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INTRODUCTION

1. The Character of the Commentarlolum

The Commentariolum represents ltsell to be a hand-

book of electloneering (CP 58) written by Q. Cicero to his
1
brother Marcus. The date at which the work purports to have

been composed is early 64 B.C.: if it becomes plain that
this is in all probability incorrect, the work may then be

2
described as not suthentic. There is nothling in the Comng.

st T,

enteriolum that proves beyond dispute that it 1s not auth-
entic: indeed, all the arguments agalinst authenticlty have
their refuters -- or would-be refuters. The case agmln"“
authenticlity is made up of a large numbher of individually
almost insignificantly susplclous pas ages or omicsions,

with one or two exceptions. Yet even these have been claimed

to have no validity.

Does 1t really matter 1f the Comnmentarlolum is not

authentic? This does matter: for 1f the Comnmentariolum is

not the product of Q. Cicero in early 64, one must then
gseek to answer the guestion of who really wrote the work,

when and why. As will be seen, if the Commentariolum was not

written when it purports to have been written, 1t was prob.
ably written between eilghty and a hurndred and sixty years

aiter it purports to have been written. The value of the

v 88 a hiztorlceal source will then depend on

ix



the value to be assigned to a secondary work written at that
distance in time from the event which is being described:
what we would in that case have 1s a historical account of
the election for consul of 64 B.C. dressed up to look as if
it came from 64 B.C., when in truth it does not.

If it appears that the author of this secondary
account was better acqualinted with the period with which his
work was concerned than are modern scholars, hls work will
have to be treated seriously; 1f, however, frequent inst-

ances aire found where the Commentariolum contradicts what

other good sources tell us about the Ciceronian Age, then

as a historical scurce the Commentariolum will be of dub-

ious value in comparlson with for example the Letters of M.

uarenmszae

Clcero.

2. Ancient References; MSS Ascription and Tradition

There are no anclent references to the Comment-

or s ames s v

arlolum, nor to any manual on thils election at all. The

e maz

idea of one man writing a mamual of a falrly elementary

sort ( a commentarlolum was the sort of thing that school-

boys wrote EQuinte 1.5.7; Ciec. De Ore 1.5}) was not unknown

et me

at Rome: thus Varro wrote a libellus isagogicus in 70 which

gave Pompey lnstructions on how to hold a meeting of the
1
Senate as consul.

The text of the Commentariolum here used is that

2
of W.S. Watt in the Oxford Classical Texts series (QQT),

X



The remarks here presented about the MSS of the Commentar-
lolum are not derived from the MSS directl&g but from the
Introduction to the OCT editlon: the present writer is not
competent to examine the MSS, or to criticise from a
textual point of view, s0 that any comments on the text in
this Commentary arlise froﬁ the present writer's interpret-

ation of what the sense requires.

The text of the Commentariolum derives from those

MSS which are the bases for texts of the latter halfl of

the Ad Familiares collection of Clcero's Letters (the

"“latter half® in this context being books nine to sixteen

inclugive) with this eXception, that the oldest and best

M8 aunthority for that latter half of the Ad Famillares, -

the Mediceus 49,9 [M], does not contain the text of the

Commentariolum; in the other MSS of the latter half of the

Ad Tamilliares the Commentariolum is to be found immediately

after the Epistulae ad Octavianum,

The two oldest MSS of this second class -~ that is

of all the MSS except the Mediceus, which is the oldest of
v ;

> .
811 -« are the Harleianus 2682 [H]; which dates from the
6

eleventh century, and the Berolinensis ILatirnus 252 [F],
whlich dates from the twelfth century.

Nineteenth century editors seem to have relied
somewhat eXceagively on these two last-named MSS as the

7

basis for their texts. Although H and F are certainly the

SRR
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ariolum, there are nonetheless other M35 whose readings

_——

should not be lgnored, as they are'derived'not from H or F
directly, but from a related MS of some value, The flrst to

be mentioned in this class of semi-independent MSS is Pal-
8
atinus Latinus 598 [D]v whose usefulness for a text of the

latter part of the Ad Famillares has long been recogﬁised by

9

gcholarys. Constans was the first to use D in the constit-

ution of a text of the Commentariolum, although some few of
10 :
D's readings had long before been published, with the

result that some readlings from D had in a iather haphazard

way found thelir way into editions of the Commentarioclum.

In addition there are MSS which some have considered
to be c@ntaminatedllnm a charge which others have deniedlzma
of which Constans thought Parisinus Latinus 14761 [V] the
best; the editor of the text upoen which the present Comman.-

tary is based, in order to have a firmer foundation for his

reportings of the readings of the codices deteriores, also
. 13
made use of Canoniclanus Classicus Latinus 210 [B],

which Constans hed rejected as shot through with errors
1k -
and interpolations.
There are thus DVB as well as I as the basls for

the text of the Commentarliolum. The relationshlp which Watt

congliders most plausible is indicated in his stemna, which

is reproduced belows in it the common fons of all the
15
extant MSS is represented by X.
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3. Stylistic comparisons: Their Limitations

As undisputed products of Q. Clcero's hand we have
four short letters,.all of which are preserved in the Ad

Famillares collection of M, Cicero’s Letters -- namely,

prencieine

Fam. 16.8;163;26;27. Thus any attempt to show that the

Commentariolum is not in agreement with Q. Cicero's style

is a waste of the reader®s time. Similarly with attempts

to show that the Commentariolum 1s "unCiceronian": this

usually comes down to showing that the Comnentariolun was

not written by Marcus Clcero on the basis of the styles of
the two writers. This 1s & contention that few would ger-
iously support, in any case: 1t must be admitted that some
of those who use the term ”unCiceronign" so carelessly may
not be aware that they are showing that Marcus 4id or dild

ot write the Commentariolum. The crime in short is not

always deliberate,.

L4, Prosopographical Problems

Is it credible that Marcus Cicero should have
recelved advice in electloneering from his younger brother
who was politically less experienced? Desplite the fulmine

1
atlons of Tyrrell, thls seems a tenable objection to Q.

Cicero's authorship of the Commentariolum: even if at times

Marcus did feel the need to adwmit ~- he c¢laims sine ulls

L s

me hercuvle ironla -- Quintus‘ pre-eminence in some literary

xiv



genres, in thls case poetry (Cic. QF 3.4.4), 1t does not
follow that Quintus' advice on ﬁatters political would be
worth anything. In fact, Quintus' lack of political exper-
iience is theoretically not at issue here, as he w; or Wwho-

‘ever wrote the Commentariolum -- explicltly disavous such

an aim (CP 1;58)., However, is 1t not mnalve to expect one's

readers to believe that a manual is not designed to instruct?

5, Misuse of Technical Terms

At CP 8 we learn that both Antonius and Catiline

had nefarious pasts, of Antonlus speclfically this: eorun

alteriug [sc. Antoni ] bona proscripte vidimus, o . . ex

senatu electum scimus. By the time of the election of the

year 64, our author is saying, Antonius had suffered bonorum

ATy e g SOk

proscriptio and had been ejected from the Senate. From

Asconius we learn the resson for the expulsion, which took
1 .
place in 70 : hunc [sc. Aptonivwm] o . o CENSOTES o o o

g

senatu moverunt tltuloscue subscrlpserunt, quéed soclos

diripuerit, quod iudlciuvm recusarlt, guod prepter seris

alieni magnitudinem praedila manciparilt bonaque suva in potest-

ate non habeat (Asc. 84.20-25C [the QCT reads titulosque,

but this is merely Clark's emendatlon: another readling 1s

caugasque adopted by Orelli])o In other words, Antonlus was

e

expelled from the Senate parltly because he couwld no longer

meet the preperty qualificationz required for Senatorial
2
status, Thus bons pros

R e <

¢? 8 should refer to the




praedla mancipata of Asconlus, unless 1t is belleved that
Antonius suffered two expulsions from the Senate by the

consular elections of 64, for which there. is no evidence.

On thils interpretation bona proscripta in accordance with
3 v .

the original meaning of proscribere may be translated

”t““ .
hat his property was advertised for sale 'and thne anl1A v

Mre. Henderson, however, denies that in 64 anyone would

have used bona proscripta if there was not implied in the
phrase elither death or exilg, in view of the reéent Sullan
. proseriptions in which not merely forcible seizure of

property but also capital punlshment was involved. Death is
Impossible, and Mrs. Henderson Lhinks it untenable for one to
believe that in addition to hls proscripticn in 59 Antonius
was also proscribed in the Sullan sense again before 6L,
as Antonius wag a candlidate for the Génsulate of 63 w=~ and

138 C
successful (Asc. 94, 4-6C). The use of bons proseripta in

cr 8, then, according to Mrs. Henderson is an anachronlsm.
That 1s denied by Balsdon, who adduces Cic, Quinct. 56:

"non dubitavi", inguit [sc. Quinctius®s opponent], “cum

vadimonium desertum esset, bona proscribere." In a speech

which can be dated to 81, when the meaning of proscribere

mae i

used thils very phrase, to which Mrs, HendefSon objlects.

"The present writer finds this adequate disproof of Mrs.

Henderson®s posltion, although it must be admitted that the

cholce of bona prescripta was unfortunste insofer ag it
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can be misinterpreted. Proscribere is quilte fréquently used

by M. Cicero 1DAWOTKS written after the pufported date of

composition of the fommentarlolum to mean “advertise for

sale”, but is not Jjolned with bona in these instances (Cic.

anrn s T e T T

1l Legohgre. H; Flacc. 74; Att. 6.1.23 [ghackletom«Balley

supports this interpretation ad loc.]: QF 2.4.5 [2.5.3 on

Watt's rumeration]: [sc. RBacilius tr. pl.] tabulam proscrip-

sit se familiam Catonianam venditurum). From the point of

view of suthentlcity, then, bona proscripts of CP 8 proves

nothing except infelicity of style in the éuthor of the

Commentarioclum, whoever that may be,

nam hoc biennio guattuor sodalitates hominum ad

ambitlonem gratloslissimoyum tibl obligasti, ¢, Fundani,

Q. Galli, C. Cornell, C. Orchivi; horum in causls ad te

3 )

deferendls quid tibl eorum sodales receperinlt et confirm.

arint scio: nam interful (CP 19). This appears to say that

in the period of the two years lumediately before the year

in which the Cémmentariolum purports to have been written

-~ either 66-64, if biennium means “two full yeérs", ot
6564, ir Ei&ﬂﬁi&i is used inclusively -~ M. Cicero took
on the cases of four men, in return for promises glven by
their associates. What is at issue is first, are the

sodalitates -~ the assoclations -- for corrupt purposes,

»il.e. for carrylng out electoral activities which were illeg-

al in the Tirvst half of 64, and second, is the term sodal-

gggg an anachronism, in other words, were groups formed for

Xvil



electoral purposes called sodalitates in 6472 Mrs. Henderson

thinks that sodalitas was an anachronism in 64. (It nay be

objected that there is no proof that the sodalitates were

formed specifically for electoral purposes: this is true,
but their formation for electoral purposes 18 quite plaus-
ible, and in any case theilr character is electoral as far

as the author of the Commentarlolum is concerned; as ag

ambitionem gratlosissimorum shows.) Her arguient may be

expressed thus:in 6l there was passed .a senatusé@nsultum

under which gg&}egig were abolished, collegia that is which
were involved in corrupt electoral practices, almost cert-
ainly. (the date comes from Cic. Mur., 71, the content from

Cice Pis. 9 and Asc. ad loc. [8@230]), The assoclations were

called collegla, not sodalitates: thls distinction is imp-
ortant. In 58 Clodius passed a law by which these collegia
were made legal, and other even worse assocliatlions were

permitted to spring up -- ex omnl faece urbis, in Cicero's

phrase (Cic. Pis. 94 the ancient evidence comes from the

same places for this law as Tor the senatusconsultum of 64),

In 56 another senatusconsultum was passed with this wording:

ut sodalitates decuriatique discederent lexque de iis

ferretur, ut qul non discessissent ea poena gquae est de vi

tenerentur (Cic,. QF 2:365 [dated to 11 February, 56 from

section 5])e Unless Clodius® law of 58 alluded to above had

introduced the term sodalitas as applylng to electoral

e e s i I Pl

associations, the old senatusconsultum of 64, which was
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concernsd witb suppressing collegia, not sodalitates, would

have sufficed. In addition, the-author of the Commentariolum

9

may well be confusing the aristocratic -- often religlious «-

associations which were properly called sodalitates with

ones which only recelved that title out of a greater con-
cern for politeness than for truth (Clc. Planc. 37 [note

[ Smilauin

that thils instance where an electoral association —-- in this

T

case a corrupt one -~ 1s called a sodalitas comes from 54,

ten years after the purported date of the Commentariolum]).

To use scdalitas to describe an electoral association was
a change of usage brought about by Clodius® law of 58,

Therefore, sodalltates 1in gP 19 is anachronistic, as the

Commentariolum purports to come from the first half of 64,

Balsdon hag written in rebuttal of Mrs. Henderson's views
10
on sodalitas: he claims that the Senate had no more

M s ST

difficulty in dealing with sodalltates by passing a

senatusconsultum in 56 than they had had in 64 with the

collegia. In the present writer's view Balsdon has missed

the point. A senatusconsultum does not as & general rule

make law in the Republican pexicd, it interprets already
existing laews in the light of the combined legal opinion
and political wisdom of the Senators: this opinion may have
great weight, but 1t does not have the force of law., So in

6l when 1t passed the senﬂtusconsultﬁm on the collegla which

vas designed to ban them 1t prebably based itself upon an

already exlsting law. At least, Clodius thought it worth.
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while to pass a law in 58 to make collegia legal (Cic.
Pis. 9). The Lex Calpurnia de Ambitu suggests itself as a
sulteble candidate: it gave rise to a senstusconsultum which

-1l
interpreted it a8 banning the hiring of adsectatores. At

any rate whatever the law undexr which the Senate thought

e SR

¢ollegia were illegal -« or even if there was no specific

law as the basis for the senatusconsultum -- the collegia
almost certainly were effectively suppressed, in view of

Clodiuvg® law. That the siltuatlion with regafd to sodalitates

was qulte probably different 1s shown by the fact that in

the fragment of the semnatusconsultum of 56 which we possess

there is the resolution that & law should be passed, ut

qui non discessissent ea poena quae est de vi tenerentur

(Cice QF 2:3.5). The deduction is obvious; there was no law

in existernce in 56 which covered sodalitates acting as
g

electoral associatlons. To sum up so far, in 64 under some

already existling law a genatugconsultum wasg passed which

effectively banned collegla; in 58 Clodius passed a law
legalising collegia, and bringing 1t about that worse things
stil) came out into the open; in 56 the Senate considered

that sodalitates should he disbanded, but recognised that

there was no law banning them in existence then: there 1is
no reason to believe that this situation arose from Clodius'
leglislation, although it might well have done so. We do

hot know what precisely apart from cellegla Clodius® law

mades legal.
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If Clodius' law specificslly legalised sodalitates

as legal electoral asociations, and the term had not been
previously applied thus, then Mrs. Henderson's claim of

anachronism is justified; 1t 1s equally posgible that the

change to sodalitatas as the word to describe an at least
supposedly legal electoral assoclation came affter the

senatusconsultum of 64, The present writer favours the

second alternative; Just because the flrst evidence we have
for sodalitas meaning an electoral assocliation is at the
earliest 58, and at the very latest 56, we are not Jjust-
ified in essunming, as has Mrs. Henderson apparently, that
the change in terminoleogy did rniot take place until that
piece of direct evidence which We happen to have,

We do not know at what time in 64 the senatuscons-

ultum was passed. If 1t was passed early in 64, i.e. before

the consular elections of that year, the use of sodalitas

IR C A TR I R

will probably be entlrely historlcal; even if the senatus-

e e AT T e

consultum was passed alfter the purported date of composition

rtvicin etz

of the Commentariolum, l.e. after the consular elections of

64, this need not prove that the use of godalitas is
anachronlistic: Q. Clcero could have used a euphemism in
anticlipation of such a Senstorlial interpretation as the

senatusconsultum in fact contained.

- Mrgs. Henderson assumes that the electorsl help which

the sodalitates are offering 1s illegal: this does not

folleow from the text of CP 19. Some electoral help was

¥x1



pexrfectly proper: what was forbldden was hiring men to
distrlibute money and such similar things. (See the Commentary

on chapter thirty four,)

6. Historical Anachronisns

nam hoc blennio quattuor sodalitates hominuwg ad

anblitionem gratliosissimorun tibl obligasti, C. Fundanl,

Q. Galli, C. Cornelli, C. Orchivi; horum in causis ad te

deferendis quid tibi eorum sodales receperint et confirmar-

int scio; mam interfui (CP 19). In other words, M. Cicero

took on the cassg of four men during the period 66-64, if

hee biennio is meant as “"two full years', or 65-64, if the

two years are counted inclusively. In elther case vy puns

until the time of the consular elections of that year,
1
probably July. What is at issue here is this: Asconius

Sy mrmonssrstastsnnness

commentary on the In Toga Candida, which is dated to a few

days before the consular elections of 64 (Asconlus' remark

on Gallius: 88.5C; the date of the In Toga Candida: 83,10-

12C). Is Asconius® dating of Galliug' defence by Cicero in

contradiction with the passage in the Commentariolun? Mrs.
2
Henderson belleves that it is: she points out that when

Asconlus uses pesgtea he lg using it with the speech on which
he is commenting as the understood reference point. In this
she is undoubtedly correct, as there i1s another instance

where Asconius uses & temporal phrase absolutely with the

XKLL



gate of the speech on which he is commenting as the under-
stood refefence point, namely that of the Lex Roscia Theat-
ralis of 67, which was passed by the tribune Roscius ( in
78.29-79.2¢, although the text is corrupt, it is clear that

Asconius is dating the Lex Thestralis as bilennio ante | sc.

o sz

Cornellanan habitam], i.e. two years before 65, in which

the Pro Cornelio was delivered [Asc. 57.2-3C)). Mrs. Hend-

erson claims that this usage of Asconius shows that the

pro_Gallio which CP 19 attests was not delivered hoc biennio

and that it is more likely from the other evidence that such
a speech dates from the late Fifties. There are two
fallacies in Mrs. Henderson's case, in the present Writgr's

view: first, the text of the Comnmentariolum does not state,

as Mrs., Henderson essumes, that Clicero defended Gallius

hoc biennio, but merely that he took on the defences ic.e.

agreed to defend Gallius, so that the actual defence could
have téken place at any time alfter the agreement, either
later in 64 as Balsdon believes likely, or quite some time
later; secondly,; there 18 no reason to bhelieve that Gallius'
defence tcok place in the fifties except foxr the description

by Clcexo of M. Calidius, who was Gallius' prosecutor on

rarsane e mascTr st

Mrs. Henderson has apparently deduced from this passage and
Jgrom the fact that Calidiuvs was not preetor until 57 that

he cannot have been sumpus orator in the Gallius case in

Che sixtles: in rebuttal it is sufficlent to quote Trom

xxiild
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Balsdon: "As the whole passage of the Brutus (274-9) is an
assessment of Calidius® talent as an orator, there is no
reason why, in des&ribing a case even in the earlier part of
his career, he should not be called ‘a consunmste orator'--
'summus oratof‘e Anyone writing of Cicero’s oratory after
his death and jllustrating a weakness of his from his def-
ence of Rosclus Amerinus (fourteen years earlier than his
praetorship) could well have used the same eXpression."

(The gist of the passage above cited from the Brutus is
Calidius 1In his prosecution destroyed the effect of his
maeterial, which could have been made dramatic and effective,
by his tedious presentation.) Mrs. Henderson's case on ‘

the d&llius part of CP 19, then, will not stand, so that

one would be unjusﬁified in deducing the spuriousness of the

Commentarlolum from it.

In chapter nine of the Commentariolum in his descr-

iption of the dlsreputable pasls of both Catiline and Ant-
onius, the two most serious rivals of Cicero for the con-
sulate of 63 (Asc. 82,4-83.9C), the author says about Cat-

iline: natus in patris egestate, educatus in sororiis

stupris ¢ . .. Mrs. Henderson thinks that both these claims,

that Catiline's youth was poverty-stricken, and that he

2

grew up in sororiis stupris [the MSS read elither sororis

~or sororum: Watt®s emendatlion is here adopted | are anachron-

istic conteminations from the early history of Cledius and
1}

from his well-known incest with his glister. Pirst, it is
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necessary to determine what educatus in sororis/§ororum/

sororiis stupris actually means., Sororls/sororum and

sororiis can be taken as either subjective or objective
genitive -- or in the case of gororils, the adjectival
equivalent of such & genitive; in other words, in vacuo
the phrase could mean (1)'reared smongst the depraved act-
ivities of his sister/sisters [sc. with others]" (2)*"reared
ih amongst depraved activities with his.slster/sisters [ i.e.
incest ]". The charge contained in the first alternative is
of little value as a handle againé‘ ‘atlline personally: he
could not choose who hisg sister/s zters had to be, nor
could he have controlled them, as educatus mekes 1t clear
that hne was not significently older than theyo, The sense
which best fits the context ls the goeond, under which the
charge agsinst Catliline 1é incest with however many slsters
he had.

Mrs. Henderson claims chat this charge agalnst
Catiline is crudeiy and irrelevantly dapucd from other
passages in Marcus Clcere's writings where he mentlons

Clodius'® incest with hils sister Cledla. Such passages are

these: [sco Clodius | qui post patris mortem . . . germanite

atis stupris volutetus o o of Clee Har. Resp. 42) and: [sc,

Cloding] ~- qui o o'« in eiunsmwodi vite nervl esse potu
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erunt hﬁM¢wis fraternis f1?)xtuusv aormrii stuprils, omnl

[
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inaudita libidine exsanguis? (Clc. Sest. 17 [that sororiis
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stuprls in the Pro &
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to incest with Clodis




is shown by this passage from the Pro (aselio;s quod quidem

[8c. the refutation of the charges against Caelius] facerem

vehementliug, nisi intercederent mihl inimicitlae cum istlus

Viro -- "fratre' volul dicere -- semper hic erro (Cael.

32) ).

There is & further problem with this story in the

Commentariolum about Catiline’s incest: apart from CP 19,

there is no evidence that Catiline had a sister at all, let
alone more than one, as sororum necessltates. N‘aturélly9 in
view of the absence of corroboration of Catlline’s slster or
sisters, there is nothing on his incest with her or them.

If Catiline really had a slster or sglsters, would not
Sallust oy Clcero himself have alluded to her or them? If

nust be adwmitted that the only evidence against Catilline's

sister or sisters is ex silentlo, so that the very strong
evidence of spuriousness that proof of the absence of sisters
would provide is missing.

It is known that Clodlus' father died in poverty
(Varro RB 3.16.2); there is mo direct evidence that Catile
ine had sinilar clrcumstances; yet Mrs. Henderson ciaims
that there is direct evidence from Sallust esgainst this
beliefl, but the passage she useg is not relevant: Qﬁgwggia

cunque inpudicus adulter . o bona patria laceraverat . « o

Cato 1h.2-k)

povtve

il Catilinae proxuml famllisresoue erant (Sall.

does not refer to Catiline but to a whole class of young
desperadoes. On the other hand, the Sergii, of whom Catil-
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ine was one, had not. been.prominent in Roman politics for
mnany years, so far as our evidence shows théy had not had
a consul for hundreds of years. This might be a reason for
the claimed egestas of Catliline’s father. As far as the

asuthenticlty of the Commentariolum is concerned, the cohe

fusion of Catiline and Clodius which Mrs. Henderson finds is
7

probably there pace Balsdon, but only in the incest case.

Here we have a probable plece of evidence ggainét the

theory that Q. Cicero wrote the Commentariolum in early 64,

deinde habes tecum ex juventute optimum guemgue et

studiosissimum humanitatis (CP 33). “Secondly, you have at

YOur side the best of the young men, whe are greatly
attracted to your learning and culture" (this trans#atioﬁ is
“econtroverslial, and the precise sense disputed: see the Comm-
entary ad loc.). Mrs. Henderson claims that in 64 1t was an-
achronistic to talk of Cicero's humanitas as a great atir.
action "The special association c¢f . . « humanitas with
Cicero, surely, could no more precede the phillosophy in which
he developed its meaning than the special associétion of
celerites W%th Caesar could have preceded the Galli@
campaligns." Thils, i1f the expression be allowed, is near

the bottom of the barrel. Balsdon annlhllates it succinctly:
"Cicero did not suddenly become & philosopher when he pub-
Aished his first book on the subject." In any case, Clcero
did possess humanitags before the publication of his first

mrr e e A R

work on the subject of philosophy -~ the De Republica was
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published in 51 -- as Clic. Fam. 5.2.9 shows, even if the
humanitas there referred to was not quite what would be
called in English "learning" or “"culture". Anyway, humanitas
is a broad term. Mrs. Henderson's case on humanitas, then,
is quite invalid.

In the entire Commentaricolum there 18 nNo mention

of any counspiracy by Catiline, although in the In Toga

Candlda which was delivered a few days before the consular

elections of 64, i.e. close to the terminus ante quem of the

Commentarliolum, there 1s such & mentlon:"praectereo nefar-

fun 31llum conetum tuum [i.e.Catilinee] et paene acerbum

et luctuosum relpubllcae dlem; cum Cn. Pisone socio, ne .

guem alium nominem, caedem optimatum facere volulsti?

(ap. Asec. 92.11-14C). What the aims of this conspiracy.were,
what connection, if any, it had wlth Catliline 1ls gulte
unclear, nor is this the place to attempt to clarify the
matter. (A cautious and judiclous account of the "First
Catilinarien Consplracy" ls to bhe found in Asc. 92015MZ5C
[for the correct reading of line 15 see Brunt]; other
accounts are to be found in Sall. Cat., 18 and Suet. DJ 9.)
The significant point is that it was tenable just before

the consular elections of 64 to claim that Cetiline had
been Involved in some attenpt whilch planned the death of

10
-optimates. In the section of the Commentariolum which

deals with the vices of Antonius and Catilirne —- CP 8-10 -
there was surely some place where this charge, true or not,
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would have been included by Q. Clcero, as 1t was one of the
worst charges that could be laid against Catiline: a gen-
eral account of the vices of Catiline'’s youth is gilven by
Sallust (Cat. 15).
11 12

Both Mrs. Henderson and Balsdon discuss the
absence of the Catilinarién Conspifacyg.and both, in the
present writer's view, mlss the point. Mrs. Henderson seems
te belleve that an auvthorised version of Roman history of

this peried «-. 65-64 .- had sprung up by the time of COMpPOS -

“ition of the Commentarlolum, which she places between about

14 and 98 A.D., and that the reason for the non-appearance

of the Comspliracy 1s that the wrlter of the gommentafiolum
followed the conventionsal line on the his%ory of this period:
this is far-~-fetched. For'why shoulé the author have kept to
the conventional account? Also the suthor must have read the

13

In Toga Candida according to Mrs. Henderson, 0 how could

he have missed Asco. 92.11-14C? Cicero himself mentioned in
a Tragment preserved in that passage of Asconius that Cat-
iline hed wanted to kill the optimates in 65, so the
avthorised version of the per}od 65-64 is irrelevant: this is
+ .
Balasdon®s guite valld pointal Balsdon then immediately goes
on to what the present wrltex can only regard as a perverse
interpretation of the evidence: "Mrs. Henderson’s argumnent

here [on the absence of any Consplracy ln Lhe Commentariclum]

is vitilated by her fallure to take into proper account the

fact that the 'first Catilinarian conspiracy® is an indlct-
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ment brought ageinst Catiline by Cicero in. In Toga Candida
[Asc. 92.11-14C], which on her theory the ‘althor® of the

Commentariolum must have read. [Here is the claimed pervverse

argumentz] That is why [1t has been] rightly c¢laimed that
the absence of any mention of the consplracy is very strong

evidence in Tavour of the Commentariolum’s genulneness."

Balsdon appears to be saying that unless Q. Cicero had read

the In.Toga Candlda, and there 1s no evidence that he had

before it was delivafedp lo.e. before the terminus ante quenm

of the purponted date of the Commentariolum, he could have

had no knowledge of the Consplracy or of the rumour of its
existence. This is obviously absurd: who was in a better
position to know what lines of argument Marcus Clcero wes

intending to use in the In Toga (Candlida before that speech

was delivered than hils youngesr brother'Quintus?
Whether 1t 1s credible that a wrlter of later date

than the purported date of the Commentariolum would have

omitted the charge is amother matter; the present writer
finds it quite possible: there was dispgte about the true
nature of the First Conspiracy even in antiquity, as the
three accounts of 1t already referred to show, and rather
thar have to Justify the existence of a "First Catilinarian
Conspiracy’ to his teacher the authow may have thought it
best to leave out the material he had collected from the

In Toge Candida -~ which may have been much more than we

L2

happen to have from Asconlus. (That the author was probably
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an advanced student of rhetorike is argued in section nine

e eSS SRS TR AL

of this Introduction.) -

Non potest gul dignus habetur patronus consuvlariunm

indjgnus consulatu putari (CP 2)s “a man who is accounted

as a worthy advocate for men who have held the consulate
cannot but be thought worthy of the cohsu;ateo" (That
patronus here means "advocate®, not "patron" in the Roman
sense of that term, l.e. a distinguished ﬁoman who took
under his protectlon individuals of lower soclal standing

rerm

enteriolum purports to have been written Clcero hed not

held the consulate, and hence had less dignitas than con-

sulars, l.e. men who had held the consulate, who were in
15
altissimo gradu dignitatls [Clc. 1 Phil. 14].) As Nisbet

says, at the purported date of the Commentariolum so far as

We know no consular had been defended by Cilcero. "Consular

trials were ﬁemorable scenes; likely even in the sixties

to leave a trace on the sources. In his earllier career Cic-
ero would have fourxd it politically unattractive to defend

optimate magnates « « oo The possibllity must be considéred
that the author of the commentariolum [Sic] has been guilty

16
of an anachronism.® The Latin will cevrtainly bear the int--

erpretation that Cicero was worthy to defend a consular, but
had in Tact not done so by the purported date of the Connm.-

enﬁarialum, but, if that ls what the authoyr intended, the

XA



expression is rhetorlcally frigid. There is a loophole:
Cicero could have taken on the defence by the elections of

64, i.e. before the terminus ante quem of the Commentariolunm,

but not have by that time conducted the defence., There was
a consular whom Clcero did defend in 63 at some point, C.

Pliso (cos. 67), as Cicero in the Pro Flacco shows (section

98). "Yet"®", says Nisbet -- surely reasonably, especially in
view of the attempts to counter Mrs. Henderson's case on the
trial of Gallius in just this way, "this explanation 1is
somewhat forcedc”l7 The present writer finds thls loophole
less reasonable here than in the case of Gallius, where the
text does not state dlrectly that Cicero defended Gallliusg
hoc biennio, but only that the case was brought to himoL8

7 Borrowings from Purportedly later Works

That there are obvious parallels between the Comm-

entariolum and the In Togs Candida l1s undlsputed, but the

validity of other clalmed parallels 1s doubtful: each reader
will have his own opiniénu Eence the claimed parallel pass-

ages are put side by side, with the Jjustifications advanced

for regarding them as parallel, so that the reader can form

his own opinlion. |

Even Tyrrell and Purser, staunch supporters though

they are of the suthenticity of the Commentariolum admit
. _ 1
that tThere are "remarksble coincidences® between the

Commentariolum and the In Toga Candlda, even if these are
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confined to CP 8-12, where the author is attacking M. Cic-

ero’s rivals for the consulate. That the Commentariolum

purports to have been written before the elections of 64
: 2
has been shown above; thus it is Just possible that Q.

Cicero could have bhorrowed from tha In Toga Candida, as

this was delivered a few days before the elections (Asc. 83.
11-12¢). Also Quintus could have borrowedvfrom the content

of In Toga (Candida in its undelivered form, i.e. while

Marcus was still composling it. This, however, is close to
speclal pleading. Here are the passages at issue:

(2) Antonius and the Greek:

. « o Vocen denique audiv- ¢ ¢« ¢ In sua civitate
imus lurantls se iudiclo cum peregrino negavlit se
aeguo cum homine Graeco judicio aequo cum homine
certare non posse. Graeco ceritare posse.
(¢ 8) (Tog, Cand. ap. Asc,
84.1<30)

(b) The Death of Marius Gratldianus:

quid ego nune dicam petere populum vero, cum insp-
eun tecum consulatum, qui ectante populo collum
hominem carissimum populo secult’ hominis maxine
Romano M. Marium, inspect- popularis, quantl {ace
ante populc Romanoc « « o eret™ ostendit.
ceclderit, . « » collum (Tog, Cand. ap. AScC.

e « o Secuerit? TTTET16-18CY

(g 10)

(¢) The Death of Marius Gratidlianus:

. o o Vivi stanti” collum quod caput etiam tum
gladio sua dextera secuerit plenmum animae et spir-
e o ey CAPUL SUS manu secw- itus « o « manibus
uerit. ipse suils detulit.
(¢p 10) - (Tog, Cond. ap. Asc.
. 90.3-5C)
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(d) The Fablia Affair:

gul nullum in locum tan
sanctum et tam religi-
osum accesserlit, in guo
non etliam si in allis
culpa non esset, tamen ex
sua neguitia dedecoris
susplicionen relinqueretl.
(cp 10)

(e) The “Daggers" Passage:

gquis enim repexrirl potest
tam improbus clivis qul
velit une suffragio duas
in rem publlcan sicas de-
stringere?

D

(c!

o]

12)

cum ita vixisti7 ut non
esset locus tam sanctus

- gquo non adventus tuus,

et.lam cum culpa nulla
subesset, crimen ad-

ferret.

(Togo. Cand. ap. Asc.

egrtacnOuLLy

9I.16-18CY

qul posteaquam illo quo
conatl erant Hispanlensi
puglunculo® nervos in-
cidere civium Roman-
orum non poterant, duvas
uno tempore conantur in

b

rem publicam sicag de-
stringere.,
(Tog., Cand, ap. Asc.
93 L1-14T)
9 .

As Hendrickson pointed out, the adaptation in (e),

if it was from the In Toga Candida to the Commentariolum

and not vice versa, is singularly unhappy: the expression in

the Commentariolum 1s less effective than that in the In

Toga Candida, as instead of the forceful double antithesis

of wnus and duo and pugiunculum and sica, there is the

weak antithesls of unum suffragium and duse s8licae «- unless

there is an allusion to the fact that, if the votes in the
consular elections d4did not go to Cicero, they would go to

Catiline and Antonius., If the In Toga Candida preceded the

Commentariolun, the inferlority of the posssage in the

latter could be explained as a rather puerile attempt at

adaptation, an adaptatiocn which caught the outward form of
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the original; but not its spirit or force.iIf, on the

other hand, the Commentariolum precedes, 1t seems odd that

Marcus should have felt the need to rescrt to a work so
frigid in its comparisons and metaphors. It 1s perhaps
poséible that Marcus might have made use of an unsatislact-
ory original by Quintus to please him or avoid hurting his
feelings, which were apparently easlly damaged (Cic. QF

Lelo37)e

The other passage from the Commentariolum which

is noticeably different from the In Togs (Candlda verslion 1is

(d): this is longer than the parallel version in the In

Toga Candida snd perhaps slightly more explicit, but i€<is

impossible to tell which is the original -~ this assumes
with Hendrickson that there ls some vallidity in drawing
deductions about priority from the relative suitability

and effectiveness of the various versions -- 80 that there

is no case here against authenticlty. If the Commentariolum
waé written by Q. Clecero, the change can be explained as
Asconiug explains its Asconlus'® point 1s that because the
Vestal Virgin Fabla, who had been accused of sacrileglous
intercourse -- incestum -- with Catlline but was acquitted{

wasg Clicerofs sister-in-law, in the In Toga Candlda Cilcero

used cum (cum nulla culpa subesset) when discussing how

¢atiline could pollute any place, even 1f others -~ l.e.

P

Fabie ~- were qulte free of gullt, since cum ruled out the

possibility of Fabla’s gullt; the etlam si and lmperfect
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subjunctive of the Commentariolum version does not exclude

the possibility of Fabia‘®s guilt (Asc. 91.19-22C), In other

words, the etlam sl of Quintus is understandable in one

who was not quite so closely related to Fabla as was Marcus.
Apart from the ineffective antithesis of the Comm-

entariolun’s version of (e), there is in the present writer's

view little difference in literary merit between the Comm-

entariolum’®s versions and those of the In Toga Candida.

So we cannot tell which was written First from the lit-
erary merit of elther set of versions. Nex%, one must
ansver thils quéstions which would have more motive 1in
borrowing material from M. Clcero, if it be granted that

the Commentariolum was written after the actual composition

of the In Toga Candlda, Quintus or some later writer? Thne

later writer would be first and foremost concerned with
.historical accuracy, and this would be very well sefved by
incorporating as much contemporary material as pessible into
his writing, and nothing was more contemporéry so Tar a8 we

*

know than the In Toga Candlidea: there was then & very strong

motive for a later writer to adapt from the In Toga Candida,

and the amount of adaptation which is in fact found is
remarkable considering that all we have of thevigmgggg
Candide 1s what Asconius thought needed elucildation. Yet
LQuintus, too, had & motive for adapting from the substance

of the In Togsa Candida, that of flattering his brother.

In short,; both Quintus and a later writer had motives for
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using the material in the In Toga Candida. Nelither the

examinatlion of motive nor that of effectiveness of the

two sets of wversions can prove whethexr the Commentariolum
‘ 10
is or is not authentic.

There are also claimed parallel passages from the

Pro Murena, which, if it can be shown that the Pro Murena

versions are the originals, must show that the Comment-

arjiolum is not authentlic, since 1t 1s certaln that the Pro

Murena was delivered after the termipus ante guem of the

Commentariolum, in fact in 63. The passages are these:

(a) On deductio, adsectatlio and salutatio:

T

petitorem ego, prae-
sertim consulatus, magna
spe, magno animo, magnls

magnam adfert oplnionen,
magnain dlgnitaten cottid-
iana in deducendo fregu-

entia. (CP 36) coplis et in forum et in
in salﬁt&toribusi qul canpun deducl volo,
magls vulgares sunt et e ¢ o« placet mihl « « &
hac cons untuéiye guae persalutatio, praesertim
nunc est ad plurls cum lam hoc nove more

veniunt « o« <o (CP 35) omnes Tere domos omrium

nam ex ea ipsa copia [Sco

adsectatorum | conlectura

fieri poterit quantum sis

in ipso campo virium ac

facultatlis hablturus.
(cp 34)

12
(b) On adsidultas

con cursent et ex voltu
andidatorum conlecturan
faciant guantum guisgue
animi et facultatis
habere videatur.
(Mur. 44)

lam adslduitatis nullum est praeceptum, verbum ipsum
docet quae res sit; prodest QUIDEM [my capltals] veh-

enenter nusgham dilscedere,

sed tamen hic fructus est

adsiduitatis, non golum esse Romae atgque in foro SED
ADSIDUE PETERE [my capitals], saepe cosdem appellare,
non committere ut quisguam possit dicere, queod elius

consegul possils, se absgs te nun

et diligenter rogatum.

o DUXVLL

£51t313 rogatum et valde

(Cp 43)



edsiduitatis . . o putat

L] (4

us candidates®;

[sc. Serviug] esse consulatum.
« primum ista nostrs adsidultas

[nostra means "of

Servius, Cicero's opponent, had been

claiming that Murena should have spent more of his
campalign at Bomej, Servl, nescisg quantum interdum ad-

Terat hominlbus fastidl,

guantum satletatis. mihi

guidem vehementer expedllt positam in oculis gratiam;
sed tamen ego mel satletatem magno meo labore superavi

¢ ©® o3

obfulsset.

verum tamen utrigue nostrum desiderium nihil

(Mur. 21)

(¢) The Inadvisabllity of Prosecuting One's Rivals:

fae ut se abs te custod-
irl atque observarl
sclant [sc. competit-
orez tul. (Cp 55)
atque haec ilta te nolo
proponere ub videare
accusaticnem lam medit-
ari, sed ut hec teryore
facilius hoc ipsum quod
agls consequare.

(¢p 56)

(d) The Use of

glter vero, 41 bonli{ quo
splendore este primum nobe-
llitate eadem qua ?Catilm
inal..num malore? non sed
virtute. quam ob rem?
gquod Antonius umbram suvam
metult, hic ne leges qui-
dem o o eo

(gﬁ 9)

Xx¥xviii

Non to Mean "No':

“invitare?

nesclo quo pacto semper
hoc it -~ neque in uno
aut altero enimadversum
est sed iam in pluribus
-- simul atgue candid.
atus accusationem med.-
itari visus est, ut
honorem desperasse vid-

eatur. (MEEQAQB)
"sceis tu an iagin-

ary ‘common man'® is-
speaking to a friend |
1llum accusationem cog-
itare; inguirere in
competitoribus, testis
quaerere? alium Fac ilan,
guoniam sibi hic ipse
desperat.”

