1) -  
but it soon becomes more precise. Brutus and Cassius are named 
(rather awkwardly) at 11.5-6, and A.’s behaviour soon ‘gives them 
their fairest pretext1 ( ia .i, cf. 13.1); 13 traces their plans. Men had 
once contrasted C.’s energy with A.’s vice (9.9, cf 6.in.), but now C. 
falls victim to his friends’ excesses (6.7), particularly that irrespon-
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sibility of A. which he had tried to curb. A. destroys C., as he will 
destroy himself.

9.1 ού μην αλλά: for this conjunction of particles, a favourite of P., cf. 
Denniston 28-30: it denotes the ‘surmounting of an obstade recognised 
as considerable’. Here the force seems to be ‘ (despite this concentration 
of power in A.’s hands, with only the tribunate remaining) there was, 
nevertheless, a tribune who intervened in politics . . . ’ For D olabella, 
Gic.’s debauched son-in-law and tribune in 47, cf. OCD% 11.3-50. Cic. 
Phil. 2 is generous to him, omitting his tribunate, νέος άνήρ καί νέων 
πραγμάτων έρεγόμενος: Dolabella’s age is uncertain (R. Syme, Hist. 
2g (1980) 432-3): probably about thirty or thirty-five, νέα πράγματα 
is an extremely rare phrase, equivalent to novae res, ‘revolution’: 
νεώτερα πράγματα, νεωτερισμός, and καινοτομία are regular in this 
sense, and καινά -πράγματα is also found (Cic. 14.6, [Mor.] 212c). P. 
here prefers the simple νέα (for which cf. Dio 45.11.3, 731b) to give the 
elegant play with νέος άνήρ: cf. Philo, Leg. ad Gaium 190, άνθρωπος 
ούδέν φρονών άνθρώτπνον, νέος καί νεωτεροποιός; id., de Sobr. 6. χρεών 
άποχοπάς: a cancellation of debts, nome tabulae. Dolabella also pro­
posed a remission of house-rents (Dio 42.32.2) : both bills continued the 
programme violently begun by M. Caelius Rufiis the previous year 
(MRR 473). Cancellation of debts bdonged to the conventional Greek 
stereotype of a revolutionary programme: cf. Plato Leg. 3.684d-e, 
Isoc. Ptaiath. 259, Ag.-Cl. 8.1, 12.1, 38.5, etc. Dolabella hardly 
intended ‘revolution’ in any real sense, but, as often, P. assumes that a 
popular politidan has revolutionary aims: cf. Pelling (3) 176. βου- 
λόμενον άεί τοϊς πολλοΐς άρέσκειν: the notion of A. as a popularis is 
interesting, but P. leaves it largely undeveloped in the Life: even here, 
his political line is swiftly reversed as a result of private scandal, έπειθε: 
imperfect, ‘urged’, ‘tried to persuade’.

2 Pollio, the historian (Intr., 27-8), doubtless described these events 
in his work; L. T rebellius Fides later became a dose supporter of A. 
in 44-43, when he himself urged a programme of nouae tabulae. 
Trebellius was certainly, and Pollio possibly, tribune in 47. ύπόνοια 
δεινή . . .  ώς άδικον μένω ι περί τον γάμον: Ρ. writes delicatdy: ctr. 
Cic.’s stuprum (below). Dio 42.31.2 gives A. a straightforward political 
motive: he saw that Dolabella was gaining all the popularity, while he 
himself was forfeiting the senate’s goodwill. P. draws his version from
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Cic. Phil. 2 .9 9 ,... hmc tibi esse cion Dolabella causam adi dicere ausus es quod 
ab eo sorori [‘cousin’] et uxori tuae stuprum, esse oblatum comperisses. But Cic. 
does not date the affair or the divorce, or give them any context; P. 
need have no authority for placing them here, nor for saying that this 
was A.’s motive. The story was too good to miss, and this was the 
neatest setting. (He ‘fabricates a context’, Intr., 34.) I t  also suggests 
that A.’s private life, especially his γάροι, are already compromising a 
political programme. Fulvia will shortly introduce the marriage- 
theme more emphatically (10.5-6).

3 CL A ntonius H ybrida  as consul played an ambiguous and sinister 
role in the events of 63. A.’s marriage to this Antonia was perhaps his 
second: Cic. several times alleges that Fadia, daughter of a freedman, 
bore him children (e.g. Phil. 2.3, Alt. 420(16.11).!). But this may have 
been only a careless affair, if indeed it is not Ciceronian fantasy. 
Antonia bore A. a daughter, 87.1η., Bowersock 8 n. 4. τούς περί 
Άσινιον: in later Greek oi irepì X. can simply mean ‘X.’ (cf. Hamilton 
on Alex. 41.5, Holden on Them. 7.6, S. L. Radt, %PE 38 (1980) 47-56), 
but here P. presumably does mean ‘Asinius and his supporters’: cf. 
1 3 - 25.2η., etc-

3-4 έπολέμει . . .  άπέβαλε. Dio 42.29-32 gives more detail. The 
senate had resolved that the proposals should not be debated until C.’s 
return, and had empowered A. to enforce order in the city. But the 
troubles dragged on: Dolabdla’s supporters occupied the forum, but 
A. led in a large force, destroyed the tablets on which Dolabella’s bills 
were inscribed, and put some ringleaders to death. The unrest lasted 
until C.’s return in October. Cf. Lintott 152-3.

5-9 ώς Κικέρων ψησίν . . a powerful pastiche of several passages 
in Phil. 2. Some details have been delayed from A.’s tribunate in 49 
(§§7-8nn., cf. 6.6n.), while others are advanced from the description of 
the outrages in Pompey’s house (§§5 and 8 nn., cf. 10.3, 21.2-3 un.). 
The resulting catalogue of vice is more effective for being concentrated 
in a single passage. P. takes Cic.’s exaggeration further: the γόμοι 
μίμων καί γελωτοποιών of §5 are built on the single description of 
Hippias’ wedding (§6n.); and the golden vessels and luxurious picnics 
(§8) have no equivalent in the Philippic. P. has perhaps supplemented 
CSc. from a second source, bnt extravagance and feasting are central to 
P.’s conception of A., and he has probably added these details from his 
imagination. The style of 9.1-4 was restrained (much more could have
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been made of §4) ; the present description, is contrastingly elaborate, 
with bold direct vocabulary (nn.) and careful sentence-structure. 
Except in the self-contained anecdote of §6 there is little subordination, 
and the outrages are presented in cumulative lists. §5 is carefully 
symmetrical (cf. 71.3η.), with two pairs of complementary nouns and 
participles (ΰττυους καί περιπάτους, άλύοντος καί κραπταλώντος) 
flanked by two elaborate triads {... μέθα? . . .  δοπτάνας . .  - κυλινδήσεις 
. . . ,  κώμονς . . .  θέατρα . . .  Βιαπριβάς . . .) ;  then we have the controlled 
periodic anecdote of §6; then two less balanced sentences (§§7—8), as the 
shocking impressions build to the violent and crude climax of 
χαμαι-ΐύ-παις καί σαμβυκιστρίαις ΙτπσταΘμευόμεναι. The closing section 
is more solemn and balanced, with crisp military vocabulary (άνακαθ- 
αιρόμενον) reinforcing the contrast of C. and A. (6.in.). P. typically 
'characterises by reaction’ (Intr., 40-1), assuming that Cic.’s disgust is 
shared by all oi χρηστοί καί σώφρονες (§5, cf. §9): C. follows their lead 
at to.2. βδελυττομένων: an expressive word. Like Engl, ‘disgust’ it 
embraces both physical loathing for a food (LSJ 1) and distaste for 
others’ faults and excesses: cf. 11.5, 80.3; Nie. 11.2, Ale. 16.2,40(1).3, of 
reactions to the life-style of Alcibiades, μέθας αώρους καί δαπάνας 
έπαχθεΐς: from Phil. 2.66-7, of the dissipation in Pompey’s house 
(10.3η.). κυλι,νδήσεις: a strong metaphor (like Latin a aiuto), lit. 
‘rollings’. Cf. [Aior.] i84f, in his youth Themistocles Iv ττότοις 
έκυλινδεΐτο καί γυναίξιν; Pomp. 46.8, Plato Polit. 309a, AeL Arist. 33.31 
K. The word’s suggestions seem general -  aimless and undignified 
behaviour, ‘cavorting’ with girls -  rather than specific (the erotic 
embraces themselves), γνναίοις: 2.4η. άλύειν suggests dazed, dis­
traught, or listless wandering: cf. 51.3, 69.1, and Holden on Gracch. 
21.6. κραιπαλάν denotes behaviour influenced by drink (opp. νήφειν), 
sometimes the revelry (e.g. 21.3), more often the next morning’s 
hangover (as here, cf. Alexis 286, εχθές ύττέτπνες, είτα vwi κραντταλδις), 
sometimes the drunken sleep which separates the two (Herodian 
2.1.1).

6 λέγεται γοΰν. . from Phil. 2.63, but των φίλων τίνος ίπτοσχόντος 
τό ίμάτιον seems P.’s own, rather unpleasant, addition, γάμους 
Ιστιαθείς ‘was guest at a wedding feast’, cf. LSJ εστιάω π. γάμους is 
internal acc., as with the active γάμους εστίαν ‘give a wedding feast’ 
{Alex. 70.3, Eur. Her. 483, etc.).

7 Sergius: Cic. Phil. 2.62. C ytheris, with its suggestions of
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Aphrodite, was the stage-name of the freedwoman Volumnia, A.’s 
notorious mistress. A late tradition (Serv. Ed. 10.1, de Vir. III. 82.2) 
made her the Lycoris to whom ComeEus Gallus wrote his elegies: this 
is generally (perhaps too readily) accepted as true. Cf. R. G. M. 
Nisbet, JR S  69 (1979) 151—5. από της αύτης παλαίστρας: Et. ‘from the 
same wrestling-school’. Another striking metaphor, which is natural 
enough when applied to male comrades or rivals (cf. Dtr. 5.3, Dion 1.2, 
Plato Gorg. 493d5 with Dodds’s n.), but sounds more coarse and 
dismissive when apphed to a woman, δ δή καί τάς πόλεις έπιών . . .  
ήκολούθοΊΐν: from Cic.’s description of A.’s behaviour in 49, Phil. 2.58; 
cf. Att. 2θΐ(ιο.ιο)·5, 2ο8(ιο.ι6).5· (Volumnia made a similar tour in 
47 (Phil. 2.62), but the details are drawn from the earlier passage.) καί 
τά φορίΐον . . .  ήκολούθουν is inexact, and P. has perhaps mistranslated 
Cic.’s reiecta mater amicam impuri fili tamquam rutrum sequebatur. The name 
‘Cytheris’ is not expHcit in Cic.’s account, but P. adds it from his 
general knowledge.

8 έλύπουν . . .  διαθέσεις: perhaps imaginary, cf. §§5~8n. στάσεις . . .  
διαθέσεις ‘the pavilions which were set up on his journeys, . . .  the 
lavish meals which were spread in groves or on the banks of rivers’ 
(Scott-Kilvert). λέοντες άρμασιν ύπεζεογμένοι: from Cic. Phil. 2.58 
(§7n.). Pliny N.H. 8.55 comments that A. was the first man to 
introduce chariot-drawing Hons to Rome, in the period after Phar­
salus: he too mentions Cytheris as A.’s companion. Lions are oddly 
recurrent in A.’s career. In 49 Cic. obscurely warns Atticus to ‘beware 
of A.’s lions’ (Att. 205(10.13).!); A.’s coins bear Eon-types in 43-2 and 
38 (RRC nos. 489/5-6 and 533/1); and the later Sibylline oracles refer 
to him as a λέων (11.290). See Crawford’s diseussion, RRC n 740 n. 1. 
Lions were associated with both Heracles and Dionysus, σωφρόνων 
άνδρών . . .  έπισταβμευόμεναι: brought forward in time and 
generaEsed from Cic.’s account of the debauches in Pompey’s house, 
Phil. 2.66-9. έπισταθμευόμεναι: a technical term for ‘billeting’; cf. Dtr. 
23.5 for the metaphorical use. A χαμαιτύπη is a low sort of prostitute, 
Et. ‘one who hits the ground’ (rather than a bed) as she performs. A 
σαμβύκη was a triangular instrument with four strings: it struck shrill 
and improper notes (Arist. Pol. 1341hl, Athen. 633^ and was played 
by shrill and improper girls (Ag.~Cl. 56.3, Athen. 129a, etc.).

9 άναχαθαιρόμενον: lit. ‘clearing up’ or ‘out’: Luc. Alex. 1 uses it of 
the cleanring of the Augean stables. For its miHtary use, ‘clear, sweep
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away’, c£ Alex. 17.5, Plato Menex. 241 d. It sounds like the brisk slang of 
the barrack-room, like Engl, 'mop up’. P. bends the truth here. It was 
indeed a hazardous war: but, in P.’s own view, C. was spending most of 
his nights not in the open air (θυραυλεΤν) but in Cl-’s bed: of. Cats. 48.4. 
But P. prefers to delay Cl. for later, and make C.’s energy the foil for 
A.’s excesses: cf. 6.in. and p. 135.

10.1 καί tò  στρατιωτικόν . . .  άνεΐναι: P. again stresses A.’s indulgence 
to his troops, cf. 4, 4.4-6 tin. Here he probably has good information 
fern  a historical source: cf. Dio 42.27.2-3.

a τό τρίτον αϊρεβείς ύπατος: for 46 (M RR  293). Later in 46 C. was 
also named dictator, with Lepidus as mag. eg. A. indeed fades into 
obscurity between 47 and 45, and {pace Syme 104) C. seems to have 
dropped him after his failure to impose order on Italy (9.3-40.). P.’s 
account may here be suggested by Cic. Phil. 2.71.

3 τήν Se Πομπηίου πώλου μένην οικίαν . . . :  from Cic. Phil. 2.64 and 
esp. 71-2; at 2.66-9 Cic. dwells on A.’s excesses in his new house, but P. 
transfers these to 9.5-8 and 21.2-3 (nn.). καί φησι,ν αυτός. . . :  cf. 2.2η. 
Once again, P. need not have consulted A.’s speech at first hand. At 
Phil. 2.72 Cic. asks quid, fiiit causae cur in Africim Caesarem non seguirete 
...? , mentions C.’s demand for the money, and then puts a (doubtless 
imaginary) reply in A.’s own mouth: primo respondisti plane ferociter et. . .  
prope modum aequa et iusta dicebas: ‘A me C. Caesar pecuniam? cur potius quam 
ego ab illo? an sine me ille vicit? . . . ’ P. seems to have taken respondisti and 
dicebas literally, τής είς Λιβύην στρατείας: while C. was in Egypt and 
Asia, the Republican forces had gathered in Africa: the commander 
was Metellus Scipio, the figurehead Cato. C. sailed for Africa in Dec. 
47. The campaign was decided at Thapsus (Apr. 46); soon afterwards 
Cato killed himself as Utica fell, and Sdpio died after a sea-skirmish. 
C. returned to Rome in July 46, but a new threat was now gathering in 
Spain, where Pompey’s sons collected a sizeable force. C. set out at the 
end of the year, and won conclusively at Munda in March 45. He was 
back in N. Italy by July 45, but did not return to Rome until his 
triumph in Oct.

4 αβελτερίας: a relatively mild word, ‘folly’: P. several times 
contrasts it with true πανουργία, and cf. 557e, αβελτερία»1 μέν εχει 
μόνον, οΰδέν δέ δεινόν ούδ’ άνήκεστον. άσωτίας ‘extravagance’, 
πλημμελήματα: lit. ‘wrong notes’ in music, but extended metaphori-
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cally to ‘errors5 and ‘offences’ of varying magnitudes, οΰκ άναισθήτως 
. . .  δεξάμενος: lit. ‘reacting with some perception to A.’s offences’. 
This seems to mean only that C. ‘showed that he had noticed’ A.’s 
behaviour cf. Sol. 20.i, Galba 23.5.

5 απαλλαγείς γάρ έκείνου τοΟ βίου: Ρ. here sharpens the contrast 
between the excesses (9) and A.’s new self-control: (a) he transfers the 
excesses in Pompey’s house (46 B.c.) to a year earlier (9.5-90.); (b) he 
neglects a  hint at Cic. Phil. 2.77 that the affair with Cytheris went on 
after the marriage to Fulvia; (c) he omits a striking story from Cic. Phil. 
2.74 (cf. Cic. Marc. 21), A.’s alleged part in an attempt on C,’s life in 46. 
(Here he was also perhaps reluctant to duplicate the story of 13.2.) 
Fulvia (OCD*) married first Clodius, then Curio (5.2η.), then, at some 
time between 47 and 45, A.; P. makes her imperious and energetic (cf. 
30.4) φύσει μέν οδσαν ττολιπτράγμονα καί θρασέϊαν), and she dominates 
the submissive A., a genuine precursor of CL; but Fulvia’s domination 
here regenerates A. as a public figure, while Cl.’s later destroys him. 
This portrayal suits the emphases of the Life (2.4-8, 9.2110., Intr., 33), 
but is rather individual to P. Other sources, doubtless following 
contemporary propaganda, stress rather Fulvia’s cruelty and greed 
(e.g. App. 4.29, Dio 47.8, cf. 20.4η. and 21.1η.; Cic. Phil. 13.18, non 
modo auarissimae red etiam crudelissimae uxoris). P. omits those traits as 
irrelevant, and leaves us with a character who is powerful but rather 
fiat. Sh.’s brief strokes give her more substance (‘shrill-tongued Fulvia’, 
i.i.32) and warmth (n.ii.65-8). Cf. 30.4η., Intr., 42. ταλασίαν ‘spin­
ning’. Wool-spinning and weaving had suggested a dutiful wife from 
the Iliad onwards; but the idea took special root a t Rome (cf. Ogilvie 
on Livy r.57.9), and P.’s language may owe'Something to a Roman 
source or at least to Roman ideas, γύναιον: dismissive, cf. 2.4η. -  
Fulvia was no little woman, αρχοντος αρχειν καί στρατηγοΰντος 
βτρατηγεΐν: powerful language, but the idea is familiar. The elder 
Cato, commenting on γυνοηκσκρστία, is made to remark that ‘all men 
rule their wives -  but we Romans rule all men, and our wives rule us’ 
(C. Mai. 8.4-5); Them. 18.7, Per. 24'. Fulvia is also a politically more 
alert equivalent of the domina of Latin elegy, and A.’s unexpected return 
in §§7-9 is ‘precisely in the ethos of elegy5 (Griffin 22): cf. Intr., 35.

6 διδασκάλια ‘teacher’s fee’, a sense of the word apparently confined 
to P. The metaphor is continued by πετταιδαγωγημέναν, and it recurs 
with Cl. (διεπαιδαγώγει τον ’Αντώνιον, 29.1). γυναικοκρατίας:
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Dindorfs emendation for γυναικοκρασία; (codd.). γυναικοκρασία, 
‘female temper’ (κρασί;), seems the right reading at 20a, dealing with 
soft luxury; but here and at Ag.-Cl. 54.1 (cf. 58.12) we need à reference 
to female domination of men, and for this γυναικοκρατία is the mot juste 
(ef. e.g. C. Mai. 8.4,. cited above; Dio 60.2.4, Claudius Ιδουλοκρατήθη 
Kcd ÈyuvaiKOKp err ήθη ). ’Αντωνίου is therefore obj. gen., ‘female 
domination of A.’

7-10 A.’s  unexpected re tu rn , mainly drawn from Gic. Phil. 2.76-8. 
P. again adds imaginative detail: πριν ή τβ  γράμματα. . .  άναγινώσκειν 
. . .  has no authority in Cic., nor does the ‘rumour that C. was dead’. 
The detail elaborates the contrast between the foolery and the sombre 
political context, and Fulvia’s deep concern. This trait -  playfulness at 
a critical time -  will also reappear with Cl.: cf. esp. 28.1-2, 29.1-30.2. 
olov οτ« . . .  ‘for instance . . . ’ as a t §10, P. implies that he knows of 
other pranks (cf. i.m .); but Phil. 2 has no similar cases, and P.’s 
knowledge of Fulvia from elsewhere was probably limited, μετά τήν lv 
Ίβηρίαι νίκην: P. misdates: the episode belongs to early March 45, 
before Munda (Cäc. Phil. 2.78, Att. 256(12.i8a).i). A. was on his way 
to Spain, but got no farther than Narbo, then returned suddenly to 
Rome, where he was needed (according to Cic.) to prevent his 
property being sold up. P. confuses or conflates this with the journey 
later in the year {11.1-2): cf. Denniston on Cic. Phil. 2.34.

11.1 Έ κ 8’ Ίβηρίας Ιπανίοντι: in summer 45 A. journeyed to Narbo 
to meet C. (13ml.). Cic. PUL 2.78 mentions A.’s journey and his 
reconciliation with C., but not the details of the seating (§2). These 
sound authentic (cf. Veil. 2.59.3) and presumably come from a 
historical source. For the carefully staged aduentus cf. 8on.

2 D. Iunius B ru tus Album s (OCD* ‘Brutus’ (6)) had recently put 
down a revolt in n. Gaul. P. specifies Άλβΐνον to distinguish him from 
M. Brutus, τον της άδελφης υιόν: O. was in fact C.’s great-nephew, son 
of his niece Ada. Here and at 16.1 αδελφή; might be emended to 
άδελφιδή; (niece) or υιόν to υίωνόν (grandson), but it is more likely 
that P. has made a mistake. He gets it right at Brut. 22.1 (άδελφιδή;). &ς 
μετά ταΰτα Κάϊσαρ ώνομάυθη: bom  ‘G. Octavius’, he technically 
became ‘C. Iulius Caesar Octavianus’ when adopted by C. in his will. 
He preferred to be known simply as ‘Caesar’, and from 44 to 27 b .c .
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contemporaries generally knew him by that name. P. follows them in 
the Lives.

3 TÒ πΐμπτον άπεδείχθη ΚαΤσαρ ύπατος: for 44 {MRS. 135}. He also 
continued as dictator, with Lepidus as mag. eq. έβοόλετο δέ . . .  
παρεγγυήσαι: C. was on the point ofleaving on his Parthian expedition 
when he was murdered; he had wished Dolabella to replace him as 
consul on his departure. P. draws most of his information on the 
quarrels of A. and Dolabella from Cic. Phil. 2.79-84 but adds some 
circumstantial detail.

4 ’Αντωνίου δε τραχέως άντιπεοόντος: in the senate on ist Jan. 44.
5 άνηγόρευσε: du Soul’s easy correction of the MSS άνογορεΰσαι, 

which would be an in f of purpose, ‘went forward to announce’: that 
construction is very rare after verbs of motion in classical prose (M T  
772, K.-G. H.2 16-17), and, though more frequent in post-Hellenistic 
writing (B.-D. §390}, is still rare in P. With άναγορεΰσαι the sentence is 
anyway clumsy: δέ after Άντοονίου, connecting the two participial 
clauses, is especially awkward; but with άνηγόρευσε the δέ naturally 
links the two halves of the co-ordinate sentence. This episode took 
place a t the comitia for Dolabella’s election as consul in early 44. P. 
speaks as if  the appointment was in C.’s gift, an excusable simplifica­
tion: C.’s commendatio would normally have decided the issue, with the 
election a formality, ειξε καί προήχατο: a mistake: it seems that the 
election was carried through, though its validity remained in question.
G. was due to speak on this in the senate on the Ides of March. 
Dolabella afterwards secured the assent of both A. and the Liberators 
to his succession.

6 έδόκει δέ χάχέΐνον ούδέν ήττον τοϋ *Αντωνίου^ίδελύττεσ9α ι .. . :
Ρ. is eager to move his emphasis to the Liberators (above, p. 135), and 
naturally wishes to include C.’s ‘lean and hungry’judgement. This was 
the least unsuitable context, but the transition remains forced: C.’s 
words show not that he ‘loathed’ Dolabella and A. (βδελύττεσθαι, 
9.5η.) but that he did not regard them as threats, μή δεδιένάι τούς 
παχεΐς τούτους καί κομήτας . . . :  παχεΐς suggests slow wits (LSJ m) as 
well as stoutness, while long hair was typical of dissolute, wealthy 
youths who took care of their appearance (Pherecrates 14; Dover on 
At. Clouds 14). ώχρούς καί λεπτούς by contrast suggests not only 
austerity but also the weakness thought typical of the studious 
intellectual (Dover on Ar. Clouds 103). P. tells this story three times (cf.
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Cats. 62. io, Brut. 8.2), and probably draws it from his reading for Bruì.: 
cf. Intr., 29, Pelling (1) 86-7. Βρούτον < λέγω ν>  καί Κάσσιον 
‘meaning Brutus and Cassius . . .  ’ Ziegler’s supplement <λέγων> (cf. 
Brut. 8.2, Coes. 62.10) improves the sentence’s flow and makes it dear 
that C. merely ‘meant’ Brutus and Cassius; the MSS reading would 
suggest that he named them.

12 The Lupercalia. On 26th Jan. 44, when returning to Rome from a 
festival on the Alban Mount, C. was acclaimed king by the people; he 
replied that he was a Caesar, not a Rex. At about the same time his 
statue on the Rostra was decorated by a laurel wreath and diadem 
(§7n.). On 15th Feb. came this inddentat the Lupercalia. Finallyit was 
rumoured that the senate would be asked to dedare him king of 
Rome’s Eastern territories.

P. found a detailed account of the Lupercalia episode at Cic. Phil. 
2.84-7; App. 2.109 arLd Dio 44.11 suggest that Pollio also told the 
story. Nie. Dam. 71—5 gives a rather different account, but his detail 
looks like a crude attempt to blacken C.’s enemies. P. gives another 
version at Cats. 61. The inddent’s interpretation has been controversial 
since antiquity -  various guesses are recorded by Dio 44.11.3,46.17-19 
and Nie. Dam. 73-4 -  and the debate still continues (bibliography in
H. Gesche, Caesar (Darmstadt 1976) 154-61; cf. esp. Weinstock 331— 
40). (1) Perhaps A. acted on his own initiative. If  50, he may (a) 
genuinely have wished C. to take the title of king, or to force his hand; 
or (b) have hoped to gratify C. with a wdcome gesture; or (e) have 
wished to discredit or embarrass him. (2) But it is more reasonable to 
assume that A. would not have risked this gesture without C.’s prior 
encouragement If  so, C. may (a) have aimed for kingship, and 
intended to accept the diadem if the people reacted favourably; or (b) 
have wished to make a public gesture of his rtfusal to become king; or 
(c) have intended this as a test of public opinion, if he was himself 
unsure. P.’s own view emerges more clearly in Cats.: C. wanted the title 
of king [Cats. 60.1); the Lupercalia incident was an ‘experiment’ 
(ττεΐρα) which was seen to fail (61.7); the applause for A. was 
preconcerted (61.5). But the episode’s main significance was C.’s 
outrageous treatment of the tribunes (61.1: P. was in fact wrong to 
associate this with the Lupercalia, §7n.). C. himself was therefore to 
blame for his consequent unpopularity (62.1). Ant. alters the emphasis.
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There are still hints that C. wanted to accept the diadem (§§4, 6 nn.); 
but there is no prearrangement, and A. seems to be acting 
independently. It is therefore A. who now causes C.’s unpopularity 
(§1), and C.’s dismissal of the tribunes is narrated only perfunctorily 
(§7). P. here follows Cic. in Phil, 2, who puts all the blame on A. But 
P.’s treatment also suits his own themes: A. again imperils C. (cf. 6.7η., 
g.gn., io .i)r and his irresponsibility again has shattering consequences.

In J.C . ih  Sh. exploits the Lupercalia (which he combines with C.’s 
triumph over Pompey) for a different purpose, the contrast of C.’s 
superhuman position and his mortal frailty. C. finally collapses in an 
epileptic fit (24401); cf. the earlier mentions of his fever (120) and his 
deafness (210). This was perhaps suggested by an incidental point at 
Goes. 60.6-7, just before the Lupercalia account, when C. mentions his 
epilepsy to excuse his failure to rise from his seat (§6n.): a striking 
example of Shakespearian transformation.

a The L upercalia  (OCD2) took place on 15th Feb.: P. again 
explains the Roman term (Intr., 8), cf. Rem. 2 r.4 τουνομα 5s τή; έορτης 
ελληνιστί σημαίνει Λύκαια. To the two ancient colleges of luperci (the 
Fabiani and Qninctìales) had recently been added a third, the luperci lulii, 
in C.’s honour; A. was their captain. P. knew a fair amount about this 
festival (cf. Rom. 21, Goes. 61.2-3, 28ob-c). Its origins are obscure (cf. 
Ogilvie on Livy 1.5.1-2), but it was usually associated in some way 
with Romulus. C. was certainly representing himself as Romulus’ heir 
in other ways, for instance in having his own statue erected in the 
temple of Quirinus, and this perhaps seemed an appropriate festival for 
the offer of kingship (cf. Dio 46.19.6). κεκοσμημένος Ισθήτι θριαμ­
βική ι καί καθήμένος ύπέρ βήματος: cf. Caes. Β1.4. P.’s έσθήτι θριαμ- 
βικήι seems a mistake. C. had indeed been granted the right to wear 
triumphal dress, but had also been allowed ‘the dress which the kings 
once wore’ (Dio 43.43.1, 44.4.2, 44.6.1; Weinstock 107-9, 271)· As 
Dio’s description of the LupercaJia suggests (έσθήτι τήι βασιλικήι 
κεκοσμη μένος, 44·1 ϊ.2), C. was wearing this ‘regal’, rather than trium­
phal, dress. The triumphal toga was a toga picta of purple embroidered 
with gold, but C. was wearing a toga purpurea (Cic. Phil. 2.85, Nie. Dam. 
71) -  an unembroidered, less flamboyant purple cloak, of the type 
associated with the early kings {Rom. 14.5, 26.2). C. also wore a corona 
(Cic.) of gold (Dio), presumably the crown visible on his coin­
portraits, which is better seen as a version of the jewelled corona aurea of



C O M M E N T A R Y :  12-2-4

the triumphator than as part of the ancient regal insignia: cf. Crawford, 
RRC1488 n. i . The ‘golden throne5 (cf. 16.5η. ) mentioned in Caes. and 
elsewhere was a further honour granted in early 44; it is possibly 
depicted on coins of 43 (RRC no. 491). This was not among the 
triumphal insignia, and may be an emblem of kingship or divinity 
(Weinstock 272-3, 281-4). I t  clearly caused offence (Suet. Ivi. 76.1).

Some of these insignia suggest the ancient kings, some the triumph­
ator, some Hellenistic monarchy or divinity: C. drew from each 
tradition what he found attractive. But they did not imply that G- was 
already ‘king5. The Roman people were not antiquarians or theorists: 
they may not have known quite what to make of C.’s insignia, but in 
their eyes the diadem could still be offered and refused as signifying a 
regnum which he did not yet possess, ύπέρ βήματος: G. sat on the 
Rostra -  the orators’ platform between the Comitium and the Forum, 
decorated with the beaks of ships captured in 338: OCD’ s.v. One sits 
‘on' a platform, not ‘over’ it, and we should perhaps read επί for ΰττέρ. 
But P. may unthinkingly have carried over inrep from his formulation 
at Caes. 61.4, where Cnrep των ’ Εμβόλων =  ‘above the Rostra’. The 
beaks decorated the front of the platform, and C. genuinely sat ‘above’ 
them, διαβέοντας ‘running to and fro’, εΰγενων ‘patricians’: cf. Sulla
1.1, Pelling (3) 178 n. 81. λάσίοις ‘shaggy’, is the right word for 
goatskin (e.g. Theocr. Id. 7.15, Ep. 4.17).

3 διάδημα δε δάφνης στεφάνωι περιελίξας: the ‘diadem’, a simple 
headband, usually white, had become a symbol of royalty among 
Hellenistic kings. I t was familiar at Rome: first-century coins represent 
the old Roman kings with a diadem {RRC nos. 425, 446), and Ti. 
Gracchus and Pompey were accused of ‘aiming for a diadem’. Cf. E. 
Rawson, JRS  65 (1975) 156-7; Weinstock 333-40 suggests that A.’s 
offer of the diadem reproduced an Eastern coronation ritual. Caes. 61.5 
and Me. Dam. J i agree that a laurel crown was wound around the 
diadem. Yet C. was already wearing a golden crown, and we might 
expect A. to offer a diadem alone. There may be a confusion with the 
occasion a few weeks earlier (§7n.), when C.’s statue was crowned by a 
laurel wreath and diadem; or the laurel may simply have been used to 
conceal the diadem until it was offered.

4 θρυπτομένου ‘putting on a show of refusal’. The word can simply 
mean ‘ostentatiously deny’ (Lucull. 41.6, Sulla 6.14}, but in that use it 
almost always implies a disingenuous refusal, soon to be withdrawn.
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Cf. Plato Phdr. 228c, 236c,. . .  Ιττεθύμει μεν λέγειν, εθρύτττετο δε. Here 
too Ρ. seems to hint that C. really wanted the diadem, despite his show 
of reluctance.

5 τά των βασιλευομένων ‘the state of those who are ruled by a 
king’, c f  Mima 2.6, 3.x, Popi. 1.2. An interesting generalisation: the 
Romans’ ‘readiness to be ruled’ has wider significance for the Lift (cf 
e.g. 15.5). For the idea cf App. proem. 6-7, Dio 53.17.2. κατάλνσιν: the 
word regularly denotes the ‘destruction’ of a constitution or a powerful 
man (14.5),’ cf. Hamilton on Alex. 1.1.

6 άνέστη . . .  : C. also ordered an entry to be made in the fasti: C. 
Caesari, dictatori perpetuo, M . Antonium consulem populi iussu [!] regnum 
detulisse; Caesorem uti noluisse (Cic. Phil. 2.87). άχθεσθείς: the context, 
especially C.’s baring of his throat, suggests that in P.’s view C. was 
vexed by the popular reaction, not by A.’s offer of the diadem, το 
ίμάτιον άπάγων . . .  : at Coes. 60.6 P. places this earlier: C. did not rise 
to greet the magistrates and senate as they approached to offer him 
honours; but then he sensed their displeasure, and as he left he bared 
his neck, crying that anyone was free to strike. P. has probably 
deliberately displaced the story in Ant.

7 τάν Sé στέφανον évi τών. ανδριάντων αύτοϋ περιτεθέντα: an 
error, shared with Nie. Dam. 75. C. in fact sent the diadem to the 
temple of Capitoline Jupiter, ‘the only king in Rome’ {Caes. 61.8, Dio 
44.11.3, etc.). P. or his source has conflated this with the episode 
several weeks earlier, when C.’s statue was found decorated with a 
laurel wreath and diadem: the tribunes C. Epidius Marullus and L. 
Caesetius Flavus removed the diadem, found the culprit, and put him 
in prison. C. deprived the tribunes of office arid they fled from Rome: 
cf. Weinstock 31 <7-20, G. Dobesch, Festschrift Kraus (Wien 1972) 78-92, 
H. Kloft, Hist. 29 (1980) 315-34. εύφημων μετά κρότον ‘shouting 
their approval’.

13 The conspiracy. More detail at Caes. 62-6 and especially Brut. 1 ο­
ι 7, cf. Felling (1) 77-9, 86-7; Gelzer 324-9. This clumsy narrative 
illuminates P.’s methods (Intr,, 34-5). (a) Trebonius’ earlier sounding 
rif A. (§2) is drawn from Cic. Phil. 2.34, addressing A., quem et Narbone 
hoc consilium [killing C.] cum C. Trebonio cepisse notissimum est et ob eius 
consili societatem cum interficeretur Caesar, tum te a Trebonio vidimus seuocari. 
P. adds imaginary detail. A. now shares a tent with Trebonius, who
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broaches the subject ‘delicately and cautiously’; and P. stresses (an easy 
inference) that A. neither joined the plot nor revealed it to G. [b) The 
story of Trebonius fits uneasily into this context. The suggestion that 
A. might be approached comes awkwardly after his subservient antics 
at the Lupercalia; little is made of the astonishing item of A.’s 
knowledge of the plot; the proposal to kill A. (§3) is introduced 
inconsequentially -  his ‘faithful silence’ hardly gives a reason for killing 
him; and Trebonius is oddly not named in the final sentence (§411.). The 
awkwardness presumably arises from the blending of two sources, Cie. 
and Pollio (cf. App. 2.113-14, Brut. 10-12, 18.3-5, etc.), (r) The 
insertion apparently involved further fabrication. Cic. mentions only 
the Narbo conversation and Trebonius’ distraction of A. on the Ides of 
March. Neither Cic. nor any other source confirms that the conspira­
tors now considered approaching A., or that Trebonius told his 
colleagues of his earlier conversation.

i  καταλέγοντες ‘enlisting’, an official-sounding word. Suet. ltd. 80.4 
implausibly says that there were more than sixty conspirators, Nie. 
Dam. 59 (unless corrupt) more than eighty. About twenty are known 
by name: cf. Syme 57-9, 95.

a προσιεμένων ‘were eager to admit’ or ‘welcome’ A.: cf. e.g. 48f, 
g6d, Alex. 71.7. For C· Trebonius, tiib. 55 and cos. 45, cf. OCZ)2, 
15.1η.

a ύ<ρ’ δν χρόνον ‘at the time when . . .  ’: LSJ ύττό in.i. άπήντων: P.
speaks as ifboth A. and Trebonius ‘went to meet’ C, in 45 (cf. 11.1). In 
fact Trebonius went to Spain to fight, not just to meet C. (cf. Cic. Fern. 
207(15.21), 208(15.2θ)·3 with Shackleton Bailey’s nn.). A. probably 
met him at Narbo on his return in summer 45. P. is elaborating the 
version of Cic. Phil. 2.34 (quoted above), and misinterprets that 
passage, συσκηνοϋντος: probably P.’s elaboration. Officers in fact did 
not normally share tents (C. Min. 9.2), and P. may have been misled by 
his knowledge of the Latin term contubernalis·, it need not follow that the 
word stood in a source, αψασθαι τής γνώμης: lit. ‘touched on (A,’s) 
opinion’ concerning a plot against C., i.e. sounded his views.

3 έκώλυσε 8ε Βροΰτος: Brut. 18.4-5 is very similar, but adds that 
Brutus hoped that A., ‘an accomplished and ambitious man who was 
passionate for honour, might join his country in its quest for liberty, 
once C. was dead’. Cf. also Cic. 43.1, where Cic. knows that ‘A. was on 
good terms with Brutus’; Brut. 29.10. In Ant. itself P. omits this aspect.
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A. is shown as having honourable traits, and he can indeed be 
stimulated towards nobility: but this potential for political Republican­
ism would be discordant. Here he will rather play his part in guiding 
Rome towards monarchy (cf. 12.5).

4 ένίους των èx της συνωμοσίας: curiously imprecise. As P, knew 
from both Cic, Phil, 2.34 and Pollio (cf. App. 2.117, Dio 44.19.1), 
Trebonius himself delayed A, outside the senate; we should expect P. 
to name him. Brut. 17.2 does name Trebonius in this context, but, 
oddly, at Cats. 66.4 it is D. Brutus who distracts A. That is probably a 
simple slip (Pelling (1) 79), but ivious here looks like deliberate 
fudging: P. is perhaps conscious of the inconsistency between his other 
two versions.

14-22 F ro m  th e  Ides o f  M arch  to  Philipp i

An important, tightly-written, section, in which A. responds to intense 
challenges, and P, traces his strengths and weaknesses in a series of 
sharp contrasts. He first points-A.’s statesmanship after C.’s murder 
with a powerful vignette as ‘he left the senate the most glorious man 
alive5 (14,4η.): this is the height of his glory and power. But the glory 
soon vanishes, as he yields to impulse and Rome is disgusted by his 
despotism (15.5); then he loses the power as well, for his bluster is no 
match for O.’s shrewdness (i6.5~8n.). At Mutina he is crushed (17.1- 
2), and the contrast with the brilliant figure of 14.4 is complete. In 
adversity he again reveals his strengths ( 17.3-^S), and Lepidus’ troops 
find him irresistible (18); by 18.8 he is once more formidable, and 
returns to take vengeance. In Rome he commits terrible outrages (19- 
21.1), and his private debauchery makes matters worse (21.1-5)- He 
turns to war again, and at Philippi (22) he is again a finer man. The 
contrast is pointed by his generosity towards Bratus’ corpse (22.6-8), 
so different from his mockery of the dead Cic. (20.4). Away from 
Rome, in the battlefield’s clear air, such pettiness is behind him.

The contrasts are simple and P. draws them in the firmest lines. His 
moral commentary is unusually direct, both in praise (14.4, 17.4-6) 
and in blame (15.5, 19.4, 20.4). (Though he confines the moralism to 
A. himself: there is no criticism of Octavian’s demagogy (ctr. Brut. 22.3),
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nor of the troops’ venality (ctr. Brut. 23. i ) ; no wistfulness for the death 
of freedom at Philippi (ctr. 89(2).2-3, Brut. 29.9, App. 4.138, Dio 
47.39).} P. has to distort considerably to keep his contrasts sharp. A. 
showed political astuteness through most of this period, not just in the 
days after the murder {15.5, 16.5-8 nn. ). There was more to his wooing 
of Lepidus' army than his irresistible rapport with ordinary troops 
( 18.2-6n.). His excesses were not particularly prominent at the time of 
the proscriptions, and P. displaces material from earlier (21.1-511.). 
And A. hardly left his excesses behind him at Rome; at Brut. 45.6-g P. 
makes capital of his ‘mime-actors and jesters’ at Philippi (cf. 24.2η.). 
No mention of them here.

In concentrating so sharply on A., P. leaves much of the narrative 
background obscure. Many complexities are left untouched (e.g. 14.5,
16.5-8, 16.8, 19.1 nn.), and several details are given so allusively that 
they bewilder an uninformed reader (16.1, 19.1, 21.5, 22.6 nn.). In 
particular, P. limits most of the narrative to Italy, and omits the 
startling gains of the Liberators in the East: Brutus and Cassius 
disappear between 15.1 (April 44) and 21.5 (autumn 42). (Combining 
the two simultaneous sequences was admittedly an intractable narra­
tive problem: Veil. 2.68, Dio 47.20-36, and to an extent Livy Per. 121 
all proceed similarly.) P. consequently ignores the impact of these 
successes on Italian politics, especially the pressure they imposed on 
the Caesarians to unite (19.in., 21.5). Cf. Intr., 12.

14.1-4 C. was killed at about 11 a.m. on 15 March, 44: cf. esp. N. 
Horsfall, GB 21 (1974) 191-9. The events of the next two days are 
confused and controversial: the most likely sequence is this. In the 
tumult which followed the murder, the Liberators marched gloriously 
to the Capitol. Later that day they returned to the forum to test public 
opinion; Brutus was heard in respectful silence, but there was an angry 
reaction to the praetor Cinna, and they returned to the Capitol. On 
that evening they opened negotiations with A. and Lepidus; during the 
night Lepidus’ troops occupied the forum, while A. secured C.’s papers 
from his widow Calpurnia. Next day there were consultations among 
the Caesarian leaders, with Lepidus and Balbus (we are told) favouring 
the use of arms against the Liberators, while Hirtius and A. spoke for 
conciliation {Nie. Dam. to6). The senate met on the morning of the 
17th. A. again urged compromise, while Cie. and Munatius Plancus
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also supported an amnesty. The senate agreed that C.’s acta should be 
ratified, but the assassins themselves should be spared; C. should be 
given a  public fonerai, and his will should be read. After this sitting the 
Liberators, encouraged by the popular reaction to another speech of 
Brutus on foe Capitol, agreed to accept foe sons of A. and Lepidus as 
hostages and return to the forum.

P. found a fiali narrative in Pollio. Here he gives a very simplified 
version; he has more detail, not all of it accurate, at Cic. 42, Cues. 67-8, 
and esp. Brut. 18-20. Here, in particular: (e) he puts foe offer of A.’s 
son as hostage before the vital meeting in the senate: ctr. Brut. 19.2, App. 
2.142. This leaves A.’s glorious departure from the senate (§4) as the 
climax of this conciliatory phase: a very effective stroke, {b) He 
concentrates sharply on A. Elsewhere he makes more of Lepidus, 
Plancus, and Cic. (Caes. 67.2, Cic. 42.3, Brut. 19.1). (c) At Brut. 19.3-5 
he describes a second meeting of the senate, apparently on 18 th March, 
and says that the provinces were assigned at that sitting. Therefore he 
has either conflated two sittings in Ant. or, more probably (§3n.), 
fabricated a second sitting in Brut, (d) At Brut. 20.1-2 it is A. who insists 
that C.’s will should be read, and that he should be buried publicly. 
Here there is no mention of this. A.’s inflammatory funeral speech here 
seems to be given on a momentary impulse (§7). Had his pressure for 
the public funeral been included, his behaviour might have seemed 
more calculated. (In Brut, the point is rather foe unworldliness of 
Brutus, who does not foresee the dangers of such a display; Cassius is 
more acute, 20.1.) Ισθητα θεράποντος μεταλαβών: ‘part of foe stock- 
in-trade of escape stories’ (R. G. M. Nisbet on Cic. Pis. 92, cf. 
Woodman on Veil. 241.2, T.E.V. Pearce, C£) 20 (1970) 3ig-2o), and 
hard to believe. £κρυψεν αύτόν: he returned to his house (Cic. Phil. 
2.88) and barricaded himself inside (App. 2.118). Nearly all our 
sources emphasise A.’s fearfulness (esp. Dio 44.22.2) -  an example of 
the hostile tendency of the tradition. Cf. 15.1η.

2 όμηρον . . .  τΑν υιόν: the Liberators doubtless found their hostage 
a handful; he was not more than two years old (28.7η.). Lepidus’ son, a 
rather older boy, also went as hostage to the Capitol. Κάααιον jUv 
αύτός έόείπνιβε: according to Dio 44.34.7, A. casually asked Cassius at 
dinner if he was still carrying a dagger. Ύεβ,’ he replied, ‘a big one -  in 
case you want to play the tyrant yourself.’

3 βυναγαγών Si βουλήν: in the temple of Tellus, on 17 th March.
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διανομής έπαρχιών. Ρ. is confused about these provinces, (a) At Brut. 
19.4-5 he says that Crete was assigned to M. Brutus, ‘Libya’ 
(Cyrenaica, cf. 61.2η.) to Cassius, Asia to Trebonius, Bithynia to 
Tillius Cimber, and Cisalpine Gaul to D. Brutus. That list confuses two 
distinct groups. Trebonius, Cimber, and D. Brutus had probably been 
assigned their provinces for 44 by C., and the senate now confirmed 
these: all three duly departed within a few weeks (15.1η.). But M. 
Brutus and Cassius were praetors in 44, and would not normally take 
provinces until 43. The praetorian provinces for 43 had not been 
assigned when C. died. P.’s error perhaps derives from an error or 
ambiguity in Pollio: c£ App. 3.2 al., Dio 47.20.2, 47.21.1. (b) Only the 
provinces of Trebonius, Cimber, and D. Brutus could therefore have 
been assigned or confirmed in the days after C.’s death, and this was 
naturally a sensitive question. Here P. speaks as if the provinces were 
included in the principal debate on 17th March, but in Brut, he says 
that they were discussed on the following day. That is probably a 
further mistake (Felling (1) 86 n. 90): the senate does not seem to have 
met on that day, and the provinces were probably included in the 
discussion of 17th March. Despite the question’s importance, possibly 
no special decree was passed: the confirmation of C.’s acta would 
naturally embrace his allocation of provinces for 44.

4 έξήΐΕΐ Sfe τής βουλής λαμπρότατος άνθρώπων: a fine visual 
tableau, leaving a memorable portrait of A. in his greatest hour: for the 
technique, cf. e.g. 26, 26.6-7, 77.2, 85 nn., Cic. 22.5-8, Pomp. 57.2-4, 
Dion 28.3, Mar. 27.8-9. P.’s enthusiasm for this settlement is again clear 
at Brut. 19.4 and esp. Caes. 67.9: ‘all thought that the crisis had been 
settled, and the best possible compromise had been imposed’ (σύγ- 
Kpacnv όπτειληφέναι την άρίστην, perhaps an echo of Thuc. 8.97.2). 
This praise is striking. A.’s actions soon became clouded in propa­
ganda: Nie. Dam. io i-6  has some unfriendly touches, and hostility is 
also visible in Dio. But App. 2.118-48 is generally fair to A. (cf. Gabba 
1:47-50, though he exaggerates this ‘philo-Antonian’ tendency): that 
was probably the tenor of Pollio’s narrative, and it has influenced P. 
Cic. too stresses that the 17th marked the climax of A.’s statesmanship, 
and like P. contrasts this with the later outrages: cf. Phil. 1.2, 1.31, and 
esp. 2.90. P. knew at least the last passage, and may have been 
influenced by it. άνηιρηκέναι δοκών εμφύλιον πόλεμον: giving the 
impression that he had ‘removed’ or ‘eliminated’ civil war: the first of
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several striking phrases, πράγμασι δυσκολίας ίχουσι καί ταραχάς οΰ
τάς τυχοόσας: lit. ‘events which carried difficulties and disturbances to 
an unusual degree’ -  an echo of Dem. 5.1, όρώ μεν, & σκδρες ’Αθηναίοι, 
τά παρόντα πράγματα ττολλήν δυσκολίαν Ιχοντα καί ταραχήν . . .

5 έξέσεισεν ‘shook him out o f  these moderate counsels, another 
forceful phrase: cf. 78b and esp. Arr. Hiss. Epic. 4.9.10. ή παρά των 
δχλων δόξα: Ρ. characteristically stresses popular acclaim (cf. e.g. 9. i 
and Peliing (3) ), and is insensitive to other factors, particularly military 
and paramilitary forces, (a) D. Brutus’ gladiators played a part on the 
day of the murder, protecting the assassins as they went to the Capitol. 
P. do«  mention them at Brut. 12.5, but fleetingly. (b) Then troops 
became important: on Lepidus’ orders a legion occupied the forum on 
the night of 15 th March, and during the debate of the 17 th the senate 
was surrounded, (c) C.’s veterans were a vital factor. Believing their 
land-allotments threatened, they exacted a specific senatorial decree to 
guarantee these, and Brutus too gave them some early assurances 
(App. 2.135, HO-1)· App. and Nie. Dam. are more sensitive to these 
political realities. C f Peliing (3) 180-1. χαταλυθέντος ‘destroyed’, 
12.5η.

6-8 The fonerai speech. The elaborate period of §§7-8 collects the 
ways in which A. spoke and acted to unleash so much emotion and 
violence: it contrasts with the more dipped style of §§ 1-6, espedally the 
description of the restrained measures of §§1-3.

C. was buried probably on 20th March, the day after the reading of 
his will (i6.in.). The nature and motives of A.’s speech are controver­
sial. Cic.’s remarks at the time suggest an emotional performance, and 
he blames A. for the ensuing violence {Phil. 2.91,if. Ait. 346(14.10).!). 
App. 2.144-7 gives an elaborate and circumstantial version: A. begins 
by redting the senate’s decrees in C.’s honour, interspersing some 
passionate comments; he then leads the crowd in a frenzied dirge; 
finally he brings them to a  dimax of rage by waving C.’s blood- 
spattered toga. A wax-image of C. and his wounds is then displayed, 
and the crowd rush to action. P.’s version here and at Brut. 20.4 looks 
like an abbreviation of App.’s material, and both authors probably 
derive from Pollio. Dio 44.36-49 gives an evidently fictitious version. 
But Suet. M . 84.2 differs substantially from App. and P.: a herald 
redtes the honorific decree and the oath which all had swom for C.’s 
safety, and A. adds only a few words. Perceptive scholars follow Suet.
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and believe that A.’s speech was restrained: so e.g. Syme 98 n. 1, Gabba 
150-1, Yavetz 68-g, A. Alföldi, Studien über Caesars Monarchie (Lund 
1953) 55-8, 64-6. But if App. and P. derive from Pollio their version 
deserves respect, and Suet.’s version may itself be a trivialisation of the 
first part of App.’s account; most, though not all, of App.'s detail is 
plausible in ritual terms (Weinstock 346-55); and A., even though 
conciliatory, would still gain from a  demonstration of popular fury, for 
he alone looked able to control it.

Sh. knew of Brutus’ ‘Laconic’ style from Brut. 2.5-8 and A.’s 
‘Asianism’ from Ant. 2.8: he elaborated P.’s remarks here and at Brut. 
20 into the famous speeches in J.C . m.ii. In  many ways Sh.’s speech is. 
'the speech which A. might well have wished to make’ (R. A. G. 
Carson, History Today 7 (1955) 146), and fits the historical setting as Sh. 
knew it from P. But the premeditated finesse with which Sh.’s A. plays 
on the popular feelings is alien to P.’s more simple character, who 
reacts impulsively to the people’s mood.

6 ώσπερ ϊθος ήν iv άγοραι διεξιών έγκώμιον: for the laudatiofimehris 
see OCH2 s.V., M. Durry, Élogefunebre d’une matrone roméne (Paris 1950) 
xi-xxii. èv άγοραι ‘in the forum’: the regular place, at least for 
members of the nobler families.

7 αγόμενοV seal κηλούμενον 'stirred and spellbound’, cf. Cor. 18.1. 
Speakers have 'charmed’ or ‘beguiled’ their audiences since Homer 
(e.g. Od. 17.521, θελγειν, with Madeod 7-8).. οίκτον άμα καί δείνωσιν 
έπΐ τώ ι πάθει: in rhetorical criticism oTktos is not merely the audience’s 
‘pity’ but also the passages which arouse it (Latin commiseratio); 
Βείνωσίί is ‘intensification’ of a feeling of outrage, rebus indignis asperis 
inuidiosis addens uim oratio (Quint. 6.2.24). Cf. esp. D.H. Lys. 19. 
παλαμναίους καί άνδροφόνους: άνδροφόνος is simply ‘murderer’; 
■πΌλαμναΐοϊ is more sinister, ‘one polluted by blood-guilt’, one with 
blood on his palm (παλάμη), A tragic word, it is rare in prose, but P. 
uses it in menacing contexts: Otho 1.5, Pomp. 80.7, Cor. 13.1; cf. Philo, 
Leg. ad Gaium 89.

8 χαθαγίσαι ‘bum ’, esp. ‘burn ceremonially and ritually’. P. des­
cribes the violence with more detail and feeling at Cites. 68 and Brut. 20. 
Pollio clearly gave a vivid account (cf. App. 2.147-8, Dio 44.5O, Suet. 
M . 84-5), Ignoring the pyre prepared in the Campus Martius, the 
mob first bore C.’s body to the Capitol, but were turned back by the 
priests and rapidly built this pyre in (he forum. The ‘benches and
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tables’ came from tribunals, courts and nearby workshops. Flute- 
players and actors threw in their costumes, legionaries their garlands 
and decorations, mothers their children’s tunics. All then rushed to 
violence, which culminated in the murder of the tribune ‘Cinna the 
poet’. P. tells the famous story in Brut, and Ca.es., and Sh. based J.C. 
m iii on those descriptions. The account here is very restrained: P. 
reserves the climax of bis indignaticin for A.’s own outrages (15).

15.1 The liberators leave the city, thus disappearing from the 
narrative until 21.5: above, p. 150. P.’s language suggests that they left 
almost immediately, so also Brut. 21.1 and App. 2.148 (therefore 
Pollio?), though Coes. 68.7 says that they left ‘not many days later’. 
The leaders in fact remained at Rome until early April. Trebonius, 
Cimber, and D. Brutus went to their provinces, while Cassius and M. 
Brutus remained in Latium. Antony secures C.’s papers, in fact on 
the night of 15th (or, less likely, 16th) March: App. 2.125. P. delays it 
until here (a) because this swift action would not sit comfortably at 
14.1-2, where he stresses A.’s initial fearftdness; and (b) because A.’s 
abuse of these papers (§§3-4) does belong here (late March and April), 
βίς λόγον τά  σύμπαντa τετραχισχιλίων ταλάντων ‘it amounted to 
4000 talents’, i.e. 24 million dr./den. =  96 million HS (2.5η.) : probably 
a rounding of 25 million dr. =  100 million HS, the figure at Cic. 43.8; 
cf. also App. 3.17. A. did take C.’s papers and some cosily works of art, 
but it is doubtful whether he took appreciable sums of coined money, 
despite P. and App. Cic. in the Philippics makes no clear reference to 
any such money. Polh'o may have confused these transfers and the 
alleged embezzlements from the temple ofOpsfcf. §sn.

a βιβλία ‘papers’, ‘documents’. When ratifying C.’s acta the senate 
had expressly included measures which he had planned but not 
published. The scope for forgery and suspicion was immense.

3 παρεγγράφωV ‘interpolating’, πολλούς μεν άρχοντας . . .  Cic. 
makes great play with these ‘forgeries’ at Phil. 2.93-100, cf. Atl. 
366(14.12).!, Fam. 327(12.1).!, etc.; but the similarity of P.’s account 
to App. 3.5 and Dio 44.53.2—3 suggests that he is primarily drawing on 
Pollio. The extent of these forgeries is debatable: suspicion was 
inevitable, but we know of few specific charges (cf. Syme 107-8). Cic. 
also stresses the influence ofFulvia in these ‘forgeries’, Phil. 2.95, 5.11, 
Att. 366(14.12).!. P. again misses a chance to fill out her character



(10.5η.). ώς δή: ironic, cf. Denniston 229-31, 57.4η.
4 Χαρωνίτας: Charon was the ferryman of the dead. P. thus renders 

the Latin Orcini or Orcini: cf. Suet. Aug. 35.1. Orcini was normally the 
word for slaves liberated in their masters’ wills (Gk. χαρωνιανοί), an 
aspect of the joke P. misses.

5 ταλλα S’ Επραττβν αυτοκρατορικώς: P. oddly does not mention 
A-’s alleged embezzlement of 700 million HS from the temple of Ops. 
Cic. stresses this at Phil. 2.35, 93 and elsewhere, and P. probably knew 
of it; but he here draws particularly from Pollio (§§1, 3 an.), and, to 
judge from App., Pollio made little or nothing of this particular 
‘embezzlement’, αύτοκρατορικώς is strikingly unsympathetic: cf. Brut.
21.3, Cic. 4.3.1, Pelling (3) 176. The charge o f ‘tyranny’, a common­
place of political abuse, goes back to contemporary polemic (cf. R.G.
1.1, Cic. Phil. 3.9 etc., Nie. Dam. 118, Veil. 2.61.1 with Woodman’s 
n.), and this too is probably drawn from Polito: cf. App. 3.7, Dio 
44-53-5- But Pollio seems also to have stressed A.’s attempts to 
conciliate the senate (App. 3.2-4). P. simplifies, accentuating A.’s 
decline to sharpen the contrast with the glorious 14.4: a typical 
chiaroscuro effect (Intr., 13). The shifting political realities are traced 
more carefully in Brut. For A.’s strong but generally moderate leader­
ship during March and April c£ esp. Syme 97-1 i i ,  Yavetz 69-73. He 
strengthened his own position by securing a strong province for 43, 
Macedonia. (He later exchanged this for Cisalpine and Further Gaul, 
i6.5~8n.) He left Rome for Campania in late April, where he stayed for 
a month, busy settling C.’s veterans: c£ Keppie 52-3. For G ains’ and 
Lucius’ magistracies cf. MRR 319, 323; Dio 45.9 (dose to P., and both 
perhaps derive from Pollio).

16.1 The a rr iv a l o f  O. By early April O, had crossed to S. Italy, 
heard of his adoption and inheritance, and announced his acceptance. 
He arrived at Rome in early May. αδελφής . . .  ώς εΐρηται: 11.2 (n.). 
κληρονόμος Sè της ουσίας άπολελειμμένος: C. in fact left him three- 
quarters of his estate; he also, as P. stresses at Brut. 22.1, adopted him as 
his son. P. realised the political importance of this adoption, which 
brought O. the name of Caesar: cf. Brut. 22.3 and esp. 57(4)4. It is odd 
that he omits the theme here, leaving τοΰ TTcrrpòs (§5) and ττατρώιον 
φίλον (§2) unexplained. Perhaps he thought he had said more at 11.2 
than he in feet had: for similar cases cf. Pelling (1) 95-6. Apollonia:
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the modem Valona, on the Adriatic shore of Albania. ϋφ ’ δν χρόνον 
‘when’, 13.2η.

2-3 This interview presumably took place in late May, when A. 
returned from Campania {15.5η.). App. 3.14-20 gives fictional 
speeches to O. and A., and a shared source {perhaps Pollio, or, less 
likely, Augustus’ Autobiography) probably gave an elaborate version. A. 
apparently claimed that he did not possess any large ‘deposit’. O. then 
ostentatiously sold property (App. 3.21-3) and paid the legacies 
himself (Brut. 22.3, etc.) -  another important step which P. here omits. 
The people responded enthusiastically, especially at O.’s ludi Victoriae 
Caesaris in late July, τών παρακαταθηκών: Le. the money ‘deposited’ 
with A. by Calpurnia (15.1). Καίσαρος èv ταϊς διαθήχαις γράψαντος: 
C. left 75 dr./den. ( =  300 HS, 2.5η.) to ‘each Roman’, but it is unclear 
how many recipients he envisaged. He probably intended 150,000, the 
number entitled to free corn-distributions, but at R.G. 15.1 Augustus 
claims that at least 250,000 received the legacy. App. 3.17 perhaps 
suggests a figure of over 300,000 (cf. 15.1η.). O. probably increased the 
number of recipients on his own account.

3 καί φρένων . . .  διαδοχήν: powerful language. ‘Bereft both of good 
sense and of friends’ is practically a syllepsis, combining two very 
different sorts of ερημία: while φίλων έρημος is natural Greek, φρένων 
αγαθών έρημος is a bold expression for one whose wits have deserted 
him. (No exact parallel is found, though e.g. Soph. Ant. 754, ών 
φρένων αυτός κενός, provides an analogy; cf. Jos. B.J. 7.77, German 
nature is λογισμών έρημος άγαθών; Liban. Deci. 23.28, orators are 
έρημοι νοΰ καί τών άνοτγκαίων λογισμών.) ‘Lifting an unbearable 
burden’ is a more unusual metaphor in Greek than in Engl., and 
άβάστακτος is a very rare word, not found elsewhere in literature until 
the fourth century a .d . την Καίσαρος διαδοχήν introduces an import­
ant idea into the Life and the pair, the notion that there might be a 
‘succession’ to C. as Antigonus, Demetrius, and others were the 
διάδοχοι of Alexander. (Not just ‘to accept the inheritance and act as 
C.’s executor’, Scott-Kilvert.) I t is this ‘succession’ for which A. and O. 
will contend: cf. 88(1).1-2, Intr., 22, Dio 45.41.3, App. 3.15, 3.18 cd.

4 μή πειθομένου rather than οΐτ: 5.8η.
5γ8 This detail is selective and the chronology imprecise (nn.), as P. 

abbreviates the complex history of May-Nov. 44: see Syme 112-34. In 
particular, P. ignores Brutus and Cassius, whose presence in Italy
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complicated the early exchanges of O. and A. The emergence of O., 
drawing on vast funds, supported by troops and people, and shrewdly 
helped by several of C.’s friends, induced A. to protect his position by 
several measures. On 2nd June he passed through the people a bill 
giving him Cisalpine and Further Gaul for five years; a few days later 
an agrarian bill provided for extensive settlements of veterans {cf. esp. 
Keppie 52). The presence of Brutus and Cassius in Italy was embar­
rassing to A., for Caesarian supporters resented his conciliation after 
the murder; on 5th June the senate, on A.’s instigation, appointed them 
to supervise the corn-supply in Asia and Sicily. At first uncertain 
whether to accept, they remained for a time in Italy. In late July there 
were signs of a renewed understanding between them and A., but 
relations worsened after his 'reconciliation’ with O. (§6n.). When the 
senate voted them Crete and Cyrene, Brutus decided to leave Italy 
(Aug.); Cassius followed, probably a few days later. This simplified 
politics, and the struggle for the Caesarian leadership resumed. By Oct. 
both A, and 0 . were raising troops (§8n.); by Nov. O. was pestering 
Cic. to assist him  in the senate, and CSc. began to campaign on his 
behalf in Dec. ( 17. i-2n.). P. probably had the necessary information to 
bring out the awkwardness of A.’s position and the shrewdness with 
which he played his hand. But the scale of P.’s work left little room for 
detail, and shrewdness was alien to his view of A. Quite incorrectly, he 
portrays him as initially insensitive to the danger (§3), then collapsing 
from brashness to fearfulness as O. rapidly marshals his support (§§6- 
7). The contrast between A.’s bluster and O.’s calculation will often 
recur, δημαρχέαν te  γάρ ένέστη μετιόντι: an obscure episode, cf. 
Carter on Suet. Aug. 10.1-4, Yavetz 74. I f  historical, it probably 
belongs in June or July, δίφρον χρυσοΰν τοϋ πατρ&ς ώσπερ έψήφιστο 
τιθΐντος: for the ‘needless’ genitive absolute cf. 53.1η.: τιθέντα would 
give hiatus. In his lifetime C. had been voted the use of a golden throne 
(12.2η.), and also the honour of an empty throne placed in the theatre 
with a golden crown: Weinstock 281-4. O. apparently made two 
attempts to display this throne and crown, the first in May, the second 
at the ludi Viet fritte Caesoris in July. The first attempt was thwarted by 
some tribunes, the second by A.

6 Κιχέρωνι. δούξ έαυτόν . . .  : a very misleading section, (a) O. had 
treated Cic. with respect in May (Att. 365(14.11).2, 366(14.12).2), but 
Cic. did not return to Rome until 31st Aug. and only began to
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campaign for O. in Dec. (17.1η.). (b) O. cultivated popular support 
from May onwards, but the ‘collection of soldiers from the colonies’ 
seems to refer to Oct. and Nov. (§8n.). (c) Yet the ‘reconciliation’ on 
the Capitol took place in late July or early Aug,, and was evidently not 
caused by these later events. P. is falsifying the chronology and 
imposing his own causal partem to give coherence to the narrative: O. 
rapidly organises his support, and A.’s bluster collapses, άνελάμβανε 
‘cultivated’ the people with feasts, games, gifts, etc.: cf. e.g. 57.2. εις 
λόγους αύτώί συνήλθεν έν Καπιτωλίωι: apparently in late July or 
early Aug. Both men were under pressure from their officers and 
legionaries to be reconciled.

7 Ιβόκει ‘he imagined’. No other author mentions this; for P.’s 
interest in such dreams cf. Brenk 214-35. èvéweee λόγος ώς έπιβου- 
λεύοι Καΐσαρ αϋτώι: in early Oct., and μεθ’ ή μέρα j  όλίγας is another 
chronological compression. A. arrested some of his bodyguard, claim­
ing that they had been bribed by O. to kill him. This was probably a 
crude propaganda ploy of A. himself; Cic. Fam. 347(i2.23).2 says that 
‘good and sound men’ thought there was some truth in A.’s allegation, 
but the ordinary people thought it was false. Cf. Scott 8-10.

8 περιθέοντες άμψότεροι τήν ’Ιταλίαν: App. 3·43~4 »tore plausibly 
makes A. offer rewards to his men after O, had successftdly raised 
support by these methods among the veteran colonies of Campania: he 
knew that O.’s agents were also at work among his own troops. That 
was perhaps Pollio’s version. C.’s legions and veterans had been 
important from the beginning. O. was perhaps offered support by the 
Macedonian legions in March, and received promises from troops in 
Italy during April and May; A. had been concerned in May and June 
to take care of the veterans’ interests, and had equipped himself with a 
large veteran ‘bodyguard’ of perhaps 6000 men; and indeed troops had 
been present in Rome throughout the summer. (P. might have made 
this clearer; App. and Nie. Dam. are again more sensitive to reality, cf. 
14,5η.) But Oct. did see a new phase, with both men recruiting 
intensely, and in Nov. two of A ’s legions went over to O.: cf. Syme 
123-6, Keppie 53-4. After returning to Rome A. denounced O., and 
set out for the north to foce D. Brutus, μεγάλοις. . .  μισθοΐς: O. offered 
500 den. to each recruit, more than twice a legionary’s annual pay, and 
A. was soon forced to match the figure. Both men also promised vast 
rewards in case of victory, O. as much as 5000 den.
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17.1—2 Cic.’s feud  'with A. had broken out in earnest during Sept. 44; 
by Nov. he had written Phil. 2, a pamphlet in response to A ’s invective 
of 19th Sept.; by Dec. he had probably published it. He began to 
campaign for O- in the senate on 20th Dec. This alliance ofO. and Cic., 
the strong supporter of C.’s assassins, was always uneasy. P. probably 
had little idea of Cic.’s motives: at Cic. 45.1 he explains in terms of 
‘Cic.’s hatred for A. and his susceptibility to O.’s flattery’; cf. Brut.
22.4-6. In contrast, App. (with some incredible detail) gives an 
unfriendly but fair analysis of the scheme of Cic. and his supporters to 
use O. to gain troops, then discard him once A. was defeated (e.g. 3.48, 
64, 75). If that was Pollio’s analysis, it has left no impact on P.’s 
versions.

Attention now concentrated on Mutina (Modena, near Bologna), 
where D. Brutus was besieged by A.’s troops. For the campaign see 
Syme 133-75· P. gives a simplified version: he even omits D. Brutus 
himself, as usual silent about the Liberators (above, p. 150). But he is at 
least right to stress the influence of Cic. in rallying the senate against A- 
By April the troops of Hirtius and O. were encamped near Mutina, and 
Pansa was approaching with a further force. A. attacked Pansa, but 
after inflicting heavy losses was defeated by Hirtius’ relieving troops 
(Forum Gallorum, 14th Apr. 43). A week later he was again defeated 
at Mutina and the siege was lifted- Hirtius fell in the second battle, and 
Pansa died of wounds received in the first. A. marshalled his defeated 
army and set off to join Lepidus in Narbonese Gaul (18.in.), btetvov 
μέν πολέμιον ψηφίσασβαι: misleading. Cic. had indeed pressed since 
Dec. for A. to be declared a public enemy, but the senate did this only 
after hearing of his defeat (26th April), βαββσυχίαν . . .  κα'ι στρατη­
γικά κόσμια ‘the fasces and praetorian insignia’. The fasces (OCD‘) 
were themselves part of these insignia, but the phrase is natural: we 
might speak of ‘a mayor’s chain and insignia of office’. O. held six 
fasces as propraetor. P an sa  and H irtm e, the consuls of 43, were old 
partisans of C.: cf. OCDa. έξελώντας: future participle expressing 
purpose, ‘send them to drive A. out of Italy’, έκ τής ’Ιταλίας: Mutina 
was in Cisalpine Gaul, but that was regarded as geographically part of 
Italy: cf. Plb. 2.14, Cato Orìg. ft. 85 P., Cic. Phil. 3.13. ‘To drive A. out 
of Italy’ remains misleading. There was no plan to force him into Gaul, 
where Lepidus was expected to support him (18.in.). The senate
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initially demanded that he should withdraw from Cisalpine Gaul into 
Italy proper.

3-6 The flight from  M utina. The theme of μεταβολαί τύχης is 
familiar from Dtr. (Intr., 23), and this downfall is felt more strongly 
because of A.’s recent splendour (14.411.). P. labours the moral point 
(for which cf. Seri. 10.6-7, Eton. 9.2; C. J . Gill, CQ,33 (1983) 480-1). 
For his reasons, c£ Intr., 23-6.

4 Φεόγοντι: A. set out west along the Via Aemilia on 22nd Apr.; two 
days later D. Brutus set out in ineffective pursuit. (P. again omits his 
role.) By 3rd May A. had crossed the western Appennines and reached 
Vada Sabatia, about 30 miles S.W. of Genoa, where he was reinforced 
by three legions under Ventidius (33.1η.). A feint N.W. deceived D. 
Brutus, and A.’s troops reached Narbonensis unhindered. His van­
guard reached Forum lulii (Fréjus) on 15th May, and came up against 
Lepidus’ army shortly afterwards at Forum Voconii, twenty-four miles 
west, βέλτιστος έαυτοϋ ‘at his best’, LSJ eccutoG i. ομοιότατος . . .  
άγαθωι: P, primly reminds us that, even at his best, A. still had faults 
which excluded an unqualified description of him as αγαθός, 
θραηομένων: a  strong word, ‘broken’ or ‘shattered’: cf. Coes. 19.6 and 
esp. Mar. 45.5.

5 The rigours o f  the m arch. P. need not have authority for these 
details: descriptions of the torments of hunger during sieges and 
inarches were a commonplace of historiography, as were accounts of 
the strange foods to which the sufferers were driven. Cf. 45.7-12 and 
e.g. Hdt. 3.25 (Cambyses), 8.115 (Xerxes); Plb. 16.24 (Philip V); 
Caes. B.C. 3.48, 58 (Dyrrhachium); Lucan 6.109-17. Since Hannibal, 
crossings of the Alps had particularly exercised tLe imagination: cf. 
Plb.’s remonstration, 3.47-8, and Woodman on Veil. 2.105.3. For the 
good general, sharing his men’s hardships (4_4-6n.) and inspiring them 
by example, cf. esp. Tac. Ann. 14.24 (Corbulo), δ9 ouv ‘at any rate’, 
resumptive.

6 φλοιός ‘tree-bark’: cf. Hdt. 8.115, Livy 23.30.3, Caes. B.C. 3.49.1, 
and the O.T. Book of Job 30.3-4 for this as a food for the desperate, 
τάς Ά λπεις ύπερβάλλοντες: the most arduous part of the journey was 
the crossing of the Appetmines S. of Dertona; A. then marched along the 
coast (§4.n.). He still had climbing to do, but ‘crossing the Alps’ is an 
exaggeration. Still, A. himself used the phrase (D. Brut. Fam.



388(11.13). 3), and it was part of the tradition before P. (Veil. 2.63.1, 
cf App. 3.83}.

18.1 τοϊς Ιπέχεινα στρατεύμασιν: i.e. those on the other side of the 
Alps, in Narbonese Gaul. During the Mutina campaign the attitude of 
the governors of the western provinces -  Pollio in Further Spain, 
Plancus in Further Gaul, and Lepidus, governing Narbonensis and 
Nearer Spain -  had been uncertain. There were fears that all three 
would support A., who was in communication with Lepidus and 
Plancus, and probably with Pollio as well: he also appealed directly to 
the troops of Pollio and Plancus. Lepidus and Plancus pleaded for 
peace in letters received by the senate in March, but Lepidus publicly 
proclaimed his sympathy with A. (Poll. Fam. 368(10.31).4), and his 
praetorian cohorts even fought at Forum Gallorum (Galba Fam.. 
378(10.30).!}·, A.’s decision to flee to him was natural. Plancus and 
Pollio came out more firmly for the senate in mid-March, and Plancus 
was approaching Italy with troops when Mutina was relieved. Cf. 
Syme 165-6, 173-81, Bosworth 452-8. φίλος . . .  SP αυτόν: so App. 
3.83, and therefore perhaps from Pollio. A. and Lepidus had co­
operated closely after C.’s death, and Lepidus’ son had been betrothed 
to A.’s daughter; but it is implausible that Lepidus owed any advance­
ment to A. in C.’s lifetime (πολλά . . .  δι’ ctjtóv) .

2-6 The union  o f th e  tw o arm ies. On about 18th May the armies 
of A. and Lepidus met at Forum Voconii; their camps were separated 
only by the River Argenteus. A.’s lieutenant Ventidius immediately 
encamped on the other side of Lepidus. A. ostentatiously refrained 
from fortifying his camp, and the troops fraternised as P. describes; the 
two armies united On 29th May, and immediately marched on Plancus, 
forty miles N. (§7n.): cf. Syme 178-9. In his despatch to the senate 
{Fam. 408(10.35)) Lepidus claimed that his troops left him no choice, 
and P., App. 3.83-4, and Veil. 2.63 likewise represent Lepidus as 
compelled by his troops. That is plausible: armies at this period several 
times enforced their loyalties on hesitant commanders, and A. had 
perhaps made appeals to Lepidus’ army during the Mutina campaign 
(as he did to the troops of Pollio and Plancus, §in.); in late April 
Plancus had seen that A. had two hopes, the first Lepidus, the second 
his army {Fam. 382(10.11).2). Even before A. had made good his 
escape from D. Brutus, Lepidus’ men had declared for him: Plane. Fam.
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391 (10.21).4. But Lepidus certainly made no great effort to oppose his 
men. Recent history made the dangers of fraternisation dear: cf. two 
instances in 49-8, Caes. B.C. 1.74 and 3.19. Lepidus was surely play­
acting, partly to deceive Plancus into a nearer approach (§7n.), partly 
to impress opinion at Rome. No one was deceived, and Lepidus was 
dedared a public enemy on 30th June.

For P., this is not a matter of politics or hypocrisy: the army is won 
over by A.’s rapport with ordinary soldiers, and Lepidus cannot 
compete. This emphasis is P.’s own, but he seems to draw his detail 
dosely from his source: cf. Veil. 2-63, evidently from the same version, 
and perhaps App. 3.83-4. Dio 46.50-1 is rather different, ούθέν =  
οΐτδέν. βαθύς πώγων . . .  χαθειμένος ‘he had let his beard grow long’. 
A. had begun to wear a short beard in mourning after C.’s death; he 
abandoned it after Philippi when vengeance was complete. C£ 4.111. 
φαών ίμάτιον: a regular sign of ostentatious humility: cf. 44.3, 80.4, 
Dir. 44.9.

3 επιπλωμένων: 40.9η. άφελέσθαι. . .  Αντώνιον ‘prevent A. from 
being heard’,

4 Laelius and Clodius are not otherwise known.
5 τού ποταμού: the Argenteus. P.’s narrative is unclear; there was no 

mention of the river when A. ‘approached the palisade’ at §2. 
According to App. 3.83 Lepidus’ men had made a bridge of boats, 
πρώτος αύτός: stereotyped, 3.2η.

6 πατέρα γάρ προσηγύρευσεν: perhaps authentic, but the gesture 
seems excessive, and P. may have borrowed it from the famous scene of 
Fab. 13. In 217 M. Minucius Rufus, repenting of his rashness in 
independent command, had entered the camp of Fabius Maximus, 
addressed him as father, and insisted that Fabius should resume overall 
command and that their armies should reunite, αύτοχράτορος: exactly 
=  imperatoris, here in the general sense of ‘commander’ (Mason 117- 
18).

7 Πλάγκον . . .  Μου νότιον: for the inversion, 5.9η.; for Plancus, 
OCD1. In March 43 he came out for the senate (§in.), and he w'as 
moving towards Mutina when he heard of A.’s defeat; he withdrew W, 
In early May Lepidus first asked him to join him, then to wait, then 
again to join him; on i8th May he set off S., and on about 24th May 
cautiously encamped some 40 miles N. of A. and Lepidus. When they 
united and moved on him, he withdrew to Cularo (Grenoble), where
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he was joined by D. Brutus on about 9th June. A few weeks later Pollio 
arrived from Spain, joined A. and Lepidus, and then succeeded in 
reconciling Plancus with the other two: D. Brutus fled, and was soon 
killed by a Gallic chieftain on A.’s orders. Cf. Syme 179-80, Bosworth 
458-62, D. van Berchem, Mélanges Campino (Paris 1966) 941-53.

8 υπερέβαλε τάς "Αλπεις: in early autumn, 43. έπτακαίδεκα τέλη  
πεζών . . .  εξ τάγματα: A. initially entered Narbonensis with 4 legions 
and a large number of unarmed men, whom he apparently reorganised 
as 3 further legions (Brunt 484-5). Lepidus joined him with 7 legions, 
Polho 2, and Plancus 3; D. Brutus’ 4 veteran legions also came over. 
This agrees with P.’s total of 23. Plancus had also apparently left 2 
more legions in Further Gaul, Pollio one in Further Spain. ‘The larger 
and better part’ of this force invaded Italy (Dio 46.54.1); it was 
presumably the newly recruited legions who were left in Gaul. In Italy 
O. waited, himself in command of 17 legions. Οΰαρίου τίνος τών 
συνήθων καί συμποτών: L. Varius Cotyla (or Cotylo: D. R. Shaci- 
leton Bailey, Two Studies in Latin Nomenclature (Pennsylvania 1976) 73), 
mentioned several times in the Philippics as a disreputable aide of A.; cf. 
M RR  351. His introduction here seems gratuitous, but it enables P. to 
remind us of A.’s alcoholic excesses: he has had little opportunity to 
stress the theme since 9-10, but it will soon re-emerge (21.1-5 (n.)). 
Κοτύλωνα: from the Greek liquid measure κοτύλη, nearly half a pint 
(LSJ 3a).

19.1 Καΐσαρ 8è . . .  περιεχόμενον: for politics between April and Aug. 
43 see Syme r 76-86. The alliance of O. and the senate crumbled after 
Mutina. Despite his youth O. aspired to one of the vacant consulships: 
he eventually marched on Rome and was elected unopposed on 19th 
Aug. P. gives a trivial summary of this, and makes no serious attempt 
to explain O.’s motives for uniting with A. and Lepidus (he is more 
incisive at Brut. 27.2). P. here implies that O. suddenly awakened to 
Cic.’s true plans: contrast the trenchant analysis of App. (perhaps from 
Pollio), where O. has for some time thoroughly understood the 
motives of Cic. and his followers, and realised that his community of 
interests with them will be brief (3.48, 51, 64, cf. 17.1-2E.). And in 
neglecting the Liberators (p. 150) P. again obscures an important 
factor, for their growing strength and the senate’s pressure on them to 
return to Italy in arms (Cic. ad Brut. 17(1.10).!) encouraged the
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Caesarians to unite. P. stresses this at Brut. 27.2, but here leaves Cic.’s 
'attachment to liberty’ curiously vague.

P.’s O. has no sympathy for ‘liberty’. Yet Augustus himself claimed 
to be u b e r t a t is  p.R. v in d e x  (EJ 18, a coin of 28 b .c.) , and began R.G. 
by representing the Mutina campaign as a fight/or liberty; rem. publicam 
a dominatione factionis oppressam, in. libertatem uindicaui. But even the 
contemporary Nie. Dam. admitted O.’s ambition for universal rule 
(54, etc.), and when P. wrote the piindpate had been firmly 
established for over a hundred years: there was nothing shaming in the 
admission that O. was its founder. Like Dio a century later (e.g. 
45.11.2, 46.34.4, 47.18.1), P. readily conceded that O.’s ambitions 
were fundamentally opposed to liberty. P. leaves the theme unstressed; 
his contemporary Tac. is more trenchant, giving O.’s critics devastat­
ing remarks about his youthful cupido dominandi {Am. 1.10.1). Gf. Jones 
101-2. προύκαλεΐτο . . .  εις διαλύσεις: O. was probably in touch with 
A. and Lepidus soon after Mutina, and certainly before he seized the 
consulship. Once consul, he arranged for the declarations of outlawry 
against A. and Lepidus to be revoked; then, probably in Oct., he 
marched N. to meet them, of τρεις 'the three’, i.e. (as at 21.1 and often) 
the famous three of the triumvirate, O., A., and Lepidus. The last 
sentence has linked O., A., and Cic. (not Lepidus) : Stegmann, followed 
by Flacelière, added <καί Λέτπδον> after ’Αντώνιον Sé: but P. 
himself is more probably at fault. For similar instances of careless 
composition cf. Pelling (i) 95-6. εις νησίδα ποταμ,ώι περιρρεομένην: 
near Bononia (Bologna), in late Oct. or early Nov., 43.

19.2-20.6 The trium virate and the proscriptions. P. shows no 
interest in the formal details. The three were to hold power for five 
years as tresuiri rei publicae constituendae. They were to have consular 
imperium, but also to receive certain additional powers -  notably, the 
authority to make or annul laws without consulting senate or people, 
to exercise jurisdiction without any right of appeal, and to nominate 
magistrates. O. was to resign his consulship and be replaced by A.’s 
aide Ventidius; consuls for the next few years were designated (for 42, 
Lepidus and Plancus); A. was to hold Cisalpine and Further Gaul, 
Lepidus Narbonensis and Nearer and Further Spain, and O. Sicily, 
Sardinia, and Corsica -  as Syme 189 says, a ‘modest portion’ which 
reflects O.’s position as the weakest of the bargainers. The triumvirate
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was duly established by the Lex Titia of 27th Nov.
a καί τάλλα μέν επιεικώς ώμολογεΐτο ‘everything else was fairly 

readily agreed’. P. would normally inveigh against ‘sharing out the 
whole empire as if it was their father’s estate’ -  cf. e.g. Pyrrh. 12.3-5. 
But this is a chiaroscuro effect (Intr., 13, 34), where the readiness with 
which they reached general agreement offsets the horrid bickering of 
the proscriptions.

3 Κικέρωνος: at CL·. 46.3-5 P. says that O. struggled for two days to 
save Cic., then capitulated on the final day: that version, evidently 
generous to O., may go back to his own memoirs. L, C aesar (cos. 64, 
2.tn,), and L. A em ilius Paullus (cos. 50) had been the first to 
propose declaring A. and Lepidus public enemies: it was evidently felt 
appropriate that close relatives should move such proposals, 
demonstrating the solidarity of the senate. Both Caesar (20.5-6) and 
Paullus (App. 4.37) in fact survived, oi Sc φασιν έκατήναι τοΰ Παύλου 
τόν AéruSov έκείνοις. . .  : this version is given without qualification at 
Cic. 46.5. Since writing Cic. P. had discovered the other version 
(probably in Pollio), and decided that it was more plausible: cf. Intr., 
27 and Pelling (1) 76, 84-5.

4 ούδεν ώμότερον . . .  : the asyndeton introduces unusually strong 
and direct moralism ( above, p. 149). The use of the first person in δοκώ 
is rare and striking; διάμειψίί is elsewhere used of literal ‘barters’ or 
‘exchanges’ (e.g. Pyrrh. 17.2, Fab. 7.6), and its starkness suits the 
businesslike inhumanity; άντικαταλλάσσεσθαι is also powerful (cf. e.g. 
Caes. 5.8); and the heavy vocabulary and compressed syntax of ομοίως 
. . .  μηδέ μισοϋντε; strongly express the concluding paradox. Cf. Cic. 
46.6, of the same murders, ομοίως μέν . . .  έδίδοσαν ‘they were as 
responsible for the deaths of those they demanded as of those they 
abandoned’, μηδέ μισουντες, rather than ofiSfc 5.8η.

20.1 γάμωι νινί: the juxtaposition (ff killing and marriage is chilling; cf. 
Caes. 14.10. Clodia (or Claudia) was the young daughter of Fulvia 
and P. Clodius (10.5η.). O. therefore abandoned his current fiancée, 
the daughter of P. Servilius Isauricus, The marriage with Clodia was 
never consummated, and O. dismissed her in 41 following a quarrel 
(simultas, Suet. Aug. 62.x) with Fulvia: rather an understatement, it 
seems, for the circumstances of the Perusine War (30.1η.).

2 τριακόσιοι: at Cic. 46.2 P. says ‘more than 200’ were killed, at Brut.
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27.6 ‘200*. App. 4.5 (cf. 4.7) gives 300 senators and 2000 knights; Livy 
probably gave 132 senators (so Oros. 6.18.10, who usually derives 
from Livy; Per. 120 gives ‘130’, but that, like ‘140’ at Flor. 2.16, is 
probably a rounding) and la great number’ of knights {Per. 120). P. 
seems only to be interested in, or to remember, the number of senators. 
His ‘300’ here is probably PoIHo’s figure, as it is shared with App.; the 
‘200’ at Brut. 27.6 is likely to be a vague recollection of the figure he 
gave in Ck., written before he read Pollio. Gf. Intr., 27, and Pelüng (1) 
93-4. The proscriptions were remembered in gruesome detail at 
Rome: App. 4.16 speaks of the ‘many books’ devoted to them, and 
himself gives a lavish account (4.5-51); cf. Dio 47.3-13. The theme 
also became a favourite of the declaimers; cf. 20.4η. and Woodman on 
Veil. 2.67.2. P. is relatively restrained, confining himself to a few scenes, 
and giving m> general picture of the bloodshed: ctr. App. 4.13-16, Dio
47.3-9, and Sulla 31.9 on the Sullan proscriptions -  ‘no god’s temple 
was free of killing. . .  men were slaughtered beside their wives, children 
beside their mothers . . .  ’ But here P. develops the scenes which are 
particularly degrading for A. himself, the escape of his uncle and 
especially Cic.’s murder. On the proscriptions see Syme 187-201. 
Despite P.’s εθοίνοαώ&ησαν, many, like L. Caesar and Paullus, escaped. 
Some joined Brutus and Cassius in the East, many made their way to 
Sextus in Sicily (32.1η.). Cic. too might have fled, had he chosen, or 
shown more decision.

3 Κικέρωνος Se σιραγέντος: 7th Dec. 43. Cf. Cic. 47.8: he first tried 
to escape, but was tom and hesitant; he was finally betrayed by a boy 
whom he was himself educating. When the assassins overtook him, he 
stroked his chin with a characteristic gesture, then bent forward foT the 
sword. (Cf also Livy’s version, quoted by Sen. Suas. 6.17.) τήν χειρα 
τήν δεξιάν: so too App. 4.20, Dio 47.8, and others (Sen. Suas. 6.19, 
Coni. 7.2.1, 9, 14), and this was probably Pollio’s version. But at Cic.
48.6 both hands are cut off, the version of Livy and others (Sen. Suas. 
5.17, 21, 26). The discrepancy between Ck. and Ant. is perhaps 
carelessness, but it is possible that, as at 19.3(0.), P. here prefers a 
version found in his more recent reading.

4 έθεάτο γεγηθώς καί άνακαγχάζων (‘guffawing’) ύκό χαράς 
πολλάκις: pure melodrama, and hard to believe: cf Cic. Phil. 11.8 
(surely Ciceronian fantasy), where Dolabella similarly feasts his eyes on 
the dead Trebonius, and e.g. Val. Max. 9.22 (Marius), Tac. Ann.
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14.57.4 (Nero), N.T. Matt. 14 (John the Baptist); Stith Thompson, 
M otif Index o f Folk-literature? (Copenhagen 1955) v  307-8, But Cic.’s 
death had become a favourite subject for Roman declaimers (cf. Sen. 
Coni. 7.2, Suas. 6 and 7; Veil. 2.66-7, with Woodman’s n.). A.’s 
reactions were naturally embellished. Others go further than P.: A. 
ordered the head to be displayed over dinner (App. 4.20), Fulvia tore 
out the tongue and pierced it with her hairpin (Dio 47-8); cf. also Sen. 
Sues. 6.7, Sen. Epist. 83.25. έκέλευσεν ύπερ τοΰ βήματος έν άγοραι 
τεθήναι: this at least is historical, confirmed by many allusions in Sen. 
Suas. 6 (esp, Livy, quoted by Sen. at 6,17), App. 4.20, and Dio 47.8. 
καθ&περ . . .  έπιδεικνύμενος: the moralism is again unusually direct. 
Cf. Cic. 49.2, ‘men shuddered, for they seemed not to be seeing the face 
of Cic. but the image of A.’s soul’; and the indignant outburst of Veil.
2.66.3-5. A.’s treatment of the dead Brutus is more noble, 22.6-8n. 
ένοβρίζοντα τήι τύχηι ‘insulting his good fortune’, a bold phrase: cf. 
Pomp. 10.4, Ag.-Cl. 51.1.

5 την αδελφήν: A.’s mother Julia, 2. in. For L. Caesar cf. 2.1, 19.3 
nn.; for the inversion of names, 5.9η.

6 διέκλεψε καί διέσωσε: the o.r. of §5 is the climax; P. does not 
weaken his effect by finishing the story in detail. When the murderers 
forced Julia to release Caesar, she rushed to A. in the forum, admitted 
concealing her brother, and claimed the right to be executed at his 
side. The discomfited A. secured a decree restoring Caesar to citizen­
ship and safety (App. 4.37).

21.1 'Ρωμαίοις επαχθής ‘characterisation by reaction’ (Intr., 40-1). 
The technique is continued for most of the chapter, καί tò  πλεϊατον. . .  
τής αιτίας: A, conventionally took most of the blame: cf. Pliny M.H. 
7.147 and esp. Dio 47.7-8. Historians of the early empire were eager to 
exonerate O. (cf 19.3η.), who doubtless gave them a lead in his 
.Autobiography (Intr., 26): cf. Veil. 2.66.1 and Flor. 2.16.6 (perhaps 
following Livy). The declaimers’ indignation at Cic.’s fete strengthened 
the tradition (20.3η.), and horrific stories naturally attached them­
selves to A. rather than O. or the unmemorable Lepidus (e.g. App. 
4.29, 40, Pliny N.H. 34-6). Suet. Aug. 27.1 suggests that the truth was 
more complex and O. less blameless: [O.] restitit quidem aliquando collegis 
ne qua fieret proscriptio, sed inceptam utroque acerbius exercuit. But P. is here
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pointing A.’s disgraces firmly (above, p. 149), and welcomes the 
simpler version. Cf. Scott 19-20.

21.r—5 εις δε τον βΐον Εκείνον αΰθις τόν ηδυπαθή καί άκόλαστον . . .  
έκκεχυμένος, κτλ: a remarkable passage, revealing the freedom with 
which P. adapts his material. No other account suggests that A.’s 
excesses were particularly prominent in the months before Philippi; 
nor, presumably, did P.’s sources. But P. reviews A.’s important traits 
as he prepares for the entry of Cl.: A. will be peculiarly vulnerable to 
her (25.1, cf. 24.9-1211.), and his ήδυττάθειαι (cf. 25.4η.) are important 
to this vulnerability. Cl. will entice him with new ‘pleasures and 
delights’ (29.1): together they will καθηδιητοθεΐυ their time (28,1), and 
join in marvellous sOrrrccUaat (56.6, 71.5, etc., cf. 90(3) .2). Cl. exploits a 
weakness deep in A.’s character, which P. has had little opportunity to 
stress since 9-10 (though cf. i8.8n.). The outrages in Pompey’s house 
(§§2-3) provide a splendid illustration. P. has not fabricated these, for 
the material is again drawn from Phil. 2 (66-9), but he has displaced 
them: they belong several years earlier, and he has already referred 
vaguely to them at 9.5 and 8 (nn.). P. also adds imaginary detail. In 
Phil. 2 Cic. claims that A. is diverting state money, but this refers to 
money accruing to A . in 44, particularly the treasure embezzled from 
the temple of Ops (15.5η.). P. transfers the theme to A.’s gains from the 
proscriptions in late 43 and 42, money which in fact was used to 
support the campaign against Brutus and Cassius. So P. stresses the 
sufferings which A. imposes on ordinary folk to pay for his luxuries: as 
Italy suffers now, so shortly will Asia Minor (24), Greece (62.1, 68.6), 
and the world (56.8). Cf. Intr., 1. άνεχαίτισε: another metaphor from 
horses (cf. 2.8,36.1 nn.),lit. ‘threw back his mane (χαίτη)’, ‘reared up’; 
cf. LSJ, and esp. Dtr. 34.7 (ofa restive δήμος), Jos. B .J. 2.370 and 5.389 
(of rebellious subjects). Such ‘rearing up’ involves the attempt to 
escape from a constraint which may be specified by a' gen. of separation, 
here τών πρα/μάτων: “he reared up and threw off his troubles. But 
the construction is rare (cf LSJ 1.3), and the effect is of forceful 
compression, πραγμάτων: probably ‘his troubles’ (LSJ ni.5), i.e. the 
hardships and perils (17.3-6). Less likely, ‘business’ or ‘public affairs’ 
(LSJ in.4), but §§3-4 show that he was still involved in these, at least in 
the exactions, έκκεχυ μένος: another strong metaphor, lit. ‘poured
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himself in’, without any restraint; cf. Plb. 31.25.4. P. is undeterred by 
the mix of metaphors with άνεχαίτισε.

St τήν οικίαν: 10.3η. άνδρός οόχ ήττον farci σωφροσύντμ . .. τούς 
τρεις θριάμβους: inspired by Cic. Phil. 2.69. P. introduces Pomp, by 
stressing his popularity, and includes among the causes his σωφροσύνη 
περί δίαιταν (1.4, cf. 2.1t, 40.9). For his three triumphs from different 
continents cf. Pomp. 14, 22, and esp. 45.

3 μεστήν δε . . .  κραιπαλώντων: cf. 9.5-8101. From Cic. Phil. 2.67. 
The triad μίμων καί θαυματοποιών καί κολάκων κραιπαλώντων 
balances the dignified ήγεμόσι καί στρατηγοί; καί πρέσβεσιν who are 
excluded, θαυματοποιοί are ‘performers of tricks’, ‘illusionists’: sword- 
swallowers {Lye. 19.4), or conjurors who can make fire burn spon­
taneously (Athen, i.ige), or even puppeteers {Plato Rpb. 7.514b). For 
their unrespectable character cf. Ag.-Cl. 33.4, Dem. 2.19. P. perhaps 
mistranslated Cic.’s aleatoribus (‘gamesters’ or ‘dicers’), but he is 
probably adding an imaginary detail, κραιπαλώντων: 9.5η.

4 έπισηκοιραντοΰντες ‘bringing trumped-up accusations’ (cf LSJ 
συκοφαντέω I.i) against wives and relatives ‘as well as’ (επί) proscrib­
ing the men themselves. This seems a confusion: ‘proscription’ was 
equivalent to declaring a man a public enemy who could be legally 
killed, and whose property would be forfeit to the state. The family would 
anyway lose a right of inheritance, and there was no need to bring 
accusations against them. Cf. Dio 47.14.1. τελών παν fativijsav γένος: 
cf. Syme 195-6, Brunt 122-3, 326-7 for these irregular levies, παρά 
ταΐς Έστιάσι . . .  Ιλαβον έπελθόντες: not mentioned elsewhere, but 
credible.

5 Καϊσαρ ήξίωσε νείμασθαι τά χρήματα προς αύτόν: odd, because it 
is unlikely that A.’s excesses in fact produced any disagreement about 
money in 43-2 (cf. §§1—513..); perhaps a recollection ofO .’s demands in 
44 (16.2), perhaps a reflection of the fact that the army was divided 
(next n,), and therefore the supporting funds needed to be divided as 
well, ένεί μαντό δε-καί-τόνστρατόν; the triumvirs controlled 43 legions,- 
cf. i8.8n.: the 17 there led by A. and Lepidus, the 6 left with Cotyla, 
the 3 left by Plancus and Pollio in their provinces, and the 17 
commanded by O. At Bononia the triumvirs agreed that A. and O. 
should take 20 legions apiece, leaving 3 with Lepidus in Italy, In  feet 
only 21 or 22 legions seem to have taken part in the campaign, and 19 
of these fought at Philippi: Brunt 484-5. B ru tus an d  C assius are
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here mentioned for the first time since April 44 (15.1): cf. p. 150. P. 
does not mention, far less explain, their startling successes in the East 
(cf. 19.1, 22.6 nn.). He gives a filli account at Brut. 24-37, where his 
admiration for their achievement is clear (cf. esp. Brut. 28.7). For 
details cf. Syme 171-2, 183-4, 203. Brutus and Cassius marched 
westwards in summer 42 with (probably) 19 legions. They crossed the 
Hellespont in Aug., and arrived before Philippi a few weeks later.

22.1 ‘Ως μέντοι διαβάντες ήψαντο πολέμου real παρεστρατοπέδευσαν 
τοΐς πολεμίοις: cf Syme 202-4. First a preliminary force was 
despatched under C. Norbanus and L. Deddius Saxa; A. and O., 
delayed and harassed by Republican fleets, finally forced their passage 
in summer 42. Brutus and Cassius reached Philippi in early Sept. 
Within a few days A. came up and boldly camped a mile distant in a 
weaker position; O., delayed by sickness (§5n.), joined him ten days 
later. Despite their strong position the Republicans at first tried to 
avoid a battle. They controlled the sea, and A. and O. would find it 
hard to maintain their supplies during a long campaign. But A.’s deft 
operations and earthworks soon began to threaten their left flank, and 
they were forced to fight. ’Αντωνίου μέν άντι-κταγμένου KactsUoi, 
Βροάτωι δέ Καίσαρος (a notable chiasmus): A. occupied the Caesarian 
right, facing Cassius; O. the left, facing Brutus. The battle thus 
followed a characteristic pattern, with both right wings forcing their 
enemies back.

2-4 The first battle o f  Philippi (beginning of Oct. 42). For good 
accounts see T. Rice Holmes, The Architect o f the Roman Empire 1 (Oxford 
1928) 80-9, or J .  F. C. Fuller, The Decisive Battles ojike Western World 1 
(London 1954) 207-16. P. gives a vivid (though not very clear) 
narrative at Brut. 41-4, but there the emphasis is different: he stresses 
how near Brutus and Cassius came to victory (42.5, 44.6, cf. 47.6-9), 
and how tragically random were the factors which destroyed them -  
the misdirection of Brutus’ charge (41.6, 44.6), the premature elation 
of Titinius (43.6, c£ §411.), Cassius’ poor eyesight (43.4). I t  is thus ill 
luck, not A.’s generalship, which prevails, and in Brut. P. does not 
suggest that A. took particular credit: indeed he is absent from the 
main fighting (43.3, cf. §311.). ώς δ’ αύτδς bi τοϊς ύ«ομνήμ«βι 
γέγραφε: fr. 10 P (12 M): Intr., 26. P. quotes the Autobiography again 
for the same item at Brut. 41.7, and so does App. 4.110. Both



presumably draw the quotation at second hand from a shared source. 
(Cf. Caes. 22.2-4 =  App. Celt. fr. 18; Caes. 44.8 App. 2.7g; Pomp.
72.4 =  App. 2.82.) Here the quotation seems to provide a variant: 
either O. escaped in the nick of time, or he had been led by the dream to 
depart before the battle. At Brut. 41.7 he combines the two variants, 
and the dream induces O. to leave in the nick of time. O. in fact hid in 
the marshes for three days (Pliny jV.H. 7.148). των φίλων τινός: his 
doctor, M. Artorius Asclepiades. He dreamt that Minerva warned that
O. should depart (Val. Max. 1.7.1).

3 καίτοι γεγράψασιν ενιοι μή (rather than ού, 56.5η.) παραγενέσθαι
τηι μάχηι τόν Α ντώ ν ιο ν__: here Ρ. seems to reject this version,
which sits uneasily with his stress on A.’s decisive leadership (§1). At 
Brut. 42.3 he seems to accept it. This malicious and incredible version is 
shared by Flor. 2.17.10, and perhaps derives from Livy or Messalla 
(Intr., 29-30). The slander is of a familiar type (cf. e.g. Caes. 18.2 and
53.5-6), and App. 4.110-12 shows that A. was extremely active. He 
indeed forced his way into Cassius’ camp while vigorous fighting 
continued outside, and this temporary detachment from his main force 
perhaps provided the starting-point for the story.

4 P indarus, like Antony’s slave Eros (76.7), had been prepared and 
trained to kill his master when the time came (Brut. 43.7). βύτοΰ . . .  
χελεύοντος: cf. 53.1η. for the needless gen. absolute, οΰ γάρ εγνω 
νενικηκότα Βροΰτον: as Brut. 43 makes clear, Cassius knew of Brutus’ 
triumphant charge but was dismayed by the troops’ indiscipline. After 
his own camp had fallen, he sent a centurion Titinius to identify some 
approaching cavalry. They were Brutus’ men, and they told Titinius of 
the victory: all embraced in joy. The short-sighted Cassius wrongly 
thought that Titinius was being captured by enemy horsemen, and 
ordered Pindarus to strike.

5  δλίγων 8’ ημερών διαγενομένών: twenty days {Brut. 47.5). The 
second ba ttle  o f  Philippi, 23rd Oct. (EJ p. 54). Cf. Brut. 49, where 
the emphasis again differs: P. stresses the Republican demoralisation 
after their first defeat, and again gives no suggestion that A. took any 
particular credit. But there is no doubt that he did: cf. App. 4.129, 
5.14, 53,59. After the first battle Brutus feared desertions, and, with his 
supplies threatened, he felt forced to accept a second battle. His own 
wing may again have won some success {Brut. 49), but eventually all his 
lines broke. The carnage was very great, έαυτόν άνεΐλεν: the suicide is
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memorably described at Brat. 51-2. ατε δή καί. κοσοΰντος τοΰ 
Καίσαρος: Ο. had been weak from the beginning of the campaign., and 
at the time of the first battle he could barely stand (Dio 47.41.3-4), 
apparently suffering from dropsy (Pliny N.H. 7.148). He was stronger 
by the second batde, but still had to retire before the end (App. 4.128-
30)·

6-7 A.’s  resp ec t fo r  th e  dead  B rutus: for the theme of nobility to 
the body of an enemy, c£ 82.1,86.71m.; A. might have had Alexander’s 
treatment of Darius in mind (82.1η., cf. Alex. 43.5, Woodman on Veil. 
2.82.4). O. too later paid tribute to Brutus’ memory (Brut. 58(5)), 
though he may have been pettier at the time (Suet. Aug. 13.1). 
Contrast A.’s jibes a t the dead Cic. (20.4, cf. p. 149): A. is a finer man 
on the battlefield. I t  is odd that P. omits A.’s equally noble treatment 
of Lucilius, for he later alludes to this elaborately at 69.2: a  devoted 
Republican, Ludlius protected his general by persuading A.’s troops 
that he himself was Brutus. When brought before A. he proudly 
declared his identity. A. spared him, saying that he wished for such 
men as friends, not enemies (Brut. 50, the basis of Sh. J.C. v.iv; cf. App. 
4.129). P. perhaps omitted the story through carelessness, but it is 
difficult to tell briefly, and P. conceivably felt it would unbalance his 
narrative and blur the contrast with Gic.’s death; it contributes more 
tellingly at 69.2 (n.). C. Antemius had been captured in March 43. 
Brutus kept him alive for some time, but eventually sent orders to Q, 
Hortensius, governor of Macedonia, to kill him. If  P. rightly, here and 
at Brut. 28.r, represents it as vengeance for Cic., the date was early 42. 
P.’s narrative is again allusive (cf. ig .i, 21.5η.) and he leaves Horten­
sius’ role unexplained, έπισφάξαι τΰη  μνήματι ‘gave orders to kill* 
him ‘over the tomb’: the construction with the active inf. is normal and 
classical.

7 τήν αύτοΰ φοινικίδα . . .  έπέρριψε: a particularly dignified 
instance of A.’s generosity (cf. 1.1-2.30.). He also returned Brums’ 
ashes to his mother Servilia (Brut. 53.4), cf. 82.1η. For the story of §§7- 
8, cf. 48.2, 81.2 (nn.).

Thus died the Republican cause. P. moralises on the subject at 
89(2) .2-3 and Brut. 29.9, but here it is simply treated as an event in A.’s 
fife, not a turning-point in Roman history. Gf. 56-6gn., Intr., 1.



23-36 F rom  41 to  37; Antony, C leopatra, and  O ctavia

A. now turns to the East. Immediately he shows his familiar capacity 
to veer from nobility (23) to outrageous behaviour {24): but he is now 
a greater man, the East affords new delights, and both his greatness and 
his flaws are now on the grandest scale. At Athens (23, 33.6-34.1) he is 
unpretentious, sensitive, and popular, but Asia (24) offers the pleasures 
of a ‘court’ (24.2η.). He has always had his flatterers and his artistic 
friends, his flamboyant women, his costly revels (9,21, etc.) ; but in Asia 
all is much grander. The expense rises accordingly, and Asia’s sufferings 
outdo even those of Italy (21).

With A.’s tastes whetted, Cl. comes at his call. She and he are similar 
creatures, magnificent, pleasure-seeking, rumbustious: A.’s cavalcade 
at Ephesus is mirrored, but also far surpassed, by Cl.’s arrival at Tarsus 
(24.4, 26 nn.). She is wily where he is simple, persuasive where he is 
credulous, charming where he is most easily flattered (24.9-12^). The 
lovers move to Alexandria, and P. dwells on their first winter (28-9). 
A. is as extravagant and boisterous as ever, but the Alexandrians love 
it. This is a different world from Rome, careless, joyful, far removed 
from the dangers to which he must return (30.1, cf. 28.1).

There is another ‘marvel of a woman’ too: Octavia, the ideal of 
Roman womankind, is set against her rival. The focus shifts swiftly 
from One to the other. Cl. is flamboyant (28-9), Octavia grave (31). 
Octavia majestically reconciles her menfolk, bringing peace to Rome 
(35); and immediately A. flees to reward Cl., bestowing Rome’s 
possessions on her as if they were trinkets (36). P. subtly expands and 
emphasises his material on Octavia (31.2η.) ; tales which could distract 
-  for instance about A.’s mother Julia or Sextus Pompey (32.inn.) -  
tend to be ignored. The matron and the queen contend for A.’s love, 
and bring him torment; and Cl.’s victory brings the world to war.

23.1 The com pact o f  Philippi. The triumvirs now controlled the 
wealthy eastern provinces, and needed to revise the arrangement of 
Bononia (19.2η.). The redistribution reflected A.’s strength and the 
weakness of the absent Lepidus. A.’s task would be the organisation of 
the East, which would therefore fall under his control; he was also to 
retain Further Gaul and take Narbonensis from Lepidus; he would lose 
only the Cisalpina, which was to become part of Italy. O. was to settle
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the veterans in Italy (30.1η.); he retained Sardinia, and he too gained 
at Lepidus’ expense, depriving him of Spain. 'Lepidus himself was 
allowed only Africa. Cf. Syme 206-7, P. Wallmann, SO 51 (1976) 121- 
9. P. again (cf. 19.2η.) shows no interest in the details, έκομίζετο ‘was 
carried’ in a litter, because of his illness. This was aggravated by the 
journey, and after landing at Brundisium it was some time before he 
was fit enough to continue to Rome. His death was widely expected, 
πολλήν στρατιάν: eight legions (App, 5.3), cf. Brunt 488-9. υπεσχ­
ημένοι γάρ . . .  πεντακισχιλίας: besides the 5000 dr./den. to each 
legionary, the triumvirs had also promised 25,000 dr./den. to each 
centurion and 50,000 to each military tribune (App. 4. r 20), Promises 
of this order had become normal since O. had set the trend in late 44 
(i6.8n., c£ Keppie 38-43). Something like 150,000 talents would be 
needed to pay all the promised rewards. Any such sum was beyond 
even the East’s resources, particularly after the exactions of Brutus and 
Cassius. A. eventually demanded nine years’ tribute from Asia, to be 
paid over two years (App. 5.6, 24.4η.). Asia’s normal tribute was 
probably less than 2000 talents a year: even allowing for extra sums 
from client kings and free cities (App. 5.6) and the contributions of the 
other eastern provinces, A. could scarcely hope for more than 20,000 
talents, the amount exacted by Sulla in a similar levy after his defeat of 
Mithridates. And not all could be spent on rewarding troops. There 
were the running costs of A.’s army and staff, and preparations to be 
made for the expected invasion of Parthia (28.1, 30.3 nn.). Troops 
were still clamouring Γοτ their rewards a year later (Dio 48.30.2).

*-4 A. in  Greece: cf. Intr., 1,9-10. Greece sees him at his best. He 
still seeks pleasures, but worthy ones; he is still open-handed, but he 
spends (or promises to spend) on excellent causes — Athens and the 
temple at Delphi. This liberality contrasted with the exactions in Asia 
Minor (24, cf. on μέν oöv below). His affection for Greece, particularly 
Athens, soon recurs (33.7). But τό γε πρώτον is ominous here, and the 
eventual sufferings of Greece -  τής πολλά δή τλάσης 'Ελλάδος, 62. ι — 
will be correspondingly emphasised in 62 and 68. A.’s own love of 
Athens will remain unshaken (72.1); but by then his tragedy has 
encompassed the world, and the land which suffers worst is the land he 
loves. This stress on Greece is individual to P. Much of its material is 
doubdess drawn from surviving Greek oral tradition, especially at 
Delphi (§4n.): cf. 28.3,68.6, and Intr., 29. τοΐς μέν οΰν Έλλησιν: μέυis
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picked up by δε at the beginning of 24.1, and ούν simply emphasises the 
ufv: Denniston 473-4. P. strongly contrasts A.’s behaviour in Greece 
and in Asia Minor, συνηνέχθη ‘behaved in a friendly way towards’, 
‘got on well with’, τό παίϊζον αύτοΰ ‘the pleasure-seeking element in his 
character’, μυήσεις ‘initiations’ into religious rites, especially (one 
supposes) the Eleusinian mysteries: cf. Dir. 26. τάς χρίσεις: for such 
personal jurisdiction cf. 58.11, Millar 61. τήί πόλει πλείστας δωρεάς 
εδωχε: cf App. 5.7= E. J . Owens, Lat. 35 (Γ976) 723-6: A. gave Athens 
control of several-islands, notably Aegina.

3 τό βουλευτήριον: Paus. 1.42.4 places this on the city’s W. 
acropolis: that suits άναβά; here, A. ‘went up’ to see it. The ancient 
Aesymnion, a shrine below the acropolis, had apparently been Megara’s 
original βουλευτήριον (cf. Paus. 1.43.3).

4 πράς hi.·, wrongly deleted by Sintenis and Ziegler, leaving the 
connexion of the sentence very bare. For this absolute adverbial use of 
Ttpój, ‘in addition’, cf. LSJ d, and e.g. Dio 45.14.2, 59.2.1, D.H. comp, 
verb. 16. τδν τοΰ Πυθίου νεών: the temple of Pythian Apollo at Delphi, 
damaged by fire c. 85-4 b.c. when the Illyrians and Thracians sacked 
the town. A.’s promises came to nothing, and the temple was not 
restored for another hundred years. P. knew Delphi extremely well 
(Intr., 2), and this item is particularly likely to be owed to oral 
tradition. Flacelière suggests that P. refers to the sanctuary of Pythian 
Apollo in Athens, between the llissus and the Olympieion, and that A. 
made his promise to the local Athenian senate, not the senate in Rome; 
but (a) ‘the temple of Pythian Apollo’ naturally refers to the famous 
temple at Delphi; (è) it seems that there was no Athenian ‘temple’ of 
Pythian Apollo at this time, only a shrine and a cult (R. E. Wycherley, 
GRBS 4 (1963) 166-7); (c) σύγκλητο; would be an unparalleled way of 
referring to a local senate in Greece (Mason 88, x 21-3). The final point 
also tells against G, P. Jones’s suggestion that a temple in Megara is 
meant ( JR S  56 ( 1966) 65): A. would hardly have made so unexciting a 
promise to the Roman senate.
I

24.1-8 T he ou trages in  A sia M inor, so much grander than those in 
Italy (21): cf. p. 174. As in the previous catalogues of vice, 9.5-9 and 21 
(nn.), the vocabulary and imagery are forceful (nn.) and the sentence- 
structure carefully controlled. First an intricate and balanced period, 
§§1—2, enumerates the reasons for the main clause’s simple conclusion,
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οϋδέν ήν ανεκτόν. All the reasons depend on the initial ta d , but P. 
separates them into four groups of increasing length and colour: first, 
A,’s arrival in Asia; secondly, the new temptations; thirdly -  the new 
start is marked by the adversative δέ -  the contrast with O.; finally, 
again with δε, the glamorous aides. The solemn quotation (§3n.) deftly 
moves the emphasis to the divine honours, again set out in a strong 
balanced period. The chilling reference to 'the Dionysus of Savagery 
and Wildness’ reverts to the sufferings A. caused, and each outrage is 
allowed its separate weight in sharp, simple sentences. The climax is 
characteristically (84.4—711.) marked by oratio recta, Hybreas’ succinct 
denunciations: these allow the transition to the thoughtful analysis of 
A.’s character, with heavier structure and style (§§9-i2nn.).

i  L. M arcius C ensorinus usefully served A. as praetor in 43, 
proconsul of Macedonia and Achaea from late 42 until 40, then cos. 
39. εις ’Ασίαν διέβη: in spring 41, after spending the winter in Greece, 
presumably at Athens. He probably visited Bithynia before returning 
to the Aegean coast (Jos. A .J. 14.301—4). πλούτον ‘riches’. The plural 
was introduced to elevated prose contexts by Plato, e.g. Rpb. 10.618b 
and 619a. P., like other post-classical writers, exploits it to heighten his 
narrative, e.g. Cic. 10.5, Cats. 25,3. βασιλέων γυναίκες: A.’s tastes are 
whetted for Cl.; P. probably generalises from the single case of 
Glaphyra, wife (rather than hetcàra, as Dio 49.32.3 has it) of Archelaus 
of Cappadocia, and daughter-in-law of the Archelaus of 3.10(0.). 
There was certainly gossip about A. and Glaphyra at this time; O. 
wrote some peculiarly obscene elegiacs about the affair (Martial 11.20 
quotes them; c£ J . P. Hallett, AJAH  2 (1977) 151-71). In 36 A. 
imposed her son Archelaus as king of Cappadocia, where he ruled for 
fifty years (36.3-40.). άμιλλώμεναι ‘vying’, ‘contending’. A natural 
but powerful metaphor: P. reserves its use for coloured contexts, e.g. 
56.9, Pel. 34.3, Per. 13.1. Καίσαρος στάσεσι καί πολέμαις άποτρυχ- 
ομένου (a rare equivalent of άττοτρύειν, ‘to wear out’): cf, 30.1, and the 
comparison with C. at 9.9(0.).

z  άνεκυκλεΐτο ‘came back in a cycle’. The idea of such a ‘cycle’ of 
nobility and excess is interesting. Άναξήνορες . . .  Ξοΰθοι . . .  
Μητρόδωρός τις ‘men like Anaxenor. . .  men like Xouthos. . .  a certain 
Metrodorus’. Strabo 14.648 mentions Anaxenor as a citizen of 
Magnesia: A. trusted him to raise tribute from four cities, and 
Magnesia honoured him with a priesthood and several inscribed
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statues. One of these inscriptions survives (Syll^ 766). Xouthos and 
Metrodorus are otherwise unknown. We need not doubt that A.’s staff 
proved a financial burden to the province (there was nothing unusual 
in that), nor that A. openly indulged his artistic tastes. It was probably 
now, but possibly in 33-32 (cf. 57.1η.), that he granted various 
privileges to 'the worldwide association of victors in the festival games’ 
(EJ 300, RDGE 57, cf. Millar 55 and The Emperor in the Roman World 
(London 1977) 456): an association which may have included poets, 
artists, and musicians as well as athletes (Sherk on RDGE 57). It was in 
some ways like the ‘artists of Dionysus’ (56.7η.). ‘There was nothing 
wrong with artistic friends’ (Bowersock 10), but it depended on the 
friend: Strabo 14.674. tells of the poet Boethus of Tarsus who 
‘plundered the city’ after A. had trusted him with its finances. 
Ασιανών Ακροαμάτων θίασος ‘a troop of Asiatic players’, c f LSJ 
ακρόαμα π. θίασοί already suggests A.’s role as Dionysus (§4). λαμυρία: 
not ‘wantonness’ (LSJ), but perhaps ‘forwardness’, a provocative and 
stylish charm, often verging on the flirt or the coquette: Cat. 10 gives a 
good idea of the sort of girl. I t  is precisely the word for Cl.’s charm (cf. 
Cues. 49.3, of her arrival in the carpet) : A. already finds it hard to resist, 
τάς από τής ’Ιταλίας χήρας: the ‘plagues’ or ‘pests’ from Italy (κήρ is a 
strong word, a .4η.) : presumably the same as the μίμοι and γελωτοποιοί 
who accompanied A. at Philippi [Brut, 45.6-9, p. 150 above), τήν 
αόλήν ‘the court’, elsewhere used of kings (e.g. Them. 29.5, Alex. 70.4) 
and emperors (Galba 20.6, 25.8).

3 καθάπερ ή Σοφόκλειος Ικείνη πόλις Ρ. draws from Oedipus’ 
opening speech in 0 .71, πόλις δ’ 6μοϋ μέν θυμιαμάτων γέμει ] όμοΰ δέ 
παιάνων τε καί στεναγμόττων (4-5). As usual (cf. 25.31 28.1, 29.1, 36.2, 
62.1), the literary allusion marks an important moment. I t also allows 
P. to move deftly from Asia’s agonies to the divine honours: the 
‘groans’ come from its suffering, but ‘incense’ and ‘paeans’ belong to 
the gods. At §5 P. exploits the dual nature of Dionysus, both gracious 
and savage -  itself a suggestive theme -  to revert to the suffering. As is 
the way with favourite quotations, P. seems to have misunderstood (or 
a t least adapted) this passage’s meaning. When he quotes it elsewhere 
(95c, i6gd, 445d, 623c) his point is the paradox of combining ‘paeans 
and groans’: he evidently interprets ‘paeans’ as hymns of joy. (So, 
apparently, did Athen. io.42of.) This sense o f‘paean’ cannot be what 
Soph, intended; there is no joy in his Thebes, the gods are invoked to
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end its plague, and ‘paean’ must simply be a hymn to Apollo for 
healing and deliverance (so Dawe ad loc.). But P.’s interpretation suits 
the present context, preparing for the joy with which Ephesus offered 
A. worship, and the agony of Asia’s disappointment.

4 Antony’s divine w orship a t Ephesus. A.’s association with 
Dionysus later became important, and P. gives it appropriate weight: 
cf. 26.5, 60.3—5, 75.4.—6 (nn.). But P. is the only ancient author who 
dates this association as early as 41. Our other sources suggest that it 
commenced in 39, when A. clearly took steps to encourage such 
worship: see 33.6-34.-m.

The account of A. a t Ephesus is soon mirrored by CI.’s arrival at 
Tarsus (26). The two cavalcades are similar in their magnificence; they 
both exploit every sense -  sound (Cl. too has ‘flutes, pipes, and lyres’, 
26.1) and smell (Cl. too has incense, 26.3, like ‘all Asia’ now) as well as 
sight; GL's boys and girls pose as Cupids, Nereids, and Graces, A.’s as 
Satyrs, Pans, and Bacchants. The links between the two passages are 
reflected in the jubilation of 26.5(0.): ‘Aphrodite comes in revelry to 
Dionysus, for the good of Aria.’ P.’s point is clear. A. and Cl. are 
complementary characters, they share a similar temper and magnifi­
cence and excite a similar devotion; but, magnificent though A. may 
be, he is outdone by Cl. P. has probably elaborated the details of A.’s 
reception to make his points, for no other account has any hint of this 
treatment.

But Ephesus may well have ofFered A. some divine honours in 41. The 
eastern provinces had a long tradition of worshipping their kings: 
divine honours had often been paid to Roman proconsuls (cf. esp. 
Flam. 16.5-7), and previous conquerors, especially Pompey, had been 
hailed as gods with great adulation: see e.g. S.R.F. Price, Rituals and 
Power (Cambridge 1984) 42-6. Ephesus, effectively capital of Asia, 
naturally led the way. P. may also be right in saying that he was 
already hailed as Dionysus: many Hellenistic kings (including recently 
Mithridates, Cic. Flacc. 60) had similarly compared and identified 
themselves with Dionysus, and had read back this association to 
Alexander himself. But for the present A. does not seem to have pressed 
the identification very for, and may not even have encouraged it 
himself. Two years later, things had changed. In 41 A. did not need to 
pay much attention to such matters: he surely did not see his future as 
lying in the East. He naturally hoped for riches and prestige from these
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provinces, but doubtless expected a swift return (as Sulla and Pompey 
had returned} to new authority at home. But after the pact of 
Brundisium in 40 (30.6-31.5η.) he had to think of a distinctively 
eastern future. A coherent religious policy became advisable, and on 
returning to Greece in 39 he began to insist more emphatically on his 
identification with Dionysus (33.6-34.in.). After 37 this became even 
more of a political necessity, for as Cl.’s consort he naturally filled the 
role of Dionysus-Osiris: Ptolemaic kings had come to identify them­
selves with the god, just as their queens were regarded as Isis. O. 
naturally fastened on this (K. Scott, CP 24 (1929) 133-41). But, for the 
moment, all that is far in the future.

P. himself disapproved of such divine imitation and worship: cf. esp. 
Price 116-17; K. Scott, ΤΑΡΑ 6o (1929) 117—35, corrected in part by 
G. W. Bowersock, Entreùens . . .  Hardt 19 (1972) 187-90. But the Life is 
already passing beyond crude praise or censure, and P. prefers to allow 
these divine associations to underline the magnificence of A. and Cl.; 
they also give a further dimension to their catastrophic fall. Cf. esp. 
75-4~5(n-)s where A. is deserted by his Dionysus.

4 είς γοΰν Έφεσον: the ‘part proof’ use of γοΰν: cf. e.g. 2.2, 9.6, 
36.7, Denniston 451-3: events at Ephesus go some way to demonstrat­
ing the previous generalisation, the mix of ‘paeans and groans’. 
Translate ‘certainly,. .  .’ A. arrived at Ephesus to address a congress of 
the states of Asia (App. 5.4). He announced his demands here (23.2η.), 
nine years’ tribute within 24 months, κιττοϋ . . .  θύρσων . . .  
ψαλτηρίων . . .  συριγγών. . .  πυλών: entries to cities were often staged 
carefully (8on.), but these are the distinctive features of Dionysus’ cult. 
The description has many parallels in the grand procession of Ptolemy 
II in worship of Dionysus, when men dressed as Satyrs and Sileni and 
women as Nymphs (Athen. 1970-2030, with Rice passim). Cf. also 
Alexander’s journey through Carmania, Alex. 67.2. άνβκαλουμένων: 
cf. 26.5η. Χαριδότην καί Μειλίχιον . . .  Ώ μηβτής «ai Άγριωνιος: the 
complex character of Dionysus -  gracious and liberating to those who 
welcome him as a vital force, yet devastating to those who resist -  is 
familiar from Eur. Baceh. Such a god is naturally πολυώνυμος (Soph. 
Ant. 1115), welcomed and dreaded under many titles. P. selects tides to 
stress extreme gxaciousness and savagery. Cf. esp. 613d (men like 
Socrates happily welcomed Dionysus as χαριδότην και μειλίχιον); 
Them.. 13.3 al., the human sacrifice to Dionysus Ώμηστής before
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Salamis; and 291a al., the festival of Agrionia at which in P.’s own day a 
woman had been killed.

7 The orator H ybreas rose from humble birth to rule his city, 
Mylasa in Caria. During Labienus’ Parthian invasion (28.1, 30.2 nn.) 
he kept Mylasa faithful to Rome: he was rewarded with Roman 
citizenship, and later became a high priest of Augustus. C£ Bowersock 
5-6. The present anecdote is suspect. Asia could not have paid 200,000 
talents (23.2η.), and in 41 A. did not ‘impose a second tribute’, he 
demanded ninefold tribute over two years. P. has probably displaced 
the story, perhaps from A.’s second stay at Ephesus in 33 (56.1): so 
Buchheim 12-13. By then Hybreas, renowned for his loyalty, could 
speak frankly, άγορβίως: li t  ‘in the way which goes down well in open 
court’: usually pejorative, cf. e.g. Fab. 1.8. ‘Rhetorically1, in its 
unfriendly modem sense, is a reasonable translation, προς τον 
’Αντωνίου ζήλον ούκ άηδώς ‘in a way which appealed to A.’s own 
taste’, which was ‘Asiatic’ (2.8η.). Hybreas’ epigrammatic style with its 
pointed antitheses (Strabo 14.659-60 quotes another example) is 
reminiscent of the sententiae of first-century a .d . Latin authors.

8 πρακτικως δε «al παραβύλως συναγαγών ‘summing up effectively 
and boldly’: τταραβόλως suggests the risks of such frankness.

9-12 Antony’s  sim plicity . As at 4(n.) the characterising digression 
marks a critical point. Cf. 27.3-5 f°r  the complementary description of 
CI. P. develops a traditional view of A., cf, App. 5.136 αίεί τό φρόνημα 
&ττλοΰ$ xaì péyas καί άκακοξ.

We already know that he is easily led (2.4-80., 10.5-6), is no match 
for subtle adversaries (16.5-80.), and is easily distracted by his excesses, 
with disastrous consequences for his public career. P. now brings these 
themes together, showing more precisely how his public mistakes flow 
from his passivity, straightforwardness, and licentious tastes. The 
important point is now the κολακεία of his drinking-partners: they lead 
him astray, their subtlety defeats his wits. This again (cf. §§i-8n.) 
prepares for Cl.: ‘such was A.’s nature when his passion for Cl. fell upon 
him, the last of his evils . . . ’ (25.1). She is the supreme κόλαξ (29.1), 
everything to which A. is vulnerable. Where he is άπλοΟς (§ion.), she is 
ττανοϋργος (25.3η.); where he is easily persuaded, she is a master of 
words (25.3, 27.3-5); where he is plodding, she swiftly measures her 
victim (27.2); where he enjoys being laughed at, she jokes brilliantly at 
his expense (29.5-7, cf. 26.1, κατεγέλασε, and 27.2). P. stresses this
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vulnerability even though the new analysis sits uneasily with the 
previous narrative, for until now A. has not seemed ignorant of the 
outrages committed in his name. Gf. 9.5-10.1, 21.3-5, and especially 
6.6, . . .  καί yàp αδικούμενων ϋπό ραιθυμίας ώλιγώρει: contrast ούχ 
οντω βαίθυμος ών here.

A.’s susceptibility to flattery again (cf. 4.2η.) recalls the comic miles 
gloriosas, but P.’s analysis introduces deeper elements: A.’s warmth, his 
readiness to admit error, his willingness to take a joke, the flatterers’ 
subtle touches of frankness. But in fact P. probably knew little of A.’s 
κόλακες, who do not reappear: we hear ο ίgenuine friends’ advice (56.3, 
59.2-5, 69.4}, but the only flatterers are the tools of CL, and their role 
is to dissuade A. from noble actions, not just lend their assent (53.8,
72.3, cf. 33.2-3, 59.6). P. probably has no firm evidence for the 
behaviour of the flatterers here. He is partly transposing to them his 
view of Cl. herself, whose partnership in foolery is seen as peculiarly 
effective (29); but he also has his own preconceptions of the way 
κόλακες behave. C£ How to Tell a Flatterer 5ic-d:

‘The flatterer’s craftiest (ττανουργότατον) trick is this. He 
notices that frankness is said and thought to be the true voice of 
friendship (just as each sort of animal has his own natural cry), 
and that people who lack such frankness are ignoble and 
friendless: so he imitates this as well. Just as skilful chefs use bitter 
sauces and astringent flavourings to prevent sweet things from 
cloying the appetite [cf. §i2n. here, the same simile], so flatterers 
practise their own variety of frankness -  a false, spurious sort, 
which (as it were) winks as it frowns and merely titillates.’ (Cf. 
59b-6id.)

A.’s flatterers, P. assumes, simply must have practised such techniques. 
Cf. Intr., 35, and Russell 137.

9 απλότητα ‘simplicity’, ‘straightforwardness’, not pejorative (it is 
not ‘simple-mindedness’): cf. 43.5, Xen. Cyr. 1.4.1, and e.g. Brut. 1.4. ' 
But the απλούς man sees only one aspect of a matter, or can only 
behave in one way, true to himself. He can naturally be contrasted with 
one who is πανούργος, someone ‘who will do anything’: here Cl. 
(25.3). Thus the ‘simple and noble’ Callicratidas contrasts with the 
πανούργος καί σοφιστής Lysander {Lys. 7.5, cf. Ale. 41(2).!). The 
typical flatterer, who οΰχ άπλοΰς ούδ’ εΤς άλλό παντοδαπός Ιστι καί
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ποικίλος (52b), is naturally πανούργος (51c above, 63b).
10 μαλλόν γε μήν έδόκει χαριζόμενος η κολάζων ύπερβάλλειν τό 

μέτρων: for A.’s generosity to friends cf. in.; as P. says, vindictiveness is 
less prominent, but c£ 20.3-4, 50·3-6 (with 92(5).3), 73.3-4, 74.2. Dio
51.12.2 is less generous: 'he pitied many men without cause, and 
punished even more without justice’.

11 άντιβκωψαι γάρ έξην καί άνθυβρίσαι: cf. 4-5n-
12 διελυμήνατο ‘harmed seriously’, almost ‘wrecked’, οόκ Sv 

οίηθείς. . . :  i.e. he thought that ‘people who speak frankly in jest oòk &v 
σττονδάζοντες κολακεύοιεν . . . ’ άγνοων δτι την παρρησίαν . . .  
άφήιρουν τό πλήσμιαν ‘not realising that some people were mixing 
candour as an astringent seasoning with their sycophancy to avoid 
surfeiting him’. Cf. 5 id  (quoted above) and 856d, in each case the 
same simile making the same point. How to Tell a Flatterer cannot be 
firmly dated, but the culinary imagery is a sustained feature of that 
essay (cf. 49f 55a, 6te, 67ε, 68b), and it is most likely thatP. wrote 5 id  
first, then took over his formulation here and at 850d. Cf. 53-5-gn. τηι 
παρά τήν κύλικα βρασύτητι . . .  τώ ι φρονεΐν ήττωμένων φαίνεσθαι 
‘ensuring by their boldness and chatter over the wine-cups that their 
docile readiness to assent in serious matters did not seem the mark of 
men who were trying to please, but of those who were genuinely 
outdone in wisdom’. Ponderous vocabulary and syntax, as P. 
emphasises his conclusion: cf. 63.8η. ΰφεσις seems to be ‘giving in’, 
‘making concessions’ (cf. 808c); σι/γκατάθεσις is simply ‘assent’.

25.1 τελευταΐον κακόν: thus App. 5-g, for A. this passion άρχή καί 
τέλος των έπειτα κακών έγενετο. Cleopatra: qupen of Egypt since 
early 51, when she was eighteen: she possibly shared her father’s throne 
during his final months (Grant 29, cf. 3.4, 86.8 nn.). By Ptolemaic 
custom she could not reign alone, and could not marry outside the 
royal house: her father’s will accordingly required her to share the 
throne with her ten-year-old brother, Ptolemy X III, and in due course 
to marry him. In 49 Pompey’s elder son Gnaeus visited Egypt, raising 
money and forces for his father (§4). The son and daughter of Ptolemy 
XII, who owed so much to Pompey (3.4η.), could hardly refuse, and 
they sent a squadron of ships. Soon however Cl. and Ptolemy were 
fighting their own civil war. Relations had always been tense. In the 
early months of their reign Cl. had apparently excluded her brother
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from effective power (his name is absent from official documents), but 
by 48 she was expelled from her country and perhaps deposed. She was 
about to invade in force, when matters were complicated by the arrival 
first of Pompey (who was promptly killed, 8.4η.); then, momentously, 
of C.

Legend told how Cl. stole back to Alexandria by night; how, hidden 
in a carpet, she was borne to C.; how C. was immediately captivated; 
and how he fought a scandalous war to regain Cl.’s realm, while she 
was bearing his son (Caes. 48-9; 9.9, 54.6 nn.). The truth was doubtless 
more drab. But the war certainly established Cl. as queen, and her 
brother drowned in the Nile. In 47 she married a new, even younger 
brother-husband, Ptolemy XIV, and C. returned to Rome. Diffi­
culties remained. It seems that she was unpopular with her nobility 
(Dio 51.5.4), and in summer 46 she moved to Rome, where she dwelt 
for eighteen months in regal grandeur. After C.’s death she hastened 
back to Egypt (April 44). A few months later Ptolemy XIV died -  a 
suspicious convenience -  and Cl. elevated her three-year-old son 
Caesarion to share her rule (54.6η.). A new Roman civil war now 
threatened, and in 43 Brutus and Cassius were pressing the eastern 
nations for support (21.5η.). Cl. naturally aligned herself with C.’s 
avengers, and money and four Roman legions were despatched to 
Dolabella in Syria (c£ 21.5η.). But the legions’ commander A. Allienus 
led them over to Cassius, and Serapion, her admiral in Cyprus, also 
gave his fleet for Cassius’ use. Cl. herself continued to prevaricate, and 
Cassius prepared to march on Alexandria; but news arrived that A- 
and O. were approaching, and Cassius had to abandon the attack. Cl. 
prompdy put to sea with all her fleet, to help the triumvirs -  or so she 
later said. But nothing came of it. She ran into a storm, she con­
veniently fell ill, and the fleet returned lamely to Alexandria.