(Hur. 45)

guid enim? senatus num
obviam prodlire criumen
putat [sc. candid-
atori }? "non, sed merc-
ede." convince: nunm
sectarl multos? *"non,
sed conductos.” doce:
num locum ad spectandun
dare aut ¢dd prandium
“minime, sed
volgo, pzessim.Y quid
est "volgo'"? "univere
sos, "M

(KHur. 73)



In (a) the present writer belleves there are two

signiflicant polnters to priority, first, the use of salut-

ator by the author of the Commentarlolum, and, second, the

use by both authors of coniectura with facio or its passive:

equivalent fio. Salutator 1s listed as having been used by

no author earlier than Qe Clcero by Lewls and Short, who

assume that the Commentariolum 1is by Q. Cicero; the next

usages are those of such Silver Age wrlters as Statius or
Martial or Columella -~ these parallels are confined to
cases where salutator ls used in the same sense as it is

= 15
in the Commentariolum. The expression conlecturam faclio/

coniectura fit is not by any meags inevitable: ratlocinor,
1
which 1s good Clceronian latin, would have served equally

vell. The present writer cannot but conclude that conlectura

S e

and the use of salutator together show that the Pro Murena
passaée ig the original, even i1f Iin thls lnstance there is
little to choosge in the literary quality of elther version.
In (b) it iz the present writer's contention that,
although 1t is net abscolutely necegsary to have read the

Pro Murena pagsage 1In order to gain an understanding of the

U TR

in ged adsidue petere are only to be understood completely

by one who has the Pro Murena passage in mind. In the Pro

Murens passage Cicero makes 1t eclear that although adsidultas
¥

R

«w= belng countinucusly on the Jjob -~ had its advantages, one

had to avoid either boring the populus (satletas and fastid-
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ium) or falling to make use of one’s presence to canvass

sufficlently to overcome the danger of fastidium (sed tamen

ego mel satietatem magno meo labore superavi). This course

between the Secylla of creating satletas in the populus by

.one's adsiduitas [= nusguam discedere in the CP version]

and the Charybdis of not canvassing sufflclently (ggg tamen

ST am i B

hic fructus est adslidultatis o « o non committere ut quis-

guam posslt dicere, se abs te non {sit% rogatum et valde

et diligenter rogatum [g§¢ mihl quidem vehementer . . . in

oculis gratiam]) is what both passages are about, but the

contrast is not very well brcught out in the Commentariolum:

it is as 1f the author had compressed the Pro Murena version

and. realising that the contrast hed not been properly
brought out had attempted with the usc of guldem and sed to

rectify the situation. In one sense he did, bﬁt there 1s

no explanation in the Commentariolum of the contrast: 1t is

as if the author had assumed the reader could be eXpected to
17

keep the Pro Murena passage in mind,

In (c) the situation is much the same as in (b): it

is possible to understand the Commentarlolum version, but

there is no reason given for the advice, while the Pro

Muzx

& supplies th eason, It is as i e aubthor assume
& suppl that reac It is as if the aukl S d

that the reader would have the Pro Murena in front of hlim,

. 18
an sssumption which Q. Clcero cannot have made in early 64,
In (d) there are two points of note, first, the use
19
of nen to mean "no", which is apparently not common, and the
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. 3 7
pointless Sret bugip Texay Num malore?. Before inves tjvating what

evidence these supply, 1t 1is best to try to estaeblish the
true text or at least the meaning requiredQZO Catlilina is
nonsense, as Catiline 1s the person who is being discussed:
the only sultable person to forn the object of comparison
is Antonius who with Catiline is the only person discussed

in this immediate context. So we must read or understand:

eadem nobllitate qua (Antonius§e But this cannot be a state-
¥ .

ment, 88 Antonius’® father had held the consulate and so far
as wWwe know the nobillity of the Sergll, of whom Catiline was
one, was nore anclently based and not recently reinforced.

It must be a gquestion,; therefore, and in view of the

impediately following guestlion num malore? a negative must
be supplled or understood. Minime would be more conventlonal

than non, but in view of the Pro_ Murens passage with its two

nons immedlately adjacent non would be in place. We read,

therefore, primun nobllitate eadem qua QAntonius}ﬁ (honi%

num malore? non, sed virtute. In the Pro Murena the é&&&ﬂ

P v
kfg«ﬁ@#'advancc Clcero®s arguwent, 88 each lmaginary ob-

Jection is demolished. In the Commentariolum rum malore?

is not a true question that one could envisage a real
person with any sense, especially one who knew anything
about Catiline and hls background, employing, so that it is
Jreally neithing more than a lead LﬂtO the discussion of Cat-
iline's virtus. Would anyone but a later wyriter, who hoped

that some of the Ciceronian glitter would wrub off onto him
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if he used enough from the master however ineptly, have
chosen thls pointless figure in this context?

There are also other claimed parallels from Marcus'®
first letter to his brother, which is to be dated to late
60 or early 59, such as the passages on wickedness at Rome
(CP 54; QF 1l.1.22), but the present writer does not think
these a firm foundation upon which to base'an attack on the

authenticity of the Commentarlolum: it ls safer to believe

that the simllarlity of thought is to be agcribed to the
common obhservation of an obvious phencmenon, or to the ap-
parently timeless passlion for decrying the present as
immoral. There are also clalimed parallels with authors much
later than elther Quintus or Marcus, namely Horace and

21
Publilius Syrus, but these clalms are gulte unconviiucing.

8. The Arguments against Authenticity: Summary

Before proceeding to a discussion of the probable

suthorship of the Commentarioclum, the reader's convenlence

will be served by a summary of what results have come from
the arguments propounded against the traditional view that

Q. Cicero wrote the Commentariolum. To the absence of

ancient references little welght should be attached: arge-

-uments ex silentic, though by no means always invalld,

should be used with caution. Similarly atteunpts at style
istic comparisons with the surviving corpus of Q¢ Clcero
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are futile: we do not have enough of Q. Cicero’s writings
te permit any meaningful comparisons. The present writer
believes that the argument that Quintus was in no poslition
to write advice for Marcus 1ls valid: if, however, one acc—
epts the disclaimer of any didactic purpose in CP 1 and 58,
as the pregent writer does not, one is free to disregard
this argument.

O0f the two types of historical argumentsr that of
misuse of technical terms and that of other anachronisms,
the instances clalimed under the flrst type are to the pres-
ent writer quite unconvinecing: both have a speclous plaus-
ibility, but on closer examination neither holds up; of the
latter type some of the arguments are convincing, others
1not.

The probable anachronisms in the latter type are
the confusion of Catlline with Clodius but only in the case
of the claimed incest: LT this charge were true, there
should be nention of it by either Sallust or Clcero, both of
whom could have made excellent use of 1it, but ihere is no

confusion in the case of patris egestes, since poverty is

more common and less noteworthy than notorlous incesti the
absence of any mention of a "First Catllinarian Conspiracy®:
it 1s lirrelevant whether or not such a conspiracy exlsted,
as it was a tenable charge just before the electlions of

064; the implication that Clcero had been an advocate for one

or more consulars by mid-64; the present writer finds it
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highly improbable that such a dramatic affalir as the defence

of a consular by a mere novus homo, which is what Cicero

was, would have le xt no trace on the sources, and more

particularly on the writings of M, Cicero himself.

Qhe othexr arguments of the second type the present
writer finds unsound: the case of the clalnmed anachronism

of the Pro gallio of 66-64 will only stand, if one assumes

that because Clcero had taken on the case in the two year
period referred to he must have conducted the actual deflw
ence at that same ﬁeriadg end refuvses to admlt the possible
existernice of two speeches own Galllus'® behalfl; the claim that

oot 8 TS STt

humanitas is anachronlstle as a descriptlion of a notable

quality of M. Cicero in 64 is quite groundless.

Of the arguments from literary parallels that from

the indisputable similarities of passages in the Commentar-

At ra s mn R e RO

lolum with passages in the In Toga Candida is only sound it

one can show that the In Toga Candida was not composed or

significantly prepared until very shortly before its
delivery. The instances of parallel passages from the Pro
Murena are to the present writer's mind sufficiently cert-

ain to militate most strongly against the authentlclty of

the Commentariolum. The other claimed parallels are not

.

provable, or even likely, as far as the present writer can
appreciate.
The balance of probabllity, then, lies against the

authenticity of the Commentarioclum. If, however, Q. Ciccro

e e e
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did not write the Commentariolum, who did?

9. The True Author and hisg Date: Some Suggestions

The present writer belleves that the work we have

mder the title of Commentariolum Petlitionis was probably

written by an advanced student of rhetoric as a inal exerc-
ise in techniqueebefore‘he “passed out" of the “school"
vhere he was studying. Thls concluslon %sAreached by a
process of elimination of alternativesah

Mrs. Henderson does not rule out the pessibility of

the Commentariolum‘s being intended as a true forgery, 1l.€.

of its belng intended to pass as a genuilne work of Q. Cicero,
for which suggestlion she produces no real evidence, indeed

little more than a denunciation of E.H, Clift's views on the
2
subject. The present writer prefers to follqw Mrs. Clift,

ag she argues her case on the question of forgery thoroughly,

even 1f her views on the suthenticity of the Commentariolum
3
are not very solidly Pasedo According to the information
+
amassed by Mrs. Clift there was no period within the dates

in which ﬁhere.mas really vigorous and informed interest in
Mo Or Q. Clcerc, namely from their deaths -- 43 -~ to the
end of the reign of Trajan (that this is the right period is
argued below), when a forger could have passed off as by Q.
Cicero & work recently composed. As an instance of the
knowledge avallable to scholars and bibliophiles during this

period this will serve: Pliny the Elder (ob. 79 A.D.) notes
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that hé had personally seen many times the actual autograpg
.manuscripts of M. Cicero; Auvgustus and Vergil (Pliny gﬁ.
13.83). In any case what motive could a forger have had?
There was no law of copyright in antiquity95 so that there
was no Tinancial reward to be gained from publication. of a

"hewly discovered” work of Q. Cicero. In view of the notable

tedium of the Comgentariolum's style, surely little liter-

ary kudos eltherji it would Dbe preferable to "find" an Iint-

eresting work on the election of 64, if possible well

written. So pace Mrs. Henderson the Commentarlolum was not
intended, so far as the evidence goes, &s & true forgery;
if not, as what?

The Commenteriolum is not a sguasoria: it has too

long & section devoted to scene-gsetting -« 65 lines in the
oCT out of a total of about 500 (CP 7-12) -- if we may

accept Quintilisn's descripticn of a SUASOT a (Quint. 3.8,

atemmmpany

s Ty S T

10: he says that a parratic 1s .not required in guasoriace

about private matters). Equally the Commentsriolum is no

polemic, which was still being written aboutb hatheg Clcexr-
onlan by the Emperor Claudius (Suet. Claud, 41.3) Cert-
ainly controversy over (Cicero's polnt iecal behaviour was still.

alive under Augustus (Plut. Clc. L9.3), The Commentariolun,

then, will heve as lts terminus post gquem of actual conp-

zltlon most proehably the end of the relgn of Augustus,

=y

for supporting this viev

)

that is 14 AD.. A sccond rease

o
e

a Lerminus post quem 1s that by 14 A.D. most protagonists
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in the Ciceronlan Age were dead, or of such age as téJbe of
no importance. Apparently there would be little interest in
writing rhetorical pleces about the Clceronian Age much
later than the end of the reign of Tréjén.in 117, and the
last plece of positive evidence that school exXercises wvere
still being wrlitten about matters relating to the Clceronian

Age comes from Quintilian®s Institutio Oratoria, which was

probably published about 95 A.D.: the terminus ante guen
7
may then be rather nearer 98 than 117. At the risk of

belng too casutious, one may say that the Commentariolum, if

it ig not by Q. Cicero, was probably written between 14 and

98 A.D..

The genre Iinto which the Commentarlolum fits best

i

w0

that of prosopopolia, *"historical character-writing®.

This was a variety of suasoria, in that adviée'was given,
but it differed insofar as the style was supposed té be.in
accovrdance with that of the prosopon in whose shoes, 1f the
expression be allowed, the writer was to plcture himself,
as well as in 1ts strwveture, in such matters:ag'theilength
of scene-setting (narratio), es has already been mentioned
(Quint. 3.8.58 with 52 on the style),

Prosopopoila was difficillime (Quint. 3.8.49), so

probabLy only an advanced étudent on the verge of or in the
Jprocess of "passing out" of his “Schéol“ would attempt one.
There 1ls also reason to belleve that the author was not
ceentident of his abllity to carry out his task: thus
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he calls his production a commentariolum (CP 58), and he

insexrts what in a modern work would be a footnote to the
reader -- or should one say "examiner"? -. in chapter

forty nine. For a commentariolum seems to be a rude and

unpolished affalr in M. Cicero's eyes (Cic. De Or. 1l.5); the
word is used by Quintilian to describe an elementary text-
book (l.5.,7). The footnote to the reader is thils: ac ne

St cinrerss

videar aberrasse a distributione mea [distribuﬁio here

means "lay-out'" or “structural plan" or something simllar:

it is & rhetorical term], qui haec in populari parte pet-

itionls disputem, hoc sequor, haec omnia non tam ad amlicorum

studia quam agd popularem famam pertinere: etsl inest aliquld
8

ex 1llo genere, benigne respondere . . .. There is also a

less directly stated footnote to the reader -- less direct,
as it is addressed nominally to the purported subject of the

commentariolum, M, Cicero -« in the last chapter, fifty'

elght: o . . tamen tu, si quld mutandum esse videblitur aut

omnino tollendum, aut si quld erit praesterltum, velim hoc

mihi dicas; volo enim hoc commentariolum petitionis haberi

omnl ratione perfectum,

10.The True Nature of the Commentarioclum;g Summary

Despite appearances the work which has come down to

us as the Commentariolum of Q. Cicero written in early 64,

that 1s shortly before the consular electlions as a result of

which Quintus® brother, M. Clcero, became consul for 63, was

xlviii



not written by Q. Cicero elther then or at any other time,
but so faxr as ouy evidence goes by an advanced student of
rhetoric sometime between 14 and 98 A.D. These are the

most probable conclusions to be drawn about the Commentar-

iolume.

Pt

11l. The Commentariolum as a Historical Source

It is hard to know Jjust what In th? Commentariolum
is useful extra evlidence, what is fanciful invention, and
what 1s merely the indication of crass incompetence. There
seems to be no doubt that a wrlter in the Early Principate
had at his disposal, il he took the trouble to obtain access
to it and to make use of 1it, far more accurate 1nformati§n
sbout the Ciceronlan Age than ig avallable to us today. The

crucial guestion which any reader of the Commentariolum who

wishes to use it as a historical source must answer is this:
how competent and knowledgeable was the author? In the pres-
ent writer®s view this question is very difficult to answer,
precisely because we have less information than the authoxr
might have had., Unless one knows for certaln that the errors
that have been imputed to the suthor are Jjustly imputed, and
that the error does not lle with modern scholars with an
excess of certainty and a lack of right information as well
ag humility, one would be most unwise to dismiss anything

the Commentariolum says which is uncorroborated as untrue;

equally it ls unjustifiable to regard the Commentarliclum
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as an infallible revelation of the truth about Republican
elections. In this connection Mrs. Henderson's warning
should be borne in minds “No great harm wes done while
historians used it with cautlon, as something not completely
explalined. Recently [the article appeared in 1950], however,
a less scrupulous attitude has prevalled. It has been taken
as a revelatlon of the truth about Cicero's candidature or
sbout Republican political life «- as if a document, once
we suppose it authentic, may be used as we please without
further inguiry into its purporte“l

A good example of the soft of problem of policy

which the Commentarliolum presents i1ts modern readers 1ls

that of M. Cicero's defence -- or rather agreement to

defend -~ in the case of C. Orchivius (CP 19). Is the

reader to accept such an agreement, and the pirobably result-
ing defence, as historical fact which by chance is nowhere
elgse mentioned in extant evidence, or ;s he to reject this
pilece of informatlon as possibly . false in view of the poss-
ible misdating of the dsfence of (Galliius? The present wrlter

would accept the implied Pro Orchivio, of which there is no

corrobhoration, as provisionally scund, but as somethlng on
which one should not base very much. For there is no
guestion of deliberate intentlon to mislead in the Comme-

entariolum: &t the worst we have the incompetence of a

2 AT L

)

student; at the best we have true informztion produced
from evidence now lost to us.

1



The best pollcey, in short, ls cauvtious acceptance

of otherwliszse unconfirmed information that the Commentariolum

supplies: elther rejection on principle or acceptance on

principle is unjustifiable.
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NOTHES T0 SECTION ONE OF INTRODUCTION

1
So almost all the MSS5; c¢f. R.Y, Tyrrell, "The Letters of
Quintus Cicero", Hermathena 5 (1877), 40.

2

R.Y. Tyrrell and L.C, Purser, The Correspondence of ™M, Tull-
ius Cicero (3rd. ed.; Dublin: Hodges, Figgis, 1904), in
"Dublin University Press" series, put the terminus ante quem
as June, 64; "When the author of the Commentariolum speaks
of Catiline as Cicero's most formidable opponent, surely the
natural inference 1s that the tract was written in the beg-
inning of . . . B.C. 64, when Catiline's prospects actually
did look bright;, or at least before the month of June, when
his eXcesses had begun to swell the ranks of Antonius' supp-
orters." (1.117-118) That only Catiline, Cicero and Antoriius
Wwere seriously in the running at least by the time of the
delivery of the In Toga Candida, i.e. a few days before the
consular elections (the dating is given by Asc. 83.10-12C),
is shown by Asconlus (82.16-17C, and the rest of th=s section
down to pauvcos at 83.12C): the evidence for Tyrrell-Purser's

ially as they do not give any supporting evidence themselves:
the only evidence of which the present writer is aware that
will account for the theory that Antonlius was galning over
Catiline in June, 64 is Asc. 94.4.6C, which shows that Ant-
onius was elected consul for 63, but that only a few centur-
ies were needed for Catiline to have won -~ and here Asc-
onius specifically states that the reason was that Antonius'
father was more highly regarded than was Catiline's (on the
ancestry of Antonius and Catlline see the Commentary on
chapters eight and following) combined with Sall. Cat. 22-23,
which glves examples of Catiline's excesses dated apparently
to just before the elections of 64, but it is specifically
stated by Sallust that the result of the revelation of the
conspiracy -- if there was such a thing (on which see below)
~-- was to favour not Antonius, but Cilcero (Sall. Cat, 23.5-
6); also a few days before the elections of 64 cicero del-
ivered his speech In Toga Candida against both Catiline and
Antonius (tum Clcero surrexit atque in coitionem Catilinae
et Antonl invectus est ante dies comitiorum paucos | Asc.
83,10-12C]). In the present writer's view the terminus ante
quem is the election, not June, in é4. (The present writer
does not believe in the conspiracy of June, 04, or at

least not in such a fully worked ocubt one as Sallust portrays

»
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Catiline walt a year, especisally as acceording to Sallust
(Cat. 21ff.) the conspiracy was disclosed, a disclosure
which forced the noblles to support Cicero? This rejection
of the conspiracy of 6L is more or less that of E.G, Hardy,
“The Catilinarian Conspliracy in its Context: A Re-Study of
the Evidence", section three "Crassus, Caesar and Catiline
to the Elections of 64", JRS 7 (1917), 166-.172.
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1

2

3

L .
‘Which Watt conslders definitely spurious. Agaln the pres-

NOTES T0 SECTION TWO OF INTRODUCTION

A, Gellius NAo 14.7.

M, Tulli Clceronis Eplstulae Vol. 3, ed. W.S. Watt
(Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1958).

The present writer is not competent to draw any conclus-
lons from this omission about the authenticlty or other-
wise of the Commentariolum..

i%‘ com*)etc,nt Jl,() diqmms neither the authen jcity of tne

*cpt&rlolum vi@ma vis the EBEplstula ad Dcfevxsnhm mﬁd it

5

6

7

8

relevance, if any, to the authenticity of the Qom@ggzw
ariolum, ’

crnars A Syt

Now in the British Museum.

Previcusly called the Erfurtensis. Once Kept in the State
Museum 1n Berlin, during the Second World War it was moved
to the Tibingen University Library where it was to be
found when Watt wrote hls Praefatio to the Commentariolum.

See Watt,; "Praefatlo ad Commentariolum Petitionisv, p.
180,

In the Vatlcen Library in Rome (fifteenth century).

9
In 1934,

10

11

By Gruter in 1618,

Including Mendelssohn,
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12 :
The contamination was disproved to Watt's satisfaction by
Constans (see Praefatio p. 181).

13
In the Bodlelan Library in Oxford (fifteenth century).

14
Watt does not deny the truth of this charge at all.

15

Further discussion of the MSS and of the reasoning behind
the stemma is to be found in Watt's Praefatio (pp.l81-184),
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NOTES TO SECTION FOUR OF INTRODUCTION

l .
In Hermsthena 5 (1877), U46-ULB; sece also the almost ident-
cal arguments in Tyrrell-Purser's thircd edition (pp. 120~
122). . '
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NOTES TO SECTION FIVE OF INTRODUCTION

1

The censors in gquestlion were Cn. Cornelius Lentulus anid
L. Gelliuvus Poplicola; they were very thoroughgoing in
theilr purging of the Senate: Cn., Lentulus et L. Gellius
asperamn censuram egerunt, quattuoy et sexaginta senatu
F}ﬂ?&‘l‘;s (IJj.Vo ]—‘Dll,o 98) '

e

2

Matthias Gelzer, The Roman Nobllity, trans. Robin Seager
(oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1969), pp. 12ff. shows that
there wasgs a financlal requlrement for Senatorial status.
If Antonius had fallen below the minimum, he would no
longer be eligible to be called a Senator, or to hold a
seat in the Senate. The censors decided thet Antonius had
not this minimun, in all probability, and this was the
main reason for Antonius? dismissal from the Senate as

&8 conseguence.

Iewls and Short s.v. proscribo give the baslce meaning as
to "write before" or "in front of". They apparently think
that proscribo in the sense of “"advertise" is closer to
the originel mesning than is the sense of to "publish*

a person "as having forfelted his property” (I.C) or to
"proscribe, outlaw® one (I.D).

n

M.I. Henderson, "De Commentariolo Petitionis", JRS 40
(1950), 10-11, ' ' ~
5

J.P.V.D. Balsdon, "The Commentariolum Petitionis", CQ
NoSe ],3 (1963) $ 21‘4'79

6

The text 1s uncertain, but proscribere probably mesns
vadvertise for saleY. This 1s the view of D.R¢ Shackleton
Bailey, Cicero®s Letters to Atticus (Cambridge, Lngland:
The University Press, 1968) Vol.3 ad Iorg, and in his
translation opp001te the text.

7
QF 2.5.3 [Watt‘'s numeration] is dated by Watt to the end

of March, 56,

[

.

8
Mrs. Henderson. pP. 12.
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9

.M“w_...ﬁ

J. Hellegoudro’h [Sicj Le VO“QbUldlre tatjn des rdlat-
ions et des partis politiques sous Ja Republique, "Publ-
lcations de la Faculte des Lettres-et des Sclences Hum-
aines de liUniversite de lille, no. 11" (Pariss Société
d*Fdition "Les Belles Leltres™, 1963), pp. 109-110 5.V,
Collegium~Scdalitas-Sodalicium, .

10
Balsdon -p. 247.

11
Discussed by G.W, Bots ford The Roman Assemblies
(New York: Macmillan, 1909), p. 431 ¢fe p. 445 on
the senatusconsultum of 64,
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NOTES TO SECTION SIX OF INTRODUCTION

l .
That July was the normal. time for the consular elections

in the Jate Republic 1s the vlew of L.R. Taylor, Roman
Voting Assemblies (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan
Press, 1966), p. 104. [This work will hereafter be cited as
"L.R. Taylor, RVA" wlth -the relevant page reference. ] It
should here be emphasised that not all consular elections
in the lLate Eepublic were normal: the country voter had to
take into account when he was planning hils year to enable
him to come into Rome to vote at the consular elections not
only the possidbility that the elections would be postponed,
as in fact occurred in for example 54 and 53, but also

the possibllity that duly elected consuls would be con-
victed before they took office of bribery in the campalgn,
as in fact occurred in for example 66. In the case of the
conviction of consules designati new elections had to be
held. (See T.R.S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman
Republic, "Philological Monographs published by the Amere
Tcan Philological Association, number 159, ed. P.H. de

Iacy LNem York: The American Phllological Assocliation,
1952], Vol., 2 on the years in question. There is also a
Supplement to "The Magistrates of the Roman Republic" to Dbe
found at the end of the 1960 printing of The Magistrates of
the Roman Republic, Vol. 2. T,R.S. Broughton, Supplement
to "rhe Kagistrates of the Roman Hepvb]jc (LNLW Yorkgj The
American Philological Asscciation, 1960). The Magistrates
of the Roman Republic, Vol. 2 will hereafter be c¢lted as
"Broughton, MRR": the oupplement to "The Maglstrates of the
Roman Republic? will be cited a8 ‘“Broughton, SUpPDLEMENt ey
In additlion, the pontiffs could apparently intercalate
according to thelr whim, and this vas used for political
purposes (see L.R. Taylor, Party Politics in the Age of
Caesar, “Sather Classical Lectures, Vol., 22 | 1949 |
(Berkelsyy: University of California Press, 1949], chapter
four, “Manlpulating the State Religion". This work will
hereafter be cited as "L.R. Taylor, PP".)

2
Mrs. Henderson p. ll.

-3

Balsdon p. 249,
I

Mrs. Henderson p. 10.



5 )
As Balsdon has pointed out (p. 246).

6

See Broughton, MRR Index $.V. Serglus.

7 .
Balsdon pp. 246-247,

8
Balsdon p. 247,

9

P.A. Brunt, "Three Passages from Asconius¥, CR N.S. 7
(1957), 193-194 discusses the passage: his conclusion is
that the insertion of ¢{nonjy, which appears in the OCT,
is unnecessary. The present writer believc? that Brunt
has proved his point.

10
The meaning of optimates ls discussed by Hellegouarc'h .

(ppe 500-505). ~

11
Mrs. Henderson pp. 13-14,

12
Balsdon p. 247,

13 ,

Mrs. Henderson p. 9.

1l
Balsdon po 247,

15
On Eﬁ&ﬁﬂﬁgﬁ see Gelzer p. 63: on the consulate's being in
altissino gradu dignitatis see Gelzer p. 3% + n. 277.

16 .
R.G.M. Nisbet, "The Commentariolum Petitlonls:; Some Arg-
uments against Authenticlty®, JRS 51 (1961}, 85,

prerenes

17
Nisbet p. 85,

18 '
See p. 1X. It might be added here that Nisbet alsgo finds
(pp. 84-85) a resemblance betwesen non potest qui dignus

habetur patronus consularium jndignug cons uLaLu putari
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(CP 2) and a passage from the In Toga Candida (ap. Asc.
86.3-11C): te tamen, Q. Muci, tam male de populo Romano
existimare moleste fero qui hesterno dle me esse dignum
consulatu negabas. quid? p. R. minus diligenter sibl con-
stitueret defensorem quam tu tibi? cum tecum furtl L.
Calenus ageret, me potlssimum fortunarum tuarum patronum
esse volulstli. culus tute consilium in tua turplssima
causa deleglistl, hunc honestissimarum rerum defensorem
P. R. auctore te repudiare potest? There is some resembl-
ance here, to be sure; nonetheless, the present writer
does not find it as striking and closely parallel in struct-
ure as in the other parallel passages from the In Toga
Candida (for a discussion of these see pp. Xxxii-xxxVvii).
This claimed parallel has not been discussed in the main
body of the Introduction, as the present writer does not
consider it by any means indisputable that there is a
direct interrelationship between the two passages, in
contrast to the situation of those parallels which are
discussed at length.

On this claimed parallel see Balsdon p. 250,
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NOTES TO SECTION SEVEN OF INTRODUCTION

1
Tyrrell-Purser l.124%,

2
See n. 2 to section one of the Introduction.

3

Tyrrell-Purser read secuerlit.

n
Tyrrell-pPurser read fecerit.

5 '
Tyrrell-Purser read gpiranti, but this 1s nothing more
than an emendation.
6 A X
Tyrrell-Purser read alia for in allils, but this nothing

more than an emendstiorie

7

Tyrrell-Purser read viXisset. (Where Tyrrell-Purser are
cited as reading differently from the editions used by
the present wrilter, the dilvergences are taken {from
l.12hs.125%,)

8

The dagger ls human: the Piso who was sent to Spain by
the Senate, although he was supposed to have been in the
“First Catilinarian Conspliracy" (Asc. 93.15C), is the
dagger.

9
G.L. Hendrickson, "The Commentariolum Petitionis Attrib-
uted to Quintus Cicero", ‘Decernnial pPublications of the
Unlversity of Chicago, first series, vol. 6, no. 6 (1904)"
[ hereafter referred to as "Hendrickson, ULQQEQQ"]g Pe 5o

10 _
Tyrrell-Purser (1.130%) argue the latter of the two points
here agalnst Heundrickson (U.Chic., p. 5)a
11
The textual problems are dtgcu sed in the Commentary ad
locee

PR
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12
This, the longest of the parallel sets of passages, is
laid out rather differently preclisely because of its
length;: it was felt that the present arrangemnent was
clearer. -

13
The 0OCT deleuco gsitj it is surely redundant. The
brackets § been used instead of [« . .], which
are norms %1y used in texts to indlcate that 1he editor
wishes to exclude whatever is in the bracket, because
the square brackets have another necessary function in
this Commentary, that of inserting the commentator's
explanstion or expansion where a passage 1s not quoted
entire. § . o 4 are used thus in epioxaphical texts,

14
The punctuation has been altered from that of the OCT to
make the Suﬂﬁg,gfﬁﬁgw'olearer Other parallels have been
claimed between the Commentariolum and the Pro Murena,
of which the two with the most similar content are tnat
of the nature of mutual obligations (Mur. 70 and CP 19;31)
and that of the type of people who are auuiduj [on the
meaning of which see the Commentary on chapter thirty:
seven] (Mur. 70 and CP 37). Both these parallels derive
from Adam Fussner, Commentariolum Petitionls Examinatum
atgue Bmendatwn, "[A Memorlal Presentation to Ludwigm
Maximilian from the Gymnasium at Wurzburgj (Wirzburg:
Thein Verlag, 1872), pp. 15-16. Eussner was the first to
attack the authenticity of. the Commentariolum: the arg-
umente dilscussed under sectlong three, four and seven of
thls Introductlon largely derive from him, as does that
of Gallius (section six). His treatise is exceedingly
rare, so that constant reference to his work would be
of no use to most readers of the Commentariolum, His
arguments, however, have been falrly Irepresented by the
various SChOlaf% who are concerned with the Commentar-
:Lo]ump qo that most readers w111 flPQ h1° IarJty of little

QU R,

Fussnc*“e treatise, and hjll supp]y 8, gopy to ocholarss
The other parallels clalimedby Eussner are listed and
dlscussed by Tyrrell (Herx mathena 5 [18/7] 53-57) cf.
Tyrrell-Purser 1,125%.126%, ihe representation of KisSsner
is quite felr and sccurate.

G.L. Hendrickson, *On the Authenticity of the
Commentariolum Petitionls of Quintus Clcsro", AJPh 13
(T892, 2066 claims other parallels with the Pro Wurena
but the present. writer finds them unconvincing -~ or at
the least disputable. The same writer elsewhere (U,Chic.
pp. 6-7) claims CP 52 and Mur. 43 as parallel, but the
parallel depends on the retentlon of the HSS*' ne in Cp 52,

1xiild



but the OCT reads (i?tlo ne, in the present writer’s
righ%ly {for the textial arguments see the Comnentary ad
loce). .

15

See Lewls and Short s.v. salutator Il. It might be noted
that Lewlis and Short give no instance earlier than the
Commentariolum (which they bellieve to be by Q. Cicero, and
presumably therefore to be dated to early 64 B.C.); the
next usage is by Columella, apparently.

16

See Lewis and Short s.v. ratliocinore.

17
Hendrickson, U. Chic. pp. 7-8 discusses thesg passages,

18 .
Hendrickson, U, Chic. p. 6 discusses these passages.

19

Ni bet (ppo 85a96)

20
See also the Commentary to chapter nine.

21 '

On the clalmed parallels between QI 1.1 and the Comment.
arioclum see Tyrrell, Hermathena 5771877), 55-57. On the
éTgfﬁéa'parallelq between Horace and Publilius Syrus see
Hendrickson, AJPh 13 (18%2), 210-211 and U. Chic. ppe. 6~7
the present wilter belleves that the resemblance with
Horace 18 nothing more than general, while that with Pub-
lilius Syrus 1is merely the result of & gulte possibly
chance preference on the part of both authors for belle
which 1s then used in conjunction wlith & part of nggﬁreo

This maey be striking, but does 1t prove that there 1is a
direct interrelationship? The present writer thinks not.

lxiv



NOTES TO SECTION NINE OF INTRODUCTION

1 .

Mrs, Henderson (pp. 16-21) discusses the probable true
nature of the Commentarioclum: the present writer is in
agreement with the majority of what she says.

2

E.H. Clift, Iatin Pseudeplgrapha (Balleore. [Johns Hopkins
University Press |, 1945), pp. 102-107 discusses the Comm-
entariolum, and concludes that it is authentic. She tThinks
that the lingulstic arguments, the styllstic arguments and
the historical arguments are unsound. However, as she wrote
before the appearance of elther Mrs. Hendevson's or Nisbet's
articles, her conclusion may be dlsregarded, unless one
believes that norne of the arguments in those two artlicles
is valid. Her first chapter, "Libraries and Literary Int-
erests in the Roman World", has not been outdated, as have
her concluslions on the Commentarlolum's suthenticlity, ®&o
far as the present writer 1s aware. Mrgs. Clift's view that
it would be very difficult to folst off a forgery onto

Q. Clcexo between 14 and 98 A.D., (this is a legitimate
deduction from her pp. 22-30) is considered false by MTue
Henderson (p. 21).

3

Cfe no 2o
Uy .

Mrs. Clift in her first chapter.
5

J.A. Crook, law and Life of Rome, in the series "Aspects
of Greek and Roman Life" (LLondoan Thames and Hudson,
1967), ps 207 (+ n., 5 to chapter seven [p. 322]) belleves
this to be the case, but as wlth all argumenta ex silentio
the belief may be unsecurely bvased. '

6 :
There 18 no indication in Suetonius at what point in his
life Claudius vrote the Clceronis Defensio adversus

-+ Asini Galli libros: this 1s in accordance withn suetonius®
practice 1n wrlting his Llves, as he wrote by subject
headings; not chronologically (per_species [Aug. 9]). Thus
all one can say safely is that, as Claudins was born in

10 B.C.,:he would presumably not have written the Defensio

1xv



until after the turn of the era -~ an assumption that :
Suetenius® satls eruditam which he applies to the Defenslo
(Claud. #1.3) makes reasonable

7
The end of the relgn of Trajan is Mrs. Henderson's
terminus ante quem (p. 21).

8

The Commentarlolum 1s divided up by its author into three
malin headlings, namely “novus sum" (CP 2--12), “sonsulatum
peto" (CP 13-53) and “"Roma est" (CP 5M4-57). The division
is given at CP 2, “Consulatum peto” is sub-divided into

de amicitiis constituendis (CP 16-40) and popularis voluntas

and how to get it (CP 41 SB)MMThls laymout is the dxstrjba

nn T,
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NOTES T0 SECTION ELEVEN OF INTRODUCTION

1 . .
Mrs. Henderson p. 8.
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CHAPTER ONE

non ut aliguid . . . sub uno aspectu ponerentur:

that the purpose of the Commentariolum is not to inform M.

Cicero of anything he did not know already is confirmed by

chapter fifty eight: haec sunt . . . ad te perscripta

mittere.

s e o e b

Is it probable that Q. Cicero wrote the Comment-

ariolum; is it likely that Q. Cicero would have written a

commentariolum petitionlis in early 64 at 211; if not, who

wrote the work we have under the title of Comﬂantﬂrlolum

Petitlonls, and when? In the present writer's view, the

Commentariolum was not written by Q. Cicero elther in early

¢<4

64 o1 at any other time, but by a writer of historical char-

acter writing (prosopopoiia) sometime between 14 and 98'

A.D. (see the Introduction, sections one, three, four,
elght, nine and ten especially).

ea quae in re dispsrsa atque infinita viderentur:

dispersa and infinita are both neuter plural. Translate:

“what in the actusl campaign [in re| seem unconnected and
hard to define".

quamgquan plurimum naturs . « . naturam vincere:

o

"althovgh being oneself has much to recommend it, none-

theless it appears that in a business [inee the electicen

campaignj, which only lasts a few months, a synthetic imag

1

S



has the edge over being oneself.” Simulatlo means "pretend-

ing that something is which in reallity is not".



CHAPTER TWO

In this chapter the author sets the tone of the Comm-

entariolum in two ways: first, he shows the first sign of

. ety e

enemy will be his novitas, which together with the height of
his goal will make the campalilgn a herd one, in view of the
Tact that this is a Roman election. This is the reasoning

behind the cholice of novitas, consulatus and Rom& as main

divislions within the treatise, and explains the order in
which the points are discussed.

"novus sum": a novus homo was one who was the first

of his family to hold office in the State, and thus gain a

seat in the Senate: examples of novl homines are I, Quinct-

P CRPRRARIS. sesmesamspnmn v

1
(aed. 54) . Novus and nobllls are often contrasted, but they

are not truve opposites: a man could gain a seat in the Sen-
ate without being a noblilis. Gelzer believes that the only
nobiles were those whose familles had already supplied the
State wlth at least one consul;z thus, ﬁhile Cicero himself
would never be nobllis, even after he himself attained the
consulate; his children and remoter descendants would bhe
nobiles. |

The reason for the placing of consulatus second is




L

that, although many novi reached the lower offices, even as
3

far as the praetorship, few ever reached the consulate.

The comitia centuriata, in which consuls as well as praectors

were elected, was cautious in its cholices. The comltia cent-

uriate was weighted in favour of the wealthier members of
soclety, so that, even if the common man objected to the
usuval kind of consul and praetor, who were almost always
nobiles, and from a limited number of families, there was

little he could do to put in new men. The order of voting in

the conmitia centuriata was fixed, with the wealthier menbers

of soclety voting first.wm this was the firét class -~- and
the next wealthlest group voting next -~ this was the sgcond
class. The vote only had to go down to the second class to
secure & majority. The vast bulk of the citlzenry were not
in the first or second class, and even the second and third
classes had less say in the electlion than the first‘claésf
if the wealthiest members of society were agreed in their
choices. The fact may also be noted that the voting stopped
when enough voting units -- centuries -- had voted to prod-
uce the number of office~holders corresponding to the number
of offices to be filled. It is also probable that there

were less men to a century in the first class than in the
other classes, which increased, if true, the weighting in
.favour of the wealthiest members ofv;socj,etye The proletarii

were put into one century -- that is the lowest class were
Ly

put into one voting unit.
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Divisio is one of the author's rfavourite devices,

5

and will be noted throughout the Commentary as relevant.

dicendi gloria: according to Clcero there were three

things needed for success as a politician at Rome, eloqu-
ence, military experience and knowledge of the law (Clc.
Mur. 24; Planc. 15). The relative influence of the three
qualities is referred to in Clc. Mur. 22 and 2l

« « o qui potes dubitare quin ad consulatum adipiscendum
multo plus adferat dignitatis rei milltaris quam iluris
civillis gloria?

summa dignitas est in iis qul militari laude antecell-
unt; omnia enim quae sunt in imperio et in statu civit-
atis ab hils defendi et firmarl putantur; summa etliam
utilitas, si quidem eorum consilio et periculo cum re
publica tum etiam nostris rebus perfrul possumus. gravis
ETIAM 1lla est et plena dignitatls DICENDI FACULTAS [my
capitals] quae saepe valult in consule deligendo, posse
consilio atque oratione et senatus et popull et eorum
gui res iudicant mentes permovere

Military life, thus, seems to be best, then eloquence, and
last knowledge of the law,

If one lacked militaris gloria, as did Clcero in 64,

how could eloguentia, which Cicero possessed in full measure,

make up for it? In Gelzer's view, the patronage produced by
an advocate's life and help to various people produced much
clientela.

patronus consularium: the apparent falsity of the

necessary implication that M. Clcero had by early 64 defended
at least one consular is one of the strongest arguments

against the authentlcity of the commentariolun (see sections

six and eight of tha Introduction).



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

1

Gelzer p. 34.

2 .

Gelzer pp. 27-34, especially p. 31.
3

Gelzer (p. 50) lists all the novi homines known to have
reached the consulate: over a period of three hundred years
out of a total of about six hundred consuls only fifteen
novl are known to have reached the consulate. Between 100
and 64 B.C. only two certain novi homines consulares are
known, T. Didius in 98 and C. Coelius Caldus (frequently
spelled Caelius" e.g. in Broughton, MRR) in 94 -- L. Gellius
Poplicola cannot be admitted as a certain novus homo acc-
ording to Gelzer (p. 50 n. 447). Cic. Planc. 60 shows that
many novi reached the aedileship. A list of some novi hom-
ines praetoril may be found for the period 100 to 68 B.C.
in Appendix ‘Three, Wwhere the meaning of the term novus

homo praetorius is also explained.

L
See Appendix Two.

5
‘See Appendix One.

6

Gelzer p. 83, with the references there adduced, Cic. Att.
2.22.3; QF 3.1.16. For the alienation caused by forensic
activity see under CP 4O,




CHAPTER THRERE

saepe guae (gg} Demosthenis studlo et exercitations

scripsit Demetrius recordare; Demetrius is Demetrius of
Phalerum, who was born about 350 B.C., and was of importance
in politics as well as in letters. The story of Demosthenes'’

exercltatio is widespread: the nearest to the original

passage of Demetrius that can be reached now is Plut. Dem.
11, where Plutarch guotes Demetrius as authority for the
nature of the exercises which Demosthenes used against his
complaint, which was Iindistinctness of diction and inability
,to pronounce RHO (c¢f. Plut. Alc. 1.4). The exercise which
Demosthernies used to combat indistinctness of diction was to
orate while running, or while golng up steep'inclings, and
to recite whole verses at a single breath. Cicero's afflict-
ion was similar, namely lack of breath control and of voice
control (Cic. Brut. 313-314). These defects belong to the
period before Cicero's Jourﬁey to Greece (79), where he
spent two years (Cic. Brut. 314).
Demetrius' remark occurs amongst other places in

Cicero himself: ut Demetvrius scribit Phalereus, cum RHO

dicere nequiret, exercitationem feclsse ut planissime dlec-

PUICBET I

there is no means of knowing if the author was aware that

Clcero's trouble was not lisping, bubt lack of control over

7



breath or volce. Accordingly, the author may have misunder-
stood what was the matter with Cicero, and have taken his

remark unadapted from the De Divinatione, a work written

lorig alter the affliction from which Cicero suffered had

been cured,; or he may not have had the De Divinatione passage

in mind at all and have known guite well the true nature of
Cicerxro’s defécte It the author was Q. Clcero, the knowledge
-wés firsthand and accurate.

There 1s no.meazns of knowing from what particular

work of Demetrius the remark here referred to came.

omnis publicanos: their value was in thelr wealth.

They were equestrlans, as was (Clcero. Habes here must mean

"vou have on your gide'". The nobiles came over to Clcero's

slde shortly before the election of 64, according to Sallust
(Cat. 23,5-~6), Both the equestrians and the noblles were
men of wealth (the definition of nobilis was glven under

CP 2; that of equestrian follows immediately).

totum fere equestrem ordinem: who were the equites?