A. could reasonably feel suspicious about that, and summon Cl. to 
explain. But she had a reasonable case. She had done what she could to 
avoid helping Brutus and Cassius, and A. did not have to be in love to 
find her defence persuasive, πολλά των ϊτ ι  κρυπτόμενων . . .  
άναβακχεύβας: elegantly put. The language is at first clinically precise 
(κρύπτεσβαι and άτρεμεΐυ are both normal medical language for 
‘dormant’ or ‘stable’, cf, e.g. Caes. 60.7); then the furious άναβακχεύσα; 
captures the frenzy of these forces when released. Emphasis is imparted 
by the accumulation of close synonyms, with the second word in each
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case more forceful than the first: κρυπτομενων-άτρεμοιλίτων, Ιγείρας- 
άναβακχεύσας, χρηστόν-σωτήριον, ήφάνισε-ττροσδιέφθειρεν. The 
whole period contrasts with the simplicity of what follows: ‘this is how 
he was captured’.

2 (ιπτάμενος του Παρθικού πολέμου: 28. in. F. is again allusive, for 
he has not told us that an invasion of Parthia was planned. A. naturally 
wished to ensure the loyalty of the powerful nations which would lie to 
his rear, είς Κιλικίαν όπαντησαι: after leaving Ephesus A. toured the 
eastern provinces and reorganised their administration, rewarding and 
punishing cities for their parts in the war. He imposed new kings on 
several client states and new tyrants on several cities. Now as later his 
appointments showed deftness and insight: cf. Bowersock 42-61. Cl. 
was summoned to meet him at Tarsus, the capital of Cilicia. By now it 
was probably late summer, 41. λόγον ύφέξουσαν . . .  πόλεμον ‘to give 
an explanation for the many gifts and many contributions for the war 
she was accused of having given to Cassius’ (or ‘to Cassius’ forces’, 
9-3n-)-

3 Q. Dellm s, Δελλιος ό Ιστορικός (59.6), wrote a history which P. 
knew and used: Intr., 28. This may well be P.’s source for the narrative 
here: App. and Dio, who both draw on more mainstream historical 
sources, have no detail of this first meeting. He was an accomplished 
survivor: for his life cf. OCD% Nisbet-Hubbard on Hor. Odes 2.3. After 
serving with Dolabella, he had switched his allegiance to Cassius, then 
A., whom he did not desert till 31 (59.6-70.), He later rose to high 
favour with Augustus. Messalla Continus nicely called him the ‘circus- 
jumper of the civil wars’ (desultorem bellorum àidlium) -  a man who knew 
exactly when to jump from one mount to another .’’τήν !v τοίς λόγοις 
Seivórrjra καί πανουργίαν: cf. 24·9η·; A.’s άττλότης leaves him defence­
less. πανουργία is often used of ingenious speakers who will ‘do 
anything’: it suggests both the ‘resourcefulness’ of their style and their 
‘lack of principle’ in applying their skills. Cf. Lys. 30.5, 26a, 27!! 
‘Cunning’ has the right undertone of unease, δεινότηξ is less menacing, 
perhaps ‘power’ or ‘brilliance’: c£ 716b, on those who foolishly 
mistake false opinion for wisdom and πανουργία for δεινότης. τρέπεται
προς το θεραπεύειν__: he too becomes a κόλαξ. Such is the way of
the East, τήν Αιγύπτιον: P. describes her as such when her glamour 
and style are in point (as here and at 29.5), or simply the scandal of A.’s 
outlandish affair (31.3, cf. Virg. Am. 8.688, Flor. 2.21.2). τοΰτο 8ή τό
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'Ομηρικόν: again (24.3η.) the allusion points an important moment. 
At II. 14.162 Hera has decided to set about deceiving Zeus, and 
resolve έλθεϊν sly Ίδην sö έντύνασον i αύτήν. In a paradoxical ‘arming- 
scene’ she decks herself in finery ( 166-84), when she arrives on Ida
her seduction distracts him from his purpose of aiding the Trojans; he 
sleeps, and they suffer terribly, κολακεία, deceit, love, and distraction, 
all among the real gods, and consequent human suffering: the allusion is 
richly suggestive, ήδιστον: and their ήδυτταθεΐαι duly become a crucial 
theme, 2-1.1—5η.

4 τοΐς πρδς Καίσαρα καί Γναΐον . . .  συμβολαίσις: ανμβόλαιον is any 
‘association’ (Hamilton on Alex. 30.9), here evidently love-affairs. P. 
alone suggests that Gnaeus and Cl. were lovers: not very likely, 
ύπάξεσθαι ‘conquer’, a strong word (cf. 54.7). It fits well with 
άλίσκεται above.

5 &ri κόρην καί πραγμάτων άπειρον: ‘My salad days, When I  was 
green in judgement, cold in blood’ (Sh. ι.ν.73-4). ίν  ώι μάλιστα 
καιροΰ: P. puts the height of beauty encouragingly late and the height 
of intellectual power depressingly early: Cl. was 28.

6 τοΐς περί αύτήν μαγγανεύμασι καί φίλτροις ‘the magical arts and 
charms of her person’. As ττερί αύτήν shows, P. does not mean these 
ρογγανεύροττα καί φίλτρα literally: they are the spells and charms 
‘which surround her’, exercised by her personality. Cf 90(3) .4. Thus at 
Pomp. 55.2 P. speaks of the πολλά φίλτρα of Cornelia, her education, 
culture, and character; Achilles Tatius talks of women’s kisses which 
μαγγανεύει τοΐ$ χείλεσι. . .  άττατήν (2.38). But the metaphorical use of 
both words is rare and powerful. The language prepares for the charge 
that she genuinely used magic to bewitch A. (60.1; cf. Jos. A .J. 15.93 
(Intr., 18)), a suggestion which P. does not wholly reject (37.6η.).

afi The arrival o f Cleopatra, which should be compared in detail 
with Enobarbus’ speech at A. & C. n.ii.195-223. In Sh. the marriage 
with Octavia has just been arranged, and we, like Enobarbus, now 
know it is hopeless. Sh.’s detail is closely based on North’s Plutarch. P. 
relies more heavily than Sh. on the visual impact of the detail itself 
rather than on verbal conceit or bold imagery, but his language too is 
extremely sensuous both in content -  hearing and smell are engaged as 
well as vision, the flutes, pipes, and lyres, then the wondrous perfumes -  
and in sound. The sentence on the perfumes has the languorous vowel
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sounds of θυμιαμάτων at its core; the slow rhythm of ώστε πλεΐν . . .  
συνηρμοσμένον is powerful, as heavy words -  χρυσοιτρύμνωι, 
άλουργών, έκττεττετασμένων, συνηρμοσμενον -  all contribute import­
ant suggestions; then the lingering words describing the maidens -  
καλλιστεύουσαι, Νηρηίδων, Χαρίτων -  give way to the speed and 
prosiness of the short words of their mundane tasks, αΐ μέν ττρός οίαξιν, 
od δε προς κάλοις ήσαν. (Sh.’s technique is here similar: 'That yarely 
fiume the office’ is blunt after the sensuous ‘the silken tackle swell’ and 
‘those flower-soft hands’.) There is no crude ‘assimilation of sound to 
sense’ here (nor is there in Sh., cf. F. R. Leavis, Scrutiny 5 (1936) 162): 
none of this imitates the sound of pipes or the beat of oars. P. is subtler 
than that.

P. favours the visual register for crucial moments ( 14.4, 26.6-7, 77.3, 
85 nn.), and here Cl. is κεκοσμημενη γραφικών, her boys are like 
γραφικοί Έρωτες, and the effect is very much one of a painting. Cf. 
Aeschylus’ Iphigeneia, who stands before the altar, ττρέττουσά θ’ ώς εν 
γραφάϊς {Agam. 242)- In each case the pictorial analogy freezes the 
scene to a static tableau, which the audience will retain as a vivid 
memory; and this is in feet the first of a series of such maritime scenes -  
32, 35, 65—6, 67, 76 -  whose connexions are extraordinarily suggestive: 
cf. Intr., 22.

The spectacle also corresponds to A.’s Dionysiae cavalcade at 
Ephesus (24.4η.). ‘Aphrodite comes in revelry to Dionysus’, people cry 
(§5); ‘for the good of Asia’, they add, in tragic delusion. The 
suggestions of a marriage ceremony are not far to seek -  a Ιερός γάμος of 
two deities which should bestow prosperity on a nation, but here will 
destroy it. A. and Cl. are clearly similar beings, yet A.’s grandeur is 
nothing to hers; and we know he will find such splendour irresist­
ible. But, if we are literal, A. himself does not even see this captivating 
vision (§4). All men. acclaim her; when A. is spellbound, that might be 
the lot of any man. Cf. Intr., 15. Similarly Sh. gives the description 
of the queen’s arrival to the rugged Enobarbus, and makes him too 
enthralled.

Pleasingly, most of P.’s account may be true. Cl. would naturally 
come to Cilicia by sea, and this is precisely the sort of ship she would 
use. The Ptolemies travelled in sumptuous Θαλαμηγοί (‘cabin-car­
riers’) of extraordinary beauty and size (Casson 341-2). The most 
famous was the monstrous 300-foot vessel of Ptolemy IV (Athen..
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5.204e-2o6d, cf. Rice 144-8). Cl.’s ship would be smaller, but no less 
luxurious. Her ‘gilded poop’ is credible: Ptolemy’s ship was gloriously 
decorated in gold and silver, and Ptolemy II was said to have eight 
hundred such thalamegoi, with gilded poops and bows (App. Praef. to, 
citing a documentary source, though the number is hard to believe). 
The ‘purple sails’ were a mark of a royal vessel (cf Aem. 39-1), and are 
again attested for Cl.’s flagship at Actium (Pliny N.H, 19.22, cf. Casson 
234—5 n. 45). Such a ship could stage lavish banquets: Ptolemy’s vessel 
had several saloons, the largest with twenty couches. And it could 
manage the coastal voyage from Egypt to Cilicia. Thalamegoi bore the 
kings of Egypt into naval battles (App. Praef. 10), and so could 
obviously face the open sea: a similar ship set out on a much longer 
voyage to do battle near Troy (it admittedly foundered, Maximus of 
Tyre 30.3). The Cydnus is today a murky trickle, but it was larger in 
antiquity, 200 feet wide at Tarsus (Xen. Anab. 1.2.23). I t  would be 
navigable to a Mile-boat.

CL’s display is harder to gauge. Egyptian queens had identified 
themselves with Aphrodite for 200 years (Fraser 1 197, 238-40); 
Egyptian processions had sometimes been similarly spectacular (espe­
cially the famous πομπή of Ptolemy II, 24.4η.); and such divine 
acclamations as that of §5(n.) were features of real ceremonies. It may 
be that features of such an Alexandrian ceremony have been inac­
curately transferred to this more romantic setting. But with a queen of 
Cl. ’s sureness and pride, intent on displaying her own majesty to a new, 
peremptory, Roman dynast, one cannot be sure. Cf. Buchheim 22-4.

i  κατεγέλασε: lit. ‘laughed at’. This oddly strong word has its point, 
for A. γελώμενος οΰχ ήττου ή γελών εχαιρεν (24.11)· The R iver 
Cydnus (mod. Tarsus Irmägi), famous for its cool and sparkling 
waters, rose in the Taurus range and flowed through Tarsus to the sea. 
πορθμείων, the word for river- or ferry-craft; Sh.’s and North’s ‘barge’ 
is right. (North captured the sense by accident; Amyot has merely 
‘bateau’.) A thalamegos was designed for the Nile, της S’ είρεσίας . . .  
συνηρμοσμένον ‘the rowers pulled back their silver oars (lit. ‘brought 
back their strokes with their silver oars’, LSJ άναφέρω n. i ) to the music 
of flutes, accompanied by pipes and lyres’ (LSJ συναρμόζω 1.3). 
Demetrius’ funeral was similarly described, . . .  καί πρός τοϋτο [το 
μέλος] τής είρεσίας άυαφερομένης μετά ^υθμοϋ τινάς . . .  (Dtr. 53·5)> and 
we may recall that here: cf. Intr., 22.
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a χρυσοπάστωι ‘embroidered with gold’. Such displays had again 
typified Demetrius (Dir. 41.6): Intr., 22. γραφιχώς : . .  γραφιχοΐς . . . :  
P. need not have any specific picture in mind, for Aphrodite and the 
Erotes were favourite subjects. Cf. e.g. the ‘Venus Marina’ from the 
House of Venus at Pompeii, where a reclining Venus floats on a large 
sea-shell, attended by Cupids.

3 Νηρηϊδων ‘which are the merm aides of the waters’, North explains 
(whence Sh.’s ‘so many mermaids’), though the Nereids in fact had a 
wholly human form, κάλοις: from the noun κάλως, the ‘ropes’ or 
‘tackle’ of the sails.

4 ευθύς άπό του ποταμού παρωμάρτουν εκατέρωθεν ‘escorted her 
on both sides, [starting] directly from the river’; that is, they escorted 
her along the river, then from the river into the town. Translators, e.g. 
Scott-Kilvcrt, here go astray. P. delicately suggests, without describing, 
Cl.’s departure from the barge and regal progress into the town. A 
description of the movement would break up the visual impact of her 
pose on the barge. She is next seen against the background of the lights 
at her banquet (§7), another powerful tableau.

5 ώς ή ’Αφροδίτη κωμάζοι προς τον Διόνυσον επ’ άγαθωι της 
’Ασίας: in certain ceremonies even less exalted mortals might be 
likened to deities, for instance the beautiful Anthia whom the 
Ephesians hail as Artemis in Xenophon of Ephesus (1.2.2): they then 
greet her future lover Habrocomes similarly in an ephebic procession 
(1.2.8) -  a mirroring effect similar to P.’s here. Cf, W. R. Connor in 
JH S  107 (1987) 40-50. πρός τόν Διόνυσον: 24.4η. Again, nothing 
suggests that A. at this stage encouraged this identification with Dio­
nysus.

26.6-27.2 The feasting in  C ilicia. Cf. the more detailed account of 
Socrates of Rhodes (FGrH 192 fr. 1), who dwells on the luxury -  the 
jewelled vessels, the purple and gold tapestries, the roses which covered 
the floor -  and the generosity with which Cl. gave all this away to A. 
and his captains. Most of that is too fantastic to believe (cf. Becher 
143-5), and some of it is inconsistent with P.: Socrates gives the second 
day’s dinner to Cl., not A. (ctr. 27.1). More important is the different 
emphasis. For P., the extravagance is just the starting-point: it is more 
important to see how A. joked at his own expense, how Cl. gauged the 
right way to talk to him, and how her charm proved irresistible.
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Socrates dwells on the externals, P. on the personalities and their 
reactions. Cf. also Lucan’s account of Cl.’s banquet for Caesar ( ι ο. 107- 
71): that too stresses the externals, ή 81 μάλλον εκείνον ήξίου πρός 
Ιαυτήν ήκειν: it was a mark of status to give the first entertainment, as
35.6 shows; a t 32.3 the casting of lots saves embarrassment, ευκολίαν 
‘readiness to accept’ a demand, Catm facilitas.

6-7 μάλιστα των φώτων τό πλήθος έξεπλάγη . . . :  the visual 
register again (26m). Virgil similarly describes the lighting for Dido’s 
banquet: dependent lychni laquearibus aureis | incensi et noctem flammis funalia 
uincunt (Aen. 1.726-7). The two scenes correspond closely. Godlike 
Dido (like Diana, 1.498-502) and godlike Aeneas (deo similis, 1.589, cf. 
4.143—9) meet in a setting of extraordinary beauty, and an atmosphere 
in which the godlike may well fall in love. As they feast they discover 
how much they share, though in the Aeneid it is similar duties and 
experiences rather than magnificence and temperament. Cf. Intr., 17. 
τοιαύταις. . .  τρόπωι ‘ordered and arranged in such intricate interrela­
tions (lit. ‘angles to one another’, προς αλληλα κλίσεσι) and patterns 
(lit. ‘layouts’, θέσεσι), some in squares, some in circles . . . ’ (lit. ‘in the 
manner of squares’ or ‘rectangles’, πλαισίων, ‘and circles’, περιφερών, 
from περιφερής).

87·ΐ πρώτος Ισκωπτεν . . A. is again ready to take a a joke (24.11): 
cf. 4.5, 24.9-12 nn. αύχμόν: the ‘squalid’ fare: a strong word, lit. 
‘drought’.

s πολύ . . .  τό στρατιωτικόν . . .  καί βάναυσον: so Ziegler for the 
manuscripts’ ττολύν . . .  τόν στρατιώτην . . .  καί βάναυσον, which 
would in itself be bold but possible: Cl. saw ‘a lot of the coarse soldier’ 
in A.’s humour. But CL Ιχρήτο καί τούτωι, she adroitly used ‘this’ 
herself, and ‘this’ must be clearly formulated as A.’s soldierly and 
coarse mamer. that requires τό στρατιωτικόν, not τόν στρατιώτην. 
Ιχρήτο καί τούτωι: she is immediately the supreme κόλαξ, adapting 
herself to the style of her victim: cf. How to Tell a Flatterer 5id-e, and 
the advice of the lena at Prop. 4.5.45-6, in mores te uerte tdri: ή  cantica 
iactat, I i comes et uoces ebria imge tuas.

3—5 The description o f Cleopatra, corresponding to the study of 
A. at 24.9-12 (nn.). This is ‘the most critical and objective description 
of Cl. in ancient literature’ (Becher 72). Cf. Dio 42.34.3-5 on her 
attractiveness to C.: he agrees on her charm but more predictably
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makes her ττερικοΛλεστάτη γυναικών. She soon became stereotyped in 
legend as a great beauty; cf. Lucan 10.60-2; de Vir. IU. 86.2; ‘she was 
fair as is the rose in May’, Chaucer, The Legend o f Good Women 613. The 
many coin-portraits, though heavily stylised, still support P.’s more 
measured description. She had a high brow, with large and deep-set 
eyes, and a determined chin and expression; the mouth is a little broad, 
and that famous nose -  the nose on which Pascal mused,* the trèsjoli 
nez of Astérix et Cléopahre -  is in fact a little downtumed, and a little too 
long. Several surviving busts and statues may represent CL, but in 
every case the attribution is disputed. C£ Toynbee 86-8, and, with 
good illustrations, G. M. A. Richter, Portraits o f the Greeks π (London 
1965) 269 and figs. 1857-64. τσΰ περιθέοντος δμα πως περί τήν 
δμιλίαν ήθους: striking language. Lit. ‘the character which surrounded 
(as a wall ‘surrounds’, 705a) her whole manner in company . . . ’

4-5 Cleopatra’s  m astery o f foreign languages. Had A.
enumerated CL’s charms, one doubts if he would in fact have dwelt on 
her flair for languages. But P. wanted to include this item, and the 
mention of her ‘voice’ provided the least unsuitable context (cf. 13η.). 
He also needed to fill out his description, for a bare sentence was hardly 
enough: he had been much fuller on A. (24.9-12). Cl. may well have 
had intellectual tastes: Philostratus comments on her φιλολογία ( V.S.
I. 5), and she perhaps formed a circle of intellectuals at her court (cf. 
Fraser 1 312, 361-3, 806-7; Grant 181), But this range of languages is 
suspiciously conventional. Mithridates was said to know 22 separate 
languages, so that he could address every one of his subject tribes 
without an interpreter (Val. Max. 8.7.16). Still, it is likely enough that 
Cl. learnt Egyptian, and this was unusual: an earlier king had used 
interpreters to address his troops (Plb. 5.83.7, cf. W. Peremans, 
Festschrift Oertel [Beam 1964] 49-60).

4 Τρωγοδύταις (rather than Τρωγλοδύτοης [MSS]: these are 
nothing to do with ‘cave-dwellers’): a tribe of most peculiar habits, 
dwelling on the E. coast of Egypt and extending south from Suez to 
Abyssinia. Cf. OCD2.

5 ενίων δέ καί το μακεδονίζειν έκλιπόνχων. they spoke the 
universal (κοινή) form of Greek. The Ptolemies were Macedonian by

* Le nez de Cliopatre: fil e&t été plus court, tolde la face de la terre await change (Pernées
II.  1 62 ) .
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descent, the first Ptolemy being Alexander’s general who succeeded to 
this part of the empire.

■28—a Antony in  A lexandria, 41—40 b.c. A fine collection of stories, 
beautifully told: particularly delicate is the humour at 28. π  (‘O f course 
A.’s son can make such a gift if he chooses -  but perhaps you would be 
wise to take the cash instead . . . ’); and the charm with which Cl. turns 
A.’s discomfiture into a majestic compliment at 29.7. The stories of
28.3-12 are explicitly owed to an oral source, and those of 29 may be 
similar (Intr., 29). I t  is unlikely that they were tied explicitly to the 
winter of 41-40: P. has presumably displaced some of the items from a 
later context (this is clear at 28.7-11, καί χρόνου rtpoióvros . . . ,  cf. 
28.7η.), or at least chosen to anchor undated stories here. He rarely 
interrupts his narrative for so extensive a collection of anecdotes 
(though cf. Per. 24, Cic. 24-5, Caes. 16-17), but the technique is similar 
to that of 4(n.), 24.9-12, 27.3-5 and 70, where P. uses a characterising 
digression to mark an important moment These stories give us a 
clearer impression of Cl., supplementing 27.3-5; they also suggest the 
distinctive atmosphere of Alexandria (Intr., 39). ‘The Alexandrians 
liked this clowning . . ,  the word went round that A. played his tragic 
roles in Rome, but his comic ones here’ (29.4). At the beginning and 
end (28.1, 30.1-2) P. sets this playful world against the bloody realities 
which await A. when he leaves: only here can he be a lad (μειράκιον) in 
love. P. omits awkward and gruesome facts, for Cl. used A. to settle old 
scores. Her sister Arsinoe was dragged from sanctuary in Ephesus and 
killed; Tyre was forced to surrender Serapion, the disloyal admiral 
(25.1η.); Arados had to give up a pretender to the throne. App. 5.9 and 
Jos. A .J. 15.88-93 use such material to show the depth of Antony’s 
infatuation; P. prefers to leave his contrast of the different worlds 
unblurred.

As often, Sh. took P.’s hint, and A. & C. elaborates the differing 
styles of Alexandria and Rome: scenic form enabled him to transpose 
this contrast into different registers (Intr., 3g). But he preferred to use 
these stories differently, delaying two of them to the point when A. is 
agreeing to marry Octavia (n.ii. 183-6, v. 15-18). These retrospects of 
Alexandria, like that of Tarsus (n.u. 195-223, cf. 26η.), now serve a 
different function, persuading us of the hopelessness of that marriage: 
cf. Intr., 42.
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P. does not rush the stories. He marks their importance with literary 
allusions (28.1, 29.1) and suggestive images: Q . and A. as teacher and 
pupil, 29.1, and A. as an actor, 29,4(nn.). The elaborate period at 28.1, 
building to the Antiphon quotation, gives way to a lighter style and 
sentence-structure for the stories. Cf in 29 the elaborate style for Cl. 
herself (29.1), then a much greater simplicity.

28.1 ήρπασεν ‘ravished’, a strong word, almost always denoting real 
violence. This rare metaphorical use is perhaps influenced by Lat. 
rapio. The application of military imagery to erotic contexts is of course 
common (cf. esp. Ov. Am. 1.9), but here it is given added piquancy by 
a juxtaposition with real warfaring (c£ e.g. Prop. 1.6, 3.4.5): so also 
with οίχεσθαι φερόμενον later in the sentence (η.), πολεμούσης . . .  
Μεσοποταμίαν: cf. 24.1 and esp. 30.1-2, where both the Perusine War 
and the Parthian invasion are reintroduced. 28.1 and 30.1-2 therefore 
frame the treatment of Alexandria: as the menaces become insistent, 
they are presented with more detail. Cf. 9-13η. πολεμούσης μεν έν 
'Ρώμηι Καίσαρι Φουλβίας; the Perusine War, 30.1η. αίωρουμένης 
‘hover’, an expressive word which P. used of menacing armies {Phil. 
16.2, CL·. 15.5) and fleets {Ale. 28.5, Pomp. 10.i). The use seems 
unparalleled in other authors, αίωρουμένης Si . . .  Μεσοποταμίαν: a 
war with Parthia had been in the air for years (N. C. Debevoise, A 
Political History of Pattìàa (Chicago 1938) 70-108). There was some 
fighting in the mid-sixties; Crassus’ invasion ended in disaster at 
Carrhae in 53; the Parthians then invaded Syria and Cilicia in 52-51 
(5.4η.). In the Roman civil war the Republicans changed their tune, 
and Pompey sought to form an alliance with the PaSthian king Orodes 
(Dio 4x.55.3-4). This came to nothing, but Orodes was clearly 
sympathetic: Pompey thought of fleeing to his court after Pharsalus 
{Pomp. 76.6); and a few years later the Parthians helped Q, Caecilius 
Bassus against the Caesarian forces in Syria {MRR 308), C. was 
planning a great Parthian expedition when he was assassinated in 44. 
Some Parthian contingents then fought with Brutus and Cassius (App. 
4-59? 63, 88, 99). Throughout 41 A. had been preparing an invasion 
(άτττόμενος τοϋ Παρθικού πολέμου, 25.2), building a large fleet 
(30.3η.), and securing a firm base in Egypt and the eastern provinces 
(25.2η.). In late summer 41 he began hostilities, taking Palmyra in 
Syria (App. 5.9). Parthia naturally responded by gathering this force in



Mesopotamia, but the plan of using it for a pre-emptive Parthian 
invasion only seems to have taken shape after the end of the campaign­
ing season: see next n. Q. Labienus ( 0  CD2), sent by Brutus and Cassius 
to ask Orodes for aid, was still at his court when news of Philippi 
arrived: he wisely stayed there. At the end of 41 -  after A.’s departure to 
Alexandria for the winter, according to Dio 48.24.7 -  Labienus 
persuaded Orodes to invade Roman Asia Minor. This was not 
necessarily treachery, for he was simply continuing the Republicans’ 
policy of exploiting. Parthian help. The campaign began, it seems, in 
early spring, 40: cf. 30.2η. βασιλέως: regularly used without the article 
to refer to the king of Persia or Parthia, ‘the Great King’: cf LSJ m.i; 
34.2, 44.2 below. Παρθικόν άναγορεύσαντες αντοκρήτορα: coins 
survive with Labienus’ head and the inscription Q. labiejtos pabthicus 
imp.: the reverse shows a Parthian horse and bow-case (EJ 8, KRC no. 
524). Strabo 14.660 says that Hybreas of Mylasa (24.7η.), on hearing 
that Labienus was styling himself Παρθικός αύτοκράτωρ, retorted that 
in that case he would be Καρικός οώτοκράτωρ. Strabo and P. take 
Παρθικός αύτοκράτωρ (=  Parthicus imperator) together, ‘the comman­
der of the Parthians’; Strabo implies that Hybreas took it that way too. 
But Dio 48.26.5, ‘he called himself both imperator [αύτοκράτωρ] and 
Parthicus’, implies that he both had himself acclaimed ‘imperator’ and 
assumed the cognomen Parthicus. Dio is probably right (cf. Crawford, 
RRC I 529): when it was important to win over Roman garrisons 
(30.2η.), Labienus might well take the traditional title of imperator and 
a cognomen, but would hardly stress that he was now a ‘Parthian 
commander’. Hybreas’ misunderstanding was doubtless malicious, and 
misled Strabo: if P. knew the story, he was perhaps misled similarly, 
οΐχεσθαι φερόμενον ύπ’ θύτης εϊς ’Αλεξάνδρειαν ‘carried off by her 
to Alexandria’, as a slave or captive would be ‘carried off in a real 
war: cf. §in. This was probably late autumn 41, for A.’s attack on 
Palmyra (above) was presumably at the end of the campaigning 
season: he would otherwise have pressed his attack further, μειράκιου 
‘a young lad’: cf. μειρακιεύοντος, 30.1, and 29.3η. P. tends to use the 
word of boys about twenty years old (cf. Porter on Arai. 4.1). He 
perhaps took the idea from a source: cf. App. 5.8, ‘A.’s reason was 
shattered by the sight (of Cl. at Tarsus); he was captivated 
μκρακιωδώς, for all his forty years . . . ’ (Intr., 18). καθηδυπαθεΐν 
‘waste in luxury’ (21.1-50.), another powerful and unusual word. Cf.
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Xen. Anab. 1.3.3, and especially Luc. dial, mart. 12.6 of a negligent 
general, εταίρα« συνών καί τούς του ττολέμου καίρου? ò θαομάσίο? 
καθηδυτταθών. Antiphon was a common name, and it has been 
disputed since antiquity whether the politician Antiphon of Rhamnus 
was the same as Antiphon the Sophist (cf. OCD1). If they are different, 
our passage doubtless comes from the Sophist: so Diels-Kranz (87 fr. 
77). I t  is of a piece with, and perhaps from the same context as, e.g. his 
fr. 52, ‘you can’t  take back your life like a move in draughts’; cf. 50, 
53a·

a σύνοδος Άμιμητοβίων: the inspiration of ‘we stand up peerless’ 
(Sh. i.i.40). At 71.4 this club is disbanded and replaced by the ‘Partners 
in Death’. The ‘Inimitable Livers’ possibly bore a serious religious 
significance as a sort of Dionysiae θίασο? (cf. J . Tondriau, Chr. dlÉg. 41 
(1946) 160-7), particularly if P. is here advancing material from 
several years later (28-90.), when the Dionysiae note was more 
insistent (24.4η.). The word σύνοδος, though frequent (esp. in Egypt) 
for many sorts o f ‘guilds’ and ‘clubs’, was particularly appropriate for 
a religious association: cf esp. Philo Flacc. 136, ‘there are crowded 
θίασοι in Alexandria, where wine, drunkennness, and violence reign 
supreme: they are called σύνοδοι καί κλΐνοπ by the natives’. On 28th 
Dec. 34 one ‘Parasitus’ set up an inscription honouring as ‘his god and 
benefactor’ ’Αντώνιον μέγαν άμίμητον αφροδίσιοι? {OGIS 195, 
republished by P. M. Fraser, JR S 47 (1957) 71-3)· That is presumably 
an allusion to the ‘Inimitable Livers’, though A. is now ‘inimitable in 
τά άφροδίσια’ -  perhaps a ‘public joke at his expense’ (Fraser), perhaps 
a serious association with Aphrodite as well as Dionysus.

3 διηγείτο γοΰν ήμών τώ ι πάητπωι Λαμπρίαι Είλωτας à Άμ,ψισ- 
σεύς Ιατρός . . .  : a reminder of how much information may rest on 
such ‘oral sources’: Intr., 29. P. remembers with affection his grand­
father Lamprias, ‘at his most inventive and talkative when in his cups’ 
(622f), and gives him several roles in the Table Talk. Philotas of 
Amphissa is mentioned in  a Delphic inscription (SEG 1.181) as 
Φιλώτα? Νίκωνο? Άμφισσεύ?, ιατρό?, επιδημών ττλείονα χρόνον Ιν τηι 
πόλει ήμών: it was presumably at Delphi that he came to know 
Lamprias, perhaps fifty years his junior, and doubtless told him the 
stories many times (cf. Ικάστοτε, §i2n.). Cf. W. A. Oldfather, CP ig 
(1924) 177; Jones 10.

7 τον πρεσβύτατον των ’Αντωνίου παίδων δν éx Φουλβίας είχε:
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M. Antonius Antyllus, bom late 47 or 46, the infant hostage of 44 
(14.2η.). This anecdote evidently relates to some period between 37 
and 3t. He died in 30 (81.m.). επιεικώς ‘generally5 or ‘often’, a post- 
classical use (LSJ m.4): cf. Pel. 18.i, Tim. 26.2 (with Holden’s n.).

8 έπιστομίσπι ‘stopped his mouth’, rare outside P. in this metaphor­
ical use: the nearest parallel comes from a famous passage in Plato 
Gorgias (482c). Gorg. is in P.’s mind (29.1η.), and the language may be 
influenced by that passage.

9-11 The story is similar to the one told of A.’s father in 1. 
Generosity is plainly a hereditary trait, in.

10 σημήνασθαι κελεύειν ‘told him to put his seal on it5.
a i άφοσιουμένου: a favourite word of P., ‘refuse’ or ‘wave away5, 

often because of religious dread but sometimes (as here) for other 
reasons: cf. Sulla 22.6 (with Holden’s n.), Alex. 2.6, etc.

12 έκάστοτε ‘on every occasion’, whenever he got the chance: the 
splendid touch reminds us that the gathering of oral traditions could 
have its longueurs.

29,1 ούχ ώσπερ ò Πλάτων φησί τετραχήι: Ρ. refers to the artificial 
‘division’ (BicrfpKTis) developed at Gorg. 462c-466a. Plato there dis­
tinguishes four genuine arts which attend to the health of the soul and 
the body: they each have spurious equivalents, which are forms of 
κολακεία. The genuine arts of the soul are law-giving and justice, those 
of the body medicine and gymnastics. The spurious equivalents are 
respectively sophistic, rhetoric, pastry-cooking (δψοποιϊκή), and cos­
metics. Plato’s principal concern is to denigrate rhetoric, and its 
inclusion among the spurious arts is pointed and paradoxical. Of the 
other forms of κολακεία Plato stresses όψοιτοιϊκή: cf. esp. 46ade, 464d, 
and his reversion to the idea at 52 te. Here P. too has just been talking 
about elaborate cookery, and stressing the story of the pastry-cook 
(28.3-6). Probably the story of the όψοποιός started P.’s mind running 
on Gorg. (perhaps already at 28.8(n.)); the allusion now makes the link 
explicit. Cf. Dtr. 11.1-12.1: the demagogue Stratocles reminded P. of 
Cleon (11.2), and at 12.1 he alludes to Ar. Knights, a play greatly 
concerned with Cleon, άεί τινα καινήν ηδονήν έπιφέρουσα κά’ι χάριν: 
as the supreme κόλαξ would. Cf. How to Tell a Flatterer, esp. 55a, ‘this is 
the task and purpose of the flatterer, always to be cooking up and 
seasoning (όψοποιεϊυ καί καρυκεύειν) some fresh amusement or activity
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or conversation which is pleasurable and aimed at pleasure’, 
διεπαιδαγώγει ‘trained’. P. revives the ideas of io.6(n.), where the 
process of training (there πετταιδαγωγημένον) was begun by Fulvia: 
Cl. owed her a ‘teacher’s fee’ (διδασκαλία).

a νύχτωρ . . .  λαμβάνουσα: these stories of A. may be coloured by 
the behaviour of the young Nero, who ‘wandered through the city’s 
streets, brothels, and taverns, disguised in slave’s clothing; he had 
companions who would seize the goods displayed for sale outside 
shops, and would set about anyone who met them . . .  But it soon 
became known that it was really the emperor . , . ’ (Tac. Ann. 13.25, cf. 
Suet. Nera 26). But others too behaved similarly, the young Otho 
tossed passers-by in a blanket (Suet. Otho 2), L. Verus liked breaking 
windows (S.H.A. Ver. 4.6-7). Augustine too was distinctly unsaintly as 
a youth, specialising in turning people on to their heads (Conf. 3.3). Cf. 
W. B. McDaniel, AJP  35 (1914) 52-66. These excesses of the young 
and privileged are not especially surprising; but A. was no longer 
young. At 30.1 μειρακιευόμενον delicately makes the point.

4 ούκ άρρύθμως ούδ’ άμούσως ‘with good timing and good taste’, 
οΰκ άρρυθμο« might simply mean ‘in due measure’ (LSJ άρρυθμος, cf, 
LSJ ρυθμός π-πι), but probably the musical metaphor is felt more 
strongly; the Alexandrians ‘accompanied’ A. as he played, ‘kept time 
with him’, τώ ι τραγικώ ι. . .  αότούς: the theatrical imagery is import­
ant, cf. Intr., 21-2. Alexandria was renowned for its sense of humour: 
cf. Dio Prus. 32. r, 32.99, with Jones, Dio 37.

5 τήν Αιγύπτιον: 25.3η.
7 γέλωτος οϊον είκός γενομένου: and A. γελώμευος ούχ ήττον ή 

γελών εχαιρε (24.11). παράδος . . .  βασιλεύ οιν: for Pharos and 
Canopus see Map 4. The skilful κόλαξ always claims supremacy for 
himself in anything φαϋλον (54b-d, 57d-e), and Cl. knows when it is 
wise to denigrate ‘the kings of Egypt’.

30.1 άγγελίοι δύο καταλαμβάνουσιν: we return in greater detail to the 
two menaces sketched at 28.1 (n.). P. misleadingly implies (a) that now, 
in early 40, was the first time A  heard of the Perusine War and 
Labienus’ invasion, and (b) that both conflicts were already completed 
or nearly completed. But (a) A. must have known for some time about 
the war in Italy, at least about such early stages as Fulvia’s disagree­
ment with L. Antonius (στασιάσαντας, cf next n.). From mid-41
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onwards O. and others made sure A. knew what was going on (App. 
5.21, 52, 60). Dio 48.27.1 is dear that A. was aware of Italian events 
(§3n.), and P. too probably knew the truth, (b) Though this probably 
was the first time A. heard of Labienus’ invasion, it was still in its early 
stages, and Labienus did not reach ‘Lydia and Ionia’ till later in the 
year (§2n.). The two mis-statements aid condsion, for P. thereby 
collects all the details of Perusia and Labienus together; the concentra­
tion also accentuates the sudden desperate crisis. Αεύκιον . . .  καί 
Φουλ βίαν . . .  έξ ’Ιταλίας. For the Perusine war cf. Syme 207-12; E. 
Gabba, HSCP 75 (1971) 139-51; W. V. Harris, Rome in Etruria and 
Umbria (Oxford 1971) 299-303. Before Philippi eighteen dties had 
been marked down to provide land for the triumvirs’ veterans, and it 
then fell to O. to organise the settlement (23.1η.). I t was a hateful task, 
involving widespead expropriation and intense misery for the dispos­
sessed: had P. known Latin literature better, he might have adduced 
Virg. Eel., esp. 1 and 9, to illuminate this distress. There were violent 
protests, and the veterans themselves, anxious at the slow pace of the 
settlements, soon added to the clamour. L. Antonius, consul in 41, 
rallied the discontented. Fulvia may initially have opposed him (App. 
5.19, cf. τρωτόν άλλήλοι; στασιάσαντας here) but she soon gave 
unqualified support. In the East, A. knew what was going on, but 
thought it best to send no dear instructions. His supporters in Italy 
were bewildered. L. Antonius occupied Rome with an. army, then 
marched north: in autumn 41 he was forced in to Perusia and besieged. 
Perusia fell in early spring 40. L. Antonius himself was received 
honourably by O. and indeed sent to govern Spain (for him, P.’s 
φεύγειν εξ Ιταλίας is misleading); Fnlvia fled to Brundisium, then 
sailed for Greece.

2 Λαβιηνόν . . .  καταατρέφεσθαι.: the dedsion to invade had prob­
ably been taken in late 41 (28.1η.), and the campaign began in spring 
40. For its course cf. esp. Dio 48.25-7; Syme 223, 259; Magie 430-1, 
1280-1. Labienus easily conquered Syria; A. arrived at Tyre to 
discover that Syria had already fallen, and then the news from Italy 
anyway induced him to sail west (§3). While Orodes’ son Pacorus took 
Palestine, Labienus swept through Cilida and on to the Ionian coast; 
many Romans in Asia joined him (Strabo 14.660, cf. Dio 48.39.3). 
Caria suffered very badly; Lydia too was probably overrun, as P. says. 
P. wrongly implies that all this happened before A. moved from
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Alexandria; he certainly arrived at Tyre too late to save Syria, but 
most of the Parthian successes were clearly later than that. Labienus 
met no effective resistance till early 39 (33.1η.), and these conquests 
presumably occupied the whole of 40. CL App. 5.65, §§1,3 nn.

3 άποκραιπαλήσας: cf. 9.5η. So too Dio 48.27.1, in similar terms and 
probably from the same source: ‘A. knew of all this’ (Labienus’ 
successes) ‘as he doubtless knew of everything that was happening in 
Italy: nothing at all escaped him; but he did not meet either threat in 
time. Besotted by love and by drink, he gave no thought either to his 
allies or his foes’. App. 5.9 speaks generally of ‘A.’s vigilance being 
blunted’ by his passion for Cl. C£ Intr., 18. But his lack of reaction to 
the Italian crisis was clearly conscious policy, and he was not slow to 
react to Labienus’ attack: he was too late to save Syria, but Syria fell 
very quickly (§2n.). This whole picture of A.’s captivation in 41-40 is 
overstated. True, his exchanges with Cl. were already more than 
diplomatic: their twins were bom in 40 {36.5η.), and cf. Suet. Aug. 6g.2 
(55η.). But he left her in the spring, and did not see her again for nearly 
four years. Cf. Syme 214. μέχρι Φοινίκης προήλθε: to Tyre, άγων 
ναΰς διακονίας: the fleet built in 41 for the Parthian War (App. 5.55, 
cf. 23.3, 28.1 nn.).

4 του πολέμου τήν Φουλβίαν αίτίαν . . . :  Ρ. again makes Fulvia Cl.’s 
precursor (cf. I0.6n.): just as she now uses warfare to draw A. back 
from CL, so later Cl. provokes a war to keep A. from Octavia (53.5- 
12). But blame of Fulvia for the war was already in the tradition: cf. 
App. 5.19, 59, 66, Dio 48.28.3. I t is unfair. A. met Cl. at Tarsus in late 
summer 41, and scandal could not have reached Italy by spring or 
early summer, when Fulvia and Antonius first*resorted to arms. If 
Fulvia had any reason for jealousy then, it was probably A.’s affair 
with Glaphyra (24. in.) : O.’s obscene elegiacs (24.1 n.) fastened on that, 
not on CL The whole theme of Fulvia’s jealousy is probably propa­
gandist fantasy, of a piece with the general hostility of the tradition (cf.
10.4, 20.4 nn.; Dio 48.4,10, etc.). Once A. and O. had come to terms, it 
was in everyone’s interests to blame Fulvia for the war (cf. Dio
48.28.3).

App. 5.59 adds that A. was genuinely saddened by Fulvia’s death, 
feeling that he was responsible -  an interesting notion which P. 
suppresses. That is in keeping with his generally flat portrayal of Fulvia 
(10.4η.), and also reflects how little interest P. here generates in A.’s
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psychology. His infatuation is like a hangover or a debauch: with 
difficulty, A. can simply cast it off. As yet, there is little interest in his 
torment; c£ Intr., 13.

Sh. begins A. &  C. a t Alexandria in 40, with the receipt of the news 
of Perusia and Labienus: but his A. is already racked by torment (Intr., 
42). Sh. adapts his treatment of Fulvia accordingly. At this stage he 
ignores the theme of her ‘responsibility for the war’: that comes later, 
as one of A.’s powerfully sweeping justifications at Brundisium (11.ii.98- 
9). He does exploit the notion of Fulvia as Cl.’s precursor, but 
differently. The idea is given to Cl. herself as one of her infuriating 
pieces of provocation, bewildering A. even as he draws himself away. 
‘Now I see, I see. In  Fulvia’s death, how mine received shall be’ 
(i.iii.65-6, a prophecy proved cruelly false at rv.xiv). The adaptation is 
made posàble by advancing the news of Fulvia’s death so that A. 
receives it while still with Cl. (1.Ü.118); that news indeed adds 
emotional intensity to their parting in i-iii. It is in keeping with A.’s 
stature that for all his bewilderment he can outface Cl., and that his 
respect for Fulvia is strongly felt (i.ii. 123-8, contrast Enobarbus’ 'light 
answers’ at 162-77: cf. n.ii.65-8, 10.5η., and Intr., 42).

5 πλέουσαν πρός αύτόν: not quite. A. met her in Athens as he sailed 
west (App. 5.52): their conversation was no doubt heated. He was 
already in Italy when he heard of her death.

6 ώς γάρ προσέμειξε τηι Ίταλίαι: he arrived in strength. Sextus 
Pompey, powerful at sea (32.inn.), had sent to offer him an alliance, 
and Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus also united his large fleet with A.’s. 
Brundisium would not admit them, and was besieged; Sextus occupied 
Sardinia and harassed the S. Italian coast in support. O.’s troops were 
uneasy and reluctant, and A.’s force came off better in some skirmishes. 
Καΐσαρ ήν φανερός . . .  προστριβή μένος: μέν and Sé regularly stand 
second in their respective word-groups, so that the first word of the 
μεν-group is here Ικείνωι. Everything preceding the first word of the 
μέν-group must be taken as qualifying both the μέν-group and the δε- 
group; cf. Denniston 371. Here therefore Καϊσαρ fjv φανερός must be 
taken both with εκείνωι μέν . . .  έγκολών and with αυτός δ’ . . .  
ττροστριβόμενος, and it follows that this oxrrò; δ’ is 0 . himself: ‘O. was 
evidently (a) accusing A. of nothing, and (1 ) blaming Fulvia for 
everything of which he himself was accused’. Perrin and Scott-Kilvert
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both mistranslate, taking σύτσς δ’ as A. O. is again cool and sensible: cf.
16.5- 8, 53.1 nn., and Intr., 14.

30.6- 31.5 The treaty o f Brundisium  (Sept. 40). O. and others take 
the initiative: A. is passive. P. speaks vaguely o f‘the friends’ (οΐ φίλοι, 
30.6) or ‘everyone’ (cmavres, 31.4) pressing for agreement. As is his 
custom (Pelling (3) 180-1), he obscures the importance of the legions 
and their officers here. Deputations from each side urged compromise, 
and it was not clear that they would agree to fight (cf. App. 5.57, 59, 
63-4). I t was only after the legions’ wishes became clear that the 
‘friends’ -  Pollio negotiating for A., Maecenas for O., L. Cocceius 
Nerva as a neutral -  played their part; Julia too urged A. to 
compromise (32.1η.).

The agreement closely duplicated the compact of Philippi (23.1η.), 
but there was one portentous change. A.’s man Q, Fufius Calenus, 
governor of Gaul, had suddenly died in May or June. O. had taken 
over the province and its eleven legions, much to A.’s fury. The new 
treaty recognised this, transferring Gaul to O.; he also took Illyricum. 
The division of the world was correspondingly neater, as P. implies. A. 
was master of the East, O. of the West;* Lepidus retained Africa. A. 
was to ‘avenge Crassus’ by carrying through the Parthian War, O. to 
claim Sardinia and Sicily by expelling Sextus -  unless (an interesting 
proviso) Sextus came to some agreement. That agreement was duly 
reached at Misenum (32.3η.). This division of West and East had 
momentous consequences. First, A. faced a more exclusively eastern 
future: cf. 24.4η. Secondly, O.’s position in Italy was a priceless asset. 
Italy was now supposed to be open to^both men for their own 
recruiting -  but O. was there, A. was not. I t  proved steadily more 
possible for O. to pose as the defender of Italian traditions against the 
degenerate and oriental A. This control of Italy, initially a sign of O.’s 
weakness (23.x, 30.1 nn.), became an important element in his success.

31.i  Octavia, O.’s elder sister, was bom about 70, and married C.

* This ‘division’ must be understood roughly. Eastern states as well as western 
addressed petitions to Ο-, who felt himself entitled to answer them with 
authority: cf. his correspondence with Rhosos (EJ 301, RDGE 58), and with 
Ephesus, Samos, and Aphrodisias (Reynolds docs, to, 12, 13 and pp. 39-40). 
He could even send έντολσί ( =  mandata, a ‘commission’) to A. to restore loot to 
Ephesus (Reynolds doc. 12).



Marcellus (5.411.) before 54; they had three children (87.3-4). Dio
48.31.3 says that she was still pregnant by Marcellus when she married 
A,, possibly rightly (though if so she probably miscarried, for she was 
pregnant by A. very quickly, 33.5). I f  P. knew this detail, he presum­
ably suppressed it as out of keeping with Octavia’s propriety, ούχ 
ομομήτρια Sè . . .  Άτίας: wrong: Octavia was Aria’s daughter, and 
O.’s full sister. P. confuses her with their half-sister Octavia maior 
(O O P ).

2 χρήμα θαυμαστόν ώς λέγεται γυναικός γενομένην ‘who was, they 
say, a marvel of a woman’. Not ‘as the saying goes’ (Perrin, Scott- 
Kilvert) : we know of no such saying. The classical use of χρήμα +  gen. 
is colloquial (e.g. Ar. Clouds 2, Frogs 1278), and is forceful in dignified 
prose (e.g. Plato Rpb. 8.5670, Tht. 209c). It becomes more frequent in 
post-classical Greek, but retains its power, and usually expresses 
wonder: e.g. Chariton 1.1.1 (θαυμαστόν τι χρήμα παρθένου); L. 
Bergson, Eremos 65 (1967) 92-6. As often (35.2-4, 53, 54.1-5, 57, 83.6, 
87 un.), P. gives a fuller portrait of Octavia than our other accounts: 
App. 5.64 and Dio 48.32.3 barely mention her. P. probably had little 
evidence for her ‘marvellous’ qualities, except the events which he will 
recount. He develops her as the foil to Cl., all that is best in Roman 
women: the two marvels of womankind will contend for A., and bring 
him torment. P.’s development of Octavia is taken over by Sh., but his 
Octavia, ‘of a holy, cold, and still conversation’ (n.vi.120-1), is a paler 
version, for he is more concerned than P. to stress that A. will 
inevitably prefer Cl. Cf. Intr., 42, 28-9, 33.5, 35.3 nn.

3 γάμωι 8’ οΰχ όμολογών: 36.5η. έτι τώι λά γω ι. . .  μαχόμενος: lit. 
‘but still, in this [matter of] description, about this at least struggling 
against his love for the Egyptian woman’ (cf. 25.3η.). Translators 
wrongly take τώι λόγωι as ‘with his reason’,

4 έπί κάλλει τασοότωι σεμνότητα καί νοΰν ίχουσαν: Ρ. could infer 
Octavia’s dignity and wisdom from her conduct: cf. 35, 53.2-5, 54.2-5,
57.4-5. 87.1-5. For her beauty cf. 57.5. Several coin-portraits survive, 
variously stylised but suggesting a kindly, rather round, face (Sh. 
guessed well, m.iii.29-30); ‘beauty’ is an over-statement. Cf. Toynbee 
48-50. This may be P.’s imaginative reconstruction: any serious rival 
to Cl. must be beautiful: cf. Intr., 35. But P. may be inferring from a. 
generous representation on a surviving statue of Octavia, σωτηρίαν. . .  
καί σύγκρασιν ‘salvation and harmony’, σύγκρασιν suggesting the
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element which ‘mixed together* the conflicting interrats: cf. Cats. 67.9 
(quoted at 14.4η.), LSJ i.a. Italian joy at the Treaty is clear. On 12th 
Oct. 40 the magistrates of Casinum erected a celebratory monument 
(signum Concordiae), ILLRP 562a. Coins too were struck, RRC nos. 527- 
9: note esp. 529.4a, a head of Concordia and two hands around a caduceus 
(a symbol of concord) with the inscription m. aktqn. c. caesas., imp. 
Both A. and O. celebrated ouationes on entering Rome a few weeks 
later.

5 ούκ έωντος p.èw νόμου . . traditionally a law of Numa (Numa 
Γ2.3, cf. Cor. 39.10-11). Widowers were under no such restriction, and 
so the short interval since Fulvia’s death was not a problem.

32.1 Sextus Pom pey, younger son of Pompey the Great, had been an 
important factor in politics for years: P. has so far simplified by 
omitting all mention of him. For his early career cf. 0 CD“. In 43 O. 
secured a decree to outlaw Mm, and he was later proscribed. Since then 
he had afforded a rallying-point for the disaffected and destitute of all 
classes. His fleet was now formidable, perhaps 200-250 vessels. He had 
occupied Sicily, then raided and blockaded Italy, though he always 
avoided any extensive conflict on the mainland; finally he repulsed O.’s 
general Salvidienus in 42. As relations between O. and A. worsened 
during 41-40 both thought of wooing Sextus: O. married Scribonia, 
sister of Sextus’ colleague and father-in-law L. Scribonius Libo (7.3η.). 
But Sextus preferred Antony, welcoming his mother, offering him an 
alliance (see on ύττεδέξατο . . .  τήν μητέρα below), and occupying 
Sardinia and raiding the Italian coast in his support (30.6η.). In  the 
Brundisium agreement Sextus’ position was left undear (30.6-31.5η.). 
Sextus wisely maintained his pressure, and by Nov. 40 Rome was 
reduced to famine: A. and O. confronted violent popular riots, and 
they moved swiftly to make peace. Some of Sextus’ supporters, 
including Menas, were eager for the war to continue (App. 5.70), but 
Sextus himself was always realistic about his chances in a full-scale war, 
and did not demur for long.

Sextus was latra- remembered as colourful, bold, and boastful; yet he 
never achieved the successes to match his ostentation; and he was 
finally vanquished by O. in a great sea-battle (35.8η.). In fact, Ms 
character and destiny tellingly resembled A.’s own, and P. could have 
expanded his treatment most effectively to presage important themes.
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But this part of Ant. is very tightly written, and P. has only just 
introduced Octavia (31); Cl. too is fresh in our minds. Another major 
character would overload the narrative, and P. preferred to limit 
Sextus to this angle scene. M enas (cf. Treggiari 188-9, 265-6) is 
several times called by App. ‘Menodorus’, probably the more correct 
form. He and Menecrates disliked one another. They are often 
described as ‘Sextus’ freedmen’, but Menas had been the slave of 
Pompey the Great (App. 5.79, 96), and Veil. 2.73.3 describes both 
Menas and Menecrates as ‘patemi liberti’, i.e. freedmen of Pompey 
whom Sextus had inherited. After Pompey’s campaign against the 
pirates in 67, he had founded several townships to settle his defeated 
foe. Such settlers would retain an obligation to Pompey as patronus: 
Menas and Menecrates were possibly settled in this way and later freed, 
perhaps for service in one of Pompey’s later naval campaigns, his cura 
annonae in 56 or the Civil War in 49-48. Antony3* m other Julia  
(2.1η.) had confidently fled to Sextus immediately after Perusia’s fall: it 
may be that Sextus and A. were already negotiating, and she knew that 
Sextus would welcome her. He then sent a prestigious escort to 
accompany her to A., and took the opportunity to offer him an 
alliance (early summer 40). A. replied encouragingly, and their 
understanding was sufficiently strong for Sextus to operate in A.’s 
support later in the summer. Julia was politically active around this 
time, urging reconciliation at Brundisium (App. 5.63, 30.6-31.5η.} and 
probably again at Misenum (App. 5.72, with Gabba’s n.}. After 2.1-3 
and 20.5-6 P. might have made more ofher, but he has just introduced 
Octavia and sharply contrasted her with CL {31.2η.): another 
dominant female might be too much. Cf. on Sextus, above.

a σονηλθον εις ταύτήν .. . :  there was a preliminary meeting of 
negotiators at Aenaria in spring 39. O., Sextus, and A. then met at 
Cape Misenum near Puteoli in full summer, perhaps August (Reynolds
7 0 - 1) ·

3 σονέθεντο . . P. is hurrying to the shipboard dinner (§§4-7), and 
simplifies the preliminaries by omitting details both of the negotiations 
and of the terms they reached. Sextus was to gain the Peloponnese and 
retain Corsica, Sicily, and Sardinia, and he was promised the consul­
ship for 33. In return he would raise his blockade of Italy, suspend 
ship-building, guarantee Rome’s corn-supply, and ‘keep the sea free of
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pirates’. An amnesty allowed his supporters to return to Italy, 
κληρουμένων: to avoid embarrassment, 26.6η.

4 *ξήρΤ· cf. 6 1.in. for these ‘polyremes’. ‘πατρώιας γβρ οίκος αδτη 
Πομπηίωι. λέλςιπται’: Ρ. simplifies the joke for his Greek audience 
(Intr., 8): Sextus said that ’he was giving the dinner in ins Carinae' (Dio
48.38.2, Veli. 2.77.1). Carinae, ‘ship’s keels’, was also the name of 
Rome’s Mayfair district, the site of Pompey’s house. The joke should 
not be pressed to suggest any very great antagonism between Sextus 
and A.; he evidently preferred an alliance with A. to one with O. in the 
summer of 40. Πομπή ίου τοϋ πατρός ‘Pompey the father’, i.e. ‘the 
elder Pompey’. C£ 10.3, 21.2-3 nn. for A.’s purchase of Pompey’s 
house.

5-8 The dinner on Sextus’ flagship. Another powerful scene at 
sea, suggestively reminiscent of the dinners with Cl.: cf. 26η. and Intr., 
22. The famous story is also told by App. 5.73 and (briefly) by Dio
48.38.2, but with for less flan·. Notice P.’s distinctive touches: the jokes 
flying ‘against A. and Cl.’; the dramatic whisper of Menas (in App. he 
lamely ‘sends a message’); the melodrama o f‘shall I cut the cable . . . ’ 
(in App. he roughly advises that the men should be killed); the tense 
silence before Sextus replies.

Sh. elaborates the story at u.vi-vii, and it is P.’s individual touches 
which offer the richest dramatic possibilities. The ‘jokes against A. and 
Cl.’ are refined into a series of fascinated questions asked by Sextus, 
Menas, and Lepidus, These questions concern not merely the queen, 
but also A.’s marriage to Octavia and the strange ways of the East. As 
in P., the preoccupation with Cl. gives the exchange a soldierly 
roughness; as in P., there is a sense of unease that,-«o soon after the 
marriage to Octavia, such remarks should still be made; but there is 
also a  feeling (esp. in n.vii) of the East’s strangeness to an unimagin­
ative Roman, an interesting development of the notion of the two 
worlds (28-9n., Intr., 39)- With his greater canvas Sh. also develops 
other themes. Menas and Enobarbus talk together, and speak the same 
language (n.vi.83-132): when Menas is rebuffed by Sextus, he knows 
he can no longer follow a man who wastes such a moment -  just as 
Enobarbus will later know that he must desert the mindless A. 
(ni.xiii. 194-200, cf. n.vii.80-3). This is the sort of foreshadowing effect 
which P. perhaps considered but rejected (cf. on Sextus, § in. ). And Sh., 
starting his play in 40, has so far had no chance to introduce any of A.’s
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more flamboyant excesses. The drunkenness of this party makes up for 
it.

6 άνθούντων: a common metaphor, but one normally used of things 
which can more naturally ‘bloom5 or ‘be florid’: physical beauty, a 
man’s reputation, a rhetorical style, etc. (cf. LSJ). It is odder and more 
powerful of ‘jests’, and combines well with άκμαζούσης. Trans, ‘were 
flying5, βούλει . . .  ύποτίμω: lit. ‘do you wish that I should cut off 
(subj., cf. GG §1358) ‘the anchors of the ship?5

33.1 Αντώνιος . . .  εϊς 'Ασίαν προΰπεμπε: Dio 48·39·2 agrees that A. 
despatched Ventidius after the Misenum conference, probably incor­
rectly: App. 5.65 more plausibly puts Ventidius’ departure immedi­
ately after the Brundisium agreement, i.e. in late 40. Ventidius’ successes 
(§6) must have occupied most of the campaigning season of 39, and he 
was presumably in Asia by the beginning of that year. P. was perhaps 
reluctant to disturb the transition from Brundisium to Misenum by 
inserting this item at 31.5, where it chronologically belongs. P. 
V entidius’ rise from relatively humble origins made him one of the 
great exempla of fortune’s vicissitudes: cf. 34.9 below, and e.g. Val. 
Max. 6.9.9, Veil. 2.65.3, Dio 49.21.3. For his career cf. OCD1, E. 
Gabba, The Army and the Allies (tr. P .J. Cuff, Oxford 1976) 193 η. i tg. 
ΐερεύς άπεδεΐχθη τοΰ προτέροη Καίσαρος; A. was apparently selected 
to be C.’s flamen before his death in 44, but delayed his inauguration 
until now: cf. Weinstock 305-8, 399. P. suggests that he did this ‘as a 
favour to O.’ for he is emphasising this transient goodwill (cf. κοινώς 
καί φίλικώς): he need not be relying on a source.

a-4 al 8è περί τάς παιδιάς δμιλλαι. . .  : just as the bond between the 
men is secured, the games uneasily portend their conflict and A.’s 
defeat; ctr. A.’s games with Cl. (29), where he is also discomfited 
(39.7), but in a way which brings out the emotional closeness of the 
lovers at play.

P. is unlikely to have found this material in his main narrative 
sources: no other ancient account mentions it. He seems to be recalling 
a story that he had known for years (Intr., 29), for he tells it in the de 
Fortuna Romanorum which is certainly earlier than the
Lives. {Cf. 53.5-9 n., Intr., 29). I t  is unlikely that it was firmly dated to 
39. I f  P. was to use it he had to find a context, and this alone would fit: 
at other times A.’s relations with O. were too tense for such tom-
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foolery. But, despite the suggestiveness of the themes, the undignified 
triviality still sits uneasily with P.’s portrayal of O. elsewhere.

The language of the two passages is close, and P. perhaps looked 
again at the de Fort. Rom. version before composing this. But the 
contrast in style makes clear the different demands of rhetoric and 
biography. In  particular, the astrologer is more exuberant in de Fort. 
Rom.

‘What business, sir, have you with this young man? Flee from 
him. You are the more glorious; you rule over more subjects; 
you have contested wars; you have greater experience of life. But 
your daimon fears his; your fortune is itself great, but pays court 
to his; if you do not go far away, it will desert you, and go to 
him.’ (320a)

In Ant. the imagery of §3 is powerful, but has a restraint lacking in the 
earlier version. More subtly, P. here describes A.’s daimon. in phrases 
appropriate to A. himself It is yocùpos, lit. ‘prancing’ {P, had used the 
word of A.’s rhetoric at 2.8(n.)), and lofty; it grows humble and, more 
suggestively, ignoble when O. draws near. Cf. Brenk 149-50.

The story conceivably originated in the propaganda war of 33-32 
(cf. Carter 184). O.’s passion for gambling was notorious (cf. Suet. Aug. 
jo- ι ,  Scott 14-15, 32), and A. doubtless attacked him for it: this story 
would make a good rejoinder. Sh. displaces it to niii, just after the 
arrangement of the marriage with Octavia: yet another indication that 
the marriage must fail (Intr., 42; 26, 28-9 nn.).

a ijv γάρ τις άνήρ ‘there was a man . . . ’, the «lassie roundabout 
device of storytellers to introduce a special tale. Cf. e.g. Ogilvie on 
Livy 2.33.5, A, Bloch, M H  1 (1944) 242fr. άνήρ . . .  Ιπιβκοπούντων: 
Iit. ‘a prophet from Egypt, one of those who examine birth-days’ or 
‘nativities’ -  i.e. an ‘astrologer’. At 3 igf he was simply ‘one of A.’s 
companions who was proud of his prophetic powers’. Egypt was 
famous for its astrology, and this elaboration is plausible: it also 
enables P. to suggest that he might be serving Cl.’s interest, presaging 
the later κόλακες (cf. 53.8, 72.3, 24.9-1212.). But P. may well have no 
evidence for his nationality. Cf. Intr., 35, Brenk 150.

3 ‘é γάρ σός . . .  δαίμων τάν τούτο« φοβείται’: Ρ. is interested in 
daimones, but it is unclear how far his views can be reduced to 
consistency, and how far he believed in their literal existence. (Cf.
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Brent chs. rv—vm; Y. Vemière, Symboles et mytìus dans la pensée de 
Plutarque (Paris 1977) 249-62; and, briefly, Russell 75-8.) Sometimes 
‘the1 (or ‘a’) daimon seems an all-powerful divine force; sometimes 
daimones are a third class of being, neither god nor human but 
intermediate; sometimes they are human souls, either incarnate or 
disembodied; sometimes they represent human intellect, υοϋς; 
sometimes they are monstrous spirits, who can be saviours or protec­
tors, but more often impose sufferings on men before or after death; 
sometimes a daimm is simply a man’s guardian spirit, as at e.g. C. Min. 
54.10, Alex. 50.2, and, clearly, here.

5 ècp’ οϊς άνίώμενος . . .  ’Ιταλίας: A. left Italy in autumn 39: he was 
still apparently in Rome on 2nd Oct. (Reynolds doc. 8 1. 26 with her 
comm,). P. doubtless had no authority for explaining his departure by 
this ‘secret annoyance’, but that follows naturally from the decision to 
include the games in this context (§§2—40.). A. in fact had better reasons 
to leave quickly for the East. Extensive reorganisation was necessary 
before the Parthian campaign: App. 5.75 gives some details. Cf. Magie 
432-6, 1282-7. βογανρίου: Antonia maior, who grew up to marry L. 
Domitius Ahenobarbus, 87.6η. For Octavia’s later children cf. 35.2, 
35.8,87. i nn. Sh. suppresses an important aspect of her personality by- 
saying nothing of these children -  by forsaking her A. has ‘forborne the 
getting of a lawful race, and by a  gem of women’, m.xiii,io6-8 -  or her 
care of Fulvia’s (35.8, 54.3, 57.4, 87.1 nn.).

6 μάχηι τούς Πάρθους κρατήσας . . Dio 48·39_4 Ι gives more 
details. Ventidius first routed Labienus at the Cilidan Gates, and later 
defeated and killed Phranipates, satrap of the newly conquered Syria, 
at Mt Amanus.

33.6-34.ϊ  Antony a t  A thens, 39-8. The themes of 23.2-4(0.) recur, 
and A. shows a fine unpretentious philhellenism. The difference 
between this and the magnificence of Alexandria {28-9) is strongly felt.

App. gives a similar account, doubtless from the same source, but 
with interesting differences of emphasis. App. dwells on the presence of 
Octavia: A. enjoyed the Greek festivals in her presence, and indeed he 
poured devotion upon her -  he was always swift to fall in love. But P. 
deliberately chose not to suggest that A. was genuinely attracted by 
Octavia, remarkable though she was. This is largely because P. is not
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yet developing A.’s mental struggle (30.4η., Intr., Γ3-14): that will 
come later. Cf. Intr., 42.

It was now that A. began to encourage his identification with 
Dionysus (cf. 24,4η.). He made his wishes clear to the cities of Greece 
(Dio 48,39.2): in Athens he was duly celebrated as Θεός Νέος Διόνυσος 
in 39/8 (IG π“ 1043 U- 22-3), and he and Octavia were both hailed as 
Θεοί Εΰεργεταί (A. E. Raubitschek, ΤΑΡΑ 77 (1946) 146-50). There 
may even have been talk of a divine marriage between Antony- 
Dionysus and the city’s goddess Athena: that seems to emerge from Dio 
48.39.2 and Sen. Suas. 1.6-7, even if one allows for rhetorical improve­
ment of the story. He also issued dstopkori showing himself as Dionysus 
(where Dionysiae types were admittedly standard, Crawford, ARC π 
743 n. 4). Considerable detail of A.’s magnificent Dionysiae display is 
given by Socrates of Rhodes (c£ 26.6-27.2n.), FGrH 192 fr. 2.

P. must have known of this: A.’s Dionysiae display was mentioned in 
the narrative tradition (Dio 48.39.2), and P. is anyway well informed 
about Greece (Intr., 29). But now, at Athens, A. is depicted as 
wondrously simple. Such magnificence is left to Alexandria and Cl.

7 έγυμνασιάρχει S’ Άθηναίοις: A. was ‘master of the gymnasium’, a 
prestigious local office found in many states of the Greek world. Its 
connexion with athletics was still evidently felt. The Athenians 
apparently chose to rename the Panathenaic Games in his honour, 
dumsily calling them the ‘Panathenaia Antonieia’ (IG na 104311. 22-3: 
the reading is not quite certain), των γυμναβιαρχικων ράβδων: these 
‘sticks’ (sometimes visible on vase-paintings) were a relic of the days 
when a gymnasiarch had been a genuine trainer. The^ were intended 
for the backs of youths who slacked, φαικασίοις: distinctive white 
sandals, διαλαμβάνων τούς νεανίσκους έτραχήλιζεν: probably ‘grab­
bing the youths by their waists’ (διαλαμβάνων: less likely, ‘parting’ 
them as umpire) ‘he would twist their necks (έτραχήλιζεν)’. A good 
trick if one can do it: P. uses the technical terms with a certain 
looseness.

34-1 Έξιέναι 8è μελλων èrti τύν πόλεμον: in spring 38. He first rapidly 
visited Brundisium, where O. had invited him for talks (cf. 35. rn.). O. 
did not arrive, and A. crossly sailed back. This distraction must have 
delayed A.’s departure to the East (that may even in part have been 
O.’s intention); but he still reached Syria, with an army, by mid-
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summer, τής ΐεράς ελαίας: Athena’s sacred olive on the Acropolis. 
Κλεψύδρας: the ebbing well below the N.W. cliff of the Acropolis.

s Πάκορον τον βααιλέως (cf. 28.1η.) reaISa . . .  έλαύνοντα: Ven­
tidius’ victories (33.6η.) had forced the Parthians to retire beyond the 
Euphrates, and Ventidius spent the winter of 39-38 in consolidation. 
He briefly appeared in Palestine, where Herod was fighting his rival 
Antigonus; Rome and A. were supposed to be supporting Herod, but 
Ventidius decided not to become too involved, and he wintered in 
Syria. Pacorus (cf. 30.2η.) attacked in the spring, and was defeated by 
Ventidius at Gindarus, N.E. of Antioch in the Cyrrhestica region of 
Syria. Dio 49.19-20 gives more details.

3 εν τοΐς άοιδίμωτάτοις ‘among the most glorious’, αοίδιμο;, 
‘worthy of song’, comes to be used generally of any ‘famed’, 
‘celebrated’, or ‘glorious’ deed: Alexander’s conquest of Asia {Alex. 
14.9), the battle of Pharsalus (App. 2.82), cf. e.g. Ag.-Cl. 49.6. P. does 
not use this powerful word lightly: he has not given much space to 
Ventidius’ victories, but he wants us to remember them. A.’s own 
Parthian campaign will be very different. Ventidius’ successes indeed 
offered an attractive theme. Sallust wrote a speech for Ventidius to 
deliver at his triumph (Fronto ad Ver. 2.1.7, cf. A. La Penna, Maia 24 
(1972) 349-52), the Sardian sophist Polyaenus (FGrH 196) wrote three 
books on ‘the Parthian triumph’, and Dellius probably included this 
campaign in his history: Intr., 28. O. Hirschfeld, M il. Boissier (Paris 
1903) 293-5, thought that P.’s account derived from Sallust; but P. 
seems to show contact with Dio 48.39-41 and 49.19-22, exactly as he 
does for A.’s own campaign. Both authors are probably drawing on the 
same source as later, i.e. Dellius. ‘Ρωμαίοις τε . . .  παρέσχε: Crass. 17- 
33 tells of Crassus’ expedition and its catastrophic end at Carrhae (53) ; 
cf. 28. in. I t was natural to speak of Ventidius ‘avenging Crassus’: cf. 
e.g. Dio 49.21.2, Val, Max. 6.9.9, Tac. Germ. 37.4, and the idea 
probably goes back to the time of the events, for it was claimed that 
Ventidius’ final victory fell on the anniversary of Carrhae (i.e. gth June 
38). That suggestive tradition is probably contemporary. At Rome, 
the notion was doubtless welcome to O. In the 40 agreement A. had 
been given the task o f‘avenging Crassus’ (App. 5.65, cf. 30.6-31.5η.); 
after Ventidius, A.’s own campaign might seem unnecessary. A. himself 
began his expedition by demanding the return of Crassus’ lost eagles 
and the surviving captives (37.2, cf. Dio 49.24.5), a firm statement that
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vengeance was not yet exacted, εισω Μηδίας καί Μεσοποταμίας: i.e., 
beyond the Euphrates.

4 Πάρθαης μέν προσωτέρω διώκειν απέγνω: but it would have been 
absurd for Ventidius to pursue the Parthians beyond the Euphrates. 
That would require a firmer base and a larger force, which A. was 
bringing; and such a campaign should ideally begin at the start of a 
season, not in mid-summer. His immediate task was to pacify Syria, 
φθόνον ’Αντωνίου δείσας: cf. §6. This strikes a jarring note. On 
campaign A, is normally the model general (esp. 43.4, cf. Intr., 35-6); 
and even here P. does not develop A.’s envy, for at §8 A. gives 
Ventidius all appropriate honour. The envy theme dearly derives from 
a source, for Dio 49.22 makes similar charges: P. makes less of them 
than Dio, but dearly does not find them implausible. He knows that 
Roman generals were often extremely concerned with their own gloria, 
even to the extent of compromising their campaigns: cf. esp. Flam. 7.2,
13.2, with Pelling (3) 177. I f  A. botches a campaign for such reasons, P. 
does not find it surprising. What would be foreign to his A. is a petty 
personal grudge. He therefore suppresses Dio’s story of A.’s humiliation 
of Ventidius, deposing him and then pointedly ignoring him; P. insists 
that A. paid him the honour he had earned (§8). τούς δ’ άφεστώτας 
έπιύν κατεστρέφετο: Ventidius effectively cowed disaffected dries by 
sending around Pacorus’ head on a stake. The two most difficult 
regions were {a) Palestine, which P. does not mention: Ventidius sent 
two legions to support Herod; and (b) Commagene, the northernmost 
part of Syria, strategically important for its crossings of the Euphrates. 
Its king Antiochus was wealthy and recaldtrant, refusili to surrender 
Parthian survivors. He took up his position in the strongly fortified city 
of Samosata on the Euphrates.

5-7 The siege o f  Sam osata. P. derives from the same source as 
Dio 49.20-22 (briefer). There may be some truth in his story. 
Ventidius would naturally not make terms himself if A. were so close, 
and A. might well initially prefer to defeat and replace the unreliable 
Antiochus, and refuse terms -  then later abandon an unexpectedly 
troublesome siege. Samosata passed to the Romans at the end of the 
siege, perhaps on terms, δεσμένου (rather than the expected δεόμενον, 
cf. 53.1η.): sc Άυτιόχου, ‘when Antiochus asked permission to’ (i.e. 
‘offered’).

6 βουλόμενος . . .  γενέβθαι ‘wishing that this one achievement, at
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least, would be known by his name . . . ’ A bold use of Επώνυμο;, 
normally used more literally of cities, institutions, or people who ‘take 
their names’ from great events or great men, or of those events or men 
themselves (cf. LSJ). But a wider use (though not precisely analogous 
to this passage) is clear from such coloured passages as Them. 10.3, 
Flam, a 1.1, Mie. 9.8.

7 προς άλκήν τραπομενων: they had ‘turned to fight valiantly’, 
‘rallied’: since Hdt. (4.125.5, 9.102.3, al.) and Thuc. (2.84.3) a 
historian’s cliché for desperate resistance. It is always used of the 
underdog.

8 εις ’Αθήνας Επανήλθε: where he spent the winter of 38-37. επί τον 
θρίαμβον: Ventidius celebrated this on 27th Nov. 38. When he died 
(probably soon afterwards) he was given a state funeral.

9 &χρι δεύρο τεθριάμβευκε μόνος: Pliny Μ.Η. 7·ΐ35 and Dio 49·2Ι-3 
make similar remarks. Ventidius’ record did not last much longer. A 
few years after P. wrote Ant., Trajan invaded Parthia (cf. Intr., 4), and 
in 115 the senate voted him the right to as many triumphs as he wished. 
He died before he returned to Rome, but a triumph was posthumously 
celebrated in 117/18. Cf. Jones 33 n. 38 and JR S  56 (1966) 68-9. άνήρ 
yévei μεν άφανής . . . :  for Ventidius as a rags-to-riches type cf. 33.1η. 
τον περί ’Αντωνίου λεγόμενον καί Καίοαρος λόγον . . . :  cf. 88(1).3, 
92(5) 5· This remark may well have been ‘often made’, but P. certainly 
finds it useful, preparing for A.’s own contrasting Parthian campaign. 
P.’s source (Dellius?) evidently told of Sosius and Canidius immedi­
ately after Ventidius’ campaign (Dio 49.22-4): P. gives new point to 
this arrangement, εύτυχέστεροι. . .  στρατηγεΐν: ‘explanatory’ inf. with 
the adj., ‘more fortunate in their generalship . . . ’ This use of the inf, is 
more frequent in later than in classical Greek (B.-D. §394).

10 C. Sosius, cos. 32: cf. OCD". A. made him governor of Syria and 
Cilicia when Ventidius departed, and gave him Ventidius’ army. He 
first subdued the Aradians, then proceeded to Palestine to help Herod. 
In summer 37 he captured Jerusalem and put Herod on the throne. P. 
Canidius Crassus, suffect cos. in 40: cf OCD1. This campaign was in 
early 36, just before the Parthian expedition: cf. Sherwin-White 307-8. 
The Iberians and Albanians (cf Pomp. 34) lay between the Black Sea 
and the Caspian, just south of the Caucasus: after brief campaigns 
Canidius brought them into an alliance (Dio 49.24.1). This was 
presumably {pace Sherwin-White) to protect A.’s rear and northern
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flank as he marched against Parthia. Canidius rejoined A, for the 
expedition itself (42.6). τούτους τε νικών: this victory must have been 
nominal: had the Armenians resisted strongly Canidius would hardly 
have been able to move so quickly against the Iberians and Albanians. 
The Armenian king Artavasdes presumably submitted quickly, content 
to allow Canidius to pass on to the more northerly tribes. Cf. Sherwin- 
White 307. κλέος, normally a poetic word, is strong and colourful in 
prose: cf. Caes. 15.3 with CB 60 (1984) 101 n. 19, and e.g. Plato Smp. 
208c (though that may be a verse quotation), Thuc. 2.45.2. It fittingly 
concludes the warm treatment of Ventidius.

35 Tire conference o f Tarentum  (37 b . c . ) .  εκ τινων διάβολων 
παροξυνθείς πρός Καίσαρα ‘inflamed with anger against O. as a result 
of some slanderous reports’. P. leaves these ‘slanders’ deliberately 
vague: the friction in Fact arose from O.’s dealings with Sextus, about 
whom P. has decided to say little (32.1η.). The pact of Misenum was 
fragile. A., now on wary good terms with both partners, might perhaps 
have preserved it -  but he was soon far away in the East. There were 
signs of a rift between O. and Sextus as early as autumn 39, when O, 
divorced Scribonia (cf. 32.1η.). A, too was prevaricating about his 
surrender of the Peloponnese to Sextus (cf. 32.3η.). During the winter 
of 39-38 Menas (32.1η.) went over from Sextus to O., giving him 
control of Sardinia and Corsica, three legions, and sixty ships. War 
followed between O. and Sextus, and in spring 38 Sextus won great sea- 
battles off the coast of Cumae and in the straits of Messina. A. would 
not be too dismayed to see Sextus and O. weakening one another, but 
at any moment either might win, and an undisputed master of the West 
was a worrying prospect. Early in 38 he hurried to Brundisium for 
talks: O. was not there (34.1η.). A. issued a letter criticising O., and 
returned to the East. After O.’s defeats in the spring, Maecenas came to 
A  seeking a pledge of support. A. perhaps gave the pledge O. wanted 
(so App. 5.92), but doubtless with conditions: relations were strained 
(cf. τταροξυνθείς) when the two men met at Tarentum.

App. 5.93-5 gives a different impression, suggesting that A.’s 300 
ships were coming to htip Ο.; P. implies that A. was hostile. App. 
accordingly does not mention the suspicions felt by the men of 
Brundisium, and their refusal to admit A.’s fleet: for him the meeting 
was peaceable, and it seems that it was always planned, for Tarentum.
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Still, App. leaves no doubt diat the atmosphere was difficult; and both 
he and P. perhaps have something of the truth. A. probably did 
proclaim that he was coining to help Ο-, even if war was likely; he 
would naturally sail to Brundisium, where any meeting would prob­
ably be planned; but the townsmen might still choose to exclude his 
huge fleet. Unsure of O .’s intentions, they probably hoped he would 
applaud them. Cf. Dio 48.54.

Hor. Sat. 1.5 describes the poet’s journey to Brundisium in the 
company of Maecenas, Virgil, Varius, and others. The journey should 
perhaps be connected with this conference or its preliminaries: in that 
case they journeyed to Brundisium because the town’s refusal to admit 
A.’s fleet was not yet known. But the journey may belong a year earlier, 
when O. was due to meet A. at Brundisium (34.1 n.). Cf. N. Rudd, The 
Satires o f Horace (Cambridge 1966) 280-1.

1 επλει προς τήν ’Ιταλίαν: spring 37. Negotiations took a large part 
of the summer. The treaty itself is generally put in Sept, or Oct.; late 
July or Aug. is more likely, εις Τάραντα περιώρμισεν ‘he sailed on to 
Tarentum and anchored there’.

2 Octavia, was traditionally given the credit for the treaty: cf. App. 
5.93-5 and, briefly, Dio 48.54.3, but neither leaves so majestic an 
impression as P. kyjtuov . . .  θυγάτριον εχουσαν: cf. 33.5 for the birth of 
the first daughter in 39. There may be a mistake here. The second 
daughter was apparently Antonia minor (87.6η.), bom 31st Jan. 36: 
Octavia was therefore pregnant with this child, not pregnant again after 
her birth. But it may be that a further daughter had been born and 
died in infancy.

3 όπαντήαασα καθ’ èSòv Εαίσαρι: Ο. was marching towards Taren­
tum from the west; Agrippa and Maecenas were presumably with him, 
and Octavia ‘took them with her* in the sense that she asked them to be 
present when she talked to O. If  Maecenas had earlier travelled to 
Brundisium with Horace (cf. §m.), he presumably doubled back to 
join O.’s main retinue, ποτνιωμένη: a strong word for ‘lament’ in later 
Greek (cf. LSJ), favoured by P. in powerful contexts, especially for 
women desperately concerned for their loved ones (cf. 84.4-7η.): cf. 
e.g. Caes. 63.9, C. Min. 27.2, Ag.-Cl. 18.1. Octavia speaks with passion, 
but also with dignity and control (cf. 54.2η.): the style is carefully 
balanced (πολλά ποτνιωμένη kccì πολλά δεόμενη, μακαριωτάτηί . , . 
άθλιωτάτην, νϋν μέν. . .  ε! δέ. . . , τοΰ μέν γυναίκα του  δ’ Αδελφήν, υμών
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μέν . . .  τό  Ιμά S’ . . . , κρατέϊν ή κρατεΐοβαι). This is quite different from 
such unrestrained outbursts as C. Min. 23.1-2 or Pomp. 74.5-6, but 
doser to the gravity of a Porcia {Brut. 13.7-10) or a Volumnia {Cor. 
35) or a Chilonis [Ag.-CL 17); Octavia also recalls Sophodean women 
(Tecmessa in Aj., Deianira in Track.) who lament the fate they are left 
by their proud and inconsiderate men.

Sh, has a brief scene in which Octavia sets off to appease her brother 
(iniv). She is again (cf. 31.2, 33.5 nn.) less imposing than in P.: her 
prayer -  ’The Jove of power make me, most weak, most weak, Your 
reconciler’ (29-30) -  strikes a  humbler, more desperate note.

5 επιχλασβείς: 40.9η. iptev είρηνικώς είς Τάραντα ‘he came in peace 
to Tarentum’. He agreed to meet A. at the riser Taras, west of the city. 
The armies drew up on the banks, and App. 5.94 tells how both men 
showed their trust by hurrying to cross the river first, so that their 
boats met in mid-stream: a rather undignified story which P. suppres­
sed. They then went on to Tarentum, θέαμα κάλλιστον οί παρόντες 
εθεΰντο: Ρ. again freezes the action for a  powerful sea-borne tableau 
(Intr., 22), recalling CL (26) and Sextus (32, esp. the picture of the 
army and fleet at 32.2). I f  we are reminded of Cl., we feel the contrast 
of the women. One brings the men to peace, but more surely the other 
will lead them to war.

6 d a r la  S’ Α ντώ νιος πρύτερος, . ..: cf. again Cl. (26.6η.) and 
Sextus (32.3). App. 5.94 says that O. gave the first dinner, A. the 
second.

7 Καίσαρα μέν ’Avrwvlwi $οϋναι δύο τάγματα (‘legions’): App. 
5.95 says 20,000 men. Cf. Brunt 502. χαλκεμβύλους Ικατόν ‘ioo 
bronze-rammed ships’ (cf. Casson 85), evidently men-of-war; App. 
says 120 ships, εΐχοβι μοοπάρωνας (a swift brig, often used by pirates: 
Casson 132): App. says ‘ten three-banked brigs, a cross between men-of- 
war and merchant vessels’, ατραπιώτας χιλίοος: App. agrees, adding 
that they were élite troops. In  all this there is no secure way of judging 
between the two authors’ figures, but App. has more circumstantial 
detail and is likely to be right, His ‘120 ships’ is especially plausible, as 
60 ships was a regular size for a squadron.

A. was keener than O. to agree to this exchange, as App. makes 
dear. He now needed experienced troops rather than his large fleet, 
and was glad to transfer the expense of the crews’ upkeep to O. But
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there was a drawback. He left the ships there and then; O. merely 
promised the troops. They never came.

As usual (ig.g, 23. t, 30.6-31.5,32.3 nn.) P. omits important features 
of the agreement. The triumvirate was renewed for a farther five years: 
it had formally expired at the end of 38, leaving the triumvirs’ 
constitutional position uncomfortably vague, though not unsupport- 
able. Sextus was deprived of his priesthood and his promised consul­
ship (32,3 a.), and a few dynastic marriages were planned (Dio
48.54.4). Cf. Syme 225.

8 εύθύς εϊχετο τον πρός Πομπή ιο ν πολέμου: he in fact delayed the 
campaign until the following year. P.’s language is allusive, for when 
we last heard of Sextus he was still O.’s ally (32.8). Nor does P. tell the 
end of Sextus’ story: this is the last we hear of him. O. took two years to 
recover from the defeats of 38 (§in.). Agrippa took charge of the 
preparations. In summer 36, reinforced by Lepidus from Africa, they 
launched a three-pronged attack on Sicily. First Agrippa, then Sextus, 
won victories: then the decisive battle of Naulochus was a complete 
victory for Agrippa (3rd Sept. 36). Sextus fled to the East, hoping for a 
new alliance with A.; when he heard of the Parthian disaster, he started 
to intrigue against him instead. This came to nothing, and he met his 
death the following year. Cf. Syme 231-2. Ό κταουίαν . . .  «eùtùh 
παρακατάβέμενος ‘deposited’ her and the children with O. for 
safekeeping: Dio 48.54.5 says that A. sent her back from Corcyra, 
saying that she should not share the dangers of the Parthian campaign. 
By now she was heavily pregnant, and there may be nothing sinister in 
this, τούς έκ Φουλβίας παΐδας: Antonius Antyllus and Iullus Antonius 
(28.7, 87.1-2 nn.). Octavia’s care of the children continued for years: 
cf. 54.3, 57-4, 87.1-2 nn. είς την ’Ασίαν άπβπέρασεν: in the autumn of 
37. With so many ships and men in the West, A. could not resume the 
Parthian War until the following season. This cost him the chance of 
exploiting the Parthian dynastic crisis (37.1η.).

36.1 Εΰδαυσα δ’ ή δεινή συμφορά . . . :  his love is a ‘calamity’; it has 
been ‘sleeping’, ‘lulled to rest’ and ‘charmed’ by wiser counsels; it now 
‘flares up’ and ‘regains its confidence’. All the metaphors are familiar, 
but their rapid combination is very powerful. C leopatra thus returns 
to the narrative. P. has not reconstructed her response to the marriage



C O M M E N T A R Y :  36.1-3 217

with Octavia (Intr., 16). Ctr. A. & C. n.v, an episode Sh. transposes 
from a later scene (83.5η.).

3 ώσπερ ιρησιν ο Πλάτων: at Phaedrus 254a. As usual (24.3η.) the 
quotation marks an important moment, and its suggestions go beyond 
its explicit point. Plato is comparing the soul to a chariot-team. At the 
sight of a lovely boy, the one horse—the higher part of the soul -  reacts 
with self-control and is obedient (sùnsiBqs, cf. P.’s δυστοιθές here) to 
the reins; the other (ό άκόλαστος, 255c) ignores whips and restraints, 
fights against his driver and his yokefellow, and hurls himself at the boy 
for sexual fulfilment. The turbulent effects of ερω$ and the struggle of 
higher and lower elements are both apposite for A.; so is the recurring 
horse-imagery (2.8, 21.1, 33.3 nn.). The Phaedrus passage was famous, 
and P. quotes it several times: cf. esp. 125b, 445c, 1008c. Καπίτωνα 
Φοντήιον (for the inversion of names, 5.9η.): C. Fonteius Capito: 
Antoni non ut magis alter amicus, says Horace (Sat. 1.5.32), with whom he 
journeyed to Brundisium in 38 or 37 (35.1η.); suff. cos. in 33. The 
phrasing here is similar to 25.2-3, when Dellius was sent. I t is all 
beginning again.

3-4 The g ift o f territory to Cleopatra. {37-6): see Map 1. P.’s 
interpretation is clear. A. has always been φιλόδωρο; (in,), but this 
passes all bounds: captivated, he is tossing away Rome’s empire as if it 
were a trinket. Dio 49.32 gives a similar emphasis, and it doubtless goes 
back to O.’s propaganda. In fact there was more to it: cf esp. Syme 
260-1, 271-5, Bowersock 42-61. Cl.’s gifts were only a part of the 
reorganisation of the East, which began to fall into a number of large 
client kingdoms, each ruled by a reliable prince: Archelaus (24.1η.) 
in Cappadocia, Amyntas (61.3η.) in a greatly expanded Galatia, 
Polemo (38.6η.) in Pontus, Herod in Judaea. I t  was a wise policy, 
and A. chose his men well. The system, together with most of the 
individuals, was continued by O. after his fall. Cl., peculiarly able 
and loyal to A., naturally had her realm increased: some of the 
expansion may indeed date from a few years earlier, §411. She may have 
had a particular task, for Cilicia, Koile Syria, and Cyprus were rich in 
timber, Phoenicia had its great sea-ports, and she was perhaps to 
replenish A.’s fleet. Cf. 56.2η. But she did not get all she wanted, for A. 
repeatedly refused to give her parts of Syria and Judaea which she 
coveted, προστίθησι μικρόν oòSèv ούδ’ όλίγον . . . :  Ρ. possibly con­
flates several sets of gifts, {a) Cyprus and ‘Rough’ Cilicia certainly seem
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to have been Cl.’s for several years (§4n.)· (b) Jos. A .J. 15.94-5 appears 
to place the gifts of parts of Phoenicia, Arabia, and Judaea in 34, when 
A. was about to attack Armenia (cf. 50.6): but Dio 49.32.3-5 here 
agrees with P. in placing this last group of grants in 36, and that is 
probably right. Φοινίκην: probably the coastal region between the 
River Eleutherus and Sidon, excluding the free cities of Sidon and 
Tyre. Κοίλων Συρίαν: this term is used vaguely of various areas of 
S.W. Syria and N. Palestine: here apparently the area around Chalcis, 
in the modern Lebanon. Its king Lysanias died in 37-36, and Cl. 
received the city and its territory: cf. Porphyry, FGrH 260 fr. 2.17. 
C yprus had been given by C. to Cl.’s sister Arsinoe. Possibly Cl. had 
taken it over on her death (28.9η.) or even before, possibly there was a 
brief period of direct Roman rule (cf. Dio 48.40.6); anyway, by Nov. 
38 there was already an Egyptian στρατηγός o f‘Cyprus and Cilicia’, 
as an inscription from Salamis now shows (J. Pouilloux, Πρακτικά τοΟ 
i"" Διεθνούς ΚυττρολογιχοΟ Συνεδρίου (1969) ΐ4 Ι_5°ι Τ. Β. Mitford, 
ANRW  π 7-2 (1980) 1293-4). A. now confirmed her possession. 
Κιλικίας πολλήν: ‘rough’ Cilicia, opposite Cyprus: cf. Mitford 1230- 
61, esp. 1240-3. She had possessed at least some of this for several 
years, as the Salamis inscription shows. Strabo 14.671, 679 comments 
on the region’s shipbuilding timber, and its suitability for rule by a 
native prince rather than a Roman governor. CL also received Cyrene 
and part of Crete (M. Grant, From Imperium to Auctoritas (Cambridge 
1946) 55—8), possibly on this occasion, της τ’ ’Ιουδαίων τήν το 
βάλσαμον φέρουσαν ‘the part of the land of the Jews which bears 
balsam’, i.e. the rich balsam groves around Jericho, της Ναβαταίων 
. . .  θάλασσαν ‘the part of the Arabia of the Nabataeans which slopes 
down to the outer sea’, i.e. apparently the Red Sea, regarded as part of 
the Ocean which surrounded the civilised world: cf. 69.4η., Pomp. 38.4. 
The king of this part of Arabia was Malchus. It is not clear how much 
of his land was included in this grant. Cf. G. W. Bowereock, Roman 
Arabia (Harvard 1983) 40-2. At some point -  probably 36, perhaps 34 
-  Herod agreed to lease back the Jericho groves for the yearly rent of 
200 talents; he also went surety for Malchus to rent the Arabian region 
for the same sum. Malchus was a reluctant payer, and he and Herod 
fought a desultory war which kept both away from the Actium 
campaign.

4 αδται μάλιστα ‘Ρωμαίους ήνίασαν αί δωρεαί: characterisation by
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reaction, Intr., 40-1. A.’s openhandedness, his tendency to shock 
Roman opinion, and his taste for eastern ways are all familiar: now 
they are brought together. Roman disgust at A.’s Oriental excesses will 
be important, esp. at 50.7, 54.5, 58.9-59.1, 60.1, The shock is the 
greater because Octavia (35) is so fresh in our minds: she has saved A. 
from war, but he rewards Cl. But in fact nothing confirms that Romans 
found this eastern settlement shocking: this seems a figment of O.’s 
propaganda (§§3-4^). τετραρχίας καί βασιλείας: 56.7η. Antigonus 
was killed after his defeat in 37 (34.2, 34.ro nn.}. A., afraid that he 
would remain a figurehead for Jewish rebels, had him beheaded 
(έ-ττελέκισεν) at Antioch: Jos. A .J. 15.8-10, quoting Strabo’s history 
(FGtH  91 fr. 18). Strabo’s words are very similar to P.’s and to Dio 
49.22.6. He may be P.’s and Dio’s source, but more probably all three 
derive from Dellius. Cf. Intr., 28, 30-1, and 34.3η.

5 παΐδας ίξ  αυτής διδύμους άνελόμενος: he ‘acknowledged’ them as 
his own: LSJ άναιρέω B .4 . They had been bom in 4 0  (30.3η.), and in 36 
CL bore him another son, Ptolemy Philadelphus (54.7η.). τον μεν 
“Ηλιον, τήν δε Σελήνην: symbolism of sun, moon, and stars was 
favoured by Hellenistic kings, but sun and moon together sometimes 
symbolise a new epoch, and here the combination was perhaps 
intended to suggest a new Golden Age: cf. E. Norden, Die Geburt des 
Kindes (Berlin 1924) 142—4.

Scholars sometimes talk of A. ‘marrying’ Cl. at this stage. That is 
misconceived; but he was evidently living with Cl. as if she were his 
wife. Her subjects might even view them as married according to 
Egyptian custom, which apparently involved neither a civil nor a 
religious ceremony, but rather cohabitation and a consensus of the 
parties involved (cf. P. W. Pestman, Marriage and Matrimonial Property in 
Ancient Egypt (Leiden 1961) 6-52); they might also indeed think in 
terms of a ‘sacred marriage’ (ιερός γάμος) of A. as Dionysus-Osiris and 
Cl. as Isis (c£ 26η., Grant 186—7). If  A. had not been married already 
and if they had been of lower status, then even Romans might have 
thought of it as a marriage: ceremonial was not necessary to solemnise 
a ‘marriage by consenti. CfBraund 179-80. I t  was natural to berate A. 
as ‘married to two women at once’, as P. does at 91(4).2; but it was' 
also possible, now as in 40 (31.3), to deny that he was really married to 
CL: cf. 53.9-10, ‘Octavia enjoyed the name of A.’s wife while Cl. 
allowed herself to be called his mistress’: otherwise, Octavia would
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hardly have visited him in 35 (53.1-3) or gone pn living in his house 
(54.1-5). Gf. Suet. Aug. 69.2, where A. implicitly denies a marriage in a  
letter of 33 (uxor mea est?, with Garter’s η.: 55η.). In the Aeneid Dido is 
ruined amid dreadful uncertainty about her ‘marriage’ to Aeneas: for 
her it is a marriage, but he denies it (Am. 4.172, 338-9, cf. 125-6). As 
elsewhere, Dido owes something to Cl., whose ‘marriage’ was equally 
ambiguous: Intr., 17-18.

6 oò μην άλλ’: g.in. ‘Still, . . .  ‘ αγαθός ών έγκαλλωπίσααθαι τοΐς 
«ίσχροϊς ‘good at putting a glorious face on dishonourable deeds .. 
Powerful language: cf C. Mai. 3i(4).6, Ag.-Cl. 4.2, Ale. 27.6.

7 γοΰν ‘at any rate’, the ‘part proof’ use: 24.4η. ύιρ’ Ήρακλέους 
τεκνωθηναι τον αύτοΰ πρόγονον: 4·2η. A. is here at his most bluster­
ing, Herculean indeed, τή ι φ ύσει. . .  άπολιπβΐν έφιέντος ‘allowing his 
nature to leave behind many beginnings and foundations (καταβολάξ, 
cf. LSJ i.t, 320b, go5e) of races’. P. recalls the terms of fifth- and 
fourth-century philosophical debate, when superman-figures were 
idealised and discussed, men who followed their φύσις and ignored 
artificial human νόμοι (cf. νόμου? ZoAcoveiouj here).

37-52 The Parthian War

A. just had to invade Parthia. In Roman eyes, Parthians existed to be 
conquered, and a war had been brewing for years (28. in.); it offered A. 
the chance to be a new Alexander, always a powerful heroic ideal for 
Romans (80.2η.); and at any time A. might need this new prestige, for 
Sextus or O. might emerge as a clear master of the West, while 
memories of A.’s own military glory were beginning to fade. If he won, 
of course the administrative problems would be incalculable: but he 
could think about that later.

The scale of this section is lavish. Ancient writers and audiences liked 
tales of warfare (cf. the scale of e.g. Mar. 11-27, Marius’ Cimbrian 
war), and this campaign certainly offered the opportunity for some 
exciting narrative. Parthia also serves as a contrast with Actium, 
described on a similar scale at 56-69; the compression of the interven­
ing narrative (53~5n.) helps us to take the two together. In Parthia, as 
at Actium, A. begins with strategic blunders caused by his love for Cl. 
(37.5-38.1 nn.). Disaster follows swiftly, and A. is desolate with shame, 
just as after Actium (40.9η.). In  Parthia he repairs matters with his
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inspiring leadership, a theme which dominates the last part of the 
account (cf. esp. 43.3-60.) and is still in our minds when the Actium 
compaign begins. But a t Actium A. will let his troops down, to their 
bewilderment (68.3-5), because Cl. is there.

P. probably draws most of his material from the eyewitness Q, 
Dellius (Intr., 28), but he may also have a second source (46η.). Dellius 
seems to lie behind all or most of our other sources for this campaign, 
Dio 49.25-31, Flor. 2.20, Air. Parthica ffs. 25-9 (printed at FGrH π d 
pp. 572-3), Livy Per. 130, Veil. 2.82, and some passages in Strabo. 
Dellius tried to defend A. against some charges of treachery (50.3-711.) , 
but the misconceived criticisms at 37.5-38.1 (n.) seem to come from 
him, and he probably disapproved of Cl. (Intr., 28). The other sources 
show that he dwelt on the hazards of the retreat, but the stress on A.’s 
military brilliance is likely to be P.’s own. Dellius’ narrative was 
evidently colourful, but at times P. has embellished it further: cf. esp. 
49.2η., and the recurrent hints of Xenophon’s Anabasis are also likely to 
be P.’s addition, esp. 37.2, 41.3, 45· 12, 49.5 (nn.). Dellius also had a 
taste for figures, many of which P. welcomed (37.3-4, 38.1, 38.3, 50.1- 
2, 51.i with nn.).

On the campaign, cf. Sherwin-White 307-21; H. Bengston, SB AW
(t974) 1.1-48.
37.Ϊ O rodes abdicated in late 38 or 37, desolate (it was said) at 
Pacorus’ death (34.2η.). O f his 30 sons, he selected Phraates as 
successor, who promptly killed his father, all his brothers, and his son. 
The Parthian nobility revolted, άλλοι re  ΪΙάρθων . . .  xel Μοναίσης: cf. 
Dio 49.23-4, who adds that Monaeses promised to (bring over most of 
Parthia without trouble’. Such hopes were reasonable: cf. 37.5-38.1n. 
Monaeses came from a powerful family, and his name became famous: 
Hor. Odes 3,6.9-12 links him with Pacorus as authors of Roman 
defeats. Pacorus defeated a Roman army in 40 (30.1η.): if Monaeses 
won a similar victory, it was presumably in this 36 campaign -  perhaps 
the battle of 38.5-6. I f  Monaeses had fled from Phraates, it is puzzling 
that he now accepted his conciliatory overtures (§2), and that Phraates 
immediately gave him an important command (as Hor. suggests). 
Perhaps Monaeses was playing a double game, using his desertion to 
impress on Phraates the need to restore him to authority. Rightly or 
wrongly, A. apparently continued to trust him: cf. 46.4-5(11.). τάς μέν 
. . .  είκάσβς: exiled from Athens and accused of treason, Themistocles
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defected to the King of Persia, who rewarded him with three cities 
(Thuc. 1.136-8). P. effectively applies this favourite story {Them. 26- 
30, cf. Ale. 37.7-8, 328e, 665e-f) to his characterisation of A. as 
boastful and openhanded, but there tnay be some fiction here: the 
grant of three cities is historical (Dio 49.24.3), but that was perhaps 
enough to encourage P. to invent A.’s comparison of himself to 
Themistocles. L arissa, Arethusa, and H ierapolis were all in Syria. 
Bambyke had been renamed by Seleucus I.

a δεξιάν χαταπέμψαντος: δεξιά can — ‘pledge’ (LSJ 2): one can 
‘give and accept’ δεξιάς (Xen. A m i. 7.3.1) sind even ‘send’, ‘carry’, or 
‘despatch’ them (Xen. Amb. 2.4.1, Ages. 3.4, Cyr. 4.2.7, and cf. 
Goodyear on Tac. Am . 2.58.2). But the usage is confined to Xen. in 
classical Greek, and, as elsewhere in this account (cf. p. 221), the hint of 
his style is probably intentional. Ιξαπαταν μέν έγνωκώς τύν Φραάτην 
ώς ειρήνης Ισομένης: so also Dio 49·24·5> ar)d the notion of ‘deceit5 
may come from Dellius. I t is implausible, for A. certainly knew that 
Phraates could not afford the indignity of restoring the standards and 
prisoners. This looks like propaganda aimed at the Roman public (cf. 
34.3η.): Crassus was still unavenged, and a campaign was needed, τάς 
. . .  σημαίας χαί των άνδρών . . .  τούς περιόντας: Crass. 31-8 states that 
10,000 were taken alive -  doubtless an exaggeration, but the numbers 
were clearly large. Many settled in the East, to Horace’s indignation 
[Odes 3.5.5-12). The standards were finally regained by negotiation in
2 0  B.C.

3 Κλεοπάτραν είς Αίγυπτον άπαπέμψας, where she belongs (28- 
gn.). The language is brisk (cf. 63.6): A. has pulled himself together. A 
military campaign again (cf. 3, 7-8, 17-18, 22) brings out the best in 
him. But at ^5 -6  he is again (cf. 9, 14.5-15.5, 19-21, 24.5-8) easily 
distracted after this creditable self-assertion, έχώρει Si’ Α ραβίας καί 
’Αρμενίας: but A. had wintered in Antioch, and so was already north 
of Arabia. He gathered his Syrian army at Zeugma, then marched 
north along the Euphrates into Armenia. Eastern geography was not 
P.’s strength, and we should not emend the text. In 53 Crassus had 
advanced into the plains of Mesopotamia, and fallen an easy prey to 
the Parthian cavalry. In 44, C. had planned to take the northern, hilly, 
route, advancing through Armenia and possibly Media Atropatene: 
the Parthian cavalry could not move so easily in hill-country (cf. Crass. 
19.2), The muster at Zeugma might suggest that A. was adopting
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Crassus’ plan, but it is better {pace Sherwin-White 307-12) to assume 
that this was a feint, and A. always intended to follow C.’s strategy. 
Phraates was apparently guarding Mesopotamia with a large army, 
like his father in 41 (28.1η.): cf. Dio 49.25.1. If A. could move through 
Armenia quickly, he might turn the rear of that army: in the sequel he 
nearly did so (38.3η.)- οπού συνελθούσης αύτώι τής δυνάμεως καί 
των συμμάχων βασιλέων: Armenia -  perhaps the plateau of Erzerum, 
perhaps Artaxata (Sherwin-White 311) -  was the natural place for A. 
to muster his scattered forces, and must have been chosen some time 
before. In  early 36 Canidius was in the north (34. ion.), A. was moving 
up from the south, and most of the allies would be coming from the 
west. The muster could hardly have been earlier than mid-summer, 
perhaps June, των συμμάχων βασιλέων: including Polemo, king of 
Pontus (38.6η.). A rtavasdes of Armenia (OCD2) had tried to help 
Grassus in 54-53, sending 6000 cavalry and promising 10,000 more, 
then repeatedly advising him to avoid the plains of Mesopotamia 
{Crass. 19, 22.2). After Crassus’ defeat Artavasdes made his peace with 
Orodes, and his sister married Orodes’ son Pacorus. According to Dio
49.25.1, he now aided A. because he wanted to exploit his forces 
against his namesake Artavasdés of Media (38.3η,, cf. 52η.). He may 
also have been alienated by Phraates’ murders: his sister may well have 
been killed. Ιξακισχιλίους Ιππείς: but at 50.3 P. speaks of 16,000, not 
6000, cavalry provided by Artavasdes. Possibly both figures are 
correct. If  the muster was in W. Armenia, the greater part of the 
Armenian contingent may not have joined him until later, as he made 
his way towards Media. ^

4 'Ρωμαίων μέν αυτών Ιξακισμΰριοι πεζοί: probably sixteen 
legions, cf. Brunt 503-4, Sherwin-White 311 n. 37. τό "Ρωμαίοις 
συντεταγμένον ιππικόν Ίβήρων καί Κελτών: i.e. auxilia (cf. OCD1). 
These Ίβηρες were probably Spaniards, possibly Caucasian Iberians 
recruited by Canidius (34.10η., Sherwin-White 315).

5 ή . . .  πάσαν εκράδανε τήν ’Ασίαν: it was a panegyric common­
place to stress the fears of a potential enemy (cf. Hör. C.S. 53-6, 
Woodman on Veil. 2.94.4). Here Alexander, who conquered Bactria 
and reached India, is in P.’s mind: cf. p. 220, and Brut. 57(4).3, C.’s 
name would not let the kings of Parthia and India sleep. The language 
is powerful, especially έκράδανε, rare and expressive in this metaphor­
ical sense: cf. e.g. Ale. 15.1.



37.5-38.1 T ie  c ritic ism  o f  Antony’s tim ing. This is apparently 
drawn from a source, presumably Dellius: cf. Arr. Partk. fi·. 23 R and 
Livy Per. 130, suggesting that Livy attacked A. both for starting the 
invasion too late, and for not abandoning it more promptly: M. 
Antonius dum cum Cleopatra luxuriatur, tarde Mediam ingressus bellum . . .  
Partkis intulit; . . .  tempestates quoque infestas . . .  culpa sua passus est, quia 
hiemare in Armenia nolebat, dum ad Cleopatram festinat (cf. σττεύδοντα γάρ 
εκείνηι σονδκτχειμάσαι here). The criticism, evidently influenced by 
O.’s propaganda, is misconceived: (a) Livy’s tarde Mediam ingressus is 
nonsense. A. invaded Atropatene in or before July -  given the long 
preliminary marches and Canidins’ preparatory campaign, remark­
ably early in the year. (b) It would [pace Sherwin-White 316-17) have 
been folly to delay the invasion till 35, as P. suggests (38.1). A. hoped 
to turn the flank of the Parthians by moving quickly (37.3η.), and he 
could reasonably hope for domestic uprisings against Phraates (37.1,
40.2 un.). P. might have realised this, for he criticised Crassus for not 
pressing on in similar circumstances [Crass. 17.8); cf. also 34.4, 53.11. 
[c) There was only one way to ‘spend the winter with’ Cl. -  to delay the 
campaign altogether. He could not expect to conquer Parthia in half a 
season (C. had planned on three years, Dio 43.51.2). A. would 
naturally expect to winter either in Parthia or. after a temporary 
withdrawal, in Armenia.

37.6 σπεύδοντα . . .  έξενεγχεΐν . . .  χρήβκσβαι.: o.o. after λέγουσι, 
understood from the previous sentence, but this seems to be P.’s own 
view as well: he develops the analysis in the indicative at 38.1, ούκ
ήνέσχετο τον χρόνον . . .  ούκ δντο των έαυτοΰ λογισμών __
γινόμενον: Ρ. intensifies the suggestions of 24.6(n.): there Cl.’s ‘magical 
arts and charms’ were those exercised figuratively by her personality, 
but these ‘drugs and witchcraft’ seem real. C l 60.1. Much of this 
presages Actium, where Cl. again leads A. into tragic errors (esp. 63.7- 
8). Again (cf. 24.4η., 26η.) A. and CL are in a way similar: at Actium it 
will be GI. who thinks not of defeating the enemy, but of her own swift 
departure (63.8); and, as now, A. will rush to her side, ‘in no way 
controlled by his own counsels’ (66.6-7, cf· °ύκ όντα των εαυτού 
λογισμών here). The style is appropriately forceful, ηαπταίνω, usually 
a poetic word, is expressive in prose: cf. e.g. Them. 12.2. Earlier the 
vocabulary is ponderous -  σττεύδοντα . . .  συνδιαχειμάσαι, χρήσασθαι
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τεταραγμένως; and the syntax of the final phrase is very compressed. 
There γίγνεσθαι ττρός =  ‘devote oneself to’, a rare construction with 
the accusative in Greek of this period; τό τάχιον Ιττανελθεΐν =  ‘to 
return more quickly5 than would otherwise be the case.

38.1 βύτοΰ ‘there’, further defined as ‘in Armenia’, όκτακισχιλίων 
σταδίων: about 1000 miles, a march of perhaps three to four months. 
The figure probably comes from Dellius: cf. Strabo 11.524, who shows 
that it represented the distance from Zeugma to the border of Media 
Atropatene. A. himself first needed to march from Antioch to Zeugma, 
and at least some of his legions perhaps made the much longer journey 
from Jerusalem (cf. 34.10η.). They would indeed be weary. 4v 
äpnrrcpät λαβών ‘Αρμενίαν: an odd phrase. A.’s safest route was to 
follow the Araxes to the Armenian border, then strike directly into the 
heart of Atropatene. Perhaps he rejected this in favour of a shorter 
southern route, across mountains to the river Murat, then back to the 
Araxes close to the border. This route ‘passed on the left’ Armenia’s 
heartland, the Araxes valley; but it remained well within Armenian 
borders, and P.’s language is misleading. Or perhaps A. did follow the 
Araxes to the border, then marched some way along a route through
N. Atropatene S. of the Araxes, but parallel to it (thus ‘passing 
Armenia on his left’): so Sherwin-White 312. But that would be an odd 
route when speed was essential; and P.’s language, suggesting that he 
‘passed Armenia’ before his assault on Atropatene, is still misleading.

a παραπεμπομένιον ‘transported’. 300 waggons would form a train 
some five miles long: they were very vulnerable, ώς εμπόδια τοΰ 
ταχύνειν άπελιπε: here and at §§4-5 P- implies that A. ‘left them 
behind’ in careless haste: in fact, he ‘told them to follow him’ (Dio 
49.25.2). They had nearly caught up with the main force when they 
were attacked (§5n.).

3 O ppias Statianus was A.’s legate. Phraata (n. pi.) or Phraaspa 
-  the name is variously spelled — was the capital of Media Atropatene. 
According to Dellius (cit. Strabo n  .523), it was 2400 stades (about 300 
miles) from the Armenian border. Its precise location is uncertain, τοΰ 
της Μηδίας βασιλέως: the other Artavasdes (37.3η.), whom Ρ. avoids 
naming throughout the account, presumably to avoid confusion. He 
and his army were with Phraates’ forces in Mesopotamia. A. had
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successfully deluded the enemy, and penetrated to the heart of an, 
undefended Atropatene.

4 έχου (from χέω) προς τήν πάλιν χώμα: mobile wooden towers 
would normally be Used, but these were still with Statianus and A. 
needed to improvise. Cf. Arr. Forth, fr. 95 R.

5 καταβαίνων: the word for ‘coming down’ from Susa to the coast: 
but in fact his army, and presumably Phraates himself were hastening 
E. from Mesopotamia (37.3η.). έπεμψε τω ν ιππέων πολλούς έπ’ 
αυτάς: this battle was evidently close to Phraata, for Statianus was 
near enough to send to A. for help. He hurried to the spot, but was too 
late (Dio 49.26.1). άποθνήισκει μεν αύτός, άποθνήισκουσι δε μύριοι 
των μετ’ αύτοΰ: emphatic anaphora. Two legions were lost (Veil.
2.82.2, cf. Livy Per. 130): ‘10,000 men’ may be P.’s round estimate for 
that.

6 Polem o had been king of Pontus since the previous year (36.3- 
4η.). After his capture he was soon ransomed (Dio 49.25.4), and 
continued to do A. (51η., 61.3) and later Augustus good service.

39.1 ‘The Arm enian Artavasdes9 (37.3η.) is so called to distinguish 
him from the Median Artavasdes mentioned (though not named) at
38.3. άπογνούς τά 'Ρω μαίω ν ώ ιχετο τήν αύτοΰ στρατιάν άναλαβών: 
cf, 50.3-4 where Ρ. identifies this as the turning-point of the war. 
Artavasdes may have been even more treacherous than P. suggests: it 
was said that he might have come to relieve Statianus, but did not (Dio
49.25.5). DeUius apparently denounced him bitterly: cf. Strabo 11.524, 
50-3~7n. καίπερ αίτιώτατος ταΰ πολέμου γεν6μένος: Ρ. has carelessly 
not explained why Artavasdes was ‘most responsible’ for a war which, 
P. knew, A. had been planning for years (25.2). According to Dio
49.25.1 Artavasdes incited A. to attack through Media because Of his 
enmity with the Median Artavasdes (cf. 37.3η.).

a  στρατηγίδας σπείρας ‘praetorian cohorts’ (cf. 53.3, 64.1η.), élite 
troops forming the general’s personal bodyguard: cf Keppie 33-5, 
RRC no. 544.

3 κύκλωι περιχεομένους. . cf. 41.6. The Parthians were masters of 
the cavalry tactic described at Crass. 24, swarming around an enemy 
infantry formation with bewildering movements and showering it with 
arrows. Such a tactic was particularly well-suited to an attack on an 
encumbered enemy on the march, παρ^μείβετο . . . :  P. seems to mean
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that the attack should be delayed until the head of A.’s column 
reached the end of the enemy’s ‘crescent’, when all the enemy’s front 
rank would have come within the range of his infantry: at that point his 
cavalry (presumably arrayed along the column’s flank) should begin 
the battle with a charge. A. seems to be confident that the enemy 
would not attack before then, and in fact they did not (§§4-6). This 
hardly rings true {pace Sherwin-White 317-18). As in 53 (Crass. ZI.3), 
the Parthians’ interest was to avoid a pitched battle, A.’s to enforce 
one. I t  staggers belief that (e) the Parthians should draw up their 
troops in a crescent, evidently as a preparation for the pitched battle 
they needed to avoid; and (b) they should demurely let A.’s column -  
at least five miles long -  march unharried before their eyes till it 
reached its strongest position. This is probably an exaggerated version 
of a less formal engagement, perhaps an ambush (cf. ττροσπεσΕΪυ καθ’ 
δδόν αώ τώ ι ζη το ϋντα ς) which went wrong.

4 παρεξώντας Iv διαστήμασιν ΐσοις ‘as th e y  m a rch ed  p a st, k eep in g  
their  regu lar  in terva ls b e tw e e n  th e  ranks . . . ’ άθορύβως καί σιωπήι: 
since H o m er , th e  m a rk  o f  a  d isc ip lin ed  a rm y (II. 3 . 1- 9 ).

7 πεντήκοντα στάδια: between six and seven miles, et νικώντες . . .  
“if, now that they had won, they were killing so few men, while if 
defeated they would lose as many as they had lost at the waggons’ 
(38.5-6). Cf. Xen. Anab. 3.1.3.

9 εκδρομήν τινα ποιησαμένων έπΐ το χώμα: part of the Roman 
fortification was fired (Frontin. Stmt. 4.1.37); cf. Arr. fr. 96 R. τηι 
λεγομένηι δεκατεΐαι: decimation, a Roman tradition (Crass. 10.4-5, 
Plb. 6.38.2-3 with Walbank’s note, Lintott 41-2) which was in fashion: 
instances were ordered by C. in 49, Domitius CafWiras in 39, and O. in 
34. τοϊς δ’ αλλοις αντί πυρών έκέλευε κριθάς μετρεΐσθαι: regular 
practice after a decimation.

40.1 τό μέλλον αυτοϋ ‘the part of it which was still to come’.
a προσταλαιπωρεΐν ‘persevere’. Both Greeks and Romans derided 

the softness of Asiatics: cf. e.g. [Hipp.] Airs, Waters, Places 12, ‘bravery, 
endurance, perseverance, and courage could never be found in their 
nature’. Parthians were sometimes credited with greater toughness 
(Tac. Arm. 2.2.3—4), but could readily be painted in the same colours: 
cf. Tac. Ann. 6.34.3, and (of Persians) Arr. Anab. 2.7.5 with Bosworth’s 
n., Livy 9.17.16-17. In particular they were often, as here, thought to
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have no staying power. Cf. Justin 41.2.8 (nec pugnare diu possunt . . .) , 
Tac. Arm. 11.10.3, 15.4.3. έψοβεΤτο μή . . .  άπολίπωσιν αΰτόν: 
Phraates was also afraid that A. ‘might gain some alliance’, says Dio 
49.27.3; perhaps a hint that Phraates was still threatened by internal 
dissent (37.1η.). Cf. 37.5-38.1, 40.5, 42.1, 53.1 ϊ nn. ήδη του άέρος 
αυνισταμένου . . .  ‘the air was already growing heavier after the 
autumn equinox’. ‘Heavier’, not ‘sharper’ (as most translators take it); 
as at Mar. 21.8, P. refers to increasing moisture in the air, not to a drop 
in temperature. The weather in Iran generally becomes significantly 
wetter in late September.

4 εργον Ioti ‘it is a hard business . . . ’
5 εί τοΰ βασιλέως ταΰτα φρονοϋντος διαλέγοιντο: an oddly inept 

way of detecting a trap, for if it were they would hardly say ‘no’. 
Perhaps P. or DeUius is fabricating thoughtlessly; but, if the story has 
any basis, A. perhaps suspected that the Parthian nobles were seeking 
to make peace behind Phraates’ back. Cf. the other hints of internal 
Parthian dissension, 40.2η.

6 τάς σημαίας . . .  και τούς αιχμαλώτους: cf. 37·2η·
7 τοΰ Si Παρθοΰ ταΰτα μεν éSv κελεύοντος: Ρ. cuts away some of 

Phraates’ bluster: ‘Phraates gave his audience sitting on a golden 
throne and twanging his bowstring, and inveighed against them at 
length’ (Dio 49.27.4). C f Arr. fr. 27 R: the detail clearly derives from 
Dellius.

8 ών 8è. . .  πεφνχώ ς ‘although he was a persuasive speaker when he 
addressed the people, and was as gifted as any man of his day in 
leading’ (or possibly ‘moving’, cf. 14.7η., 18.3) ‘an army with words

εντυχεϊν is explanatory infinitive after τηθαυός, defining the mode 
of his persuasion: cf. C. Min. 49.6. For δήμος of ‘rank and file’ of an 
army cf. LSJ 11.1, Fab. 5.5, Mar. 7.6, etc. trap’ is ‘in comparison with’ 
(LSJ c.1.7), really implying superiority to any rival. Thuc. 3.36.6 on 
Cleon may be in P.’s mind: ών καί is τά άλλα βιαιότατος τών πολιτών 
τώι τε δήμωι τταρά ττολύ έν τώι to ts  ττιθανώτατος (3-36-6)- For A.’s 
usual eloquence, cf. 2.8η., 14.6-8, 18.3, 43.5; for his powers of
leadership, 4.4-6, 43.3—6 nn. εξελιπεν αυτός__το πλήθος ‘of his own
free will (αύτός) he abandoned the task of encouraging the men , . . ’ 
κατηφείαι ‘dejection’, ‘melancholy’ in his shame: a powerful word, 
which could be used in parodies of the grand style (Cic. Att. 354 
(13.42).!). P. still felt its visual connotations: ‘κατήφεια is defined as
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grief which makes one κάτω βλέιτειν’, 528c. He favoured its use in vivid 
and emotional narrative, as here and at 75.4, Caes. 14.12, etc. Cn. 
D om itius A henobarbus, cos. 32, appears briefly but memorably in 
P. (56.3 and esp. 63.3-4) and plays a large part in Sh.: cf. Intr., 41-2, 
OCD2, 30.6η.

9 το δε πλεΐατον έπεκλάσθη ‘most were moved to pity’ or ‘broken’ 
by emotion, έιηκλάω is very strong: cf. 18.3, 35.5. άνταιδεΐσθαι: cf 
43.4η.: the army respond (cor-) to A.’s own αισχύνη (§8). After 
Actium A. will again be desolate with shame (67.1-5); then too he will 
retain his troops’ respect (68.4), but undeservedly.

41.i  Κάρδος: several Asiatic tribes bore this name, but P. probably 
means the warlike Mardi of Southern Armenia. According to Flor.
2.20.4 and Veil. 2.82.2 this man was not an Asiatic, but a survivor of 
Crassus’ army (cf 37.2η.). Freinsheim therefore proposed Μάρσος (cf 
e.g. Hor. Odes 3.5.9) in P.’s text, here and on the other five occasions 
when he is mentioned: wrongly, for if P. thought of him as an Italian he 
would hardly have implied that only his service in ‘the battle of the 
waggons’ (38.5-6) suggested his loyalty here. But it may be that the 
man was an Italian, and P. has misunderstood a source. Woodman on 
Veil. 2.82.2 wrongly favours Freinsheim on the grounds that P. would 
not bother to state that Mardians -  'local people’ -  were familiar with 
Parthian customs. Armenia is not Parthia; and P.’s point is that he was 
both familiar with Parthian ways and trusted by the Romans, a 
combination which would be rare even in ‘local people’, èv δεξιαι τω ν 
όρων επιλαβόμενον ‘keeping close to the mountains on his right’, 
probably the Kuh-e-Sahand range, rising E. of Lake Urmia to 12,172 
feet. He was advising A. to keep to the foothills and avoid the plain 
immediately E. of the lake. See Map 2. έν δρόμοις γυμνοΐς wsì 
άνοπεπταμενοις ‘in bare and exposed tracts’, δ δή τεχνώμενον κτλ. ‘it 
was this which Phraates had been scheming when he had induced A. to 
raise the siege’ (lit. ‘had raised A. from the siege’, cf. Jos. B .J. 1.61) 
‘with his generous promises’.

a δδοΰ βραχύτερος. . .  Ιχούσης: cf Xen, Amb. 2.2.11, when the Ten 
Thousand decide to strike out on a different route home.

3 κώμας οίκουμένας: lit. ‘inhabited villages’, a stylised phrase which 
P. does not use elsewhere: probably an echo of a favourite phrase of 
Xen. Anab., πόλις οικουμένη (e.g. 1.2.6; κώμοα οίκουμέναι at 6.4.6). The



Map 2 Antony’s retreat from Parthia: the final stages



C O M M E N T A R Y :  41.3- 42.2 231

phrase suggests not merely habitation but also order and prosperity: 
Xen. frequently couples it with εύδαίμων {cf. 49.611.).

4 6 Sfe SSjaoL παρεΐχεν αύτσν . . .  καί δεθείς ήγεϊτο: perhaps slightly 
odd, particularly if  he had already shown himself trustworthy (§1). P. 
is possibly fabricating on the model of Xen. Amb. 4.2.1, where a native 
guide is bound as he leads the army along a treacherous route. But 
such things did happen {Flam. 4.7 =  Livy 32.r1.g1 cf. also Xen. Anab. 
4.6.2), and A. was perhaps nervous enough to take the precaution.

5 παντάπασι τούς Πάρθους άπεγνωκότος ‘A. had given up all 
thought of the Parthians’: a rare use of άπογιγνώβκειν, but see Holden 
on Gracch. 5.2. άπόχωσιν έμβολης ποταμού νεωστι διεσπασμένην: lit. 
‘that the damming-up of a river’s flow had recently been torn apart’. 
The Parthians had tom down a dike. The river was perhaps the Süfi 
Chäi, on the southern slopes of Sahand: see Map 2.

6 δρτι δ’ αύτοΰ χαθιατάντος . . .  ‘just as he was arranging his 
hoplites’ (lit. ‘his arms’, cf. LSJ όττλονι.4) ‘in line of battle, and leaving 
intervals between them for his javelin-throwers and slingers to make 
their forays against the enemy. . . ’ ώς κυκλωσδμενοι καί συνταράξον- 
τες . . . :  the Parthians’ distinctive tactic, 39.3η.

7 διδόντες . . .  λαμβάνοντες: present rather than aorist, they were 
inflicting and suffering wounds as they retreated·. P. implies the distinctive 
‘Parthian shot’ of an archer who turns in the saddle and shoots as he 
rides away.

8 οί Κελτοί: the auxiliary cavalry, ούκετι της ήμέρας έκείνης ύπό
δέους μαχησομένους: my conjecture for the manuscripts’ impossible 
ύττόδειγμα ysvo μένους. ‘And, because of their fear, they would not fight 
again that day.’ Cf. Thuc. 7.40.2. ”

42.1 γεγονέναι: the force of the perfect is often muted in later Greek 
(B.-D. 340,343), and this practically =  γενέσθαι. άπιέναι διανοεΤσθαι: 
another sign of the discontent and unreliability of Phraates’ forces (cf.
37.1,40.2, 40.5 nn.).

42.2—43.2 The d e a th  o f  F lav iu s  G a llu s  (who is not otherwise 
known). In §1 A. has ‘realised what needed to be done’, repulse the 
attacks but avoid extensive pursuit Yet here he apparently gives the 
troops without question, although Flavius wants them for precisely the 
tactic he has decided to avoid. If  this really happened as P. describes, 
A. bore as much responsibility for this reverse as that of 38.5-6. But P.
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Leaves that unstressed, and no Longer attacks A.’s generalship (ctr.
37.5-38). He is now more concerned with A.’s good qualities of 
leadership: that is the point here (42.8-43.2) and in the general 
remarks of 43.3-6 (n.). Cf. p. 221.

4 M. T itius, cos. 31: cf. 58.4, OCDa. τόν ταμίαν ‘the quaestor5.
5 τόν Sέ Γάλλον . . .  όπισθεν: a repeat of the tactic used at Carrhae in 

53, when P. Crassus’ contingent was similarly cut off [Crass. 25.4).
6 Canidius: 34.10η.

43.2 επεσκόπει. . the mot juste for visiting the sick (cf. LSJ 1,2, Per. 
38.2). Good generals of course paid personal attention to their 
wounded troops: cf. e.g. Pliny Paneg. 13.3, Tac. Ann. 1.69.1 and 1.71.3, 
Arr. Anab. 1.16.5 and 2.12.1. But P. transforms the stereotyped notice 
into a vivid vignette. I t  is now A. who is ‘in tears’ and ‘utterly 
distraught5 (περηταθίω is a very strong word, cf Dtr. 4.2, 40.3, etc.); 
his men respond ‘with radiant smiles’ (φαιδρό? is favoured in such 
emotional scenes, but normally of the encouraging commanders, e.g. 
Brut. 16.4 and 52.4, Alex. ig.j). And when they assure him that ‘they 
are safe if only he is well’, they (like Ligarius at Brut. 11.3) give new 
earnestness to a cliché generally used in polite and formal salutations: 
cf. Shackleton Bailey on Cic. Fam. 145(14.14).!, si uos ualetis, nos 
ualemus. κακοπαθεΐν is normally used of physical suffering, not mental: 
cf. §6 and LSJ. That adds to its force here, αότοκράτορα καλοΰντες: 
troops would formally salute their general as imperator following a great 
victory. A. paradoxically twins a similar acclamation through his 
magnificence in defeat.

43,3-6 Antony’s popularity w ith M s troops. P. again interrupts his 
narrative for direct characterisation: cf. 4, 24.10-12, 27.3-5, and 70, all 
marking off important new narrative phases (4η.). This passage, in the 
centre of the Parthian account, seems intended rather to redirect the 
reader’s sympathies in A.’s favour. After the strong criticism of his early 
blunders (37-8), P. now allows his qualities to emerge at their clearest 
in adversity. This passage sharpens the recent impressions of his troops’ 
respect (40.8-9) and his inspiring leadership (42.2-43.2η.). Actium will 
be very different: cf. p. 221. In fact, it seems that some men deserted 
(Dio 49.29.1), but P. naturally suppresses that point, οΰτ’ άλχαΐς . . .  
λαμπρότερον ‘more outstanding in strength, resilience, or youthful 
vigour’. The plurals do not suggest different types of ‘strength’ and
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‘resilience’, only that these qualities were present in different individu­
als.

4 αιδώς ‘respect’, cf. άνταιδεΤσδαα at 40.9(0.). The word is employed 
sparingly of troops’ regard for their leader. Cf. Phil. 11.2, Ag.-Cl. 14.3, 
Aem. ri.3. ούδε τοΐς πάλαι ‘Ρωμαίοις άπέλιπεν υπερβολήν: Ρ. was 
conventionally nostalgic about Rome’s moral past: Jones 99-100, 
Pelling (3) 185.

5 εύγένεια: on A.’s family cf. 1.1-2.3, but P. probably has Heracles 
in mind (4.2η.). λόγον» δύναμις: cf. 2.8, 40.8 nn.; the power of his 
rhetoric (cf. 14.7-8, 18.2-3) will shortly be seen again (44.3-5). 
άπλότης: 24.9η. τό <ριλόθωρον καί μεγαλόδωρον: ι . ι-2-3η., 4-6-8, etc. 
But A. is now generous in sharing life’s necessities, not its luxuries: §6. 
εύτραπελία: 4.4-50.

6 συμπονών καί συναλγίαν τοΐς κακοπαθοΰβι: as a good general 
should, 4.4-611.

44.1 απαγορεύοντας ήδη καί κάμναντας: cf. 42.1 - επαυλίσασθαι τώ ι 
στρατοπέδωι: before they had apparently kept their distance, presum­
ably nervous of a surprise night attack. The Persians harassing the Ten 
Thousand behaved similarly (Xen. Anab. 3.4.34-6). Cf. Crass. 29.3 for 
Parthian dislike of night-time warfare.

2 τούς . . .  τεταγμένους: his personal bodyguard.
3 φαιόν ιμάτιον: 18.3η.
3~5 Antony’s address to  h is  troops illustrates the λό/οο δύναμή 

of 43.5, and the men’s devotion is manifest. This speech and its 
reception may well be fictional: they fit closely a recurrent historio­
graphical pattern, a general’s rebuke of cowardly or recalcitrant troops 
and the men’s protestations: cf e.g. Livy 5.28.8-9 (with Ogilvie’s n.), 
7.40.15-41.2, Tac. Am . 1.44.1. This particular form of the protests -  
‘decimate us . . . ’ -  comes naturally after 39.9, but is also suspiciously 
similar to two incidents in the Civil War, when C.’s troops responded 
to their general’s rebuke by offering themselves for decimation (App. 
2.63, Suet. M . 68.3; App. 2.94). P. again (cf. 43.2η.) transforms a 
stereotyped pattern : the men’s call on A.’s own feelings is matched by 
his own prayer that retribution should take only himself.

4 ο! μέν: the νενικηκότες. oi δ’: the φυγόντεξ.
5 νέμεσις ‘retribution’; A. responds to his men’s concern for his own 

welfare, 43.2. I t was an old notion that the gods envy a man’s good
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fortune, particularly if it leads him into üßpts: cf. esp. Hdt. i.30-34.1, 
Aesch. Agam. 750-5, and, in P., Mar. 23.1, 45 ie. Here the idea 
underscores A.’s μεταβολαί τύχη?, his greatness brought low (17.3- 
6n.). Cf. Camillus, viewing the destruction of Veii: ‘if Rome is owed 
some retribution (νέμεσις) for this present success, I pray that it may 
visit me, on behalf of the city and its army, and wreak what little evil it 
may’ (Cam. 5.8, cf. Livy 5.21.15 with Ogilvie’s n.). Aemilius Paullus 
responds similarly at Aem. 36.5-g, cf. 22.9.

45.1-2 Antony’s m en rally. The turning-point in Roman morale is 
marked by a heightened style. The Parthians ‘think they are riding out 
to plunder and booty, not to battle’: cf. Pyrrh. 26.4. The Romans 
surprise them as ‘strong and fresh in their enthusiasm’: cf. 39.8, where 
the Parthians shocked the Romans by their ‘freshness’ (νεαλέσι). The 
tables are now turned.

3-4 καθέντες εις γόνο κτλ.: cf. 49-L- Dio 49.29-30, Flor. 2.20.6-7. A 
Roman speciality was this testudo or ‘tortoise’ of locked shields above 
the heads, particularly useful for an assault on a defended wall. Here cf. 
esp. Livy 44.9.6, of the siege of Heracleum in 169: ‘they locked their 
shields above their heads; the first line stood at their full height, the 
second a little lower and the third and fourth lower still; the final line 
rested on their knees. This created a tiered testudo like the roofs of 
houses’ (cf. Plb. 28.11.2 and Ίτεφαπτλήσιον έ ρέψει here).

4 δψιν τε Θεατρικήν παρέχει: P.’s description is visually precise, but 
not obviously ‘theatrical’: perhaps he is thinking of the appearance of 
the audience. Theatrical imagery is important to the Life (29.4η., Intr., 
21-2), but P. here strains a little in order to reintroduce the idea.

7 έπΐ μικρόν άνυόντων τής àSoG ‘as they made their way in small 
stages along their route’, τω ν μεν άποθνηισκόντων υποζυγίων: Del- 
lius probably gave more detail, which P. tastefully suppresses: a (not 
certainly attributed) fragment of Arr. tells how ‘the deaths of the 
horses did not distress their riders, for they simply ate them’.

8 χοΐνιξ . . .  γενέσβαι: an Attic χοΐνιξ, about one litre or lb. 
weight, was ^  of a μέδιμνος. The normal price of corn varied greatly 
according to season and locality, but it seems generally to have been 
below I  den./dr. a Roman modius (about 8 f litres). 50 dr./den. for a 
mere χοΐνιξ was therefore about 440 times the normal maximum price.
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At Dir. 33.6 a μέδιμνος cost only 300 dr. in a famine, so a χοΐυιξ would 
even there cost only 6 dr.

g τραπόμενοι Sè προς λάχανα καί. βίζας: the usual story (17.511·)· 
But it doubtless happened, η φαντό . . .  άγοΰσης: an interesting story, 
dearly told by Dellius (cf. Arr. Partk. fr. 30 R), and in some ways 
similar to Xen. Artab. 4.8.20-21: the Ten Thousand came upon a sort 
of poisonous honey, which made the men stagger and vomit and drove 
them mad for twenty-four hours. This ‘poisonous honey5 was famous, 
and Dellius was possibly here fabricating on Xen.'s modd: but there 
may be an dement of truth. The symptoms are dose to those of 
ergotism, an illness which often leads to convulsions, dementia, vomit­
ing, and finally death, and is caused by eating rye or other grasses 
infected with a poisonous fungus. Its psychoses and hallucinations are 
dose to those produced by LSD, which is itself prepared in a similar 
way. Or it may be metallic poisoning: these districts are geologically 
bizarre, and there is some evidence that e.g. magnesium poisoning can 
result from eating plants growing in such soil. * When water was scarce 
and befouled, wine (§11) could often hdp  medication: cf. e.g. Cats. 
41.8, Alex. 66.6-67.1.