P SRS

That they had to possess a minimum property qualification,
probably of HS LO0 000, is agreedg but whether this prop-

erty qualification was the sole requirement fow the attain-
2
ing of equestrian rank is not certain. Some claim that the

public horse was required before a man could properly call

himself an eques, which would 1liwmit the total number in the

ordo to at the most 2400. Others, in claiming that the HS

40O 000 was the only gqualification, may not be implyling that



there were far more than 2400 equites, but this is highly
controversial. At least, 1t is not likely that proportion-
ately there were as many equites at Rome and elsewhere in

the Roman world -~- assuming that the property qualification
was the only requirement for equestrian status -- as there
are today members of the "mlddle class". Thus the application
of that term, "middle class", to the equites is unwise,
without many reservations.

multa propria municipla: this must not be taken to

imply that the entire population of many municlpia came into
Rome to vote for Cicero: only the richer citizens could aff-
ord the time, and only the richer would have a significant
effect on the outcoune (ggg Cp 50 and the Commentary thefeon)e
The suthor is simply sayling that the men from the municipia
~who mattered, men like Cicero's father, solid equltes and
other comparatively wealthy men, were behind Cicero.

multos abs te defensos homines: examples of men

whom Cicero had defended by 64 are given under chapter
thirty elght from speeches which happen to survive; the
four men from chapter nineteen may be added, although

Gallius is doubtful (see section six of the Introduction)
-~ Dut

and there is no other evidence for the Pro Orchivio
against 1t there is none elther. Clcero's defence of Man-
1lius may also be mentioned (see CP 51). If one defended

a man in a court of law, this was a beneficlium to that man;

the beneficium produced in the person helped an officium -
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a "duty" -~ to return that beneficium, by means of an equ-

jvalent service, elther in money or in some such way as el-

ectoral help (on the relatlonship between and possiblf
b
meanings of beneficium and officium see under GP 16).

Although advocates were forbidden to receive money payments
for their advocacy under the Lex Cincila of 204 they still
managed to be paid in money, by disgulsling the payment as a
"loan" or vig bequests. The less scrupulous did not trouble

with finding & speciously legal method of recelving money or

presents. Repayment for a beneficium might be in electoral
services. That thls was what ¥, Cicero hoped to collect in
the campalgn of 64 is claimed frequently in the Commentai -

iolum, and 1is noted ad loc.. The auvthor claims that Clcero

had not been paid (nulls impenﬁi) for his defences (CP 38);

firsp; this ié highly questionable} secondly, if true, the

absence of payment was only reai at the time of the.service:
Cicero expected some favours or election help (CP 38).

aliquot collegia: there is no reason to believe that

these gollegia would be the collegia so-called, which were

formed out of bands of thugs, and against which the senatus-

consultum de sodaliciis of 64 was aimed (on these collegis

see scctlon five of the Introduction, where the sodalitates

AT D - U M Pt

of CP 19 are discussed). The colleg] referred to

are most likely to be whal we would call "tirade guilds®.
8
Collegium is a wide-ranging term, but the meaning of

Erarae g s rree SR T e 24

“trade guild" ls probably preferable to that, for example,
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of "college of pontiffs”, Admittedly, it is not impossible
that the author had more than one kind of collegium in mind

here.



NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE

1 i

So PFelix Jacoby, Dle Fragmente der griechischen Historiker
(Berlin: Weldmann, 1929), 25.228 (Demetlrics v. Phaleron).
P(rag]. 17A, under "Fragmente ohne Buchtitel™,

2
See AppendiXx Four.

3
See Appendix Two. L.R. Taylor, PP pp. 60-62 discusses the
differences between the comitia centuriata and tributa with
reference to Cicero's exile and recall: she notes that in
the case of Cicero's recall the comitis centuriata was used,
which 1s the only known use of this body for legislative
purposes from 70 to 49 B.¢. (L.,R. Taylor, RVA p. 103), so
that there could be time for the Senate to Send messengers
to all the municipla asking men to come in and vote for Cic-
ero's recall: they came in throngs (Cic. Red in Sen, 24-25;
27:29;31; Dom. 90).

I
See also Hellegouarc'h pp. 152-169

5
The date is fixed by Cic. Senect. 4,10; for the content
Tac., Ann. 11.5.3: [SC. lex Cin01aj gua cavebur antigultus
ne quls ob causam orandam pecuniam donumve acciplat. On
the methods used to evade it by the more consclence-
stricken see H.C. Boren, "The Sources of Cilcero's Incowne:
Some Suggestions", CJ 57 (1961), 19 and passim on the real
methods of income. :

6

Hortensius, Cicero's famous rival at the Roman Bar, seems
to have accepted a costly gift from Verres, at the least:
“cum Sphingem domi habeas [sc. Hortensi |" (Cic. ap. Quint.
6.3:98)%

7
.gfn\_e e 50

8
See Chlarle sj Daremberg and Flm‘on~] Saglio, Dictionnalire
des antloujteo grecques et romaines (Paris; Hechette, 1877),

12
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collegium,
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CHAPTER FOUR

hominum noblilium voluntas: aocording to Sallust,

Cicero had the support of the nobiles as a whole from June,
64, that is, from just before the election of 64 (sall. Cat.
23,56 [the dating of the switch of support by the nobiles
which Sallust gilves may be correct, even though the dating
of the event ~~ the revelation of the "Second Catilinarian
- Conspiracy" by Fulvia -~ which Sallust makes the cause of
_ . 1
the nobiles*® switch of support is surely wrong]).
Even before this switch -- if there really was such
a thing -- a few nobiles may well have been on Cicero's
side, of whom these are examples:
Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius (cos. 80), who helped
prosecute Catiline for extortion in 65 (Asc. 87.3C;
Cj..Co MZED lelol);
Q. Hortensius (cos. 69), who opposed Cicero in the
Verres case of 70, but supported him in the defence
of Murena in 63;
L. Valerius Flaccus (pr. 63), who assisted in the arrest
of the Allobrogian envoys, who were involved in the
catilinarian conspiracy of 63 (CiCe 3 Cat, 5);
L. Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 54), on whom Clcero says
his ambitio depends (Clc. “Att. 1.1.4 [this letter dates
from July, 65]). 2
Pompey is also in this category, if we may believe Clcero's

statement in a speech delivered after the election, in 63

to be precise: quam [sc. dignitatem] ego, etsi libente

14



illo [i.e. Pompeio], tamen absente illo . . . consecutus

sum (Clc. 2 Leg. Agr. L9y,

Much the same sort of people were in the class of
consulars: thus Pompey, Metellus and Ahenobarbus would
qualify in 64, as would Hortensius. Consulars, that is those

who themselves had held the consulate; had the highest

3
dignitas of all.

PRS-



NOTES TO CHAPTER IFOUR

Gelzer pp. 28-31 gives a list of all those whom Cicero

calls nobilis. On the dating of the "First Catilinarian
Conspiracy” see E.G. Hardy, JRS 7 (1917), 166-172. The

"First Catilinarian Conspiracy" is discussed in n.2 to

sectlion one of the Introduction.

2

All these possible supporters of Cilcero in 64 appeer in
Gelzer's list of those called poblles by Cicero (cf. n. 1).

See Gelzer p. 34.

=
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CHAPTER FIVE

cum optlimatibus . . . sensisse: for the truth of the

statement see under chapter fifty three.

Wirszubski's discussion of optimates and populares
is here used:l "when their ﬁower and the title to it were
challenged, the ruling oligarchy, perhaps with complacent
self-praise, or in an attempt to glve theilr social and pol-
itical supremacy an alir of moral sﬁperiority, were pleased
to call themselves Optimateé."

"The Populares wWere even less coheslve and less
possessed of a common political programme than their opp-
onents the Optimates. The name of Populares was glven in
antiquity to all manner of'people with different; and
sometimes divergent, aims and motiveé; reformers2 and ad-
venturers, upstarts and aristockrats, moderates and extrem-~
ists. What they 211 had in common was theilr taptics, namely,
to seek the support of the Populus, hence their name. . . .
But unlike the Gracchi who were, to_some extent, genulne --

A

even 1f misgulded -~ democrats, the Populares on the whole
thought of the People as a means, and not an ende"3

“1t would rather seem that with very few exceptlons
~~ Ti. Gracchvs, Cato and Clcero -~ each side strove for
power, and for power alone, while constitutional pfinoiples

and institutions were means and not endse Sallust’s verdict

17
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wags right:

guicumque rem publicam agitavere, honestlis ~nominibus
alil sicuti popull iura defenderent, pars quo senatus
auctoritas maxumsa foret, bonum publicum simulantes pro
sua quisque potentia certabant.

minime-populariS: had Cicero really been minime

popularis? He had been opposed to the violence of Sulla's
time and to its lawlessness, but he had also been opposed
epithets which Clcero uses with popularis in the Pro

Cluentio, popularis homo et turbulentus and inigua falsa

turbulenta popularia seditiosa (sections 94 and 113 resp-

ectively). Yet Clcero had associated himself with some of
Pompey's popularis actions: in I Verr. U44.L46 he explains’
why he supported the restoration of many of the tribunes'
powers, which Pompey had proposed iné?l (App; BC. 1.121),
and had carried out as consul in 70,

sl quid locuti o . . non adversarlum: Pompey and

Cicero were born in the same year -- 106 -- and came from
much the same background, except that Pompey's father,

Cn. Pompéius strabo, had won the consulate (89). At seven-
teen, in 89% Cilcero served in Pompey's father'’s canp in the

Soclial War.

Pompey in 79 backed M. Aemilius Lepidus for the
8 .
consulate of 78 (Plut. Sulla 34), thus was popularis 1in 79.
He had, however, changed back to the optimate side in 77 (he

recelved a military command against Lepidus*® supporter, M.
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Brutus, in Gaul, where he killed Brutus [Plut. Pomp. 16;

Liv. Epit. 90]). It would be untenable to suggest that Cic-
ero falilthfully mirrored the changes of "party" which Pompey
underwent during this period, so that to call Cicero & Pomp-
elan would be an exaggeratlon at this time. Cicero's first
open support of Pompey was the approval of the return of some

of the tribunes® rights in 70 (Cic. I _Verr., Lh.46), Cicero's

Pro Lege Manilia of 66 indubitably shows that he was pPro-

Pompey at that time. By the time of his consulate, Cicero
was no longer afraid of the term popularis being applled to
himself, provided that it was defined in the way that he
thought right; he rejected the term as commonly used (Cice

2 Leg. Agr. 7): he defines popularis as one who is in favour

of pax libertas otium imperium dignitas (Cic. 2 Leg. Agr. 9).

So much for Cicero's usage of popularis,

To sum up, Cicero did not follow every twist of
Pompey's changing policies, but naturally enough did to
some extent follow the most powerful man in Bome, which was
what Pompey was in the period Just before the consvlar el-
ection of 64, as well as for some time after, even if he
was absent in the East untll alfter Cicero's consulate was
OVEeTr.

What would Cicero galn from a close associatlon with
“Pompey, such as the author is recommending ithat he seek?

It is likely that Pompey had supported Cicero's candldature,
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.

Agr. 49)a There were parallels: we know of guite a number of
persons who benefited from Pompey's friendship in various
ways, of ﬁhich commands as Pompey's legates in the war
against the pirates or Mithridates, and assistance in schol-
arly activities are examples,10 Both HMarcus and Quintus
Cicero recelved posts as legates under Pompey's control of
the grain supply in 57 (Cic. Abto. Bel.7; cfe QF 2.3.7), &
post which Marcﬁsp who had Jjust returned from exile, reg-
arded as purely voluntary, while Quintus spent»nearly two
years in Sicily carrying out Pompéy's ordefsoll Overseas
posts wererprobably of little interest to Marcus (although
he may have been a legate of (¢, Piso in Cisalpine Gaul in the
latter half of 65 [Cic. Att. 15102])212 he refused & pProcons-
ular post as a provincial governor until 51, and did not go
out even then with any wiilingnesso

Pompey had attracted round him some scholars, }nclm
uding Varro, Luccelus, Théophahes,and Scribonius LibouLB
These scholars had variéus éppcrtunities open to them &s a
result of Pompey's friendshiﬁ (see A. Gellius NA 14.7; Pliny
NH 23.149; 15.127; 25.62-63 [on Cn. Pompeius Lenzeus, a
.freedman'botanistuof Pompey's ]). Clcero might have become a
second. Luccelus.

There may be a contradiction between nos semper cum

ceptimallibus senslsse and 1d nos eo consilio Tecisse ut nobis

Fastern command in the Pro Lege Manllia Clcero allenated
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the extreme optimates, examples belng Catulus and Hortensius

(Cic. Leg. Mon. 51).



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

1
Ch[aim] Wirszubski, Libertas as a Political Ideal at Rome
during the Iate Republic and Early Principate (Gambridge,
England: Cambridge UnlverSJty Prosu, J950), in "Cambridge
Classical Studies" series, p, 39

2
"Although the difference between them and the other Popul-
ares ginece Marius 1is only too obvious, the Gracchl cannot,
for that reason, be excluded from among the Populares,; as
they are by H. Last, C.A,H. IX, pp. 96,114,137, because in
antiquity the Gracchi were regarded as model Populares'
Cic. De Dom. 24s ¢, Gracchus gul unus maxime popularis
Pro gest. L05: Gracchos aut Saturninum [ tr. pl. 103 dﬂd

- T0071B.C.: he was concerned with granting land to Marius'
veterans, and founded a gquaestio perpetua de malestate,
inter alia] aut quemquam lllorum veterum qul populares
habebantur. It ls noteworthy that Cicero, Pro Sest. 103,
begins his account of the Populares with L. Cassius, the
initistor of the Lex Cassia Tabellaria (137 B.C [this law
introduced the secret balleot in Jurisdictlonal matters
except for cases of treason]). Likewise, Sallust places
the Gracchi at the beginning of the "mos partivm et
factionum", Jug. 41-2." (This note is n.5 on p. 39 of
Wirszubskl'®s book.)

3

Wirszubski pp. 39-40.
by

Wirszubski p. 65.

5

See the Commentary to CP 53, and W.K. Lacey,>"Bon1“g£ggp
Tmprobl®, G&R N.S. 17 (1970), 7-8. .

6

- See for example Cic. I _Verr. b i6, where Clcero explains
his support for the restoration of many of the tribunes®
powers and rights, which Pompey carried cut as consul
later in the same Vear as consul, and see W.S. Anderson,

s HLS Friends, and the Literature of the rirst

] y B P,, "Univers 1Lj401 calitornia “Publications in
Classical Phl]oloov nmumber 19:1% (Berkeley: Universityv of

California Press, 1951}, pp-. 48.-49, from which the data
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on Cicero's early life also come, as do those 01 when - Cic--
ero was popularis.

7

Anderson (pp. U48-49) deduces that Pompey and Cicero served
Logethpf from Cic., 12 Phil. 27, which tells us that Cicero
as a tiro served unde? Cn. Pompeius Strabo, Pompey's
father, and from Cic. Leg. Man. 28, which tells us that
Pompey campaigned with his father. The present writer
finds this hypothesis quite attractive, but on closer ex-
amination implausible, if 1t is to be taken to imply that
there was any degree of real intimacy between the young

M. Cicero and the young Pompey: there is no -direct refer-
enice to such an intimacy anywhere in the extant Clceronian
corpus; the present writer finds 1t lmpossible to bellieve
that, had such an intimacy existed, it would have made no
1mpact on either M. Cicero's extant corpus or any other
ancient author. If; therefore, Cicero and Pompey served
together under Pompey's father, it is not likely that they
became slignificantly intimate.

8
Lacey p. 5«

Pace L‘R TayLox, PP p0 104, who disbelieves that Cicero

10
Examples are Metellus Nepos, the brother of Metellus
Celer, who enjoyed Pompey's Tavour as hils legate and
guaestor; he served Pompey well in 62 as tribune (Anderson
pe 6)¢ Anderson (pp. 13-27) collects some examples which
he conslders representative, of which a few may be given
here, T, Lablenus,; L. Afranius, A. Gabinius, M. Petreius,
the fifteen legates in the war against the priates (of

a possible total of twenty four LApps Mithr, 9@]), who

are named by Appian (see Broughton, MRR pp. 148-149, with
n. 14 on p. 150). So much for militaTy lepates.

11
Anderson ppe. 19-20,

12
So Broughton, Supplement s.v, “M. Tullivs M. £, M. n.
Cicexro"

13
Anderson pp. 28-48,




14
Anderson pp. 4854,

2L



CHAPTER SIX

advlescentes nobhilis: these would be the sons of

nobiles, who were not yet themselves in the mainstream of

public 1life. They may be the same as the adulescentull of

chapter thirty three (see the Commentary to that chapter

and Appendix Four). Some of these adulescentes nobiles

can be identified, namely, L. Ahencbarbus, I,. Natta, C.
1
Curio, D. Brutus. These young sons of Senators voted 1in the

centuriae equitum: Natta's power is specifically stated to

lie there by Cicero (Mur. 73)-

plurimos habes: what proportion of the equitum cent-

urise the nobliles adulescentes made up the present writer
does not know. There 1is no direct evidence either for or
against the author's claim here, On the fifth of December of
63, if not before, Cicero most certainly had the support

of quite a few equites: these made up Cicero's bodyguard
during the Catilinarlian debate in the Senate on that day.
Their number was substantisl (nonnulli [Sall. Cat. 49.u4];
cf. on this bodyguard Clec. Atbt. 2.1.7 [Atticus was in

command ] and Sest. 28 [delivered in 56]).

[4S]
(%2



NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX

The identifications are owed to T,P, Wiseman, "The Deflin-
ition of Eques Romanus", Historia 19 (1970), 74 with n. 44
(Ahenobarbus: Cic. II.l Verr. 139; Att. 1l.L.3; Natta: Cic.
Mur. 73; Curio: Cic. Vat. 2H; Fam, 2.6.3ff.; Brut. 11.16.3).
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CHAPTER SEVEN

From this point until the end of chapter twelve the

Commentarioclum is full both of facts and of passages which

bear on the question of authenticity (that the guantity of
facts and their collectlion here shows that the Commentar.
lolum was not intended to be a suasoria is shown in sect-

s discussed in

Y

ion nine of the Introduction; authenticity
all sections of the Introduction except section eleven).
Some passages which may be discussed at reasonable léngth
in a running commentary are here discussed. If the Comment.

arjolum is derived, the length of the historical scene-
setting may well indicate that the author had spent a great
deal of time in researching the period, and was thus not-

willing to “waste" any of his material.

nobilitatem . » . virtutem: the difference between

nobilitas and virtus for this context is that v@rtusmis a

guality that one has oneself through what one has oneselfl

done, while nobilitas is linherited (forva definition of

PEPRE A MR

has nothing to rely on except his own ablilities -~ virtus -

while & nobilis has his family reputation, his imagines

. T x T
maiorum (on which see Cle. II.5 Verr. 180), on which he
may_dependa

P. Galbam: the clrcumstances of the consular elect:.

27
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ion of 64 are clearly set out by Asconius (82.3-83.12C); the

whole of what survives from the In Toga Candida and Asconius'

comments on it are also relevant. P. Sulplcius Galba was a
patrician (ifxscn 82.4-5¢), who had probably held the aedile-
ship in 69,2 and must have held the praetorship no later
than 66, as he was a candidate for the consulate of 63 (Cic.
Att. 1.1.1): for him to have hel% the praetorship later

than 66 would have been illegal. Galba was an early camp-
aigner: already in mid-65 he was soliciting votes (Cic. Att.
1.1, section one of which is fhe evidence for his early

campaigning, is dated to shortly before 17 July, 65), but in

M. Cicero's view he was getting nowhere: sine fuco et fall-

aclis more maiorum negatur (Cic. Att. 1l.1.1). This calba may

be the same as the one whom Verres rejected as a jurox
(Cic. II.l Verr. 30), especially in view of Asconius' desc-

ription of him as sobrius and sanctus (Asc. 82,12-13¢).

After the election,; Cicero crowed over his erstwhlle

opponent: superavi dignitate Catilinam, gratia Galbam (Cic.

Mur. 17).

L. Cassium: L. Cassius Longinus was a praetor who

acted as a quaesitor de maiestate in 66. Asconius describes

him -~ but with the pracenomen P. - as nobilis (Asc. 82.

6-7C). Asconius® description continuesi Cassius guanvis

stolidus tum magls guam improbus videretur post paucos

menses in coniuratione Catlilinae esse eum apparuit. ac

cruentissimarum sententierum esse auctorem (Asc. 82,13-16C).
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Cassius and Galba are described as being of little importance
in the election (lacebant [Asc. 82.16-17C]). Cassius was
mixed up in the suspicious case of the dropping of charges
agailnst Cornelius for maliestas, which were. brought by sonme
brothers named Cominii (see Asc. 59-60C for detaills: Cassius
had avoided appearing as the presiding praetor in the trial
of Cornelius for mailestas, although he himself had fixed

the date for the trial in advaence. It is Asconius' suggestion
that Cassius' fallure to appear was deliberate and aimed at
pleasing the defendant, Cornelius). After ﬁhis scarcely sav-
oury acﬁion_as praetor, Cassius advanced to bigger things:

he was a member of the Catilinarian conspiracy of 63, and

had been put in charge of the fire-raising (incendiis prae-

positus [Cle. 3 Cat. 14; Sull. 53]i cf. "conluravere nobil-

issuml clves patrlam Iincendere" [part of Cato's speech, ap.

Sall. Cat. 52,24 ]). Cassius was also probably guilty of

treasonable intrigue with a Gallic tribe, the Allobroges:

“[se. nobilissumi cives | Gallorum gentem infestissumam nom-

inl Romano ad bellum arcessunt (Sall. Cat. 52.24, part of

Cato's speech). The charge is also made by Cicero (3 Cat.

9).



NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN

1

L.R, Taylor, PP p. 1063 Hellegovarc'h pp. 242-243,
, A

Broughton, MRR ad 69 B.C., and n. 4 thereon.
3

There is no anclent text which unambiguously states that
such was the law at this period, but the hypothesis that
there was such a legal provision at this period does fit in
wilth the evidence available to us: Broughton, in MRR, ass-
umes the minimum interval between the end of the Ténure of
the praetorship and the beginning of tenure of the consulate
to be a full two years. See for example Broughton, MRR ad

69 B.C., and n. % thereorn, -,
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CHAPTER BEIGHT

at Antonius et Catilina molestl sunt: compare this

passage from Asconius' argumentum to the In Toga Candida,

which was delivered ante dies comitiorum [of 64] paucos

(Asc. 83.11-12C): Catilina autem et Antonius, gquamquanm

omnium maxime infamls eorum vita esset,; tamen multum pot-

erant. colerant enim ambo ut Cliceronem consulatu delcerent

e« o ¢ (Asc. 82.17-83.3C). For the significance of this
passage for the purported date of compositlion of the Comm-

entariolum see note two to section one of the Introduction.

Antonius: C. Antonius was the son of the orator M.
Antonius (Asc. 82.6C), and uncle of the triumvir Mark Antony.

He had the soubriquet Hybrida (see Pliny NH 8.213, where the

original meaning of the term is explained). Antonius was &
supporter of the dictator Sulla, from whose proscriptions he
had profited; he was expelled from the Senate in 70 for
rapacity and insolvency (Asc. 84.12-25C). He mouﬁteg the

ladder of the cursus honorum, holding the praetorship with

Cicero in 66. He was later governor of HMacedonia: that he
had this post rather than the governcorship of a poorer
province was the result of a bargain which Cicero made with
him to ensure his support would not lie with Catiline (Sall.
cat. 26 ,4): Cicero had drawn by lot the province of Maced-.

onia, but not wishing to govern abroad gave 1t to Antonius,

31
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who misgoverned it -- or at least was prosecuted for misgov-
erment {on the giving of the_prdvinoe to Aﬁtonius Cic. Pig,
5; Sall. Cat. 26.4; Plut. Clc. 12.4) in 59, probably in
March;l Cicero defended him (Cice. Dom. 41; vat. 27; Att. 2.
12:,1~2). The trial and alleged misconduct of Antonius are
described by Dio (38910).‘
essed, if patrician family (patrician: Asc, 82.4-5C). He was
praetor in 68. He had been forbidden to stand for the cons-
ulate in the elections of 66 by the consul Volcatius Tullus,
as he was under threat of prosecution for extortion in his
province of Africa: he was in fact acquitted, when the case
finally came up (65), although he was probably guilty ( so
Cicero thought [Cic. Att. 1,101])02

It is noteworthy that Catiline was no young uman,
by any definition: if he could legally be consul in 65 w-
he stood in 66, and was only barred for reasons other than

his age -~ he must have been not less than forty three in

65, hence not less than forty four in 64, when the Comment-

o o R

e am i  amben

106, on the third of January [A. Gellius NA 15.28.3: Q.

Caeplone et Q. serrano . . . consulibus ante diem tertium

Nonas Ianuar. M. Clcero natus est]; he held the consulate

&t the earliest possible time [Cic. 2 Leg. Agr. 2: meo

anno Js thus forty three was the minimum age to be consul).

In short, to think of Catiline as a young revolutionary is



wrong. Catiline's early career of butchery in the times of
Sulla is discussed under Marius'Gratidianué (cp 10),

gratioso apud eos qul res iudicant; at first sight

this may seem unCiceronian, and nothing more than a perverse

variation for gratioso apud iuvdices. In fact, the expression

is perfectly Ciceronian: cf. eorum guil res iudicant (Cic.
Mur. 24). The author is here referring to M. Clicero's success
in the courts in such cases as the prosecutlon of Verres in

70. The composition of the Jjury in quaestiones perpetuse had

been changed in late 70 (Vefres’ trial was before an all-Sen-
atorial Jjury; it took place in Auvgust, 70) from that establ-
ished by the dictator Sulla, who had set up all-3enatorial
Juries:; the system after late 70 was to divide the Juries

3

between the Senators, the equites and the tribunl aerarii

(L. Aurelius Cotta, as praetor in 70, bassed the law
distributing the Jurles between the three abovementioned
classes [Asc. 67.11-12¢]).

competitores ambo o pueritia sicariil: except for

this phrase from Asconius, is [l.e. Antonius] multos in

Achala spoliaverat nactus de exercitu Sullano equitum

furmas (ASOQIZMiNC), which tends to imply that Antonius
used force -- one does not go around with a troop of
horse to be decorative, there is no evidence that Antonius

vas a slcarius, "an agsassin", from boyhood. The trial, pace
Maurenbrecher, who prefers 77, may have taken place in the

Ly
year before.
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Catiline, too, had had a bloodstained start: the
lurid description in chapters nine and ten'assembles most
of the known charges agalinst Catiline;, although there is,
for instance, no mention of a "Flrst Catllinarian Conspiv

racy" there or indeed elsewhere in the Commentariolum (for

the significance of this see sections six and eight of the
Introduction). The killing of Marius Gratidilanus is discussed
under chapter ten, where there is an accodunt of Gratidianus.

AmbowiibidinOsi is later amplified for Catiline

in chapter nine where educatus in sororiis stupris 1is used

of him: that this must mean “reared amongst sisterly incest",
and hence that Catiline had committed incest with however
many sisters -- if any -- he had 1s shown in section six of
the Introduction, where the textual problem is also disc=
ussed. Whether or not Catiline did comuit incest with his
sister or sisters; there 1is general confirmation of his

stupra: lam primum adulescens Catlilina multa nefanda stupra

fecerat, cum virgine nobili [whose identity remalns unknown],

cum sacerdote Vestae [this was M. Clcero's sister-in-law,

Fabie: see section seven of the Introduction, passage (&)

of the In Toga Candida parallels and the discussion thereon ],

alia hulusce modl contra ius fasque (Sall. Cat. 15.1). It

should, however, be noted that Sallust explicitly refuses
‘credence to a story that Catiline had cengaged in homosexual

relations with his supporters (Sall. Cat. 14.7).

ambo egentes: in the case of Antonius this refers
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to his having nothing to sell, when candidate for the pract-

orship, which is referred to later in this chapter (cum ad

- A P . .
tabulam { the Bude edition inserts lam after cum ] quos pon-

eret non haberet: Ywhen he did not have sglaves left to

I - .
sell").) In the case of Cékiline, the accusation of poverty

is amplified in chapter nine: natus in patria egestate (for

the significance and truth or otherwise of thls see section
six of the Introduction) is applied to Capiline. Admittedly,
Catiline was normally reckless in his expenditure (Sall.
Cat. 16)., Also, the year before the purported date of the

Ccommentariolum, that i1s in 65, Catiline was prosecuted for

extortion in Africa, but was acquitted; though probably
guilty, through the collusion of the prosecutor, Clodius
(forlthe detalls see n. 2 to.the. present chapter). In
chapter ten the charge that Catiline was egens is elaborated
with the implication that this was due to the price of |
Clodius' collusilon.

alterius bona proscripta vidimus: “Wwe have seen the

property of one [iaev Antonius] advertised for sale [and
hence sold ]." There is no reference here to proscription in
‘the sullan sense, as this involved elther death or exile:
death is impocssible, and there 1s no evidence for exile at
this time. Equally there is no real evidence that the phrase
.1s anachronistic, and hence an indication against authentic-
ity (see section five of the Introduction, where the meaning

and relevance to authenticity are discussed). Asconius
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makes it likely that the importance of bona proscripta is

that it made Antonius worth less than the minimum for Sen-

atorial status: hunc [i.e. Antonium] . . . censores [of 70]

senatu moverunt . « ., quod . . . propter aeris alieni

magnltudinem preaedla manciparit [?x bona proscripserit]

bonaque sua in potestate non habeat (Asc. 84.20-25C),

vocem denique . . . non possge: this refers to the

prosecution of 767 brought by the inhabitants of Achaia

against Antonius for repetundae as a result of his extortions

(see Asc. 8L4.12-25C). The passage of the In Toga Candida

preserved at Asc. 84.1-3C is very similar to the presenﬁ

passage of the Commentariolum: on the significance of this

Tor authenticity see the Introduction (passage [a] Qf the In

Toga Candida passages in section seven),

optimorum censorum: Cn. Cornelius Lentulus and L.

Gellius Poplicola were the censors in gquestion: their

censura was harsh (Cn. Lentulus et L., Gelllus asperam cens-

uram egerunt, quattuor et sexaginta senatu motis [Liv. Epit.

98])0 There had been no intervening censorship from as far
‘back as 86, although there was supposed to be a censorship
every flve years. The censors of 70 may have been motivated
to their harshness by anti-Sullan sentiments (Antonius, whonm
they expelled, had been & Sullan [see Asc., 84.12-14]).

[

in praetura . . . Psnthera.s M. Clcero and Antonius

were both praetors in 66, so that the competition for the

office refers to the summer before. Compeltitor cannot mean
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that Antonius and Cicero were ruthless rivals, as Cicero

himself says referring to Antonius: nescis me praetoren

primum esse factum, te concessione competitorum et collat-

ione centuriarum et meo maxime beneficio ex postremo in

tertlum locum esse sublectum? (QQQ.ASCO 85.21-24¢)

Sabidio: no definite ldentification seems possible.

There was a M', Sabidius M'. f., Who was a legate in Sicily,
T 8
in the Iate Republic according to Broughton, and who was

in Sicilia Panhormi qui/ negotiantur.

Panthera: nothing whatever apparently is known of
him.

On both Sabidius and Panthera the tone of the author
is disdainful; and Panthera 18 a Greek name, so that these
two may be persons of low soclal status. Egqually, the tone

of disdain may have some other origine.

cum ad tabulam guos poneret non haberet: in the

present writer'®s view, the meaning 1s this: "sirice he had
no more slaves left to auction of Y. This meaning is that

of' the Budé'editor, who renders:¢¢ alors qu'il n'avalt plus

N & U .
un _esclave ‘a faire vendres, even though the Bude editor

inserts iam after cum (in fact he prints quom). Tyrrell-

Purser have another reasding: quogjgalios> ad tabulam quos

Qonggggﬁnon habebat. They render ad tabulam as "at the

serubiny of votes". Sabidius and Panthera would thus be

custodes for Antonius, 1.c. men whom Antonius had appointed

et s et i e e e
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to ensure that the receiving and counting.of votes for him
from each century was falrly cérried out; cusbodes also tried
. to influence the voters sometimes.,9 If Wesenbéfgrs insertion
of {ggigﬁ} is accepted, and 1t 1s nothing more than a modern
suggestion, Tyrrell«Pursgr‘é interpretation is tenable. The
significance they derive from the clause is that "Antonius
had no more_respectable friends than these obscure foreigners
to whom to assign this important duty." If {g&igg% be
accepted, there is with Tyrrell-Purser's interpretation

the necessary contrast between Antonius® ability to buy a

paelex while in office, and his poverty before (bona proscr-

ipta). Some contrast 1s necessitated by tamen. If, however,
the MSS are followed -- the best policy, if any sense can
be extracted -- Tyrrell-Purser's interpretation becomes

lnprobable. Tabula can mean inter alias a "plank" or a "list":

hence ponere ad tabulam could mecan ."put on a plank” or "put

on" or "near a list". If tabula means a "plank", the plank
will be the sort of scaffolding-type construotiqnithat mach-
inae refers to immediately below in this chapter. The second
interpretation is the more likely here; as there 1s an

almost perfect parallel from M. Clcero himself (Caec. 16),

where adest ad tabulam must mean "he is present at the auct-

ion" (Literally, "he 1ls present near the list of goods to
be auvctioned"). Cf. Cic. Atb. 12.40.4; 13.33a.1l [Shackleton
Baliley‘®s numeration] and Shackleton Balley's translation.

Ponere ad tabulem can, then; perfectly well mean

N 0 DS 5 e A s
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"posltion near the list of goods to be sold". (It should
not mean "put on the list of goods to be sold", as this

would surely be ponere IN tabulam.)

amicam « .  de machinis emit: the technlcal term

for a kept woman ls paelex, which the author has avoided.
There are two probable reasons for this: the euphemisnm

amnlca may be intended sarcastically; there may be a word-
play intended with amico above, even an intention to cast

aspersions on the morality of Sabidius and Panthera.

de machinis: although the present writer has been

unable to find a precise parallel, machinae here seem to be
ralsed structures at an auction on which the goods -- here
slave-girls -~ could be displayed to as many potential buyers
as possible. The nearest parallel for such a contrivance is
in the Digest (13.6.5), where machina seems ﬁo mean a sqaffm
olding or holisted platformolo

caupones: the text is perbaps not certain. On the

T 11
variant reading Caupodoces Watt has this to say: "1 ass-

vme that the author of thils reading Caupodoces had Cappadoces

inmind. « + ¢ Or is 1t possible that it originated from a
variant parochos wrltten above caupones?"

per turpissimam legatlonem: most probably a libera

legatio. Liberae legationes were a development from the

‘system of sending ambassadors from Rome on official bus-
iness: thus the Senatorial advlsers of Pompey, when he

went to re-orgenise Aslia, were on an officizl legatio. It
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also seems probable that Senators needed permlssion to leave
Italy; this rule may have been extended by Caesar to cover

Senators® sons (Suet. DJ H42.1). Thus, if a libera legatio

were granted Antonius, legallty as well as comfort were

assured him., Those on liberae legationes seem to have been

entitled to free hospitality from the communities through
which they passed, and where they settled to do whatever
had been thelr aim in leaving Italy. The completely private

nature of these legatliones ls shown by Ulpian: Ulplanu

libro septuvagensimo guarto ad edictum praetoris: "quil libera

legatione abest, non videtur reipublicae causa abesse: hic

enim non publicl commodi causa sed sul abest." (Digest 50,

7.15) Sometimes even quite trivial Jjourneys were classed as

legationes liberae, such as one for claiming an inheritance

12
(Cic. Leg. 3.18). There were scandalous abuses of this

Pprivilege, which caused an attempt to end the granting of

the rights which those on legatlones liberae enjoyed, but

this attenpt was not successful: there were stlll legationes

liberae under the Principate and later (abuses: Cic. Leg.

3.18; attempt to stop legationes liberac: Cic. Flacc, 86;

The nearest to suppresslon came when a time-limit was set

to the period during which a Senator on a llibera legatio
could avail himself of the power of demsnding hospitality
and such) like from provincials (Lex Tullia: Cic. Leg. 3.18;

Lex Julia: Cic. Atb. 15.11.4),
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supplicare: a much stronger term than e.g. rogare.

Supplex 1is applied to one who throws himself at the knees of

13

someone else to beg something of him.



NOTES TO CHAPTER EIGHT

1
So dated by W.C. McDermott, "Vettius ille, ille moster
index", TAPhA 80 (1949), 357.

2

The chronology ls somewhat complex, but can be explained
thus: moves were made in 66 to have Catiline indicted, but
he had not yet been the subject of a formal nominis de-
latio (pace Sall. Cat. 18.3): [sc. Catilina | guaerebatur
Tepetundarum (Asc. 89.12C) reférs to 06; cf. Asc. 85,10~
12C, which is concérned with 65. Volcatius Tullus as consul

ot Ao e et e e ba

standing for the consulate of 65, which he would not have
bothered to consult, if Catiline had already been formally
subjected to nominis delatio (it should be added that the
consuls could bar anyone they liked from standing for the
consulate of the next year: Volcatlus Tullus was acting
gulte within his rights). See Asc. 89.6-12C for Catiline's
being barred from standing for 65. The actual trial for
repetundase took place in 65, at least partially in July
(Cic. Att. 1.1 1s dated by editors to then; on the trial

see section one of that letter). Cicero thought of defend-
ing Catiline (Cloe Atte. 1.2.1), but pace FensbeWJQ (ap

against beljeVLng LhaL Clﬂe?o did defend Catlllne see Asc.
85.14CcfF. ). To Cicero Catiline's guilt was as clear as the
noonday sun (Cic. Att. 1.1.1), but despite this the prosec-
utor, P. Clodius, the later enemy of Cicero, apparently
acted in collusion, and Catiline was acguitted (Asc. 87,
13-15C; ef. CP 10: « « o quod primum ex eo iuvdicio . . .
fuerunt ).

et

It is by no means clear who the tribuni aeraril were, This
is no place to discuss this: seé T, Rice Holmes, The

Roman Republic and the Founder of the Empire (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1923), 1.391ff.. The present writer
agrees Wwith H.H. Scullard, From the Gracchi to Nero: a
History of Rome from 133 B,C. to A,D, 068 (Z2nd. ed.;
London: Methuen, 1963), p. 406 that thelr census may have
been just under that of the equestrians, perhaps HS 300
000. Also, thelr interests may have lain rather with the
equites than with the Senators.

742
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"

C. Sallustl Crispl Historiarun Requu1§‘; ed . Bertold
Maurenbrecher (Lelpzlig: Teubner, 1891), Prolegomena
(Fasc., 1), pe 77. Broughton (MRH ad 76) prefers 76,

5

This translation is justified below.,

6 .
On the Senatorial property gualification see n. 2 to
sectlion five of the Introduction.

7 }
For the date, see n. 4; for the case, see above under
competitores ambo a puerltia sicarll. :

8
Broughton, MBR p. 483.

9 .
L.R. Taler; EYé PDe 95ffoo

10 ‘

The passage from the Digest (13.6.5) is here quoted enflre*
nam si servum tibi tectorem commodavero [the context
is a discussion of the law of commocdatum | et de mach..
ina ceciderit, periculum meum esse Namusa alt; sed ego
[i.e. Ulpianus libro vicensimo odctavo ad edlcium] itse
hoc verum puto, si tibi commodavi ut et in machina
operaretur; ceterum si ut de plano opus faceret, tu
eunn imposuilstl in machina, aut si machinae culpa .
factun minus diligenter non ab ipso ligatae vel
funium pertlcarunque vetustate, dico periculum, guod
culpa contigit rogantis commodatum, ipsum praestare
debere: nam et Melsa scripsit, si servus lapidario com-
modatus sub machina perlerit, teneri fabrum commodati
["the lapidarius should be liable for the equipment
supplied, i.e. the slave"], qui neglegentius machinam
calligavit.

The machina here is attached and tied with ropes; it has

polesT(perticae); one can fall from it; a Japldarius' ass-

istant can die under it: the machina must be in this pass-
age a working-platform, which 1s lowered and ralsed by
rope, such as still is 1In uge in for example Singapore.

This is not to say that the machinae of CP 8 are ldentical,

but scme similar contrivance to that in The Digest would

gerve ‘well encugh to display slaves to the maximum number
of potential buyers.
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12

13

W.3. Watt, "Notes on the Text of the
itionis", CQ N.S. 8 (1958), 34 n. 6.

The discussion of legationes liberae

Commentariolumn Pet-

NDaremberg-Saglio s.v legatio,

Hellegouarc'h p. 213.

is derived from

Il



CHAPTER NINE

alter vero . . » quam ob rem? This passage 1s an
example afé%&&&%?ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬂ and a father frigid one. See the
discussion of passage (d) in section seven of the Intred-
uction, |

primum nobllitate eadem qua Catilina: Catiline is

the subject to be understood with this sentence, so Catil-

ina is wrong. The meaning required 1s glven by: primum

nobllitate eadem qua,<kntoniu§>?|<£om§> num malore? Thence-
forward as in the QOCT, whose editor quite rightly obelizes.
See the discussion of passage (d) in sectlion seven of the
Introduction, where the textual problem and the relevance
of this piece oféﬁﬁﬁéﬁTﬁﬁ@ffor authentlclity are dealt
with. Note also that the intrusion of the probable gloss
Catilina from alter, on whlch 1t is a gloss, 1s over a
short distance of text. |

num malore? Although the Sergll,; of whom Catliline

was one, were in certain branches patriclan (thus Catiline
himself wag patrician [Asc0 82050])9 and therefore might be
expected to outrank Antonius in nobllitas, they had produced
no consuls for a very long time,; so far as the evidence
‘goess accordling to Broughtoﬁ (ggg Index) there is not a
single consul from the Sergil later than 437 down to 64,

Antonius, on the other hand, while no patriclan, wasg a

Lg
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noble: his-father was consul in 99, Hence the difficulty
of assessing the relative nobllity of Antonlus and Catilines

they were not eadem noblilitate, but each might lay claim

to the greater amount of nobilitas.