13 ‘ώ μύριοι’: the parallel with Xen., suggested earlier (37.2, 41.2,
41.3 mi.), becomes explidt. Cf. 49.5-6101. πλβίονα . . .  Βαβυλωνίας: 
A.’s march from Phraata to Armenia was ‘shorter5 {41.2) than ‘2400 
stades’ (38.3η.). Xen.’s route was much longer: the Anab. MSS give 
18,600 stades for the distance from Gunaxa to Cotyora on the Black 
Sea {Anab. 5.5.4), though the men reached safety some time before 
that. The Anab. passage may be an interpolation, but was probably in 
the text by P.’s day.

46 Another Parthian trap, disturbingly similar to the story of 40-1. 
Once again the Parthians make friendly overtures (46.1 ~  40.3), A. is 
deceived, and thinks of marching over the exposed plains (46.3 ~  4.1.1) 
until a trusted native warns him of the trap (46.4 ~  41.1 ). P. may here 
be changing from Dellius to another source and inadvertently including 
both sources’ versions of the same episode (a ‘doublet’): cf. Intr., 32, 
Pelling (t) 88 n. 98. P. himself draws attention to the similarity (αδθις

* I am grateful to Dr Clive Francis o f the Australian State Department of 
Agriculture and Prof. A. B. Bosworth for pointing out the relevance of ergotism, 
and to Dr J . D. Bell for observing that of metallic poisoning.
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§ι, πάλιν §3), and, whatever its origin, it is useful to his portrait: A. is 
again easily led and deceived; after 40-1, we think, he should know 
better.

I  διαπλέξαι μεν . . .  oöSfc διασπάσαι τήν τάξιν: the Parthians can 
neither force the ranks and files in on one another (‘tangle them up’, a 
striking use of διαπλέκειν) nor draw them apart (διασπάν). ήδη δέ 
πολλάκις ήττημένοι: cf. 50.2, the eighteen Roman ‘victories’. They 
need not be taken too seriously (cf. 42.x), amounting only to repulses of 
Parthian attacks.

3 άνύδρου: 47.SB.
4 M ith rid a tes is not otherwise known. Gf. 47.1η. M onaeses is 

again (cf. 37. in.) bewildering: ifhe had led the Parthians to victory (cf. 
37. in.), A. had no reason to trust him, and he himself was unlikely to 
want to help the Romans. Perhaps the Parthian nobles were reluctant 
to see Phraates consolidate his position; or perhaps a faction hoped to 
exploit A.’s forces to strengthen their own position (cf. Buchheim 78). 
But this whole story is suspect (cf. 46, 47.1 nn.).

5 A lexander (cf 48.1-3) is not otherwise known.
6 v i  γάρ . . .  εξήρτητβι: lit. ‘the great plains hang upon these hills’ -  a 

bold expression for (it seems) ‘lie connected to’. P. may have Thuc.
6.g6.2 in mind, Ιξήρτηται γάρ τό άλλο χωρίον . . but  Thuc.’s sense 
seems rather different, cf. Dover ad loc.

7 εκείνη μεν σΰν ϊχ ε ι . . .  ‘the one way brings thirst, and the toil 
which is familiar to you; but, ifhe goes the other way, A. may be sure 
that the fate of Crassus awaits him’ - that is, annihilation in an open 
plain as in 53. A grandly portentous conclusion.

47.1 καί τον ηγεμόνα της όδοΰ Μάρδον; 41-m. If this story is a 
‘doublet’ of 40-1 (cf. 46η.), this detail is odd, for ‘Mithridates’ (46.4) 
and ‘the Mardian’ will be the same person. In that case P., 
unconsciously combining two versions of the same event, would 
presumably be adding extra details from his imagination. He might 
naturally infer that A. sought confirmation from ‘the Mardian’ men­
tioned earlier, the man who knew the country.

a καί ανευ πολεμίων . . .  ‘even if one left the enemy out of account, 
he realised that the pathless routes over the plains and the wanderings 
these would involve would be arduous and difficult to trace’, μιας 
ή μέρας άνοδρίαν. cf. 46-3- This lack of water was possibly stressed by
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Dellius: it is mentioned by Dio 49.28.3 and Flor. 2.20.8. I t is probably 
exaggerated, for the northern slopes of Küh-e-Sahand have many 
streams (though they may well have been saline). But the theme 
certainly added drama and credibility to §§6-7, where the parched 
Romans hurl themselves into the salty waters of the river.

4. παρά τό είωθος Ιτ ι νυκτός έδίωκον: cf. 44*Ιη· This is closely 
similar to Xen. Anab. 3.4.34-7, where the Ten Thousand try to break 
away from the Persians by a surprise night-time march.

5 τεσσαράκοντα γάρ καί διακσσίους . . .  σταδίους: about th irty  
miles, scarcely credible. A  norm al day-tim e m arch  for a  fit a rm y in 
open terrain  was probably  less th an  15 miles. In  X en. the arm y covers 
only sixty stades du ring  the n ight (3.4.37).

6 ψυχρόν μέν . . .  ΰδωρ: probably the Talkheh, whose waters are 
notoriously saline: see Map 2. But the whole area is rich in gypsum and 
saline deposits, and one cannot be sure.

7 έδείτο βροχήν Ιγκαρτερήσαι χρόνον: like any good general in 
extreme hazard or suffering, A. finds the arguments to persuade his 
troops that their difficulties are nearly over: cf. e.g- Arr. Anab, 6.26.1-2 
(Alexander), Plb. 3.54.2, Livy 21.35.8 (Hannibal), Tac. Am. 2.14.4 
(Germanicus); Intr., 36. ποταμόν είναι πότιμον: an unpleasant jingle 
(though ancient ears were less offended by such things: cf. e.g. Dir.
20.5, Hollis on Ον. A.A. 1.29). This river was perhaps the Shiäh Chäi, 
cf. 49.2η. and Map 2. But there is something odd about this second 
river, and it may be fictional (4g.2n.). είτα τήν λοιπήν äcp ίππον καί 
τραχείαν: A. glosses over the difficulties. The last stages would indeed 
be protected, for a narrow defile led the last 30/40 miles to the Araxes: 
cf. 49.4η. and Map 2. But a considerable exposed plain lay between the 
Shiäh Chäi (or the T alkheh itself) and the beginning of that defile. Cf. 
49.2η.

48 T he R om an pan ic . P. follows a natural story-teUing pattern, 
where the dangers are most intense just before sudden deliverance 
(49.3)- Cf. e.g. Caes. 25-7, Alex. 66.6-7, Mar. 20-1, Thuc. 3.49.4, 7.2.4, 
Xen. Anab. 4.7.15-27, Tac. Am. 1.64-8; and the pattern is really as old 
as the Odyssey, where Penelope is on the point of choosing her new 
husband as Odysseus returns. ‘Nights of terror’ had long been a 
favoured theme of historians. Cf. 75.4, Crass. 27.4-8, Thuc. 7.80.1-4, 
Xen. Anab. 3.1.3, Hell. 2.2.3, Livy 9.3.1-4, Tac. Ann. 1.65-6. But as
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usual P.’s description, is no stereotype. What causes the panic is the 
men’s own indiscipline and greed, inspired by the silver and gold and 
‘expensive goblets and tables’ in A/s baggage (§4). The ‘very many 
gold drinking-cups’ of § 2 presage the theme. A., the great soldier, has 
brought his men to the brink of safety, but he also has with him the 
instruments of luxury which set it all at risk.

ϊ βΰθύς ώβπερ είώθεισαν άπαλλαττομένων: 44-Ια- M ith rid a tes 
and A lexander: 46.4-5 nn.

a · r. λαβών άπήλαονεν: cf. 74.6(n,},
4 χατέκοπτον ‘cut up’. Cf. Flor. 2.20.10.
5 ώιοντο γάρ . . .  διασπασμόν: as Thuc. 7.80.3-4 noted, panics 

readily occur in a threatened army at night: cf. e.g. Cats. 43.6, Tac. 
Ann. i .66. R ham nus: cf. Flor. 2.20.10. A. later kept a servant specially 
instructed to kill him when the time came, 76.7 (n.). These orders and 
the grief of his friends interestingly anticipate that death-scene at 
Alexandria. This time, the danger passes.

6 καί yip αϋρα τις . . .  ‘there was moisture in the breeze that was 
blowing from that direction and the cooler air in their faces made it 
easier to breathe’, Scott-Kilvert. Cf. 49.2η. Such a breeze could hardly 
blow from the tiny Shiäh Chäi, and this looks like P.’s fabrication, 
οΰτω αυμπεραίνειν τό μέτρον ‘confirm that estimate’, lit. ‘complete 
the measure so that it coincides’ with the conclusion drawn from the 
moist air.

49.1 πάλιν έμοίως κατερέψαντες άλλήλους: again the testudo, 45.3-4x1.
2 The r iv e r  o f  th e  farew ell is normally identified with the Shiäh 

Chat, a small stream ten or fifteen miles north of the Talkheh: see Map
2. I t  too is often saline, but if there had been recent rain (40.4η.) it 
might well be more drinkable than the Talkheh. Bnt P. implies that 
this was a considerable waterway (48.6η.), and we should expect the 
Parthians to have selected a conspicuous landmark to end their pursuit 
(cf. 48.1). Yet the Shiäh Chäi is a miserable stream, and so are all the 
other rivers a little N. of the Talkheh. There may well be fiction here, 
deriving either from P.’s source or, more probably, from P. himself. 
His source perhaps put the Parthian farewell earlier in the story, either 
at the crossing of the Talkheh (47.6-7), or even earlier (cf. Flor. 2.20.7, 
Dio 49.31.1). Either way, P, might prefer to delay it to here to give a 
dramatic conclusion. That meant attaching it to the crossing of a
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minor stream, which would in fact be much less hazardous; indeed, the 
stream was perhaps not mentioned by P.’s source at all, as P. may 
simply have inferred that the parched Romans must soon have found 
fresh water, διαβίβαζε . . .  : another difficulty in identifying this river 
with the Shiäh Chäi. I f  the Romans were really under attack, A. had 
no reason to cross the river at all. He could simply follow its E. bank 
and make quickly for the mountains. See Map 2.

3 πολλά τήν αρετήν αυτών έγκωμιάζοντες: Florus’ Parthians cry 
out, Ite et bene ualete, Romam! mento uos uictores fama geritami loquitur, qui 
Parthorum tela fugistis {2.20.7, cf. §2n.). An enemy’s respect as he laid 
down his aims was a conventional theme: cf. e.g. Veil. 2.107 (with 
Woodman’s nn.), Livy 2.15.5-6, 33.334-8, Tac. Am . 2.25.4. Dio­
medes’ words at Virg. Aen. 11.279-93 are similar.

4 4πΙ τόν Άράξην ποταμόν ήχον: the last stage of their inarch lay 
along a narrow defile from the modem Marand to Djolfà. See Map 2. 
λόγος διήλβεν. . .  διαβαίνουσιν αύτοΐς: in the pass they were naturally 
protected, and these fears were reasonable: the Parthians might well 
delay a final attack until they emerged from the pass to the river.

5 ώσπερ äpri γην εκείνην ίδόντες εκ πέλαγους: the joy of the 
voyager sighting land was proverbial: c£ A. Otto, Die Sprichwörter der 
Rimer (Leipzig 1890) 345, and e.g. 62 id. But P. particularly has in 
mind the famous inversion at Xen. Arni. 4.7.20-7, when the Ten 
Thousand first glimpse the sea. The cry went up, θάλαττα θάλαττα, 
and ‘they embraced one another and their generals and their captains, 
all in tears’. Here ττρός δάκρυα Kod ττεριβολά; άλλήλων verrò χαράς 
έτράποντο is unmistakably similar.

6 χώρας εΰδαίμονος: the adjective is regularly used of ‘prosperous’ 
countries or cities (e.g. 25.6, cf. LSJ 2), but is particularly frequent in 
stylised formulae in Xen. Anab. (e.g. 1.2.6, 1.4.1, 1.4.11; of Armenia 
itself at 3.5.17). Cf. 41.3η.

50.1 δισμυρίους πεζούς καί τετραχισχιλίαυς Ιππείς έπολωλότας: cf.
the initial figures at 37.3-4 and another 8000 deaths at 51.1: similar 
bloody statistics at Veil. 2.82.2-3, Flor. 2.20.10, and Livy Per. 130. 
They probably derive from Dellius (cf. 37-520.). P. liked such statistics 
himself) e.g. Goes. 15.5, Serf. 12.2, Pomp. 45.3, Sulla 28.15.

2 ώδευσαν . . .  ημέρας έπτά καί «ϊκοσν. cf. Livy Per. 130, . . .  in 
Armeniam reuersus est X X I [ctr. P.’s ‘twenty-seven’] diebus CCC mìliafuga
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mensas. Despite in Armeniam, the ‘twenty-one’ figure presumably gives 
the period until the Parthians’ farewell (49.3) : the Romans reached the 
Araxes ‘on the sixth day’ after that (49.4). Cf. Sherwin-White 320 n. 
35. μάχαις δ’ οκτώ καί δέκα: 46·in.

3-7 A ntony an d  A rtavasdes o f A rm enia. Cf. 3g.i(n.) on 
Artavasdes’ desertion and 92(5).3- Dio 49.25.5 and Strabo 11.524 are 
similarly bitter about Artavasdes (cf. 39.1η.), doubtless following 
Delikts (who was presumably defending A. against the charges of 
perfidy, §6n.). P. must have realised that A.’s treatment of Artavasdes 
was questionable, but still accepted Delikts’ emphasis: petty treachery 
was foreign to his notion of A., who is here indeed sensible (λογισμώι 
χρησάμενος §5) when his advisers are rash. P. prefers to reserve his 
moral sting for the end, the triumph in Alexandria (§6n.): he thus uses 
the story to aid the transition to Cl. (51.2-4) and to reintroduce the 
dominant theme, the brilliant soldier besotted and destroyed by love.

4 έξακισχίλιοι και μΰριοι: only ‘6000’ at 37.3, but both figures may 
be right: see n. ad loc. οΰκ δν Απηρξεν . . .  τοσαυτάκις ‘they would not 
have been able to recover their spirits and their daring so often after 
their defeats’, άναφερειν is regular in this sense (LSJ n.y.b), the more 
precise άναττολμδν is rarer and more striking (cf. Lucidi. 31.2). P. is 
quite fond of such historical speculations: cf. e.g. Dtr. 28.3, Caes. 26.2, 
Gracck. 3, Flam. 9.9-11 and 21.10-14. Here as elsewhere the speculation 
is likely to be his own, although he drew the bitterness against 
Artavasdes from his source (above).

5 è δέ λογισμώι χρησάμενος. . . :  cf. Dio 49.31.2-3: ‘although he was 
angry with the Armenian king and eager to take vengeance, he 
nevertheless flattered and paid court to him, so that he might obtain 
provisions and money; and finally . . .  he fawned on the king and made 
him many promises, so that he might be persuaded to let the Romans 
winter where they were’ (on this cf. 51.1η.). I t  was a long way through 
Armenia and winter was at hand. A. had to gain Artavasdes’ goodwill.

6 Ύστερον μέντοι πάλιν εμβολών εις Αρμενίαν: in 34j after he 
had planned but abandoned an attack in 35 (52. in .). A. was not merely 
being vindictive: a reliable Armenian base would be essential if he were 
to invade Parthia again. Dio 49.39-40 gives more detail of the 34 
campaign, probably from Dellius: cf. also Strabo 12.532, Pliny N.H. 
33.82-3. A. first negotiated with the Armenian king, even offering 
Alexander Helios to marry the King’s daughter; then he moved
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quickly on to Artaxata, arrested Artavasdes, and took over the 
country, leaving at least 16 legions for the winter (56. tn.). A coin of 
about 32 celebrates ar m en ia  d e v ic ta  (RRC no. 543). In his propa­
ganda Ό - claimed that A.’s treacherous arrest of Artavasdes had 
brought great discredit on the Roman people’ (Dio 50.1.4), and a 
hostile treatment filtered into the historical tradition (cf. Tac. Ann.
2.3.1 with Goodyear’s n.). But P.’s emphasis is different (§§3-70.), and 
his treatment brief: the narrative is gaining speed with Cl.’s reappear- 
ance (53.5η.), and here and in 52 he merely summarises later eastern 
events before moving to the rift in the West, έθριάμβευσεν ‘led in 
triumph’, active: c£ 84.7η. The word is misleading: the detail of Veil.
2.82.4 (cf. Woodman’s n., Grant 161-2) suggests only a Dionysiae 
procession, as was fitting for A. as Dionysus-Osiris (24.4η.) and amply 
precedented a t Alexandria (cf. esp. the procession of Ptolemy II, 24.4η, 
and Rice passim). But it would certainly show similarities with a 
Roman triumph, which itself had many Dionysiae associations (H. 
Versnel, Triumphus (Leiden 1970), esp. 20-38,235-54, 288-99), ar|d O. 
could readily claim this as a sacrilegious transfer of the Roman 
ceremony to Egypt. P. welcomes that emphasis (cf. §§3—711.). Dio 49.40 
gives more detail, including, the refusal of Artavasdes and the other 
captives to pay obeisance to CL

7 ώι μάλιστα 'Ρωμαίους ελύπησεν: thus reintroducing an import­
ant theme, 36.4η.

51.1 Τότε δε: in 36: P. reverts to the point he left at 50.5. διά πολλσΰ 
χειμώνας . . .  έπειγόμενος: Dio 49-31-3 (quoted on 50.5) seems to 
imply that Artavasdes allowed them to winter in Armenia, but that 
must be wrong: Artavasdes presumably only guaranteed them safe 
conduct through his country. According to Flor. 2.20.9 they 
encountered the ‘snows’ in Cappadocia. It is not dear where the men 
wintered: perhaps in Cappadocia or Commagene. It must have been 
Dec. or Jan. before they reached there, όκτακισχιλίους: the same 
figure as at Livy Per. 130.

a Βηρυτοΰ: Beirut. Λευκή Κώμη: not certainly Identifiable, but 
perhaps O ld  Berytus’, just south of Beirut itself.

3 άδημονών ήλυε . . .  : magnificently vivid. For ήλυε, ‘he wandered 
listlessly’, cf. 9.5η.; άδημονών, ‘beside himself with anguish’, is another 
powerful word (cf. exx. in LSJ), which P. particularly favours when
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writing of the anguish of separation: cf. Cic. 40.3, Tim. 5.4, JVuma 4.2. 
At 69.1 (n.) A. again wanders restlessly (άλύων κκί ττλανώμενος) after 
sending Cl. home: but the agony will then be different, and greater. 4n l 
σκοπήν (Ziegler’s emendation for the limp αησκοττεϊν) : probably 
σκοηή i$ abstract and this means ‘to look out’ (LSJ n) rather than ‘to a 
look-out point’ (LSJ 1): cf. Arai. 12.5. έσθήτα —  τοΐς στρατίώται,ς: 
Octavia will shortly arrive with the same things (53.3): they are rivals 
indeed. But Octavia’s money was real, and there was no suggestion that 
A. needed to pretend (§ 4 here). According to Dio 49.3 r.4, some money 
did come from Cl., and A. made up the rest, ‘ascribing the credit for the 
favour’ to Cl. Shortly afterwards A. returned with Cl. to Alexandria, 
where they spent the winter (App. 5.133).

52 Antony and Artavasdes o f M edia (37.3η., 38.3η.), who is still 
not named (38.3η.). According to P. they make an alliance to fight 
Parthia: only a part of the truth, as Dio 49.33 and 44 suggests. He 
agrees that Artavasdes was angry with Phraates because of the spoils, 
but adds that he was eager to exploit A.’s aid against Artavasdes of 
Armenia. He therefore sent Polemo (38.6η.) to offer A. an alliance in 35. 
In that year A. consequently set out ‘pretending that he was launching 
another attack on the Parthians’, but in fact intending to attack the 
Armenian king (Dio 49.33.3, cf. 50.6η.): he turned back when he heard 
of Octavia’s arrival (cf. 53.1-2). After the capture of the Armenian 
king in 34 (cf. 50.6-7), A. and the Median Artavasdes then planned to 
invade Parthia in 33 (Dio 49.44): they met on the Araxes but the 
campaign was abandoned (53.12, 56.1 nn.). P. probably knew all this 
from Dellius, but he has already dealt with Artavasdes of Armenia 
(50.6-7) and does not wish to reintroduce him here. He prefers, 
misleadingly, to imply that from the outset A. and the Median king 
were concerned only with Parthia.

I  Υπόνοιαν SÈ . . .  παρασχοΟσα: Media was perpetually under threat 
from Parthia, and Phraates had good reason to distrust everyone (c£ 
40.2η.). Mutual suspicion was hardly surprising.

3 γινόμενος οΰν έπ’ έλπίδος μεγάλης ‘having come to feel great 
hope’, an odd locution which P. favours: c£ Sol. 14.4, Brut. 47.6, Pomp.
27.6, and LSJ erri I.3.C. A. again (cf. 46η.) emerges as credulous, but P. 
does not labour the point, παρεακευάζετο Si’ ‘Αρμενίας αΰθις 
άναβαίνειν: P. seems to refer to the plans for the 35 campaign (52η.,
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above): if  so he probably misleads, for in that year A. apparently 
intended to attack Armenia, not Parthia. He may have borrowed 
details from the campaign of yy, which he hurries over at 53.12(0.): 
then A. and the Median king genuinely planned a Parthian campaign, 
and met on the Araxes before abandoning it. This Armenian route to 
the Araxes was similar or identical to the one of 36 (37.3η.), hence 
ctö6is. άναβοήνειν ‘go up’ from the sea.

53-5 The years 35-33

P. moves quickly through these years, again concentrating on Octavia 
and C3. and imaginatively improving his material (53.5-9,54-1-5 nn.). 
His treatment of politics is particularly hurried, and he writes allusively 
about some unfamiliar events (53.1, 53.12, 55 nn., cf. Intr., 12). His 
account of eastern events during 35-33 was similarly abbreviated, 50-2 
nn. Such compression is natural as Actium approaches: after A. takes 
his vital decision in 35 (53η.), P. represents events as moving rapidly 
and inexorably towards war. The narrative is tightened by the stress on 
the approaching conflict at 53.12, where P. anticipates events oflate 33 
and therefore already shows A. ‘turning towards the civil war’. The 
compression also enables P. to bring Parthia and Actium into starker 
comparison (37-5211.). Dio 49.33-44 is also very rapid; Appian 
perhaps gave more detail in his Egyptian History (cf. T. J . Luce, CP 59 
(1964) 259Γ-62).

53 The year 35, in P.’s view the critical time. Octavia arrived in the 
East, A. had to choose, he could not resist Cl.’s wiles, and Octavia 
returned to Rome (54.1). War was now certain (cf. 53.11). But much 
of this is fiction. Cl. was probably not even with A. when he heard of 
Octavia’s arrival, and the description of her wiles is imaginative (§§5-9, 
§7 nn.). Nor is it clear that A. saw himself as making any final break 
with O. or the West. He was still intent on an ambitious eastern 
campaign in Armenia and Parthia (50.6, 52 nn.), and still had a vast 
army in Armenia in mid-33, 56.1η.: this would be out of the question if 
he were expecting a war in the West. Octavia could hardly accompany 
him on such an eastern campaign, and would naturally return to 
Rome. True, a year before he had advertised his liaison with Cl. 
(36.5η.), but this had not then seemed to mark a decisive break -



otherwise Octavia would not have joined him now. Still) P.’s instinct is 
not wholly awry. Whatever A. intended, 0 . saw the opportunity which 
the treatment of his aster offered. By the end of the year he was 
exploiting it in his propaganda (54.1η.); he may also have been 
negotiating with A.’s enemy Artavasdes of Armenia (Dio 49.41.5) ; and 
his legions were fighting in Illyricum, suggestively close to the border 
with A.’s realm. This was indeed a critical year (though less critical 
than 36), but because of O.’s decisions, not A.’s. Έ ν 8ε 'Ρώμηι: P. 
does not fill in the western background: cf. Syme 227-42. While A. was 
failing in Parthia, O. was defeating Sextus (3rd Sept. 36, 35.8η.), a 
suggestive contrast for the Roman public to ponder. Sextus fled to the 
East and began to intrigue; with some misgivings, A. ordered his death 
(35.8η.). In Sicily Lepidus and O. meanwhile quarrelled. O. entered 
Lepidus’ camp, as confidently as A. a t 18.1-4, aDd Lepidus’ troops 
soon came over. His life was spared, but he went into exile and disgrace 
(cf. 55.3). At Rome O. was welcomed with jubilation; soon afterwards 
he hurried off to commence his campaign in Illyria (35-33)·

53.1 βουλομένης Όκταουίας πλεΰσαι πρός ’Αντώνιον: despite his 
unfriendly treatment of O. (next n.), P. leaves no doubt that Octavia 
suggested the journey herself. Her motives are noble, unlike her 
brother’s. We might expect βουλομένηι Όκταουίαι {dative with 
έπέτρεψε), but P. sometimes finds a ‘needless’ gen. absolute stylistically 
preferable: here it avoids hiatus. Cf. Nie. 16.7, τοΰ δ’ Όλυμτπείου 
πλησίον δντοζ, ώρμησαν ο! ’Αθηναίοι καταλαβεΐν . . where the gen. 
avoids the jingle . . .  Όλυμτπ'ειον πλησίον δν; 3.8, 5.4, 16.5, 22.4, 34.5 
nn. ώς οί πλείους λέγουσιν ούκ έκείνηι χ  (χριζόμενος . . .  : the 
interpretadon is unfavourable to O., and if it really stood in written 
sources (cf. ώς οί πλείους λέγουσιν), these were authors who wrote 
with spirit, perhaps Dellius and/or Pollio. But P. may owe the point to 
oral tradition (λέγουσιν may be a genuine ‘say’), or be giving his own 
view a spurious authority by ascribing it to a tradition: cf. 58.3η., Intr., 
40. Whether or not he invented the version, P. clearly accepts it: as he 
reintroduces O., he wishes to portray him clearly as calculating and 
shrewd, in contrast to the reckless A.

a κελεύοντος αυτόθι προσμένειν: but Dio 49.33.4 says ‘he ordered 
her immediately to go home’. P. implies that she remained in the East for 
some time, and there was a chance she might join A. (§5) : she returns to
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Rome only at 54.1. Perhaps Dio is simply exaggerating; but P. is 
elaborating the clash between Cl. and Octavia (§7n.), and possibly 
distorting here, for if Octavia were already to return home Cl. would 
have nothing to fear, r i  περί την άνάβασιν: 52.3· ποΰ, where in 
classical Greek we should expect ττοΐ: cf. LSJ irou sub fin.

3 πολλήν μέν έσθήτβ στρατιωτικήν κτλ.: cf. 5ΐ.3"~4η- βτρατιώτας 
επίλεκτους δισχιλίους: but it seems that O. had promised 20,000 men, 
not 2000: App. 5.95, cf 35.7η. ‘A. was confronted with damaging 
alternatives. To accept was to condone O.’s breach of a solemn 
agreement; to refuse, an insult to Octavia and to Roman sentiment’ 
(Syme 265). He accepted, στρατηγικές σπείρας 'praetorian cohorts’, 
39.2η.

4 N iger is not otherwise known.

5-9 Tile w iles o f Cleopatra and her flatterers. At How to Tell a 
Flatterer 6 ia -b  P. discussed the ways in which flatterers encourage 
disgraceful love-affairs.

'Thus, when A. was aflame with desire for the Egyptian woman, 
her friends persuaded him that she too was in love with him, and 
they abused him as heartless and arrogant. “The woman has left 
a great kingdom and a life of happiness: now she is wasting away 
as she goes with you on campaign. But ‘the heart within your 
breast cannot be moved’ [Horn. II. 14.329], and you allow her 
to go on in this grief.” A. took delight in being shown to be 
unfair, and these accusers gave him even more pleasure than 
those who praised him: he was destroyed by the very men who 
seemed to be giving him advice -  and he never realised it.’

The essay is probably earlier than the Life (24.12η.), and P. therefore 
knew the story before he read his historical sources (which in fact 
probably omitted it: the other ancient narratives have no hint of it) : cf. 
Intr., 29. He has to distort to fit it into his narrative (§7n.).

In the essay this is a straightforward example of spurious frankness 
(24.12η.): when the flatterer pretends to criticise he is really encourag­
ing his victim in his lowest instincts, and A. duly ‘takes delight’ in the 
criticisms. In  Ant. P. stresses GS.’s (pretended) mental rather than 
physical suffering, and he sees her position with unusual sympathy 
(§§9-1 on.). One understands why A. is tom, but also why Cl. fears
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Octavia’s approach (§5). The flatterers do not find it easy to persuade 
A., who certainly takes no ‘delight5 in their advice. Eventually he 
yields, and misses the remarkable opportunity to repair the Parthian 
catastrophe (§11): but one senses the heaviness of his heart. Cf. Intr., 

I3'5 τοΰ τρόπου τηι σεμνότητι: 31.4η. έρδν αύτή προσεποιεΐτο τού 
’Αντωνίου: we have so far heard little of Cl.’s feelings for A.: cf. 36. in., 
Intr., 16. At first she was playing the κόλαξ (29.1); but it is surprising 
that this show of passion is still mere ‘pretence5. That certainly 
heightens the contrast with Octavia, for Cl.’s arts are still those of the 
courtesan. But by the end of the Life (esp, 84) Cl.’s love is beyond 
doubt: two lovers, not a lover and a trickster, lie united in death. Cf 
Intr., 43. τό  σώμα . . .  χαθήιρει ‘made her body waste away5: cf. 
καδαίρεσις at 8a.4(n.).

6-7 Cleopatra’s pretence o f love: cf. e.g. the advice given by the 
lem at Ov. Am. 1.8.69fr., esp. 83fr.; and the girls of love elegy do 
sometimes adopt similar tricks (e.g. Prop. 1.15.39-40, 3.25.5-6, Tib. 
1.9.37-8 (a boy), Ον. A.A. 1.659-62) -  though as usual P.’s description 
shows more subtlety and depth. This Cl. seems more sophisticated 
than her counterpart in Sh. (i.iii.2-5): Intr., 44. Sh. does not reproduce 
the present scene, despite his interest in the clash of Cl. and Octavia. He 
prefers to move even more rapidly than P. to the dimax of Actium: 
A.’s final rejection of Octavia is reported, no more {in.vi.60-98): and 
even as Octavia herself hears the news, there is litde interest in her 
response. Sh.’s Octavia is more colourless than P.’s, and we always 
know that his A. will prefer Cl.: the moment of his choice could only be 
an anticlimax. Cf. 31.2,35.3 nn., Intr., 42. ύπεφαίνετο ‘just gave a hint 
o f . . . ’, ‘was just visible as . . . ’: Cl. knows not to overplay her hand.

7 πραγματευόμενη ‘contriving5 or ‘managing5, a businesslike word, 
ταχύ τύ δάκρυον . . .  λανθάνειν εκείνον ‘quickly tried to wipe away 
and conceal her tears, as i f  (ώς δή, indicating a pretence) ‘she wished 
to hide it from him5. Flacelière’s τό δάκρυον ‘tear5 (cf. 442d, 659c, 
Marc. 2.8) is a more likdy emendation of των δακρύων (MSS) than 
Ziegler’s τό δακρΰον, ‘her weeping’ (cf. Ale. 32.4). μέλλοντος . . .  τόν 
Μηδον: cf. 52.3 for the projected campaign with Artavasdes of Media. 
Dio 49.33 confirms that A. embarked on an eastern campaign in 35, 
against Artavasdes of Armenia (cf. 52η.): A. turned back when he 
heard of Octavia’s arrival, leaving the campaign for the following year.
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Dio’s details look like those o f§ n , and this is presumably the factual 
basis of P.’s story. In that case P. has greatly expanded the role of Cl. 
In Dio she plays no part in A.’s decision to abandon the campaign: 
indeed, A. is already on campaign, and Cl. does hot even seem to be in 
A.’s company when he hears the news of Octavia. (Dio here presum­
ably preserves the version of his source, for he would not himself play 
down Cl.’s charms: cf. 49.33.4.) The rewriting is probably P.’s own. He 
apparently knew of the flatterers’ wiles some time before he wrote Ant. 
(§§5—9η.), but he had to find a context. This was the obvious moment, 
the time when A. made his crucial decision to stay with Cl.: but that 
inevitably required an inflation of Cl.’s role in the decision.

8 ol Sè κόλακες: c£ 24.9-120. παραπολλύντα ‘destroying’, with the 
hint of ‘destroying pointlesslf·. cf. LSJ. άνηρτημένον ‘utterly devoted’.

9-10 O ctavia a s w ife, Cleopatra as lover. The contrast between 
an amica and an uxor recurs in Roman elegy, where life with an arnica is 
naturally passionate, rewarding, and fragile, while married life is cold 
and fla t But in love-elegy the contrast normally centres on the 
woman’s dual role—arnica to one man, uxor to another — and the man’s 
consequent torment or thrill. (Cf. esp. Cat. 68.143-8, Ov. Am. 1.4, 3.4; 
Prop, develops the contrast with more variation, cf. 2.6.41-2, 2.21, 
4.3.49-50.) That is now reversed, and P. presents us with A.’s two 
women, his amica and his uxor, and Cl.’s indignity. Even if there is 
pretence here (§50.), P.’s readiness to see her viewpoint is striking, and 
contrasts with the trivial stereotypes of female psychology often found 
in ancient authors, and indeed with the How to Tell a Flatterer passage 
(§§5~9n·)- Virgil’s Dido is again similar (Intr., 17). She too can claim a 
peculiar debt after sacrificing her majesty for an illicit affair: when 
Aeneas tries to counter her claims, there are no right words for him to 
say {Am. 4.333—61). But, unlike A., Aeneas knows he must leave, as 
Rome demands. Απελαυνόμενη? Sfe τούτου μή περιβιώαεαθαι: an 
important new theme. For the moment, this is hyperbole and pretence 
-  but Cl. will come to mean it passionately (cf. esp. 84). In elegy male 
lovers proclaim their love in similar terms: cf. esp. Prop. 2.1, 2.8, 2.28. 
When women die for their love, they tend to provide witty exempla, no 
more (cf. Prop, ϊ.15, a very humorous poem, and Ον. A.A. 3.17-22). 
But Dido is again different, and closer to P.’s Cl.

I I  έξίτηξαν καί άπεθήλυναν ‘melted and unmanned’ him {Scott- 
Kilvert), almost like Hercules with Omphale {90(3)4): a very bold
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phrase, εις Αλεξάνδρειαν ΙπανελθεΤν . . cf. §711. καίπερ έν στάσει 
των Παρθικών είναι λεγομένων: cf. the hints of Parthian unrest during 
36 (37.1, 37-5-38.1,40.2, 40.5,42.1 nn.). Once again (cf. 37.5), P. sees 
A. as wasting a great opportunity because of Cl.

13 ού μήν άλλα: 9- in. Here the force is Tie did not abandon the East 
completely, but . . . ’ άναβάς αΰθις: cf. 52.3η. It is not clear which 
‘journey up-country’ P. here means: perhaps that of 34, when A. 
captured the Armenian Artavasdes (5o.6~7n.); more likely that of 33, 
when he started but abandoned his second invasion of Parthia (Dio 
49.44, cf. 52η.). According to Dio, the betrothal of Alexander Helios 
(36.5η.) to Iotape, the daughter of the Median king, was agreed in 34 
(49.40.2) and A. ‘took’ (Ιλαβεν, 49.44.2, cf. λαβών here) the girl in 33: 
thus the princess presumably accompanied A. to Alexandria in that 
year. She was still there in 30 (Dio 51.16.2). Cf. G. H. Macurdy, JRS  
26 (1936) 40-2. ήδη προς τον εμφύλιον πόλεμον τετραμμένος: cf. 53-
5, 56-1 »ti­

s i · ! ^  Octaviam and  O ctavia. P. does not say when Octavia 
returned from Athens, but implies that she was in the East for some 
time (53.2η.), perhaps all summer 35. No other source mentions O.’s 
pressure for a divorce and her refusal, and P. again seems to be making 
the most of Octavia (cf. 31.2η.): as at 35-6 (cf. 23-360.) he passes 
quickly from Octavia to the degenerate extravagance of A. with Cl. 
(§§5" 9n.)- The truth of the story is doubtful, but {pace Syme 265) it is 
credible that O. sought to exploit his sister’s treatment as early as 
winter 35-34, when the propaganda war was gathering pace (55η.). He 
may well have stated publicly that she was entitled to a divorce, even if 
too noble to seek one. She clearly did continue to live in A.’s house, 
with the children, until their divorce in 32: cf. 57.4-5. ύβρίσθαι 
δοκοΰσαν: just as he had intended (53.1).

2 O ctavia5s speech: as at 35.3 (n.), she is grave as well as passion­
ate, and her language is balanced and controlled, ώς oöS’ άκουσαι 
καλόν: understand όυ (acc. abs., cf. GG §1569). ‘For it would be an 
unspeakable thing. . . ’ (lit. ‘it not being a fair thing even to hear of.. . ’). 
ό μεν δι’ έρωτα γυναικός, ò Sè διά ζηλοτυπίαν. . .: she is determined 
not to become a Helen (cf. 6,1).

3 των τέκνων. . .: Cf. 35.8η.
4 ύποδεχομένη συνέπραττεν ών παρά Καίσαρος δεηθεΐεν ‘she
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received them in her house and helped them to obtain from O. 
whatever they needed’.

5 è μισείτο γάρ άδικων γυναίκα τοιαύτην: ‘characterisation by 
reaction’, c£ Intr., 40; for the theme of Roman disgust cf. 36.4η. Here it 
smooths the transition to the outrage of Alexandria (Ιμιοήθη δέ 
καί...).

54.4-9 The ‘donations’ o f  A lexandria. P., like Dio 49.41, makes a 
great deal of this. A. was once φιλλέλλην, in a simple and noble way 
(23.2-4, 33.6-34.1 nn.); but, as he moved from Athens to Alexandria, 
his eastern tastes became grander. Now he is no longer φιλλέλλην, but 
μισσρρώμαιοί (§5). The contrast between his extravagance and Roman 
ways is pointed by the juxtaposition ofrCI. and Octavia (§§1-511.), by 
now embodying the contrast of Rome and the East. P. dwells on the 
oriental symbolism, the extravagant display and titles, the divine 
imitation: nothing could be further from the manner of Octavia.

Dio 49.41 is dose in detail to P., but their account is certainly 
exaggerated: as Dio shows, O.’s propaganda fastened on the affair, and 
this has coloured the tradition. In early 32 A. sought ratification in 
Rome for his acta, but the Antonian consuls Sosius and Domitius still 
believed they could hush up the affair (Dio 49.41.4) -  incredible, if the 
‘donations’ had been as public and spectacular as P. and Dio suggest. 
But it is likely that there was some public ceremony, probably in late 
34 and perhaps, as Dio states, in connexion with the ‘triumph’ of 
50.6(n.). A. probably hoped to create some new blend of Roman and 
oriental ceremonial: these were Rome’s conquests, but the celebration 
was phrased in the idiom of the East (§§7-90.11.). In any event, the 
‘donations’ made no difference to the actual administration. Most of 
the territories -  Egypt, Cyprus, Koile Syria, Cilicia, and parts of 
Phoenicia -  were Cl.’s already; Alexander Helios’ hopes of Media 
depended on his future as Artavasdes’ son-in-law. Parthia was not A.’s 
to give, and represented only a hope for the future. Syria, which Cl. 
dearly desired (cf. Jos. A .J. 15.88) does seem a new gift -  but it 
continued to have a Roman proconsul (L. Calpurnius Bibulus, MRR 
411), and local princes were not expropriated (cf. Bowersock 47), 
Cyrene and Armenia continued to be occupied by Roman generals and 
legions (56.1, 69.3η.), and Lesser Armenia remained available to be 
given to Polemo the following year (56.1η.). These ‘gifts’ were only
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gestures -  and there was still no mention of Judaea, which CL craved 
(36.3-41Ί.). A. himself kept a certain distance: he might have a throne 
(§6), but he was not king of Egypt. I t was Cl. and the children who 
would reign, in Egypt as perhaps elsewhere: the significance as well as 
the historical truth of the ceremonial is uncertain, but perhaps the 
children might one day be client kings, in the manner of A.’s earlier 
settlements (36.3-411.). But that was far in the future, τραγικήν: 
‘theatrical’ or ‘spectacular’ is here a better translation than ‘tragic’: cf. 
e.g. Dir. 44.9 with 4Ϊ.7, Demetrius’ robe (Intr., 21); Popi. 10.3, 
Valerius’ house; Plato Meno 76ε with Bluck’s n.; Wardman 170. But 
the suggestion of tragedy is certainly important. Like Demetrius’ robe 
and Valerius’ house, such display portends catastrophe. Cf. 29.4η., 
Intr., 2t—2. μιαορρώμβιον: the word may well be P.’s own coinage, 
though φίλορρώμαιος was frequent (eastern monarchs had adopted it 
as a title since the first century b .c ., cf. Braund 105-7).

6 The gym nasium ; the city’s finest building, according to Strabo 
17.795, with colonnades over a stade long: cf. Fraser 1 28-9, and see 
Map 4. Ini βήματος άργυρον δύο θρόνους χρυσούς: cf. Dio 49·4°·3>
41.1, άπέφηνε is odd: Cl. had been queen of Egypt and Cyprus for 
years, and of Koile Syria since 36 (36.3-.4nn.); Caesarion had shared 
the throne since 44 (25.1η.). Λιβύης: Cyrene (Dio 49.41.3), cf. 61.2η. 
Dio more credibly says that this was ‘given’ to Cleopatra Selene, 
Alexander’s twin (30.3, 36.5 nn.): P. has presumably confused the two 
Cleopatras. A. had probably controlled Cyrene since 42 or 40. For 
C aesarion cf. OCD% 25.1η., 81. He appears as ‘Ptolemy Kaisar’ or 
‘Kaisaros’ in Egyptian inscriptions; C. apparently authorised the use of 
his name (Suet. M . 52.1), which was current in Rome by 44 (Cic. Att. 
374(14.20).2). His paternity has always been disputed: cf. Suet. ltd.
52.2. A. found ‘a son of C.’ useful to his propaganda, just as O. found it 
embarrassing to his (cf. Dio 49.41,2). καταλιπόντος: when he left 
Egypt in 47. Cf Coes. 49.ro, ‘when C. departed for Syria, he left 
(κατέλνττε) Cl. as queen of Egypt, and shortly afterwards she bore him 
a son whom the Alexandrians called Caesarion’.

7 τούς έξ αύτοΰ καί Κλεοπάτρας υιούς βασιλείς βασιλέων άν- 
αγορεύσας: ‘king of kings’ was a fairly common Oriental title (cf. Dtr. 
25.6), used e.g. of Persian and Parthian, Armenian, Bosporan, and 
Egyptian kings, as well as the Christian God. A.’s ‘sons by Cl.’ were 
Alexander Helios, bom in 40 (30.3,36.5η.), and Ptolemy Philadelphus,
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born in 36 (36.5η.) : P. has not in fact mentioned Ptolemy Philadelphus 
before. There seems to be an error here: Dio 49.41.1 says that Cl. was 
to be ‘queen of kings’ and Caesarion. ‘king of kings’, and that seems right. 
The a rm e n ia  d e v ic t a  coin of about 32 B.c. {RRC no. 543, 50.6η.) has 
on its reverse Cl.’s head (remarkably for a Roman coin, Grant 169- 
70), and the legend C le o p a t r a e  r e g in a e  re g u m  f i l io r u m  re g u m . A 
Delian inscription, CIL 3.7232, seems to refer to rege]m regu[m . . .  
Cleo]patraeJ[ilium, presumably but not certainly Caesarion. Μη δίαν: not 
to be taken as a threat of conquest. From 35 onwards A. was thinking 
of peace with Media (52ml.), and Alexander was to marry Iotape, the 
Median princess (52.3η.). Alexander might have some hope of inherit­
ing Media as the king’s son-in-law. τά Πάρθων βταν ύπαγάγηται: cf, 
Dio 49.41.3, ‘everything else beyond the Euphrates as far as India’. 
Φοινίκην καί Συρίαν καί Κ ιλικίαν (presumably ‘Rough Cilicia’, as at
36.3 (n.) ) : Dio more extravagantly says ‘Syria and all the region west of 
the Euphrates as far as the Hellespont’.

8 τιάραν καί κίταριν ορθήν έχούσηι: the tiara was a fabric turban, 
generally worn flat, with a beret-like tilt to the front. Only kings could 
wear it ‘upright* (ορθή), i.e. raised conically to a point. The kitaris 
originally denoted this ‘upright tiara’ (e.g. Ctes. FGrH 688 fr. 15.50), 
but by P’s time ‘tiara’ and ‘kitaris’ were felt as simple synonyms: hence 
the need to specify that this kitaris was όρθή (cf. Artax. 26.4, 340c, Arr. 
Anab. 6.29.3 vvrith 3.25.3). The head-dress was distinctively Armenian 
and Median, κρηπΐσι και χλαμύδι καί καυσίαι διαδηματσφόρωι 
‘military boots and cloak, and a woollen hat carrying a diadem’. The 
kausia was a  simple woollen or goat-hair hat, similar to caps still worn 
by peasants in Afghanistan (cf. B. Mr Kingsley, AJA  85 (1981) 39-46). 
Since Alexander, both the kausia and a distinctive style of military cloak 
[chlamys) had particularly been associated with the Macedonians: cf. 
LSJ and e.g. Ephippus FGrH 126 fr. 5, ‘almost every day Alexander 
wore a chlamys . . .  and a kausia carrying a diadem’; Eton. 8.12; Strabo 
15.715; and 200 years later Caracalla wore a καυσίσ and κρηπίδες to 
imitate Alexander (Herodian 4.8.2). For the diadem cf. 12.3η. The 
combination of kausia and diadem is attested for Alexander (Ephippus, 
dt. above, and Arr. Anab. 7.22.2) and other kings (Kingsley, AJA  88 
(1984) 66-8), though it does not seem to have been very common, 
αδτη ‘the latter’, έκείνη ‘the former’.

9 Cleopatra and Isis. Cf. 24.4η. By the time P. wrote On Isis and
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Osiris he knew a great deal about the cult of Isis: that is probably later 
than Ant., but he was perhaps already aware that Cl.’s divine preten­
sions were unsurprising (he appears to give them less weight than the 
‘donations’, or A.’s own divine imitation, 4.2, 24.4 nn.). For 250 years 
Egyptian queens had been associating themselves with Isis, and by the 
time of Cleopatra III {late second century) they had come to identify 
themselves completely with the goddess: cf. Fraser I 240--6. The title 
‘new Isis’ seems to originate with Cl. herself (Fraser 1 244-5). Cl. is not 
so called in any surviving document, but P.’s notice is credible: she 
called herself θεά υεωτέρα on coins, and her father Ptolemy X II was 
‘Neos Dionysos’, as was A. himself (33.6-34.1, 60.5 nn.). Cf. Nock 1 
244-52, Grant 168-9.

55 The propaganda w ar. A. and O. had been exchanging propa­
ganda since 44, with particular ferocity in 44-43 and 40: cf. Scott, 
passim, and e.g. 16.7-8, 30.1-4 nn. Soon after 36 the exchanges began 
again, with O. pointedly talking of ‘restoring the Republic’ — if only A. 
would agree (App. 5.132); A. later responded similarly (Suet. Aug.
28.1, Dio 49.41.6, 50.7.1). By winter 35-34 O. was probably making 
capital of his sister’s treatment (54.1-50.). In 33-2 the propaganda 
battle was intensified. Some of it centred on A.’s drunkenness (he wrote 
a tract de ebrietate sua in response); and, as earlier with Glaphyra (24.1,
30.4 nn.), much of the material was salacious, with O. lavishing 
attention on the affair with Cl., and A. replying in kind (Scott 39-40, 
cf. 58.4-59.1n.). Particularly blunt was A.’s letter of 33 b.c., quoted by 
Suet. Aug. 69.2 (cf. 36.5η.): quid te mutauit? quod reginam ineo? uxor mea est? 
rame coepi, an abhinc armos rumem? tu dande solam Drusillam inis?. . .  an refert, 
ubi et in qua arrigas? Cf. also Suet. Aug. 63.2 and ali 68-71, with Carter’s 
nn.; Grant 185-90. Though P. makes it clear that the affair with Cl. 
figured prominently, unlike Suet, he has no taste for such indecency. 
Cf. Goes., where he makes little of the obscenities levelled against C. 
(Pelling (2) 137 and n.56).

The present exchange (Scott 38-9) took place in 33: cf. 56.1η. Dio
50.1, probably deriving from the same source, gives A. very similar 
complaints (though cf. §3n.), but his O. makes rather different charges, 
in particular complaining about the ‘donations’. P. makes it clear that 
these figured in the propaganda (§1), but does not duplicate material 
by including them in O.’s reply: instead O. develops his heavy irony
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concerning A.’s military failures, §4. P.’s emphasis certainly makes O. 
more dislikable: A.’s men had in truth ‘fought magnificently’ (cf. καλώς 
ccycoviadpsvoi), and the gibes are outrageous. But they also touch a 
nerve. A., the great soldier, is particularly sensitive to this ridicule, and 
he responds decisively (56.1).

P. is moving quickly here (above, p. 243). Much of this material has 
not been mentioned before, and is treated very allusively here: the fates 
of Sextus and Lepidus, O.’s failure to return the ships, his exclusion of 
A-’s men from the settlements. Cf. Intr., 12.

i  Τούτα δ’ εις σύγκλητον έκψέρων. . . ‘making these things public 
before the senate’, ‘disclosing’ them. O. returned to Rome from 
Illyricum to assume his second consulship on ist Jan. 33, but stayed 
only a few days. He probably did deliver some attack on A. in the 
senate on ist Jan., but was not in Rome long enough to attack A. 
‘often’ before the people, and ττολλάκις.. .κατήγορων must be an 
exaggeration, παρώξυνε tb  πλήθος: P. typically (Pelling (3)) stresses 
‘the masses’. But O.’s propaganda was aimed just as much at the 
senate, the legionaries, and the Italian middle classes.

3 For the defeat of Sextos cf. 35.8, 53.1 nn. χρησάμενος ναΰς . . . 
άπεατερησε ‘he had borrowed ships from him for the war and not 
returned diem’. For the loan of ships, cf. 35.7η.; O. had returned only 
70 (App. 5.139).

3 For the defeat of Lepidos cf. 53.1η. τοΐς αότοΰ οτρατιώταις . . . 
χαταχεκληρούχηχε (‘colonised’) μηδέν λιπών τοΐς εκείνου: Dio
50.1.3 makes A. object that he has not been able to recruit in Italy, and 
demand half of the troops which O. has levied, P. naturally stresses 
settlement rather than recruitment, for that is the point of O.’s riposte, 
§4. A. may have made either or both complaints. He had been 
guaranteed facilities for Italian recruitment in 40 (30.6~31.5n.), but 
could not enforce this; and, although A.’s veterans had shared in the 
settlements of 41-40 (Keppie 66-9), O. had recently settled perhaps 
20,000 more of his own men (Keppie 69-73). A. could fear that 
insufficient land was being left for his forces: many of those levied in 43- 
40 would be expecting settlement soon (Keppie 35-8).

4 For A.’s conquisi of A rm enia cf. 50.6η. O.’s gibe about the 
‘conquests of Media and Parthia’ is of course sarcastic: A.’s men had 
been some way from ‘gaining these for Rome’.



56-69 The Actium  cam paign

P. might easily have underlined the historical importance of Actium. It 
decided the fate of the Roman world; in particular, it was critical for 
the fortunes of Greece (Intr., 1). I t  was celebrated in literature, 
architecture, and religious ceremonial (cf. Woodman on Veil. 2.84—7), 
and P. had surely visited Nicopolis (cf. Jones 36, 65.5η.), whose very 
existence attested its glory. Dio 51.1 and Veil. 2.86.1 included such 
reflections, and they would not have been alien to P.’s manner (cf. 
50.4η. and e.g. Graech. 20.1, 26.4). But for him the importance is 
simpler. I t is A.’s catastrophe, and his fate is recounted with intense 
humanity (cf. esp. 67η.). All centres on A. and Cl., and other 
individuals, even O., dwindle in importance. This is the third great 
reverse of A.’s life, following Mudna and Parthia: the points of 
similarity with the Parthian campaign are especially close (37-52^, cf.
58.1-3, 61, 65-6, 69.1-2 nn.). But until now A. has been an exception 
to the general truth that ‘men in adversity do not live up to their ideals 
. . . ,  but fall back to their accustomed habits, and their resolve is 
shattered’ (17.3-6); and his men have loved him for it. This campaign 
is different, because for the first time Cl. is there; and A., unthinkably, 
betrays his own men. They are naturally bewildered (68.4), but 
continue to show that ‘loyalty and virtue’ which A. has always shown 
to them (esp. 64.2—4, 67.8-9, 68.4). This is no ordinary army, indeed, 
and no ordinary general. He naturally feels his shame intensely, 
becoming increasingly solitary, in a way which carries psychological 
conviction (63.9-11, 66.6-8, 67, 69.1): finally he turns to the life of 
Timon (6g.6-7n.). P. doubtless knew the cruder products of Augustan 
propaganda, representing A. as a monster and his defeat as a joyous 
salvation. This portrait belongs in a different world: P.’s moralism is 
not primarily that of approval or disapproval, but rather gives insight 
into a great man’s frailty. Cf. Intr., 15.

56-60.1 Preparations

P.’s focus rests firmly on A., and he omits important details concerning
O. and the West. The triumvirate’s second term (35.7η.) had probably 
expired at the close of 33: as in 37 (35.7η.), the legal position of O. and 
A. became unclear, though not necessarily impossible (in 37 they had
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continued to exercise triumviral powers for some months before they 
were legally renewed). The consuls for 32 were the Antonians Sosius 
and Domitius (34.10, 40.8 nn,). On ist Feb. (or, less likely, ist Jan.) 
Sosius launched a public attack on O., who responded a few weeks 
later with a show of force in the senate. The consuls, together with a 
number of senators, fled to A. (56.3η.): he organised them into a 
‘counter-senate’, reflecting his claim that Rome and its constitution 
were on his side (Dio 50.3.2). During the following months O. 
continued his propaganda attacks (cf. esp. 58.4-59. in.), and organised 
the oath taken by Italy and the western provinces to follow his personal 
leadership (R.G. 25.2, etc, 60.in.). War was declared on Cl. later in the 
year (6o.in.). Cf. esp. È.W. Gray, PACA 13 (1975) 15-29, F· Wall- 
mann, Hist. 25 (1976) 305-12, and Syme 276-93.

56.1 lv ’Αρμένιοι διατριβών: in mid-summer 33, when he was meeting 
the Median Artavasdes at the Araxes (52,53.12 nn.). For C anidius cf. 
34.10η. εχκαίδεκα τέλη: A. had left them there the previous year (Dio 
49.40.2). This must have been most (not necessarily all, as Brunt 504 
assumes) of A.’s army in Asia: even in mid-33, A.’s forces were still 
concentrated on his E. frontiers. I t was only now that he ‘turned to the 
civil war’, as P. fairly says (53.12): cf. 53η. He left some troops in the 
East, though he soon recalled them (Dio 49.44). For the defence of 
Armenia he relied on the alliance with Media, and on Polemo (38.6η.), 
to whom he now gave Lesser Armenia, καταβαίνειν επί θάλατταν: a 
march of 1400 miles, which would take at least four months. 
Κλεοπάτραν άναλαβών ‘taking Cl.’, whereas he began the Parthian 
campaign by ‘sending her back* to Egypt’ (37.3η.): an ominous 
beginning.

a οκτακόσιοι σύν όλκάσι νήες ‘8oo ships, including merchantmen’: 
these would serve as transports. 61.5 suggests that over 500 were 
fighting ships, ών Κλεοπάτρα παρείχε διακοοίας: only sixty fought at 
Actium (64.1, 66.5 nn.), but perhaps she contributed a particularly 
large number of transports (64.1η.). Cf. 36.3-40. for Cl.’s ship­
building: she presumably provided crews as well. Her contribution was 
vital, and the Cl e o pa t r a e  r e g in a e  regum  f iijo r u m  regum  coin 
(54.7η.) fittingly shows a ship’s prow; cf. 36.3-411.

3-4 The dispute over Cl.’s presence. Cf. 58.4, 59.4. The main 
lines are credible. Domitius arrived from Rome in late Feb. or March:
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with him were a group of Antonian senators (56-69^), and these may 
be the ‘others’ (τινων άλλων, §3). Domitius had just been confronting 
O. in person, and knew the damage being done by his propaganda, 
particularly the attacks on Cl. Other experienced politicians, including 
Plancus (58.4η.), took the same view: were she to withdraw, O. could 
hardly represent the war as fought against her rather than A. (60.in.). 
Equally, Canidius, soon to be commander-in-chief of the land force 
(63.6), would stress the importance of Cl.’s military aid (there is no 
need to think that he was ‘bribed’, as P. credulously accepts, §4). Cl. 
herself clearly wished to be present, and not necessarily because she 
feared Octavia. Just as O. encouraged Italians to see the war as a 
crusade against the East, so many easterners clearly saw it as a chance 
for vengeance on Rome: a Sibylline oracle (Sib. Or. 3.350-80), 
composed about now by an unknown Oriental, looked forward with 
joy to Roman humiliation and Cl.’s triumph, the triumph of Asia (c£ 
W.W. Tam, JR S  22 (193a) 135-43, Grant 172-5). Such men would 
fight for their queen, not for a  Roman general; and if victory were won, 
it would be Cl-’s, not A.’s. πεισθε'ις υπό Δομιτίου: P.’s A. is as easily led 
as ever (Intr., 33); and it seems natural for Cl. to fear that Octavia, too, 
might reassert her influence, διακαραδοκεΐν: a very rare word, ‘to wait 
till the end of’ the war, almost ‘to sit it out’. Not ‘to expect anxiously’ 
(LSJ).

4 τάς δι5 Όκταουίας πάλιν διαλύσεις: the MSS have αώτου before 
διαλύσεις, which could only =  τού πολέμου, as Perrin takes it; but this 
would naturally refer to a war already being fought, not merely feared: 
so at Thuc. 4.19.1 and presumably 826d. ώς ούτε δίκαιον. . .: 
understand either δν (the same construction as at 54.2 (n.)) orfjv (with 
ώς =  δτι, giving in o.o. Canidius’ argument), άπελαύνεσθαι ‘to be 
driven away’, the same strong word as at 53.10.

5 άλλως δε. . . ‘and anyway’, μηδ’, instead of the classical ούδέ: cf. 
5.8, 71. inn. for similar extensions of μή. καί μανθάνουσα χρήσθαι 
πράγμασι μεγάλοις: the argument is perfect kolakeia (cf. 57fr-f): Cl. 
pretends to be no more than A.’s pupil in statecraft. But we know who 
was usually the pupil and who the teacher. Cf 2g.i(n.), 
διετταιδα/ώγει, and io.6n.

6 εδει γάρ είς Καίσαρα πάντα περιελθεϊν: Ρ. sometimes speaks as if 
there were some supernatural force guiding human history towards a 
predetermined end: sometimes ‘god’ (e.g. Brut. 47.7); sometimes ‘the
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daimori (cf. 33.3η.), as at Caes. 66.1 and esp. Bruì. 55(2).2); sometimes a 
more or less providential 'fortune’, as at Phil. 17.2; cf. also e.g. Dion
4.3-4, JVtc. 17,4. I t  is unclear whether any coherent religious or 
philosophical system lies behind such remarks (cf. esp. Brenk 145—83); 
in any case, P. exploits the ideas dramatically, raising the tone in 
preparation for particularly momentous happenings. Here the phrase 
emphasises the tragic predicament of A,, who confronts not only 
mortal opposition but supernatural inevitability. The mannerism is 
particularly reminiscent of Herodotus (e.g. 1.8.2, χρήυ yàp Καυδαύληι 
γενέσθαι κακώ;), and here ττεριελθεϊν, ‘come around to . . . ’, is again a 
favourite Herodotean use (cf. LSJ "περιέρχομαι n.r). But many writers 
found it natural to inject such fatalistic colouring. Cf. e.g. Livy 1.1.4,
1.4.1 (preparing for Rome’s foundation), 1.46 (for the overthrow of 
the kings); Tac. Ann. 4.1 (for Sejanus), Hist. 2.1 (for Vespasian); Dio
44.18.3 (for C.’s death); Arr. Anab. 2.6.7 (f°r  Issus), 7.16.7 (for 
Alexander’s death).

6-10 The interlude at Samos. A. has just asserted himself 
decisively (§1), but now ‘falls back to his accustomed ways’ (cf. 17.3- 
6n.), and P. describes the scene in powerfiil language. This exuberance 
is given poignancy by the inevitability of A.’s defeat (§6). Men look 
forward to the epinikia (§10) — but we already know there will be no 
victory. No other source mentions this Samian interlude, and P.’s 
account may be exaggerated; but it probably has some basis in truth. 
A. and his staff sailed to Samos in spring 32. The vast army (cf. 61.2-3) 
would take some time to gather at Ephesus. Then it might take six 
weeks or more to move in convoy across the Aegean, probably in two 
separate waves. As usual on campaign, there was time to kill. 
εύπαθΕίαις: c£ 2 i.r-5 n .

7 βασιλεΰσι καί δυνάσταις jtal τετράρχαις. . a cliché, cf. Veli.
2.51.1 regwnque et tetrarcharum smadque dynastarum copiis, Plb. 9.23,5, Cic. 
PHI. 11.31, Sail. B.C. 20.7, etc. For A.’s royal supporters cf. 61.2- 
3 (nn.). Lake Maeotis: on the N. coast of the Black Sea. The ‘Artists 
of Dionysus9, to whom the new Dionysus (60,5η.) showed such 
favour: cf. Pickard-Cambridge 279-321, F. Millar, The Emperor in the 
Roman World (London 1977) 458-62 for these powerful guilds of 
musicians, actors, and dancers. The most important were the Athenian, 
the Isthmian-Nemean, and the lonian-Hellespontine, but we also hear 
of a guild or guilds in Egypt and Cyprus (Fraser n 870-1, Rice 52-8).
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Most of A.’s performers presumably came from the Ionian-Heliespon- 
tine guild (cf. 57.1η.), but doubtless the Egyptians and Cypriots were 
also heavily represented.

8 περιθρηνουμενης και περιστεναζομένης: both words are οπταξ 
λεγάμενα and reintroduce the important theme of the sufferings caused 
by the war: cf. 23.8-4, 24.5-7 Mi·, 58.2-3, 62.1, and esp. 68.6-8. 
κατηυλεΐτα καί κατεψάλλετο ‘resounded to flutes and stringed instru­
ments’, rare words again (cf. π  3ε).

9 διημιλλώντο...: just as A. and Cl. did in Cilicia, 26~7nn. They set 
the tone; others followed.

10 ώστε καί λόγος διήιει: cf. 26.5 (Cilicia again); for the ‘charac­
terisation by reaction’, Intr., 40.

57.1 A.’s g ift o f Priene to the ‘A rtists o f D ionysus’. The guilds 
were not simply unions of the artistic performers in each city, though 
they did have such local branches. They also operated virtually as 
cities in their own right, for performers often dwelt together as a 
community. The lonian-Hellespontine guild had once been based on 
Teos, but during the second century had had to move to dismal 
Lebedos: cf. Magie 80, 899-901, Pickard-Cambridge 294. The gift of 
territory in Priene was probably not confined to that guild (cf. 56.7m), 
but they would find it especially welcome.

It was perhaps now that A. also granted privileges to ‘the worldwide 
association of victors at the festival games’: 24.2η.

57.1-58.8 P. manages his transitions smoothly: the move to Athens 
leads to Cl.’s jealousy of Octavia, and that to the divorce and 
Octavia’s reaction: that returns us to Rome and O.’s preparations, 
πλεΰαας εις ’Αθήνας: in early summer 32: cf. §4n.

2-3 Cl. envies Octavia’s popularity at Athens. Cf. 33.6-34. in. 
for the honours paid to Octavia in 39-38. The Athenians now set up 
divine statues of A. and Cl. on the Acropolis (Dio 50.15.2, cf. 60.3- 
4η.). Not everyone was equally enthusiastic. Sai. Suas. 1.6 tells of the 
wag who scrawled under a statue of A. ‘Όκταουία καί ‘Αθήνα 
’Avrcovtoi: res tuas tibi habe’ (the normal formula of divorce; cf. 33.6- 
34.1η. for the talk of a ‘divine marriage’ of A. and Athena), κολλαΐς 
άνελάμβανε «ριλοτιμίαις τόν δήμον ‘she cultivated’ (i6.6n.) ‘the 
people with lavish benefactions’, φιλοτιμία is often used of the liberality 
of a demagogue, cf. LSJ 1.4. ώς δή: not here suggesting irony (cf.
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15.3η., Denniston 229-31), only the paradox of his role, πολίτης 
’Αθηναίων: he had presumably received this honour in 42-41 (cf.
23.2- 3). έπ’ αυτής ‘in her presence’, LSJ lu i i.2.e.

4 The divorce o f Octavia, in May—June 32 (Euseb. Ckron. 2.140). 
A. may well have been in Athens at the time, as P. says: the forces were 
moving across the Aegean in spring and early summer (56.6-ion.), and 
the staff may have moved to Athens by now. As at 35-6 and 53-4, P. 
juxtaposes Cl. and Octavia; as at 53, Cl. is pettily jealous, while 
Octavia’s response is as dignified as ever (cf. 35.3-4, 54.2). P. again 
exploits his material to the Ml: ctr. Dio’s brief mention of the divorce,
50.3.2. For the children, cf. 35.8η.; for Antyllus with his father, cf. 
28.7-12, with 28.7η. A.’s divorce of Octavia is sometimes thought (e.g. 
by Huzar 207, Fadinger 230-1, cf. Grant 192} to have been a grave 
political error. We do not know enough to be sure: A. may have had 
little choice. I t may be that A., expecting a move of Octavia to divorce 
him (as O. had publicly suggested, 54.1-5^), judged it less damaging 
to initiate the matter himself.

5 'Ρωμαίοι 8’ ώιχτιρον οόκ εκείνην άλλ’ ’Αντώνιον. . .: more 
‘characterisation by reaction’, corresponding to 56.10: there the 
incredulity a t A. and Cl., here the pity for both A. and Octavia, ούτε 
κάλλει . . . οΰθ’ ώραι διαφέρουσαν: Cl. was now 37, Octavia about 
the same age (31.1η.). For their looks, 27.3-5, 31.4 nn. P. again does 
not trivialise A.’s love (cf, 33.6-34.1n.): he is not carried away by 
anything as obvious as youthful beauty (ctr. Dio 42.34.3-5 on C.,
27.3- 5Π.). The appeal of Cl. seems incomprehensible, but it lies in her 
personality.

58.1-3 Magnificent preparations wasted by inept timing: it is Parthia 
over again (cf. 37.3-6, with 37-52^). But the only way in which A. 
could have ‘forced’ O. to ‘fight out the war’ (§1) in 32 was to invade 
Italy; here, and at §3 where P. criticises A,’s delay, he seems to imply 
that A. was considering such an invasion. Livy Per. 132, Veil. 2.82.4, 
and Dio 50.9.2 also perhaps imply that A. planned an attack. Pace 
Woodman on Veil. 2.82.4, that is unlikely. O. held Tarentum and 
Brundisium (62.2), the two great S. Italian harbours, and it would be 
no easy matter to transport troops, probably in several waves, to a 
hostile coast (cf. 62.3, with 62.2-6n.). But it is likely enough that 
Italians feared such an invasion, and that O. played on those fears: this



may help to explain the oath of allegiance taken during 32 (60. in.).
2 The lev ies in  Italy. Italy had suffered a number of extraordinary 

taxes during the previous twenty years (cf. 21.4η., C. Nicolet, Tributum. 
(Bonn 1976) 87-95). This levy was simpler than most of the others, but 
doubtless no less severe. Dio 50.10 gives more detail both of the taxes 
(only freedmen with property worth more than 200,000 HS paid the 
levy) and of the disturbances. After Actium O. remitted a quarter of 
the capital levy (Dio 5 1.3.3). Cf. Yavetz 25-6. τά τέταρτα των καρπών 
‘a quarter of their income’, των κτημάτων αύτών τάς όγδόας ‘an 
eighth of the capital itself.

3 People regard A.’s delay o f the w ar as one o f h is greatest 
errors. Cf. e.g. 38.1-2, Brut. 20.1, Pomp. 76.3, 84(4), Crass. 17.8 for 
such preoccupation with identifying crucial mistakes; 53.1 and Intr., 40 
for P.’s technique of introducing historical judgements by an unspeci­
fied ‘people say’. P. is probably giving his own analysis more authority 
by ascribing it to a tradition (cf. 53. in.) : it is not a sensible judgement, 
and is unlikely to derive from (say) Pollio or Dellius. A.’s forces could 
hardly have gathered on the west coast of Greece before August. A. 
would not have been sensible to invade Italy at any time (i-3n., 
above), least of all so late in the season, πραττόμενοι ‘while their 
money was being exacted.. . ’

4 For T itiu s  and P lancus cf. 18.7,42.4 nn., OCD2 ‘Perhaps aspiring 
to primacy in the party after Antonius’ (Syme 267), Plancus had 
charge of A.’s seal-ring and correspondence in 35 (App. 5.144), and 
figured spectacularly in the propaganda exchanges. Cf. esp. Veil. 2.83, 
including a story of his dancing, naked and painted, as a sea-god. 
’Αντωνίου φίλοι, τών ύπατικών: lit. ‘friends of A. from among the 
consulars’. An error: Titius was not consul till 31. ύπό Κλεοπάτρας 
. . . συστρατεΰειν: cf 56.3—4n. Dio 50.3.2 seems to connect their 
defection with the divorce of Octavia, adding that they went ‘either 
after a disagreement with A. or in annoyance with Cl.’. The issues were 
closely connected. Those who emphasised Italian opinion and wished 
Cl. to go were doubtless those who most regretted the divorce, 
άποδράντες ώιχοντο προς Καίααρα: Ρ. seems to put their defection at 
the right point. A Samian inscription mentioning Titius as patron (IGR 
4.1716, cf. Ath. M itt. 75 (i960) i49d) suggests that he was still with A. 
at Samos.
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58.4-59.1. A Js w ill and C alvisius’ attacks. An interesting section, 
which P. could have treated very differently.

(a) The w ill. Had P. wanted to blacken A., he could have told this 
in the same way as Dio 50.3. Dio makes O. so ‘violently outraged’ by 
what Titius and Plancus told Mm that he seized the document; and 
when they heard the contents the citizens ‘did not reproach O. even for 
this most lawless action’. P.’s O., not especially ‘outraged’, goes about 
his business calmly and carefully (§6). Nor does the Roman public 
react with horror -  indeed, their dominant emotion is disapproval of
O. ’s behaviour. Dio’s version is evidently coloured by O.’s propa­
ganda, and P- probably found something similar in his sources; he 
rejects it, partly because Rome is already outraged (57.5), and partly 
because he wishes to make A. romantically extravagant rather than 
villainous, and O. shrewd rather than virtuous (cf. 55η.). Dio also gives 
fuller details of the will’s provisions: Caesarion was recognised as C.’s 
son, and vast gifts were made to A.’s children by Cl. (Suet. Aug. 17.1).
P. omits these details, which would duplicate 54.5-9. Instead he dwells 
on the most romantic item, the request for burial with Cl.: that looks 
forward to the time when they will indeed lie united in death.

(b) C alvisius’ attacks. P. does not believe all these charges (59.1), 
and he elsewhere criticises Mstorians who include slanders which they 
admit to be false (856c): but these charges were too good to miss. 
Many of them are reminiscent of Roman elegy (cf. Griffin 22-4): the 
domina (§11, κυρίου), the servitium (§ion.), the abandoning of public 
affairs (§11), the gifts, the eager reading of the tablets; though 
everything is much grander for A. -  the massive gift, the decoration of 
the tablets, the gravity of the affaift he abandons. The choice of 
material reflects P.’s own preoccupation with A. as a helpless lover. He 
must have known other, equally damaging, allegations: Dio 50.5 
includes the charge that Roman legions had been put at Cl.’s com­
mand; that A. planned to move the capital to Alexandria; that Cl. had 
ambitions of ruling Rome, and that her favourite oath was ‘so may I 
deliver my judgements on the Capitol’. O. included similar material in 
the Autobiography (cf. fr. 16 M), and the themes recur in the Augustan 
poets (cf. esp. Prop. 3.11.31-50, esp. 46; Hor. Odes 1.37.5-12, Epodes 
9.ϊ 3-16; Ον. Met. 15.826-89). But P. prefers Calvisius’ material, 
precisely because it is less crudely ‘political’. It dwells not on the
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outlandish ambitions, but on A,5s captivation: that was one important 
element in the propaganda, but only one.

6 ίδίαι τά γεγραμμένα διηλθε: Ο. had a habit of discovering 
convenient material when alone and unsupervised in temples: cf. Livy
4.20.5-11 (with Ogilvie’s an.) for a case a few years later. There 
doubtless was some will there -  otherwise any of the Vestals could have 
revealed the deception -  but they would not know its contents, and O. 
could claim what he wished. At least partial forgery is possible: cf esp. 
Syme 282, J.A. Crook, JR S  47 (1957) 36-8; contra, J.R.Johnson, LAC 
47 (1978) 494-503. O. was skilful enough to allege provisions which 
A., eager to retain his eastern support, would find as embarrassing to 
deny as to admit, παρεσημήνατο τόπους τινάς εύκατηγορήτους ‘put a 
mark beside some passages which were easy to attack’.

7 άλλόκοτον: a strong word, ‘extraordinary’, often with the sugges­
tion o f ‘outlandish’ or ‘outrageous’: cf. e.g. Dtr. 13.1, Ale. 16.2. It was 
in fact illegal to open a living man’s will,

8 έπεφύετo ‘fastened on’, i.e. ‘attacked’: a rare usage which P. 
favours (cf. LSJ). For C. C alv isius Sabinus, cos. 39, cf. OCDa.

9 The Pergam ene library, founded by Eumenes II, was the 
nearest rival of the great library at Alexandria. Calvisius’ charge had 
some plausibility, for the Alexandrian library had been depleted by fire 
in 48 {Cues. 49.6, etc; Fraser 1 334-5). είκοσι μυριάδες βυβλίων 
απλών: the stocks of the Alexandrian Palace Library are given as 
400,000 συμμιγείς volumes and 90,000 αμιγείς και άττλαΐ (Tzetzes, CGF 
pp. 19, 31), respectively, it seems, rolls with several works and rolls 
with only one. Here βυβλίωυ άττλών suggests that the Pergamene 
library contained the second class of roll, perhaps the more modern 
type. Cf. Fraser 1 329-30, Π 485-6.

10 τρίβειν ούτης τούς πόδας ‘massage her feet to fulfil some wager 
or compact’, probably anointing them as he did so. This was the height 
of luxury (cf. Athen. i2-553a-e), but such tasks were'for slaves (c£ e.g. 
Cat. 64.162).

11 κυρίαν τήν Κλεοπάτραν άσπασαμένους ‘greeted her as mistress’. 
According to Dio 50.5.x, A. called her this himself, δικάζοντα δε 
πολλάκις τετράρχαις καί βασιλεΰσιν: cf. 56.7η·; for A.’s personal 
jurisdiction, 23.2, Miliar 61. C. Furnius, pr. 42, had served with 
Plancus in 43 and Titius in 36-35, but despite these associations stayed
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with A. rill Actium. Cic. Fam. 424 (10.26).2 alludes to his skill as a 
speaker (cf. δεινότατος sìttsTv here); cf. Tac. Dial. 21.1.

59.1—2 Calvisius was lying, but such lies did great damage: A.’s friends 
even had to ‘supplicate the people’ (c£ Cic. 30.6). Dido and Aeneas are 
again similar. Fama spreads unfair reports about their luxurious 
idleness (4.193-4), which make their position impossible: such is the 
nature of public life. C£ Ale., where P. elaborates Alcibiades’ military 
brilliance (as comparison with the parallel narrative in Lys. makes 
clear); but he is destroyed by his dissolute refutation.

2 Geminius: possibly C. Geminius, attested in a Cos inscription as a 
senator in 39 (R. Syme, Roman Papers 1 (Oxford 1979) 282). άποψη- 
φισΟεντα . . . άναγορευθέντα: 6o.in.

3 δποπτος ώς ύπίρ Όκταουίας πράττων: P.’s Cl. still sees things in 
these starkly personal terms.

5 τήν άλήθειαν άνευ βααάνων έξομολογησάμενος: slaves regularly 
gave their evidence under torture. Cl. is suggesting either that 
Geminius is only fit to be a slave, or that he is being servile to O.

6 οί Κλεοπάτρας κόλακες: cf. 24.9-12n. In this as in the Geminius 
story, P.’s A. plays little part himself. Events are happening around 
him, and he has become sadly passive. For Silanus and D ellius, both 
remarkable for their changes of allegiance, cf. OCD”, 25.3η., Intr., 28. 
Dellius’ defection was in fact later, after the departure of Domitius in 
31: with him he took A.’s battle-plans (63η., Dio 50.13, Veil. 2.84.2). 
P. brings this forward to collect the stories of men who left after 
quarrelling with Cl.

7 φησιν ‘he says’ (the present tense is regular in such quotations, cf. 
2.2n., 10.3): probably in his historical work, possibly in the Epistulae ad 
Cleopatram lasciuae. Cf. Intr., 28. Glaucus is not mentioned elsewhere.

8 αύτοΐς μεν όξίνην έγχεΐσθαι. . .: not everyone would be served 
‘vinegar’ in this luxurious camp. Perhaps Dellius meant that the 
Romans in the camp, or those opposed to Cl., were being humiliated 
by such insults over dinner (cf. Geminius, §3); more likely, he meant 
that all this luxury was vinegar to them, compared to the ‘Falernian’ -  
a famous fine wine -  of life with O. He doubtless told the story himself: 
Intr., 28. Sarmentus, a freedman of Maecenas, was a notorious 
beauty, jester, and parasite: cf. Juv. 5.3, and esp. Hor.’s story of his 
exchange of insults on the way to Brundisium (Sat. 1.5.51-5, cf. 35.1η.);
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Treggiari 271-2. των Καίσαρος παιγνίων παιδάριαν ‘one of Ο.’s little 
boy-friends’, lit. ‘a young boy from among O.’s darlings’. He was not 
so young, for he was surely beyond first innocence by the time of Hor.’s 
journey in 38-37. For the explanation of the Latin deliciae cf. 12.2η. and 
e.g. Pomp. 13.7-11, Cic. 29.5, Cor. 25.3, Rom. 1.1-2.

60.1 Έιτε'ι δε παρεσκεύαβτο Καΐσαρ ίκανώς: his preparations 
occupied most of 32. Intent on the East, P. simplifies by omitting the 
oath of allegiance to O. taken by Italy and the western provinces 
during 32: cf. esp. Syme 284—93 and Brunt—Moore on R.G. 25.2. 
ψηφίζεται (‘carry by vote’, cf. Pomp. 67.1) Κλεοπάτραι πολεμεΐν: 
probably in late summer, 32. War was declared on Cl. alone (Dio
50.4.3-4, 6.1), a device which aided O.’s representation of the conflict 
as one ofWest against East: when A. refused to leave Cl., he could now 
be seen as a traitor to Rome. O. played on Roman traditional feeling 
by reviving (possibly even fabricating) an ancient fetial formula for 
declaring war: cf. Dio 50.4.4—5, Ogilvie on Livy 1.32.4, T. Wiedemann, 
CQ.36 (1986) 478-90. άφελέβθαι δετής αρχής Αντώνιον: he was also 
stripped of the consulship he was to hold in 31. But he was not yet 
declared a public enemy, as his followers had feared (59.2): that, it 
seems, came later (App. 4.45, cf. 4.38, Suet. Aug. 17.2) -  perhaps later 
in 32, rather than after Actium, as Fadinger 245-52 suggests, της 
αρχής: A.’s legal position was anyway questionable, as it seems that the 
triumvirate had formally expired at the end of 33 (56-6o.in.). But 
legalistic considerations mattered little. A. bluntly described himself as 
‘consul and triumvir’ on coins of 31 [RRC nos. 545-6). προσεπεΐπε: a 
rare and grave word, suiting the solemnity of the moment: cf. Pomp. 
77.7, Brut. 34.4. ύπό φαρμάκων: 25.6η. M ardion, Pothinus, Iras, 
and C harm ion  are mentioned only by P.; Iras and Charmion later 
play memorable roles (85.7η.). O. probably did denounce Cl.’s retinue 
when war was declared (cf. e.g. Hor. Epodes 9.13-14, Odes 1.37.9-10), 
but these names are likely to be P.’s own addition, drawn from his 
knowledge of the court and the later scenes. One seems a mistake, for 
‘Pothinus’ is probably a thoughdess recollection of the great minister 
who had been killed in 48. κουρεύτρια ‘hairdresser’.
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6o.2-6g The war

60.2-7 Partents  before the w ar. Prodigy-lists were a feature of 
Roman historiography: cf. e.g. Ogilvie on Livy 3.5.14, R. Syme, 
Tadtus (Oxford 1958) 521-3, B. MacBain, Prodigy and Expiation (Brus­
sels 1982). P. found them a congenial method of marking important 
episodes or themes: cf. e.g. Caes. 43.3-7,47, 63; Brenk 28-38, 184-213; 
he indeed thought that they should sometimes be believed (cf esp. 
Crass. 38(5)-3, Cam. 6.5-6). Here it seems that he and Dio (50.8, 15) are 
both selecting from a longer list in a shared source. Dio dwells on those 
indicating civil carnage; P., characteristically selective (cf Brenk 213— 
38), concentrates on those which suggest A.’s defeat, and thus 
reinforces the impression of hopelessness (cf 56.6).

Earthquakes, sweating statues, temples struck by lightning, and 
falling statues were all among the most common types of prodigy, and 
only the final one is at all unconventional.

2 Pisaurum  -  the modem Pesaro — was probably one of the 
eighteen cities marked down for the veterans in 43 (30.1η.); the colony 
(κληρουχία, 55.3η.) was apparently established after Philippi, one of 
several Antonian settlements in this strategically important region. Cf. 
Keppie 58-69, 185-6. κατεπόθη ‘was swallowed up’, surely a pic­
turesque exaggeration.

3 Alba, Rome’s mother-city, 13 miles to the S.E. Dio 50.8.6 (an 
Alban statue of A. oozing blood) presumably reflects the same item. P. 
is normally sceptical of such statue-prodigies (Brenk 28^38), but this 
one was too suggestive to omit, άνεπίδυεν: from άνστηδύω, ‘ooze’.

4 A. had moved his troops to Patrae during the summer of 32 
(58.3η.). He spent the winter there, της Άθήνησι γιγαντομαχίας: a 
depiction of the battle of Olympians and Titans, presented by Attalus I  
of Pergamum and standing at the E. end of the Acropolis’ S. wall 
(Paus. r.25.2). είς το θέατρον: i.e. the theatre of Dionysus, the god’s own 
theatre: the point added to the portent’s impressiveness.

5 πρόσω ικείου S’ εαυτόν ‘associated’ (or ‘linked’) ‘himself with’. For 
H eracles cf 4.2η.; for D ionysus cf. 24.4, 33.6-34.1, 50.6 nn.; the 
formulation ‘new Dionysus’ (cf. ‘new Isis’, 54.9η.) was also used by 
CL’s father Ptolemy XII.

6 Εΰ μένους καί Άττάλου: Eumenes II and Attalus I of Pergamum. 
It is not clear where their statues stood, but P. perhaps means the
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chariot group which originally occupied the plinth where the Monu­
ment of Agrippa was later erected, in front of the Propylaea (W. B. 
Dinsmoor, AJA  24 (1920) 83, cf. J . Travlos, Pictorial Dictionary 
of Ancient Atkens (London 1971) fig. 622). Ιπιγεγραμμένους 
Ά ντω νιείους suggests that the statues’ inscriptions were simply 
changed to indicate A. rather than the Pergamene kings: this practice 
was not uncommon, especially at Athens and at this time: cf. Dio Pros. 
31 (esp. §§116-25 on Athens), A.E. Wardman, CQ, 17 (1967) 414-15. 
Dio 50.15.2 mentions that 'statues of A. and Cl. in the style of gods, set 
up by the Athenians on the Acropolis, were struck by lightning and cast 
down into the theatre’: hence some have assumed that the Pergamene 
statues were replaced by new ones, or even that one of the male statues 
was bizarrely reallocated to Cl. But Dio’s statement looks like a 
garbling of this story with the ‘gigantomachy’ portent of §4, and should 
not be taken too seriously.

7 The sw allow s portent: cf. Dio 50.15.2, Wallows had built their 
nests around her tent and her flagship’. Swallows were appropriate for 
barbarians (cf. Aesch, Agam. 1050-1 with Fraenkel’s η., H. Erbse, BA M  
100 (1957) 275-6); they had a special significance for Isis (On Isis and 
Osiris 357c with Griffiths’ n.); but they were also suggestive of death 
(cf. Artemid- 2.20 and the legend of Procne and Philomela), and are 
frequent on grave-reliefs. P.’s addition -  the attack of the other birds 
and the destruction of the nestlings — makes the omen more explicitly 
gruesome, and once again stresses the coming defeat.

61 The catalogne o f forces. Such catalogues had been a feature of 
battle-narratives since Iliad s: cf. esp. Hdt. 7.61-99, Thuc. 7.57-59.1; 
here Dio 50.6 suggests that P. found one in a source. P. exploits them 
rarely, but here welcomes the collection of suggestive detail. A.’s forces 
are ostentatiously magnificent, and very unroman: P. revels in the 
outlandish names (§§2-3), like Sh. at m.vÌ.68-75. The two men rule 
vast realms, and their antagonism has brought the whole world to war 
(§§5-6). The precise accumulation of facts contrasts with the more 
evocative and allusive style of 62.

I  οΰκ έλάττους πεντοικοσίων: 56.2η. όκτήρεις . . . καί . . . 
δεκήρεις 'eights’ and ‘tens’. It is not clear what the technical terms 
mean: perhaps that there were eight or ten men to each oar; perhaps 
that there were two banks, each with four or five men to the oar. Cf.



32.4, έξήρη, and 64.1; Cassou. 97-107. κεκοομημέναι βοβαρ&ς καί 
πανηγυρικές ‘fitted out in a magnificent’ (cf. 7.4-511.) ‘and festive 
way’: for πανηγυρικός cf. Cam. 8.5, LSJ n.a. Spectacular ship vignettes 
have before marked crucial moments of A.’s life (26, 32.5-8 nn., Intr., 
22): now they herald his destruction. P. here prepares for 62.2, where 
O.’s ships are ‘not built ostentatiously for height or grandeur, but 
manoeuvrable, swift, and fully manned’, and 65.8. But the ships’ bulk 
was not mindless ostentation. Roman naval tactics generally relied on 
brawn, and A. knew that the greater bulk of O.’s ships had given him a 
decisive advantage against Sextus in 36 (App. 5.106, Dio 49.1.2,
49.3.2) . στρατού δε . . . μυρίοις: P. here makes no distinction between 
Roman and non-Roman troops, perhaps because he did not know, 
perhaps because he was stressing the unroman character of the entire 
force: ctr. 37.4. The ‘12,000’ cavalry (cf. 68.2) probably includes allies 
(cf. 37.4η.). ‘ιοο,οοο men’ may be a rounded equivalent of the ‘19 
legions’ of 68.2{n.) on the common basis of x legion =  5000 men 
(Brunt 677-8); but in that case the figure does not include the allied 
contingents. I t is more likely that the figure assumes that the legions 
were depleted, and includes the allies. In any case, despite his Parthian 
losses {50.1η.), A, has at least as large a force as in 36 (37.4η.). He 
presumably concentrated more of Ms forces for Actium than for 
Parthia (68.2η., Brunt 503-7), but it is also clear that he recruited 
some Orientals, both natives and resident Italians. Cf Brunt 507, 
Levick 58-60.

a Bogud of Mauretania (0 CZ)a) was recognised by C. as joint-king 
with Bocchus (probably his brother). After C.’s death they were rivals 
for the throne: O. supported Bocchus, and Bogud fled to A. (Dio
48.45.2) . For his death cf 62.2-6n. Βόγος is easily confused with the 
more familiar ‘Bocchus’, and the MSS have Βόκχοξ here: the error 
could be P.’s own, but it is a little more likely to be a copyist’s. The text 
of App. 5.26 shows the same confusion. ‘Libya5 is often used loosely to 
mean ‘Afiica’ (as at §6), or even other parts of Africa, as here 
apparently Mauretania: cf. 14.3, 54.6 nn. (=  Cyrene); Gracch. 23.5, 
Cats. 52.1, 55.2 (=  Numidia); e.g. Pomp. 52.4 (=  the Roman 
province). Tarcondimotus (the correct form of the name) ruled a 
rugged part of inland Cilicia near Mt Amanus. He had been loyal to 
Rome when the Parthians threatened in 51, to Pompey in the Civil 
War, and recently to A.: when recognised as king by Rome, he took the
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title ‘King Tarcondimotos Philantonios’. He had probably been a 
pirate in his youth, and resettled by Pompey (Lucan 9.222-3, cf. 
32.1η.). He naturally commanded naval detachments in 48 (Dio 
41.63. i ) aiid again in 31. For his death, 63η. For Archelaus cf. 24. in.,
36.3-4^ Philadelphus: Deiotarus Philadelphus (63.5η.), king of 
Paphlagonia since 37-6. M ithridates had probably succeeded his 
father Antiochus of Commagene (34.4η.) in or shortly after 36, though 
there may have been a short period in which father and son ruled 
jointly (cf- R .D . Sullivan, ANRW  π 8 (1977) 775-8). O. may have 
deposed him after Actium, as Bowersock 57 supposes. Sadalas: the 
dynastic history of Thrace at this period is obscure: cf. Bowersock 152- 
6, Sullivan, ANRW  π 7.1 {1979) 189-94· This Sadalas is presumably 
some relation of an Odrysian prince Sadalas who probably died in 42, 
leaving an infant son Cotys who later became king (IGR 1.775, 
Bowersock 152).

3 Polem o (36.3-4, 38.6 nn.) was not present because he was 
defending the E. frontier (56.1η.). ForM alchus and Herod cf. 36.3η. 
Am yntas (OCDa) deserted Brutus and Cassius at Philippi. Like 
Polemo (38.6η.), he was given a small kingdom in 39 and a larger one 
in 37-6 (36.3-4^); O. later rewarded him for his second timely 
desertion (63.5) by extending it. Cf. Levick 25-8. P.’s list has here 
become tangled, for Amyntas was present in person (63.5). τον Μήδων 
βασιλέως: Artavasdes is still not named (38.3η.). For his alliance with 
A. cf. 52, 53.12 nn.

4 νηες ή σαν πρός αλκήν (i.e. ‘warships’, cf Seri. 7.6) πεντήκοντά καί 
διακόσιοι: probably an underestimate, though that is unusual in 
ancient battle-accounts. In late 36 O. had a fleet of about 600 (App. 
5.127): not all of these would be warships, he may not have been able 
to keep them all manned, and he had returned 70 to A. (App. 5.139) -  
but he should still have had more than 250 for the decisive campaign. 
Cf. Brunt 508. Flor. 2.21 more plausibly says that ‘over 400’ fought at 
Actium, though by then the fleet may have been reinforced by 
captures. Oros. 6.19.6 says that 230 ships crossed with O., after a large 
force had been sent ahead with Agrippa: that may be the origin of the 
error, στρατόν δ’ οκτώ μυριάδες: credible, cf. Brunt 501- They perhaps 
formed 16 legions.

5 τής άπ’ Εύφράτου . . . Σικελικόν πέλαγος Ό . ruled the land 
stretching’ (in the north) ‘from Illyria to the western Ocean and’ (in the
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south) ‘from the Ocean back tp the Etruscan and Sicilian sea’, i.e. the 
Mediterranean west of Italy and the Straits of Messina. That 
apparently excludes Italy, though it might now realistically be counted 
as part ofO .’s realm {c£ 55.3η.).

6a.x A.!s determ ination to fight at sea becomes a leitmotiv: cf. 
63.6-8, 64.2-3, and the ironic conclusion at 65.4 and 66.3 -  the sea- 
battle was eventually just like the land-battle which it should have 
been. The style is heightened as P. stresses important themes -  this 
decision, A-’s captivation, the sufferings of Greece. Cf. 6in.

If  A. was really determined to fight at sea, it was indeed a paradox, 
as P. sees. He and his men were experienced and successful on land 
(§in., 63.7), but had never fought a major sea-battle; it would be folly 
to fight the conquerors of Sextus if there was an alternative {63.7). In 
fact, A. was not so foolish. He was prepared to fight at sea, but only if it 
made sense: for instance, he would naturally try to harass O.’s crossing 
(§§2-6, 58.1-3 nn.). Even after O. had landed, control of the sea was 
still desirable. Without naval supremacy C. had found it difficult in 48 
to maintain his army in N. Greece and, with the country exhausted, it 
would be even harder now. But A. would not fight such a battle lightly. 
Cf. 63η.

προσθήκη: an ‘appendage’ to Cl. as principal, a very striking phrase. 
P. may have in mind Brutus’ remark on the ‘just punishment of A., who 
could have been counted among men like Brutus, Cassius, and Cato, 
but preferred to give himself as a προσθήκη to O.’ (Brut. 29.10); both 
passages may be influenced by Dem. 3.31, ύμεΐς δ’ ό δήμος . . .  εν 
ύττηρέτου καί προσθήκης μέρει γεγένησθε (to the politicians), τώι 
πεζώι πολύ διοκρέρων sits oddly with 62, where O.’s army seems less 
heavily outnumbered than his fleet; but P. is thinking of quality as well 
as numbers, and he has stressed that A. led a great army (c£ esp. 49.3). 
Here he may well be right to claim their superiority. Ιβούλετο τοϋ 
ναυτικού xi> κράτος είναι ‘wanted the victory to be won by the fleet’: 
cf. LSJ κράνος m. συναρπαζόμενους: the mot juste for ‘seize and carry 
off, cf LSJ. P. perhaps had an eyewitness oral source for these press- 
gangs: cf. 68.6-8(n.). Some 150,000 men would have been needed to 
man the whole fleet: but A. was said to have exclaimed, ‘we shall not 
lack for oarsmen as long as Greece has men’ (Oros. 6.19.5). ‘πολλά δή 
τλάσης’: a quotation from Eur. Her. 1250, where Theseus chides
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Heracles for his decision to kill himself: ò πολλά δή τλδς 'Ηρακλή; 
λέγει τάδε; As· usual {24.3η·): the quotation marks an important 
theme, here the agony of Greece (23.2, 68.6-9 nn.); and, as often (25.3,
29.1, 36.2 nn.), the original context is suggestive. A.’s resolve, too, is 
unworthy of his heroic past; and A. too has played Heracles, as P. has 
just reminded us (60.5, cf. 4.2 nn.). οδοιπόρους όνηλάνας θεριστάς 
έφηβους ‘travellers, muleteers, reapers, and young men’. ‘Ephebes’ 
sound odd in this list, and P. may be abbreviating some longer pathetic 
story, perhaps an attack on a procession of youths during some ephebic 
ceremony. The list of nouns in asyndeton adds stylistic height, as at
68.6 and 74.2 (nn.) and often in classical Greek (J. D. Denniston, Greek 
Prose Style (Oxford 1952) 100-3): cf. esp. the remarkable passage at Per.
12.6.

3—6 The crossing o f the Adriatic was easier for O. than for A. 
(58.i-3n.). S. Italy has few harbours, and only Brundisium and 
Tarentum could accommodate a fleet the size of A.’s. O. naturally 
concentrated his fleet in those two ports (§2). But W. Greece has many- 
good natural harbours, especially Buthrotum, Actium, Leucas, Patrae, 
Pylos, and Methone: A. had to spread his fleet widely during the winter 
of 32-31 (Dio 50.9.2-3, I I . 2, etc.), and O.’s men readily found stations 
which were sparsely defended. O. himself had reached Corcyra in late 
32, though bad weather had forced him to withdraw; then in early 31 a 
sizeable advance force under Agrippa successfully attacked Methone, 
killing Bogud (61.2η.). Agrippa’s contingent continued to be effective 
after the campaign had begun, taking Leucas (63η.), Patrae, and 
Corinth.

P. shows little interest in the tactics of the campaign. He might at 
least have mentioned Agrippa’s important successes.

οόηρόςΰψ ος. . . άκριβώς: 6 ι.ιη . O. apparently had no ship larger 
than a ‘six’ (Flor. 2.21.6, Casson 99, 141), while A. had his ‘tens’ 
(61.1 n., 64.1 ). The contrast of the two fleets swiftly became a common­
place (perhaps as early as Hor. Epodes 1.1-2, cf. e.g. Prop. 3.11.44, 
4.6.47-50, Veil. 2.84.1 with Woodman’s n.), though it is surely 
exaggerated. O.’s ships were presumably the ones which defeated 
Sextus in 36, and they too had been remarkable for their bulk: cf. 
61.in.

2-4 The exchange o f offers may well be historical, and was 
doubtless not taken seriously. Dio 50.9.5-6 suggests that P. slightly
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simplifies: Ό . invited A. to withdraw a day’s journey on horseback’ 
(ίππου δρόμον, as at §3) ‘from the coast and allow him to land, on 
condition that they fought within five days; or altematwelj to cross over 
to Italy on the same understanding.’ A.’s own offers strike a rather 
different note, more blustery and heroic than O.’s (§411.): cf. άντι- 
καμπάζων (§4.). I t  is the familiar contrast (53.1η.).

3 δρμους άκωλύτοος καί λιμένας: the difficulty of landing troops in 
S. Italy is very dear. Cf. §§2-6, 58.1-3 nn. ύποχωρήσειν τώ ι πεζώι 
. . we might expect τώι δέ πεζώι Οττοχωρήσειν, to give exact 
symmetry with τώ ι μεν στόλωι...,  but P. prefers to avoid hiatus. O. 
promised ‘to withdraw before A /s army’ (rather than ‘with his [own] 
army”, as Scott-Kilvert and Perrin take it) ‘from the coast for a day’s 
journey on horseback from the sea’.

4 είς μονομαχίαν προύκαλεϊτο: single combat was something of a 
Roman tradition, especially for junior officers when their country’s 
honour was at stake; but there were only mythical or fantastic 
precedents for allowing such duels to decide the outcome of a war. Cf. 
S.P. Oakley, CQ,35 (1985) 392-410, esp. 399. Here and at 75.i(n.), 
A.’s challenge is as unrealistic as Sertorius’ at Seri. 13.5-6. ώς πάλαι' 
Καϊσαρ καί Πομπήιος: in 48. That war, with its many analogies with 
the present, was certainly in men’s minds; so was the ‘sequence of great 
battles’, reflected in the curious way in which Virgil links Pharsalus and 
Philippi at Georg. 1.489-92.

5 φθάνει Sè Καϊσαρ . . . διαβαλών τον Ίόνιον (understand 
κόλπον): Dio 50.12.1 says that Ο. first landed his army ‘beneath the 
Ceraunian mountains’ (i.e. on the mainland N. of Corcyra), then 
occupied Corcyra, then stationed his fleet in the ‘Fresh Harbour’ (at or 
near the mouth of the Acheron, cf. Gomme on Thuc. 1,46.4), and 
finally occupied the site of the later Nicopolis. ’Αντωνίου περί το 
Άκτιον όρμοΰντος: A/s main force lay in the bay of Actium (Dio
50.12.1 ), but A. himself wintered a t Patrae. Nicopolis: founded by O . 
after his victory; see Map 3. Torone (Le. ‘the ladle’): not certainly 
identified, but generally thought to be the modem Parga, situated on a 
striking ladle-shaped rock W. of the Acheron mouth. That would be 
an appropriate place for the army to occupy after the fleet had moored 
in the ‘Fresh Harbour’. I t would probably take two further days to 
march to Actium.

6 ei Καϊσαρ b ti τήι τορύνηι κάθηται: ‘if O. is sitting on the ladle’.
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Obscene (though P. doubtless did not realise it) : τσρύνη seems slang for 
a penis (J, N. Adams, The Latin Sexual Vocabulary (London 1982) 23).

63 Actium: before the battle. P., intent on the personalities, gives 
few details, but most of his items can be fitted into the narrative 
framework provided by Dio 50.12-15. P. clearly has a good source or 
sources, and may well have visited the site himself. But he has little 
understanding of the strategy, and grotesquely simplifies the decision 
between fighting by sea and by land. As this decision is crucial for his 
estimate of A.’s psychology and behaviour (62.1η.), we should not 
readily excuse such simple-mindedness.

A.’s camp was on the S. coast of the bay, probably close to Punta 
(see Map 3). O. took up a position on the height of Mikalitzi, which 
commands the area, and built walls linking it with the harbour of 
Gomaros. A. had not yet concentrated his fleet or his army, and O. 
tried unsuccessfully to bring him to battle. The defensive naval 
operation of§§i-2(nn.) belongs here. When A.’s troops arrived, he 
established a new camp on the N. side of the straits, near Preveza. Only 
the plain of Nicopolis separated the two armies: and now O., not A., 
refused a land-battle. In this desolate region water-supply was crucial, 
as P. realises (§2). O- depended on the river Louros in his rear, together 
with a few springs in the Nicopolis plain: P. is probably right (§2) in 
saying that A. built earthworks to try to cut off these supplies, and he 
also sent his cavalry around the gulf to cut off the Louros; there were 
clearly skirmishes in the northern plain. But P. says nothing of these, 
implying that A. at first relied wholly on his fleet (§5n.). O.’s 
commanders Titius (58.3η.) and Statilius Taurus (65.2η.) won one 
battle; that apparently led Deiotarus to defect (§5n.). Meanwhile, 
crucially, Agrippa’s fleet had taken Leucas. This afforded O. a safer 
anchorage than Gomaros, and it also made it difficult for A.’s other 
scattered ships to reinforce him.

A. was now under virtual blockade, and naturally thought of 
breaking out to the interior: that was what G. had done in 48, fighting 
and winning at Pharsalus. The interior of N. Greece was becoming 
important in other ways, too, for A. now probably needed to transport 
provisions by land. O. had already seat his own men ‘into Greece and 
Macedonia’, while A. sent Dellius and Amyntas ‘into Macedonia and 
Thrace’ (Dio 50.13.4, 8). Soon A. himself set out to overtake them.
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While he was away Sosius tried to break out at sea, but was beaten by 
Agrippa, and Tarcondimotus (61.2η.) was killed. On his return A. lost 
another cavalry battle, and Amyntas defected (§5n.). Provisions were 
failing, and A. withdrew all his troops to the S. bank.

The break-out to the interior was a serious option (cf. §§6-8 for the 
debate), but it would have meant abandoning the fleet. And A.’s 
position was worse than C.’s in 48. Morale was low. A. reasonably 
suspected widespread treachery (Dio 50.13.7): Dellius soon added to 
the number of defections (59.6η.), and doubtless there were many 
more. And disease was rife (64.1η.) -  particularly, perhaps, malaria 
and dysentery, worsened by the shortage of supplies and water. 
Domitius (§§3-4) was only one of the victims. Even if the army could 
break out to Thessaly and O. offered battle, the men would barely be 
able to fight. Only now, in desperation, did A. decide on a naval battle 
(65-60.).

On all this cf. esp. Kromayer 9-28; T. Rice Holmes, The Architect o f 
the Roman. Empirei (Oxford 1928) 147—54; Carter 200-14, The tensionis 
well conveyed by Horace’s Epode 9, which seems to be a dramatic 
recreation of the course of the campaign (cf. R. G. M. Nisbet in Poetry 
and Politics in the Age o f Augustus (ed. Tony Woodman and David West, 
Cambridge 1984), 10-16); but Hor.’s language is rarely specific 
enough to help our reconstruction of events (though cf. 68. m.).

i  ’Αντώνιος δ’ . . .: P. omits A.’s own march to Actium; O. reached 
there before he did. χών επιβατών, the legionaries who normally 
fought on board (64.1η.). Presumably there was just no time to 
embark them, οψεως Ινεκα: that is, so that the enemy would mistake 
them for the legionaries; but P, employs a phrase which also suggests 
ostentation, c£ 6 in. τούς Sè ταρσούς . . . έκατέρωθεν ‘raising the 
ship’s oars like wings on both sides’, poised ready to strike the water. 
Cf. Fib. 1.46.9 and Walbank’s n,

a καταστρατηγηθείς: P. has described the manoeuvre lamely, and 
does not make it dear why O. was so ‘outgeneralled’. What made it 
effective was a factor he omits, A.’s powerful catapults on both sides of 
the strait, covering the waters over which O.’s ships would attack, 
εδοξε δε: sc. ’Αντώνιος.

3-4 D om itius deserts: ‘because of some grievance about Cl.’, says 
Dio 50.13.6, which may help to explain her vindictiveness here (trap«
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τήν Κλεοπάτρας γνώμην). He had earlier argued that GL should 
return to Egypt (56.3η.).

Sh. makes much less of Actium than P.; with his reduced canvas he 
could not afford so many climaxes -  two great battles, A.’s death, Cl.’s 
suicide. He prefers to concentrate on the final scenes, stressing Alexan­
dria rather than Actium. He consequently neglects the desertions 
during the Actium campaign (cf. 58.4,59.5-8); he makes ‘six kings’ (cf. 
§5) S° over Φ** die battle (m.x.33-4, cf. iv.v.4); most striking, he 
delays Enobarbus’ defection to Alexandria (iv.v—vi). Cf. Intr., 41.

In P. Domitius’ motises are not especially important: the story’s main 
point is to display A.’s nobility, and so it fittingly concludes a sequence 
of A.’s successes (63.1-3, cf. the connexion . . .  δέ καί at §3) — though it 
also affords the transition to the reverses of §§5-11 (tyÉvovro δέ καί 
βασιλέων άποστάσεις. . § 5 ) .  As one would expect after Sh.’s earlier 
development of Domitius, he allows more interest in the defection 
itself, not merely A.’s response to it, and Domitius’ growing disillusion 
is an index of A.’s disintegration: cf. Intr., 41—2.

εόγνωμόνως: the word is especially appropriate for generosity to 
enemies within one’s power: cf. e.g. Ag.-Cl. 45.8, Pomp. 65.3, 75.3, and 
especially Dtr. 5.4, where Ptolemy returns Demetrius his personal 
baggage after defeating him. πάσαν αΰτώι τήν άποσκευήν. · such 
gentlemanliness was in fashion. G. had done the stime for Labienus in 
49 {Coes. 34.5); so had D. Brutus for a senator at Mutina (Dio 46.38.3- 
4).

4 μεταβαλόμενος εύθύς έτελεύτηαεν: most, editors have kept the 
manuscripts’ μεταβαλλόμενος, punctuating after it: in that case ώσπερ 
. . .  μεταβαλλόμενος, ευθύς έτελεύτησεν would mean something like ‘as 
though he gave him to understand that he repented (μεταβαλλόμενος) 
his open treason, he died immediately’. That is North’s translation, 
which inspired Sh. to write iv.vi and ix, where Domitius indeed 
repents; T have done ill.. . ’ But P.’s usage elsewhere (e.g. 67.10 and
76.2, cf. Pomp. 58.2, Brut. 49.3, Dtr. 49.4) suggests that μεταβάλλεσθαι 
should simply mean ‘change sides’, and Ziegler was probably right to 
read μεταβαλόμενος and repunctuate. P. is saying that Domitius ‘died 
immediately after his desertion, as if [in shame] at his treachery and 
disloyalty becoming known’. I t  is only as i f  hi shame: there need be no 
repentance (there is none at Dio 50.13.6).

5 A m yntas (61.3η.) defected soon before the battle, taking his
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cavalry. Hor. was cheered: at huc frementes uerterunt bis mille equos j Galli, 
canentes Caesarem . . .  (Ep. 9.17-18). D eiotarns had gone over earlier 
(Dio 50.13.6, cf. 63η.). P. does not seem to realise that he is the same as 
‘Philadelphus’ (61.2η.). At some time another king, Rhoemetalces of 
Thrace, also went over (\_Mot.\ 207a). tit δε ναυτικόν . . . ’Αντώνιον: 
grossly simplified, cf 63η. But the fleet genuinely ‘fared ill’ (δυαττρα- 
yko is a grand word, cf. Aesch. Agam. 790, Lucidi. 33.1, Seri. 22.7) ‘in 
everything and was always too late to give any help’. P. or his source is 
thinking of Agrippa’s successes (62.1, 63 nn.).

6-8 The debate concerning a land-battle. Cf. 63η. P. phrases 
Canidius’ arguments powerfully, and presumably intends them to 
carry conviction. He could have given some of them earlier (for 
instance at 62.1); but he prefers to delay the presentation of the case till 
here, where it can contrast with Cl.’s shameful reasoning, and where 
A.’s resolve is decisive and fetal. Κλεοπάτραν μέν άποπέμπειν: cf. §§3— 
4, 37.3 nn. Canidius had originally urged the opposite view, 56.3η.

7 Di com es is an obscure figure. Dio 51.22.8 mentions certain 
‘Dacians, possibly Getae or possibly Thracians’, whose support for A. 
was hampered by their internal discord. In  any case, the Getae were a 
long way away. Canidius was clutching at straws, εις ναΰς διανέμων 
καί καταναλίσχων τήν δύναμιν ‘dividing and wasting his strength 
among ships’, a strong phrase.

8 oö μήν άλλ’: g. rn. εξενίκηαε Κλεοπάτρα: at 62. i A. wished to fight 
at sea for Cl.’s sake: the fleet was largely hers, and (apparently) he 
wanted her to gain the credit for victory. Here P. again connects the 
decision with Cl., but his Cl. has already despaired of victory, and he 
has to find another reason for her insistence. He therefore has to regard 
her ‘treachery’ (66.6-8n.) as long premeditated. That is even less 
plausible than Dio’s suggestion of a failure of nerve during the battle 
(Dio 50.33.2, cf. 66.6-8n.). There is also some inconsequentiality: if she 
really wanted to save herself, why should she not follow Canidius’ 
advice and depart? But the analysis is important to P., and he 
emphasises it with the strong language and involved syntax which he 
favours for such psychological studies (cf. e.g. 24.12η.). τιθεμένη τά 
καθ’ έαυτήν . . .: translators take this of the battle-dispositions: thus 
Scott-Kilvert, ‘the real purpose of the battle order which she drew up 
for her forces was not to win a victory but to ensure her escape in event 
of defeat’. But the battle is still in the future, and it is better to take the
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spatial language -  τιθέμενη, qttou, δθεν -  figuratively. ‘She did not 
arrange matters so as to contribute to a victory, but to make her escape 
as easy as possible in case of defeat.’

9-11 A. is  nearly captured. The story is not told by other authors, 
and may be owed to an oral source. A.’s solitary walk already suggests 
his depression, particularly after CI.’s defeatism in §8. Gf. 64.4. If 
historical, it refers to a period some time before the battle, while A. was 
still encamped on the N. bank (63η.).

64.1 A. b oras the sh ips, not to prevent desertions (Scott- Kilvert), 
but to keep them from falling into enemy hands (cf. Thuc. 7.60.2). As 
Dio 50.15.4 explains, they were useless to A. because the crews were so 
depleted (cf. 62.1). This burning perhaps fits the interpretation of the 
battle as a break-out (65-6n.): A. knew he would have no more use for 
them. (So Kromayer 34-5.) But it was presumably a sensible pre­
caution in any case. It is not clear if the transports were burnt as well: 
perhaps not, cf. 67.7, 68.2 nn.

The size of A.’s fleet in the battle is disputed. He had 500 warships at 
61. i , but not all were concentrated at Actium, and he may have lost a 
full third of his crews there even before the campaign (Oros. 6.19.5, cf· 
Dio 50.11.2, 12.8). These were compensated by recruitment (62.1) and 
reinforcement by land, but death and desertion went on through the 
summer. Oros. 6.19.6 credibly says that A. manned 170 ships for the 
battle, Flor. 2.21.5 ‘less than 200’. This total probably excludes CI.’s 
sixty ships. O.’s fleet is given, probably correctly, as ‘over 400’ (Flor. 
2.21.5, cf. 61.4η.). Cf. 68.2η.

τδς μεν δλλας . . . ΑΙγυπτίων ‘he burnt the other ships, except for 
the sixty Egyptian ones,’ (lit, ‘except for sixty, the Egyptian ones,’) 
‘and maimed the best and biggest [of his own] from triremes to “tens” ’ 
(61. in,): cf. 66.5, where the Egyptian ships are contrasted with ‘the big 
ones’. This is preferable to two other possible translations: (a} ‘he burnt 
all except sixty of the Egyptian ships, and manned the best and biggest 
. . . ’ (Perrin, Scott-Kilvert, Chambry). But A. naturally burnt his non- 
Egyptian ships as well (cf. Dio 50.15.1); sind this anyway gives an 
untidy contrast between the μέν and δέ clauses, for ‘manned the best.. . ’ 
refers to the whole fleet (cf. ‘20,000 hoplites’, far too many fox sixty 
ships). (b) ‘He burnt the other ships except for sixty o f the Egyptian 
ones’, implying that there were more and A. selected the best. But the
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sentence-structure does not suggest that A. is picking and choosing 
among these ships as well as his own, and ‘sixty' is a credible figure for 
all Cl.’s warships at Actium. She provided 200 ships in all (56.2), but 
many would be transports, and many scattered around the other ports, 
δισμυρίους έμβιβάζων όπλίτας . . .: Roman naval tactics depended 
heavily on boarding (Casson 120-3), and it had become customary to 
ship legionaries. I f  A. had 170-200 ships, this would mean just over too 
soldiers on each ship: that is reasonable, cf. Plb. 1.26.7, Brunt 508 n_ 7.

a-4 The w ise centurion. ‘Trust not to rotten planks.. .’ (Sh. 
m.vii.61-6). P., like Sh., uses the story to emphasise not merely A.’s 
stupidity but also his men’s devotion: cf. 68.4. (As in the Parthian 
campaign (43.3-60.), he avoids mentioning any desertions of ordinary 
soldiers, ctr. Dio 50.11.2, 15.4, 27.7-8: only senators, kings, and other 
grandees lose faith in him.) And P., like Sh., brings out A.’s inability to 
find an answer to such common sense. Cf. 63,6-8 (nn.), where again 
good advice was stylistically emphasised: in each case it is overriden, 
but the defeatism of the principals (there Cl., now A.) is evident. The 
story is emphasised by the use of o.r., a device which P. employs 
sparingly (84.4-711.). C f the centurion Crassinius before Pharsalus, 
who assures C. that ‘we will win a great victory -  and, dead or alive, I 
will win your praises today’ (Caes. 44.9-12). Crassinius goes to his 
death, but we know that C. will indeed win, with men like this. Here 
too the outcome is idi too predictable, ταξιαρχών ‘centurions’, as at 
Caes. 20.7, 29.7 and 44.9: cf. Mason 164.

3 ώ αύτόκρατορ ‘General’. The ώ gives grandeur, while ούτοκράτωρ 
is a very Roman, military, word (imperator). ‘Αιγύπτιοι καί Φοίνικες 
εν θαλάσβηι μαχέσθωααν’: compare the angling story of 29.7; 
‘General (αώτόκρατορ), surrender the fishing-rod to the kings of 
Pharos and Canopus. . . ’ P. probably intends the poignant echo of that 
different world: such effects are more familiar from Sh., where the 
death-scenes have many verbal links with the early days in Alexandria, 
and the angling story is itself recalled in the hoisting of the dying A,, 
‘here’s sport indeed’ (rv.xv.32 ~  n.v. 10-18),

4 τά ιστία: P. implies that A. was already thinking of flight, like Cl. 
at 63.8. This may be partly true, if the battle was really an attempted 
break-out: but the use of the wind would be vital for any manoeuvring, 
for A.’s ships would be slower than O.’s under oar but quicker under 
sail, «ρεύγοντα . . . διαφυγεΐν: a neat example of the difference
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between present and aorist, ’no-one who was fleeing should make good 
his escape’. Cf. Thuc. 7.70.8, Ar. Ach. 177.

65-6 The battle o f Actium , 2nd Sept. 31. ‘Cl. was herself afraid, and 
she frightened A. But they did not wish to sail away secretly, or indeed 
openly as fugitives, but they preferred to make their preparations as for 
a naval battle, at the same time intending, if they were opposed, to 
force their way out’ (Dio 50.15.3). Dio often guesses at motives, but 
intelligently: here he anticipates much modern debate.

Kromayer argued that the battle should be seen as an attempt to 
break out with as many ships and troops as possible; the remaining 
legions would have to escape on land as best they could {cf. 67.8η.). 
This would clear Cl. of ’treachery’ (cf. 66.6-8): when she could, she 
naturally hoisted sail for Egypt, just as she and A. had planned. This 
explains why A. burnt his ships (62.1η.) and took sails on board 
(62.4η.); and why A. and Cl. shipped their treasure (Dio 50.15.4), 
which O. therefore captured only at Alexandria. This widely-accepted 
view is presented in its most sophisticated form by Carter 215-27: he 
brings out the difficulties of clearing Leucas under sail with prevailing 
winds from the W. and N.W. A.’s only chance was to join battle as far 
out to sea as possible, and to delay the battle till the afternoon -  just as 
P. says he did -  when the wind typically veers to W.N.W. (65.7η., but 
see 66.4η.). Tam , however, argued that A. indeed intended to fight and 
win a battle. If  A. shipped the treasure, that reflects a readiness to flee if 
matters went against him: but that would be second best. In his view 
the battle itself was decided by widespread desertion among A.’s fleet.

The battle’s course is in fact very obscure. P.’s account certainly has 
difficulties (nn.), while Dio tends to recast battle-descriptions accord­
ing to stereotypes, and is apparently doing the same here: cf. 66.i-3n. 
But Kromayer seems closer to the truth than Tam, who thought that 
A. had more than 400 ships -  considerably more than seems to be the 
case (64.1, 68.2 nn.). A.’s chances were therefore slighter than Tam  
thinks; and Tarn leaves it obscure why he should have delayed battle 
till so late in the year, when his crews had been so weakened.

But some qualifications should be made.
(a) Battles, especially at sea, are very unpredictable; O.’s recent 

struggle with Sextus made that dear. The chances were heavily against 
A.’s winning a battle, but they were not negligible. A further
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uncertainty was contributed by the weather, which had been, rough for 
the past few days (65.1η.), and became rough again later in the day 
(68. in.): and A.’s ships might better survive a storm than O.’s. A. knew 
that he could not break out without fighting. If  it went very well, then 
of course he would try to fight it out to victory. In that sense Tarn is 
right to posit two alternative plans.

(b) If  the fleet could break away, it was difficult to think that the 
army would struggle to rejoin A., particularly if the fleet was known to 
be making for Egypt. In the event they did not try very hard: they 
made terms (68.5)- A. therefore probably did not make the ‘break-out’ 
plan too explicit: his sea-captains and his land-commanders needed to 
know, but it need not go much further. In that case, the picture of his 
men’s bewilderment (68.3) need not be so fanciful: only when the fleet 
hoisted sail would they know the truth.

(e) It is very hard to reconstruct the actual fighting. Discussions often 
raise the question, for instance, how Cl. could suddenly -  as P. clearly 
suggests, 66.5-6 -  break through and away from the mèlée (cf. 
Kromayer 45-7, Carter 221-4): but that is to trust P. too naively. I t is 
characteristic of his technique to capture a critical moment with a 
frozen visual tableau (cf. 14.3, 26, 77.3,85-6 nn.) : this dramatic sudden 
hoisting of sails, with the fleet gazing on bewildered, was too good to 
miss, and he may have extensively recast his source-material. For other 
possible pieces of imaginative reconstruction, cf. 65.6-8, 66.1-3 nn.

What we know about the battle can be stated very briefly. At first 
there was a lull (65.1, 65.6-8 nn.), then some movement of the fleets to 
seaward (65-6-8nn.) before they came into contact {66. ι-βη.); both 
northern wings moved further north (66.4η.), opening the gap in the 
centre of A.’s fleet through which CL sailed (66.5η.); A. transferred 
ship and followed (66.7η.); the fighting was not particularly intense, 
but there was some fire {68.in.); finally at least one of A.’s squadrons 
‘backed water to port’, presumably as it returned to harbour (68. in.).

In P.’s picture, A. begins well: he hurries everywhere to encourage 
his men (65.4), his tactics are sensible (65.4η.), his ships keep order 
(65.6); O. can do nothing about it. But he has begun well before -  in 
preparing for Parthia, for instance (37), or indeed earlier in this 
campaign (58.1-2, cf, 63.1-4). Cl. usually brings this great soldier to 
his ruin: so it is here, and her treachery decides a battle which till then 
was even (66.5-6).
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65.1 μεγάλοι πνεύματι: Dio 5°-3r·2 mentions a ‘fierce storm and 
mighty wind’ which ‘fell only on A.’s ships’. The wind was probably a 
strong westerly, the so-called ‘Tarantata’. νηνεμίας καί γαλήνης 
άκλύστου ‘a windless, waveless calm’, an almost lyrical phrase: cf. 
101 b, 1130c. P. paints the setting with care, , preparing for the eery 
actionless pause of §6. Cf A m . 15.1. L. G ellius Publicola -  the 
Gellius derided by Catullus — had deserted the Liberators in 43 and 
served A. in Greece in the early 30s; cos. 36. ‘Coelius’ is a mistake, for 
the left was commanded by C. Sosius (Veil. 2.85.2, 86.2, cf. 34.10η.). 
Sosius and Publicola were the only two consulars still loyal to A. M. 
Insteius, from Pisaurum (60.2η.), was apparently an Antonian as 
early as 43 (cf. Cic. Phil. 13.26), but nothing else is securely known 
about him or M. O ctavius. They were surely slighter figures than 
Sosius and Publicola. I t was on the wings that the important action 
was expected.

2 Concentrating on A,, P. skimps the detail of O.’s dispositions: 
carelessly, for at 66.5 we need to know that Arruntius commanded the 
centre. For T. Statilius Taurus, ‘second only to Agrippa as a soldier 
and administrator’ (Syme 325), cf. OCD‘.

4 κωπήρει ‘a rowing boat’. Cf. the story of Pliny N.H. 32.3, where 
his ship (there apparently his flagship) is beset by sea-urchins as he 
moves to circumire et exhortari suos, ώσπερ èx γης . . . μάχεσθαι: ironie, 
after A. has resisted the pleas for a land-battle. Gf. 62.1, 66.3 nn. 
εδραίους {‘still’, an unusual use) . . .ώσπερ όρμούσαις άτρεμα: cf. 
§6(n.). The wind had clearly dropped, though it returned later in the 
day (68.in.). The ships kept very close formation (Dio 50.31.4). The 
great danger was that they might be Surrounded by O.’s more 
manoeuvrable ships, as indeed later happened (65.8-66.3). But if A.’s 
ships could keep close order, O.’s ships could scarcely get close enough 
to do this, aiid A, could exploit the superior fire-power of his catapults 
(66.3η.).

5 The om en o f the m ule. P, liked such lucky omens before battle 
(e.g. Cues. 42-3, cf. 6in.); so did O. (cf, the list at Suet. Aug. 96, 
including the present instance), τοΐς εμβόλοις τον τόπον κοσμών 
ύστερον: he erected a large monument on the site of his tent on 
Mikalitzi: the prows were divided between this and the new temple of 
Apollo at Rome, χαλκοΰν δνον: P. had probably seen this himself: he 
had friends at Nicopolis (Jones 36)- Several manuscripts have the
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marginal gloss ‘perhaps this is the bronze mule which was brought 
from Nicopolis and is now in the hippodrome at Byzantium . . it is 
ridden by the bath-pourer’ (λουτροχόοξ) -  presumably a represen­
tation of ‘Eutuchos’. The statue was destroyed by the French during 
the fourth Crusade in 1204.

6-8 Dio 50.31.5 differs from P., making O. break the deadlock, as 
both his wings moved suddenly to outflank the enemy: A. reluctantly 
moved to meet the threat. Dio’s picture is implausible; at this stage A.’s 
line left no room for outflanking, and even later it is likely that only 
O .’s left wing moved {cf. 66.4, Tam  1 go 11.2). But P.’s hardly makes 
more sense, for A. had little reason to advance his left wing and pivot 
on his right (cf. Carter 219-20). This might certainly make it easier for 
his left to clear Leucas -  but the immediate effect would be to turn A.’s 
whole line directly into the wind, and leave the left extremely vulner­
able. P. may well be reconstructing imaginatively: if any of A.’s force 
showed indiscipline, it would of course be the wing where he was not 
personally in command. Iv τοΐς στενοΐς: they were evidently to keep 
very dose to the mouth of the straits {cf. τήν περί το στόμια δυσχωρίαν 
φυλάττοντας, §4); but the sea-bed here slopes very gently, and they 
would still have to keep some way from the shore to avoid running 
aground. They must have taken position at least 1 km seaward of the 
straits. See Map 3. ή γάρ δψις ήν τών νέων επ’ άγκύραις όρμουσών: 
lit. ‘the appearance was one of the ships at anchor’. There is something 
to be said for Ziegler’s < ώ ξ>  Irr’ . . . ,  ‘as if at anchor’, or the deletion 
of των. jtÉpi οκτώ στάδια: about one nautical mile.

7 ϊκτη . . . ώρα: about midday, πνεύματος αίρομένου πελάγιου: a 
gentle sea-wind generally springs up in the afternoon, the so-called 
‘Imbatto’ or ‘Mistral’: it begins from the west, then gradually veers to 
W.N.W.

8 πρύμναν Ικρούσατο ‘backed water’. As P. sees, O.’s natural 
strategy was to draw A. into the open sea and outmanoeuvre him 
there. At Salamis in 480 the Greeks wished to attract the Persians into 
narrow waters, and backed water to delude them into following: that 
was famous (Hdt. 8.84). P. may well be ‘reconstructing’ a Salamis in 
reverse. Dio’s picture is different (above); so in detail is that of Serv. ad 
Am. 8.682, who speaks of Agrippa pretending toflee, and A. being taken 
in.
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66.1-3 Dio 50.32 gives a different picture -  less a τειχομαχία, more a 
question of ramming -  but his account seems to rest on preconceptions, 
influenced by Thuc. 7.70.6, about the way in which smaller ships can 
defeat bigger ships: it is largely untrue to the realities of naval warfare 
at this period, when boarding and artillery had become more import­
ant than ramming. But P. too probably bases some of his account on 
guesswork. The low casualty figures (68.in.) suggest that the fighting 
was not so fierce; and the two sides’ ships were not so very different 
(62.2η.), though A.’s deficiency in crewing probably did affect his 
manoeuvrability, άναρρήξεις νεών: lit. ‘breakings-up of ships’, 
attempts to smash them: cf. Thuc. 7.36.3, 40.5. £ύμην ‘momentum’, 
χαλκώματα: the bronze-reinforced defences on the prow, θαρρσόντων 
rather than θαρρον/σών, constructio ad sensum with τ&ν δέ Καίσαρο?: that 
originally referred to O.’s ships, but P. by now is thinking of the men.

3 άπεθραύοντο . . . δεδεμένων ‘they had their rams’ (acc. of 
respect) ‘easily broken off wherever they came into contact with the 
ships, which were made of squared-off beams joined together with iron 
and lashed to one another’. The text is uncertain: this reading makes 
τετραγώνων ξύλων a descriptive genitive. P. refers to ‘a sort of 
armour-belt of squared timbers shod with iron as a protection against 
ramming’ (L. Casson, The Ancient Mariners (New York 1959) 208).

3 ήν ouv ηεζομαχίαι προαφερής ό άγών . . .: a commonplace of 
sea-battle narratives, esp. in Thuc.: cf. 1.49.2, 2.89.8, and esp. 4.14.3 
(quoted at 347b) and 7.62.2, 4. Here, as in Thuc. (Macleod 143), the 
point is suggestive, c£ 62.1, 65.4 nn. Other authors use the topos less 
thoughtfully, e.g. Plb. 1.23.7, Diod. 13.10.5, App. 5. 81, Dio 39.43.5. 
In fact, by now most sea-battles were Iike“this. τρεις . . . καί τέβααρες 
. . . αηνείχοντο: like Dio 50.32.6, this is influenced by Thuc. 7.70.6. 
γέρροις ‘mantlets’, often used in genuine τειχομαχία! but not attested 
elsewhere in sea-batües. πυροβόλοις: perhaps firebrands, projected 
either by bow or by catapult; more likely pots of hot coal or pitch, 
probably thrown by catapult, cf. Dio 50.32.8, 34.2. P. does not seem 
well informed, and there may again be some imagination here. We 
should expect a  mention of Agrippa’s famous grappling-hooks, which 
he had used effectively at Naulochus (App. 5.118-9). Catapults had 
been a feature of warship-design since the Hellenistic period: cf. E. W. 
Marsden, Greek and Roman Artillery 1 (Oxford 1969) 169-73, Pelling, CQ, 
36 (1986) 180-1. They needed reinforced platforms, and that may be
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what P. means by ‘wooden towers’ here; but he probably confuses 
these platforms with the collapsible towers used for archers and 
javelin-throwers (Casson 122).

4 Agrippa’s outflanking m ove drew both sides’ northern wings 
further N.: if the wind was veering to W.N.W. as usual (65.7η.), they 
may both have been trying to ‘get the wind’ of each other, whether A. 
was preparing to attack or to flee. Cf. Tam  188-90, Carter 218-20. But 
the weather was unusually fierce (cf. 65.1η.), and the later storm may 
already have been brewing (68.m.); and, though Virg. Am. 8.710 does 
speak of the N. W. wind Iapyx, Serv. ad Am. 8.682 writes of Aquilo, the 
N. wind -  though it is unclear whether either he or Virgil knew or 
cared. It is hard to be sure what was going on.

5 L. Arruntius seems from this passage to have been O.’s comman­
der in the centre (Veil. 2.85.2 puts him on the left): P. should have 
mentioned him at 65.2(0.). κοινές: apparently ‘while successes were 
being shared by both sides’, a striking use of the word. The story o f 
CL’s treachery was first told by Jos. C. Ap. 2.59: it does not seem to 
have been known to the Augustan poets. Even Dio could not escape 
from the story, despite his awareness of a ‘break-out’ strategy (50.33.2— 
3, ctr. 50.15.2; 65-6n.). The whole story is unlikely to carry any truth, 
and the details are probably P.’s own: cf. 65-60. διεκπίπτουσαι 
‘escaping’.

6 τώι πνεΰματι χρωμένας: hard but possible if the wind was from 
W.N.W.; easier, if from the north (§421.). έπεχούσας ‘holding a course 
for . . .’

7 A. follow s CL The climactic moment, marked by the heightened 
style. The ideas are intensified through the triad άρχοντοξ . . .  
λογισμοί; -  not worthy of a general, nor even a man, not his own at all; 
then διοικούμενον is ponderous, ‘managed’ or ‘controlled’; then the 
vocabulary increases in weight through another triad, έλκό μένος . . .  
συμτιεφυκώ; . . .  συμμεταφερόμένος (with anacoluthon: we should stric­
tly expect acc. after φανερόν aCrtòv . . .  εποίησεν . . .) .  §8 begins with a 
sequence of co-ordinates, accumulating the features which made the 
flight so graceless: ‘he forgot everything, and betrayed and fled from 
those who were fighting and dying for him . . . ’ The conclusion’s more 
periodic structure combines elements to emphasise his solitariness (a 
rising theme which will dominate the next few chapters, cf. 63.9-1 in.), 
and build to the resonant climax τήν άττολωλεκυίαν ήδη καί ττροσ-
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ςπτολοϋσον α&τόυ. Ctr. the strained antitheses of Veil. 2.85.3: Antonius 
fugientis reginae quam pugnantis militis std comes esse maluit, et imperator, qui in 
desertores saeuire debuerat, desertor exercitus sui factus est. οΰθ’ άλως ίδίοις 
λογιβμοΐς: cf 37-6®- δπερ τις πβίζων είπε , . the elder Cato, 
according to C. Mai. 9.8 and 759c (but see P. Boyancé, REG 68 (1955) 
324-5). P. does not name Cato, partly because it would distract, pardy 
because the intrusion of so distinctive a Roman figure would be 
inappropriate: A. is here as unroman as can be. The intrusion of a jest 
(τταίζων) is surprising but poignant such frivolity hints at all the other 
light-hearted moments, when such captivation was engaging and 
harmless. Cf. 64.3η.

8 πεντήρη'. a quinquereme, not an especially fast or small ship, but 
towards the bottom of A.’s range (64.1). Alexas of Laodicea was 
evidently a trusted friend, 72.3^.); SceUius is otherwise unknown.

67 The flight from  Actium . P. handles the antidimax skilfully, with 
changing pace and mood -  though A.’s solitariness has been prepared 
in the preceding narrative (63.9-11, 66.8 nn.). Cf. the various tech­
niques he uses with anticlimaxes at Goes. 46-7, Cor. 37—8, Cic, 24—7, Lys. 
16-17; but the closest parallelis Pomp. 72-3, after Pharsalus. Pompey 
too sits silently a t first (72.3, cf, e.g. Mar. 37.9, Ag.-Cl. 17, Crass. 27.6; 
when C.’s men arrive, he too utters a single cri de coeur (72.3), then puts 
on humble dothing and flees. C.’s men (Pomp. 72.5-6), like O.’s, find 
all the apparatus of luxury — the preparations for a banquet, the tables 
laden with goblets, all now poignantly ironic. Pompey too bids his 
loyal companions save themselves (74.3, 75-3). When he finds a ship, 
he too climbs silently on board (73.9), and sails to be reunited with his 
heartbroken wife Cornelia (74-5). He soon hears that the navy is still 
intact (76.1-2, cf. §7), and laments that he had fought on land (76.2-3) -  
the very converse of the Actium story.

So dose a parallel between the two passages need not surprise. 
(There is no need, for instance, to assume that either is influenced by 
the other, or both drawn from a shared original: ctr. A. J . Woodman 
on a similar problem in Tac., Creative Imitation in Latin Literature (ed. 
Tony Woodman and David West, Cambridge 1979) 143-55·) ft ^ 
anyway unlikely that so humane a portrait of A. is taken over from a 
source, and here as in Pomp. P. presumably reconstructs much of the 
sequence from his imagination, in each case finding similar details
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appropriate as he evokes the same sympathy for A. as for Pompey. A. 
is great in defeat, as generous as ever (§8, cf. in.), as intensely loved by 
his men (§9), as solicitous for their safety. But hopelessness is clear, and 
the conclusion sets the tone for much of what follows:‘. .. Hipparchus, 
the first of the freedmen to go over to O. ..

2 L iburm ans were fast, light, two-banked ships: cf. Cassou 141—2. 
For E urydes o f S p arta  cf. OCDs, Bowersock 59-60 and JR S  51 
(1961) 112-18. His descendant, C. Julius Eurydes Herculanus, was 
probably the dedicatee of P.’s On Self-praise (539a), and P. may well 
owe this story to him (cf. Jones 41). Dio 51.1.4 says that O.’s ships did 
not overtake A. σοβαρώς: 7.4-5n.