[N AR

quod Antonlus umbram suam metult: an improbable

remark to make in view of hils violent mlsconduct in Achala
(Asc. 84,12-250),

hic « « « occidendlis fuit: such crimes as the mur-

der of Catiline‘'s own son (Sall. Cat. 15) to pander to his
- future wife's senslitivities were probably in the author's

mind when he wrote ne leges guidem [sc. metuit].

educatus o « « caede civiuvm: this triad is typicél

of the author. The claim that Catiline was brought up in
surroundings of poverty may be true; the charge that he
committed incest with either one or more sisters is impr-
obable: it 1s likely that the charge of incest 1s a contame
ination from the incest of Clodius and Clodia (for the
reasons for this beliefl see section six of the Introduction,

where it is also explained why sororia stupra must refer to
1

Stupra WITH one or more sisters.

cuius primus . . o in occidendis fult: this will

have been in the proscriptions of 82, in which Catiline was
a lepate of Sulla (Sall. Hist. 1.46M): he may have been the
legate who caryried the heads of the Marian leaders to Prae-

neste (Appian BC 1.93; Orosius 5.21.8).
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Gallis: perhaps a contingent of the Cornelil, the
slaves of hig victlms whom Sulla freed and used as a body-
guard to the number of more than ten thousand (App. BC 1.

100).

Titinlorum . . °>Naﬁneiorum ¢ o o TAnusiorum: pres-
umably used in the sense of “men like Titinius, Nannelus
and Tanusius'. Theré seems no positive idenﬁificatioﬁ of
Titinius, but he may be the Titinlus, who 1s mentlioned by
Cicero as being one of the equites who opposed Livius
Drusus® attempt to set uvp a court‘to try (équestrian) Jurors
vho were suspected of having been corrupted (Cic. Cluent.,
153): or he may be some relatlive, for example a son.

Nennelorum; the word Nannelanls occurs in Clc. Att.

1.16.5, The context 1s obscure, but in the opinion of

2 :
Shackleton Balley ad loc. there may be a reference in that
passage to the present passage; Nanneliana may be goods sold

at the sale of the property of Nanneius in the proscriptionse.

Tanusiorum: the only positive ldentifilication most

probably is that in Asc. 84.6C in a comment on a sentence

of Cicero®s In Toga Candide (ap. Asc. 83.26-84.1C). There

Cicero says referring to Catliline: quem enlm amicum habere

potest is qul tot civis trucldavit? Upon which Asconius

comments:§§iicltur§?Catilina, cum in Sullanis partibus

Fulgset, crudeliter fecisse, nominatim etlam postea Clcero

dicit quos occlderit, Q. Caecilium, M, Volumnium, L.

Tanusium, Unforbtunately the HMSS do not read Tanusium, bub

P
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Tantasium, which according to the 0CT°s apparatus criticus

was "corrected" by Manutius from CP 9 Ethe OCT prints as 1f
the parallel were CP 6, but this is probably a misprint, and
no representatlon of the editor’s intentions]. Almost inev-

itably, it has been proposed to read Tanbasiorum in CP 9.

The identification, thény cannot be regarded as being
beyond dispute.

The nomen Tenuslus is elsewhere not upknown: there

was a Tanusius Geminus, a historian, who may concelivably be
related to the Tanusius of CP 9; unless the ldentification
with Asconius® Tentasius/Tanusius be rejected, he cannot be
himself the Tanusius of CP 9. Tanusius Geminus 1s mentioned

as a source on Caesar by Suetonius (DJ 9.2).

Q. Caecllium: according teo Asconiuvs, Cicero in the

In Toga Candids charged Catliline with varlous murders, which

he spelled out nominatim later in the saume speechfégiciﬁgg}

stz 2

Catilina, cum in Sullanis partibus fulsset, crudeliter fec-

isse, nominatim etiam postea Clecero dicit quos occiderit,

Q. Caecilium, M, Volumnivm . o o (Asc. 84,4-6C). There is

no other evidence for Caecilius® belng related to Catiline
from eilther Asconius or elsewhere -~ and Asconlus is part-
icularly careful Iin investigating people: he confesses that
he has been unable to dlgscover the name of the woman whose
‘daughter ~- the offspring of Catilinég - Catiline married

(‘I‘XSCO 91.52)4"“92:'30)0

Plutarch glves similar stories of both the murder



and the incest; but the crimes sre less extreme ln one
case and refer to someone else in the othér: there 1is no
marriage with the dauvughter, Jjust unformalised incest; the
murder victim is Catiline's brother, not brother-in-law,
and ingenlously hls name was added to the list of the prosc-
ribed after his death (Plut. Sulla 32; Ccic. 10).

Further suspicion 1s aroused against the description
of Caeciliﬁs a8 Catilinefs brother-in-law by the fact that
8 Q. Ceeclilius Metellus Celer was the husband of Clodia,
hence the brother-in-law of Clodius (Cic. Att. 2.1.5), that
Clodius from whom, as was shown in section six of the Intr-
oduction, the author "borrowed" the charge that Catiline,
like (Clodius, had committed sisterly Incest. Is thisg suff.
dcient to make the descriptlion of Q. Caecllius as Cetliline's
brother«in-law unreliable? Mro. Hendefson believes that it
is;3 Baelsdon believes that it does not: ¥YAs Tox Asconlius?
giving the name of Q. Caecillius as an early victim of (Cat-
iline without saying (as [CP] 9 says) that he was Catiline's
brothere-in-law, what Asconius « « . writes is:’[Ba}sdon then
guotes the pessage to be Tound on the previous page]. Asc-
oniuvs assumed a reader who [unlike modern readers] had In

Toga Candida in front of him. There was no need for him to

write, “Q, Caecilium, gororls suae virum'", if Clcero in fact
s

80 desgcribed him in his speech. Thercefore Asconius® slilence

about any relationshlp between Catiline and Caecllius is no

3

evidence that such a8 relatlonshlip was an fuventlon of the
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ly
tauthors of the Commentariolum."” While it is possible that

the true version of the matter is to be found in Plutarch,
and hence 1n whatever contemporary account his version ulte-
imately uvused, the fact tﬁat the number of Q. Caecilii of
whom present scholars know is signifibantly-smaller than

the total number of such Q. Caecllil available to be married
to elther Catiline®s sister or Cledius, eﬁen if" there is no
corroboration of the existence of either one or more sisters
of Catiline, makes the susplclon aroused by this matter
nothing more than Jjust that -- a mere suspiclon.

nullarum partium: "apolitical", specifically nelther

a Marian or a Cinnen, in this context. The reason for ment-
joning Caecllius® politlics -~ or rather lack of them -- is
that there was not even the most speclous Jjustification for
killing Csecllius: no one could say that he had been on.the
"wrong® slde,

In conclusion on Caecllius, it shouid be pointed out
that there is no possibility of the Caeclliuve of CP 9
beiné the Q. Caccilius Metellus Celer who was married to
Clodia, as that Caecilius was stilll allve long after the

Sullen proscriptions {(Cic. Atte 2.1.5).

e ana



NOTES T0 CHAPTER NINE

1
Although, if (Catlline could be shown to have had no sisters,
this would be strong evidence against the auvthenticity of
the Commentariolum.

2
Shackleton Bailey 1.316-317.

3

Mrs. Henderson pe. 10

Iy
Balsdon pp. 246-247.

5

See sectlon six of the Introduction on Catiline's sisters,
1T any.

51



CHAPTER TEN

Quid epo . o o sanguinis fluerent: the murder of M.

Marius Gratidianus was described by M. Cicero in very sime

ilayr language in the In Toga Candida (ap. Asc. 87,16-18C;
90.3-5C). It is almost certain that there is a direct
interrelationship between the two versions, but it is not
apposite to.discuss the relationship here (see the Introduct-
jon, section seven, on passages [b] and [c]).

Before goling on to discuss who Marius Gratidianus
was, and what he 4id, it must be‘noted that in hils summary of
Catiline's crimes Sallust makes no mentlon of any murder‘of
Marius Gratidianus@l

M; Marius Gretidianus was a nephew of C. Marius, and
first couslin of Cicero‘s fatherez Gratidlianus seems To have
been tribune of the plebs in 87, and praetoxr in 85 and in
8L, He was extremely popular with tﬁe conmmon people, hence
his double praectorship (Asc. 8uo7C)e‘ What he dld in one of
these prasetorships was to set up by means of an edict before
the other praetors had agireced, but with the support of the
tribunes of the plebs;, an offlice in which coins could be
assayed and those debased colns which had been issued under
é law of Livius Drusuvs (Pliny NH 33.M46) separated out and
withdrawn from circulation. From this establishment Gratidi-
anusg galﬁed much popularity and honour (Cic. Off. 3.80-81;

52
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Pliny NH 33.132; 34.27; c¢f. Cic. Brut. 223; Leg. 3.36; Sen-
eca Ira 3,18.1). As Clcero says (0ff. 3.80), the problem at
the period when Gratidianus was gettling up his office was

5

that no one knew what the sestertius was worth.

Gratidianus® death was most dramatlic, as the account

in the Commentariolum shows: other accounts sre abundant in

number, but the differences in detail are>not great. Thus
there 1is some varlation in the preclise portions of the ana-
tomy which were removed or damsged; and some ascrlbe the
murder to Sullé, but probably only on the ground that it was
Sulla‘'s prosciription, not Catiline’s. All suthorities are
agreed oh.the cruelty and savagery of the killing, but

aslde from the version in the Commentarliolum there 1s no

mention of the rivers of blcod flowing through Catiline®’s
fingers, or of the severing and holding of Gratidianus'.
Maxa 9e¢2.1; Seneca Ira 3.18.2; Plubt. §Ei}§ 34.2 [where Cat-
iline's being allowed to add his brother (who in Plutarch
takes the place of Caecilius as Catiline's victim) to the
proscription lists after murdering him 1s linked with Catil.
ine*s murder of Gratidianus,; which won for him Sulla's con-
nivance over hils (Catiline's) brother]; Florus 2.9.26; Orosm
ius 5.21:7)

3

ad bustum: whose? As Gratidienus was murdered at the

R

bustum ILutatlorun, the bustum referred to here must be the

bustum Lutaticrum. Nisbet thinks that to expect a reader
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to know that the bustum in question was not that of either
Gratidianus® original family, the Gratidii, or of the family
into which he was sdopted; the Marii, and hence thet the
bustum was not that into which Gratidianus expected his
remalilns in due.course to be placed, but that of the Lutatii;
in revenge for the compelled sulcide of Q. Lutatius Catulus,
an arlstocrat who had falled to prevent the entry of the
Cimbrl into Italy in 102 durlng his consulate, and who was

forced to kill himself during the Marian terror of 87 (Cic.

De Or. 3.9; App. BC 1.74), is indicative not of that

AT

easy familiarity a writer of 64 B.C. could assume in his
readers with the events of the elghties, but of the ignqrance
of & later writer. Nisbet admits that the facts of Gratidi-
anus® death were not forgotten after 64, but he still is
suspiciouse6 | |

Balsdon objects that the modern reader is not comp-
etent to judge whether bustum used absolutely in this
fashion would have been intelligible in 64 B.C.. The pres-
ent writer finds this caution entirely salutary: Nisbet has
not proved anything about the authenticity of the Comment-
arlolum from this argument.

eSS

qul postea . o . adiutores haberct: although for the

SRRV EY

-use of gladiators, Sallust (Catl. 14-16) and Cicero himself
(2 _Cat. 18-20) g#lve the ilmpression that a significant prop-

ortlon of Catiline's followers were of a rather higher



soclal class, Cladiators were in the Republican periocd
usually slaves ( for “gladlator"” ag a term’of reproacﬁ see
Eeflo Cico\;mgg§ﬁ829; 2 Cat. 7): nor were actors normally
free men elther,

gquil nullum in locum ., o ., dedecoris susplclonen

relinquerets thls refers éo the trial of the Vestal Virgin

Fabia in 73 (dated by Orosius 6.3.1), in which Fabla was
accused of sacrilegious linfercourse -- incestum -~ with
Catiline and was acquitted. The incident was described by M.

Cicero in the In Toga Candide (ap. Asc. 91.16-18C) with a

cholce of phrase that exculpated Fabla more completely than

does that used in the Commentariolum (on this and its rel-
evance to the question of authenticity see the discussion

of passage [d] in section seven of the Introduction).

ex curia Curlos , . . Vettios: this passage pres-

ents some of the most difficult problems in the whole Comm-

any certainty, and most troublesome of all the intention

behind the positioning of ab atriis . . . (as well as its
meaning) is highly problematicsl. The bagic problem is this:
why 1is this group ab atrils placed betwaen the Senate and

cquester ordo, when so far as ls known there was no group

in Roman soclety whose rank or soclal position (dignitas)
came between that of the Senators and that of the equlites?
The extraordinary ranking must have some reason: the present

uriter finds four .possible: (1) a wish to surprise the
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A
reader by bringing in the ab atrlls group FEAGA e J%M?@jf

(2) a determination to get a tricolon crescendo at any cost

(3) a decision to rank not by dignitas, i.e. by social

L

position, but by wealth (4) a decisilon to rank by actual
power (potentia), not by dignitas. The detailed arguments

are set out in the Commentary at the appropriate point.
9

ex curia Curios: an easily -avoidable traductio,

L Y

hence deliberate; 1n any case e Senatu would be less
metaphericala However, this sort of wordplay is quite
common in M. Cicerofs writings, so whéever the author was
he kept here quite close to hils modelolo |

Qe Curius ls the most likely Curius for this passage
if the Curius in questlion here can be identified at alle>
Q. Curius was one of the Catilinérian conspirators, and had
been expelled from the Senaté in 70 in the severe purge -
undertaken by Gelllus and Poplicola (Sall. Cat. 23; Liv.
Epit, 98). sallust describes him.as attending a meeting of
conspirators (Sall. Cat. 1703);1l after being betrayed by
hls mistress Fulvia, Curius told the Senate at the sugg-
estion of Cicero what he knew of the conspiracy, for which
he recelved a reward; Caesar later had this reward taken
away from him on the grounds that it was he,'Caesar, who
had really revealed the conspiracy (Suet. DJ 17).

Q. Curius may be the séme as the Curius mentioned

by Asconius (93.17-23C)s the text is there corrupt, and so
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no firm deductions can be made, but it does seem that a Q.

Curius was mentioned in Clcerofs In Toga Candida. Perhaps

then this Curius was in some way connected with either
~Antbnius or Catiline, the subjects of the speech. Asconius

explalng: Curius hic notlssimus fult aleator, damnatusque

postea [1.e. after the date of the In Togae Candida] est. in

hunc est hendecasyllabus Calvi elegans:

12
et talis Curius pereruditus (Asc. 93.21-23C)

As Asconius says nothing about Curius® complicity in the
conspliracy, the identification is not certain: Asconius does
not -say for what Curlus was condemned, but it will not have
‘been for complicity in the conspiracy, as he had turned, so
to speak, Crown‘'s witnees. Perhaps the convicilon was fTor
gaming which vas illegil at Rome in this perled, except in

3 ,

speclal circumstances.

Annioss thls probably refers to Q. Annius, if the

Annius of the Commentariolum can be identified at all.

Sallust .lists a Q. Annlus under the heading of those who

were senatoril ordinis and who attended a meeting of the
conspirators- (Sall. Cat. 17.3). Sallust alsoc gives this

FRASENE

informetions tum Do Junius Silanus primus sententliam rogatus,

quod eo tempore consul deslgnatus evat, de ils, qui in

custodiis tenebantur, et practerea de [sc. &lils

azr: emany s €2 e e soen

Et] h@e

snunio, sl deprehensi forent, suppliclum gumy

mdum decreverat

(sall. Cat. 50.4). There is no evidence agsinst Annius’

character before his compliclty in the conspliracy: perhaps
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this tends to indicate that the suthor was later than Q.

-Cicero, as he may have read back 2 slur on Annmius® chare
acter in 64 from his known later involvement with the
conspiracy, but thls 1s speculative.

ab atrliis Sapalas et Carvilios: this must be the

most perplexing passage in the Commentariolum. Certain sol-

utions are not possible, but the various possibilities may
be spelled out, with the necessaxry pre-conditions for their
acceptance. The problems may be expressed thus:

(1) What are the atria?

(2) Who are Sapals and Carvilius?

'~

mexpami

(3) Does the pesltion of the men ab atriis indicate that
they outrank equites by some criterion?

(4) If the men ggmgﬁgéégfdo outrank the equlltes in some
quality, what is that quality?
The conventional view is that the atria in queséion

are atrla auvctlonaria, an expression which appears in full

in Cicero (1l lLeg.Agr. 7); a simllarly intended phrase is

atria Licinia which also appears in Clcero (Quinct. 12; 25),

_ The simple expression atria is taken to mean “auction-halls®
' 14
in Juvenal 7.7 The present writer does not find this

interpretation likely in this passage of the Commentariolum.

"Sapalas nomen ignotum", says Watt in the QCT app-
) o 15 -
raratus criticus. Nisbet finds Puteanus’® conjecture Scap-

ulas “plausible”, with partlcular reference to the Scapulae

of Cilc. Quinct. 17-20, whom the conbtext reguires to be some
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sort of lenders of monay. Apart from the harshness -- or
claimed harshnessg -~ of terms demanded by these Scapulae,

there is nothing significant in the Pro guinctlio passage

to corroborate the disreputable character that the context

of the Commentarioclum passage requires. The present wrilter

has been vnable to find any trace of any notable Scapulae
until the Principate, with Ostorius Scapula, who was appar-

ently of eguestrian origln, and governed Britaln under

Claudius. In any case Scapulas in the Commentariolum is a
mere -conjecture.

Carvilios: there was a Carvilius Pollio, who was
noted for having introduced iluxuries into Rome in Sullan
times (Pliny NH 9.39: 33.144), who might be the Carvilius
in question or connected with him. Also thﬁge was a S8Spe
Carvilius L. f£., who was 8 Senator in 129:h{ it is not imp~

ossible that the Carvilius of the Commentarioclum was connect-

connected with him, elther by descent or by being the freed-
18
man of elther this Carvlilius or of a relative.

If the identificatlon of Carvilios with Carvilius

Pollio is correct -~ and there i no certainty that it is =-

the quality in which the men ab atriis might outrank the

equester ordo cannot be soclal ranking, as Carvilius Pollio

was himself an eques (Pliny NH 33.144): if the identificat.-
ion 1s accepted, theiyre is no necessity to Lelieve that there
1s here any real ranking in any quality. The insertion of

the men &b atrils could then be simply ainued at surprising
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the ré&der; equally the whole relative clause could have
béen desligned with no other aim in mind than that of ob-
taining what ls called a "tricolon crescendo', that is a
sentence -- or in this case a clause -- in which the Tirst
part is shorter than the Seoondy and the second 1is shérter
than the third and last part. At any rate, the author was
probably aiming at a tricolon crescendo %y W&{b@&g} as he

says eXx equestri ordine, not ex equitibus. He is also led

to ex equestri ordine for ex equitibus by the fact that his

expressions for the other two groups from amongst whom

4.

Catiline got his disreputable Triends are both abstract:

he says ex curla and ab atriis. The fact that the author has

preduced & tricolen crescendo, in.conjunction with the

certain correctness of eXx eguestri ordine, guarantees that

the order of the three parts -- ex curia, abh atrils, ex equ-

estrl ordine -- as the MSS have 1t, and as the OCT prints

it, 1s correct: the strange positioning of the men ab atriis
. 1 9 =
cananct be swepl away by transposing.

Even i1 0s refers to Carvilius Polllo, there

.could nonetheless be rankiﬁg by some quality other than
traditional soclial ranking in the State, such as by actual
power (potentia), or by extreordinary wealth. Thus Carv-
ilius and Sapala could be gqultes, but both equltes of

more than usual wealth or powér, or both. If the ranking is

by wealth, then the emendation Scepulas may have added
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attraction, 1f the Scapulae who were noney-lenders can thus
bé fitted in here (see above in thls chapter). '

Again, A1f the distingulshing feature of Scapula/
Sapala and Carviliuvs -- here Tor the sake of argument
assumed to be Carvilius ?éllio -= Was thelr wealth, the
fact that Carvilius was an eques ls more or less incildental.
In short, 1f Carvilios does refer to Carvilius Pollio, a
plaugible means of distingulshling from his fellow-equestr-
ians who vere not ab atrils will be wealth or power, or
bothe _

If the identification of Carvilios with Carvilius

Pollio be rejected, there is no longer any benefit to be
extracted from the emendatlion Scapulas, as there 1s to the
present writer's knowledge but one moderately plausible
Scapula to whom to attech Sapalas of the MSS. If Carvilius
Pollio be rejected, the Carvilios of CP 10 wlll refer to a
PErson now unknown.

Interpretation now has to centre round the meanling
of ab atrilis. There is a common use of ab in which it means

B

“in charge of" or “entrusted with' -« e.g8. & cublculo <

which, if it were the use of ab here,would mean that the

.....

phrage ab atrlis meant not “from the atria®, but "in charge
20
of the atria“, A pessible meaning of ab atrils in this

by Y at s A T R e

sense would be "in charge of the halls [sc. in the houses

of the gyeat]“, For 1t is krown that 2 esrly as the tinme
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of C. Gracchus ( tr. pl. 123, 122) and M, Livius Drusus
(Egiwgio 122; cos, 112) morning callers were segregated into
classes, and only the most importaht were allowed through

for a private audlence: apud nos primi omniunm [§c° Cu]

Gracchus et mox Livius Drusus instltuerunt segregare turbam

suam et alios in secretum recipere, allios cum pluribus,

alios universos (Seneca Ben. 6.34.2). In other words, there
was some means for sifting those who mattered from those
who did not: probabl& a slave or freedman would serve this
purpose (see Juv., 1.95-110). Although it is not the present
writer's contention that the meh ab atriis were certainly
those who declided whlch c¢lient recelved which treatment,

such an interpretation seems quite tenable. At any rate the

nomen Carvilius does not exclude libertine status. (ertainly

on this interpretation Sapala and Carvilius would have
power wlth the great, which might be sufficient to expléin
thelr being placed between Senotors and equites: they might

well have had more actual pover than many an egues.

st

Another possiblility is that ab here means "origin-

21 :
ating in"%, "being based in". This would mean that Sapals

cand Carvilius were based In the atrla of the great or of
one great man. Pompey had freedmen confldants, and Sapala

and Carvillus may have the same relatlonshlp to some other
22

grandee.
Although it is true that apparently in the Republic

salutatores were usually of the same soclal category as those
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, on whomn they called (Cic. Fam. 7.28.2; 9.20.3; Att. 13.9.1;
14.20.5 [Pilia was Atticus' wife]; Sall. Cat. 28.1), it
is surely likely that even amongst these there was a need
to separate the wheat from the chaff.

Thus, whether ab means "in.charge of”, and hence

"controlling who was asdmitted in secretum", or "based in",

Sépala end Carvilius, even if freedmen, may have had more
real power than many an eques, so that their positioning
may be justifiable if :’??@%\, ﬁ’af@égﬁ%ﬁé% However, in this
case the identification of the Carvilios with Carvilius
Pollio is highly improbables

Pompllios: no identification has proved possible,

except the very tentative one with the suspect passage in

Cicero’s De Officliis (1.36), where most editors read

Popllius.

asr A i

ot aranecn TS

wtome ran et

discrimen aliuvd inter soclios Catilinse nominstus . « . et

apud Novium Nigrum guaesltorem [not quaestorem: see Butler-

23
Carey ad %ggo] a L, Vettlo indlce . . .. Vettius etlam

.chirographum elus [1oen Caesaris | Catilinae datum pollice-

batur. So Suetonius described (DJ 17.1) Vettius'® accusation

stz

made in 63. Dlo confirms the story in general terms: he does

.not mention Caesar, but does add this, however:; "}47?1éx£

» [ ﬁ 4 (‘ @(e,,h,., " 7 4 - g
Aooiow OO crroou (’é.é/cg(ﬁ OC WO Vi el CAVTeC [y

I Ve S I S e Coe .
cdict e cuvpamcite , ToTe o0& e duoggh [[Mon cond-
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ition of immunity"] 6,.@37;@2%@ éfez,‘cé?fa/f/oéf“‘?@& .« » (Dio 37.
41.2) '
Vettius was probably of Paelignian stock (Orosius

6.6.7); he served as one of Pompeius Strabo's officers at
Asculum in 89 (CIL 12.2.709 line 26 probably refers to the
same man), and may be identified with the Vettius Plcens
who grew rich on Sulla's pfoscriptions (sall. Hist. 1.55.
17M). Vettius in 59 was involved in a'complex affaiyr, which
apparently consisted of a plot by the younger Curio to kill
Pompey, and, if Appian (gg 2.12) nmay be credited,; Ceesar
as well. It seems that Vettlius was at least technically in
the plot, but escaped by giving evidence against his “fellow-
conapirators", one of whonm, Vgttius claimed after his »
initial story to the Senate, was.Lucullusozghls is no place
teo investigate the detaslls of this affair, | but it may be
added in conclusion that Vettius met a mysterious end in

custody (:;&‘;ﬂ/é&’};ﬂf Erf/{?oﬂ\, ﬁr{‘%?ﬁ"ﬁ él—-*’ ‘”f';ic éfff{'ﬁg-e;
S/zg;(ﬁf'*) qu TeiE (ﬁu{ ?’ff&i }%,f“ i g,f.«éz ¢y FMV IN‘?”&“,e;”e"ueQ
T pyﬁg; éﬁfgﬂ" Gt 0 % é«}‘.‘s GG (eh g;m:w Dovros
[Plut. Luc. 42.8; cf. App. BC 2.12]).

ut prope in parentum gremlls praetextatos liberos

constuprerit: simlilar lurlild charges are made by M. Clcero

(1 cat. 13):
quae libido ab oculls, queod facinus a manibus wnguan
tuls, quod flagltium a toto corpore afuit? cul tuv ad-
ulescentulo quem corruptelarum inlecebris inretisses
non aut ad auvdaciam ferrum aut ad 1libidinem facem



Praetulisti?

Other parallel passages are Cic. 2 (8t. 7-8323-2L, A more
cautious account was, however, possible:

sclo fulsse nonnullos, qui ita existumarent iuventutem,

guae domum Catilinae frequentabat, parum honeste pud-

icitiam habulsse; sed ex aliis rebus magls, quam quod

gquoiquanm id conpertum foret, haec fama valebat.

(sall. Cat. 14.7)
Is there any reason to bélieve that the author, if

he is a later writer of prosopopolia, is here gullty of

reading back from later charges an unjustified charge -~ a
charge, that is, which was unjustified untlil after the
elections of 64% This is not impossible, but even in the.

’

fragments of the In Toga Candida which we happen to have.

there 1s a simllar, if more general, charge: stupris se

omnibus ac flagitiis contaminavit [sc. Catilina] (ap. Asce

86.23C).

guid ego « . o dictis scribam? This refers to the

trial for repetundae which has already recelved discussion

in the outline of (Catlline®s life glilven in this Commentary.
In addition to the reference (ap. Asc. 85.8-10C) to the
scandalous nature of Catiliﬁe's acquittal, there 1is a very

precise parallel elsewhere in the In Toga Candlda:

quid ego ut violaverls provinciam praedicem? nam ut te
11lic gesseris non auvdeo dicere, quoniam absolutus es,
mentitos esse equites Romanos, falsag fuisse tabellas
honestissimae civitatis existimo, mentitum Q. Met-
ellum Plum, mentitam Africam: vidisse puto nescioguid
illos iudices qui te innocentem iudicarunt. o miser gui
non sentias illo iudiclio te non absolutum verum ad
aliguod severius iudicium ac malus supplicium reserve
atum$
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(2p. Asc, 86.26~87.8¢)

egens: lta quidem ludiclo absolutus est Catiline

ut Clodius [Catiline’s prosécutor] infamis fuerit praever-

icatusg esse: nam et relectio iuvdicum ad arbitrium rei vid-

ebatur esse facta (Asc. 87.13-15C; for Catiline‘®s guilt

see Cic. Att. l.l.1). It would be naive to believe that

Catiline's collusive prosecution (praevaricatio) was obt-

alned gratis. I the author is correct in his charge, and
Asconius'® account be accepted, Catlline would have been even
poorer after the trial than were some of the Jurors bhefore.

vt allud . . . cottldie flagltetur: cf. o miser

e AR s

. o o supplicium reservatum (Cic. Tog. Cand. ap. Asc. 87,

5-8C) «



NOTES TO CHAPTER TEN

1
Ronaid Syme, Sallust (Berkeley: University of California

i A e s

2
Syme, Sallust p. 85, end n. 13 ad loc.; cf. Asc., 84.10-
11C.

3

There 1s some controversy over the precise dating of
Gratidianus' posts, for which see Broughton, MRR on the
various years involved. The year 83 is the last possible
date for his second praetorship, as he was ex-praetor in
82, when he died.

in .
That popularis can mean nothing more than "liked by the
people™ is believed by Hellegouvarc'h (p. 519).

5

This is not a case of inflation in the modern sense. TIn

the ancient world a coin's value was related to the value
of the precious metal in it; in the modern world money is
inherently worthless, except by virtue of its State
guaranteed value as a unit of the national wealth, a symbol
of possession of potential goods and services.

6

Nisbet pp. 86-87.
7

Balsdon p. 250,
. ,

As the exception that proves the rule, one of the most
famous actors of the Republic was Q. Roscius Gallus (Cic.
Arch., 17), who was a free man (Cic., Quinct. 77). Cicero
defended him in a speech which happens to survive, the

Pruv Rosclo Comoedo. His death was called nuper in 62 (Clc.
Arch. 17). o

That this is the correct term is shown by [Cicoj Ad Her.
ho1ke20. :

10
Cf. ius Verrinum (Clc. II.l Verr. 121): for the pun see

Tewis and short SV, 1. ]us “and 2. Jus.

67




Cpraetullisti?

Other parallel passages are Clec. 2 (ato 7-8323-24, A more
cautious account was, however, possible:

scio fuisse nonnullos, qul ita existumarent iuventutem,

quae domum Catilinae frequentabat, parum honeste pud-

icitiam habuisse; sed ex aliis rebus magls, guam quod

gquoiquam id conpertum-foret, haec fama valebat.

(sall. Cat. 14.7)
Is there any reason to believe that the auvthor, 1if

he is a later writer of prosopopolla, is here gullty of

reading back from later charges an unjustified charge -- a
charge, that is, which was unjustified until after the
elections of 647 This is not impossible, but even in the

fragments of the In Toga Candlde which we happen to have,

there is a8 similar, if more general, charge; stupris se

omnibus ac flaglitiis contaminavit [sc. Catilina] (ap. Asce

PRIV, s

86.23C) .

quid ego « . o Gictis scribam? This refers to the

trial for repetundae which has already recelved discussion

in the outline of Catiline's life glven in this Commentary.
In addition to the reference (ap. Asc. 85.8-10C) to the
scandalous nature of Catiline's acquittal, there is a very

preclise parallel elsewhere in the In Toga (Candida:

guld ego ut violaveris provinclam praedlicem? nam ut te
11llic gesserls non audeo dicere, quoniam absolutus es.
mentitos esse equites Romanos, falsas fulsse tahellas
honestlssimae civitatis existimo, mentitum Q. Met-
ellum Pium, mentitam Africam: vidisse puto nescioquid
1llos iudices qul te innocentem 3indicerunt. o miser qui
non sentiss illc iudicio te non absolutum verum ad
aliquod severlius ludiclum ac maius supplicium regerve
atum;
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(2p. Asc. 86.26-87.8C)

egens: ita quidem ludicio absolutus est Catilina

ut Clodius [Catiline's prosecutor] infamis fuerit praevar-

jcatus esse:; nem et reliectio iudicum ad srbitriuvm rel vid-

ebatur esse facta (Asc. 87.13-15C; for Catiline‘s gullt
see (ic. Att. 1.1l.1). It would be naive to believe that

Catiline's collusive prosecution (praevaricatio) was obt-

ained gratis., If the author 1s correct in his charge, and
Asconius'® account be accepted, Catliline would have been even
poorer after the trial than were some of the Jurors before.

ut alivd . ., cottidie flagltetur: cf. o miser

. ¢ o suppliclium reservatum (Cic. Tog. Cend. ap., Asc. 87.

5-80)



NOTES TO CHAPTER TEN

1
Ronald Syme, Sallust (Berkeley: Unlversity of California
Press, 1964), pp. 85-86.
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Syme, SalJuSL p. 85, and n. 13 2d loce.s of. Asc. 84,10~
11Ce }
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There is some controversy over the precise dating of
Gratidianus' posts, for which see Broughton, MRR on the
various years involved. The year 83 is the 1last possible
date for his second praetorship, as he was ex-praetor in
82, when he died.

Iy
That pogglaris can mean nothing more than "liked by the
people™ is believed by Hellegouarc'h (p. 519).

5
This is not & case of inflation in the modern sense. In
the anclent world a coin's value was related to the value
of the precious metal in it; in the modern world money is
inherently worthless, except by virtue of its State
guaranteed value as a unit of the national wealth, a symbol
of possesslion of potential goods and services.

6

Nisbet pp. 86-87.
7

Balsdon p. 250.
8

As the exception that proves the rule; one of the most
famous actors of the Republic was Q. Rosclus Gallus (Cic.
Arch. 17), who was a free man (Clc. Quinct. 77). Cicero
defended him in a speech which happens to0 survive, the

Pro Rosclio Comoedo. His death was called nuper in 62 (Cic.
Arch. 177,

9
That this is the correct term is shown by FC10 ] Ad Her.
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10 :
Cr. ius Verrinum (Cic. II.1 Verr. 121): for the pun see

Tewis and Short s.v. l.jus and 2.jus.

67




68

11
This meeting is dated by Sallust to about 1 June, 6%4; this
‘dating is rejected by E.G. Hardy, JRS 7 (1917), 166-172,
He believes Sallust te have confused the events of June,
64 with those of 63. The present writer accepts Hardy's
argunents. Whatever be the truth on the date of this meet-
ing, Curius could perfectly well have been regarded as dis-
reputable or seditious even before there was definite
evidence against him (this was provided by his mistress,
Fulvia, who (8all. Cat. 23.3-4) told the authorities --
including Gicero (cf. sall. Cat. 28.2: as Clcero was not
consul in 64, this passage ~- note consuli -- makes it
likely that Sallust has confused thé events of 64 and 63)
apparently. The laying of this information is, according
to Sallust (Cat. 26.3), one of the main reasons why the
nobility withdrew its hostility to the novus homo Cicero
just before the electlon of 6U4: the advantages for Sallust
in dating the meeting to June, 64 are cbvious, as Cicero's
surprising election as one of the consuls for 63 is thus
convincingly explained.

12
The OCT reads talog, Mueller's emendation, which is syn-
tactically perfectly acceptable, If, however, talis is
read, Asconius® use of elegans becomes easier To under-
stand; talis would then be a wordplay, both nom. masc.

sing. of telis, and abl. plur. of talus. Talls has here
accordingly been prpfefrode

13
From the Republic onwards games of chance were prohibited
(Plaut. Mil. 164-165), except in the case of betting on
athletes exhibiting virtus (Digest 5.2.1) and during the
Saturnalia (Mertial T4T7I.3-47. The general prohibition on
games of chance is referred to or implied in enog Cic.
2 Phil. 56; Hor. 0d. 3.24.59-60; Martial 5°8Ma3 -5 {(this
note is owed to Daremberg-Saglio S.V¥. alea).

That atria in CP 10 means atria auctione ria is belleved by
e.g. Tyrrell-Furser ad loc,, Nisbet p. 87 and by the
Oxford Latin Dictlon 13y v (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968),

Fasc. 1 8.V. atrium 3.a. Without Juv. 7.7, where atris is
not left"¥o be self-explanatory, as in the present writev's
view it is at CP 10, surely no one would have imagined
that atria pure and simple could mean atria auctiopsria.
The only thing the present writer can find to say for this
meaning is that it supplies a respectable criterion --
wealth -~ to Jjustify the positioning of the men ab atriis

(see below). In short, the present writer's objection to
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interpretlng the men ab atrils as auctioncers is not ‘
against the ldea of auctionec s preceding equites, but
aga]nst underoLandlng atria as atria auciwonarlaa

15
Nisbet p. 87.

1.6
The details are not clear.

17
So T.R.S., Broughton ([with] M.L. Patterson), The HMagistr-
ates of the Roman Republic (New York: The American Phil-
.ological Association, 1951), Vol. 1 (509 B,C,~100 B.C.) of
number 15 in the "Philological HMonographs yof] the American
Philological Association" series, pp. 496m+

18
The nomen Carvilius does not rule out libertine status.

19
This figure 1s described by Eduvard Fraenkel, Horace
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957), p. 351 n. 1. The present
writer is indebted to Prof. W.S. Watt, of The University
of Aberdeen, for this reference and for his most generous
help, both particularly on CP LO9 and on the Commentar-
iolum iy general.

20

Oxford Latin Dictionary s.v. ab B.2b.c.

21
Oxford Latin Dictlonary s.ves ab B,10 4+ B.17.

On Pompey's confidants see Anderson pp. 28..57.

Suetoni Tranaullll DLVUS IuWiuS; ed. H.E. Butler and

24
Shackleton Bailey on Cic. Att. 2.20L,200. gives information
on the Vettius affair, and Lists other discussions., The
main ancient texts on the Vettius affalir are: CIL 17.709;
orosius 6.6.7; Sall. Hist. 1.55.17M: Suet. DJ 17720; Cic.
Abto, 292b oe;to 134,“vzte ?4;26; Dio 37.41%7738.9; App.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

nuper: thirty one years previously, if the Comm-

entariolum's dramatic date be taken as reference point .-

and there can hardly be any other. Coelius was consul in
94, hence campaligned no later than 95.
', _Coelio: C. Coelius [sometimes spelt Caelius |

el e PRSI VASTNSS

Ce £ C. n. Caldus was tribune of the plebs in 107, praetor
in about 99 (although he never held the quaestorship [Cicn
Plance 52]), and was proeconsul in Spain, probably Hispania
Citerior (sce Broughton)l in 98, before reaching the coﬁsm
vlate in 9k,

in his tribunate Coelius accused Popllius laenas,
a2 Romen commander in the war in Gaul, of malestas: Popilius
had surrendered his Torces to the Gauls (epparently the
Tigurini), thereby saving thelr lives ([Cicc] Here 1.25);
Coelius also introduced the ballot inﬁo triais of" this
sort -- &n asct which according to Cicero Coelius later
regretted (Cic. Leg. 3.36).

Coelius® fight to reach the consulate was hard, like

2
that of another novus homo, Marius: modo ., . « C, Marium, C.

Caclium vidimus non mediocribus inimicitlis ac laboxribusg

contendere ut ad istos honores pervenirent ad quos vos [the

Senatorlial jurore] per ludum et per neglegentiam pervenlstls

70
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(Cleo II.5 Verr. 181 [note that this remark about ludus ac

neglegentia was made before Clilcero had advanced any further

than the quaestorship]).
Coelius® eloguence does not seem to have been out-
standing (Cic. Brut. 165; De 0r. 1.117): one subsidium

novitatis was, therefore, not avalilable to hin.

1lle cum duobus . . . supersvlit: the successful

noble candidate was L. Domitiuvs Cn. . Ch. n. Ahenobarbus;

the identity of the otheyr noble candidate 1s unclear; it

may have been Sulla,-if Badian's suggestioﬁ of 97 for the
date of hls praetorshlp is right93 or it may have been C.
Valerius Flaccus, who was consul in 93, and like Sulla a

patrician.

Ahenobarbus jolned with the optimates in 100 agaiust
Saturninus and Glaucia (Clc. Rab. Perd. 21); he was a friend
of Q. Metellus Numidicus (A. Gellius NA 15.13.6; 17.2.7); he
served as governor in Slcily, and was accoxding to Cicero
(I1.5 Verr. 7) extremely cruel. (Cf. Val., Max. 6.3.5 and
Quint. 4.2,17, which both seem to derive from Cicero.)

He dled in the siege of Praeneste of 82 (Vell. Pat. 2.26.2;
App. BC 1.88).

nulla re paene: as was mentioned above, Coelius

was no outstanding orstor.
. There seems o be no Justification in the anclent
evidence for the glowing eulogy of Ahenobarbus, although

this should not be taken as any sargunent against the auth-



enticity of the Commentariolum.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ELEVEN

1
Broughton, MRRBR p. 3 n. 2.

2

Modo is here used somewhat loosely: Marius flrst attained
the consulate in 107; Coelius was consul in 94. Hence modo
is used to represent respectively "thirty seven" and

twenty four years ago".

3

Ernst Badian, "Sulla's Cilicisn Command", Athenaeum N.S. 37
(1959), 279-284 suggests -- "“perhaps rightly" (Broughton,
Supplement s.v. L. Cornelius L., f, P. n. Svlla Felix) --
that Sulla was praetor in 97, hence eligible for the consul-

ate of 94,
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CHAPTER TWELVE

cum . . « competitoribus gul nequaguam sunt tam

genere insignes cguam vitiis noblles: Catiline was a patr-

iclan and Antonius a nobilis (Asc. 82.4~6). There is a

wordplay on insignes/nobiles if Gelzer is right in his view
1
that noblilis is derived from nosceret 1in other words, the

author 1s punning on the original meanling of nobilis which
is the same as that of insignis in Classical Iatin.

uls enlm « « . destringere? There is a close pare
] P

allel in M. Cicero’s In Toge Candide (ap. Asc. 93.11-14C),

the significance of which has been discussed in the Introd-

uction (section seven, passage [e]), The duae sicae are

Antonius and Catiline.
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1 .
Gelzer p. 27.



CHAPTER THIRTEEN

qubniam quae « . o Glilcendum videtur: the first part

of the subject matter of the Commentariolum has now been

discussed, that which the author (CP 2) calls "novus sum®.