3 The Spartan La chares was honoured by the Athenians with a 
statue {Syll? 786): clearly an influential man. έκδικών ‘avenging3, 
ληιστείας: P. seems to mean ‘piracy’, a frequent theme of contempor­
ary propaganda — presumably at sea. But prominent Spartans can 
seldom have roamed the seas. A. (who had trouble in the Peloponnese, 
35η.) may simply have been consolidating his position by eliminating 
untrustworthy local magnates. Cf. E .G. Owens, Lat. 35 (1976) 726.

4 χαλκώματι: 66.ιη. περιερρόμβησε ‘spun it round like a top’, a 
striking picture and a very rare word, πλαγίαν περιπεσοΰσαν: prob­
ably ‘fell foul of them, broadside on’ (cf. LSJ περιπίπτω n.2, Popi. 8.4), 
thus explaining why Eurydes could not pursue A, but had to content 
himself with these captures; possibly ‘swung round sideways’ (Perrin); 
not ‘fell over sideways’ (LSJ, Chambry) nor ‘fell away from her course’ 
(Scott-Kilvert).

6 αϊ συνήθεις γυναίκες: Cl.’s maids, later so important, and already 
mentioned at 60.1 (n.). They are not named here: cf. 85.7η.

7 xGv στρογγύλων πλοίων ούχ ολίγα: these transports perhaps 
came from Actium itself (cf. 64.1, 68.2 nn.), for they evidently knew the 
news quickly: but it is odd that they could escape. It is also possible 
that they came from Patrae, carrying news that these friends had 
brought overland. In that case Agrippa’s capture of the port (62.2- 
6n.) was less than complete: cf. 68.7η.

8 άναχωρεΐν διά Μακεδονίας είς Ασίαν τω ι στρατώι . . .: A. might 
have thought of regrouping at (say) Athens or Corinth, but he would 
then be cut off for the winter in the exhausted and increasingly hostile 
Greece. Without naval supremacy that was too big a risk, διαίρειν ‘to 
cross’ the Mediterranean.
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9 εύμενώς πάνυ καί φιλοφρόνως παραμυθησάμενος ‘comforted 
diem with great kindness and warmth’. Cf. 43-2, but there A. was in 
tears and his men comforted him: they have now changed roles; cf. 
75.2-3. The sympathy of P.’s portrait is clear. A.’s calm resignation is 
like that of Pompey, comforting Cornelia and telling the Mytileneans 
to save themselves [Pomp. 75.1-3, cf. 67η. above); cf. also Ag.-Cl. 20.1, 
C. Min. 68.1, 70.1, Brut. 52.4-6; 75,2-3». Theophilus, A.’s procurator 
(διοικητής cf. Mason 38, 143), was himself a slave by birth, for 
otherwise his son would have been born free (§10). Freedmen were 
commonly used as procurators (agents or stewards) by prominent 
individuals: cf. Treggiari 150-2. As A.’s agent he would naturally 
handle public as well as private affairs (Treggiari 190), and interest­
ingly prefigures the emperor’s personal procurators, who included 
both freedmen and equestrians.

10 H ipparchus (cf. 734) had been close enough to the triumvirs to 
enrich himself during the proscriptions (Pliny jV.H. 35.200). He is later 
attested as duumvir in Corinth on two occasions.

68.1 πολύν ό στόλος άντισχών Καίσαρι χρόνον: in fact, the fighting 
was not especially fierce (§2n.): indeed, Hor. Epodes 9.19-20 suggests 
that some of A.’s fleet withdrew to the harbour, ignominiously 
‘backing water to port’ (nauium . . .  puppes sinistrorsum citae) -  probably 
the right wing which Agrippa had drawn N. (664), cf. Cß, 36 (1986) 
177—81. Still, some action continued for a few hours: some ships were 
fired (Hor. Odes 1.37.13, Virg. Am. 8.693-4, exaggerated by Dio 
50.34); and O. took the ostentatious precaution of spending the night 
on board ship (Suet. Aug. 17.2). Too easy and unspectacular a victory 
would be inappropriate, τον κλύδωνος ύψηλοΰ κατά πρώι,ραν 
ισταμένου: that is, from W. or N.W. The bad weather had clearly 
returned (65.1, 65-6 nn.). ώρας δέκατης: 4 or 5 p.m.

a νεκροί μεν ού πλείους εγένοντο πεντακισχιλίων: as Ρ. implies (ού 
ττλείουξ . . .) ,  the number is surprisingly low, and suggests that the 
fighting was not fierce. Cf. 66.1-3»., and ctr. the emphasis on the 
number of horrific deaths at Dio 50.34—5. ώς αότος άνέγραψε Καΐσαρ: 
in his Autobiography (fr. ι 6 Ρ =  17 M) : cf. Intr., 26. But it earlier seemed 
that A, burnt all his fleet except for 60 Egyptian ships and perhaps 170 
of his own (64.1η.); and some of those had now escaped. How could 
300 still be captured? This difficulty led Tam  (177-9) doubt the
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story of the ship-burning, and infer that A-’s fleet at Actium was larger, 
perhaps 400-415 (65~6n.). But O. need not be limiting his figure to 
warships, and some transports may have remained unburnt (cf. 64.1,
67.7 nn.); or he was perhaps referring to all ships captured during the 
Actium campaign, and P. misunderstood.

3-5 The arm y’s bewilderm ent: not implausible, cf. 65-6n. P. 
develops it well, with typical ‘characterisation by reaction’ (Intr., 40). 
He again brings out the army’s devotion as well as A.’s failure to live 
up to it (64.2-4K.): here for the first time he has foiled to show his best 
qualities in adversity, unworthy indeed of his own experience of 
μεταβολαί. Cf. 17.3-6, 56-69 nn., Intr., 23.

3 δέκα καί έννέα . . . ιππείς: ‘ 12,000 cavalry’ is the same figure as at 
6t.i(n.), though death and desertion (particularly that of Amyntas, 
63η.) must have depleted them. P. or (less likely) his source must be 
thoughtlessly using the numbers he knew for the beginning of the 
campaign. For the ‘19 legions’ cf. 56.1, 61.1 nn., and Brunt 504-5, 
plausibly arguing that A. concentrated his entire army at Actium, 
except For the 4 legions in Cyrenaica (69.3m). Though these 19 legions 
were ‘undefeated’, their numbers too had been considerably depleted, 
and 20,000 selected men were anyway on board ship (64.1).

4  πόθον: the mot juste (4.4η.), they ‘yearned’ for the absent A. Cf. Dio 
51.1.4. περιορώντες έπιπρεσβευόμενον αύτοίς Καίσαρα: more likely, 
they were negotiating terms, e.g, on their share in any rewards or land- 
settlements: O. proved not ungenerous (Keppie 79-80).

5 προδοθέντες ύπό τω ν αρχόντων; but Canidius stayed loyal to A., 
71. i . He presumably ‘ran away’ because the army was about to come 
to terms: they were the disloyal ones, not he.

6-8 Greece’s deliverance. Cf. 23.2—4, 62.1 nn. Once again, P. 
writes of Greece’s agony in heightened language, τον περ ιόντα σίτον 
. . . τά ϊς πόλεσι: some tokens found in the Athenian agora bear the 
name Καΐσαρ: they were perhaps used for these distributions, cf 
Bowersock 85, D.J. Geagan, ANRW  n 7.1 (1979) 378. περικεκόμ- 
μέναις ‘robbed’ or ‘plundered’, a strong word which P. favours in 
coloured contexts: cf e.g. Pomp, ig.io, Lucidi. 14.6, 26.3. χρημάτων 
ανδραπόδων υποζυγίων: the list in asyndeton adds to the stylistic 
height: cf. 62.1 (n.), also of the sufferings of Greece.

7 G reat-grandfather N icarchus was presumably Lamprias’ 
father (cf. 28.3m). P. probably did not hear the story from Nicarchus
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himself- if still alive, he was over 80 when P. was bom: but Lamprias 
was doubtless as fond of telling this story as the one about Philotas 
(28.3η., cf. Intr., 29). τούς πολίτας: of Chaeronea. Anticyra is the 
nearest point on the Corinthian gulf, about 30 km away over steep and 
difficult country. The wheat was presumably to be conveyed by ship, 
either to Naupactus or to Actium itself. Agrippa’s command of the gulf 
was evidently not total, e£ 67,7η.

8 διοικητών ‘stewards’, 68.9η.

69.1—2 Paraetonium : the modem Mersah Matrüh, about 290 km W. 
of Alexandria. They headed here rather than Alexandria, perhaps to 
shorten the dangerous voyage, more likely (as Dio 51.5.6 implies) to 
enable A. to reach Pinarius’ troops without delay, σύν Suoi ψίλοις 
. . .: A., solitary once again (63.9-11, 66.6-8, 67 nn.), ‘wanders 
listlessly’ (άλύων, 9.5η.), just as he did when waiting for Cl. after 
Parthia: cf. 5ΐ·3(η.). The two great disasters end on a similar note, but 
A.’s agony is even greater now. The picture is hard to believe. It was 
vital to make sure of Pinarius’ troops as soon as possible (§3n.), and, 
however dispirited, A. must surely have hurried to their station. 
A ristocrates is not otherwise known; for Lucilius cf, 22.6η. It is 
interesting that P. alludes so elaborately to the story here, after 
omitting it at 22.6 (n.). That omission may have been simply careless, 
but the tale is more effective here: as the έσχατοι καιροί draw near, A. 
has come to be as hopeless as Brutus was then, as A. himself was at the 
height of his glory; and A., like Brutus, can still inspire loyalty in such 
men. δι’ έτέρων: at Bruì. 50, cf. 22.6η.

3 τήν èv Λιβύη i (i.e. Cyrene, 61.2η.) δύναμιν: four legions under L. 
Pinarius Scarpus (Dio 51-5.6, MRR 422). It is noteworthy that A. had 
left these troops here, when seemingly all his other legions had been 
concentrated in Greece (68.3η.). Dio 51.5.6 says that they were left to 
‘guard Egypt’ -  perhaps from internal disorder, for Cl., it seems, had 
many domestic critics.

3-75 CL’s plans o f escape are as romantic and grandiose as ever: 
the flavour is like that of Seri. 8.2-9.1, when Sertorius hears of the Isles 
of the Blessed, and ‘conceives a wondrous yearning to dwell in those 
islands and live at peace, free from tyranny and unceasing conflict’ (cf. 
άττοφυγοϋσα δουλείαν καί πόλεμον here). But he too is soon persuaded 
to revert to reality. Dio 51.6.3 notes that A. and Cl- bad plans of sailing
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to Spain and stirring up a revolt there (as Pompey’s sons had done after 
his defeat), ‘or even of moving to the Red Sea’; cf. Flor. 2.21.9, B ell. 

A c t. (7i.6-8n.) frs. 10-12 G, Manuwald 236. P. omits the more 
unromantic item, the prospect of the Spanish uprising.

P. also suppresses some less glamorous material. According to Dio 
51.5, Cl. was nervous of revolt, and so she returned with her prows 
garlanded as if in victory (a theme which in itself might well have 
attracted P.}; but on reaching safety she murdered many of the 
foremost men, executed Artavasdes of Armenia (50.3-7011.), and 
plundered extensively to gather money for her armies. As at 28-9 (n.), 
such ruthlessness has no place in P.’s view of Cl.’s world.

4 τοΰ γάρ εϊργοντος ισθμού . . the neck of land between the 
Mediterranean and the Gulf of Suez, with the Gulf regarded as an 
extension of the Red Sea: c£ 3.6η., and see Map 4. This neck is about 
150 km (more than twice P.’s ‘300 stades’) across, τήν Ερυθρήν: in P.’s 
day ‘Red Sea’ sometimes referred to the modern Red Sea, but often 
denoted the entire Indian Ocean, including both Red Sea and Persian 
Gulf: cf. K. Meister, Eranos 46 (1948) 96-9, Goodyear on Tac. Ann.

2.61.2. P. here could be talking of the modem Red Sea, but, here and at 
36.3(0.) and P om p. 38.4, it is in any case important that this sea is 
regarded as part of the Indian Ocean: σφίγγεται. . .  toTs ττελάγεσι here 
refers to the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean, while at P om p. 38.4 
Pompey is thrusting forward to reach Ocean’. I t therefore seems more 
likely that P.’s ‘Red Sea’ m eans the Indian Ocean. In that case τον 
’Αραβικόν κόλττον ( =  sinus A rab ien s, certainly our ‘Red Sea’) can carry 
a different meaning from τήν ’Ερυθρόν (θαλάσσην), as is stylistically 
desirable, σφίγγεται ‘squeezed’, an expressive word. Cf. P koc. 13.7.

5 The Arabs around Petra: i.e. the inhabitants of A ra b ia  P etraea, 

here presumably those in the Sinai peninsula. See Map 4. Their king 
was Malchus, no friend of A. since his realm was reduced (36.3η.). C£ 
G.W. Bowersock, R om an A ra b ia  (Harvard 1983) 43. Dio 51.7.1 suggests 
that the fleet was built in the Gulf of Suez, presumably during winter 
31-30, not hauled over the neck of land. That is more plausible: ships 
were sometimes hauled across land, but for much shorter distances (e.g. 
Polyaenus 5.2.6, 20 stades; Thuc. 3.81.1, 4,8.2, Plb. 8.34.12, cf. B.R. 
MacDonald, J H S  106 (1986) 192). If  Cl. had really wanted to 
transport her fleet cross-countty, she would have broken up the ships



29Ϊ

into sections (cf. e.g. Arr. Anab. 7.19.3, Casson 136). τάς έμ,βολάς ‘the 
approaches’ to Egypt.

6-7 A. as Timon, the culmination of his solitariness (63.9-11, 66.6- 
8, 67,69. i nn.), and so different from his usual style: but it does not last 
long (71.2). This tradition is an old one, for Strabo 17.794 describes ‘a 
mole’ (χώμα, as here) which A. built extending into the centre of the 
harbour. ‘There he constructed a dwelling for himself to live as a king’ 
(δίαιταν βασιλικήν), his ‘Timoneion’, when, abandoned by his friends (cf. 
αδικηθεί; Otto τών φίλων καί άχαριστηθεί; here), he reached Alexan­
dria after Actium. On the location see Map 4; Fraser 12 3-4 and π 66-7. 
P. naturally avoids the suggestion that this οΐκησι; might be a ‘regal 
dwelling’: A. is now giving up his magnificence. In fact, Antony was 
perhaps safeguarding himself against assassination attempts: Pompey’s 
fate (8.4η.) was a suggestive warning. Pharos was the famous light­
house: A.’s mole would indeed have been quite close.

7 φηγάς άνθρωπον: ‘an exile from mankind’, a fine phrase (cf. e.g. 
Curt. 5.12.2, terrarum orbis exsul] which introduces a powerful descrip­
tion: as at 25.1 (η.), P. accumulates pairs of synonyms, with the second 
word more expressive than the first -  άγαπδν καί ζηλοΰν, άδικηθεΐ; . . .  
άχαριοτηθείς (‘ungratefully maltreated’, a peculiarly indignant word, 
cf. Cam. 13.2, Pkoc. 36.5), όατιστεΐν καί δυσχεραίνειν.

70 Timon of Athens

Timon was proverbial by the time of Aristophanes (§inn., Phrynichus 
fr. 18 K), and -  despite P.’s ‘he lived at the time of the Peloponnesian 
Warf (§in.) -  he sounds like a legendary figure. The story was perhaps 
inspired by the ‘Tower of Timon’ near the Academy (Paus. 1.30.4).

According to Lucian’s Timon, or the Misanthrope (Sh.’s principal 
source for Timon o f Athens), Timon had vast wealth and gave it freely to 
his friends, trusting in their good nature; when he lost his wealth, they 
forsook him, and he took to the woods in his disillusion; as he dug, he 
chanced on some gold, and his friends flocked back, only for him to 
drive them off. Had P. shifted his emphasis to Timon’s earlier life, Sh. 
and Lucian suggest other themes which could have linked him more 
closely with A.: the odious and disloyal flatterers, the reckless munifi­
cence, the banquets, the naXvtté, the humanity contrasted with the 
shallow coldness of his society, άδικηθεί; Curò των φίλων καί άχαρισ-
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τηθείξ (69.7) suggests that P. knew much of this material about 
Timon’s earlier life,; but he prefers to concentrate on the simple point 
which links him to A.’s Timoneion (69.7, §6n.), his final misanthropy 
and isolation. P. likes digressions, and he clearly inserts one here in 
order to separate the climaxes of Actium and Alexandria (4η.): and 
this is not as irrelevant as, for instance, Cor. 32. A.’s solitariness has been 
carefully prepared, even if it does not last long (69.6-7^). But P. could 
still have done more to integrate Timon’s story, and it is not good 
writing.

1 γέγονεν ήλιχίαι. μάλιστα κατά τ&ν Πελοποννησιαχ&ν πόλεμον ‘he
lived around the time of the Peloponnesian War’: for ηλικία =  ‘age’ or 
‘life-span’ cf. LSJ m, rv. Lucian too puts Timern in this period, and this 
is consistent with the story that he knew the philosopher Plato {Life of 
Plato 2.146 W). But P. and Luc. may be independently inferring from 
the Alcibiades anecdote (§2), òr Luc. may be using P.; and the Plato 
story looks like an inference from the proximity of the ‘Tower of 
Timon’ to the Academy. Aristophanes mentions Timon at Birds 1549 
and Lys. 809-15- The comic poet Plato was Aristophanes’ contempor­
ary; this passage (fr. 218 K.) is the only evidence that he mentioned 
Timon, λαβεΐν ‘infer’.

2 The Alcibiades story is told more fully at Ale. 16.9, where it 
strikes a sinister note just before the Sicilian expedition. Apemantus is 
obscure, except for this association with Timon (cf. Aldphr. 2.32, 
‘Timon imitated Apemantus in his infernal loathing’). He too was 
proverbial by the fourth century (Diog. Laert. 1.107, also linking him 
with Timon), and is probably legendary, πυθομένου την αιτίαν ‘asked 
him the reason’.

3 προσίετο ‘admitted to his company’. The Choes: the second and 
most bibulous day of the Anthesteria, Athens’ oldest festival of 
Dionysus: cf. Pickard-Cambridge 10-12. ‘εΐγεσύ’ εφη ‘μήπαρής’ ‘Yes, 
it would be -  if you were not here’.

4—5 The fig-tree. This is elegantly turned by Sh. in Timon’s final 
dismissal o f  the Athenians, T. o f A. V .Ì.2O 3-10.

6 τελευτήσαντος: he died, it was said, when he fell from a pear tree, 
and refuse^ to allow any doctor to treat him (Neanthes FGrH 84 fr. 35, 
who also mentions this site of his grave). Halae was a deme on the W. 
coast of Attica, near the modern Voula. A deserted island lies just off 
the coast. It would seem appropriate for the burial of a Timon: if there
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was a grave with an anonymous epitaph (perhaps that of §7) or no 
epitaph at ail, it might naturally become associated with him. This was 
indeed similar to A.’s Timonäon {69.6-7). ώλισθε τά προΰχοντα του 
αίγιαλοΰ ‘the part of the shore in front of the grave subsided’.

7-8 A.P. 7.313-20 lists eight funerary epigrams on Timon, including 
these two (313, 320): cf. §8n.

8 το 8è περιφερόμενου ‘the well-known one’. Καλλιμάχειόν fccm.: 
probably a mistake. A.P. 7.320 gives this as the second distich of a 
poem of Hegesippus. P. often quotes from memory, and here is 
presumably confusing this with Callim. Epig. 3 Pf. ( =  A.P. 7.318), also 
on Timon and itself of dubious authenticity:

μή χαίρειν £πτηι$ με, κακόν κέαρ, αλλά ιτάρελθε· 
ίσον έμοί χαίρειν Ιστί τό μή σε γελάν.

Sh. ends his play with P.’s two epigrams, which he combines into 
one. His language follows North almost verbatim:

Here lies a wretched corse, of wretched soul bereft.
Seek not my name. A plague consume you wicked caitiffs left!
Here lie Ϊ  Timon, who alive all living men did hate.
Pass by and curse thy fill, but pass, and stay not here thy gait.

(v.iv.70-3).

71-87 The end at Alexandria

The final days soon entered legend, doubdess helped by O. The bizarre 
experiments on the prisoners (7i.6-8n.), inflated versions of the 
fighting (74.1η.), A.’s suicide, and especially Cl.’s proud, magnificendy 
contrived, death (83, 84.2, 85-6 nn.) -  all quickly became part of the 
story. O. played the magnanimous victor, merciful to Alexandria 
(80.2η.), weeping for his old comrade (78.2η.) and allowing the lovers 
an honourable burial (82.1, 86.7 nn.): a Liebestod may itself have suited 
his propaganda -  this was the end they had always sought, lovers 
rather than statesmen. P. exploits it all rather differently. O.’s shrewd 
demeanour is portrayed without warmth (78.2-3, 80 nn.), and he is a 
mere foil for the lovers. There is little moralismi -  no reflection, for 
instance, on how they skould confront their hopeless future (cf. 75.4- 
5η.); but their bravado has its own magnificence. We sense A.’s 
unbalance as the crisis approaches (73.2-4, 74.2, 751-3 nn.), but he is
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given admirable dying words (77.7η.), at the end indeed ‘a Roman, by 
a Roman Valiantly vanquish’d’ (cf. 76.5-11, 84.6 nn.). At 93(6).3-4 P. 
disapproves of A.’s manner of death, but such moralism is far from the 
texture of the narrative itself (cf. Intr., 15).

The last ten chapters are Cleopatra’s. The Lives often continue 
beyond the moment of death (87η.), but not so elaborately as this: P. 
could have dealt with her death much more briefly. But it was too 
splendid; and by now their two fates have become one. Once Cl. was 
pretending when she preferred death to living without A. (531m.); now 
her counterfeit has become real. It would disturb this portrait to 
accept some traditional stories which suggested that she was disloyal to 
A. in these final months (72.1, 73.2-4, 74.2-3, 76.1-3, 83 nil.}. P. does 
not suppress the charges, but he does not encourage us to believe them. 
Cl. is enigmatic, and we can understand A.’s doubts; but she is never 
clearly faithless.

These events must have been widely described (cf. Griffin 26). Dio
51.5- 18 gives a less rich account: at times (esp. 83η.) he is close enough 
to P. to suggest a common source, but P. has clearly incorporated 
other, finer, material (cf. Scardigli 149-50). Much of his detail is vivid 
( 77- 3j 7 3 ·5- 7 9 ·6 , 83-4 , 85-6  nn·), perhaps imaginatively so -  but he 
quotes eyewitness accounts at 77.3η., and at 82.4 he mentions the 
version of Cl.’s doctor Olympus. He probably knew this a t first hand, 
and the close medical observation and terminology may not be 
coincidental (71.8, 82.3-4, 86-4-6 nn.). P. may well have other sources 
as well, for many literary men witnessed the events. Russell 140 suggests 
that Lucilius and ‘the orator’ Aristocrates (69. π ) published their 
stories; one wonders too about Areius and Philostratus (80), and it is 
not clear how far Socrates of Rhodes carried his account (26.6-27.2,
33.6- 34.1 nn.). Oral sources may also be important. Philotas (28.3η.) 
had been in Alexandria only a year or so before the war; and P. had 
visited the city (Intr., 1, 74.2η.), where stories were still being told 
(7i.6-8n.).

71.1 C anidius was evidently still loyal, 68.5η. τε . . . καί is rare in P. 
(K. Fuhr, RhM  33 (1878} 565-99), normally marking a very tight 
connexion: here it adds to the effect of the accumulation of co-ordinate 
clauses. One dispiriting report arrives after another: cf. 7.6, 66.7 nn. 
But P. probably knew that not everything went against A. Dio 51.7 tells
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of some gladiators who fought their way from Cyzicus to Syria, 
determined to join him. H erod had not fought at Actium {36.3η.). He 
met O. at Rhodes in spring 30 and secured pardon for his support for 
A. {Jos. A .J. 15.187-96, B .J. 1.387-93): he had already helped Q. 
Didius, O.’s governor of Syria, against A.’s gladiators (last n.). 
τάγματα καί σπείρας ‘legions and cohorts’, the forces he led against 
Malchus (36.3η.). These were probably native forces organised on the 
Roman pattem: cf. B. Alex. 34.4 (Deiotarus’ Galatians), Brunt 474, 
504, 506. τούς άλλους ομοίως δυνάστας άφίστασθαι: for instance, the 
sons of Tarcondimotus (61.2η.), who like Herod fought against the 
gladiators (Dio 51.7.4). We do not know whether the greater kings, 
Archelaus and Polemo (24.1, 36.3-4, 38.6, 61.2-3 n a ), had yet 
declared for O. -  but their interests were anyway clear, and A. could 
not expect any effective help, μηδέν rather than the classical ούδέν: 5.8,
56.5 nn.

a  ώσπερ άσμενος . . . ψροντίζειν ‘as if he had gladly given up hope 
so that he could give up anxious thought as well’: φροντίζειν is 
especially so used, e.g. n o ie , the soul joyfully gives up λύπας καί 
φόβους Kcd τό φροντίζειν; LSJ n.2.a.

3 C aesarion was nów 16 (54.6η.), Antyllus probably 15 (28.7η.). 
The blend of rituals is interesting (cf. 54.4-9^), for the ephebic 
ceremony was Greek, the toga u irilis Roman (τό δ’ άπόρφυρον . . .  
ίμάπον: before manhood boys wore the toga praetexta with a purple 
hem). Dio 51.6.1-2, who carelessly says that both were enrolled as 
ephebes, recognises that there was political point in marking their 
manhood: this would be essential if they were to be leaders or 
figureheads in their own right. But for P. it is only an excuse for 
celebration. His account is stylistically elaborate, with the excesses 
described in emphatic triads (δείπνα καί πάτους καί διάνο μάς . . .  
συμπόσια καί κώμοι και θαλίαι) flanking the balanced notice of the 
grants: cf. 9.5η. The theme continues in the further triad άβρότητι καί 
τρυφαΰς καί πολυτελείαις (§4).

4 τήν μέν των Άμιμητοβίων εκείνην σύνοδον: 28.2η. ΣυναποΘ- 
ανουμένων: the title was probably drawn from Συναποβυήισκοντες, a 
play by Diphilus which Plautus adapted as Com m orim tes (Ter. A d . 6-7). 
But this was a romantic comedy, presumably telling of two lovers saved 
from death in the nick of time. A. and Cl. copy the idea more grimly. 
Cf. the Celtic king who had a bodyguard of 600 men σνζώντας καί
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συναττοθνή ισκο ντο:;, bound by a vow to sitare his death (Nie. Dam. fr. 
80). Here the friends’ affection seems as great as ever. But not all will 
stay loyal; and in any case they will soon melt into the narrative 
background (Russell 142). The true ‘partners in death’ will be the two 
lovers alone, 53. ion,

5 άπεγράφοντο ‘registered’, a businesslike and bureaucratic word, 
εΰπαθοϋντες: 2 i.i-5n . εν δείπνων περιόδοις ‘in rounds of banquets’, 
cf. 98od.

6 προΰβαλλε τοΐς επί θανάτωι φρουρουμένοις: so also Dio 51.11.2, 
but he makes much less of the story. The so-called Belhm Actiacum* 
also puts the experiments later than P., after O. had taken Pelusium 
(74.1η.); Ael. N.A. 9.11 sets them ‘during O.’s approach’. P. has 
probably advanced the story to the beginning of the Alexandrian 
narrative to emphasise the hopelessness: from the outset A., Cl., and 
their friends all know that this will end in death. Galen 14.235-6 
tastelessly claims that Cl. tried the snakes on Iras (whom he calls 
Naeira) and Charmion, a version that is probably based on Alexan­
drian local tradition (cf. Paroem. Gr. 1.125-6, Becher 160-3). The 
stories build on a notorious Egyptian tradition of medical experi­
mentation on condemned prisoners, but they are not credible. The 
version that Cl. was seeking an easy death is itself suspect (§8n,), and 
the cobra’s bite was too familiar to require experimentation.

7 θεωμένης αύτης ετερον έτέρωι προσφερόντων: probably ‘she 
watched as her men set one animal upon one prisoner and one upon 
another’; less likely, ‘. . .  as they set one animal upon another’.

8 καί αχεδδν Iv πδσ ι.. .  ‘and in nearly every case she found that the 
bite of the asp brought deep and profound slumber’ (both κάρο; and 
καταφορά are used technically by medical writers to describe comatose 
sleep) ‘with no groans or convulsions, as, with a faint perspiration of 
the brow and dulling of the perceptions, they gendy lost their strength 
and resisted being stirred or roused, like those in a deep sleep’. (This 
takes τταράλυομένων, like δυσχεραινόντων, as gen. abs. describing the 
victims: cf. esp. Dtr. 38.2. Less probably, Scott-Kilvert and apparently

* A  poem written in the early empire, possibly by C. Rabirius (cf. Sen. Ben.
6 .3 . 1 , 7 7 .711.); some 6 0  lines, together with shorter fragments, were found at 
Herculaneum. C£ the edition of J. Garuti (Bologna, 1 9 5 8 ); H.W. Benario, 
A N R W  n 3 0 .3  (1 9 8 3 ) 1 6 5 6 - 6 2 . It may in fact have described only the 
Alexandrian campaign.
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Ziegler take it with αισθητηρίων: ‘the senses were gradually dulled and 
deprived of their power’.) Finely phrased, with an expressive combina­
tion of long, slow words and vowel-sounds. This is indeed like ‘a deep 
sleep’. The ‘asp’ was an Egyptian cobra, famous for its painless bite 
(Nicander Ther. 187-9): Galen 14.237 attests the speed of its effect 
from personal observation, and says that it was used as a humane 
method of executing criminals in Alexandria (so also Athen. 3.84c). 
But the painlessness is only relative. At first there is no pain, certainly; 
the venom attacks the central nervous system, and death can be very 
quick (less than an hour from a deep bite on the head or trunk, though 
a bite on the arm would take longer, 86.2η.). It is preceded by 
shivering, respiratory distress, difficulty of speech, muscular 
incoordination, drowsiness, incontinence, and -  despite P.’s ccvbj 
σττασμοΰ -  convulsions. Most of the symptoms are finely described by 
Philumenos 16.3. Cf. 85-60.

72.1 The em bassies to  O., late 31: cf- 73. According to Dio 51.6-8 
there were three embassies. With A.’s first proposals Cl. included a 
secret offer of her throne to O., ‘hoping that he might pity her even if 
he hated A.’ O. made no.reply to A. and instructed Cl. to give up her 
army and kingdom before asking for mercy -  but secretly added that 
she could retain her life and throne if she killed A. (cf. 73.1). In a 
second embassy Cl. offered vast treasure, and A. ‘reminded him of their 
friendship and kinship . . .  recounting all the youthful pranks they had 
shared’ (cf. 78,3η.); he offered to take his own life if O. spared Cl. 
Finally A. sent his son Antyllus with much gold; O. sent him back 
unharmed, and continued to make ‘both threats and promises’ to Cl. 
Much of Dio’s narrative is implausible, particularly the Antyllus story; 
P.’s details of the offers are slightly more credible, though he perhaps 
does simplify by conflating several missions. He also suppresses the 
suggestive theme of Cl.’s treachery (cf. 73.2-4, 74.2, 76.1-3 nn.). When 
O. tries to detach her from A., P. makes it his initiative (73.1); A.’s 
suspicions of her seem natural but unjustified (73.2-40.). P. is already 
preparing for her death-scene, and infidelity would be unfitting, «ίς 
Ασίαν: O. moved to Samos and Ephesus soon after Actium, where he 
was naturally beset by embassies, e.g. from Rhosus and probably 
Mylasa (RDGE 58.n1, 60, cf. Millar 58). He stayed in the East till late 
in the year (73.6η.). αίνουμένη τήν èv Αιγύπτιοι τοΤς παισίν άρχήν: if
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CL were dethroned, rule by her younger children (hardly Caesarion) 
was the only real alternative to Roman annexation. According to Dio, 
O. talked Of allowing Cl. to retain the kingdom herself: not very 
credible. For Cl.’s concern for her children cf. Intr., 43-4. Άθήνησιν: 
he is still ριλαδήναιος, 23.2-411. This is not mentioned elsewhere, and 
may be owed to oral tradition (Intr., 29) if it is not fictional.

a φίλων S’ άπορίαι καί άπιατίαι: so much for the devotion of the 
‘partners in death’, 71.4η. Euphronius is not otherwise known. His 
role is stressed by Sh., m.xii.4-7.

3 The desertion of Alexas (cf 66.8) is barely relevant to 
Euphronius’ mission: Alexas, whom O. loathed (§4n.), would anyway 
be an unsuitable ambassador. But P. wished to develop the theme of 
disloyal friends, and liked this story with its simple moral (§4, cf. e.g. 
22.8, 81.2): this was its most convenient peg. γνωρισθείς ‘became well 
known’ (cf. C. Mai. 1.2); not ‘became known to A.’, as translators take 
it. For Timagenes of Alexandria cf. OCD% M. Sordi, ANRW  n 30.1 
(1982) 775-97. των Κλεοπάτρας . . . άνατροπεύς: powerful language, 
‘the most violent of GL’s tools’ (a striking use of δργανον, cf. 468c) 
‘against A., and the destroyer of any thoughts he might formulate in 
Octavia’s favour’; i.e. the greatest of the κόλακες, 53-5~9un. For 
Herod’s desertion cf. 71.1η.

4 Alexas* punishment (cf. Jos. A .J. 15.197, B .J. 1.393) seems odd, 
particularly as the war was still in progress (ετι ζώντι . . .  Άντωνίωι) : 
O. had no interest in discouraging such perfidy. Perhaps Alexas’ 
hostility to Octavia was the reason (§3), if that is not P.’s own 
elaboration. But O. may simply have thought that he would win more 
support in Syria by having him killed; the fact that he was sent home to 
be executed is suggestive.

73 0.*s reply. Dio 51.6.6 makes the offer to Cl, secret (72.1η.). P. 
leaves the furtiveness for Thyrsus (§§2-4). O. perhaps genuinely tried 
to detach Cl. from A.

2-4 The mission of Thyrsus. Dio 51.8.6-7, 9.5 makes this a 
consequence of O.’s fears for the treasure (cf. 74.2-3), and P. has 
probably advanced the item in conflating several embassies (72.1η.). 
According to Dio Thyrsus told Cl. that O. was in love with her, and Cl. 
believed him: hence she betrayed A. at Pelusium (74.1). P. clearly 
knew the version that Cl. was unfaithful. His A. is suspicious (§3), and
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Cl. has to allay his fears (§5); ‘there was a rumour’ that CL connived at 
the surrender of Pelusium (74.1). ίπτέρ ήγεμόυο; νέου . . .  έττί κάλλει 
φρονούσαν also suggests that something of Dio’s ‘love-message’ story- 
stood in P.’s sources. But P. makes less of this. His Cl. is certainly 
enigmatic: here it is unclear why she paid Thyrsus such ‘special 
honour’ (§3), and she is again mysterious at 74.1-2 and 76.1-4 (nn.). 
But P. does not give any clear impression of betrayal. Her devotion 
must remain unimpaired for the death-scene, and, as at 72.i(n.), 
treachery would be inappropriate. C£ 71-870.

Sh. develops ‘Thidias’ (i.e. Thyrsus) in a delicate scene (m.xni). 
Tbidias urges Cl. to leave A. and put herself under O.’s protection, and 
Cl. seems to encourage him (esp. 56-62, 75-8). Enobarbus certainly 
thinks she is playing A. false (62-5), and hurries to fetch him: but is he 
right? O r is Cl. already beginning her grand deception of O. (cf. 11. 56- 
62 with P.’s version of the deceit, 83.4)? The audience do not know. A. 
arrives to find Thidias kissing her hand, furiously orders the whipping, 
then berates Cl.; but a few words reassure him, and the scene ends in 
great bravado. A.’s lack of balance is clear, and Enobarbus now knows 
he must leave him (Intr,, 41; 63.3—40.). In P. there is bravado, 
certainly, and futility; but A.’s judgement is not so warped, äv . . . 
διαλεχθέντα =  os αν δίαλεχθείη ‘a man who would speak cogently on 
a young commander’s behalf to . . . ’ υπέρ ήγε μόνος: the MSS άφ’ 
would have to mean ‘[sent] from a young commander and speaking 
[on his behalf]’, but this is very strained, γυναίκα . . . fati κόλλα 
φρονούσαν ‘a haughty, magnificent woman’ (7.5η.) ‘who was extra­
ordinarily proud of her beauty’ (27.3-5^): cf. LSJ θαυμαστό; i. 
εύπαρόξυντον ‘easily provoked’, a  veryrare word.

4 ‘σύ S’ εί μή φέρεις . . a mark of the gathering intensity, for P. 
rarely uses o.r. to point such simple anecdotes. C£ 84.4-70. Hip­
parchus had been the first of A.’s freedmen to desert to O., 67.10. A. 
was not betraying an innocent man.

5 τήν έαυτής γενέθλιον * . . την εκείνου: A.’s birthday fell on 
January 14th (86.8n.), Cl.’s presumably a little before. Two birthdays 
would be clodhopping on the stage, and Sh. makes Cl. respond to A.’s 
spirit (§§2-40.) by a simple change of plan. ‘It is my birthday. I had 
thought t’ have held it poor. But since my lord is Antony again, I will 
be Cleopatra’ (m.xiii. 185-7). πολλούς . . . όπελθεΐν πλουσίους: in.

6 Agrippa returned to Italy shortly after Actium (Dio 51.3.5);
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Maecenas was already there. There were troubles before the end of the 
year, with veterans clamouring for demobilisation. O. returned to 
Rome at the end of 31, but stayed only a month before returning to the 
East, ποθούντων: 4.4η.

74·ι αΰθις έπήιει διά Συρίας: Ο .’s army was doubtless large: how 
large, we do not know. Many men would have to march well over 1000 
miles from the Ionian coast, and the army did not arrive before 
Alexandria until late July, 30. Herod (71.1η.) lavishly entertained O. 
and provisioned his army as they passed through Judaea, οί δέ 
στρατηγοί διά Λιβύης: Cornelius Gallus took over and doubtless 
reinforced the four legions of Pinarius Scarpus (69.3η.), and occupied 
Paraetonium (69.1-20.). A. moved W. to oppose them, but suffered 
reverses on land and sea (Dio 51.9, cf. Bell. Act. (71.6-80.) fr. 7). He 
was apparendy still there when the strong defensive position 
Pelusium fell (Map 4, cf. 3.7). The east was A.’s more important 
front, and it is odd that he did not choose to be there in person. P. 
typically (e.g. 3.10η.) seems to introduce Seleucus -  evidently Cl.’s 
commander at Pelusium -  as a familiar figure; but he is otherwise 
unknown, ούκ άχούσης τής Κλεοπάτρας: 73·2_4η· Ρ· is again less clear- 
cut than Dio, ‘O. took Pelusium ostensibly by storm, but really 
because it was betrayed by Cl.’ (51.9.5). Oros. 6.19.14 says that the 
garrison welcomed O.; Bell. Act. t - tg  less plausibly describes a fierce 
battle below the town’s walls (cf. Prop. 3.9.55).

3 Cl. is enigmatic once more (73.2-4x1.): P. leaves it unclear whether 
Cl.’s surrender of Seleucus’ family is ruthless hypocrisy or a gesture of 
innocence. In any case, while A. is again (cf. 73.2—4) concerned with 
futile vengeance, CL clearly behaves more thoughtfully in collecting 
the treasure, τώ ι ναώι τής Ίσιδος: Alexandria was littered with 
temples to Isis. P. knew the city (678c, Intr., 1), was interested in the 
cult (54.9η.), and perhaps knew which one he meant. I t was evidently 
in the Inner Palaces near the shore (86.5, cf. Map 4), but it is difficult 
to identify more precisely (Fraser n 33-4). The mausoleum was still 
unfinished (Dio 51.8.6, Suet. Aug. 17.4). χρυσόν .·. . κινάμωμον: cf. 
62.1η. for the fist in asyndeton.

3 O. too was clearly finding Cl. enigmatic, ελπίδας . . . 
φιλάνθρωπους: P. again leaves it unclear whether Cl. welcomed or 
encouraged this. But at least O. found it possible to send her private
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messages -  odd, unless she was co-operating, άμα τώ ι στρατώι 
πορευόμενον lici τήν πόλιν: Dio 5 Ι ·9*6 alleges that Cl. secretly 
prevented the Alexandrians from offering opposition. P. may once 
more be suppressing an indication of betrayal.

4 The hippodrome lay just E. of the city beyond the Canopic gate 
(Fraser n  95-6). See Map 4. O.’s final camp must in fact have been a 
little further E., for the infantry battle (76.3) was fought on the site of 
the later Nicopolis, 6 km from the city (Dio 51.18.1, Strabo 17.795, 
Fraser n  92). A.’s cavalry victory, 3 ist July: cf. Dio 51.10, who infers 
that O.’s forces were still weary from their desert march. Sh. makes 
much of this (iv.vii-viii).

g-6 μεγαλυνόμενος SI τηι νίκηι «αρήλθεν . . a splendid scene, cf. 
Sh. iv.viii. A. first plays Hector to Cl.’s Andromache. (Sh. caught the 
allusion, 1v.viii.8-9.) Then she is herself the great queen, with the 
handsome reward. There is magnificence and style here; but no hope, 
as the man’s prompt desertion shows. Cf. the effects at 48.2 and 67.10 
(67η,). Sh. makes A. allow the soldier to kiss Cl.’s hand -  after the 
Thidias scene (73.2—4η.), a charged gesture. But he does not indude his 
defection. He passes immediately to Enobarbus and his death (63.3- 
4η., Intr.j 41), and a lesser renegade would be anticlimactic. συνέστη- 
eev ‘brought before her’.

75.1 A.’s challenge to single combat· Cf. 62.4η., before Actium: the 
bluster was unrealistic even then. Here it seems to be O.’s reply that 
brings A. to reason (συμφρονήσαζ. . . ) ,  predictable though it was. As in 
Sh. (rv.i-ii, where Enobarbus explains to his bemused master, 63.3- 
4η.), A. has lost touch with reality, πολλάς &8ούς . . . πάρεΐναι 
θανάτου: a commonplace, cf. Pyrrh. 31.3-4 and e.g. Ar. Frogs 120-34 
(with E. Fraenkd, Phil. 87 (1932), 470-3). Sh.’s ‘1  have many other 
ways to die* (rv.i.5), followed by Dryden {Allfor Love n. 12 2-3), is based 
on an ambiguity in North. Ιηιχειρεΐν ‘attack’.

2-3 The last dinner. Cf. 67.9(11.) for A.’s consolation of the 
grieving friends: here the note is more macabre (κείσεται σκίλετόί καί 
τό μηδέν γενόμενοξ). Such scenes are frequent in biographies of 
philosophical martyrs, but there the tone is naturally graver and the 
consolation more elevating: cf. esp. C■ Min. 67, Bud. 40, Tac. Am. 
15.62-3 (Seneca), 16.34 (Thrasea Paetus). A.’s style (in some ways like 
Petronius’, Tac. Ann. 16.19) different. The macabre tone of course
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suits the sympotic setting: bibulous evenings tend to go with morbid 
thoughts. Indeed one Pacuvius ended each dinner with his own mock- 
iuneral {Sen. E p . 12.8, cf. Petr. S at. 78); skeletons were often displayed 
at banquets (K. Dunbabin, J D A I  101 (1986) 185-255, cf. (Egypt) 
148b, Luc. Lati. 21); and the ’eat, drink, and be merry’ motif is 
frequent in sympotic poetry, especially Horace’s O des. Here it is 
particularly pointed, for tomorrow A. will indeed die. Sh. elaborates 
the scene at iv.ii, where, as in P., we once again feel A.’s lack of balance: 
”Tis one of those odd tricks which sorrow shoots Out of the mind’, says 
Enobarbus (14-15). But even Enobarbus cannot restrain his tears (35- 
6). In P. and in Sh., A. has always lived with undisguised emotion. His 
men still love him for it. έπ«γχ«ν . . . εύωχεΐν αύτόν ‘to fill his cup 
and to entertain him more sumptuously’. A. speaks as if the men were 
his hosts, not his servants, tò  μηδέν ‘nothing at all’. The article 
strengthens the phrase: cf Barrett on Eur. H ip p . 638-9.

3 ζητάν: P. might have written ζητεί, but subordinate verbs in 0.0. 
are readily attracted into the infinitive: cf. G G  §1524.

4-5 Dionysus leaves A. ‘People say that a defeated city is 
abandoned by its gods’ (Aesch. Sept. 217-18). The belief was common, 
at Rome as in other cultures (Frazer on Paus. 3.15.7): cf. e.g. Virg. A m .  

2.351-2, Hor. O des 2.1.25-8, D tr . 29.2, A lex . 24.6-7, and esp. Tac. H is t. 
5.13.1, of the fall of Jerusalem, opertae repente delubri fo r e s  e t au d ita  m aior  

hum ana uox, excedere deos;  s im u l ingens m otus excedentium (cf. Jos. B .J .  
6.300). At Rome the idea was prominent in the ancient rite of evocatio, 

whereby a general would pray to the gods of an enemy city to accept a 
new Roman home: cf. 278fandesp. Livy 5.21 (Veii), with Ogilvie’s nn. 
The rite was possibly revived before the fall of Carthage in 146 
(though cf. E. Rawson, J R S  63 (1973) 168-74); an inscription suggests 
its use in the routine capture of a Cilician town in 75 b.c. (J. Le Gall, 
M ela n g es J acqu es H eurgon (Rome 1976) 5 r 9-24). O. too, who knew the 
value of ancient ceremonial to appeal to Roman sentiment (cf. 60. in., 
the fetial formula), may well have employed the rite: the Cilician case 
suggests that it could be used to welcome even outlandish gods. If  so, 
this will be a dim echo. But it is also possible that the story entered the 
encomiastic tradition later. I t was natural to depict the enemy gods as 
surrendering, just as Virg. A en. 8.698-700 and Prop. 3.11.41 write of 
the victory of Roman over Egyptian gods at Actium.

P.’s elaboration -  Dionysus leaving in a musical θίασο; during this
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night of terror (48x1.) -  is peculiarly moving. The description of the 
mysterious sounds is slow and evocative, and the phrasing of the 
conclusion is very grave (§6). Sh. transfers the stoiy to Hercules 
(rv.iii.15-16}, the god he has stressed (4.1-3Π.): but this makes the 
strange music less appropriate. P. inspired Cavafy to muse (as P. does 
not, above p. 293) how A., as he hears the sounds, should confront his 
death:

. . .  As one long prepared, and full of courage, 
say goodbye to her, the Alexandria that is leaving.
Above all, don’t  fool yourself, don’t say 
it was a dream, your ears deceived you: 
don’t degrade yourself with empty hopes like these.
As one long prepared, and full of courage,
as is right for you who were given this kind of city,
go firmly to the window
and listen with deep emotion,
but not with the whining, the pleas of a coward:
listen -  your final pleasure -  to the voices,
to the exquisite music of that strange procession,
and say goodbye to her, to the Alexandria you are losing.
(‘The god abandons A.’ (191t), tr. E. Keeley and P. Sherrard)

For A.’s earlier imitation of Dionysus cf. 24.4, 33.6-34.1, 50.6, 60.5 nn. 
κατηψείαι: 40.8η. όργάνων . . . φωνάς: ‘harmonious sounds from all 
sorts of instruments’ (Perrin), cf. LSJ φωνή 1.4. εόασμών ‘shouts of 
euhoe', the distinctive Bacchic cry. θιάσου: 24.2η. ούκ άθορύβως 
έξελαύνοντος ‘leaving in a tumultuons procession’.

5 όμοΰ τι is similar in meaning to σχεδόν τι, ‘approximately’ or 
‘almost’ through the city’s centre, την πύλην . . . πολεμίους: the 
Canopic gate. See Map 4.

6 συνεξομοι&ν και συνοικειων: weighty language, ‘imitating and 
associating himself with’: cf. e.g. Ale. 23.4, Muma 8.16.

76.1-3 The fleet deserts. The last of the naval spectacles is a fiasco; 
and A. can only look on (Ιθεάτο). Dio 51.10.4 is explicit that Cl. 
‘caused the ships to desert’. P. clearly knows this version (cf. ύττό 
Κλεοπάτρας προδεδόσθαι βοών . . § 3 ) ,  but does not commit himself 
to it: Cl. is once again enigmatic. Cf. 72.1, 73-2-4, 74.2 nn. "Αμα δ*
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ήμέραι: ist Aug. 30. étti των προ της πόλεως λόφων: this cannot be 
true: there are no such hills. I t is imaginative reconstruction (Intr., 35). 
Hillsides were where good generals drew up their troops (cf. Cats. 
ig.io, where Ariovistus is encamped on ‘hills’ -  likely enough, but not 
stated in Caes. B.G. 1, P.’s ultimate source); and a hill would give A., 
like Xerxes at Salamis (Hdt. 8.90.4), a fine view of his naval 
catastrophe, εργον τι: some substantial achievement, cf. e.g. Thuc.
7.21.2, Cim. 13.4.

a τάϊς χώπαις ήσπάσαντο: they raised their oars in salutation.
3 ήττηθείς Sè τοΐς πεζόϊς: at least there was an infantry battle. Dio 

51.10.2 seems to put this before the naval fiasco.
4 CL flees into the tomb. Dio makes this a calculated ploy: Cl. 

hopes that her message will drive A. to kill himself (5r. 10.6). P.’s Cl. 
(and Sh.’s, iv.xii-xiii), acting in impulsive Sight, is more human and 
convincing. Cl. was accompanied by her maids (77.2), but P. does not 
slow the narrative by mentioning it; Dio does, 51.10.7. For the tomb 
cf. 74.2η. καταρράκτης: lit. ‘doors’ (òr ‘defences in front of a door’) 
‘which smash down’; a ‘portcullis’ (LSJ).

5—ii  The fatal wound. At the end, A. strikes in a manner fitting for 
a Roman general (τηλικοΰτο; οώτοκράτωρ, §6n.). He has little thought 
of an easy death (ctr. 71.6-8); he dies by the sword, the suicide 
appropriate to a Roman soldier -  Romana morte (Mart. 1.78.7), cf. 
Grisé 95—9. The stress is on this soldier’s courage (ευψυχία, §6); P. 
might well have preferred to dwell on the Liebtstoi, as Sh. does: ‘Where 
souls do couch on flowers, we’ll hand in hand, And with our sprightly 
port make the ghosts gaze. . . ’ (iv.xiv.51-2). P. has only αύτίκα γάρ  εις 
τούτον άφίξομαν. moving as that is, the final assertion of A.’s Roman 
qualities matters more. The more poignant, then, that he is attended 
by a slave named Eros, and that the agonies of his death are so pathetic 
and undignified. As Eros himself makes clear, the affection of his men is 
as great as ever, but it fails him in the final service he asks Of them (§§8, 
10). The style is appropriately elaborate, and A.’s three speeches point 
the intensification of his resolve: as usual, the o.r. marks a dramatic 
climax (84.4-70.). ‘τί ϊτ ι  μέλλεις Αντώνιε’: as often in poetry, the 
self-naming is emotional. Cf Cl. at 84.5. την μόνην . . . καί λοιπήν 
. . .  πρόφασιν: a striking hyperbaton, φιλοψοχεϊν ‘clinging to life’, 
usually (but cf. 83.7) a dismissive word: cf. LSJ and e.g. Brut. 43.7.

6 παραλύων καί διαστέλλων ‘loosening and unfastening’. The
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soldier needs his armour no more. In Sh. (where A.’s armour has been 
an important symbol since i.i.7-8) the unbuckling is more stressed and 
poignant: there it is armour which Cl. helped fasten, iv.iv.i 1-15. Now 
‘unarm, Eros, the long day’s task is done . . . ’, 1v.xiv.35—43. γυναιχός 
. . . λειπόμενος: ironic, after so many Romans had reviled him as the 
woman’s slave (58.10, etc.). She is indeed his mistress -  in bravery, 
πεφώραμαι Ί  stand revealed as . . . ’, a strong phrase: cf. e.g. Crass. 
34(ι )·3, C. Min. 64.9.

7 Eros: Dio 51.10.7 simply describes him as ‘one of those present’, 
but the name is suggestive (§§5-1 in. above), παρακεκληκώς ‘encoura­
ged’ (rather than ‘instructed’), and Eros had ‘promised’ (τήν ύττό- 
σχεσιυ): as at 75.2 (n.), the words reflect A.’s closeness to his men. 
Cassius had similarly prepared his slave Pindarus to strike when the 
time came (22.4η.); cf. Grisé 99-103.

8 άποστρέψας: άττοστρέψαντος K and editors; but άποστρέψας, 
favoured by manuscript authority, gives a finer picture. It is Eros, not 
A., who turns his head away (like Brutus’ friend Straton at Brut. 52.8): 
he strikes himself because he cannot bear to kill his master, and the 
gesture is eloquent. (Sh. admittedly disagreed: North translated 
Amyot’s reading άποστρέψας, ’turning his head at one side, he [Eros] 
thrust his sword into himselfe’ -  but Sh. makes A. turn his head, iv.xiv. 
85-6.) Hadrian’s doctor similarly killed himself rather than aid his 
master’s suicide (S.H.A. Hadr. 24, Grisé 99-100).

9 εύγε ‘well done’, colloquial: cf. Ale. 16.9. At emotionally intense 
moments such language gains new earnestness, and can be peculiarly 
moving (cf. C.W. Macleod on Horn. II. 24 (Cambridge 1982) 46-7 and 
index ‘colloquial phrases’). Here it has particular force, as it is a phrase 
one might indeed use often to a slave. The effect is similar at 85.7(11.).

10 εύθυθάνατος: the word’s only occurrence in Greek, έπισφάττειν: 
apparently ‘to strike a second, fatal blow’, bold language again.

11 Diomedes is not otherwise known. P. does not complicate his 
narrative by explaining how Cl. heard of A.’s wound, or how she could 
send out messages from the tomb (cf. 84.2m): the problem seems to 
have troubled Dio (cf. 51.10.8-9).

77.2 τάς μεν θύρας ούκ άνέωιξεν: presumably because of her fright, 
θυρίδων ‘windows’, σειράς καί καλώδια ‘ropes and cords’. Dio 51.10.9 
notes that these ropes were hanging there to hoist the stone blocks for
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the unfinished monument (74.2η.). In that case we should probably 
think of a crane or pulley-system (cf. on τταραιωρούμενος, §3). ένα- 
ψάντων: sc. ‘the attendants’ of §1. The tw o  w om en  are Iras and 
Channion, but they are not yet named: cf. 85.7η.

3 CL h o is ts  th e  dy in g  A. The scene (θέαμα) is very precisely 
described: it naturally lent itself to transposition for Sh.’s theatre 
(rv.xv). Just as P. often captures a man’s greatest moment with a visual 
tableau (144η., cf. 26η.), so he often moves into the same visual 
register when dwelling on his death. Cf. esp. 85-60., Cic. 48.4 (20.3η. 
above). Pomp. 78-80 (with Pelling (2) 132 and n. 24), Sert. 26.9-11, C. 
Min. 70.8-10. λέγουσιν . . . oi παραγενόμενοι: the present tense marks 
a quotation from a source (2.2η.), confirming the impression that the 
vivid detail comes from an eyewitness: perhaps the doctor Olympus, 
7i-87n. δυσθανατών: cf. C. Min. 70.8, where Cato’s writhings are 
similarly wretched (δυσθανατών έξέπεαε της κλίνης), παραιωρούμενος 
‘suspended alongside’, again suggesting a crane or hoist.

4 γυναικί (códd.) is sharper than γυναιξί, which editors (including 
Flacehère) often read. In  §2 Iras and Charmion are certainly helping, 
but they are already melting into the narrative background (αλλά 
μόλις ή Κλεοπάτρα . . .) ;  cf. Rnssell 141-2, though he apparently reads 
γυναιξί. κατατεινομένη τω ι προσώπωι ‘with her face distorted by the 
strain’, συναγωνιώντων ‘sharing her straggle’. This is influenced by 
Thuc. 7.71.X, where each land-army shared the combatants’ emotions 
as it watched the great naval battle, ττολύν τον άγώνα καί ξύστασιν της 
γνώμης είχε: the passage is quoted at 347b (cf. Me. 25.2), and widely 
imitated elsewhere, e.g. Plb. 3.43.8, Sail. B J .  60.4.

5 τά στέρνα τυπτόμενη. . .: no thought of a painless death now (cf.
71.6-8), and no more hints of perfidy. Cl. shares A.’s agonies as she 
later shares his death, δεσπότην έχάλει καί ävSpa και αύτοκράτορα 
‘her master’ -  though he had been reviled as her slave; ‘her husband’ -  
though she had been content to be a mere ερωμένη, 53.10; ‘and her 
general’ (64.3η.), for he is indeed the Roman soldier at the last.

7 A.5s  dy in g  w o rd s  are doubtless imaginary, and P. credits him 
with admirable sentiments: cf esp. Mar. 46, strong praise of Plato and 
Antipater of Tarsus for remembering their good fortune as they die; and 
Brut. 52.5, ‘Brutus said that he thought himself μακαριώτερος than his 
conquerors.. . ’ A.’s words here have a lapidary quality: cf. R. Lat- 
timore, Themes in Greek and Lohn Epitaphs (Illinois 1942) 285-90, and
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esp. Dido’s last words, themselves suggestive of real epitaphs, uixi et 
quem dederat cursum Fortuna peregi, [ et nunc magna mei sub terras ibit imago, j 
urbem praedaram statui, mea moenia uidi... (4 ««. 4-653-5). Striking last 
words suited the taste of P.’s age (cf. e.g. Suet. Aug. 99, Men 49.1, Tac. 
Arm. 15.63.3, 16.35, Arr. Dim. Epic. 4.10.14-17); P. himself perhaps has 
fewer than we might expect, but cf. also Per. 38.4, Flam. 20.1 o- r 1, Alex.
43.4, Ag.-Cl. 20.1. A. again dwells on his Roman qualities, not on the 
consolation of a Liebestod: καί νΰν οϋκ άγεννώς 'Ρωμαίος òtto 'Ρωμαίου 
κρατηθείς (cf. Seri. 13.5): ‘a Roman, by a Roman Vahantly vanquish’d’ 
(Sh. rv.xv.57-8), but the theme is more exclusively stressed in P. than 
in Sh. And, when he looks back on his greatness, it is his public 
achievements he recalls: ctr. the poet Rabirius (7i.6-8n.), who made 
him glory in his generosity as he faced his death: ‘whatever I have given, 
that I still possess’ (Sen. Ben. 6.3.1).

P.’s Cl. says nothing in reply. It takes great poetry to avoid 
anticlimax: ‘the odds is gone, And there is nothing left remarkable 
Beneath the visiting moon’ (tv.xv.66-8). The response allows Sh. to 
move the focus to Cl. at the scene’s end, and prepare her own death 
more explicitly: . .  then is it sin To rush into the secret house of death,
Ere death dare come to us? . . .  Let’s do it after the high Roman 
fashion, And make death proud to take us’ (rv.xv.80-8). But P. too 
hints, less directly, at what is to come. When A. advises her ‘to save 
herself i f  she can do so without dishonour1, the qualification is vital, 
presaging Cl.’s concern to avoid the triumph (84.4, cf. 78-4): we 
already sense that she cannot avoid such disgrace.

On the prominent eques C. Proculeius, so trusted by O., cf. OCD% 
79. in. This story of A.’s confidence in him is surely fictional. If  A. knew 
Proculeius at all, he would have known his closeness to O.; and the 
ironic reversal a t 78.6-79.5, where Proculeius is so disingenuous, is too 
neat to be true.

78.1 "Οσον οίίπω 8’ έχλιπόντος βύτοΰ ‘when he was on the point of 
death’: on όσον oihrco cf. Holden on Mie. 18.11. As at Per. 38 after 
similarly striking last words, P. only indirectly mentions the death 
itself. D ercetaeus is not otherwise known: he is evidently another who 
is anxious to win O.’s favour. Dio 51.11.1 makes CL send the news to 
O. herself: in Dio she is already plotting for her own safety, in P. she is 
too distraught. Cf. §6n.
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a O.’s te a rs . Such a display of sensibility was almost de rigueur. 
Eumenes had wept similarly for Craterus (Eum. 7.13), Antigonus for 
Pyrrhus (Pyrrh. 34.8), Antiochus for Achaeus (Plb. 8.20.9), Caesar for 
Pompey (Caes. 48.2, Pomp. 80.7), and most famously Scipio Aemilianus 
for Carthage (Plb. 38,21, Diod. 32.24, App. Lib. 132). The usual 
suggestion is an awareness of human fragility: the victor may one day 
be as vulnerable as the vanquished. Cf. esp. J. Homblower, Hieronymus 
of Cardia (Oxford 1981) 104-6. But P. does not present O. as so 
sensitive, and his calculating demeanour leaves little doubt that the 
tears were crocodile. Ctr. 3.10 and 22.6-7, where A. was genuinely 
noble in victory to Archelaus and to Brutus, ύποστάς ‘withdrew’. 
ävSpa χηδεστήν . . . χοινωνόν: P., his source, or O. perhaps borrowed 
the motif from one of A.’s missives before the battle, recalling their 
friendship and kinship and the love-affairs and pranks they had once 
shared (Dio 51.8.1: perhaps not trustworthy, 72.1η.), If so, ττολλών 
αγώνων καί πραγμάτων κοινωνόν naturally raises the tone.

3 τάς έπιστολάς: letters such as those of 55, 62.3-4, 72.1-73.1, 73.3- 
4, 75.1 (nn.). But P.’s narrative has not suggested that A.’s letters were 
more ‘vulgar and arrogant’ than O.’s: cf. esp. 55η. C.’s speech of 
justification on the field of Pharsalus, tout’ έβουλήβησαυ . . . ,  is graver 
and better founded (Caes. 46).

4 των χρημάτων: 74·2. τοΰ θριάμβου: with δόξαν, ‘he thought it 
would add greatly to the glory of his triumph if she were led in the 
procession’ (Perrin). Cf. 77.7, 84.2 nn.

78.5—79.6 Cl.’s  cap ture, once again (cf. 77.3η.) described in precise 
detail, with a rapid sequence of shor£ sentences and cola, effectively 
broken by the brief passages of o.r. Dio does not seem to know the story 
at all: he simply makes Cl. grant Proculeius and Epaphroditus an 
audience, and they seize her (51.11.4). P.’s account is no more 
implausible, and may again be owed to an eyewitness (cf. 71-87, 77,3 
nn.).

6 αίτουμένη τοΐς παισι την βασιλείαν: the same claim as before, and 
the same concern for the children: cf. 72.1η., Intr,, 44. Dio’s shabbier 
Cl. is concerned for her own safety (51.11.1). Cf. §in.

79.1 πανιδών tòv τόπον: the reaì purpose of Proculeius’ first visit, it 
seems. So much for the trust Cl. might place in him (77.7). C. 
C ornelius Gulins is the politician and poet, cf. OCDs, 74. rn. The two
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great equites Proculeius and Gallus seem to have been Mends: after 
Gallus’ fall Proculeius snubbed his prosecutor Largus (Dio 53.24.2, c£ 
T. T. Rapke, LCM 9 (1984) 21-2).

a όπηρέτας ’έχων δύο: neat, as there are three women to be taken; 
perhaps too neat, and one suspects imaginative reconstruction.

4 χρηστότητος: esp. appropriate (like εύγνωμόνωχ, 63.3η.) for a 
show of magnanimity or mercy to a subject or prisoner. Cf. Dtr. 50.1, 
Alex. 30.1, Lucidi. 32.6. But we know what sort of‘display’ O. really has 
in mind -  the triumph, 78.4. άπιστον: but after the trickery of her 
capture, Cl. indeed has little reason to ‘trust’ either O. or Proculeius.

6 E paphrod itus is also named by Dio, 78.5-79.6η. ώ ι προσ- 
βτέτακτο . . . ηδιστον ‘with injunctions to keep the queen alive by the 
strictest vigilance, but otherwise to make any concession that would 
promote her ease and pleasure’ (Perrin).

80 O.’s e n try  in to  A lexand ria . Like Sh., P. might have omitted this 
as immaterial to Cl., and the Philostratus story of §§3-5 is surprisingly 
comic. But after the climaxes of 76-9 a less intense sequence is 
welcome, and P. again develops O. as a foil to the warm-hearted 
lovers. A great man’s aduentus to a city was a considerable ceremonial 
occasion, staged with great care: we often read of the great concursus of 
citizens, their formal escort and procession, and the elaborate speeches 
on both sides. Cf. 11.1-2, 24.4 (nn.) and Pomp. 57.1, all esp. striking; 
T. E. V, Pearce, C'Q.20 (1970) 313-16; cf Woodman on Veil. 2.103-
104.1. Here the Alexandrians are naturally numbed: all the staging is 
on O.’s side, with the calculated display of the entry with Areius (§m.) 
and the rounded speech of pardon (§2). O. is not wholly 
unsympathetic, and is given some creditable motives (§3n., cf. 82.2); 
but he is very different from his enemies.

i  A reius D idym us is mentioned by Suet. Aug. 89.1 as one of O.’s 
teachers. He was a Stoic, with heavy Platonic leanings (Fraser 1490-1 ). 
For the thoughtfully staged aduentus cf. 11.1—2. O. is evidently already 
planning an important role for Areius in Alexandria (ίν’ εΰθΰξ tv to ìj 
πολίταΐϊ irapißAnrros εΐη . . . ,  cf. §5): after serving as procurator in 
Sicily, he was in fact later offered, but declined, an important 
administrative post in Egypt (probably that of Idios Logos). Cf. 
Bowersock 33-4, 39-40. He remained close to the imperial household: 
cf. Sen. Marc. 4-5.
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At 814c! P. tells the same story in a more moralising way, praising 
Areius for exploiting his friendship with O. for the good of his state. 
That tone would be alien here: cf. 8i-5(n.).

a The gym nasium  was the scene of A.’s own more exuberant 
display at 54_6(n.). O.’s  speech o f pardon became famous: cf. 
Themist. or. 8.io8b-c, 13.1730-0, Julian ad Them. 265c, Caes. 21.326b, 
and Ep. 5i.433d~434a. Germanicus said similar things to the Alexan­
drians some 50 years later, perhaps in imitation (P. Oxy. 2435): but 
praises of a city’s founder, its beauty, and its inhabitants were regular 
topoi of a rhetorical epibaterwn (a speech made on arrival). P. omits the 
fact that O. courteously spoke in Greek (Dio 51.16.4), a language in 
which he was never comfortable (Suet. Aug. 89.1): perhaps he owed 
the Greek translation to Areius (Bowersock 33). Dio gives a slighdy 
different version: ‘first through my respect for the great god Sarapis, 
secondly for your founder Alexander, sind third for my friends Areius’: 
Julian Ep. 5i,433d-434a seems to conflate the two versions. Alexander 
was always a potent model for Roman generals, and his own osten­
tatious leniency to Athens (Alex. 13.1-2, Phoc. 17.2-8) may have been 
in O.’s mind.

O. also viewed the body of Alexander, and carefully paid respect 
(Suet. Aug. 18.1). Dio 51.16.3 notes that he accidentally broke off a 
piece of the mummy’s nose: a good story, but too undignified for P.

3 Philos tratus is described by Phil. V.S. 1.5 as συμφιλοσοφοϋντα 
τηι βασιλίδι, apparendy a sort of court philosopher (Fraser 1 494, π 
7i i). His exuberant rhetoric excited mockery as aping the queen’s own 
life-style. Later he seems to have fallen into poverty, and died in the 
wastes of Palestine (Crinagofas A.P. 7.645). Ιξ επιδρομής 
‘impromptu’, σοφιστών: Phil. F.S. 1.5 notes that Philostratus was 
usually regarded as a ‘sophist’, not a philosopher. For the terms cf. 
G.W. Bowersock, Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire (Oxford 1969) 10- 
15, Jones, Dio 9. ‘Sophist’ is often derogatory in P. (e.g. 435 48d, ggge- 
f), though it can be neutral or even favourable (pace Hamilton on Alex. 
4-g): c f e.g. Caes. 3.1, Per. 4,2. είσπαιών . . . τήι ’Ακαδημείαι ‘he 
improperly represented himelf as belonging to the school of the 
Academy’ (Perrin) : presumably the Athenian Academy, but possibly 
an Alexandrian Academy founded by Antiochus of Ascalon fifty years 
earlier (Fraser 190, 485-94; but the evidence for such an ‘Academy’ is 
not very secure, cf. J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Academy (Göttingen
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1978) 90-97). διό . . . βδεληττόμ,ενος (9.5η.) τόν τρόπον: Ρ. himself 
often shows interest in an orator’s character as well as his style: cf. Cues.
3.1, 8ooa-8ord. He makes Demosthenes admire Callisthenes, Brutus 
admire Antiochus, and the Romans admire Philo, for similar reasons 
{Dem. 5.4, Brut. 2.3, Cic. 3.1). Here he extends the same assumptions to 
O., perhaps too generously, τάς δεήσεις: presumably his own rather 
than Areius1, despite Ιξηντήσστο above: the point of§4 seems to be that 
Areius has not yet interceded for him.

4 πώγωνα πολιόν: like a stage philosopher, χαθείς ‘letting it grow’, 
φαιόν ίμάτιον: 18.3η. σοφοί σοφούς , .. , σοφοί: an unattractive line 
from an unknown tragedy {fi. adesp. 422 N2).

81 The deaths o f A ntyllus and Caesarion; pathetic (especially 
Caesarion with his gullibility) -  but P. could have excited more 
emotion if he had wished (nn.). He prefers to leave the climax for Cl. 
Dio 51.16.5-6 mentions their murders after Cl.’s death; P. could have 
done the same (cf. 82.x μετά τήν Κλεοττόπ-ραζ τελευτήν, and 87.1), but 
knew how anticlimactic that would be. For A ntyllus cf 28.7η. and the 
grand story of 28.7-12: had P. wanted more poignancy, he could have 
found ways to recall that here, particularly when describing the 
magnificent jewel (§2). Antyllus had been with his father for some time 
(57.4, 71.3). The rest of A.’s children by Fulvia were still at Rome with 
Octavia {57.4, cf. 87.1). Theodorus is not otherwise known.

a  τήν κεφαλήν αΰτσϋ τω ν στρατιωτών άποτεμνόντων . . it 
seems that he had sought sanctuary, either at a statue of C. (Suet. Aug.
17.5) or in a shrine Cl. had built to A. (Dio 51.15.5). P. probably knew 
the pathetic story, and could have used it: but he prefers to dwell on 
the tutor’s perfidy, άρνησάμενος . . . καί φωραθείς άνεσταορώθϊ} 
(‘crucified’ or ‘impaled’): a familiar type of story, cf. 22.8.

3 τά δέ Κλεοπάτρας παιδία: Alexander Helios, Cleopatra Selene, 
and Ptolemy Philadelphus (36.5, 54.7 nn.). The grand names could 
have added to the pathos, had P. so wished.

4 For Caesarion cf. 54.6-7, 71.3 nn. είςτήν ’Ινδικήν Si’ Αιθιοπίας: 
cf. CI.'s own hopeless escape plans of 69.4. ώς Καίσαρος αύτόν έπί 
βασιλείαν καλοΰντος: Cl. had herself asked for the kingdom for her 
children (7a. r, 78.6), but could hardly have meant Caesarion (72. in.). 
The boy is indeed naive: the more unspeakable, then, his tutor 
Rhodon for exploiting this. He is otherwise unknown.
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5 So much for Arenis’ philosophy, 8o.i. ούκ αγαθόν πολυκαισαρίη: 
as the Greeks flee to the ships at IL 2.204, Odysseus warns the 
ringleaders that ούκ αγαθόν ττολυκοιρανίη' sis κοίρανοξ έστω, | εΐ$ 
βασιλεύς.

82.1 Τούτον μέν oöv ύστερον άπέκτεινε . . intent on the royal 
household, P. omits O.’s other executions. They included Canidius 
(34.10η.) and Gassius Parmensis, the last survivor of Caesar’s assassins 
(Veil. 2.87.3, Oros. 6.20).

2 πολλών αϊτουμένων θάψαι καί βασιλέων καί στρατηγών: incon­
gruous, but Ρ. is presumably fabricating these requests to intensify the 
next clause, ‘he did not take the body away from Cl.’ Alexander was 
probably again (c£ 80.2η.) O.’s model, with his famous generosity to 
the wife and family of Darius (Alex. 21, 30, 43 etc.). Antiochus treated 
Pyrrhus, Cleomenes Lydiadas, and Hannibal Marcellus with similar 
honour (Pyrrh. 34.9, Ag.-Cl. 27.6, Marc. 30.2, cf. 78.2η.); A. himself 
returned Brutus’ ashes to his mother (22.7η., Brut. 53.4); c£ also 3.10 
(Archelaus), Dtr. 17.1. But such honour in warfare is as old as Achilles’ 
return of Hector’s body in Biad 24. πδσιν ώς έβούλετο χρήσθαι 
λαβοΰσης: we might expect ττάντα as obj. of λαβούσης, with χρήσθαι 
as explanatory infinitive, but P. prefers to avoid hiatus by ‘attracting’ it 
into ττδσιν (dat. with χρήσθαι).

3 άνεφλέγμηνε ‘inflamed’, a technical medical word: cf. [Hipp.] 
(B e . 24, 27, Gal. ι8(ι)·73· ήλκωτο ‘ulcerated’, another medical term, 
άφεξομένη τροφής: hardly an easy mode of suicide, but one favoured 
by invalids, for instance Atticus (Nep. Ait. 22), Corellius Rufus and 
Silius Italicus (Pliny Ep. 1.12, 3.7), and Tullius Marceflinus (Sen. Ep.
77.5-9). Cf. Grisé 118-20.

4 O lym pus (FGrH 198) may be an important source for P., cf. 71- 
87, 77-3 nn. καθαιρέσεως ‘reduction’ of the body, another medical 
term: cf. 53.5.

5 - . . καθάπερ μηχανή μασιν ύπηρείπετο ‘she was undermined by 
these threats and fears as if they were siege-engines’: cf. e.g. Per. 38.1, 
Brut. 7.7. Not one of P.’s happiest similes.

83 O.’s  v is it to  Cl. naturally captured the imagination, and it seems 
that fanciful accounts were soon in circulation (see below). P.’s account 
is subde and comparatively restrained, but even more tantalising than 
Sh.’s adaptation, v.ii. 112-74. We only gradually, and perhaps incom-
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pletely, sense the nature of CL’s ploy. At first she is again enigmatic. 
Her δικαιολογία of §4, blaming all on A., is uncomfortably petty; but 
■we may already wonder if this is not disingenuous, for P.’s language 
soon suggests a careful theatricality (μεδηρμάσατο (cf. n.) . . .  ώς δή τις 
äv . . .  τκριεχομενη). The Seleucus story is again perplexing. We know 
that she cannot really be ‘saving small gifts for Octavia and Livia’ (§6): 
that may be brilliant improvisation, but in that case why try to save the 
treasure at all? She can hardly be trying to keep it for herself. Possibly 
she is stage-managing the whole episode, including Seleucus’ intervention, 
to fool O. into believing that she wishes to live. That is how J. Dover 
Wilson (New Cambridge edition of A. <2? C., 1950) and M.R. Ridley 
(Arden edition, London 1954) argued Sh.’s Seleucus scene should be 
taken, though the interpretation is hard to convey in performance (cf. 
§5n.). But neither P. nor Sh. really makes the matter clear. We are 
simply left with a vague impression of skilful deception: that is enough 
to make us unsurprised when O. leaves Ιξη-ττατηκευαι μεν οίόμενος, 
Ιξηττατημένο? δέ μάλλον. This is certainly supreme κολακεία, and it is 
the one occasion in the Life when O. is out-thought.

Dio 51.12 -13 gives a cruder version. His Cl. is hoping to retain her 
crown (cf. 78.6η.), and herself asks for the interview. She greets O. in 
the palace with a careful speech, hoping to arouse his passion. He 
merely promises she will suffer no harm. She then begs to lie with A. in 
death, but is only playing for pity, and O. again responds coolly. It is 
only when she realises she is being kept for the triumph that she 
conceives a genuine wish to die. She then pretends that she is keeping 
treasure for Livia: this deceives her guards as well as O., and she 
exploits their negligence and dies.

Some of this may be Dio’s elaboration (cf. 73.2-4Π.); some seems to 
rest on the same tradition as P., and may be true (the mention of Livia, 
§6n., and the emphasis on the triumph, 84.2η.). Most of Dio’s story at 
least seems to be an early tradition, for Flor. 2.21.9-10 is very similar. 
Once Cl. had become established as the great beauty and wanton 
(27.3-511.), the interview was naturally embroidered to stress her love- 
play: cf. 73.2-40., and the similar story of an interview with Herod, 
Jos. A.J. 15.97. But the tradition can hardly be true. I t  may well owe 
its currency to Livy, who dwelt on Cl.’s last days (84.2η.) and liked 
such scenes (cf. his Sophoniba, 30.12-15). P. probably knew the story, 
but, as before with tales of her treachery (72.1, 73.2-4, 74.2, 76.1-3
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nn.)j he prefers a Cl. with more loyalty, determination, and dignity.
i  ^Hxe 8è καί αύτΰς: P. does not say where this took place: 

presumably still in the mausoleum, 74.2, 76.4 nn. According to Dio
51.11.5 she had been allowed to stay in the mausoleum for several 
days, but by now had been brought back to the palace. Cf. 84.3, 86.5 
nn. CL’s low liness -  lying on a mat, wearing only a tunic -  contrasts 
with her final regal display, τε0νηκυΐαν εν χρυσήι κατακαμένην κλίνη i 
κεκοσμημένην βασίλικώς, 85.6. Dio 51·12·1 ‘s again cruder: she 
prepared a costly chamber and couch, and wore her mourning clothes 
with careful and becoming negligence, μονοχίτων: often a sign of 
surrender or humility, cf. Hamilton on Alex. 71.7, Holden on Sulla 25.1. 
After the defeat at Issus noble Persian women, ‘who . . ,  never showed 
any part of their body, rushed from their tents μονοχίτωνες and tearing 
off their clothes, calling on the gods and falling at the knees of their 
conquerors’ (προσηίτττουσοό, as here), Diod. 17.35.5. συντετηκυϊα 
ταΐς οψεσιν: just as weeping wastes the body (e.g. Eur. LA. 398), so its 
signs are naturally visible in the eyes: P.’s phrase suggests both soreness 
from tears and the lifelessness which comes from continual grief- Cf. 
Ag.-Cl. 18.i. ‘Her eyes were sunken’ (Perrin, Scott-Kilvert) captures 
some but not all of the nuance.

a της περί τό στερνόν αίκίας: it was in itself unseemly that so much 
of the body could be seen: cf. Diod. 17.35.5, quoted on §1.

3 το τής ώρας ιταμόν ‘the vigour of her beauty’, τοΐς κινήμασι τοϋ 
προσώπου: Ρ. precisely captures an often unregarded element of 
beauty. As at 25.3, the depiction of charm is uncommonly fine.

4 κελεόσαντος . . . καθίσαντος: again the visual register: the queen 
reclines, the commander sits, οίκτον: 14.7η. μεθηρμόσατο ‘adapted 
herself (as the κόλαξ will, 27.2η.). The word suggests calculation and 
skill, cf. e.g. Phil. 14.9, Numa24.(1).7. ώ ς δή τ ι ς äv . . . περιεχομένη ‘as 
a woman would who was as anxious as she could be to live on’.

5 Seleucus is otherwise unknown. P. does not explain his presence: 
we had surely assumed that Cl. and O. were alone, though servants 
readily melt in and out of the narrative (77.4η.). Sh. makes him enter at 
CL’s call (v.ii. X39). In performance, that summons (like her injunction 
to ‘speak the truth, Seleucus’, 143) can perhaps be made to suggest 
that she has planned the whole episode; but the point usually escapes 
all but the most quick-witted in an audience, επιτρόπων ‘stewards’, 
διακλέπτουσαν ‘stealing away’, especially used of saving captured
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booty or prisoners: cf. Mar. 21.4, Holden on Me. 27.7. πολλές 
ένεφόρει τωι πρααώπωι πληγές: probably the inspiration of Sh.’s 
earlier scene, where Cl. berates the messenger who tells her of A.’s 
marriage (n.v, cf 36.5η.). At v.ii. 154-76 she advances similarly on 
Seleucus, and the audience notice the scenic resemblance; but she does 
not strike him.

6 δήποοΘεν: an equivalent of the emphatic δήττοο, used by P. before 
vowels, Όκταουίαι και Λιβίαι τηι σήι: Dio 51 ·13·2 has only ‘for 
Livia’; P. again elaborates the part of Octavia.

7 φιλοψοχεΤν: 76.5η. έξηπατηκέναι . . . Ιξηπατημένος . . cf. 
iiroa-b , the same figure. O. has now been ‘deceived’ into thinking 
that she wishes to live, but it is still not evident exactly what Cl. is 
planning. 86.1 will make it clearer.

84.1 For C o rn eliu s  D o lab e lla  cf. PIR? it 1345. We hear little of his 
later career: perhaps he died young, perhaps this episode disgraced 
him.

8 δεηθείσηι: P. again (cf. 76.1m.) does not explain how Cl. 
conveyed her request, or Dolabella his message, άποστέλλειν: to 
Rome, for the triumph. P. makes this crucial in driving Cl. to suicide. 
That had always been the acknowledged version, and O. must have 
authorised it: shortly after the events Hor. made this the climax of Odes 
1.37 -  saeuis Liburnis scilicet inuidens j prìuata deduci superbo j non humilis 
mulier triumpho (29-32); and Livy described her in captivity as exclaim­
ing ού θριαμβεόσομαι (fr. 54). Cf 85-615. εις τρίτην ή μέραν ‘on the 
third day’.

3 χοές έπενεγκεΐν Ά ντωνίωι . . . τον τάφον: ‘the tomb’ was where 
such offerings were made (Alexiou 7-10), but P. perhaps has no clear 
picture of the events he is reconstructing: it seems that A. was buried in 
the mausoleum (86.7η.), but that does not seem to be the setting here 
(cf 83.1η., but now she needs to be ‘borne to the tomb’). τ9μ σορώι 
‘the coffin’ rather than ‘the um ’ (Perrin, Scott-Kilvert): there is no 
suggestion that A. was cremated before burial {82.2, 86.5).

4—7 CL’s lam ent at the tom b. No other source has anything like 
this, and P. is probably fabricating the whole episode. Elsewhere he 
uses oratio recta sparingly, and typically in short passages to point 
anecdotes (e.g. 4.9, 20.5, 24.1-8, 28.8-11, 29.7, 46.6-7, 59.8, 64.3,
73.4, 76.5-9, 78.5-79.6 nn.). Extended speeches always illustrate
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important themes. Sometimes the themes are political or philosophi­
cal, as at Pyrrh. 19.1-4 (the Roman spirit of resistance), Ag.-Cl. 52 
(suicide), Asm. 31.4-10, Eum. 17.6-11, Coes. 37.6-7 (the ingratitude of 
Aemilius’ and Eumenes’ men and the admiration of Caesar’s); but 
often such speeches illustrate frisate affections and tragedy, particularly 
(as here) the involvement of a man’s family or loved one with the 
climax of his fate- Thus Porcia insists that she will be Brutus’ κοινωνόξ 
μεν αγαθών . . .  κοινωνός δ’ àvtapwv (Brut. ΐ3·7_ ιο)·> Cornelia blames 
herself for her husband’s defeat, and is movingly consoled (Pomp. 74.5- 
75.2); and Volumnia speaks of the tragedy Coriolanus has brought to 
his womenfolk, and her determination to die rather than see him 
leading, or led in, a  triumph (Cor. 35, cf. §7n.). Cf. also Am . 36.4-9 
(Aemilius), Ag.-Cl. 17.5-10 (Chilonis), Graceh. 36.3-4 (Licinia). 
Octavia is similarly involved in her loved ones’ fate, 35.3-4,54.2 (nn.). 
P.’s heroes are individuals, and public men: but this sensibility to the 
family, and to private love and grief, is typical of his humanity.

Comparison with the laments of tragedy, which often share the 
features of real-life laments, is instructive: cf. esp. Alexiou, though she 
does not discuss this passage. ‘There is no example in Greek antiquity 
of a lament which has lost all traces of refrain’, says Alexiou 134: in fact 
this is one, but the point is striking, Iras and Charmion attend her (§3) 
and could have echoed her laments, as they would in real life: that 
might itselfhave been moving (cf 11. ig.287-302), but less so than Cl.’s 
solitariness. The invocation of A. (μή ττρόηι ζώσαν την σεαυτοϋ 
γυναίκα, §7), evokes tragic scenes, especially Aesch. Cho. But here there 
is no call for omgtmce, which byriow, remarkably, would seem petty; 
she does not curse O. as Dido curses Aeneas (Ain. 4.607-29). Laments 
usually recall the dead man’s qualities (Macleod on II. 24.723-76), and 
C3. might certainly have dwelt more on A.’s own greatness. In fact she 
speaks of herself, and unites her suffering with his. If she lives, they will 
be united in O.’s triumph, for A. will be ‘triumphed over’ in Cl.’s 
person (§7); but how much finer to be together in death! Tragic 
mourners often wish for death themselves (Alexiou 178) and sometimes 
even think of sharing the dead one’s tomb (e.g. Eur. Ale. 365-8); but so 
sustained and moving a union of the mourner and the mourned is not 
found. It has something of the ethos of Roman elegy, though there 
such themes are more self-indulgent: cf Prop. 2.26.43-58, 2,28.38-41,
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4.7.93-4; J. Griffin, Latin Poets and Roman U fi (London 1985) 45-6, 
142-62.

5 Κλεοπάτρας: for the self-naming cf. 76.5η.
6 è 'Ρωμαίος: just as A.’s Roman qualities were emphasised in his 

death (esp. 77.7). τοσοΰτο της σής μεταλαβοϋσα χώρας μόνον: Ρ.
recalls CI.’s notorious ambition to rule in Rome, although he has 
himself made little of this (58.4-59. in.}. He exploits it now rather than 
earlier, to evoke pathos rather than indignation.

7 οί γάρ ενταύθα προΐίδωκαν ήμάς: 75·4—5η· τήν “εαυτού γυναίκα: 
now a wife indeed, no mere mistress: cf. 53.1 o, 77.5 (άνδρα) nn. And it 
is death which makes her so. There is often an interfusion of wedding 
and funeral imagery in tragedy, as in real-life rituals (cf. esp. R.A.S. 
Seaford in JH S  107 (1987) 106-30, Alexiou 120-2); often, as in Soph. 
Ant., we feel a perversion of nature when a victim finds marriage only in 
death; but there is none of that here. This ‘marriage’ is not unnatural 
but triumphant. Cf. 85. 1-30. θριαμβευόμενου ‘being triumphed over’, 
cf. 50.6η., Livy fr. 54 ou δριαμβεύσομαι (§2n.), and esp. Volumnia at 
Cor. 35.6 (§§4“ 7n. ). δν σοΰ χωρίς εζηχα: cf. Camma, who speaks of the 
grief of surviving her husband, σοΰ χωρίς εζων άνιαρώς (768d, cf. 257c- 
258c): but she lives on to exact vengeance (cf. §§4-7n,).

85-6 Cl.’s death, probably on 10th Aug. (T. C. Skeat, JR S  43 (1953} 
98-100). The main lines of the tradition are already clear in Hor. Odes 
1.37. Cl. survived the destruction of her city; her manner was calm 
(:uultu sereno, 26), perhaps deceptively so (Nisbet-Hubbard ad loc.): 
deliberata morteferocior (29), she would not be led in triumph (cf. 84.2η.), 
and killed herself by the bite of the asp. That tradition remained firm. 
The method of her suicide was debated (below), but not its fact: had 
O. been suspected, Tac. would probably have told us so (Ann. 1.10). 
But modem scholars are more sceptical, often suggesting that O. 
ordered CI.’s death or at least connived in her suicide: cf. esp. Nisbet- 
Hubbard on Odes 1.37, Grant 224-7, Syme 298-9.

That may be right; it would certainly be a risk to let Cl. live. But 
why then did O. allow her to live on for nine days after Alexandria fell, 
and -  if P. can be trusted -  foil two earlier suicide attempts (79.3-4,
82.4-5)? In the turmoil of the city’s capture Cl. might readily have 
died. It would have been easy to portray it as suicide, doubtless by a 
barbaric method; and O. could have spoken regretfully of the mercy he



would have shown. The implications of the story we have are le: 
flattering to O.: he was insisting on the triumph and striving to keep he 
alive, but he was outwitted, and she won her last, magnificent, victor) 
That might be the best O.’s propaganda could manage, once it wa 
known she had survived for even a few days: it gave her a heroic statu 
which made her a worthier enemy (Syme 299). But it would have bee: 
more comfortable if she had died at once. I f  O. kept her alive at all, it i 
probable that he genuinely wanted her alive for the triumph, as hi 
supporters wanted (cf. esp. Prop. 4.6.63-6), True, Cl. had so far beet 
dissuaded from suicide by the threats to her children (82.5}, and the) 
were still vulnerable; but it is still credible that, however torn, sh< 
should now have chosen death rather than the triumph. Cf. also W.R 
Johnson, Arion 6 (1967) 387-402.

P.’s earlier narrative has prepared for the story of the asp (71.6-8) 
and 85.2-3 seems to be accepting it: scholarly doubt would impede the 
flow of the marvellous tale, and is reserved for the collection of variants 
in 86. There P. is clearly cautious about the tale (e.g. το δ’ άληθέ; 
ούδείς αΐδεν) : so are Dio 51.14 (τό μέν σαφε; ούδεις οΐδεν, apparently 
from the same source, 86.i-6n.) and Suet, Aug. 17.4 {putabatur). The 
two versions, snakebite and poison, are as early as Strabo 17.795. But, 
as P. says (86.6), O. clearly encouraged the tale of the asps by the 
display at the triumph, and probably earlier (85.8η.): the earliest 
versions unambiguously accept snakebite, though they suggest two 
snakes rather than one (86.i-6n.). (Cf. Becher 151-73 for the different 
versions.) Some parts of the story are evidently suspect. The Egyptian 
cobra is about two metres long, and hard to conceal in a basket 
(especially if there were two of them). That looks like a story to explain 
the guards’ negligence. The cobra also usually takes three to four hours 
to recharge its venom after a fatal bite, and all three victims could 
hardly have died in this way: Iras and Charmion, or at least one of 
them, probably took poison. But some of the detail looks more 
plausible. The cobra bite does look like a set of pin-pricks, usually two 
or four (cf. 86.5); and, most important, the double cobra {uraeus) was a 
symbol both of Isis and the royal house, rearing up on the front of a 
king’s head-dress to strike his enemies. If Cl. now turned this on herself, 
it was majestically appropriate. Cf. 71.8η. and esp. J . Gwyn Griffiths, 
JEA  47 (1961) 113-18 and 51 (1965) 209-11; Nisbet-Hubbard on 
Odes 1.37. Poison was less dignified and could be associated with
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Oriental witchcraft: that version might better have suited O.’s propa­
ganda, and if he spread the story of the asps, it may well be because it 
was essentially true.

P. tells it magnificendy. No more abstinence from food (82.4), but a 
fine meal; no more lowliness, no single tunic (83.1η.), but a bath, then 
the dress and adornment of a queen (85.1-30.). The figs arrive, as yet 
unexplained: the servant who brings them has some of his mistress’ 
style and confidence (μειδιάσας τταρεκάλει λαβεΐν, §3). Then Gl. sends 
her letter -  important to the narrative technique, for it moves the focus 
to O. The story of the deaths does not move forward continuously, for 
we only return to the women when O.’s men reach them: that allows P. 
to present the deaths in so peculiarly vivid a tableau (§§6-7), which 
transposed so readily for Sh.’s theatre. P, favours the visual register for 
deaths (77.3η.), and no scene is finer than this.

85.1-3 The bathing and robing of the body preceded real funerals, and 
sometimes in tragedy the motifs are applied to doomed living mortals 
(esp. in Acsch. Agam., cf. R.A.S. Seaford, CQ 34 (1984) 247—54): here, 
paradoxically, they seem appropriate rather than chilling. Cf. 84.7η., 
and Phanocles at Lys. 13.2. στέψασα καί κατασπησαμένη την σοράν 
‘garlanding and embracing the coffin’ (84.3η.).

st τα  θρΐα ‘the leaves’ covering the basket’s contents.
4 τούς άλλους εκποδών ποιησαμενη: not told very credibly (Dio

51.13.4 is even worse, implying that Epaphroditus was the only 
guard); but the custody was meant to be civilised as well as vigilant 
(79.6), and the women could hardly have been watched at every 
intimate moment.

5 δεόμενης αότήν συν Ά ντω νίω ι θάψαι: so also Dio 51.13.4. 
πρώτον μεν αύτός ώομησε βοηθεϊν: Ο. is at last shaken -  but even now 
he swiftly controls himself.

6 τεθνηκυϊαν . . . κεκοσμημένην βασιλικώς: 83.1η. As we do not 
see her dying, there are no last words (77.7η.), no Ί  am again for 
Cydnus, To meet Mark Antony’ (Sh. v.ii.227-8); but she has already 
said what she had to say, 84.4-7.

7 Iras and Charmion have become familiar, but as for instance od 
συνήθεις γυναίκες: 67.6, 77.2, 79.3, 84.3, 85.4. Only now are they 
named, when their role is most moving. (6o.i(n.) is rather different.) 
Other authors apply similar techniques: cf. e.g. C. F. Russo, Aristofane,
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autore d i  teatro (Firenze 1962) 57-65. άπέθνηισκεν: imperfect, ‘was 
dying’, ήβη σφαλλομένη καί καρηβαροΰσα ‘already tottering and 
scarcely able to hold up her head’, Scott-Kilvert. Such drooping of the 
head is mentioned by Philumenos 16.3 {71,8n.) as a symptom of cobra- 
bite. -rò διάδημα: the final emblem of royalty, 12.3η. ‘καλά ταΰτα 
Χάρμιον’: like εύγε (76.9η.) the words sound colloquial, as one would 
often address a slave-girl: but their new earnestness is intensified by 
Charmion’s majestic reply. Sh.’s ‘What work is here, Charmian? Is this 
well done?’ (v.ii.324) is dignified in its simplicity, but does not convey 
quite the same effect, μεν οΰν: corrective (Denniston 475-6) -  not just 
καλά, but κάλλιστα. πρέποντα τήι τοσούτων άπογόνωι βασιλέων: if 
Cl. died by cobra-bite, the symbolic propriety gives the words 
particular force; but her dignified death is in any case profoundly regal.

O. immediately sent for the P sy lli , Libyans famed for curing 
snakebites (Suet. A u g. 17.4, Dio 51.14.4-5) -  his first step in spreading 
the story of the asps, true or false. P. does not disturb his tableau with 
any such hasty movement: cf. 26.4η.

86.1-6 V ariant versions o f her death. Dio 51.1-4 is similarly 
doubtful (85-6n.), and apparently draws from the same source: he too 
has the pricks on the arm, the water-jar, and the poisoned hairpin. But 
he mentions a basket of flowers rather than figs; possibly some misunder­
standing, but P.’s figs may come from Olympus’ account (82.4, 71- 
87η.). τήν ασπίδα: Dio similarly mentions a single snake, but the 
earliest versions suggest two: Virg. A m . 8.697 (g em in o s. . .  an gu is), Hör. 
O des 1.37.27, and Flor. 2.21.11, perhaps from Livy; Prop. 3.11.53, 
branchia spectaui sacris adm orsa colubris^  suggests that two snakes were 
displayed on her portrait at the triumph (§6n.). Cf. B. Baldwin, J E A  50 
(1964) 181-2. CL may indeed have used two snakes, if she could obtain 
them, for the double snake was a royal emblem (85-60.) -  though that 
symbolism may itself have been enough to suggest the imagery of the 
.two snakes at the triumph. Sh, has two snakes, but that is for the 
convenience of his theatre: it would not do to have Cl. fumble with 
Iras’ body to retrieve the snake.

a ‘ένταΰθ’ ήν άρα τούτο’ ‘so here it was all along’, Denniston 36-7. 
τόν βραχίονα: the usual version, though some late accounts suggest 
that she was bitten in the breast (as at Sh. v.ii.308-9): see Nisbet-
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Hubbard on Hor. Odes 1.37.28. A bite in the breast would in fact kill 
more quickly (71.8η.).

3 Iv ύδρίαι: less implausible than it seems, for cobras can survive for 
long periods without food or water.

4 φάρμακον: Alexandria was famous for its drugs, and CL for her 
interest in them (Fraser r 372, n 548, Becher 155-6, 172, cf. 25.6η.). 
κνηστίδι κοίληι ‘a hollow hairpin’, έξήνθησε ‘blistered’ or ‘ulcerated’, 
a medical term (Thuc. 2.49.5).

5 τό δωμάτων suggests the mausoleum, though P. has not made the 
setting clear (83.1, 84.3 nn.) Hor. 2.21.11 seems to agree (iu x ta  m a n  se 
conlocauit A n ton ium ), as do some later authors (Becher 169). Dio puts 
the scene in the palace, δύο νογμάς ‘two pricks’, a plausible detail (85- 
6n.).

6 βϊδωλον: such images and portraits were features of a triumph. 
Two snakes were probably depicted, §in.

7 ταφηναι . . . λαμπρώς καί βασιλικώς έκέλευσεν: the regular 
generosity to a fallen enemy, 82.2η. But here it has special point, for A. 
and Cl. will lie together (cf. 84.4-7^, 85.5). They were presumably 
buried in the mausoleum: cf. Suet. A u g . 17.4, Mart. 4.59, A nth . L o t. 

4 *7- .
8 The death-notices. P. is fond of such lapidary summaries, often 

noting the age and (where appropriate) length of reign: cf. esp. A rtax . 

30.9, A ges. 40.3, R om . 29.12; M a r . 45.12 is similar. In several cases, as 
here with A., the summaries are resumptive, after the narrative has 
continued beyond the death: C- M in . 73.1, R om . 29.12, C oes. 69.1-2; 
A lex , was probably similar, cf. Felling, C Q ,2 3 (1973) 343—4. But such a 
shared  notice is unique. It reflects the lovers’ closeness in death, but it 
also shows how far the focus of the biography has moved: by now this 
is more than a L ife  o f  A ntony. Cf. Intr., 16, 71-87η. ένδς δέοντα 
τεσσαράκοντα έτη βιώσασα: 25-m. δύο καί είκοσι βασιλεύσασα: C1. 
became queen in early 51 (her reign is first attested on a ste le of 22nd 
March), some 21^ years before: 25.1η. σονάρξασα δ7 Ά ντωνίωι 
κλείω των δεκατεσσάρων .- wrong, for Cl. had met A. at Tarsus in 41 
(26.1-5). Numerals are easily corrupted, and we should perhaps read 
ένδεκα: so Ziegler, assuming that IS was corrupted into 1Δ. But the 
error may well be P.’s own, or his sources’. His alternative ages for A. 
imply that he was either 42 or 45 at Tarsus (App. 5.8 says ‘40’, 
evidently à rounding); ‘42’ may have been incorrectly combined with
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‘56’ at death, συνάρξασα is anyway venially inexact: A. was never king 
of Egypt, oi μέν , οΐ δέ τρισί -τά πεντήκοντα ύπερβαλεΐν φασιν: i.c. 
he was bom in 86 or 83. 83 is more likely: it suits his cursus better, and 
coins of 43-42 carry the numerals '40’ and ‘41’, apparently his age at 
the time (R R C  no. 489 with Crawford’s n.), His birth-da te was 14th Jan. 
(EJ p. 45, with W. Suerbaum, Chiron 10 (1980) 327-34).

g The destruction  o f  A.’s  s ta tu es  had Republican precedents 
(though C. was more generous to Pompey’s statues, C a ts . 57.6) and 
became regular in imperial dam natio memoriae. At Cic. 49.6 P. says that 
Cic.’s son was consul when the senate ordered this, and also decreed 
that no Antonius should in future carry the praenom en Marcus. That is 
an appropriate conclusion to Cic. (87η.), but it would have been 
uncharitable to end A n t. on that note: he prefers the more enterprising 
perspective of 87. Cic.’s son held the consulship in Sept.-Nov. 30, but it 
in fact seems that these decrees were passed a few months before A.’s 
death, as Dio 51.19 explicitly states. P.’s error, used as he was to 
posthumous dam natio m em oriae, is understandable. Cf. C. L. Babcock, 
C P  57 (1962) 30-2, Fadinger 247 n. 2. Cl.’s s ta tues survive. They 
presented a problem, as many will have been cult statues in shrines of 
Isis and Aphrodite (cf. 26, 54.9 nn., Dio 51.22.3). O. would not have 
wished to alienate the Egyptians by sacrilege, but the distinction 
between Isis’ statues (stylised as Cl.) and Cl.’s (stylised as Isis) would 
be impossibly fine. A.’s link with Osiris presented a similar problem, 
but that might be thought less delicate. The story of the otherwise 
unknown A rchibius is evident fiction.

87 A.’s  descendants. P.’s l i v e s  often..continue beyond the moment of 
death, but not so elaborately as this. Sometimes he briefly ties up the 
loose ends of a narrative (e.g. M e . 29-30, A g .~ C l. 59-60, Cor. 39.12- 
13). Quite often he notes the fates of a man’s killers, particularly if they 
die in a fitting way. e.g. P om p. 80.9, D io n  58, Evan. 19.2-3, and esp. Caes. 

69 and Cic. 49.4—6 (86.9η-). As J .L . Moles observes, this technique is 
similar to the ‘rehabilitation’ which often concludes a tragedy, where a 
hero is posthumously avenged or compensated (cf. T. C. W. Stinton, 
(7(2,25 (1975) 221-54). P. also occasionally carries down the story of a 
man’s descendants, sometimes for curiosity {T h em . 32, M a rc . 30.ιο­
ί i), sometimes more suggestively continuing a L ife 's themes: die 
p o v e r t y  of Aristides’ family {A r is i. 27), the sequence of grave Catones
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(C. Mai. 27.7, C. Min. 73); the defeat of Macedon’s unworthy kings by 
Rome, aiding the transition to A.’s ‘Roman drama’ (in.), Dtr. 53.8-9.

This ch. suggests some ‘rehabilitation’: defeat was not total, A.’s 
descendants became Ó.’s successors. But here too P. suggests the 
continuation of important themes, as those descendants show some 
hereditary traits -  just as the Life began by suggesting A.’s similarity to 
his father (in.), and A.’s son is also like himself (28.g-un.). Drusus’ 
wife Antonia is σωφροσύνηι καί κάλλει ττεριβόητοξ, just like her mother 
Octavia (§6, cf. 31.4); Nero is closer to A., and endangers the whole 
empire (§9, cf. Intr., 9-10). But Nero is described with none of the 
sympathy afforded A. (and indeed elsewhere afforded Nero himself, 
Intr., 10): he simply continues the ‘madness’ of Gaius (§8n.). This 
cruder moralism eases the transition to the Sj/nkrisis chapters, where P. 
will point his ethical truths more bluntly than in the narrative (Intr.,
19 - 2 ° ) ·

P. again makes much of Octavia. Her role in arranging the children’s 
marriages (§2) is not mentioned by our other sources, nor is the part 
she plays in Marcella’s divorce and remarriage to Agrippa (§4n.): it 
again seems likely that P, is elaborating her role (cf. 31.2η.).

i  γενεάν άπολιπάντος έκ τριών· γυναικών επτά παΐδας: by Fulvia, 
Antyllus and Iullus Antonius (§2, 2 8 .7 m l.) ;  by Octavia, Antonia maior 
(§6, 33.5 nn.) and minor (§6,35.2 nn.: 35.2 seems to suggest a third child, 
but see n.) ; by Cl., the twins Alexander Helios and Cleopatra Selene 
(30.3, 36.5, 54.7 nn.), and Ptolemy Philadelphus (54.7η.). P. has in fact 
missed some children: cf. 9.3η. (children by Fadia and by Antonia), 
C. L. Babcock, AJP  65 (1965) 13 n. 25. For A ntyllus9 death cf. 81.1- 
2n.; for O ctavia’s noble care, 35.8, 54.3, 57.4 nn.

a Cleopatra Selene married the learned and loyal Juba (OCD2) 
before 20/ ig, thus becoming queen of Mauretania: cf. D. Braund, CQ, 
34 (1984) 175-8. No mention here of her two brothers. Alexander 
walked with her in the triumph of 29 (Dio 51.21.8), but is not heard of 
later: ‘he was probably suppressed’ (Syme 300), Ptolemy probably 
died even sooner, for he is not mentioned at the triumph, χαριεστάτωι: 
P. alludes to Juba’s literary culture, c£ Cats. 55.2, Sert. 9.10. He 
probably used him as a source for Roman antiquities, lu llu s 
Antonius indeed had an interesting life. After his high marriage (§5) 
he was cos. in 10 and proconsul of Asia (7/6?), and was then involved in 
the disgrace of Julia and executed in 2 b .c . Politics and court scandal,
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iterum tim enda cum Antonio m ulier (Sen. B reu. V itae 4.6) -  these were A.’s 
traits, indeed (at least as O. portrayed them), and P. might have 
developed Iullus more fully, had he known the story. Iullus even wrote 
verses, rather like Nero. Cf. Syme 426-7, H isto ry  in  O v id  (Oxford 1978) 
193-6. των Λιβίας παίδων: Tiberius, the future emperor, and Nero 
Drusus (§6).

3 αύτηι: Octavia. For her marriage to M arcellus cf, 31.1η. ένός 8’ 
υιοί) Μαρκέλλου: bom 42, married Julia in 24, and a great future was 
clear: but he died in 23. Octavia’s grief was lifelong: Sen. M a r c . 2.4-5 
notes that she became particularly jealous of Livia, which hardly suits 
P.’s picture. Prop. 3.18 laments Marcellus rather tastelessly, Virg. A m .  
6.860-86 with great beauty. At M a rc . 30.10-11 P. notes that Octavia 
founded a library and Augustus a theatre in his memory. &μα παΐδα 
καί γαμβρών: like Serv. a d  A en. 6.861, P. wrongly suggests that 
Augustus adopted Marcellus as well as marrying him to Julia. The error 
is careless but natural, for adoption soon became the normal method 
of signalling the succession, των Sk θυγατέρων Άγρίππαι τήν έτέραν 
έδωκεν: the elder Marcella, Syme 378-9, PHP η 1102.

4 λόγον ή Όκταουία προσήνεγκεν: no other source makes this 
Octavia’s suggestion, and Suet. A u g . 63.1 apparently speaks of 
Augustus ‘winning her over’ to the idea (exorata sorore: cf. Carter’s n.). 
Cf. Syme 389 for Marcellus’ death, the consequent dynastic crisis, and 
Agrippa’s marriage (21).

6 τήν μέν: Antonia m aior, 33.5η. For the proud and bloodthirsty L. 
D om itius Ahenobarbus. son of this L ife 's Ahenobarbus (40.8η.), cf 
Syme 510, O C D 2. τήν δέ: Antonia m inor (35.2η.). For this great lady 
and the successful general Nero D rusus (d. 9 b .c .), cf. O C D *. 
πρόγονος ‘stepson’.

7 Germ anicus (O C D *) married Augustus’ granddaughter Agrip­
pina; he died in a j d . 19. Claudius ruled from 41 to 54.

8 Gaius (Caligula) ruled from 37 to 41, and made much of his 
descent from A. (Dio 59.20, etc.), έπιμανώς (Solanus, Jones 80 n.50) is 
required; P. could not have thought Gaius ruled ‘nobly’ or ‘conspicu­
ously’ (έ τ η φ α ν ώ ς , codd.). The younger Agrippina (O C D *) in A.D. 28 
married the detestable Cn. D om itius Ahenobarbus (cos. a . d .  32), 
son of L. Domitius Ahenobarbus and Antonia m aior (§6: P. has n o t  

made this stage of the descent dear). Nero, bom in 37, was thus 
descended from A. on both sides (§9n.). Agrippina married her uncle
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Claudius in 49, and he adopted Nero in 50: Nero’s full name became 
Nero Claudius Drusus Germanicus Caesar.

9 αρξας ές>’ ήμών: a . d .  54-68. P.’s view of Nero is more ambivalent 
elsewhere: Intr., 10. άπέκτεινε την μητέρα: in 59. άνατρέψαί την 
‘Ρωμαίων ήγεμονίαν ‘destroy the Roman empire’, delere imperium (Cic. 
Cat. 4.7, etc.): cf. Caes. 7.6, Mar. 32.6. πέμπτος απ’ ’Αντωνίου . . .: 
five generations through his mother, but in feet only four through his 
father (§8n.).
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Archelaus, king of Egypt (in 56), 
122, 177, 309, 313 
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Aristophanes, 291-2 
Arrian, 4, 9, 221 
Arrius Antoninus, 5 
Arruntius, L., 281, 284 
Arsinoe, 192 
Artavasdes of Armenia, 19, 213, 223, 

226, 240-2, 244---8, 259 
Artavasdes of Media, 223-6, 240-3, 

246--g, 251,255,268 
Artaxata, 223, 241 
Artemidorus, 5 
Artists of Dionysus, 178, 25 7---8 
Arulenus Rusticus, 4 
Asinius, set Pollio 
Athens, 7, 9, 19, 21, 174-7, 200, 

2og--12, 249, 258-g, 265-6, 286, 
288, 298, 31 I 

Atia, 142, 202 
Atticus, 30, 31 3 
Avidius Nigrinus, C., 4 
Avidius Quietus, T.,.4 

Balbus, L. Cornelius, 150 
Bellum Actiacum, 296, 300 
Berenice, 121 
Berytus, 241 
Bibulus, L. Calpurnius, 29, 249 
Bibulus, M. Calpurnius, 128, 133 
Bocchus, 267 
Boethus, 1 78 
Bogud, 267,270 
Bononia, 165, 170, 174 
Brundisium, 175, 18o, 1g8-2o6, 209, 

213-14, 217,259,263,270 
Brutus, M. Iunius, 24, 2g--30, 122, 

135-55, 158, 164-75, 184, 193-4, 

268-g, 289, 3o6--g, 312-13, 317 
Brutus Albinus, D. Iunius, 142, 149, 

152, 155, 164, 274 
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Caesar, L. ( cos. 64), 1 1 7, 166---8 
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Caesetius Flavus, L., 147 
Calenus, Q Fufius, 201 
Callimachus, 293 
Calpurnia, 150, 157 
Calvisius Sabinus, C., 261-3 
Camillus, 234 
Camma, 318 
Canidius Crassus, P., 212-13, 223-4, 

232, 255-6, 275,288,294,313 
Canopus, 197 
Carrhae, 193, 210, 222-4 
Carthage, 303, 309 
Casinum, 230 
Cassius Longinus, C., 135-55, 158, 

164-75, 184-5, 193-4, 268-g, 3o6 
Cassius Longinus, Q, 12g--30 
Cassius Parmensis, 313 
Cato, M. Porcius, the elder, 7, 24, 
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Cato, M. Porcius, the younger, 140, 
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Cicero, M. Tullius (cos. 30), 323 
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Cleopatra III, 252 
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Clodius, P., 199, 141, 166 
Commagene, 4,211, 241, 268 
Corcyra, 216, 270-1 
Corellius Rufus, 313 
Corinth, 9, 270, 286--7 
Coriolanus, 24-5, 317 
Cornelia (wife of Pompey), 287,317 
Cotys of Thrace, 268 
Crassinius, 277 
Crassus, M. Licinius, 193, 210, 

222-4, 232, 236 
Cratesipolis, 22 
Cularo, 163 
Cumae, 213 
Curio, C. Scribonius, 33-6, 119, 

126--30, 141 
Cydnus, 38, 42, 188 
Cyprus, 1 84, 2 18, 24g--50 
Cyrene, 152, 24g--50, 267, 288-g 
Cyrus the Great, 131 
Cytheris, 1 38-g, 141 
Cyzicus, 295 

Dacia, 275 
Decidius Saxa, L., 171 
Deiotarus Philadelphu~, 268, 272, 

2 75 
Dellius, Q, 28, 32-3, 185, 210, 212, 

217, 219, 221-2, 224-6, 228, 
234-5, 237, 23g--40, 242,244, 26o, 
263, 272-3 

Delphi, 2, 175-6, 195 
Demetrius, 18-25, 157, 188-g, 274 
Demosthenes, 269, 3 1 2 
Dercetaeus, 308 
Dicomes, 275 
Didius, Q, 295 
Dio, Cassius, 9, 18, 27-8, 32 
Dio of Prusa, 5 
Diomedes, 306 
Dionysius, 24 
Dionysus, 1 24, 139, 177-81, 189, 

195, 209, 241, 252, 257-8, 265, 
292, 303-4, see also Osiris 

Diphilus, 295 
Dolabella, Cornelius, 316 

Dolabella, P. Cornelius (cos. suff. 
44), 34, 136--7, 143, 167, 184-5 

Domitian, 3-4 
Domitius Ahenobarbus, Cn. (cos. 

32 B.C.), 41-2, 186--7, 200, 205, 
229,249, 255-6, 263, 273-4, 299, 
302-3 

Domitius Ahenobarbus, Cn. 
( COS. 32 A.D.), 326--7 

Domitius Ahenobarbus, L., 208, 326 
Domitius Calvinus, Cn., 227 
Drusus, Nero, 325-6 
Dyrrhachium, 134 

Empylus of Rhodes, 29 
Enobarbus, see Domitius 

Ahenobarbus 
Epaphroditus, 3og--10 
Ephesus, 178-81, 185,187, 189, 192, 

201, 257, 297 
Eros, 1 72, 305-6 
Erzerum, 223 
Eumenes, 24, 309, 31 7 
Eumenes II of Pergamum, 262, 265 
Euphrates (philosopher), 5 
Euphrates river, 210-11, 222, 251, 

268 
Euphronius, 298 
Euripides, 26g--70 
Eurycles Herculanus, C. lulius, 4, 

286 
Eurycles of Sparta, 286 
Eutychos, 282 

Fabius Maximus, Q, 24, 163 
Fadia, 137, 325 
Flavius Gallus, 231-2 
Fonteius Capito, C., 217 
Forum Gallorum, 16o, 162 
Forum Iulii, 161 
Forum Voconii, 161-3 
Fronto, 6 
Fulvia, 34, 42, I 18, 141, 155, 166, 

193-200, 203,208,216,312,325 
Furnius, C., 262 
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Gabinius, A., 120-2, 133 
Caius (emperor), 325, 327 
Gallus, C. Cornelius, 139, 300, 

30~10 
Gellius, Aulus, 6 
Gellius Publicola, L., 281 
Geminius, C. (?), 263 
Germanicus, 31 1, 326 
Getae, 275 
Gindarus, 210 
Glaphyra, 177, 199, 252 
Glaucus, 263 
Gomaros, 272 
Gracchi, 24 

Hadrian, 3, 5, 3o6 
Halae, 292-3 
Hannibal, 313 
Hegesippus, 293 
Heine, 44 
Helen of Troy, 131, 248 
Heracles/Hercules, 40, 1 23-4, 139, 

220,233,265, 2~70, 304 
Herod ofJudaea, 210-12, 217, 268, 

295, 298, 300, 314 
Herodes Atticus, 5 
Herodotus, 6, 8, 257, 282 
Hierapolis, 222 
Hipparchus, 287, 299 
Hirtius, A., 150, 16o-1 
Homer, 186, 227, 302, 313-14 
Horace, 6, 214, 217, 221-2, 273, 

275, 287, 303 
Hortensius Hortalus, Q, 1 73 
Hybreas, 177, 181, 194 
Hyrcanus, 120 

Iberi, 2 I 2, 223 
Illyricum, 244, 253, 268 
India, 223, 312 
Indian Ocean, 289 
Insteius, M., 281 
lotape, 248, 25 I 
Iras, 264, 268, 2g6, 305, 307, 317-21 
Isis, 180, 251-2, 265, 300, 319, 323 

Jericho, 218 
Jerusalem, 212, 225 
Josephus, 18 
Juba, 325 
Julia (daughter ofO.), 325---6 
Julia (mother of A.), 117, 168, 174, 

203-4 
Juvenal, 6 

K~ile Syria, 217-18, 24~50 
Kiih-e-Sahand, 22~31, 237 

Labienus, Q, 181, 194, 197-200, 
208 

Labienus, T., 274 
Lachares, 286 
Lamia, 21-3 
Lamprias, 195, 288 
Laodicea, 285 
Largus, 310 
Larissa, 222 
Lebedos, 258 
Lentulus Crus, L. Cornelius, 12~30 
Lentulus Sura, P. Cornelius, 117 
Leucas, 270, 272, 278, 282 
Leuke Kome, 241 
Libya, 140, 152, 250, 267, 289, 321 
Lissus, 124 
Livia, 314-16, 325 
Livy, 17, 30-1, 172, 224, 314-18 
Louros river, 272 
Lucan, 9, 190 
Lucian, 8, 32, 291-2 
Lucilius, 1 73, 28g, 294 
Lupercalia, 29, 36, 144-7 
Lycoris, 139 
Lysanias, 218 

Maecenas, 201, 213-14, 263-4, 300 
Maeotis, Lake, 257 
Magnesia, 1 77 
Malchus, 218, 268, 289, 295 
Marcella, 325---6 
Marcellus, C. Claudius (cos. 50), 

127-8, 201-2 
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Marcellus, C. Claudius (cos. 49), 
129 

Marcellus, nephew ofO., 326 
Mardi, 229, 236 
Mardion, 264 
Marullus, C. Epidius, 147 
Mauretania, 267 
Maximus, 5 
Megara, 176 
Menas, 203-4, 213 
Messala Corvinus, M. Valerius, 29, 

172, 185 
Messina, Straits of, 213, 269 
Mestrius Florus, L., 4-5 
Methone, 270 
Metrodorus, 177 
Mikalitzi, 272, 281 
Minicius Fundanus, C., 4-5 
M~enum, 39,201, 204-6, 213 
Mithridates of Commagene, 268 
Mithridates of Pontus, 179, 191 
Mithridates (enigmatic Parthian), 

236,238 
Monaeses, 221, 236 
Munda, 140, 142 
Murat river, 225 
Musonius Rufus, 5 
Mutina, 23, 32, 149, 16o-5, 254, 274 
Mylasa, 181, 297 

Nabataeans, 218 

Narbo, 34, 142, 147-8 
Naulochus, 216, 283 
Naupactus, 289 

Nepos, 30 
Nercids, 189 

Nero (emperor), g--10, 197, 325-7 
Nerva (emperor), 3, 4 
Nerva, L. Cocccius, 201 

Nicaretus, 288-9 
Nicolaus of Damascus, 30 
Nicopolis (Actium), 254, 271-2, 

281-2 
Nicopolis (Alexandria), 302 
Niger, 245 
Norbanus, C., 171 

Numa, 203 
Numidia, 267 

Octavia, 13-14, 22-3, 34, 35, 38, 42, 
174, 186, 192, 201-4, 207-g, 
214-16, 21g--20, 242-g, 258-9, 
298,312, 314-17, 325-6 

Octavia maior, 202 
Octavius, M., 281 
Olympus, 28, 32, 294, 307, 313, 321 
Oppius, C., 29 
Oppius Statianus, 225-6 
Orodes, 193-4, 198, 221, 223 
Osiris, 180, 323, see also Dionysus 
Otho (emperor) 197 

Pacorus, 1g8, 210-11, 221,223 
Palmyra, 193-4 
Pansa Caetronianus, C. Vibius, 

16o-1 
Paraetonium, 289, 300 
Patrae, 265, 270-1, 286 
Pausanias, 10 

Pclusium, 121, 296, 2g8-300 
Pergamum, 262, 265-6 
Pericles, 24 
Perseus, 24 
Persius, 9 
Perusia, 32, 166, 193, 197-200, 204 
Petreius, M., 132 

Petronius, 9 
Pharos, 1 97, 291 
Pharsalus, 134-5, 271-2, 277, 285, 

3°9 
Phila, 22 
Philippi, 26, 29, 34, 36, 14g--50, 163, 

16g--75, 194, 198, 201, 265, 271 
Philocles, 320 
Philopappus, king, 4 
Philostratus ( author of Vitae 

Sopkistarum, etc.), I o 
Philostratus (sophist in Alexandria), 

294, 310-1 I 
Philotas, 195, 294 
Phoenicia, 217-18, 249, 251 
Phraata, 225-6, 235 
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Phraates, 221-8, 231, 242 
Phranipates, 208 
Pinarius Scarpus, L., 289, 300 
Pindarus, 172, 306 
Pisaurum, 265, 281 
Plancus, L. Munatius, 150-1, 162-5, 

I 70, 256, 260-2 
Plato, 196,217,292,307,310 
Plato comicus, 292 
Plautus, 295 
Pliny the elder, 6, 33 
Pliny the younger, 5--6 
Polemo, 217,223,226,242,249, 

255, 268, 295 
Pollio, C. Asinius, 27-33, 126---37, 

144, 148--67, 170, 201, 244, 26o 
Polyaenus of Sardis, 2 1 o 
Pompey, Cn., the Great, 120-3, 

126---37, 169"""70, 17!)-80, 183-4, 
193, 203-5, 267--8, 271, 285-7, 
291, 309 

Pompey, Cn. (son of Pompey the 
Great), 183, 186 

Pompey, Sex., 23, 37--8, 133, 167, 
174,200, 203--6, 213-16, 244,253, 
267, 269, 278 

Porcia, 317 
Pothinus, 264 
Preveza, 2 72 
Proculeius, C., 308-20 
Propertius, 6, 24 7, 326 
Psylli, 321 
Ptolemy I, 192, 274 
Ptolemy II, 180, 188, 241 
Ptolemy IV, 187-8 
Ptolemy XII, 121, 183, 252 
Ptolemy XIII, 183 
Ptolemy XIV, 184 
Ptolemy Philadelphus, 219, 250-1, 

312, 325 
Punta, 272 
Pyrrhus, 309, 313 

Quintilian, 3, 6 

Rabirius, C., 296 

Red Sea, 122, 218, 289 
Rhamnus, 238 
Rhodon, 312 
Rhoemetalces, 275 
Rostra, 146 
Rubicon, 130 

Sadalas, 268 
Salamis, 282 
Sallust, 6, 210 
Salvidienus Rufus, Q, 203 
Samos, 201, 257, 260, 297 
Samosata, 211-12 
Sarmentus, 268 
Scellius, 285 
Scipio, Q Metellus, 129"""30, 1 40 
Scipio Aemilianus, 309 
Scribonia, 207, 213 
Scribonius Libo, L., 133, 203 
Seleucus, Cl.'s commander, 300 
Seleucus, Cl.'s servant, 314-15 
Seleucus, king, 18, 23, 222 
Seneca, 6, 9 
Serapion, 184, 192 
Serbonian lake, 121 
Sergius, 1 38 
Sertorius, 24, 271, 289 
Servilia, 1 7 3 
Servilius Isauricus, P., 166 
Sextus, see Pompey 
Shiah Chai, 237-9 
Sibylline oracle, 256 
Sidon, 218 
Silanus, M. Iunius, 263 
Silius Italicus, 313 
Socrates of Rhodes, 18g-go, 209, 

294 
Sophocles, 178, 215, 318 
Sophoniba, 17, 314 
Sosius, C., 212, 249, 255, 273, 281 
Sosius Senecio, Q, 4-5, 8 
Sparta, 4, 286 
Statilius Taurus, T., 272, 281 
Statius, 6 
Strabo, 30-1, 219, 221, 240 
Straton, 3o6 
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Suetonius, 6 
Sulla, L. Cornelius, 180 

Tacitus, 6, 8-g, 318 
Talkheh, 237---g 
Taras river, 215 
Tarcondimotus, 267, 273, 295 
Tarentum, 38, 213-16 
Tarsus, 178-g, 185, 188, 192, 194, 

199, 322 
Teos, 258 
Thapsus, 140 
Theodorus, 312 
Theophilus, 287 
Thessaly, 273 
Thrace, 268, 272-3 
Thucydides, 6, 8-g, 238, 283, 307 
Thyrsus, 298-g, 302 
Tiberius (emperor), 326 
Tillius Cimber, L., 152, 155 
Timagenes, 298 
Timoleon, 24 
Timon, 14, 254, 291-3 
Timoneion, 291-3 
Timoxena, 2 

Tiro, 30 
Titinius (centurion), 172 
Titius, M., 232, 260-2, 272 
Torone, 271-2 
Trajan, 3-5 
Trebellius Fides, L., 136 

Trebonius, C., 34-5, 147---g, 152, 
155, 167 

Trogodytae, 191 
Typhon, 122 
Tyre, 192, 198-g 

Urmia, Lake, 229 
Utica, 140 

Vada Sabatia, 161 
Varius Cotyla, L., 164, 170 
Varius Rufus, L., 214 
Varro, M. Terentius, 132 
Velleius, 285 
Ventidius, P., 28, 161-2, 165, 206, 

208, 210-13 
Verus, L., 197 
Vestricius Spurinna, 5 
Virgil, 6, 17-18, 190, 198, 214, 220, 

247,263,284,326 
Volumnia (Coriolanus' mother), 

317-18 
Volumnia (notorious freedwoman), 

139 
Volumnius, P., 29 

Xenophon, 221-2, 229-31, 233,235, 
237,239 

Xouthos, 177 

Zeugma, 222, 225 

2 SUBJECTS 

Where subjects are treated in the Introduction, full cross-referer.ces to the 
commentary are generally given there: in such cases the Index refers the reader 
only to the relevant section of the Introduction. 

accusative absolute, 248, 256 
administration, P.'s interest in, 132 
aduentus, 142, 180, 310-11 
allusions, see quotations 
Alps, toilsome crossings of, 161 
ambition, P.'s attitude towards, 

131-2 

anacoluthon, 284 
anticlimax, 285, 308, 310 
aorist, 2 77-8 
'Asianism', 119, 181 
assistants, slave and freedmen, 33 
astrology, 207 
asyndeton, 270, 288, 300 
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atmospheres, contrasting, of Rome 
and Alexandria, 39-40, 174, 192, 
205, 208-g 

audience, P.'s, 8, 126---7, 135, 145, 
205,264 

barges (for the Nile), 187-8 
biography and biographical 

technique, 1, 8-25, 30 
birthdays, 299 

carelessness, P.'s, 156, 165, 167, 173 
catalogues of forces, 266 
catapults, 283-4 
characterisation, 10-18, 35, 41-5 
characterisation by reaction, 40- 1, 

138, 168, 218-19, 244, 249, 
258-60, 298 

chiaroscuro technique, 13, 34, 156, 
166 

chiasmus, 171 
colloquialism, 202, 306, 32 1 
comparison, 18-26, 117,124,157 
conflation of disparate items, 34, 

120, 128, 147, 151, 297 
constructio ad sensum, 283 
contemporary relevance, 4, 124, 212 
contubernales, 1 48 
co-ordinate clauses, accui;nulation of, 

134, 284, 294 
corpses, nobility towards, 122, 149, 

168,173,313,322 
criticism of sources, 118 
culture, Greek and Roman, 4-w 

daimones, 207-8 
death-notices, 322-3 
decimation, 227, 233 
demagogue stereotype, 119 
diadem, 145-7, 251, 321 
dictatorship, 135 
digressions, 123, 181, 192, 232 
dreams, 159, 172 
dying words, 307--8, 320 

education, 118-19 

elegy, themes of Roman, 35, 141, 
246---7, 261, 284 

endings of Lives, 323-5 
escape stories, 1 5 1 

euocatio, 303-4 

fetial formula, 264 
fiction, see truth 
flattery, 9-10, 13, 16, 19, 35,174, 

181-3, 185, 190, 196---7, 207, 
245-6, 256, 314-15 

fortune, vicissitudes of, 19, 23-5, 
161,206 

games lovers play, 192, 197, 206---7 
genitive absolute, 'needless', 127, 

158, 172,211, 244 
genitive of separation, 169 
gods, imitation of, 23, 123-4, 146, 

179-80, 188,209, 251-2, 303-4 
'good general' stereotype, 35-6, 

120-2, 134, 161, 163, 21 I, 232-3, 
237 

Greece, sufferings of, 1, 9-w, 29, 
175-6, 258, 269-70, 288-g 

Greek equivalents for Roman 
technical terms, 163, 176, 277 

heredity, 9-w, 117, 125, 196, 325 
historical speculations, 240, 254 
hunger, commonplace rigours of, 

161 

imagery: of arming, 305-6; of 
cooking, 183, 196---7; of education, 
141, 193, 197; of horses, 120, 16g, 
207,217; of marriage and funeral, 
318, 320; of sea, 22, 38, 187, 205, 
215, 267, 304; of theatre, 21-2, 
39, I 17, 193, 197, 234, 250; of 
warfare, 19$ of wrestling, 139 

inconsistent treatments in different 
Lives, 36, 126, 129, 144-5, 171-2 

infinitive, explanatory, 212, 228, 313 
infinitive of purpose, 143 
inversion of names, 130 
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lament, funeral, 316--18 
Latin terms explained by P., 8 
laudatio funebris, 1 34 
legionary numbers, 164, 170, 175, 

215,223,267,288,295,300 
liberty, O.'s distaste for, 165 
lions, 139 

magic, 186, 224 
'marriage' of A. and Cl., 17, 187, 

21g-20 
medical language, 184, 294, 296, 

313, 322 
monetary equivalents, 1 19, 155 
moon and sun, 219 
moralism, 10-18, 14g-50, 166--g, 

173, 180, 187, 254, 293-4, 325 

naming, 305, 318, 320-1 
natural obstacles, conquest of, 121 
naval numbers, 268, 276--80, 287--8 
New Comedy, influence of, 35, 

124-5, 182 

obscenity, P.'s distaste for, 252 
omens, see prodigies 
oral sources, 29, 119, 175--6, 192, 

195,276, 288--g, 294, 2g8 
oratio recta, 125, 168, 177, 277, 299, 

305, 309, 316 

perfect tense, 231 
physical appearance, 123-4, 1go-1, 

202,259 
present tense, 277-8 
prodigies and omens, 265--6, 281 
progressive redefinition of character, 

12-13, 25, 42-3 
propaganda, 14, 17-18, 141, 159, 

199, 207, 217, 219, 222, 224, 241, 
244, 248--55, 26o-4, 275,286, 
293-5, 303, 318--20 

proscriptions, 165--8, 287 
psychological interest and convic­

tion, 13-16, 25, 42-3, 18g-go, 
200,209, 245-7, 254,272 

quotations and literary allusions, 
118, 171-2, 177, 178, 186, 193, 
196,217,228,263, 26g-70, 283, 
313, 317 

regal dress and insignia, 145--6 
Republican causes, P's attitude 

towards, 12g-30 
revolutionary programmes, 136 
rhetoric, themes and techniques, 35, 

40, 167-8, 223, 239, see also 
stereotypes 

ring-composition, 122 

ships, technology and tactics, 266--7, 
270, 276--86 

single combat, 271, 302 
snakes and snake-bites, 296--7, 

318--22 
softness, eastern, 22 7--8 
soldiers, see veterans 
sources, 26--36 
space, sense of, 40 
statistics, 239 
statues, 124, 266, 323 
stereotypes of historiography and 

rhetoric, 35, 124-5, 233, 237, 239, 
see also 'good general' stereotype 

stipendia prima, 120 
style indicating character, 11g-20 
suicide, 305--8, 313, 318--20 
sun and moon, 219 
supernatural forces, 256--7 
syllepsis, 1 5 7 

taxes, irregular, 1 70 
testudo, 234, 238 
togas, 145--6, 295 
tradition concerning A. and Cl., 

17-18 
tribunes: edicts, 128; veto, 130 
triumphs and triumphal dress, 

145--6, 241, 318, 321-2 
triumvirate, establishment, 

character, and legality of, 165--6, 
201,216, 234-5, 264 
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truth and fiction, vii, 33--6 
tyranny, P.'s attitude towards, 

131-2, 156 

veterans, importance of, 153, 159, 
201 

aj,u.Tepla, 140 
a6tiµoveiv, 241 
Alyv,n-la, 185 
al&>s, 233 
alwpeioila1, 193 
aAKfl, 212 
aAA6KOToS, 262 
aAVEIV, 138, 241 
a1.11Maoea1, 1 77 
'A1.1tl.l1)T6j:1101, 195 
&vaKa8alpeoila1, 139 
avaTOAI.IO:V, 240 
avaq,epe1v' 240 
avacpp661ToS, 125 
av6pcmo6ov, 121 
av&iv, 2o6 
avTIKaTaAACiaaeoilat, I 66 
&vTrrrhrmv, 129 
aitMTt)s, 182 
aitoypaq,eoilai, 296 
a"!TOKpal"lraAO:V, 199 
a"!TOTpV)(EIV, 177 
ap1tal;EIV, I 93 
appv61.1cs, 19 7 
aac.>Tla, 140 
cniAt), 178 
ClVTOKpaTc.>p, 163 
acpoatoiioila1, I 96 

j:laatAEVS, 1 94 
j:16u.meoila1, 138, 143 

yavplaµa, 120, 207 
ylyveoi!a1 1tp6s, 225 
yvwpl~1v, 298 
yoiiv, 180 

3 

visual technique, 38, 152, 187-go, 
307, 320-1 

youth, P.'s treatment of, 36, 118 

GREEK 

yvvatKOKp=la, 141-2 
yvva1ov, 119, 141 

6e1v6Tt)s, 185 
6elvc.>a1s, 154 
61)1.1aywyeiv, 1 25 
6111tov6ev, 316 
61aKapa6oKEiv, 256 
6taKAE"ITTEIV, 315 
61cv-a1.1j:lave1v, 209 
61aµet4'IS, I 66 
61a1tMKE1v, 236 
616aaK&A1a, 141 
6oiiAoS, 121 
6v<71Tpayeiv, 275 

a<aele1v, 1 53 
h<xeiv, 16g 
l~apTav, 236 
ffilEIKOOS, 1 96 
rn1KAav, 229 
ffilaKO"ITEiV, 232 
rn1<1Ta8µeveoi1a1, 139 
rn1<1Toµ{l;e1v, 196 
rnwvv1.1cs, 212 
lpyov, 305 
evyvc.>1.16vws, 274 
ev6alµwv, 239 

6avµaTO"ITOl6s, I 70 
6epamve1v, 127 
6pave1v, 161 
6pV1TTea6at, 146 

Ka8ayl~tv, 154 
Ka8alpea1s, 246 
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Ka6T]6v,ra8£iv, 194-5 
KCXK01Ta8£iv, 232 
KCXTCIAVO"IS, I 4 7 
KCXTTJcpEta, 228 
Kavo-la, 251 
KT\P, 118---19, 178 
Khap1s, 251 
KAEoS, 213 
KOAaKEla, see Index 2 flattery 
Kpa6alve1v, 223 
KpallTaAaY, 138 
KVAIV6T)O"IS, 138 
Kw8c.:>v, 125 
KWµT) olKOVµEVT), 229 

Aaµvpla, 1 78 
AE'ITT6s, 143 

µayyC111EVµa, 186 
µe8apµ61;eo-8a1, 315 
µElpaKIOV, I 94 
µev and 6e, 200 

µe-raf:ICIAAeo-8a1, 274 

INDEXES 

mpl (ol irepl X.), 137 
1TEpt8pT)VEiV, 2 58 
1TEptK61TTEIV, 288 
mpma8eiv, 232 
mpml1TTe1v, 286 
lTEplO"TEVal;EIV, 258 
lTAT)µµEAT)µa, 140 
lTAOVToS, 1 77 
ir68cs, 155, 288 
1TO"T\IIO:o-8at, 2 I 4 
iroii, 245 
irp6s, I 76 
1Tpo<7E1TEl1TEiV, 264 
irpoo-8riKT), 269 
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