A A ST S N

With that love of distributio so typical of him he now

proceeds to explain what the next topic will be;, namely

"consulatum peto": this toplc will occupy thelmajority of

the Commentariolum, in fact until tertiuvm restat of chapter

fifty four.

quo _honore . « o dignum arbitretur: somewhat of .an

exaggeration, apparently. Certainly Sallust did not view
the state of opinlon in the same way: es res [Fulvia's
revelation of the conspilrators® meeting which Sallust dates

1
- probably wrongly -- to June 64] in primis studis hominum

adcendit ad consulatum mandandum M, Tullio Ciceroni. namgue

antea pleragque noblilltas invidia aestuabat, et quasi pollul

consulatum credebant, sl eum quamvis egregius homo .novos

adeptus foret (Sall. Cat. 23.5-06).

homo ex equestrl loco: Cicero was the son of an

eques, whose own father was concerned more with the affairs
of his local town -~ Arpinum -- than ﬁith a political
"career in Rome itself.(Cic. Leg. 3.36). Indeed, there is
before the orator Cicarobnot cene single Senator known in

the family.
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dignitatis: as in the case of EQE&&&E* the gommon
meaning of this word is not the sole possible meaning. The
early meaning of dignitas was according to some philologists
related to dico~are (¥I point out"),2 so that to see under-
toneg of “lfame®, "notorliety" -- self-evidently in a good
sensge -- 18 here quite probably justiflied. Perhaps the best
rendering of dignltas in the present passage is “"prestige",
as the concept of prestige encompasses both the 1dea of
fame and that of bhelng worthy to occupy a position of
influence,

consularibus familiis: l.e. the noblles. Such

families as the Scauri, Metelli, Claudii, Catulli, Scaevolae
and Crassl are neant.

novos homines praetorios: this is probably true in

the Ciceronlan perlod. There were far nmore novi homines who

reached the praectorship than reached the consulate between

100 and 64 (see Appendix Three for a partial list of such

novi homines praetoril). Thus envy on the part of novi

P

who reachasd the praetorship but not the consulate against

the very rare novus homo who did reach the consulate is

men whose ancestors had not held public office, and hence
had not held a seat in the Senate, bHut who themselves had
held such offlces, and had advanced as far as the praetor-
ship, but no further. This is Gelzer'®s definition, which

I

the present writer accepts.



78

honores thils word, as well as meaning "honour" can
also mean "political office" (since political office often
gave honour). It seems likely that honore here contalins both

senses.



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN

1
See E.G. Hardy, JRS 7 (1917), 166-172.

2 -
See Hellegouvarc'h pp. 3897f,

3
Gelzer p. 43,

i

Gelzer (p. 34) defines novus homo. Novi homines had in

fact to be equites (which for Gelzer | p. 11] does not
necessarily mean "holders of the pub1lc horse"), so that it
is a mistake to imagine that, for example, a proletarius
could call himself a novus homo. Gelzer discusses this
necessity for anyone entering public life to be an eques on
p. 18, and passim in his section on the Equites and on the

Senatorial Crder.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN

lam in populo . . « certe scios the people may per-

‘haps have been hostile because some novi homines had won a

reputation for cruelty. Thus Marius' butcherles of 87 may

have coaused such alienation as is here described: it must,
hoviever, be admitted that Caesar does not seem to have been
harmedrby his Harlan400nm80t10n5 (his aunt Julia was HMarius'
widow [Suet. DJ 6.1 with Plut. Mar. 6.3]): Caesar did not
become unpopular despite his restoration of the trophies won
by Marius over the Teutons, Cimbrl and over Jugurths, trophles
which Sulla hed removed (on this restoration see Suet. DJ

11; the date is perhaps 65 [so apparvently Butler-Carey ad
loge])e

consuetudine horum annorum:.there had been only two

nen who are known novi. homineés and whe reached the consulate

between 100 and 64 (see Appendix Two).

Ny e ST RN AR STy s aere

esse non nullos . o . necesse est: it was inadvis-
able to proscecube unless necessary, as such a pr'secﬁtion
.could brlng lifelong emmity. Indecd Cicero only tndertook in
his whole career tuo prosecutions; one neay the beginning of
-his political life and his forensic pre-emirence, that
against Verres in 70, and one agalinst o creature of hls arch-
enemy Clodius, that agaiﬁst T. Munatiuvs Plancus Bursa (Clic.

1

Fam, 7+.2.2-3), &at the other end of his carcer -- in 52,
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gquod &ad Cn. Pompel . « « Lte dedisti: Cicero had

apparently supported the lLex Gaﬁinia in 67 to give Pompey
overall controcl of the campsign against the pirates, and as
prééﬁor in 66 had spoken for the Lex Manilia to glve Pompey
supreme command agsinst the king of Pontus, Mithridates
(Lex Gabinia: Cic. Leg., Man., 52ff.; Lex Manilia: Cic. Leg.

Man. passim). Cicero also supported Pompey after his election

as consul in 63: mea summa erga te [sc. Pompeium] studia

(Cico Pam. 5.7.2 [June, 62]).



1

NOTES TO CHAPTER FOURTEEN

P.A. Brunt, "Amicitis in the Late Roman Republic", PCPhS

Pt

191/N.8. 11 (IG865Y, 14,

AN



CHAPTER SIXTEEN

et petitio . . . duarum rationum diligentias: the

author®s love of distributio shows up once more, although the

divislon 4s into two, not the customaery triad. Perhaps even

the author could not think of three divisions of diligentia.

The sub-division of “consulatum peto® which starts here
runs until the end of chapter forty.

amicorum studiis: amicitia need not entail affection,

and there was a great gull between the philosopher's ideal
1
amicitia and the political reality.

s

populari voluntate: Hellegouarc'h dellnes voluntas

e TP S

in the political sense as {une dispos itﬁon dlesprit 4° o

doit rcfmlter une action% and as indicating &la notlon
i il
dfopinion pollitig ue%} Popularli here must mean nothling more

than populi: one may render quarum altera . o ponenda est

as “of which the first must be concerned with [1lilt. “placed
in"] ensuring the devotion of one's friends, the second with
'gaining the political appro%al of the electorate as a
whole.* As the wealthler members of socliety had a larger
influence than did the common man on the elections of con-

suls popularl, if serlously-meant, cannotv be interpreted

P

’

very widely.

beneficlls et officlis: beneficlum means "a service

FONRRHINY R AR TS P 1 5 e I
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done for one"; officium can mean either "obligation to do

a service", i.e. "obligation to do a beneficium", or

"service";, l.e. beneflcium. The relationship can be best

explained thus: if A does & beneficium for B, B then has an

officium towards A to perform for A a beneficium [which

L

confusingly can be called an officium also ],

The first meaning of officium 1is hére clearly that
which the author intended, that is "obligstion to do a
service®.

sed hoc nomen . . . in cetera vita; amicus in other

words is almost a synonym for cllens, used so as to sparé
the feellngs of men who are really clients, although they

i .
do not like to admit as much.

qui_domum ventitet: cf. Cic. Att. 6.2.5 [written at

the beglinning of May, 50]: anﬁe lucem inambulabam domi ut

olim candldatus, grata haec et magna mihique nondum laboriosa

ex 1lla vetere mllitia [E}Iitia 1s here used metaphorically

for the exertions of campalgning, most probably with special
reference to the campalign for the consulate which forns the

subject of the Commentariolum].

sed tamen ¢« » o a&lliculus necessitatis: ex causa

lustiore is expanded by cognationls, adfinitatis, sodalitatils

and necessitudinis. Ex causa iustiore may be rendered sas

"for sounder reasons"; cognatio is blood-relationship, adfin-

5

itas is relatlonshlp by marriage, sodalitas here comradeship,
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i.e. the abstract noun corresponding to sodalls, and not
concretely (as it is meant Iin CP 19), i.e. & group or ass-

oclation, and necessltudo & close tle however produced.

Usage in the classical perliod tends towards this meaning for

necessitudo: necessltas is preferred to express "necesslty".




NOTES TO CHAPTER SIXTEEN

1
See Hellegouarc'h pp. 41-62,

2
Hellegouarc h p. 183; on voluntas see ﬂellegouarc h pp.
183-185., . .

3

On beneficium, Hellegouarc'h pp. 163-169; on officium,
Hellegovarc*h pp. 152-163.

I
Amicus as a virtuval Synonym for cjlenq Hellegouarc'h pp.

L8527 T

[

2

On the group collegium -- sodalitas -~ sodalicium see Hell-~
egouarc'h pp. 106-110.
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CHAPTER SEVENTEEN

maxime domesticus: "part of your family-circle".

tribules: although the consular elections were not

AR e T

held in the comlitis tributas, fellow-tribesmen would still be

relevant to consular canvassing, as tribal organisation was
used for the distribution of douceurs illegal as well as

1 ' T
legal to. the voters. There was apparently also some rel-

ationship between the tribes and centuries, but what this

was overall 1is unknown. It is known that the centuria praer-

ogativa in the comitlia centuriata in which consuls were

elected vas formed out of the Jjunlior members of one of the

tribes (so Aniensis iuniorum [Livy 24.7.12]).
The importance of the tribes even in centuriate

elections is shown by thls passage fronm CP 30: postea totanm

Ttalianm fac ut in animo ac memoris TRIBUTIM [my capitals]

discriptam comprensamgue habeas.

The tribes seem to have had headquarters at Rome,
although there no direct evidence on this. (In view of the
geographical separatign of the various reglons from which
fellow-tribesmen came it 1s in any case reasonable to sup-

pose that there would be tribal headguarters in Rome.) There

are indirect indications: . . . [sc. Caesar] edebat per 1ib-

ellos clrcum tribum missos scriptura brevi: “"Caesar dictator

1111 tribul: commendo vobls illum et 1llum, ut vestro suf-




38

fraglo suam dignitatem teneant” (Suet. DJ §1,.2); "at spectac-

ula sunt tributim data et ad prandium vulgo vocati" [Cicero

is giving an imaginary phrase of the prosecutor of Murena ]
(Cic. Mur. 72). Tribal banquets 1lmply some sort of organis-
ation, and there may have been permanent centres in Hone
devoted to this purpose.

vicini: in what sense? As men of even Cicero‘s not
astounding wealth had villae in the country as well as

deversoria scattered over a large part of Italy, this use of

vicini need not imply that Cicero'’s neighbours on the Palat-
ine (A. Gellius NA 12.12) were the object of concern alcme,LiL
The term might be loosely used to refer as well to people
who came from Cicero's birthplace, Arpinum.

liberti: Cilcero's treatment of Tiro shows that the
more humangiex-masters (patronl in the non-forensic sense)
took notice of their freedmen: in any event, unless a

master thought highly of a slave, he would not free him.

forensem famam: “reputation in the forum", not

"fame as an orator". Slaves and freedmen came into contact
with the common people, when thevaere on:errands for their
masters or patronl: Clcero himself would probably not buy
those necesslties of life that had to be bought out in

person.



NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVENTEEN

L.R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic
([rome]: American Academy in Rome, 1960), pp. L21l-122.

(This work will hereafter be cited as "L.R. Taylor, VD")

The precise relationship between the tribes and the centur-
les renmains unknown, but there must have been some sort of
relationship in the first class, since the centuria praerog-
ativa could be described tribally: thus Anlensis iuniorum
(Livy 24.7.12 [derived from L.R. Taylor, RVA p. 93]). As

the first class was most lmportant in consular elections
(see Appendix Two), even if a close relationship existed
only in the flrst class, this would still be significant.

It is possible that tribules 1s here being used loosely

of fellow-members of centuries from the same regilon of
Italy. Thus men in the same century who lived in e.g-
Arpinum, in the Cornelia tribe, might refer (o their

fellow members of whatever century they were in as tribules.

2

On the wide scattering of tribal areas see IL,.R. Taylor,
RVA p. 66; there are maps ad fin in L.R. Taylor, VD, which
show Italia tributim discripta. See also CP 30, and the
Conmentary thereon. - . :

3
L.R. Taylor, PP p. 208 n. 73.

L

On Cicero's houses, etc. sce JérSne Carcopino, Cicero:The
Secrets of his Correspondence, trans. E.0. Lorimer (lLondon:
Routiedge, Kegan Paul, 1951), L.43-55,
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CHAPTER EIGHTEEN

homines inlustres honore ac nomine: the most ine

lustres honore ac nomine would be consvlars, of whom Pompey

i s AN A LY R IS

"political office" is here visible.,

ad_lus obtinendum o‘o . homines excellentl gratia:

the sense is dependent on the punctustion adopted. If the

Budé’punctuation be adopted, the tribunl pl. will be descr-

ibed as being excellentl gratia ad conficliendas centurias,

especlally influential in winning over the centurles. Apért
frém thelr power of veto over the actions of other tribunes
and of higher magistrateé, the present wiiter cannot under-

stand how the tribunes are excellentl gratia for the purpose

of winning election as consul to any greater extent than
the consuls, ox praetors, especially as the centuriate
elections were largely decided by the richer menbers of the

populus Romanus.

If the OCT punctuation is adopted, the loglc behind
the passage becomes clearer: then the tribunes are especlally

valuable ad lus obtinendum, The lus in question 1s probably

the ius petendi, not one's legal rights in 8 general sense;

as happened in the case of Catiline (ASCo 89.6-12¢C) in 65,

the consuls were entitled to refuse to accept anyone's
candidature, The tribunes would be able to intercede against
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the consular declislon.

ad conficlendas centurias homlnes excellentl gratla:

to court one's fellow-tribesmen was perfectly proper, but to
court men from other tribes in an organised fashion, 4if

the ﬁen of the other tribe were arranged in groups (decuri-
g&ig) was 1llegal (Cic. Planc. L5y, In consequence the
upright candidate used "friends" to wln over the centuries,
ng the tribal organisation of the tribes of the Pfrleﬁds"e
In at least one case what would today be called a "political
boss" is known to have exlisted at Rome, P, Cornelius Ceth-
egus, & freedman of Sulla, who in the seventles, iﬁ the
tribes certainly, thpugh not indisputably in the centuries,
acqulred such power that no measure could be carried without
his approvalol

gul abs te tribum aut centuriam . ., ..sperent: this

probably refers to the fact tha% there had not been a
censoxyship from 86 to 70, so that the normal process of
enrolment of men ontec munlcipal or colonial lists of citizens
did not work properly during that period. Cicero may have
helped such new citlizens become enrolled betveen censusesc.2
The same practice may be involved in thé granting of
centurles, to which CP 18 refers, or the granting of a
century may refer to Cicero's help in ensuring that in the

éensorship of 70 the person involved was put in the elghteen

centuriae ecuitun.




per hos annos homines ambitiosi . . . peterent imp-

etrare; ambitlosus here does not mean "one who practices

ambitus", but "one who practlces ambltlio", or more simply

[rErRer .

"ambitious". The present writer 1ls unable to discover who

precisely these homines ambitlosl were, but presumably

they are either men of power seeking to obtain unusual
favours from the comitla, an example of which is Pompey

with his extraordinary commands under flrst the Lex Gabinla
and then the Lex Manlilia, or up-and-coming less powerful pol-
iticians such as Gabinius and Manlilius, who by working on
behalf of the great Pompey intended to consolidate their

owWwn power,

hos annos¢« in the recent past, but precisely when

cannot be determined in the absence of definlte ldentificat-

jons of the homines ambitiosi.




NOTES TO CHAPTER EIGHTEEN

1
L.R. Taylor, VD p. 121.

e,

2
L.R. Taylor, VD p. 120, with n. 9.

3
See Hellegovarc'h pp. 210-211,



CHAPTER NINETEEN

hoe blennio: this could mean "two full years" in the

sense of 66-64, or it could be meant as 65-64, in view of the
Roman tendency to count inclusively, as Tor example in dates,

sodalitates: "assocliations". See section five of the

Introduction on the possible anachronism of this word in

early O,
1
C. FPundani: Mrs. Henderson thinks it reasonable to

date the Pro Fundanio to hoc blennio, as it apparently had

in it a Jjoke against noble pedlgrees, which would fit in.

with Cicero's early, pre-consuvlar perlod (Arcades -. Se pro-

selenos esse asserunt, 1id est, ante lunam natos, quod et

Cicero in Fundaniana commemorat |[Servius ad Verg. Georg.

2.3427]); Tyrrell-Purser (ad_loc.) date the Pro Fundanio to

66, but give no supporting evidence.

C. Fundanius C. ¥, was probably tribune of the plebs

2
in 68. He may be the Fundanius of (Cilc. QF 1.2.10, who is

a reciplent of money.
Q. Galli: the relevance to authenticity and the term-

inus ante quem of any Pro Galllo has been discussed in sect-

ion six of the Introductlon. The conclusion may be here re-
capitulated: there is no reasocon to bellieve from this passage
that the author is anachronistic in his dating of a Pro

Gallio, for the simple reason that he does not state that

9l



Cicero ever defended Gallius.
Q. Gallius was aedile of the plebs in 67, and praetor

in 65. As praetor Gallius was in charge of the guaestio de

majiestate where Cornelius was tried (Asc. 62.5C). When
Gallius was a candidate for the paetorship of 65 he gave a
‘gladiatorial show, which was nominally his father's, so as
to avoild the laws on ﬁﬂklﬁﬂﬁi 8lso, as aedile, when to give
games would have been legal, he had not given any games
(Asc. 88.5-9C).

Gallius was prosecuted by a M., Calidius for pois-
oning, and defended by Cioero, but the date of the trial is
uction), nor is it known 1if the prosecution was that whidh
Gallius underwent for ambitus sometime after the delivery

of the In Toga Candida (Asc. 88.5C; see also section.six. of

the Introduction), in which Cicero defended Gallius against

an unknown prosecutor. All Cicero says is this: . . . in

s e M 0345

accusatione sua Q. Gallio crimini [sc. Calidius] . . &

[sc. dedit] sibi eum venenum paravisse . . . (Cilc. Brut.

277). We do not know if the poisoning charge was a subsidi-
ary accusation in the amblitus case, or if it was unconnected.
Co Corneli: C. Corneliuvs was quaestor by 71, serving

3

under Pompey, probably in Spain. Cornelius was tribune of

the plebs in 67 {(Asc. 57.4-5C; 75.24.25C), In his tribunate
Cornelius was extremely active: he proposed a bill to forbid

loans to the legatl of foreign states, but this met with no
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success. The second proposal of Cornelius, to make the

people the sole source of privilegia ~- exemptions for indiv-

iduals from the provisions of a law --- as had originally
been the case, was vetoed amidst disorders, but a compromise
proposal was carried, unde% which a quorur of two hundred
was required in the Senate for valid grants of exemption
from laws. Thirdly -- and this is soarcely'credible - COTII
elius carried a law by which praetors were bound to follow

thelir own edicta perpetua. Cornelius' attempts to carry a

stricter law on bribery failed, but the milder proposal of
the consul C. Calpurnius Piso was successful (proposal to
forbid loans to legati of foreign states: Asc. 57.8-16C; .

the people to be the sole source of privilegia: Asc, 58.3-

59.7C; praetors to keep to thelr own edicta perpetua: Asc.

59,.7-11C; Cornelius' general activity in his tribunate: Asc.
59,11-14¢C),

C. Orchivi: filiatlion unknown. Orchivius was a

praetor in 66 and was in charge of a quaestio de peculatu

(Clc. Cluent. 94; 147). There is no evidence apart from in

this passage of the Commentarliolum for any Pro Orchivio, but
the present writexr does not think this very significant for
the question of authenticity.

ITf Orchivius really was tried and defended by Cicero

hoe biennio, the trial will have been after his immunity as

praetor had lapsed, 1l.e., after 66, and may have arisen from

some irregularity in his conduct of the quaestio de peculatu.
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sodales: this term meéns basically "people who
Join together for a particular end", especially a religious
end. It 1s not quite lmpossible pace Mrs. Henderson that
sodales here are not 1llegal electoral helpers (see section
five of the Introduction).

nam interfuli: as evidence for or against authenticity

worthless, despite any subconscious effect it may have.

nullum se umquam . o« o referendae gratiae: it is
probable that the returning of thanks is thought of és
concrete assistance, either in electoral help or in sone
other tangible way. If electoral help is the form in which
the thanks were being returned, this was the Jlast opportunity
as there was no office higher than the consulate: Qonoruﬁ

populi finis est consulatus (Cic. Planc. 60).

recentibus beneficiis: such beneficia as undertaking

s A o hn AR

defences in court are meant.



NOTES TO CHAPTER NINETEEN

l .
Mrs. Henderson p. 1ll.

2
Broughton, MRR p. 141 n. 8.

3
Broughton, MRR p. 122.

Iy
Hellegovarc'h pp. 109-110,
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CHAPTER TWENTY

eo genere amicitiarum . . adeptus es: the amic-

itiase are not of the highest and most altruistic kind: the

different types of friendship are well discussed by Helleg-
l .
ovarc'h; Gelzer has a section on political friendship,
2
also. The words of the author of the Commentariolum himself

should here be borne in mind:

potes honeste [sc. in petitione ], quod in cetera vita
non queas, guoscumque vells adiungere ad amicitian,
quibuscum si allo tempore agas uht te utantur, absurde
facere videare; in petitione autem nisi id agas el cunm
multls et diligenter, nullus petlitor esse videare.

(cp 25)

according to P.A, Brunt considerably more common than the

unending prosecutions that one is tempted to visualise from

chapter sixteen.



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY

1
Hellegouarc'h pp. 63-90.

2
Gelzer p. 105, with nn. 348-350.

3 :
P.A. Brunt, PCPhs 191/N.S. 11 (1965), 13-15.
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CHAPTER TWENTY ONE

This chapter gives insight into the workings of the
author's mind, especlally in its opening senterice, which
repays close examination: the author has a fondness for
transitional gggglgg, but the Siénificance‘of the selection
of a word not much vsed by M. Cicero could be brushed aside
as insignificant, and not indicative of the rhetorical
character of the author, were it not for the author's use
once more of the triad. Also, the triad is not very weil

constructed: beneficlo, spe, adlunctione animi ac voluntate

is no model. There is not even the remotest attempt to make
a proper tricolon crescendo, as is done in chapter ten.

As for sdlunctione animi ac voluntate. Should one be polite,

charitable and blind to a forced and ineffectual inconcinn-

itas? Tyrrell-purser call the figure a hendiadys (ad loc.),
no doubt out of consideration for Q. Clcero.
The meaning of beneficium is clear, "a service

1
recelved?: the acceptance of a kindness will then lead to

spes, the hope of more such favours, and thus to support --

or at least absence of disagreement with the candidate
: 2
(voluntas).

.

minimis beneficiis . . . umquam fore: the bluntness

of this is evidence Tor those who believe that the Commentar-

I A e AN ¢ . 3 A rmamat
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iolum is by Q. Cicero that it was not intended for at least

immediate publication.

nedum: thls will be the first recorded use of nedum

N

without a preceding negative, if the Commentariolum was

written in 64. Admittedly minimis is a virtual negative,
but nonetheless 1t i1s not a true negative. In the present
writer's opinion this occurrence of nedum so used is of no
significance for authentlclity, as the total corpus of un-
disputed works by Q. Cicero 1s too small to permit stylistic
comparisons (see section three of the Introﬁuction)o

salutl: by saving them from conviction in the courts

in all probability (cf. Clc. Arch. 1: quodsi haec [i.e. mea

VOX o o o » nonnullis aligquando salutl fult, ¢ o ).

tamen rogandl sunt . « « posse videanur: thils app-

arently cynical use of videamur probably showé thaet, if the

Commentariolum is authentic, it was not intended for at

least immediate publicatlon.



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY ONE

1 : ,
cf. under CP 16.

2
Cf. under CP 16.

3
Hendrickson, AJPh 13 (1892), 203.
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CHAPTEB TWENTY TWO

The author had divided the various methods of leading

men ad benevolentiam atque . « o suffragandl studla into his

well-loved triad, even though in the event one group, those
led on by spes, receive little worthwhlle discussion.

officlosius: the meaning of officiosus which the

context requires is "providing concrete help", "devoted" or
1
some  such,

iis fac ut , . . esse videatur: unless caused by

force of habit in the quest.for 2 Ciceronian clausula,
videatur will mean "1is seen to he", not "seems to.be"a uﬁless
Marcus® auxlilium were actually delivered as promised, it
would have no drawing power, after the first Tew renegations
became notoriocus.

officlorum: officium is here used as a synonym of

beneficlun (see the Commentary to chapter sixteen).
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY TWO

Hellegouvarc'h renders offlcliosus as g;e;obligea.nt;r?,ggde/voue/ﬁ

(pe 156).
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CHAPTER TWENTY THREE

The shallowness of the suffragatoriae amicitlae is

made abundahtly clear in this chapter: the contrast of amic.

itia with even the hope of familiaritas, a hope which the

present writer believes Quintus (if he wrote the Commentar-
jolum) was not necessarlly expecting Marcus to fulfil, makes

this plain. A later writer of prosopopolia may have had

hollow Imperial friendships in mind as he wfote this chapter,

or the lengths to which greedy men,; especially legacy-hunters,
were wWwllling to go:

vocantur

ergo in consilium proceres, quos cderat ille,

in quorum facie miserae magnaeque sedebat
pallor amicitise.

1

(Juv. b.72-75)

sl magna ASturlicl cecidit domus, « « o

o (-] L] L & 13 ® ® L 3 [ L4 L] ® o 9 + © ] © * ® L N -}

ardet adhuce, et lam accurrit qul marmora donet,
conferat impenssas; hic nuda et candlda signa,
hic aLj%Uld praedarum,“ Kuphranorls et Polycliti
aera> Aslianorum vetera ornamenta deorum;

hjc libros dabit et forulos mediamgue Minervan,
hic modlum argentl. mellora ac plura reponit
Persicus,; orborum lautissimus et merito iazm
suspectus tamquam ipse suas incenderit aedes.

(Juv. 3.212; 215-222)

adducenda amicitlia in spem familiaritatis: familiar-

itas cannot occur very often; and is more of a rarity than

amicitia,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY THREE

1
T.e. Domitian.

2
Coniec. Housman.

3

Conlec. Housman.

Iy

Hellegouarc'h pp. 68-71, and references there: examples are
Cice Fin. 1.69 and Amic. 76 (a sapientium familiaritatibus
ad vulgares amicitias oratio nostra delabibur). Thne term
amlicus had become broader in application quite early in the
Republican period: apud nos primi omnium Gracchus et mox
Livius Drusue instituerunt segregare turbam suam et allos
in secretum reclpere, allios cum piurlbus, &allos universos
thils last part of this note is derived

f
..... L.
©
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CHAPTER TWENTY FOUR

vicinitatibus: vicinitas 1s not really a technical

term, but probably means nothing more than the territorium

attributed to or administered by the nesarest urban centre,

whether municipium or civitas or colonia.,

municipiis: in Italy south of the Po all munlicipia

were clvium RomanorumAby virtue of the laws of 90--89 B.C.

which granted citizenship after the Social War. In origin

a municlpium was not a new settlement, but was the result of

the incorporation of a conquered town into the Roman state.

The functions of the local maglstrates and the powers

granted them depended on the charter granted the municipium

in question: some of these charters survive from the Late
1
Republic as well as from the Early Principate. Unlike the

the municipia to some extent had thelr own juridical proc-
edures; the colonliae followed Roman law.
copilosis "men of great resource", probably financial

(so Tyrrell-Purser ad loc.).

tribulibus: this may seem odd 1In an election campaign

whose outcome was determined by the comitia centuriats, but .

it is not anachronistic. The organisation -- whether corrupt
or not -~ was done through the tribes, ever in a centuriate
campalign (see under CP 17).
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The stress that is here placed and renewed in
chapters thirty and thirty one on getting tb know agents
in all levels of soclety throughout the country is partly
caused by the wide geographical scattering of the areas

belonging to any tribe.



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY FOUR

The definitions of munleclipium and of vicinitas are owed to
F.F, Abbott and A,C, Johnson, Municipal Administration in-
the Roman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
19260), chapters one and two. Examples of charters surviving
are, from the Late Republic, the Lex Municipl Tarentini
(Dessau ILS 6086; Abbott--Johnson no. 20), which Abbott-
Johnson date tentatively to between 88 and 62 B,C., and,
from the Early Principate, the charter of the municipium
of Salpensa (Dessau ILS 6088; Abbott-Johnson no. 6L and
the charter of the municipium of Malaca (Dessau ILS 6089;
Abbott-Johnson no. 65). bBoth these municipia are in Spain;
both the charters are dated by Abbott-Johnson to between
81 and 84 A.D.. ,




CHAPTER TWENTY FIVE

There are some grammatical points of interest in
this chapter, whose significance for authenticity will be
discussed after the polints have been noted. The passage in
question 1is this:

potes honeste, quod in cetera vita non queAs [my capitals
here and throughout the passage], guoscumgue VELIS
adiungere ad amicitiem, quibuscum sl allo tempore agls
ut te utantur, absurde facere viAdEARE:;l in petitione
autem nisl 14 sghAs et cum multis et diligenter, nullus
petitor esse vidEARE.?2
The subjunctive gueas is used apparently by retention of the
generalising or "ldeallsing' subjunctive, which according to
Woodcock 1is also found quite regﬁlarly In second person
singular generalising conditlons.

Velis is not so striking, although the subjunctive
in general or frequentative clauses where normal Clceronlan
usage would prescribe the relevant tenses of the indicative

5

becomes more comnmon in the Silver Age.

The communis opinio on the use of the present sub-

Junctive in conditional clauses is that 1t is used to indic-
ate a condition in future time which is improbable, but not
impossible; alsc in the case of the second person singular
only it is used in present generallising condlitions, those
‘conditional clauses, where (if the expression be allowed)

there is no specific temporal reference, that is the clauses
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7

ére extra-temporal. Yet the meaning in the two instances
of agas and Xigﬁﬁﬁﬁ which the context requires does not
conform with these standard uses of the present subjunctive,
The present writer's translation of the passage ls thls:
"It is possible with honour - inlcontrast with the .
situation in the remainder of your life -~ for you te link
anyone you like to you‘in friendship, even if to make eff-
orts to become that person's friend at any cother time makes
you look absurd; indeed, if'you dia [or perhaps “should“]
not meke such efforts with energy and in -connection with
many people, you would seem a candidate of straw,"

The present writer's interpretatibn of these uséges
is that there 1is a mixture here of 8 second person singuiar
generalising condition and an archalc «- or perhaps semi-
archalic -- impossible or unreal present condition,B M. Cic~
ero still occasionally used the present subjunctive to
represent present impossible conﬁiti@nssg

In the present writnr‘shviewg there l1s n5 deduction
possible about authenticity from this apparently Ciceronian
seml-archalsm: while Q. Cicero would be guite likely to have
caught this quirk of his brother, a later writer of prosopo-
polia would be fully immersed in the style both of Quintus

21nd of Marcus.



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY FIVE

l .
The OCT prints a comma for my semi-colon.

2

The form in -re is apparently more common as the second
person singular in the passive subjunctives in M., Clcero.

3

E.C. Woodcock, A New Latin Syntax (London: Methuen, 1959).
The trestment of conditionals here 1s derived largely from
this excellent syntax analysis.

Ly
Woodcock section 195.

5

See as an example Woodcock section 217 n. 1 under "Temporal
Clauses". In the case of temporal clauses Livy appears to
be the first to have used this subjunctive. .

6

In Classical times at least.

7

Woodcock section 195: "although the indicative is occasion-
ally found, this second singular subjunctive is the rule
[in second person generalising conditions] from Plautus

to Tacitus."

8 :

© Woodcock (sections 197 and 198) makes it clear that the
use of the primary subjunctives tec express an unreal or
impossible condition was the original usage, but that in
general by Cicero's time the historic tenses of the sub-.
Junctive were more usual,; when the conditional clause
referred to an impossible or unreal condition.

9 _

Although by his time the historic tenses of the subjunctive
were more usual than the primary for expressing an unreal
or impossible condition (ef. n. 8). M. Cicero was more or
less the last extant author known to have used the primary
subjunctives for unreal or impossible conditions (Woodcock
sectlons 197 and 198).
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CHAPTER TWENTY SIX

The content of this chapter is not exceptional, but
these points may be noted: the contrast between amicitia at
electlon time and at other times is strongly drawn, which re-
emphasises the unreality of electlion-time felatioships. Thils
subject was discussed in CP 23. The subject material of the
chapter under discussion is the "floating voter",

modo uts the meaning --"provided that" - 1is not
modo with the subjunctive is not very common. The three
rarallels of which the present wrilter is aware are 1mpecc§
ably classicsl, even if 21l occur in informal conversation
(Ter. Phorm. 773; Cic. II.4 Verr. 10; Fam., 14.141 [the
passage in the Verrines is in a hypothetical remark after
the introduction: “Someone may say: ' . a_c'"])o There 1is
neither evidence for nor evidence against suthenticity in
this use of modo ut,

P e o

bene se ponere: a metaphor from finance, "he 1is
: 1
making a good investment of himself.®
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY SIX

This Information is owed to Tyrrell-Purser ad loc..



CHAPTER TWENTY SEVEN

This chapter suggests that Clcero's strength lay
in the weakness of his rivals -- correctly (Asc. 82.4-83.2C;
of the total of seven candidates for the consulate of 63,

quattuor prope iacebant |[Asc. 82.17¢] with»the result that

only Catiline, Antonius and Cicero were really in the
running). The support'of the nobles went to Cicero as the
lesser of the two evils as a result of the crisié of mid--64
(salls Cate 23.5-6).

The struvcture of the chapter is rather typlcal of
the author: although clear, he does not hesitate to use hare
than one word where one would have sufficed. The whole
chapter is in the form of one long sentence. The author,
whoevér he may have heen, has caught one Ciceronisn usage:
he says '"mihi crede", not "crede mihi", which is not used

1
nearly as much by Cicero.

It is noticeable that this 1s the last of a:series
of chapters from sixteen onwards which have contained little
in the way of hard facts, in sharp contrast with chapters
eight to ten especially. This distribution would fit in with
the hypothesis that a considerably later writer of prosopo-

polia wrote the Commentariolum, and not Q. Cicero: such a

writer would have acquired all his information abdut the
period surrounding the consular elections of 64 by historical
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research, so that the number of facts that were at his disp-

osal to include in the various sections of the Commentariolum

would be limited: the fact-starved chapters from sixteen
to twenty seven may owe thelr tumld state to the writer's

having no access to suitable factual material.



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY SEVEN

1 .
See TLL s.v. credo (Vol. 4 Fasce. 5 column 1137 lines 65ff.)
on mihl crede.
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CHAPTER TWENTY EIGHT

g&ié this 18 the o0ld adverbial ablative of the

relative qui. M. Clcero 1s the last author to make extensive
- 1 .
use of gul in the sense of "how?" As evidence for or against

the authenticity of the Commentariolum this use of qui is

[ e

in the present writer'®s view worthless.
“The concentration on Antonius is pérhaps strange,
as Catiline had shown himself more vigorous in campalgning
than Antoniussy and yet it was Antonius who won election, not
Catiline, so the point 1is disputable, |
There 1s no other evidence that Antonius made no -’
effort to call men by name; equally there 1s no evidencs
against it. It seems best to accept the information provis-
lonally.

suc nomine: either alternative nmeaning is in the

context unsatisfactory. In vacuo suo nomine could mean "by

his own name [i.@eo the correct name of whoever was being
addressed by Antonius]" or it could mean “on his [Antonius"' ]
oun account'. The first alternative is éxtremely ungrammat-
ical, and shows highly incompetent composition in referring
to two different people by an adjacent se and suus; the
second, while grammatically unobjectionable, is to the
present wrlter's mind tautologlcal to an intolerable degree,

as per se suo nomine would then mean "by himself on his own
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account®. The Tirst alternative at least has the merit of
supplying acceptable sensec. |

No certain solution 1ls possible with the text as it
stands. If,'however, per se 1s removed as a gloss on suo
nomine, the problem 1is resolved to this extent, that thexre

is no longer any need to reconclle per se with suo nomine,

so that the problem of translating se in per se as referring

to a different person from the se lmplied in suo nomine is

eliminated. With this problem gone, it becomes plain that
"by his [ i.e. that of the person being addressed by Ant-
onius] own name" 1s the preferable meaning. For is it cred-

ible that any Latin author would use suvo nomine to mean

"on his own account® in the same sentence as appellare, with

P —

agreed that suus can refer to other than the subject of the
2
sentence; so that this i1s no longer a valid objection to the

proposed translation of suo nomine.

sine officlo: "who has never done anythirg for any-

one" 1s the most probable translation.

cum Infamla: Antonius had heen expelled fron the‘

Senate in 70 by Gellius and Poplicola for inter alia direptio‘

soclorum (Asc. 84.20-22C).

nullis amlicis: this is an exdggeratione If Antonius

.

had no amicl, how was he elected consul? Lack of amicl was

2o sam pyoms

andébhééhce sociale according to Hellegouarc'h,




NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY EIGHT

1 .
Lewls and Short s.v 2.qul. One use in a direct question

by Livy is recorded, but none later; there is a use by
Suetonius (Claud. 4.6), but this is in an indirect question.

2
See Allen and Greenough's New Latin Grammar, ed. J. B,
Greenough and others (Boston: Ginn, 1931), section 30l.c.

3
Hellegouarc®h p. 48; cf. from Plautus:
velut hzec meretTix meum erum miserum sua blanditis
peenie intulit in pauperiem,
privavit bonis luce honore atque amicis
(Truc. 572-574)
(this reference from Plautus 1s owed to Hellegouarc'h p.

L8y,
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CHAPTER TWENTY NINE

omnls centurias: the majority in each century decided

1 >
now that century voted. The preclse overall relationship
between the tribes and centuries 1is unknown, but there
does seem to have been some sort of relationship (cf. the

Commentary to chapter seventeen). L.R. Taylor statesi? "Where

the consular elections are spoken of, tribus and centvria
are used almost indiscrimately.”

ceterorum hominum omnium, Which appsars to be what

the archetype read, does not make much sense. The emendation
of the text 1is satisfled as far as sense 1s concerned by thne

insertion of*éordinggi»as is done in the OCT. In the comltia

roiim T T e mrsneiastes

centuriata there was probably welghting of votes within the

various centuries according to the wealth of those in any

given century. The ceteri ordines had less influence on the

election of consuls than those in the first class, who would
be such wealthy men as Senators and -- if the eighteen cent-

uries of equites equo publico are counted in the first

class -~ all the eguites: the reason for this was the voting

cut-off in the comltia centuriata, which occurred as soon as
3

all the vacant magistraclies were filled.

. ) VA .
urbani: in the Budd edition Constans renders this as

@ s ar e san st

gbisifs?g Even 1f many men who lived in Rome vwere not

(R,

actively employed, and this 1s indisputable, thls 1s not
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what the ILatin says, Which is "living in the city [i.e. in
Rome]". Constans; 1in short, 1is commenting, not translating
here.

libertini: whatever be the true meaning of libert-
inus in the time of Applus Claudius Caecus the Censox (ggﬁg,
312), about which there is dispute, Dby the time at which

the Commentariolum purporﬁs to have been written, l.e. 64

B.C., libertinus almost certainly meant the same as libertus,

g freedman', that 1s "a man who himself had been a slave

but had been freed"” (the two terms are used apparently

Mil. 961-962).

How were the libertinl in foro gratiosi? There is

5

only one known "political boss" from the Late Republic,
although another of Sulla’s freedmen, Chrysogonus, was

extremely powerful during Sullanum regnum, but in 64 the

present writer knows of no suitable freedman "political
boss", so that 1t 1s more likely that the gratia involvea

was of the sort that Tiro had with his patronus, M, Cicero.

Freedmen could probably not vote in the comitis cen%uriata,

so the gratia would not be in the act of voting for Cicero
or in seeing that other 1323333 did so.

Although there 1is no proof that libertl were not
significantly gratlosl in the forum, the absence of known

freedmen "political bosses" and the absence of such an

auntocrat in 64 as Sulla makes the present writer suspicious
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of the aﬁthenticity of the Commentariolum even more than

before. For a writer of prosopopoiia under the Barly

Principate would have had only too much experlence of

libertini gratiosi and of the power they could wield with

autocrats. The sentiment is entirely reasonable and credible
in & man who had lived through or had heard from others of
Clavdius® Treedmen's powel,

per communis amicos: it was illegal to give gifts

¢ Eari e Gl . A S T

one's own tribe, One's frilends did this for one.

adlegato: "send intermedlaries", although this may

be too formal a rendering.



NOTES TO CHAPTER TWENTY NINE

1 '
See Botsford p. 211, and Dion. Hal. RA 4.21.1,
) _ :
L.R. Taylor, PP p. 208 n. 82,
3
See Appendix TwWo.
I
See Lewis and Short s.v. libertinus, and Suet., Claud. 24.1.
5

L. Cornelius Cethegus, a freedman of Sulla (L.R. Taylor,
VD p. 121,

6
So L.R. Taylor, RVA p. 155 n. 38,

7
See L.R., Taylor, PP p. 83 with nn. 80 and 81l (p. 208). The

ancient texts are in addition to CP- b, cic. Mur., 72
Planc. 48.
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CHAPTERS THIRTY AND THIRTY ONEl

urbis: the city of Rome proper 1is meant here.,

conleglorum: for the meaning see under CP 3; see

also section five of the Introduction on nam hoc biennio

guattuor sodalitates . . . (CP 19).

pagorum: a pagus was a rural administrative unit in

contrast to an QEEQQEE or a gixigigo The Romans found these
rural sub-divisions in their conguest of Italy and of other
parts of the Vestern world. They were frequently preserved
intact, although they often received a Roman name. The inhab-
ltants of a pagus or "canton" mlght live dispersed or in
hamlets (vici). They formed an administrative unit for such
purposes ag the celebrations of festivals and the repalring
number of people in such rural communities who were important
for the consular elections in 64 B,C. cannet have been large,
so that the advlice here will only have applied to the princ-

ipes, any comparatively wealthy clves Romani there may have

been in any pagus.

vicinitatum: for the meaning see under CP 24,

totam Iteliam . ., tributim.discriptam: an ave.

et o

inspiring achievement, if accomplished: even a glance at a
map of Italy so broken down wlll show the enormity of the

undertaking, because the tribes were geographically very
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2
scattered,

tributim: although this was a centuriate election
campaign, this Egiputim 1s not incorrect; as the organising

was done through the tribes (see under CP 17).

municipium: defined under CP 24.

coloniam: after 89 B.C. all coloniae in Italy south

of the Po were coloniae civium Romanorum. There were still

Iatin colonles in the provinces, and all Latin colonies in

Italy south of the Po were transformed into municipila civium

Romanorum. The basic difference between a municipium and a

PREEUAUE RS

issioners, who wers appointed under the lex of the popular

assembly which had decreed the founding of the ggigﬁii‘(some

of the dictators and dynasts of the first century B.C.

.

iussu C, Caesaris dictatoris deducta [Dessau ILS 6087 chap.

106]). Also, unlike municipia which to some extent kept their
own legal system, the colonlae were under Roman law,

praefecturam: a praefectura may be thought of as

a generic term applicable to-any community which lacked the

full rights of self-government. In this sense praefectura

comprehends forum, vicus, conciliabulum and castellum.

The title praefectus was glven to an official to

whom some higher authority had 'delegated the power to per-

form certain functions. This higher authority might either

be the central government at Rome, who sent out praefectl
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luri dicundo as agents of the praetor urbanus, or it might

be the nearest Eiv;&ég to which the smaller communities were
attached for administrative purposes. In Italy in the Cicer-

onian period the praefecturae administered from Rome either

had become municipla or had kept the name "praefectura",

but differed from municipia only in their lack of JIviri or

IIIIviri. The praefecturae administered from nelighbouring

clvitates kept on belng so administered until after the

period here relevant. The area attached administratively to

a clvitas was called territorium, so that vioi or conciliab-

ula could be described as being in the territorium of a civ-

itas.

locum: more technically this refers to settlements

in the territorium of some civitas or other, such as fora,

vici, conciliasbula or castella.

municipales ac rusticanl: thls grouping together of

rustics and municipsles as rather naive 1ls not uncommon in

Latin literature (cf. Juv. 3.164-179).



NOTES TO CHAPTERS THIRTY AND THIRTY ONE

1

All the definitions of administrative technical terms in
this palr of chapters, which are treated together as there
is no syntactical break between them, come from Abbott-~

Johnson chaps. one and two.

2
See I,.R. Tayler, VD gg fin., where there are
s0 broken up.

3 . ,
CIL 1.205 (11.1146) chap. 21 lines 2ff.: the
f.v.c.c. The intention 1is presumably to give

list of all possible types of administrative
has not been quoted in its entirety.

maps of Italy

text reads
an exhaustive
units. The .list



CHAPTER THIRTY TWO

The men who form the subject of this chapter sre
presumably the principes who are mentioned in chapter
thirty. The details of vicarious canvassing are further
elaborated upon by an explaﬁation,of the methods of mot-

ivating Clcero's tools,

propter municipi « «  rationem: either "because

of the set-up in the municlipilum" or "because of thelr cone

nection with the municipium",

On the chapter as a Wwhole it may be noted that there
is no real attempt to add colour or varistion in this exp-
ansion of part of chapter thirty, but then a concern for hils
reader’'s interest does notlseem to feature high on the

author's list of priorities.
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CHAPTER THIRTY THREE

Thls chapter presents some of the most Intrans-

igent problems in the whole Commentariolum: the present

wrlter's interpretatlon of the chapter depends on his
view of four key points in the chapter. This view is

given belows

(1) The tesk of the adulescentuli in the centurlae
equitum ls not to win over any as yet uncommitted
members of thelr own group, but to win over the cente-

urise egquitum as & whole: suffragando, obeundo and

muntlando cannet refer to the persuasion by prlivate

discussion which canvassing would lnvolve amongst the

adulescentuli in the centuriae equitum: these terms nust

t

ref el

O

large scale canvasgsing, wWhich lg what would be

i

involved in winning over a group consisting of 2400 -

this ig the maximum number of egultes equo publico in
1 '
64 -~ minus whatever number be assigned to the committedly

pro-Cicero adulescentull in the centurlae eqgultums,

(2) Equester ordo 1s not identical with conturise

equlitun as far as the author of the Commentariolum is

concerned: there ls no point in trying to win over the

S centuriae egulfum, 1 equester ordo ,l.e. centuriac equ-

T e 2 e T U e AT A i - e DK,

itum, 1s Clecerc's alweady. Whether or not the author's

PO hetuintey
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implied definition of equites is correct for the Clceron-
lan period, and more specifically for 64, is a separate

2
question.

(3) The iuventus in deinde habés e o o sbudiosissimum

humanitatis are not speclfically the adulescentuli who

are referred toelsewhere in the chapter, but the term

need not execlude all adulescentull in the centuriae

equitum: the sentence delinde habes . . aistudiqsissimum

is the first of a palr of mechanlisms whereby adulescent-
ull are to be won over to Clcero's side. This is shown
by tum_sutemn, which undoubtedly introduces a sentence

which describes a mechanism whereby adulescentull ave

to be won over to Cicero's side (sequentur 1111 ... &

shows this [on 1113 see polnt four]).
() Hendrickson has proposed to read alil for 1111

in sequentur 1111 suctoritatem oxdinlis. There is no MS

authority for this, nor ls the change helpful, as 1111
can be quite well explained, 1f 4% be admitted that

the auvthor visuallses the equester ordo as not the sane

a3 the cenbturiae equitum, which Hendrickson does not
I .
seen to admit.

So much for the present writer's vliews on these

four key points, but others have different Iinterpretat-

5

lons. T.P. Wiseman, amplifying Claude Nicolet and expand-
6
ing his dlscusslon of CP 33 and lts apparent different-

lation between the centuriae equltum and the eguester

ordo, clalms thet the difference 1s not between the



133

equester ordo in the sense cf all those with the necessg-

ary census and the centurlae eqguitum, but between thé

sdulescentull and the rest of the cquester ordo in the

sense of the members of the cenburiae equltum. In other

words, the asdulescentull are the members of the genturiae

equltum, that is, of the gquester ordo, who count, but

they are not the only members of the centuriae equltuu;

such is Nicolet's view, as expanded by Wiseman. The
present writer finds thils view unconvincing, because
the author guite clearly says that Clcero has to win over

the centuriase equitum, and, on this interpretation, this

had already been done (equester ordo tuus est ). Unless

the author 1is gullty of & rather polntless exaggeration;

and not all the equester ordo was on Clcero's side,

the author must be taken to imply that the gcenturiee

equitum did not constltute the whole eguester ordo;_Thé

O

reason for this somewhat contorted interpretation of
the chapter by Nicolet is apparently because he refuses
to discard the evidence of (P 33, although he has doubts
about its authentlcity, and presumaﬁly reallses that a
later writer would not have been so incompetent and ig-
norant as to make a mistake in something s? basic to his
work as the meaning of eguites in 64 B.C..

Now that the central problem of the chapter has

been discussed, it 1s proper to discuss the individual

points of Aifficulty in the chapter.



primun cognoscl equites , o o: 80 many MSS, unsat-

isfactorily. Some imperastive has to be included; elther

by changing cognoscl to cognoscendl, &8s e.g. Tyrrell-Purser,

or by adding a modal verb, as has Wett with ( Qeruou}
From the point of view of the chmeg elther will serve

well enough. The equltes are the equites equo publico as

a whéle (ef. my polnt one), that is the equites of the

centuriase egulitunm.

delinde appebtl: the same eguites are to be underst-

aTmasantuis

ood here as are the subjeat of cognoscl aboveJ Thus pﬁuo*

above is distingulshing the equites equo publico from the

other egultes who were outside the centurlae egultum,

(If the reader belleves with Nicolet that the text of

this chapbter does not exclude the idéa of the author'@

publico, the epithet wlll be merely descrlptive: there
: 8
are not very many equltes. )

multo enlm facllius o . o35 in view of the last

sentence of the chapter, the present writer bel¢e es that

Tthis enim clause ls not loglcally derived from primum

(w3

,§§povbe,} cognoscl equltes, delnde appetl, as Lt oughi

A ]

to be, if the author weire impeccably logical. In othex

2

in

words, the author ls not lwmplying that the equites

the centurise eqvvbam were adulescentull: this interpret..

o

ation has becen chosen, because there 1s recson to bhel-
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leve that not all the members of the centuriae equitum

9

vwere adulescentuli. So at least Wiseman believes.” In

other words,; this sentence does not really explain the
nature of the problem of getting to know the equites in

the centuriae equitum (cf. polnt one); rather, it ex-

plains how the centurlase are to be won over.

deinde habes tecum . . .: the present writer

believes that this refers to the custom of as it were
"apprenticing"” young men to notable orators and states-
men at Rome., In such a way Cilcero himself "apprenticed" to

Q. Mucius Q. f. Q. n. Scaevola the Auvgur (cos. 117), and

after his death to Q. Mucius P. f. P. n. Scaevola the Pont-
ifex (cos. 95). Cicero acquired access to Antonius the
famous orator and consul of 99, the father of that Antonius

who appears in the Commentariolum, via his -- Cicero's --

uncle, Thus from the first, Cicero moved in consular
circles entirely.lo Young men attached themselves to Cic-
ero just as he had done with men of a previous gener-
ation: unfortunately, the only examples known to the
present writer are of men who quite possibly had not
started to associate with Cicero in this way by 64, nmen
such as Caelius Rufus and M. Terentius Varrogll There is,
however, no reason whatever to believe that the author here

Es being anachronistic, if his meaning has been correctly

interpreted,; as Cicero's success against Verres had placed



him in the first rank of the Roman Bar (Cic. Brut., 317~
324), and this was well before 64, If the present int-

erpretation of habes tecum is correct, first, optimum

guemgue i1s not political in meaning primarily, but
merely expfesses the author's approval in the gulse of
Quintus of the fine men (bonug meaning sound, in the
‘superlative form) whom Clcero's humanitas, hls culture
or wlsdom, has attracted.lz I the young men who had

orlginally come to learn rhetorile from Clcero happened

to support him politilcally, what 1ls surprising in thatr

The force of this sentence then is not that the advlasc-

entuli of the centuriae equitum are on Clcero's side,

ecaseneeeT R EY

and will win over the other members of the centuriae

to Cacero, ﬁut that the eager young hopefuls trainmng[
with Clcero will set an example of wholesome youth's
believing in Cicero, whlch «- hopefully = ﬁill inspiié

the adulescentull to support Cicero; and hence canvass

for him in the centuriase equltum as a whole. (If this

explanatlon of optimus be rejected, some such meaning

PN

for optimus will have to be accepted as "politically
sound" or even "aristocratic®, l.e. optimus here

will mean much the same asg optlmas when 1t equals

13
belonging to the gptiml. )

equester ordo tuus est have already been discussed

under points two and three.

T11li has already been discusgsed under point four.
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o o o ORAINIS . o o Voluntete: the eguester ordo

was on Clcero's side, as has already been mentioned,

singulorum amlcltlis: that is by friendships

with individuval adulescentull, who are to act ag the

canvassers on Clcero's behalf,

suffragandOsQ%uné forme parﬁiculigre de la col-

mendatio est la suffragatio. Celle-ci consiste B s'entre~

mettre pouvr soutenlr la candidature de gquelgu'un en lul
Ll
procurant des suffrages¥h

obeundo: "by visiﬁingW6r "by wandérigg through".
One might say today, "by going the rounds".l)

nuntiando: "by taking messsges to", or "by
amounclng” or "by declaring“e;é The sense s probabl&i

that the adulescentull toox the party line, if so ene

may call Cicero's reasons for supporting Clcero, to the
uncommitted.

adsectando: for the meaning of this term see

chapter thirty four to the end of thirty eight and the

Commentary thereon.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY THREE

1

There is dispute over the number of equites equo pubdlico
at the time at which the Commentariolum purports to have
becen written. Some claim that the elghteen centuriles
continued to contain a hundred men each, as the word
centuria itself would prima facle lead one to believe,
with & total for the equites equo publico of 1800: so
e.g. L.R., Taylor, RVA p. 86. Others put the number at
2400; so Claude Nicolet, L'Ordre questre B 1'¢voaue
republicaine (Paris: Bibliothéaue des ¥coles Frargazises
d'Athbnes et de Rome, Fascicule 207, 1966), 1.113-11k.
ponly volume one ol this has yet appeared; chapter six of
section one of this first volume discusses the problex
generally. The dlspute seens to revolve around a corrupt
passage of Livy (1.36.7). This is no place to enter into
this controversy, as the effect of the centuriae equitum
on the outcome of any consular election depended how each

voting unit -- each century -- voted, not on the number of
individual men who voted for any particular candidate. The

centuriae equitum, so long as they numbered eightéen, had
elighteen votes in the consular elections, whéther there
were 1800 or 18 000 000 men in them.

2
See Appendix Four.

3
Hendrickson, U. Chic. p. 23,

L .
Hendrickson, U. Chic. p. 23,

5
Nicolet p. 77 and pp. 78~79.

6

T.P., Wiseman, Historia 19 (1970), 67-83. Wiseman discusses

CP 33 on pp. 78-75.
7

Nicolet p. 77 n. 25. Nicolet does not state explicitly that

this 1s his reasoning, but the present writer thinks a
Justifiable assumption.
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8
Cf. n. 1.

9
Wiseman pp. 74-75.

10
This discusslion of young men so to speak "apprenticing"
themselves to older orators and statesmen 1ls derived from
Gelzer pp. 109-110. .

11
Gelzer pp. 109-110,

12
The meaning of bonus is discussed by W.K. Lacey, G&R
N. S. 17 (1970), 3<=16. That a reference to Marcus Cicero®s
hunanitas in 64 rieed not be anachronistic is shown in

section six of the Introduction; that optimus can be pol-

13
That optimates can mean "belonging to the optimi" is shown
by Hellegouvarc'h p. 500.

14
Hellegouvarc'h p. 158,

15 .
Lewils and Short s.v. obeo II.B,l. Note the fact that
apart from Vergil Cicero in his Letters is the only rec-

orded user of this word in this sense.

16
Lewis and Short s.v nuntio IT.A.) (+I.A.4).
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CHAPTER THIRTY FOUR

This chapter is the introduction to the analysis of

adsectatio used in its wider senses in this context

adsectatio is the abstract noun which indicates the state of

the object of qul adsectantur. Adsectatlio in this context is

difficult to render into English without using a clumsy

periphrasis: the c¢losest translation is perhaps "being

The part of the Commentariolum which is concerned with ad-

sectatlo in its wilder sense, namely chapters thirty four: to

pesNCTRtON

thirty eight inclusive, are virtually discussed by Hellegm
1

ocvarc‘'h, whose discussion is partially followed.

nam _ex ea ipsa copla [sc. adsectatorum] coniectura

fierl poterlit . . « facultatlis habiturus: although the number

et

ator: cf. the Commentary to the first part of chapter thirty

seven) vas limited by the Lex Fabia de Numero Sectatorum
. 2
(probably to be dated to 66: see Botsford) and by a senatus-

consultum of 64, which was primarily aimed agalinst corre

uption carrled out under the cloak of legltimate collegila

3

in an organised fashlion, the more adsectatores the candidate

had the better (see chapter thirty six and the Commentary
thereon).

It may have been 1llegal to hire adsectatores in 64

140
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but, as the text of the relevant law, the Lex Calpurnia de

Ambitu, does not survive, this is not certain. In 63 the

Senate at the request of M. Clcero passed a senatusconsultun

which interpreted the Lex Calpurnia as banning the hiring of

Murena's prosecutors | senatus consultum me referente esse

factumn, sl mercede obviam candidatis lssent, si conducti

sectarentur, . . . contra legen Calpurniam factum videri
[here videri means "was seen to be" or ;was clearly" rather
than '"seemed to be", in the present writer's view])°
Whether this 1nterpretation.of the Lex Calpurnia
was legltimate 1s unknown in the absence of the text of the
law. The Senate may have declded to twist the law to suif

the moment, so as to give the banning of adsectatores moral

backing: for the Senate at this period could not make 1awo‘
In other words, it may have been quite tenable in 64 to hire

adsectatores and conslder oneself to have acted quite

legally.

in ipso campo: the comitia centurliata, as its very

name implies, was origlnally military in character, so that

asroaa

large assenbly area was needed for elections, namely the

Campus Martius.

»

huing autem rel tres partes sunt: mechanical

adherence to a text-book rule is here carried to an extreme

length. The author is belng Ciceronian, but surely plus
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ra o~
Clceronlen gue Ciceron. The woodenness of the figure here

does not prove that it cannot have been written by Q. Cicero,
as was shown in the Introduction (section three).

The oc¢T wishes to exclude cum domum venlilunt. If

.

the grounds for exclusion are that the clause is a gloss,
and that to retaln it wouvld ruin the triad, the present
writer does not find these reasons compelling: why should

a glossator concern himself with salutatorum, when deductor

o AL SR AT

and adsectztor are Jjust as much technical terms?




NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY FOUR

1
Hellegouarc'h pp. 160-1673,

2

Botsford discusses this law (p. 431 n. 6): the ancient
evidence is in Cic. Mur. 71 (itaque et legi Fabiae quae

est de numero sectatorum, et Senatus consulto quod &8t L.
Caesare [1.e. 64 B.C.] factum restiterunt [sc. tenuiores |).

3

Botsford discusses this senatusconsultum (p. U445): the
ancient evidence is in Cic. Pis. 9 (where Cicero is more
hostile to the opponents of the senatusconsultum than he
was in Mur. 71); Asc. 8C [ ad Cic. Pis, 9]; Cic. Sest. 55.
The effect of the senatusconsultum of 64 was neutrallised
by a plebiscitum of 538 B.C. (Cic. Pis. 9).

L

For & discussion of the Lex Calpurnias de Ambitu see
Botsford pp. 431 and 436.

e
-
W



CHAPTER THIRTY FIVE

This chapter 1s concerned with salutatores down to

e o « Tirmi suffragatores evadunt, and thenceforward with

those who put up & pretence (qul fucum faciunt) and how

they should be treated. Although salutatio is described as

a ninimum officium, the evidence avallable to us tends

father towards the impresslon that mostly it was men of
one's own social class that called upon one in the Cicer-
onian period (Cic. Atte 13.9.13 14.20.5 [Pilia is Atticus®
wife]; Fam., 7.28,2;9.20.3; Sall. Cat. 28.1). The situation
was very different in the Principate (see Juv. 1.95-102).

Deductores are described as more important than salutatores

(Ccp 36), yet in the Cicerdnian period they were quite often
tenulores, and hence of a social class different from the
object or objects of their attentions (Cic. Mur. 70): is
this fact likely to have escaped Q} Cicero?

gul magis vulgares sunt: 1f this means that salut-

atores are more run-of-the-mill, which it surely must, this
claim will Ilndicate that the author was not acquainted
with the customs of The Ciceronian age, unless one chooses
to argue that we do not have enough evidence on salutatio

*at thls perlod to judge the true situvation.

hac consuetudine quae nunc est{z&i}yﬂuris veniunt:

so Watt in the QCT. Some MSS read pluris, a few plures: it

14k
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is Watt's opinlon according to his apparatus criticus that

plurls is the reading of the archetype, which he calls X,

Tyrrell-Purser read plures, which in the sentence must mean

that they believe that the pluris/plures of the MSS should

be interpreted as a nominative plural: pluris can either be
genitive singular, which in the context is hard to fit in,
or accusative plural, but not a nominative plural.,

If plures 1s read, the meaning will be that the

total volume of salutatores had increased hac consuetudine

quae nunc ezst: in other words, recently -- Whatever the

precise limits there may be to that term -~ the total volune
off callers had increased. There may be indirect evidence that
in the time of C. Gracchus (tr. pl. 123,122) and M. Livius

Drusus (probably the elder Drusus is meant: he was tr. pl.

122, cos. 112) there was an increasse in the total volume of

womca

salutatio: apud nos primi omnium [sc. C] Gracchus et mox

Livius.Drusus instituerunt segregare turbam suam et alios in

secretum recipere, allos cum pluribus, alios universos (Sen-

eca Ben. 6.34.2), It is a reasonable, though not inevitable,
deduction that there had béen an increase in the total num-
ber of callers, and that thls had led ﬁo the need to classify
them. It is, however, not likely in the présent writer's

view that the author would have implied that the increase

“in the total number of callers was gulte recent, if the
increase, had first become noticeable some sixty yéars before

the purported date of the Commentariolum. Thus, there may
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be evidence that the total volume of salutatio increased
at the time of C. Gracchus, but this ls not necessarily

apposite in view of hac consuetudine quae nunc est,

If pluris is kept, something has be supplied to

-

explain its case. Watt‘ségggé?does this, and the meaning

which emerges from'<g§;>pluris veniunt is in exact agreew

ment with an almost precisely contemporary source, M. Cic.

ero's Pro Murenas [Egs magis] placet mihi persalutatio, prae-

sertim cum iam hoc¢ novo more omnes fere domos omnium concursg-

ent et ex voltu candidatorum conlecturam faclant guantum

guisque o « » facultatis habere videatur (Mur. 44),

In conclusion on this passage of the Commerntariolunm,

it is probable that this pessage was derlived from the Pro

Murena version, not vice versa (on this, and the consequences

ety cra Dot

for authentlcity, see the discussion of passage [a] in
section seven of the Introduction).

ex fucosls firmil suffrégatores evadunt: this allit-

eration 1s surely deliberate, as fucdésus is not the inevit-

able word here: "untrustworthy", "shaky" could have been
3

expressed by e.g. inflrmus.

ersme

fucum facere: thls phrase and fgggggg in the same
chapter is surely gilding the 1lily. Both may be Clceronian,
even 1f not very common, but to use both in so short a
"space is the mark of an inexpérienced writer. The cynicism

of the advice of this chapter shows that the Commentariolum,

if genulne, was not intended for at least immedlate public-
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY FIVE

1
The elder Livius Drusus opposed Gracchus; the son (tr. pl.
91) was pro-Gracchan. - T o

2

Hellegouvarc'h (p. 160 s.v salutatio), reading with the
Bude’pluz}g as nom., plur., vses CP 35 as evidence that in
the Late Republic some men sent stand-ins to certain of
theilr patroni. This practice 1is recorded for a later period,
if Juv, 1.123-126, where a man seems to be asking for a
sportula on behalf of an absent or non-existent wife, 1is
valid as evidence, and this instance, if admissible, is
much later. Watt's text 1s discussed and Jjustified by him
in CQ N.S. 8(1958), 36 where he produces the parallel of
Ccic,. Mur. 44, which in the present writer's view guarantees

his text.

3 : -
Fucosus 1is not a common word: TLL glves almost no classical
instances where fucosus is used with a thing (Cic. Rab.

Post. 40; Att. 1°IB.1L), Apart from a- passage in the Pro
Plancio (sect]on 22), where some of the MSS read fucafs,
there is no even remotely classical parallel for The
author of the Commentariolum's use of fucosus with a
person. Fucosus seems to be used most by Cncero, and after
his period is most rare. Fucatus (TLL S.v.) is not appar-

ently applied to persons
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CHAPTER THIRTY SIX

deductorum officium . . . maius est quam salutatorum:

majus from whose point of view? Deductio involved more
effort on the part of the deductor than did salg&gﬁig for

the salutator; on the other hand, the people who escorted

candidates down to the Forum, that is the deductores, were

often of a lower soclal class than the salutatores (thus

- 1
deductores are called tenulores [Cic. Mur. 70]). Yet it

must be admitted that the candidate enjoyed more help from

deductores than he did from salutatores, insofar as the -

number of salutatores was not visible and public knowledge,

while that of the deductores was.

The inverse of deductio is #*reductlio, the escorting
home of the candidate.

magnamn adfert opinionem . . o in deducendo fregu-

entia: as well as the advantage of public realisation of

the number of deductores accompanyling one, that mere fact

that one was being accompanied at all gave a certain
cachet of distlinctlon, as not everyone was accompanied,
but only men of s{;atione3

Whoever the author may have been, even if he was not
‘clear on who performed salutatio and who deductio, hé was at
least aware of the correct usage of deductio -- that is the

usage of the word in 64 B.C. -~ although under the Princ-
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ipate, to be more precise in the time of Pliny the Younger,
deductor had become less specific in its meaning, so that it

became little more than a synonym for adiutor or comes.




NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY SIX

1
See Hellegouarc'h p. 161. Sometimes deductores wWere of the
same socilal class as those upon whom they were calling
(Cic. Att. 2:1.5 [derived from Hellegouarc'h p. 161]),

2
The word, &as it chances, ls not found, although the pract-
ice is attested (Hellegouarc'h p. 161).

3
Hellegouvarc'h (p. 161) cites -- as well as CP 36 -- cCic.

_I\QB}:'._G 70; éEEe ZeloSo

b
Hellegouarc'h p. 161 (Pliny Epp. 4.17.6).
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CHAPTER THIRTY SEVEN

Adsectatlo is the subject of this chapter, that is,
1
adsectatio in its specific, technical sense. As Helleg-
2
ouvarc'h makes clear, adsectatio implies two things, namely

frequentia and adsiduitas. Frequentis, which in origin was

the abstract noun corresponding to the quality of being

continually in a place, by Clcero's time had also acguired

the sense of & large number. Freguentla could occur or. ocCw
asions other than electionSs the number of supporters oﬁe
had in a2 lawsuit in which one was engaged was noted, and
similarly in the case of leaving political office, or even
returning from exile., M. Clcero noted the number of amlici

' 3

who were with him in the last two circumstances.

Adsiduitas 1s a virtual synonym for the original

meaning of frequentia, but adsidultas, unlike frequentia,

never acquired the connotation of a large number: accord-

ingly, adslduitas may best be translated as "never leaving

someone's side" or some such. In the context of elections

adsiduitas turned uvup on much the same occasions as did

frequentia. Adsidultas was, however, more highly regarded

than frequentia apparently, and took on an abstract meaning

of "dedication', almost of ¥reliability". Interestingly, as
I

Hellegouarc'h mentions, adsiduites was also used to refer
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to the consclentlious candidate’s continual efforts to win

over the populus.

valde ego te volo et ad rem pertinere arbitror

semper cum multitudline esse: "I definlitely want you to do

this;, and think it relevant to mix well in public all the

time®. Multitudine is not to be taken to mean plebe: aflter

all, 4in any multitudo there might well be Senators or

€quites, who were in any case far more important than

humble plebelians for the result of the consular election.
' 5

Valde 1is a word much loved of M. Cicero 1ln his lLetters,

but almost shunned in the speeches.

The danger in falling to be cum multitudine forh
much of the time was that the populus might well forget
one's candidature (for Clcero's wry Jjoke against himself

on this.see Planc, 64-66),



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY SEVEN

fl
© On the difference between adsector and sector see Helleg-
ovarc'h p, 161: sector and Tits derivatives seem to have been
used in a more general sense than adsector and its derivat-
ives, which apparently were confined in the Cleceronian

Age to being a constant companion or attendant of a candid-
ate; sgector, in contrast, 1s even used of one of Verres'’
comites, a certain L. Carpinatius (Clc. II.2 Verr, 169),

2 :
Hellegouvarc®h s,.v. frequentis and s.v. adsidultas (pp. 162-

163) .

. _
) -
See Hellegouarc'h pp. 162-163,

L
Hellegouarc'h pp. 162-163; with p. 214,

5

Lewis and Short s.v. validus II.B« and passim in that sect-~
lon.

ot
(%1
&~



CHAPTER THIRTY EIGHT

nulla impensa:; legally advocates were not allowed

to accept fees, but they got round this in most cases, with
more or less regard for the strict legalities (see under cP
3); at times even a comparatively honest advocate like M,

Cilcero could becomé remarkably hypocritical (Cic. Att. 1.20,

7).

e ¢+ « 8111 rem, alil honestatem, alii salutem ac

fortunas omnis obtinuerint: of the persons on whose behalf

Cicero certainly or most probably had delivered speeches
before the purported date of composition of the Commentar-
lolum these are examples: rem (“"property") -- Q. Roscius
Comoedus, perhaps in 77, M. Tﬁllius, not 1atér than-ééit

A. Caecina, in 69; honestatem ("reputation", "position in the

1
State") -~ M. Fonteius, perhaps in 69; salutem -~ Q. Rosclus

omnis -~ if pecunilary, perhaps A. Caecina, in 69, but, if

personal safety, those referred to under salutem,

[ e



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY BEIGHT

1
Hellegouarc'h discusses honestas on pp. 387-388.
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CHAPTER THIRTY NINE

The contents of this chapter are a rheteorical
?éﬁ@&e Although this per se 1s no evidence against authent-
lcity, the distribution of hard fact and rhetorical padding

in the Commentaxiolum does fit in with the hypothesis ad.-

vanced passim in this Commentary that the true author was

-8 student of rhetoric, who was writing a prosopopoiia: such

a student would be limited 1n the facts he could put in by

the results of his research., Thus at points the information

supplied in the Commentariclum may be expected to be -. asg

it 18 in fact -~ vague and imprecise. This whole chapter,
for instance, gives the impression of being little more than
padding. The author Jjust manages to restrain himself? from
the ?5@&%; of how to dlstingulsh the true from the rfalse
friend..

et quonlam . « . practermlttendum non videtur: the

auther here has done two typical things: he has jﬁstified

his distributio more or less explicitly, as if he were Tend

ing off critlclsm in advance; also, he has used transitional
1
quonlam, of which he is fond.

perpetua ille . . . disputatio: either “formal [1it.
“uninterrupted/running”j discourse" oy "perpetual discuss-
ion", of which the second is probably »right in the present
2

conterxt, In other werds, the author ls here saying —-- could

157
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it be in a spirit of regret? -- that a discussion of how
toe distingulish a true from a false friend is not relevant.

Had the author expatiated on this-?é%ﬁgﬁd his prosopopolia

would have been filled out without mdch effort on his part.
A secondary benefit of explaining that he did not
Lo
intend to discuss this TEH®PE was that space is filled up

by the actual disclaimer: this practlce is quite in accord-

3
ance with that of M. Cicero.

There are parallels from before the Ciceronlan Age

for the problem of how to tell a true from a false friend:
\

Amic. 64)

Wi atmara

amicus certus in re incerta cernitur (Ennius ap.Cic.

Stratipp. nihil aglt qui diffidentem verbls solatur suls;
is est amicus, gul in re dubia iuvat, ubi
rest opus,
(Plautus Epid.}lz2-
' ~I13)4

In the Cilceronian Age, too, the sentimeﬁt found expfession,
in Lucretius as well as Clcero:

quo magis in dublls hominen spectare periclis
convenit adversisque in rebus noscere qui slt.

(Luer. 3+55-56)

itaque verae amlcitlae difficillime reperiuntur in eis,
qul in honoribusg reque publica versantur. ubi enim istunm
invenias, qui honorem anicil [here "the advarncement o
office of a friend"] anteponat suo?

it e

In Seneca the Younger there is more than one parallel
passage:

ut se res habet, ab Epicuro versura faclenda est: "ante",
Inquit, “circumsplicliendum est, cum guibus edas et bibas,

quam gquld edas et bibag: nam sine amico visceratlo leonis
ac lupl vita est." hoc non continget tibi [i.e. Lucilio],
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nisi secesseris: alioqulin habebls convivas, quos ex
turba salutantium nomenclator dilgesserit. errat autem,
qul amicum in atrio quaerit, in convivio probat. nullum
habet maius malum occupatus homo et bonls suls obsessus,
gquam quod amicos sibl putat, quibus ipse non est, quod
beneficia sua efficacia judicat ad concilliandos amlicos,
cum gquidam, quo plus debent, magis oderint; leve saes
alienum debitorem facit, grave inimicum.

(Seneca Epp. 2.19.

10-11)

Similarly:

in pectore amicus, non in atrio quaeritur.
(Seneca Epp. 6.34.5)

z /
guam ob rem E'ﬁr"?{%.g‘iﬁ%m/ illus teneto, nervos atque

artus esse saplentlae non temere credere: the original of

this quotation is preserved in amongst other places Cic.

Att. 1.19.8:

<y

<, 7 Lo R SO . S s
ngéé ,;@g?g M,(&f.g roig ' e ffv AL éﬂ{ef TR T Tl {gj Vel
The latin verslion 1is not metrical, unless forced ruthlessly

to fit some preconcelved meirical schema.,

Epicharmus was a comic poet of the 0ld Comedy, and
a Pythagorean. Three months after his birth in Cos he moved
with his parents to Sicily, where in Syracuse he apparently
spent the ma jor part of his life. The precise dates of his
life are disputed:; he apparently was prbducing plays in.
Syracuse shortly before the Persian Wars; he also seems to

5

have lived either ninety or ninety seven years. Quite

early on some purported Eplcharmeia were suspected by
6
ranclent scholars, but the authentlcity of the claimed

Epicharmeion used by the author of the (Commentasriolum is of

no consequence for this Commentary, as Kalbel claims that



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTY NINE

1

Transitional quoniam is used four times 1in the Commentar-
iolum (13; 34; 39; &1), and otherwise at CP 20 (twice), 38
and 55. ’ T

2

The first meaning cannot be completely ruled out, despite
illa, which usually has in it some tinge of "that well-
known" (see Allen-Greenough section 297.b), in view of Cic.
De Or. 2.16 where illa , ., . longior . . . ac perpetua dis-
putatio means "uninterrupted discourse".

E.g. practereo illum nefarium conatum tuum [i.e. Catilinae

to whom he was speaking in the Senate a few days before

the consular elections of 64] et paene acerbum et luctuocsum
rei publicae diem, cum Cn. Pisone soclo, ne gquem alium nom-
inem, caedem optimatum facere voluisti (Cic. Tog. Cand. ap.
ASc. G2.11-14C), If Cicero had not '"passed over" thne nefarius
conatus, could he have implanted more innuendoes in the Sen-
ators' minds?

n

The parallels from Ennius, Plautus and Buripides come fron
August Otto, Dlie Sprichworter und sprichwortlichen Redens-
arten der Romer gesammelt und erklart (Lelpzig: Teubner,
1890), s.v. amicus.

5

See Georg Kaibel, Comicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (Berlin:
Weldmann, 1899), Vol. 1 Fasc. 1 (Doriensium comoedia ¥inl
Phylaces), 1n Poetarum Graecorum Fragmenta |under the control
of | Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Hoellendorif, pp. 88ff.. The
account here given is based on Kalbel's.

6
Kaibel p. 133.

7
Kaibel p. 133,

8
Polyb. 18.40.4/18.23.4 (see F.W. Walbank, A Historical Comn-
entary on Polybius, Vol. 1 [on] Books 1-6 [Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1957, ad loc. for the numeration); 31.13.14, In

164
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classical authors regarded as genuine Epicharmeia what

7

modern scholars might think spurlous.
This bon mot appears in literature between its

composition and the purported date of the Commentariolum:

it is to be found twice in Polybius, once with % pair of
lines that may be to a certain extent adjacent.
If the author were Q. Clcero, it would be quite

understandable in him to quote this Epicharmeion; equally,

a later writer of prosopopoiia might be expected to quote

the line, especially if he had access to Att., 1.19.8. Could

the author have seen the Ad Attlicum collection? If he were

Qs Cicero, the guegtlion is irrelevant, as he need not

consult an edition, but could simply ask his brother for a
copy; also, Quintus seems to have been acquainted with the
precepts of Epicharmus (see Cic. QF 3.1.23); if the author

were a writer of prosopopolia, the answer will depend on the

date at which the Ad Atticum collection was published.

The evidence for the date of publication of the Ad
Atticum collection admits of more than one interpretation,
so that controversy has inevitably spruhg up arvound the -
subject. Jé}gme Carcopin09 believes that the collection
was published under Ocltavian, 1.e. before 27 B.C., when
C. Iulius Caesar Qctavianus received the name Augustus;
‘D.R. Shackleton Baileylo believes that the collection was
only released for public consumption in the relgn of Nero.

The present writer is not competent to declde which view is
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right, but some examination of the evidence ls possible
here.

" The terminus ante quem for the publication of the Ad

Atticum collection is the reign of Nero, as Seneca the

i rma s st e e

Younger in a letter to Lucililus (seneca Epp. 97.4) refers

to the first book of the Letters to Atticus quite directly:

ipsa ponam verba Ciceronls, guia verba fldem excedlt, eplst-

ularum ad Atticum I: "arcessivit ad se, promisit, Iintercessit

e o " -~ this is a literal reproduction of Cic. Att. 1.16.

Bmtocace e

5. The dispute centres round whether Asconiﬁg knew the
11 .
Letters to Atticus or not. Carcopino believes that Asc-

onius may well have known the Letters to‘Atticus; Shackleton
12 )

Bailey does not. While not competent to come to a final

conclusion on the true date of publication, the present

writer does find Shackleton Bailey's view more plausible:

if Asconius did know of the Letters to Atticus, why did he

not introduce them, or mcre precisely, the letter which we

13

as solving nothing, as Carcopino thinks), Whenmhé was
discussing whether or not Cicero did defend Catiline on.
a charge of extortion (see Asc. 85.10-87.12¢)?

The result for the present purpose is that this

passage of the Commentariolum will not help to determine

»

when the work was reslly written: Q. Cicero had no need to

consult the letters to Atticus; a writer of prosopopoilis

could have derived the original quotation either from some
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source other than Clc. Att. 1.19.8, even if he wrote.before

the reign of Nero, and the Letters to Atticus had rnot been

published then -- this assumes that Shackleton Bailey is

right; 1f the Letters to Atticug‘had been published by the
time at which the author wrote, Att. 1.19.8 could well have
been his source.

In later literature -~ that is, iﬁ literature later

than the latest plausible date for the Commentariolum --

there is to the present writer's knowledge one passage

where the BEpilcharmeion is quoted in part, namely JTucian

e .. 7 < 4 4
Hermotimus L47:°£PM. Soniw el (Pt 6@ HEwise 6T reC

/ F . ; P b Y .
’é‘}"{ﬁ;mv wi ¢ $hiee i Mo .ot oln ejuer EQW ol Tenoc
TON Codan [ny capitals] +o

>k d e rnes s’%‘*ﬁf"?’éfzf
%fsiagé& L9 fy 3 g* i AN LR

By ILucian's time Epicharmus had attained the status.of a

gﬁe%ﬁio

There is no force in the argument that Q, Clcero’
would have kept the quotation in Greek, because first there
is not enough of the corpus of his writings left to enable

stylistic comparisons to be made, secondly, although the

Commentariolum is put in the form of a letter, it is really

a treatise, even if only an elementary one (for the meaning

of commentariolum [ CP 58] see section nine of the Introd-

uction), and therefore the convention which is shown in
M. Cicero's letters of keeping quotations from Greek in

Greek does not apply: the convention in treamtises was not
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the same (Cic. Tusc. 1.15 gives a quotation from Epioharmus
rendered into lLatin, with the indicatlon that this was normal

procedure in serious works).
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1
Transitional quoniam is used four times in the Commentar-

RSt POt b et

iolum (13; 347739, 1), and otherwise at €P 20 (twice), 38

The first meaning cannot be completely ruled out, despite
illa, which usuvally has in 1t some tinge of "that well-
known" (see Allen-Greenough section 297.b), in view of Cic.
De Or. 2.16 where illa , . . longior . . . ac perpetus dis-
patatlo means "uninterrupted discourse®.

E.g. praeetereo illum nefarium conatum tuvum |i.e. Catilinae

to whom he was epeaking in the Senate a few days berore
the consular elections of 64] et paene acerbum et luctvosum
rei publicae dlem, cum Cn. Pisone socio, ne quem alium nom-
inem, caedem optimatum facere voluisti (Clic. Tog. Cand. ap.

Asc. G2.11-TL¢Y,.If Cicero had not "passed over" the nnfa rius

conatus, could he have implanted more innuendoes in the Sen-
ators’ mind

L :
The parallels from LnnLus, Plautus and Euripides come from
August Otto, Die Sprichworter und sprichwortlichen Redens-
arten der Romer gesanmell und erkL%rL (ieipzig: Teubner,
J890), S.V. 8micULS.

5

See Georg Kalbel, Comicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (Berlin:
Weldmann, 1899), Vol. 1 Fasc. 1 (Dorienc<ium comoedis Mimi
Phylaces )s in Poetarum Graecorum Fragmentsa Lunder the control
of J Ulrich von Wilamowitz-foellendorlf, ppe. 88ff.. The
account here given is based on Kailbel's,

6
Kalbel p. 133.

7
Ka.lbel p. 133.

8 ,
Polyb. 18.40.4/18,23. (see F.W., Walbank, A Historical Comm-
pntajymon Polybius, Vol. 1 [on] Books 1-6 LOxford Clarendon
Press, 1957 ], ad loc. fnr the numeration); 31.13.14, In
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Polybius 31.13.1l4 there are quoted two more lines, which
probably do not link on directly with the line which has
been adapted in the Commentariolum: the first two lines
are somewhat free ilamblc trimeters, but the last line --
that with which we are here concerned -- is a trochaic
tetrameter catalectic.

9
This dating is vital to his whole book, and its theory

that Cicero's correspondence shows Cicero in such a bad
light that only his enemles ~-~ to be precise Octavian --
would have published it.

10
Shackleton Bailey, unlike Carcopino, has no axe to grind
on the date of publication of the Ad Atticum collection, so

far as the present writer can see.,

11 _
So Shackleton Bailey 1.63. Shackleton Bailey discusses the
date of publication of the Ad Atticum collection in 1.5G-

'73. He dismisses Carcopino's theory as "monstrously siliy"”

(1L.73 n. 4).

12
Carcopino 1.21-26; Shackleton Bailey 1.59-73.

13 . :
Carcopino 1.22-23.



CHAPTER FORTY

et cum constitueris . . . cognoscito: constitueris

is in all probability fupure perfect, not perfect subjunct-
lve, because of tum autem and because there is no indication
that Marcus' task is finished. The network of amicl must
surely have been at least partially in existence prior to
early 64: Cicero had won election as one of the praetors of
66, and had been the first candidate for praetor to acquire
the necessary number of centurles for election as the voting
progressed: the upper classes were probably, therefore, -

solidly behind him in 67 (Cic. Tog. Cand. ap. Asc. 85.21C:

nescis [sc. Antoni] me praetorem primum esse factum . . .?),
If Cicero had not had some sort of network of amicl in

July of 65, presumably left over from the campaign for the
praetorship in 67, would he have decided to stand in the
consular elections of 64 a year before they were. due to
take place, l.e. in July, 65? Yet Cic. Att. 1.1.1 makes it
indisputable that such was his 1ntentioﬁ then.

haec tria sunt: the author here shows his love of

triads, but for once appositely, as his divislions are
tenable, and not mere wanton expansion.

unum quos laesistl: as the followlinz words show,

this refers to those whom Cicero had opposed in the courts
. . Ao,
or there allenated elither directly oxr via friends. We are

166
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fortunately well supplied with speeches from M. Clcero's

hand up to the early months of 64, nsmely the Pro Quinctio,

the Pro Roscio Amerino, the Pro Roscio Comoedo (this may be

disregarded, as it seems to have made no enemies of cons-

equence), the Pro Caecina, the Pro Cluentio, the Pro Fontelo,

the Pro Tullio, the In Caecilium Divinatio with which are

closely linked the Verrines, and lastly the Pro lLege Manilia.
For the discussion of whom Cicero hurt or alienated by the

Pro Quinctio and by the Pro Roscio Amerino thevpresent Wwriter

1
is much indebted to R.V., Desrosiers; for the discussion of
whom Cicero hurt or allenated by the Verrines the present
2 .

writer owes a great debt to L.R. Taylor. The opponent of
Quinctius was a certain Naevius, who was supported by Q.
Hortensius Hortalus, a leading advocate, who spoke on
Naevius® behalf. The second main named threat to Quinctius
was L. Marcius Philippus (cos. 91), while the third was the
praetor Dolabella, whose homonym and relative was one of the
consuls for the year -~ 8l. Cicero's general statement on
the character of those opposing Quinctlus, and thus to some
extent Cicero himself with Quinctius, is this;

deinde habet adversarium P. Quinctius verbo Sex. Naevium,

re vera huiusce aetatis homines disertissimos sc. Hoxrt-

ensium gignj, fortissimos | sc. fort. Phillppum |, florent-

issimos nostrae cilvitatis, quil. communi studio summis

opibus Sex. Naevium defendunt, si id est defendere,

cupiditati alterius obtemperare quo is facilius quem

velit inigquo iuvdicio opprimere possit.

(Cic. Quinct. 7)

Not words calculated to endear Clcero to any of the nobliles
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mentioned above; in 81 no one flourished without Sulla's
supbort - or at leést tacit approbation -~ so that these
men must in some sense be §H;Q§Eiy whether of long-stand-
ing or of recent conversion. (The Metelll Cicero does not
seem to have alienated: he had connections with them
[Cic. RBosc., Am. 4; 1497.) ,

In undertaking the case of SeXtuS.Roscius of Ameria
whom did Cicero alienate? Again‘he did not alienate the
Metelli, the Sciplones or the Servilii, as these had been
patroni of Cicero's client's father.('Cic° Rosc. Am. 15).
Certain nobles, whom Cicero does not name, were supporting
Suila's freedman Chrysogonus, and were trying to make -
Cicero's attack on Chrysogonus seem an attack on the Sulian

N

Eééiﬂi as such., It 1is Desposiers} opinion +that "the noble
but did so discreetly ¢« ¢« o+ They seem to have supported
Rosclus througﬁ the younger meﬁbers of thelr great house-
holds, under the leadership of the aged matron Caecllia."
Cicero may have also alienated the influential M. Crassus,
.but this cannot be provednS |

In undertaking the prosecution of Verrés Cicero
apparently alienated many men of imporﬁanoeﬁ including prob-
ably P. Sciplo Nasica (Eﬁe about 93), Q. Hortensius Hortalus,
‘who was the leader of the Romén Bar at that time, ﬁhe Caec-

ilii Metelli -~ especially Quintus; Marcus anad Lucius,

which last had taken over the governorship of Siclly from
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Verres -~~ and Q. Caecilius, whon Cicero had defeated roundly

for the post of prosecutor (see the Divinatio in Caecilium;

it must be admitted that the tone of the Dlvinatio is more
ironic than outright offensive). Cicero may also have off-
ended supporters of reform of the jury system, such as L;
Aurelius Cotta, who in 70 as praetor carried a law under
which the Jjuries were distributed between the Senators,

equites and tribunl aerarii (see Broughton, MRR ad. loc.

for the ancient evidence). To such supporters of reform an
cbviously corrupt acquittal of Verres would have added

is a reasonable deduction that Verres' nohmacquittal had‘
some connection with the result of the reform, 1hsofarjas
even after reform the Senators retained some of thelr powers
in the Jjury courts, even if they were balanced by equites,
and also by another non-Senatorlal group, the tribuni

aeraril.

In any case it was inadvisable for an aspiring polit-
iclan to prosecute more than a few people. At leasﬁ Cicero
had not alienated the Claudii Marcelli, as they were patfons
of Sicily.

In the Pro Fontelo Cicero will apparently only have

AT ramt s T S e

7

inter sicarios in 66, the year of Cicero's praetorship:

Plaetorius was the prosecutor of Fonteius. (Cicero also made

N 3 ,. - p < <A
slighting remarks about the veracity of Gauls gua Gauls, but
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in 64 this will not have had much electoral significance.)

In the Pro Cluentio Cicero probably alienated no

one save the prosecutor, Opplanicus junior, and such of his
relatives as supported the prosecution.

In the-Pro Lege Manlilia Cicero may well have alien-

ated Catulus and Hortensius, who were opposed to the
granting of such wide powers ko Pompey, even though Cicero
referred to them with respect.

ment that these cases or at least some of them were undert-
aken pro amico is quite credible. Even the Verrines may -
well fit into this category, as amicus can be a polite
synonym for cliens, and after Clicero's popular quaestorship
in 75 at Lilybaeum the Sicilians were his clienﬁsp Cicero

also undertook cases pro amicis before 64, which do not

survive; these are for example the Pro Manillo (see the

Commentary to chapter fifty one; the defence was in 65),

the Pro Cornelio (65), the Pro Fundanlo (the date may well

te either 66-64 or 65-64) and the Pro Orchivio (the date
' 8

may be the same as that of the Pro Fundanio).

necessltudines:; "tles of friendship" or '"relation-

ship", not "necessities". In the Clceronlian perlod necessitas

was used to express necessity.
The remainder of this'chapter 1s striking in nothing
except perhaps its forced character: the advice is obvious

and banal, which 1s no evidence against auvuthenticity.
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R.V. Desrosiers, The Reputation and Political Influence of
Tucius Cornelius Sulla in the Roman Republic (Chapel Lill,
N. Carolina: Ph. D. dissertation submitted to the University
of N. Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1969). This work is obtain-
able from University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106,
U.S.A., under order number 70-3225, either in the form of
positive microfilm or as a Xerox copy.

2

L.R. Taylor, PP chapter five.
3

See Desrosiers pp. 21l-22.

Iy

Desrosiers (pp. 33f.) discusses individual Metelli who
supported Roscius. The guotation in the Commentary comes
from his p. 22.

5
T.A, Dorey, "A Note on the Pro Rosclo Amerino", Ciceroniana
2 (1960), 148.
6
P.A, Brunt, PCPNS 191/N.S. 11 (1965), 13-14.
7

Broughton, MRR ad 66, under Iudices Quaestionum.

8 .
On the date of both the Pro Fundanio and the Pro Orchivio
see Mrs., Henderson p. 1ll; there was no Pro Galllio between
66 and 64 (Asc. 88.5C), as is shown in section six of the
Introductlion.
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CHAPTER FORTY ONE

This chapter, though very short, contains many
important concepts, so that a rather lengthy commentary is

necessary.

guoniam . . ot the author once more shows his
liking for transitional gquoniam, not to mention hils tend-

ency to Jjustify his distributio in advance.

vae in populari ratione versatur: "which is
P

concerned with using the people politically" or "whilich is
concerned with the seeking of popularity" or "power

politics". A popularis is one who alms for power tThrough

A2

working at least ostensibly on the side of the populus as

whole against the Senate, the paucorum factio. Some

populares, as Tor example Caesar, were of exalted origin.

nomenclationem: "ablility to call by name" or "callw

ing by name'". Nol such a pointless remark as it might seen
at first sight, as candldates, as well as other grandees,
often employed a special slave called a nomenclator, whose
function 1t was to pass up to the master the name of the
client or other caller, so that he could be addressed by
name. Thus 1t was notewerthy that such a great man as W,

Crassus took the trouble to greet even the most humble by

name -~ and this probably without benefit of a nomenclator.

This need for a nomenclator wes to purists a matter

172
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of regret; despite this it was a common enough practice;

haec [ the use of a nomenclator| omnia ad rationem civitatis

sl derigas, recta sunt; sin propendere ad disciplinae

praecepta vells, reperiantur pravissima [the present sub-

junctives in the second alternative make it clear that Clc-
ero thought such such standards somewhat unrealistic] (Cic.
Mur. 77). The remark has added point, when it is recalled

that Cato, the butt here of Cicero's irony, himself used a

nomenclator in his unsuccessful campaign of 63. Admittedly,

Cicero also used a nomenclator, but this was not in a

campaign, rather in his return from exile (Cic, Att. L, 1
[dated to 57]). .
2
blanditiam: "obsequious attention". Hellegouvarc.'h

well says: Dblanditia et blandiri se disent normalement de

1l'attitude 4'un amant<% l'ééard de 1l'objet de son amour

¢« s co L'homme politique qui pratique la blanditia se con-

% I . S . 7, X
duit a ltegard de ceux qu'il sollicite comme un inferieur a

1'ééard d’un supérieur, Such an attitude was distasteful

to the Roman grandees: even M. Clcero found such conduct

repellent: adsentatio [which is often a part of E%ggﬁi&&ij,

°

vitiorum adiutrix, procul amoveatur, quae non modo amlico,

sed ne libero quidem digna est (Cic. Amic. 89). Even so

strong a word as colere was not out of place in speaking of
3
blanditia,
) Ly

adgidultatems: Hellegouarc'h shows thst adsidultas,

o)

which here may be rendered "constant application" or some
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such, was used of clients in relation to their patroni, as
well as when candidates were seeking office, Thus once a year
at least the boot was on the other foot: a man, however
exalted, who wanted election, had to pay court to the
humble people. The candidate was expected ﬁo humiliate him-
self and plead:

cedit [sc. populus] precibus; -

sin [sc. honores ] expetamus, non Lsc. est nostrum] de-
fatigarl supplicando;

respondebls, credo | sc. laterensls, an unsuccessful
competitor of Plancius® for the aedileship, who was
prosecuting Plancius | te splendore et vetustate familiae
fretum non valde ambiendum putasse; semper se dicet
[sc. populus Romanus ] rogari voluisse, semper sibi
supplicari.

(Cic. Planc. 9;11;12 |dated

to 54])

Cicero even went so far as to call on the people tribe by
tribve to submlt himself and grovel on a friend's behalfl,
when he supported Plancius' candidature (Cic. g&ggg; 24),

benignitatem: "readiness to do good turns" oxr "kind-

5

liness".” Benignitas, as Hellegouarc'h makes clear; was not

confined to electlion time: thus D. Laelius Balbus showed

benignitas when he presented gifts to certain Greeks to make

them amenable tc testifying against Flaccus (Cic. Flacc. 18),
-ggggggg: "being the object of public discussion®.
Without rumor the voters might forget who the candidate was

_and hence to vote for him (cf. Cico Planc., 64-66).

speciem In re publica: the reading of the MSS is

1

spem in re publica, which must mean something like " a
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sangulne opinion of one's chances of success among the clt-
izénry":'the reader will probabiy agree that this -- the
only possible meaning in the context -~ imposes a strain

on the Latin. Spem has, therefore, been emended to specliem,
giving the meaning “a favpurable public image" or “"being
before the voters' eyes" or something similar. This emend-
ation the OCT accepts, the Budé’rejects, fetaining spem.
The present writer prefers speclem: there are two parallels
at Cp 18 and 52; ggég;gg Wpuld refer to that condition in
which Cicero found himself on his return from his quaestor-
ship in Sicily, whereby no one had heard of his doings there

(Cic. Planc. 64-66). It was essential to avoid such a fate

in the consular elections.
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Plut. Crass. 3.3: v){g@a{,@ 5¢ wd W’f} e g{‘:’%g—x{gé@g‘
e 0 otgpap & GCene kel Gp wior” b mow e ]
Kt c,% {Jw‘?'a{gg//, 0ode s 7 % o e é??‘;?/wwe . cﬁﬂ@@ >
WSy kel ey Hphecoe Sv devabaevor ol Geri
ﬁﬁaé?ﬁéééuééaf %{% éméggfﬁci It is the present writer's

contention that this implies that Crassus 4did not use a
nomenclator,

2

Hellegouarc'h pp. 213-21Y4,
3

Hellegouvarc'h p. 214,
I

Hellegouvarc'h p. 163 with p. 2L,

5 .
Hellegouarc'h calls benignitas ¢la prOpensiorlﬁ,faire'des
dons et des cadeaux ¥ (p. 218). The concrete beneficia occ-
asioned by the benignitas of the benignus were often pres-
ents of money or banquets, as CP B makes plain: in the
Commentary to that chapter the Technicalities of electoral
law on beneficia are discussed.

6
Hellegouarc'h p. 218.

-7
See Hendrickson, U. Chic. D. 2L,

ot e i ot e et
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CHAPTER FFORTY TWO

The content of this chapter may seem cynical ——

especially deinde id guod natura to the end of the chapter

-- but this view is probably anachronistic: the Roman appr-
oach to political contests was quite Tlexible, if Cicero 1is

any gulde on the Roman view of moral compromise in politics

(Mur. 63).

avge ub cottidile meliuswfiggs the auvthor has not
supplied us with either the object of auge or the subject
of fiat. It is most likely that the same noun or phrase was
intended to be understood in both cases: one can reasonably

supply opersm/opera or quod fecis.

In suggesting that Marcus should be a good §ggg;§w
tor the author may have had in mind Cico—§§§} 1.2 with its
gtatement that Clcero was thinking of defending Catiline on
& charge of extortion, & charge of which very shortly before
(Clee Att. 1.1.1 with Shackleton Bailley®s dating of this
and Att. 1.2) Cicero himself stated that he thought Catil-

ine guilty. (Both Att. 1.1 and 1.2 are dated to July, 65.)
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CHAPTER FORTY THREE

Amazingly the author foregoes & chance to expatiate
on the obvious in this chapter, but with reason: as he

himself says, verbum ipsum [ggﬁ adsiduitas] docet quae res

sit.

prodest quidem . . .: certainly, as Clcero himself

says (Planc. 64-65). Yet there could be excess: ista nostra

[of us candldates and politicians] adslduitas, Servi

[Servlus Sulpicius, a competitor with Murens for the consul-

ate of 62, is being addressed], nescis quantum interdum ad~

ferat hominibus fastidi, quantum satietatis (Cic. Mur. 21).

adsidue petere . . . diligenter rogatum: candid-

ates may not dare to leave this out, but from personal exp-

erience the present wrlter can declare that adsidue-petere

has effects more in the absence than in the performance.
Perhaps the internal point is to produce a contrast with
Antonius, who is derided for Just this earlier in the

Commentariolum (chapter twenty eight).
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CHAPTER FORTY FOUR

benignitas autem late patet: "readiness to do good

turns" or "kindness/generosity has a broad field, however,

for its activity." As mentioned above, if one had benignitas,

one was expected to show it in very concréte ways, such as
in gifts of money or by inviting people for a meal. There
was a very fine line»between legitimate services to the el-
ectors and ambitus, to show which two key passages are

guoted:

"at spectacuvla sunt tributim data et ad prandium volgo
voceatl."*  etsl hoc factum a Murena omnino, iudices, non
est, ab eiuvus amicls auvtem more et mode factum est, tamen
admonitus re ipsa recordor quantum hae conquestiones in
senatu habitae punctorum [ "votes"] nobis . . . detraxer-
int. gquod enim tempus fuit aut nostra sut patrum nostr=
orum memoria quo haec sive ambitio sive liberalitas non
fuerit ut locus et in clrco et in foro daretur amicis~<
et tribulibus? haec homines tenuiores praemia commoda-
que a suis tribulibus vetere instituto adsequebantur *
bk

(Cic. Mur. 72)

semper fuerunt virl boni qul apud tribulis sucs gratilosil
esse vellent; neque vero tam durus 1in p]ebem noster
l.e. senatorlus]3 ordo fult ut eam coli stra modica
Iiberalitate noluerit, neque hoc liberis nostris inter-
dicendum est, ne observent tribulis sucs, ne diligant,
ne conficere’ necessariis suls suam tribum possint, ne
par ab els munus in sua petitione respectent. . . .
decuriatio tribulium, discriptio populi, suffragla larg.
itione devincta severitatem senatus et bonorum omnium

vim ac dolorem exciltarent.
(Cic. Planc. 45)

Cicero also gives a precise definition of what the limits

were to giving banquets: [sc. senatus ] num locum ad spect-
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andum dare aut<{§g§lprandium invitare [sc. crimen putat |7
6 7 T

“minime, sed volgo, passim ." quid est "volgo"? "universos®

(Cic- Ma 73) e

est in re familiari, quae tamen ad nultitudinem per-

venire non potest: there are two reasons for this, first,

that the author had probably read the Pro Plancio passage
guoted above, where Cicero implies that the average candid-

ate had only modica liberalitas -~ that 1is, that his funds

were not unlimited, and secondly, that it was illegal for

one's liberalitas to extend volgo (Cic. Mur. 73). The three

passages quoted immedistely above make it plain that douc-

PR,

eurs distributed outside the tribe were 1llegal: hence this

passage in the Commentariolum: est in CONVIVIIS, quae fac ut

UTIM [my capitals].

curaque ut aditus . . . sed etlam vultu ac fronte,

quae est animi lanua: adlitus diurni refers to salutatio, for

a discussion of which see the Commentary to chapter thirty

five; animi lanua, which seems to be a quotation of some sort,

as it is so striking, is apparently not paralleled before the

purported date of the Commentariolum, or even its terminus

N

ante guem, assuming that the true author was a writer of

prosopopolila: apart from the present passage, which is the
8
first listed by TLL, the next and only other even remote

parallel from a reasonably sarly author 1is from Apﬁleius

(Apol. 7).



honines enim non modo promittl g1bl « ¢ « sed etiam

layrge atque honorifice promititi volunt: the author here, who-

ever he may Dbe, shows a sound grasp of electoral psychology.
The whole gentence may be thus rendered: "For men do not
wish merely to recelve promlses -- they will think ‘*after
all, it is a candidate we are askling® -- but to receive

promlses given in an expansive way that does them honour,"



NOTES TO CHAPTER FORTY FOUR

1
This is not the punctuvation of the 0CT, which omits the
inverted commas; inverted commas have been used here, as
they seem to make the passage clearer by showing that at
« « o vocati 1s spoken by an imaginary objector.

2 i
Meant both literally, and also as a polite equivalent of
clientibus,

3

This is the view of H.A. Holden, M. Tulli Ciceronis pro
Gnaeo Plancio oratio ad iudices (3rd. ed.; Cambridge, Eng-
land: Cambridge Unlversjty Press, 1891), ad loc..

mn

According to Holden ad loc. Cicero is here picturing him-

self as a "typical candidate".

5
co
T

nficere is also used thus -~ meaning to "carry" .- in CP
S i
6

Some edltors omlt passim as a gloss.

7

The OCT has no inverted commas ln this passage, but they
add clarity in the present writer's opinion.

8
TLL S.V. ianua B.2 (Vol. 7 Fasc., 1 column 137 lines 21-.37).
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CHAPTER FORTY FIVE

ut id aut iucunde (neges aut etlam non}»neges; some-

thing l1s wrong with the MSS' reading here, and Watt's supp-

lement, which, as he says in his apparatus criticus, ig

based on the supplements of Tyrrell and of Constans, seems
a perfectly satisfactory way of bringing sense into the
passage. Yet, as the text as read in the OCT is only conje~
ectural, no great rellance may be placed on it as a basis
for deductions: there may, after all, be & more serious
error in the MSS, such as a longer lacuna.

belle: Hendrickson has made use of this occurrence
of belle in connection with a part of nego, which same occ-

urrence can be also focund in Publilius Syrus, a writer

later than the purported date ol the Commentariolum} as ev-

evidence that the Commentariolum is not authenticel

Belle 1is common in Clcero's Letters, and also in

Seneca the Elder's Controverslae and Suasoriac. Were belle

e A AT ARy

e s e

not so common in M. Cicero's Letters, some support for the
theory of authorship put forward throughout thils Comment-
ary might be thought to lie in the great frequency of use of

belle by the Elder Seneca, 1f one admits that the Comment -~

e

passage; since, however, M. Clcero toco in the genre which
is probably nearest to that into which the Commentariolum
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aims to it shows such a fondness for belle, and since
Plautus makes quite a heavy use of the word, the safest
deduction here must be that belle is no evidence, even if

combined with a part of negare, against the authenticity

of the Commentariolum, noxr for the true date of composition
has it any great value, if one admits for other reasons

that the Commentariolum is not authentic.

ut ostendas necessitudinem, . . » 2liis te 14 rebus

exsarturum esse persuadeas: there are three points of int-

erest here, first, the Clceronian regularity and order,
especlially the most Ciceronlan emphasis given to aliis by

sandwiching te 3d between the word to be emphasised -- aliis

- and the word with which that word fits -- rebus, secondly,

)
S ¥

necessitudo means "the tie of frienship', not "constraint"

or "necessity" (for which the Ciceronian word is necessitas),
and, thirdly, the most vivid word exsarclo, which here app-

ears in the future participle, 1s not derived from any MSS,
3

but is an emendation of the readings exacturum/exauvcturum.

It is gquite possible that the vivid lmage of patching up the
discontent caused by denying someone's request is not the
author's, but a result of excessive kindness on the part of

the proposer of the emendation.



1

2

NOTES TO CHAPTER FORTY FIVE

Dbelle:

TLL then contlnues:

T Plautus

Cicero (rhetorical works)
wmemew  (Orations)

~~~~~~ (philosophy)
mmmeww (letters)

Q. Cicero [= CP 45]
Catullus

Publilius Syrus
Lucretius

Bell. Hispe.

Vitruvius

Seneca the RElder (Suasoriae and Controversiae)

See n. 21 to section seven of the Introduction.

The followlng table is taken from TLL s.v. bellus:

8dv.

e r e em e YOUNZET
Persius

Petronilus

Martial

Quintilian (Inst. Or.)
Apuleius T

T yulg. .

3
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"rarum . etlam apud posteros, deest

By Ilambinus, according to the OCT appasratus criticus.



CHAPTER FORTY SIX

What 1is the purpose of this chapter for the whole?
It seems simplest to believe, if the author was a writer of

prosopopoila, that the author has put in a "filler" chapter

to make his parallel of C. Cotta, who is introduced in CP L7,
seem more substantial. If the author was in fact a writer

of prosopopolia, this explanation will account for the sus-

piciously vague guendam in audivi hoc dicere guendam de

guibusdam oratoribuss the author will on this hypothesis have

had no specific name in mind, as he will have been unable to

find a suitable one; if the author of the Commentariolum was

Q. Cilcero, the quendem will be accounted for’by‘this: in
guite a closely knit soclety such as that of the imﬁortént
men of late Republican Bome 1t was probably unwise to be
too specific in one's naming of names, even in a document
which was apparently not destined for publication. Admitted-
ly, the author had been very specific in naming names about
Antonius and Catiline, but not about other prominent polit-
icians. A similar reason would explain the vagueness of
gquibusdam.

subdurum: this weékening prefixing of sub- 1s
typical of the Letters of M. Cicero; and, in the view of
TyrrellmPurser,l is what one would expect because of the

characteristics of the genre itself,
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ism here. Although what 1s probably Cicero's most Platonic

work, the De Republica, was written in the late fifties

(no later than 51: tui Politici libri omnibus vigent [Cael-

lus ap. Clc. Fam. 8.1, fin.]), as early as 60 Marcus, in

writing to Quintus, called Plato 1lle . . . princeps ing-

enl et doctrinae (Clc. QF 1.1.29). In later years he made

his support for Plato clear: ille Plato, guem ego vehementer

avctorem sequor (Cic., Fam. 1.9.18 [a letter to Lentulus in

December, 5“]). Most striking of all; this: deus ille noster

Plato (Cic. Att. 4.16.3 [elther June or July, 54]).

adfuturun: Cilceronian and common in the segse of
Ybe present in court to help", almost "represent".

aequl: this use of aequus may come from the balanc-
ing of a scale. In the present context, aequl may be rend.

ered as "not enemies" ~- they may not be for Cicero, but

they are at least not against him. Placati aequlique: "app-~

eased and at least not your enemies".



NOTES TO CHAPTER FORTY SIX

1
Tyrrell-Purser 1.69.

2
TLL s.v. assum II: auxilio sum (Vol. 2 Fasc. % column 923
Lines 30-65).
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CHAPTER FORTY SEVEN

C. Cotta: thilis Cotta was the brother of M. Cotta,

who was consul in 74, and of L. Cotta, who was consul in 65.
C. Cotta was born about 120; he sought the tribunate prob-
ably without success,l although he was said to have held all
the highest offices (Cilc. Off., 2.59). He was a great friend
of M. Livius Drusus, the tribune of 91 (Cic. De Or. 1.25),
Fven at about'thirtyrhe was considered a mateh not merely
for his contémporaries in oratory, but-also for orators of
previous generatlons(Cic. De Or. 1.30). Not long after his
ﬁnsuCCessful attempt on the tribunate, he was exiled after
being accused under the Lex Varla (this was a law passed

in 90, whose alm seems to have been to take revenge. on the
supporters of Drusus)gz He probably returned from exile in
82 (for his exile see Clc. De Or. 3,11l and Brub..303-304
with Brut. 205; .for the return see Cic. Brut. 311). He held
the consgulate in 75 with L. Octaviusu In that year the
Senate gave permission that the quaestors, who had been

accustomed to sell the tithes of olive o0ll, wine and minor

produce (fruges minutae) in Sicily -~ presvmably corruptly,

~gould now sell these tithes in Rome. The consuls -ad judged
after consultation with legal experts that this sale in Rome

was in conformity with the rclevant lex provinciae -- here

the Lex Hieronilca (Cic. II.3 Verr. 58). As consul, Cotta

189



made a treaty with Hiempsal, King of Numidia, but apparently
this was not done on the orders of the Roman people (Cic,

2 Leg. Agr. 58). Sallust puts into the mouth of Macer, a

tribune of the plebs, the view that Cotta's restoration to -
the tribunes of the right to stand for further office was
motivated by nothing more lofty than fear.

Cotta‘'s speech to the people as cohsul in 75 was
designed to placate the populus, 1if Saﬁlust's representation
of it (Sall. Hist. 2.471) is accurate. He passed several
other laws in his consulate, which'AsdoniuS considered were
probably of little note: he claims that they were mentloned
in none of the standard histories or accounts (Asc. 66,16~67.-
1C).

Directly after his consulate Cotta left for a pro-

consular post in Gaul (perhaps Cisalpina) nullo certo

hoste, as Cicero says (Pis. 62), and became much enamoured
of a triumph; which he was in fact decreed, but which he
never celebrated:; he dled from an old battle wound, which
suddenly opened up very shortly before the scheduled date
of the triumph (Cic. Pis. 62 with Asc. ad loc. [t.ee 14,19~
2hkc]y .

There seems to be no s?ecific evideﬁce whatever, the

passage in the Commentariolum excepted, that Cotta practised

the type of deceptlon mentioned in this chapter of the

Commentariolum: this is no evidence against the truth of

information here imparted. Even Cotta's belng assoclated
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with some very exalted company in Cicerc's De Oratore does

not necessarily exclude the possibility that he was elect-
orally less than a paragon. The present writer, then, thinks

it best to accept the Commentariolum®s information here.

in ambitlione artifex: most probably true, as (Cotta

had held all the highest offices, except the tribunate
(on which see above)., At any rate Cotta had survived in
positions of some prominence a perlod which was troubled
and unsafe.

Cotta also had & remarkable reputation as an orator,
as was mentloned above: thus he was used by Cicero as the

representative of the Academlcs in the De Netura Deorum .

of Clcero, and was made to refute the posgition of the
Stoics (Cic. Div. 1.8). Despite his fame as an orator,
according to Cicero he lacked fire somewhat (Cic. ND 2.1;

L7 De Or. 1.229; 2.98; Brut. 202;203;317-318).

apud quos optime ponl arbitraretur: "with whom he

thought 1t was being best invested". Poni is a metaphor

from finance; the same metaphor (berie se ponere) was used

at CP 26.

dgomum compleri; the visible quantity 6f supporters

that a candldate had was conslidered important, both at the

salutatlio, to which domum complerl most probably refers,

P S

-ard at the deductio. The presence of large numbers of
T 6

people in one's house wag called frequentia.

in manlibus: the meaning here 1s problematical. A




=
O
™

translation is given with the phrase in manibus left untrans-

lated; so that the context can be determined. Ideo se nemini

negare . . o irascatur is cul mendacium dixeris: "hils reason

Tor refusing no one was that some reason often came up why
no use was made of an offer, and frequently he had more
available time than he thought he would; nor could the house
of a man who merely took on what he was sure that he could
meet ever be filled. Chance sometimes makes things you had
not expected happen, and things you thought were * % *

not happen for some reason; then, it is highly unlikely that

the man you have lied to»will be angry with you."” In manlbus

ought from the context to mean something which is a contr-

ast with ea quae non putaris [sc. futura], i.e. the phrase

illa quae credideris in manibus esse ought to mean something

like "what you thought you would have to do". If one returns
from the requirements of the context to the Jatin itself,
the problem becomes apparent: there is no parallel of which

the present writer is aware for a meaning of in manibus such

as 'coming up" or "among pending bqsiness". This sort of
meaning for the phrase is quite close te the literal one,
"in the hands", and also satisfles the fequirements of the
context; even if it is unparalleled. The closest meaning
which is paralleled is "within your abilities", which to the
present writer's mind is not satisfactory: whit 1s the cont-

rast between ea guae non putaris [sc. futura | and "what you

B s

thought were within your ablilities"? "Among pending busin-
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ess" or something similar is what the context requires, and

paralleled or not in manibus will have to bear this meaning.




NOTES TO CHAPTER FORTY SEVEN

Cic. De Or. 3.1l1 says that Cotta was depulsus per invidiam
trlbupatu, which prima facle ought to mean that Cotta had

held the tribunate at least for a short time; in fact, the
prima facie meaning ls wrong (so A.S. Wilkins, M, Tullil

18927, ad Toc.). Thus Broughton

Ciceronis fe Oratore libri tres [Oxford: Clarenﬁbn Press,
MBR s.v. C. Aurelius
M. fo - N, Cotta) does not list him as having held any

Tribunafe, nor in his Supplement does he indicate that he

has changed his mind. It would be ridiculous to claim that

Broughton has missed Cic. De Or. 3.1l. Thus depulsus must

2

3

here mean " kept out of", NOT "removed from",
So Botsford p. 400,

Salle Hisb, 3.48.8# (Oratio Macri tr. pl.):
“nigi forte C. Cotta, ex Tactione media consul, aliter
guam metu lura quaedam tribunls plebis restltulti®

The nature of the rights is shown by Asconius: (66.24-67.4C);:
| sce DU]lldu] alterius latae ab eo [i.e. C., Cotta
198LS%.CSﬁ§ nentio praeter eam quam in consulatu {tulit
1nvita3’nohillLato magno popull studic, ut eis {Qui tre.
ple. 2 fuissent allos quoque magistratus <§ap@1€ lic-
eret; quod lex {a® dictatore L. Sulla paucis Lante
annls LJD 82, according to Botsford p. 414] 1ata Pro-
hibebat. The QOCT supplements have here been used.

U

Denied to be accurate by Enrica Malcovati, Oratorum Roman-
orum Fragmenta Liberae Rel Publicae (3rd. ed.; Turin:
Paravia, 1953), Vol. 1 (Text) &d Joc..

5

So Broughton, MRR ad 75.

6

7

Hellegouarc'h p. 162.

"Within your abilities" is pazal]éléd in Vergil (see
TLL, SoV. manus [\TOJo 8 rasc. 3 column 351 lines 76ff]), but

apparently not before.
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CHAPTER FORTY EIGHT

This ¢hapter is concerned with outlining the exped-
iency of promising more than you can deliver. The sane
principle is involved in "over-booking", the common practice
amongst transportation undertakings and hotels of agreelng
to accomodate more people than the facilities can hold. In
the long run more people apply for services than actually
make use of the services they have requested.

quam omnis continuo domi: "than that everycne should

be angry with you at your house immedliately". In other words
it is not advisable to cause a scene in front of all your

salutatores or other callers by refusing a man outright.




CHAPTER - FORTY NINE

ac ne videar abherrasse a distributione mea . . .

ad popularem famam pertinere; 1f, as the present writer

believes, the true author of the Commentarliolum was an

advanced student of rhetoric writing a "passing out piece",
this remark will be a footnote to the exéminer, so to speak.
If Q. Cicero wrote tﬁe work, it will be addressed to his
brother. If there has been one thing which any reader who

has reached this far in the Commentariolum will have noticed

it is the l1love of distribubtlo that ths author shows passin,

In view of the very few remains of the corpus of Q, Cicero,

this love of distributlo is no evidence against authenticity-

(see sections three and nine of the Introduction).

etsl inest aliquid ex illo genere . . . teneantur:

"even if some part of the présent gection 1s concerned with
the subject matter of the previous sub-division [i,ee how to
win friends of every sort (cf. CP 18)] -~ I mean dnswering
in a kindly way, taking enthusiastic care of the affairs of
our friends and of the dangers that threaten them, neverthe-
less <in faot} my discussion 1s concerned with the means by

which you may be able to win over the masses [and hence with

°

popularis ratio, which is the purported subject matter of

this subdivision of the section on amicitia], and thereby

f111 your house before daybreak | it seems best to take de
196
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nocte as meaning at the early hour at which salutatores

came to call], to get the many on your side by the hope of

your help."



CHAPTER FIFTY

The anthor with this chapter starts his recapitul-
ation of the two parts of his announced task which now lie

completed, namely "novus sum", and “consulatum peto" of

chapter two. This recapitulation ends at the end of chaptér
fifty three. "Roma est" runs from the beginning of chapter
fifty four to the end of chapter fifty seven.

It should be noted that it 1s in these four chapters
fhat the author is at his most trenchant, and at his least
discursive; it would not be unjustiflable to say that the

entire real gist of the Commentariolum from the middle of

chapter two to the end of chapter forty nine is contained in

these chapters. The body of the Commentariolum is mostly

supporting material for the posltion advanced in these four
chapters, supporting material which is, however, necessary,
whatever one may think of the execution of the task by the

author.

dicendi laus: the main prop of Cicero's petitio
against his novitas (cf. CP 2),

studia publlcanorum et equestris ordinis: as has been

mentioned, Clcero, particularly in his later 1ife, was a
*tireless defender of private property (witness e.g. his
suppression of fthe catilinarian Conspiracy of 63), so that
this support was only to be expected; in any case Cicero
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was himself originally an pqgagol Once Cicero referred to the

publicani thus: flos enlim egultum Bemanorum, ornamentum cive

itatls, firmementum reipublicae publicanorum orxdine contin-

: gggg'(cic@ Planc. 23 [ 54 B.C.]). The equites were often
possessed cof ready cash, while some Senators' wealth was
tied up in land: thus thé liguidity of the Senatorial class,
much, was sometimés go low that they were reduced to borrow-
ing at any rate. Thus the rate of interest on -- presumably
- short term loans Just before the elections of 54 B.C.

doubled, from 4% p.a. to 8% p.a. (Cic. QF 2.15.4 [Watt's

advlescentulorum frequentia: the age of an adulesc-

entulus is roughly that of a University student today. There

is no way of knowing what class these adulescentuli would

ben -

eorumn qui abs te defensi sunt adsiduitas: advocates

were not allowed to receive gifts or payment under the Lex
Cincia of 209, and the law-abiding advocate obtained his
return either in the form of "loans" or bequests, or by

2

-recelving electoral help. The receiving of electoral assist-

ance has been mentioned elsewhere in the Commentariolum.

-eX-munlciplis: 1t has become plain that the munic

[P

ipie were important in centuriate elections, and hence in

consular elections (cf. especlally CP 30-31). Those munic.

[



Ipales rich enough to take the necessary time off to travel
into Rome for the election of the consuls were Just the
sort of people who under the centuriate system had great

influernce, 1.e. they would probably vote in the first or

at the worst in the second class. Thus the plebs urbana was

not as limportant as some of Cicero's speeches might tend to

LS e .. -

Agraria of 63. As an indication of the importance which some

municipales attached to voting in consular elections,; at

Jeast in 50 B.C, some municipales came all the way from Gaul

to vote in the centuriate assembly ([Caes.] BG 8.50).

The reason that the municipales could come in to

vote in the comitia centuriata, and hence plan the year in

advance to allow time for the Jjourney, was that in the

Iate Republic the date of the comitia centuriata was fixed

3
for July each year, if the year was normal. The maximunm

notice of a meeting of the comitia tributa for some legls~

lative declision was twenty four days.

hominum nobillum voluntas: as has already been

mentioned under chapter forty, Clcero had succeeded in
allienating quite some few nobiles by the time of the electlon
of 64, including the influential Metelli, but nonetheless he
had some noble support by the time of the election: ea res
'[the revelation by Fulvia of the Second Catilinarian Consp-~

iracy, which is dated by Sallust to early June, 64] in

primis studlia hominum adcendit ad consulatum mandandum M.




Tulllo Clceroni. namgue antea pleraque nobllitas invidia

aestuabat, et quasi pollul consulatum credebant, si eum

gquamvis egregius homo novos adeptus foret. sed ubi periculum

advenit, invidia atque superbia post fuere (sall. Cat.

23¢5-6),

populus: having mentioned all the lmportant peopie

at the beginning of the chapter, the author now is turning
to the rest, whom he loosely calls the populus: thefe is
thus here no intentlon to confrast the people as a whole
with the plebs, the "common people". The phrase populus
urbanus appears in Nepos (Cimon 2.1 [the Vitae were appar-

ently published not later than 27 B.C.]).



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTY

1

For the definitlion of eques see Appendix Four.

2

Cf. CP 1-5; on "loans" see Boren, CJ 57 (1961), 18-19.
3

L.R. Taylor, RVA p. 104,
N

Botsford p. 259 and p. 260 with n. 1.

5 .
Probably wrongly (see E.G. Hardy, JBS 7 [1917], 166-172).
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CHAPTER FIFTY ONE

urbanam i1llam multitudinem: this refers to the same

people as pogulgg did at the end of chapter fifty, i.e. the

common people.

eorum studia qul contilones tenent: a contio was a

public meeting, not a legislative assembly; el qul contiones

tenent will be the tribunes of the plebs, almost certainly.

in Pompeio ornando: by such speeches as the Pro Jlege

Manilia, which Cicero had delivered as praetor in 66, In_any
case (Cicero had had ties with Pompey's family almost from
early youth: as a tiro Cicero had served under Pompey‘s.
father, Cn. Pompelus Strabo, during the Social War (Cic,

12 Pnil. 27).

Manili causa reclplenda: elither "by taking on Man-

ilius"' case'", l1.e. "by defending -~ or agreeing to defend w-
Manilius in oourt",l or "by taking on Manilius' cause', l.e.
"by supporting Manilius politically". As Cicero had done
both by early 64, it seems best to understand both meanings
‘here, |

Cicero had supported Manilius'® proposed Lex Manilia

of 66, under which Pompey was to receive supreme command

against Mithridates: this law was passed; in 65 Cicero

et T TR
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MRR on C. Manilius [ ?Crispus] under "Tribunes of the Plebs"

2
for 66 for the evidence for both thils trial and that of 66).
Maniliuvs was convicted, despite Cicerofs defence (Asc. 60C;

Schol. Bob. 1198; val. Max. 6.24). If both possible mean-

ings are to be understood here, causa reciplenda will not

be mere elegant variation to permit a triad.

Cornelio defendendo: Cornelius was accused twice,

once in 66, when the praetor in charge failed to appear for
the trial, once when the trial was really held, in 65: it
was at this latter trial that Cilcero defended Cornelius,

In both cases Cornelius was tried under the Sullan Lex
Cornelia de Malestate. Cornelius was easlly acquitted

(Asce 59.15-19C; 60.9-15C [with supplements as in the OCT];
for the acquittal, Asc. 81090)5 The case ls referred to

in CP 19 (for a discussion.of Cornelius see the Commentary
to that chapter).

efficlendun etiam . . . quod petis pertinere: this

1s corroborated by M. Cicero himself, presumably correctly

(quam [sc. dignitatem] ego, etsi libente illo [i.e. Pompeio],

tamen absente illo . . . consecutus sun [:Cioc 2 leg. AgT.

49 (this speech was delivered after Cicero had entered his

consulate, in 63)]).



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTY ONE

1

So Tyrrell-Purser ggwiggo,

2

Manlll causa reclplenda cannot refer to the earl]er trial
of 66, which was apparently for repetundse -- ¢iOovily
whowy) in Plutarch's phrase (see PIut. Cic. 9.4-6) «- as

Cicero was in that trial the praetor before whom Manilius
was arraligned. Manillius seems to have absconded before the
trial actually came on {so Tyrrell Purser ad loc., but with
no supporting evidence). ‘



CHAPTER FIFTY TWO

si gua possit {ratioyne: the MSS read gi_gu(ale

poscit/possit ne, which is meaningless. In Watt‘s view,

the best correction up to the date of the appearance of his

article was that of Sternkopf, which produced si gua possit

re, which gilves the required, or at least a reasonable, sense,
as well as belng close to what the MSS actuvally hand down.
The present writer finds Watt's <§§§ég§gg superior for these
reasons: it glves just as good sense as does Sternkopf ‘s re;
it, too, lg not far from what the MSS in fact read -~ contre
acceptable; it makes the author use one of hls favourite

words, ratio (¢f. omni ratione [CP 4], eadem inservito rat-

lone [CP 40} and ratione aligue [CP 57]). Although it can by

LRt eiveey

no means be proeved beyond dispﬁte that the suthor wrote
ratione, and hence no great welght should be put on its
appearance here, 1t should be accepted as the most probable
gsolution so far proposed.

competitoribus . . . infamia: from the evidence wWe

ka2 o e et VR

have it seems that M. Cicerc had a c¢lean record up to €, so
that the suggestion here made is sound: Cicero's competitors
had not kept their records clean (cf. CP 8-10 especially),

If one regards the Commentariolum as & proscpopoila, then

this suggestion will have occurred to the author as a result
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of having read the In Toga Candida; if Q. Cicero wrote the

Commentariolum, the In Toga Candida may have arisen from the

y

suggestionvhere made.

Catiline and Antonius had entered into a corrupt
coitio (see Aéc. 83.6-12C). A coitio was a criminal offence
in the ILate Republic, and hence a serious charge to lay

against one's rivals. Cf. qui . . . colit, coierit, con-

venlt, convenerit, quo quig iudiclo publico condemnaretur

« « « (ap. Cice Cluent. 148): this gives the flavour of

coltio. The best English rendering of coitio might be
T T 2

"eriminal consplracy" or "eriminal combination'.

On scelus, libido, largitio and their specific

application to Catiline and Antonius see the Commentary to

chapters eight to ten.



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTY TWO

1 : .
€Q N.5. 8 (1958), 37.

2
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CHAPTER PIFIFTY THREE

ut spes rel publicae bona de te sit: this "snow-

balling" effect, that if voters think that a candidate has

a reasonable chance of winning they will tend to vote for
him, which in itself increaées his chanceé, is quité well-
known even téday@ The reguvlt of this tends to be that the
number of serious candidates is lower than the total number
of candidates, who entered the conﬁesb originally. This
seems to have occurred quité often in consular elections:
according to L.RH. Taylorl there were quite often only three
serious candidates Tor the consulate by the time that the
actual election drew near, as for example in the elections
for 94, 59 and 51 as well as for 63. This “snowballing"
effect is a partial explanation of the commonness of coltio.
It is, however, quite likely tﬁat the clause means that, if
Cicero winsg, he will be thought of as politically sound
(bonus) -- and this‘expectation on the part of the res publ-
ica is what Cicero must work to obtain (spes here then

means “expectation" on thils interpretation).

nec tamen . .« » res publica capessenda est:; occas-

ionally a programme was announced in advance. Pompey did
‘this before his election to tﬁe post of consul in 70, by

announcing in 71 that he intended to restore many of the
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2
rights of the tribunes (App. BC 1.121).

sed haec tibl sunt retinenda: « « . non.alienum fut-
vrum: the first two statements contained in fhis sentence
| are at the least doubtful, when it is remembered that they
are supposed to refer to early 64, One could say that Cicero

had defended the Senate's auctoritas -- certalnly he had

said so, but only in circumstances where the requirements
of his case made such a move expedient, so that, although
it would be unwise to reject simply for that reason the
sincerity of Ciceroc in what he said, éqgally haive and
uncongidered acceptance is inadvisable.j It must, however,

be admitted that Cicero's attack on Sulla's freedman Chrys-

ogonus in the Pro Rosclo Amerino may be considered as an

instance of support of the Senaté's auctoritas.
pp

Clcero also seems sincere in at least not wishlng

—— L st

s s et

for being unable to tolerate equestris splendor); he also

supported the equites in thelir love of peace and safe naVigm
ations this stance is 1mpliéit in Cicero's support for the
Lex Gabinia of 67 (Cic. Leg. Man., 27). This was also the
first occasion on which Cicero came out in public and
unamblguous support for Pompey. The only decidedly popul-

"gris position that Cicero had taken up to 64 was in the

Pro Lege Manilia of 66. Cicero had also supported victims

of injustice, such as the woman from Arreltium, Quinctius,
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Cluentius, Rosclius from Ameria, and the Sicilian socii, so

that he could reasonably be described as popularis dumtaxat

oratione in early Oh.
In short, while it is impossible to disprove the
statement that‘by early 64 M., Clcero had supported the

optimates, the equestrians and even the multitudo (dumtaxat

oratione), it should be noted that the speeches and other

W v

works that most readily spring to mind as evidence that

Cicero supported this or that group in the res publica -

the Pro Lege Manlilia being excepted -~ are all later than

5

the purported date of the Conmentariolum,




NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTY THREE

1
L.B. Taylor, PP p. 210 n. 97.

2
L.R. Taylor, PP p. 209 n. 83.

3

Cice. ROSc. Am. 135: non enim vereor, ne guis allienun me an-
imum habulsse a causs NobilLitatls eXistimete. FOTr (icero's

at least claimed support of the Senatorial jurles as against
the reform wanted by populares see Clc. I Verr. 2;52.

Iy
He does refer to Pompey as clarissimus and fortlssimus as
early as 70, but these should perhaps be taken as mere
courtesy titles (so L.R. Taylor, PP p. 104 on Cice. iy Vcrra
Mok5: 11,2 Verr. 102; II.5 Verr. 153). The notes on the

Verrines in this chapter are derived from L.R. Taylor, PP
chapter five.

5
A good indication of Cicero's support of the plebs oxr his
support of the established -order is his resction to the
Gracchl (this discussion is owed to Desrosiers chapter one).
The only real indication of sympathy for the Gracchl that
Cicero gives us is in the pgﬁulqy s series of speeches De
Lege Agraria of the year of His consulate -~ 63 -~ wheré he
st1ll indicates not that the Gracchi had the interests of
the State —- the populus Romanus - at heart, but those of
one fraction of it -- the plebs: duo Gracchl, qul de PLERIS
[my capitals ] Romanae commodis plurimum cog citaverunt (Cic.
2 Leg. Agr. 10); against thé Gracchi there are the Tollow-
ing passages, whose tone of opp sition ranges from extreme
to quite mild, I Cat, 3-4; 29 4'ﬂatc 4b; Dom. 91; Brut. 103;
212; Off. 1.1097 2.43. Less def1n1 ¢ly opposed are'thpse,
Mil. 72; Rep. 1, 315 Lege 3.206; Tusc. 4.51; Amic. 39

[ b ol o e ATE

The most obviously Egﬂgggglm'"Tand that Gicero took, in
the present writers view, was that in the peechno De Lgoc
Agraria, on a proposal of the tribune Bul!u while o

Cicero's support for the established order iL visible in
the Laws, as well as in the ‘Catilinarians. All these are
later than the purperted date of the Commentariolum; ad-
mittedly, the Pro Lege Manllia 1is before. "




CHAPTER FIFTY FOUR

de duabus 1llis commentationibus matutinlis: the imb-~

alance in length between the first two parts of the

Commentariolum, which are concerned with "novus sum" and

e b g A i

"consulatum peto", and the third, which deals with what at
first sight should have been a most fertile field for the
exercise of rhetorical talent, requires explanation. After

all, "novus sun" and "consulatum peto" combined stretch from

chapter two (nominis novitatem . . ».) to the end of chapter

end of fifty seven.

There seem two plausible explanations: first, the
author is very fond of the triad, not hesitating to expand
matter which will not really support a tripartite division

into a triad (see CP 34 on adsectatio, CP 39 and L0 on genera

obtrectatorum et adversariorum, CP 41 and 42 on the prerequ-

isites for popularity). Although admittedly the possible
P on "Roma _est" are numerous, 1if the writer's

isypervisor" had instructed him to avoid any commonplaces

g o sas vt s ey e e

be treated in the exercise, the surprising abstinence from
én obvious ?éﬁﬁ@ by a rhetorical writer can be explalned:
The second explanation 1s that the author may haye been
hesitant about embarking on a general discussion of polit-
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ical realities of an age far removed from his own in time:
he may well have been reluctant from fear of committing

1
anachronlismss

civitas ex natlionum conventu constituta: this may

well be true. According to Tenney Frank,z by the time of
Juvenal about 90% of the free plebeians in Rome were of

libertine origin. Apparently even "during the first cent-

ury B.C. the importations of captives and slaves continued,

while the free-born citizens were being wasted « . « in

3

wars." The author of the Commentarioclws may here have in

mind as well as the influx of non-Italians Just described
the granting of citizenship to all Italians 1living south of
the Po, which took place in the aftermath of the Socisl War
(90-89 B.C.): this will have resulted in a change of local
origin of the importént classes.

fébulam: "gossip". This use of fabula is classi-

fled under rumores vulgl et malevolorum sewmo (raro in bonam

s o o aut in nevtram partem . . . acclplendam est) in TLL.

This use of fabula to mean "gossip" 1ls unparalleled before

with some qualifying word meaning “gossip" is paralleled.

There is an excellent parallel to the use of fabuls absol-

utely to mean "gossip" in a letter fron Caelius to Cicero of

ataar

on events at Bome] senatusconsulia,; edicta, fabulae, rumores

(ap. Cice Fam. 8.1.1).
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This apparently unparalleied use of fabula is of
no importance for authenticity: there may be a parallel inst-
ance in a work which is now lost; & single example of an

vnusual word in such a short work as the Commentariolum

is no real evidence against its authenﬁicity, especlally as
the purported author, Q. Clcero, has left behind such a
small undisputed corpus that stylistic aréuments are un-
sound (see section three of the Introduction). A reductio

ad absurdum will most economically show up the fallacy of

arguments from such points as this use of fabula: in the

four short letters, which are undisputedly from the hand-of

Q. Cicero, there cccurs a é%ﬁﬁg Q?fﬁﬂé%qﬁ/} dissaviabor:

clearly the letter in which it occurs (Cic. Fam. 16.27)
cannot be by Q. Cicero.

vitare offensionem: there 1s a parallel for this

unsurprising pilece of advice from an author which the comp-

oser of the Commentariolum may well have used: itaque sap-

iens numquam potentium iras provocablt, immo gnec§ declin-

abit, non aliter quam in navigando procellam; nocituranm

potentiam vitat [sc. sapiens], hoc primum cavens, ne vitare

videstur (Seneca Epp. 2.14.7; 2.14.8),

esse unum hominem accomodatum . . . varietatem: this

rather amoral advice, which is in line with the advice not
to announce a programme (CP 53), is another indication that

the Commentariolum, if authentic, was not intended for imm-

edlate publicatlon.



CHAPTER PFIPLY FIVE

The author here seems to be running out of material:

excelle dlcendo has already been discussed under nominis novi-

tas (CP 2); the virtual threat of prosecution of Marcus'

rivals for ambltus has just been dlscussed under "consulatunm

earlier treatment (CP 8ff.), also under nominis novitas,

oy
e
=2



CHAPTER FIFTY SIX

The first of the main points in this chapter, that
one should not prosecute one's rivals in a campaign for

office, is corroborated by M. Cicero (Mur. 43): nescio quo

pacto semper hoc fit, . « « simul atque candidatus accusat-

. 1
lonem medlatrl visus est, ut honorem desperasse videatur.

The parallelism of the two passages has been noted by those
concerned with authenticity (see the discussion of passage

~[c] of the Pro Murene parallel passages In sectlon seven of

the Introduction).
That bribery was widespread at Rome 1is shown by the
pattern and relative frequency of laws against electoral
. 2 _

malpractice in the Republic.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTY SIX

Cicero is argulng that Murena's prosecutor; Servius Sul-
picius, lost his chance of election as one of the consuls
of 62 by stopping in the midst of his campaign to prosec-
ute hisg opponents for bribery. Cicero's statement is thus
not unmotivated by hils client's interests, but it still
seems reasonable enough for all that.

2 _
A 1list 1s here given of many of the laws on ambitus. The
list comes from Boitsford; the date -~ B,C. in all cases -~
appears in the left column, the law's name next, the
status of the proposer, e.g. consul or tribune of the
plebs ("c." means that a consul proposed it; “"t." means
that a tribune of the plebs proposed it), and last the
place in BotsfTord where the law is discussed.
358 ©Poetalia de Ambitu _ t. Ppp. 296F,
159 Cornelia Fulvia de Ambitu c. p. 348
67 Acilia Calpurnia de Ambitu c. p. 431; cf. 436
66 Tabia de Numero Sectatorum t. p. 431 n, 6
. 63 Tullia Antonia de Ambitu c. pp. 436f.; of. 449
55 Licinia de Sodaliciis c.  ppe M7, 7T
52 Pompela de Ambitu c. pp. 448 and Lsh
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CHAPTER FIFTY SEVEN

nostros « . . benivolos: the winning of and treat.

iment of amlici occupies much of the Commentariolum (amicitia

is dealt with from chapter sixteen [amlcorum studia . . . ]

to the end of chapter forty, when popularis ratio -- a

scarcely unconnected subject ~- takes over as maln topic).

judicium proponimus: perhaps "dangle the prospect
of a trial in front of". The art of bribery was much special-
ised at Rome: first, even before the lodging of the money,
there was the arrangement of terms and amounts, which was
accomplished through interpretes (the word is so used at

1
Cle. I Verr. 36).

seqguestribus: sequester dicitur, apud quem plures

eandem rem, de qua controversls est, deposuerunt (Dig. 50,16,

110). This defines the legzal 'sequester, but the word was
extended to cover a man, who was glven money for distribution
as bribes. The connecting and unifying idea behind gequester
thus appears to have been that those to-whom the money or
other tangible benefit was offered or for whom 1t was at
issue were assured that the money or other tangible benefit
really would be forthcoming, and would not have been splirited
avway when the bought service had been performed or the court
judgement pronounced. The nearest modern equivalent of the

2
seguester would be the "stakeholder": +this 1s a man who is
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agreeable to both parties, who holds money which may only
be released by agreement with both parties. A stakeholder
would not be the equivalent of a EEQEEEEEE in the corrupt
sense,

divisores: the men who actuvally distributed the

money lodged with the sequester. In Clcero's usage divisor
seemns normally to mean one who performs the above-mentloned

illegal service, although Eéﬁmiﬁ the word can have other,

3

legal meanings. Divisores were probably specialised, insofar

rrcin st s AT

as each worked with a particular tribe: unum illud . . &

reperiebamn, fiscos complurils ["many baskets’] cumn pecunia

Siclliensil a quodam senatore ad equitem Romanuvm esse trans-

latos; ex his quasl ¥ Tiscos ad senstorem illum rellctos

esse meorum comitiorum nomine [ "under the account for my

electioﬁ”: Cicero wWas running for the plebeién aedileship
for 69 at the same time as he was undertaking the case ag-
ainst Verres. The money in the approximately ten baskets

was to be eapplied to the account with bribery agents, which
Verres or those acting for him had set up, &nd be used to
ensure, il possible, that Cicero was not elscted |; divisores

omnium tribuum noctu ad istum [i.e. apud Verrem] vocatos (Cic.

I verr. 22).

ut largitio nulla fiat aut nihil valeat: a plety,

nothing more. Cf. chapters fifty two to fifty three, and

the Commentary thereons.



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTY SEVEN

1
This discussion of the technicalities of bribery is owed
to Tyrrell-Purser ad loc..

2 .
I am indebted to my father, a practising solicitor in
England, for the rendering of "stakeholdexr™.

TLL s.ve divisor. For the illegal sense, see TLL S.V.
divisor I1.2.a8 (Vol. 5:1 Fasc. 7 column 1631 1ines 54-66).

PERETS SVET
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CHAPTER FIFTY EIGHT

non melius scire me quam te: a true enough statement
¥

whoever wrote the Commentariolum. Quintus had held nothing
more than the aedileship in 64, while Marcus had advanced
as far.as the praetorship. The first chapter is an instruct-
ive parallel:
e ¢ o non ut aliquid ex his [Sov quae mihi veniebant in
mentem dies ac noctes de petilione tua cogitanti] novi
addlsceres, sed ut ea quae in re dispersa atque inflinita
viderentur esse ratione et distributlone sub uno aspectu
ponerentur.

The author has kept his promise: he has been almost obsessed

by the requirements of his distributio, and has shown ratio
Yy a re

in falr measure, even if he has not managed to keep up the
reader's interest in what he has to say. This may be due to

the very rigidifty of his distributio and his concern to be

rational and ordered throughout, .
&
- QS s Ead e ad -
tamen tu o » o omni ratiONE PERFECTUM [my capitals]:

Ciceronian to the last, the author has worked in one of

Cicero's favourite clausulae -~ cretic + long + anceps.

e A e Sommarer

This last remark in the Commentariolum may look to

one who is convinced that the work is a prosopopoiia of the

Farly Principate susplclously like a disarming of ciriticlsm
in advance, a "“footnote to the examiner", one might say,
but there is no real reason why Q. Cicero should not have

vwritten this last sentence, if the Commentariolum is his.
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APPENDIX ONE

Any reader of the Commentariolum will have been

struck by the harping on diétributio that pervades it. The

present writer knows of no account of distributio in the

Commentariolum which surpasses that of Hendrickson, AJPh
13 (1892), 202-203. This account is quoted here in full:

But of all the_rhetorical machinery which it [i.e. the
Commentariolum] displays, nothing 1s more tiresome or
more characteristic of the pedantic school rhetoric
than the wonderful fondness which the author betrays
for the distributio (to use his own word). Indeed, a
careful analysis of the work might almost convince one
that it was nothing but an exercise in that subject. He
begins by dividing the whole petitio into three sub-
jects for Cicero's meditation: novus sum, consulatum
peto, Roma est. Let us take for example the second
member, consulatum peto. This iks divided in [ggj 16 as
follows; Petitlo autem magistratus divisa est in duvarum
rationum diligentiam, quarum altera in amicorum studiis,
altera in populari voluntate ponenda est. Of this double
division, let us again take the second member, -- ratio
popularis: ([ ¢P] 41) Dicendum est de illa altera parte
petitionis quae in popularl ratlone versatur. Fa desid-
erat nomenclationem, blanditiam, assidultatem, benlgnl-
tatem, rumorem, speciem LHendrickson reads spem: the
reasons for preferring speclem are gilven in the Comm-
entary on CP 41] in republica. Each one of these six
divisions is carried out in detail, with more or less
subdivision (e.g. rumor, in {CP] 50 and 51: sed ~-- iam
-- etiam -- postremo). That this minuteness of div-
ision and subdivision, which might be equally shown by
other examples, is a part of the writer's conscious
rhetorical devices, is clear from the following: (LCP]
49) ac ne videar aberrasse a distributione mea, qui
haec in hac populari parte petitionis disputem, hoc
Sequor .« + s That in so much division he sometimes
runs short of material will not cause surprise, as for
example in [gg] L0, where the rationes et genera obtr-

ectatorum et adversariorum -- who are divided into
three classes! -~ are to be met and won over, in the
first class, by spes -~ studium -~ offlicium; in the
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second class by beneficium -- spes -- studium, and in
the third class -- eadem ratione qua superiores! But
this is not all. These very resources by which the rat-
iones obtrectatorum are to be met are identical with
the means by which his devoted friends (quos devinctos
tenes [Hendrickson reads tenet] -- [ CP] 20) are to be
further cultivated, viz. ([CP] 21) beneficio, spe, ad-
iunctione animi ac voluntate (= studilo).

The text as here reproduced is as Hendrickson wrote, except
where indicated; all Latin passages have been underlined, al-

though not all were in italics in Hendrickson's article.



1
APPENDIX TWO

The main difference between the comitia centuriata

and the comitia tributa were, first, that in the comitia

centuriata the order of voting was fixed, and, secondly, that
the centuriate voting stopped when enough votes had been
cast to elect holders to the number of posts at issue; the
voting may well not have stopped at that point in the comitia

tributa. Thus in the comitia centuriata those low on the

order of voting, i1.e. the poorer members of the populus Rom-

anus, had little or no say in the cholce of either praetors

or consuls, both of whom were elected in the comitia centur-

iata. The point of cut-off varlied according to the degree of
unanimity of the upper:gggglggg of the populus, i.e. of the
first class, and to a lesser extent the second class.2

The fact that the voting érder was fixed and that
thus the wealthier members of society voted first, is prob-
ably a better explanation of the preponderance of the upper
echelons than the fact that the centuries in the upper

classes were probably welghted; certainly the lowest class,

the proletarii, formed only a single centuria. This unimport-

ance of the lower classes may explain why the cholce of the

centuria praerogativa, which was selected from a segment

18
of the first class, was almost always followed. Admittedly,
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the voting probably had to go down into the second class to
5

secure a majority.



NOTES TO APPENDIX TWO

The conclusions of Ursulas Hall, "Voting Procedure in

Roman Assemblies", Historia 13 (1964), 267-306 (especi-
ally 278-290 on the comitia centuriata, and 275-278 and
290-297 on the comitia tributa and the differences between
them) are here accepted.

Mrs. Hall regards the cessation of voting in electoral
comitia centurlata after all the offices at issue as prob-
able iIn view of the parallel practice in non-electoral
comitia centuriata (p. 287 with p. 284)., At what date
simultaneous voting of all the tribes at electoral comitia
tributa came in is uncertain, but Mrs. Hall believes it was
probably in the Ciceronian period. Whether simultaneous
voting by the tribes in the comitia tributa at elections
did exist in 64 is thus uncertain, but the main point, that
the comparable voting units in the comitla centuriata --
the centuries -- did not vote simultaneously at elections,
remains. It might be added that within each class all the
centuries voted simultaneously, even if the results from
each century did not come in simultaneously.

3
"It 1s possible that the centuriae of class I of comitla
centuriata had fewer members, and therefore these had more
welght, than centuriase of lower classes . . «3 1t 1is cert-
ainly the case that the proletarili formed only a single
centuria (Cic. Rep. 2.407 in una centuria tum quidem plures
censebantur quam paene in prima classe tota probably refers
to the proletaril, though the passage as a whole does not
tell against there ["theitr" in Historia text] being other
inequalities in size of the centuriae in different classes,
and it brings out the further opportunity for political
influence which lay in the taking of votes by classes,
starting with the wealthiest voters." (Mrs. Hall p. 269
with n. 7 incorporated)

L
So L.R. Taylor, PP p. 56 with n. 40, where she lists some
exceptions, but These all come from long before 64 B.C.. Cf.
the HS 10 million bribe, which was offered to whichever
centuria would be chosen as the praerogativa, before thet
selection had even been performed, in the elections of 54
B.C. (Cic. QF 2.14.4 [2.,15.4 according to Watt's numer-
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ation]). The refererice to the bribe is owed to L.R. Taylor,
PP p. 56 with n. 40.

5
L.R. Taylor, RVA p. 84, with pp. 97-98.



APPENDIX TEREE

This appendix consists of a list of possible novi

homines praetoril, i.e. men whose ancestors had not heid

public office, and hence had not held a seat in the Senate,

but who themselves had held public office, and hence a seat

in the Senate; in addlition, the two known novi nonines

consulares from 100 to 64 B.C. are given. The definition

of novus homo praetorius and the itwo novi homines comsulares

1
come from GelzZer. It is not claimed that the list of novi

homines praetorll is exhaustive.

oL, C. Sentius
90. C. Cassius
- 88, Q. Ancharius
83, P. Burrienus
Q. Sertorius
82. C. Carrinas
?Minatus Magius
81, L. Fufidius
76, M., Iuncus
75, M. Caesius
73 Q. Arrius
L. Cossinius
P. Varinius
70 Cs ?Antistius Vetus
68, Bellinus
Sextilius
66. M. Caesonius
C. Orc(h)ivius
65 P. Orbius
64, M. Petreius

According to Gelzer, only two novi homines achieved

the consulate from 100 to 64 B.C.:

g8, T, Didius
94%.  C. Coelius Caldus (cf. CP 11)
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Gelzer does: not belleve that the novitas of I. Gellius Pop-
2
licola is certain.
Although this list is not exhaustive, it does show

that there were far more novi homines praetorii than novi

homines consulares from 100 to 64 B.C..




NOTES TO APPENDIX THREE

Gelzer pp. 50-52 shows that there were very few novi homines
consulares; see under CP 13 for Gelzer's definition of novi

homines praetorii. A question mark before a name indicates

that that part of the nomenclature is not certain. The forus
of the names come from Broughton, MRR S.VV.

2
Gelzer p. 50 n. 447,
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APPENDIX FOUR

The author apparently considers that in 64 the

centuriae equitum, l.e. those with the equus publicus,
. 1.
were not the only eguites.. This appendix seeks not so

much to answer the question of whether the author's view

s or is not correct in some final way as to indicate

where further disucussion may be found, after a tentative

suggestion of where current interpretations may be at fault.
Until the appearance of Nicolet's book in 19662

it was customary to belleve that any free-born Roman

citizen worth HS 400 000 was entitled to call himself an ‘

eques, as far as the period around 64 B.C. is concernedo3

Nicolet rejects this hypotheslis, maintaining instead thatA

as well as a minimum census of HS 400 000 the would-be

eques required the public horse, which alone in the iast

analysis conferrred membership of the equester ordo.

The problem of the correct definition of eques is very
complex and the evidence cannot be examined here in toto,
or indeed anything near in toto, but some possible weak-
nesses in current interpretations can be pointed out, and
the opinions of various scholars given.

The work of four scholars is here taken into acc-

ount\in connection with the theorlies of Nicolet, two of
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whom wrote after the appearance of Nicolet's book, namely
Ernst Badlan and T.P. Wiseman, and two of whom wrote
before Nicolet's boog appeared, namely Herbert Hill and
Mrs., M.I. Henderson.

The conventidnal view of the definition of the

equester ordo 1s given by Hill: "There gradually formed
a fairly homogeneous Middle Class which, by the time of

Cicero, bore the titie of equester ordo. The formation

of this class cannot be sald to have been complete until
some moxre definite criterion for membership of 1t had
been established. That criterlon was, almost certainly,

a minimum property requirement (census equester)."

Mrs. Henderson pours scorn on the idea that the
equites were limited to "1800 young men, whom he nowhere
mentions in all his lists of his frlends and admirers;
Only a preconcelved theory could support that interpret-
ation."8 Badian, too, Trejects Nicolet's definition of
equites as far as the perlod after Sulla is concerned:

"it seems « o . that Nicolet has done'nothing to inval-
idate the common use of the term [sg."equestrians"] in
modern writers: his attempt to find an assoclation
between the men expliclitly called "equites" and the pub- -
lic horce for this period is a complete failure (see
[Nicolet's] pp. 189-192)u'9 Wiseman also rejects Nicolet's

10
definition as unproven, preferring to belleve that both

sildes have overstated thelr cases, with which the present
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wriﬁer agrees., There are four basic polints which should
be considered before coming to any decislion on the corr-

ect definition of eques Romanus for the period at which

the Commentariolum purports to have been written:

(1) could at the most 2400 men have had the influence
on Roman affalrs during the Ciceronian period that the
evidence leads us to believe that the equltes had?ll

(2) If Nicolet is right, there would be some men who
were worth more than HS 400 000, but who were not equites:
how many would there have been of such men? Wiseman bel-
ieves that there were not as many more men worth HS 400
000 than there were places in the centurliae equitum as

12
is commonly thoughts is this view convineing?

(3) On Nicolet's definition one of ghe functions of
the censors was to dlfferentiate between those worth HS
400 000 who were to be egquites and those who were not to
be equites: 1f the censorship fell into disuse, could the
precise soclal distinctlon implied by Nicolet's definit- .
ion sufvive? Wiseman produceé evidence that in the eighties

the distinction between equites equo publleo and those

worth HS 400 000 was breaking down (Wiseman does not admit
that the only equites were those with the public horse).
The present writer belleves that one of the key passages
concerned with the definitlon of eques in this period may
‘be.explaini% by the lack of censors 1in the eighties and

seventlies.
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(4) According to Appian (BC 1.103) Sulla had "destroyed*
[in which is included banishment] 2600 of those called |
equites: .,.. Wﬁ&@{&gay o o ‘ﬁ% y% J&?Zcq[ﬂ. CJM&{Z.. -
AT v o AUD o o » TV ttdoupelyon” 'Cfi‘@é’wy See-
X‘A;ng s € §ut kociollc Cov . TS %§&£7%£yl£§(gg@ Is this
possl%ie ifjﬁhere were only 2400 eguites, if Nicolet‘s
‘definition is accepm-:-d?lLP |

The four points may now be more cloéély*éxémgped1;

where the present writer is competent to do so:

(1) The present writer is not competent %o answer thé
question posed in point one.

(2) The evidence that Wiseman adduces is derived from
chance information that happens to have survived to us:
he cites Strabo’s vliew that the census of A.D. 14 in
Gades and Patavium pfoduced an wnusually large number of
equites when 500 men each were recorded as having the
equestrian property qualification;15 Auguétus“himself makes
reference to the fact that in 7 B.C. there were in the
whole province of Cyrene oniy 215 Roman citizens of all
ages who were worth even HS 106000 -- a mere fortieth of
the equestrian census rating.l. Which of the two examples
is the more typical of Italy in the Late Republic? The
present writer does not know, but thinks that such evid-

ence should be treated with great cautlon, as in the

one case over seventy years separate the evidence fron
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the year to which that evidence 1is to be appl;ed, and in
.the other over fifty years.

(3) There were no censors from 86 to 70; in 70 the
censors performed their functions vigofously, dismissing
sixty four Senators;l? although there were censors in 65,
they achieved nothing, as did their successors in 64, the

. 18
year in which the Commentaxiolum purports to be written.

The two plieces of evidence that Wiseman adduces to show

that the strict use of eques Romanus was breaking down

by the eightlies -- for argument's sake Nicolet is here

assumed to be correct in his definition -~ are Appian’'s
19
phrase "those called knights" and a passage from Cicero

(Clc. RoscCom 42 [the dating of thils speech is controvers-
ial:° the presemt:writer believes that the date is probably

20 ) .
76] )s [sc. Cluvius] guem tu [sc. Fannius, the prosecutor],

sl ex censu spectas, eques Romanus est. As Wiseman says,

#"if exX censu refers to the monetary,qualifidation of 400,000

HS, rather than to the census equitum carried out by the

censors; then it implies that money alone could make a
man an eques."21 The present writer finds this point
the most convincing of all, as there is no doubt of the
key piece of evidence, namely that there were no censors
between 86 and ?O.22

(4) It could be objected to the evidence of Appilan
that he has duplicated two different accounts of the

 numbers killed by Sulla or exiled from among those who



238

were called knights. Nicolet has an objection to this
passage belng used és evidence against hls interpretation:
he claims that ‘o Kﬁ’q}&@éyéya‘r TWE?C.‘f means "men who Were
equites and als& those who wefe :elated to such eguites,"z3
The present writer finds this view improbable, to say the
least: what would be the force of Kﬁho&@fvby on this int-
erpretation?. Why could people who wefé somehow related’
lay claim to the title of eguites? Why should all those
who are related to an egues have the required census, even
if it be not required by Nicolet that such persons had
the public horse, as Nicolet cannot require, in view of
his own op;nion on the number of men in the cen@uriae
egquitum?

The result of this discussion is that it is in
the view of the present writer "not proveﬁ" that Nic-
olet's definitlion of eques Wés in practical operation

during the period with which readers of the Commentariolum

are concerned. It would be presumptuous to claim that the
definition has either been proved or dispro%ed as far as
the strict theory of the matter 1ls concerned, but there
1s surely enough evidence in the lack of censors from

86 to 70, and then again from 70 until after the date

at which the Commentariolum presents itself as belng °

written, to make 1t unsound to disregard the evidence of

the Commentariolﬁm on the role of the equites, even
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though it seems that Nicolet's defiﬁition is not that of
o 2
the author, if CP 33 1s any guide.



NOTES TO APPENDIX FOUR

1
This is argued under CP 33,

2 .
Claude Nicolet, L'Ordre equestre a l'epogue republicalne
(cited in full in n. 1 to chapter thirty three).

3
So e.g. Hill. See below for his definition. The work is
cited in full in n. 6.

L
Nicolet passim, esp. pp. 1L67ff.

5

Ernst Badian, Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic (2nd.
ed.; Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1968),
"Introduction to the Second Edition'; T.P. Wiseman, "The
Definition of Eques Romanus", Historia 19 (1970), 67-83.

6

Herbert Hill, The Roman Middle Class (0xford: Basil Black-
well, 1952); M.I. Henderson, "The Establishment of the Equ-
ester Ordo", JRS 53 (1963), 61-72. :

7
Hill p. 47.

8
Mrs. Henderson, JRS 53 (1963), 61-62.

9
Badian p. viii,

10
Wiseman passim, but especially pp. 76-80.

11
The number of equites equo publico, i.e. in the centuriae
equitum, is discussed in n. 1 to chapter thirty three.

12
Wiseman p. 73 (his point ix), and pp. 76-78.
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13
The key passage is Cic. Rosc. Com. 42; on the dating of the
Pro Rosclo Comoedo see n. 20. According to Broughton (MRR
ad loc.) there were no censorships held from 86 to 70.

14 .
On the number of equites see n. 1 to chapter thirty three.

15 :
Strabo 3.169; 5.213. The equestrian property qualification
at this time was probably HS 400 000, but this is not cert-
ain. See n. 16.

16
SEG 9.8 = Ehrenburg-Jones (an. ed ) no., 311 (The First
Cyrene hdict) lines 4-7; 5#@3@ rodec Tﬁwﬁﬂkc éuﬁucqa/

Vw peé»wue. év —rrgc W“c’e? ”vf‘quz/ii(s*? é-i’rocQNgm TEVTE Kt Je’;@:
seecd Jmmc‘sw ea« e Gl | Sie Xerhdur s TE ¥ Va8 o & St

Sivngiwe ¥ 7 fij[l e. HS 10 000 or more] ’fr;JriCW Eovwmc |

cacg

The census equester for this period is generally thought

to be HS 400 000, but the earliest evidence is apparently

from Caesar's day -- and only then if one assumes that

Suetonius is not glossing Caesar's words anachronistically:
existimatur Lsc. Caesar ] etiam equestris census poll-
icitum singulis Lsce milltlbus] quod accidit opinione
falsa. nam cum adlogquendo adhortandoque saepius digitun
laevae manus ostentans adfirmaret se ad satisfaciendum
omnibus, per quos dignitatem suam defensurus esset,
anulum gquoque aequo animo detracturum sibi; extrema
contio, cul faclilius erat videre contionantem quam
audire, pro dlcto accepit, gquod visu susplcabatur;
promlissumque ius anulorum cum milibus gquadringenis
fama distulit.

(Suet. DJ 33)

17
Cn. Cornelius Cn. f. - n. Lentulus Clodianus (cos. 72)
and L. Gellius L. f. L. n. Poplicola (cor. 72) were the
censors (Broughton, MRR ad 70). For their expulsion of 64
Senators see Liv. Epit. 98.

18
The inactivity of both pairs is attested by Dio 37.9.3-4.
The censors were, in 65, Q. Lutatius Q. f. Q. n. Catulus
(cos., 78) and M. Licinius P. f. M. n. Crassus Dives (cos.
70 and 55), the future triumvir; in 64 the censors were
M. Aurelius M. f. -~ n. Cotta and an unknown colleague
(Broughton, MRR ad loc.).
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note is owed to J.H. Freese's edition of the Pro Roscio
Comoedo (Cicero: The Speeches, ed. and trans. J.hH. Freese

| Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1930],
in the Loeb Classical Library velume also containing the
speeches Pro P. Quinctlio, Pro Sex. Roscio Amerino and De
Lege Agraria 1-=3.)

Wiseman p. 74. Theoretically Wiseman is unjustified in

his deduction from the evidence he adduces, as census can
mean "the holding of the census" as well as "property
qualification” or "wealth" (TLL s.v, census I: actlo agendli;
II: opes a censore censae Vel generatim opes, divitiae,
patrimonium . . ..). On a practical basis, however, he

could be justified in his interpretation: no one could say
that the next censors would definitely deprive Cluvius of
his public horse, and thus of his equestrian status -- here
it 1s assumed for argument's sake that Nicolet's definition
is right -- but if he had dropped below HS 400 000, he was
quite definitely not entitled to call himself an eques. So
on Nicolet's definition, sl ex censu spectas implies "if
you go by the views of the last set of censors, even if
Ccluvius may be unable to prove that he is now worth HS 400
000, still less that the next set of censors will let him
keep his public horse, although no one can produce any proof
that they will not"; on Hill's definition sl ex censu spect-
as will imply "even 1f there has been no proof for the last
ten years that Cluvius had the necessary property qualific-
ation". If, however, Wiseman is right, the phrase will
implys:s "In the absence of censors, even if Cluvius cannot
officially prove that he is worth HS 400 000, equally no
one has any justification for claiming that the public
horse would have been taken away in Blr[when the cenaorship
after that of 86 should have been held]; [i.e. (a) Cluvius
has not had the public horse taken away, and possession is
nine tenths of the law (b) Cluvius is in fact still worth
HS 400 000 and since (c) his wealth is easier to estimate
In the absence of a censura than is the removal or non-
removal of the public horse Cluvius' wealth will have to
suffice as evidence of his equestrian status]." This long
note has been added in an attempt to clarify Wiseman's
cryptic comment on his polilnt xi, where he discusses this
passage. Nicolet says, ajain‘w{phout expanding his reasoning,
(p. 56)¢« il [sc. Cluviusﬁ a éte compté comme chevalier
romain dans le derner cens [ in &0 .3

—C_:E:.. n. 18.

Nicolet pp. 1l17ff.. Cf. Wisewman's point ix,
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See my point two in the Commentary to CP 33.



SUFFIXES

This 1is appended to a reference to Q. Asconius Pedianus,
and refers to the page and line reference in A.C, Clark's
edition (Orationum Ciceronis Quinque FEnarratio [Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1907 [jin Oxford Classical Texts series,

This is appended to a reference to C. Sallustius Crispus'
Historiae, and refers to the book and fragment number

in Bertold Maurenbrecher's edition (Historlarum Reliquiae

(Leipzig: Teubner, 1891]).

This is appended to a reference to the Scholia Bobiensia,
and refers to the page of Thomas Stangl's edition (Cic-
eronls QOrationum Schollastae: Asconlius, Scholia Boblensia,

Scholia PseudoAsconll Sangallensia, Scholla Clunilacensia

et recentiora Ambrosiana ac Vaticana, Scholia Lugdun-

ensia sive Gronoviana et eorum EXcerpta Lugdunensia

[Vienna: Hélder, Pichler, Tempsky, 1912]).
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ABBREVIATIONS

The following works are cited by thelr author's
name only after the first reference:

Balsdon, J.P.V.D. "The Commentariolum Petlitionis". Classical
Quarterly New Series 13 (1963), 242-250.

Henderson, M.I. "De Commentariolo Petitionis". Journal of
Roman Studiles 40 (L950), 8-21.

Nisbet, R.G.M, "The Commentariolum Petitionis: Some Argum-
ents against Authenticity". Journal of Roman Studiles 51
(1961), 84-87.

Tyrrell, R.Y., and L.C. Purser. The Correspondence of M,
Tullius Cicero. 3rd. ed.; Dublin: Hodges, Figgis, 1904,
Vol. 1.

The following abbreviations of standard works are
used in the text without any full citation:
CIL 12.2 Corpus Inscriptionun Latinarum. Vol. 1 Part

2. Bdited by Ernst Lomatzch. 2nd. ed.;
Berlin: G. Reimer, 1918.

Dessau ILS Inscriptiones lLatinae Selectae. Edited by
Hermann Dessau. Berlin: Weidmann, 1892-
1916. 3 vols.

SEG 9 Supplementum Eplgraphicum Graecum. Vol. 9.
Edited by J.J.E. Hondius [with] G. Klaffen-
bach and others. Leiden: A.W, Sijthoff,
1944,

TLL Thesaurus Linguae Latinae. Edited [on the

authority and with the collaboration of the]
Universities of Berlin, G8ttingen, Leipzig,
Munich and Vienna. Leipzig: Teubner, 1900-,
The following abbreviations are used to refer to
ancient texts:

[Caes.] BG 8 Bellum Gallicum, Book 8, continued from
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Cic. Amic.
Caec.
Cluent.
Leg.
Agr.
Leg.
Man. -
Red .
SEen.
Senect.
Sulla

Dio

Dion. Hal. RA

A. Gellius NA

Pliny Epp.
Pliny - NH
Plut.
Seneca Epp.
Suet. DJ

Vell. Pat.
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Caesar,

De Amicitia, sive Laelius.

Pro Caecina Oratio.

Pro Cluentio Oratlo.

De Lege Agrarla Orationes, sive Contra Rullum.

Pro Lege Manilia Oratlo, sive De Imperio Cn.
Pompel. ’
Post Reditum in Senatu Oratio.

De Senectute, sive Cato Maior.
Pro Sulla QOratio,.

Dio Cassius.

Dionysius Halicarnassensls, Romanae Antiqui-
Eatesa

Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae.

Pliny, Eplistulae.

Pliny, Naturalis Historia,

Plutarch.

Seneca, Epistulae Morales ad Lucllium.

Suetonius, Divus Iulius, sive Caesar.

Velleilus Paterculus.

Apart from those listed above, authors and thelr works are

either unabbreviated, or abbreviated 1n accordance with --

for Greek authors ~- A Greek-English Lexlicon, compiled by

H.G. Liddell and others (9th. ed.; Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1940), "Authors and Works", or with -- for Latin authors --

A latin Dictionary, [compiled by] C.T. Lewis and Charles

Short (0xford: Clarendon Press, 1879), ""Abbreviations used

in referring to Ancient Authors and thelr Works",

When the works of Cicero are cilted, where there is
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more than one speech of the same name, the number of the

o

speech is put before its name. Thus, to refer to the second

speech De Lege Agraria, this is used, "2 Leg. Agr.", with

the section number following. in the Verrines, the actio
ahd the speech number, 1f relevant, precede: to refer to
the first actlio of the Verrines, "I Verr." 1s used; to refer
to the second actio, and, for example, the third speech,
"II.3 Verr." 1s used.

In all -cases where there .are two numbering systems
that employing the smaller unit has been used.

Journal titles have been abbreviated as in L'Annﬁ%

Philologique.




MAIN ANCIENT TEXTS AND EDITIONS

Apart from the text of the Commentariolum itself, the

main ancient sources have been as follows, with the editions
used:

Asconlus Pedianus, Q. Orationum Ciceronis Quinque Enarr-
atio. Edited by A.C. Clark. Oxford: Clarendon cress,
1907. See also P.A. Brunt, "Three Passages from
Asconius", CQ N.S. 7 (1957), 193-195: his conclus-
lons on the text of Asconlius are accepted.

Cicero, M. Tullius. Qrationes. 6 vols. (Vol. 1l: edited
by A.C. Clark, 1G05; Vol. 2: 2nd. ed.; edited by 4.C.
Cclark, 1918; Vol. 3: 2nd. ed.; edited by W. Peterson,
1917; Vol. 4: edited by A.C. Clark, 1909; Vol. 5:
edited by W. Peterson, 1911; Vol. 6: edited by A.C,
Clark, 1911). Oxford: Clarendon Press.

--------- . Epistulae ad Familiares. BEldited by L.C. Purser.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1952,

———————— . Cicero's Letters to Atticus. Edited [with _a
translation, commentary and introductory essays] by
D.R. Shackleton Bailey. 6 vols. Cambridge: Univ-
ersity Press, 1965-1968.

~~~~~~~~ . Eplstulae ad Quintum Fratrem. Edited by w.S.
Watt. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958.

Sallustius Crispus, C. Catilinae Coniuratio. Edited by
Alphonsus Kurfess. 3rd. ed.; Lelpzlig: Teubner, 1957.

———————— « Historiarum Reliquiae, Edited by Bertold Haur-
enbrecher. Leipzig: Teubner, 1893. Prolegomena to the
Historiarum Reliquiae, 1891. Both the Prolegomena
and the text appear bound as one.

The Commentariolum 1tself appears in Watt's edition

of the Epistulae ad Quintum Fratrem: this text is that upon

which I have commented. All texts listed here as published

by the Clarendon Press in Oxford are in the Oxford Classical
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Texts series.
Dio Cassius has been cited from the Loeb text (Dio’'s

Roman History, tr. [from a modified version of Bolssevain’s

text] Earnest [sic] Cary [London: Heinemann, 1914-1927], 9

vols.).
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