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FOREWORD

The Histos team 1s deeply grateful to Professor Christopher Pelling for the
enormous effort that he has expended in producing and updating this
commentary on Plutarch’s Brutus by John Moles, our late and much-missed
founder. We hope that Professor Pelling’s labours will make John’s early
work, which is so full of his customary insight, acumen, and wit, available
to a larger audience.

No changes have been made to the original text except for the
correction of obvious typographical or other slight errors. The formatting
and method of citation follow the original rather than Histos house style.
Numbers in the margins refer to the original pagination of the dissertation.
Cross-references are to the pages of this edition, not of the original.

JOHN MARINCOLA
12 September 2017



PREFACE TO THE NEW EDITION

not the place to pay tribute to him as a scholar and a person, but an

elegant and perceptive appreciation is given by A. J. Woodman at Hustos
9 (2015) g12-8."

His doctoral thesis on Plutarch’s Brutus was completed in 1979; I had the
privilege of being one of its examiners, along with Professor Alan
Wardman. As Woodman says, ‘One of [Moles’] later regrets was that he
never seemed to have the time or opportunity to revise his thesis for
publication’, though I know from our last conversation a few months
before his death that he had not given up the idea entirely. The thesis itself
has been widely consulted and quoted much more often than most
doctoral work: it is often for instance credited in Fragments of the Roman
Historians (ed. T. J. Cornell et al., 2014), particularly in the contributions of
Andrew Drummond, and often cited too in the work of Kathryn Welch
(e.g. Magnus Pius, 2012) and in my own commentaries on Anfony and Caesar.
After his death several friends agreed that the time had come for
publication; John Marincola, Tony Woodman, Ted Lendon, and
Elizabeth Meyer were particularly active at that stage, and John’s widow
Ruth graciously and generously agreed that we might go ahead. Histos, the
journal which Moles had conceived, founded, and edited with such
distinction, was the obvious place, and we are most grateful to the editor
Christopher Krebs for agreeing to publish it as a Supplement.

A lot of scholarship has appeared since 1979 (including a fair number of
contributions by Moles himself), and it seemed clear that a bibliographical
update would be helpful-—though as I have done this it has struck me how
few of Moles’ arguments would need substantial revision. Still, had John
been able to do it himself he would of course have wished to engage on
several occasions with radically different opinions, just as he did with
Shackleton Bailey in his 1997 paper on the authenticity of Cic. ad Brut. 1.16
[25] and 1.17 [26] (Moles, Letters): on all but a very few occasions I have
resisted the temptation to reconstruct the objections and qualifications that
he might have made. Except for including in square brackets Shackleton
Bailey’s numberings of Cicero’s letters, these supplements are marked by
curly brackets—{ }—and full details are given in the Supplementary
Bibliography. Naturally these updates are anything but full: further
bibliography can often been found in Affortunati’s excellent 2004
commentary and earlier in Magnino’s editions of Appian B( g and 4, and 1
have also often been content to refer to the citations given in other recent

]ohn Moles died suddenly and prematurely on 4th October, 2015. This is

* http://research.ncl.ac.uk/histos/documents/2015AA12Woodman]LMolesObituary.pdf
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works, especially Kathryn Welch’s Magnus Pius (2012), my own Caesar (2011),
and the Fragments of the Roman Historians (2013).

In 1979 Moles had access to the earlier D. Phil. theses of Joseph Geiger
on Cato minor (1971) and my own on Caesar 1-27 (1974), and cited them fairly
often: both Geiger and I have since had the opportunity to put (rather
shorter) versions into print, Geiger in his introduction to the Rizzoli Focione
¢ Cato Uticense (1993) and I in my Clarendon Ancient History Series Caesar
(2011). Where possible I have added references to those versions as well.
Moles also saw and referred to my paper on ‘Plutarch’s method of work in
the Roman ZLwes’ before publication: this was then published in 7HS g9
(1979), 7496 and has been reprinted with a postscript in Scardigli, Essaps
and in my Plutarch and History (2002), and I have added page-references to
the Plutarch and History version. Other short titles are:

Affortunati M. Affortunati, Plutarco: Vita di Bruto, with an
introduction by B. Scardigli (Frankfurt am
Main, 2004).

Beck, Companion M. Beck, ed. 4 Companion to Plutarch (Malden,
Oxford, and Chichester, 2014).

Clarke, Noblest Roman M. Clarke, The Noblest Roman: Marcus Brutus
and his Reputation (London, 1981).

Duff, Plutarch’s Lives T. Dufl] Plutarch’s Lives: Exploring Virtue and Vice
(Oxford, 1999).

FRHist T.J. Cornell et al., eds., Fragments of the Roman
Historians (Oxford, 2018).

Geiger {D. Phil.} J. Geiger, A Commentary on Plutarch’s ‘Cato minor’

(Oxtord D. Phil. thesis, 1971).

Geiger, Focione ¢ Catone Uticense  Introduction to Cato munor in C. Bearzot, J.
Geiger, and L. Ghilli, edd. and tr., Plutarco:
Focione e Catone Uticense (Milan, 1993).

Gotter, Der Diktator is Tot! U. Gotter, Der Diktator is tot! Politik in Rom
zwischen den Iden des Mdrz und der Begriindung des
Lweiten  Triumvirates  (Historia  Einzelschriften
110; Stuttgart, 1996).

Gowing, Triumviral Narratives ~ A. M. Gowing, The Trumuviral Narratves of
Appian and Cassius Dio (Ann Arbor, 1992).

LIMC Lexicon  Iconographicum — Mythologiae  Classicae
(Zurich, Miunchen, and Disseldorf, 1981—
2000).

LTUR E. M. Steinby, ed., Lexicon Topographicum Urbus
Romae (Rome, 1993-9).

Moles, Cicero J. L. Moles, Plutarch: Cicero (Warminster,
1989).

Moles, Latomus J. L. Moles, ‘Some “last words” of M. Iunius

Brutus’, Latomus 42 (1983) 763-79.
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Moles, Letters

OLD

Pelling, Antony

Pelling, Caesar

Pelling, {D.Phil.}

Pelling, Plutarch and History
Ramsey, Cic. Phil.
Scardigli

Scardigli, Essays

Scott-Kilvert—Pelling

Wardle, Suet. Aug.

Welch, Magnus Pius

J. L. Moles, ‘Plutarch, Brutus and Brutus’
Greek and Latin letters’, in J. Mossman, ed.,
Plutarch and his  Intellectual World (Swansea,
1997) 141-68.

P. G. W. Clare, ed., Oxford Latin Dictionary*
(Oxford, 2012).

C. Pelling, Plutarch: Life of Antony (Cambridge,
1988).

C. Pelling, Plutarch: Caesar (Oxford, 2011).

C. Pelling, Introduction, Text, and Commentary on
Chapters 1—27 of Plutarch’s Life of Caesar (Oxford
D. Phil. thesis, 1974).

C. Pelling, Plutarch and History: Eighteen Studies
(Swansea, 2002).

J. T. Ramsey, Philippics [-1I (Cambridge, 2003).
see Affortunati above.

B. Scardigli, ed., Essays on Plutarch’s Lives
(Oxtord, 1995).

I. Scott-Kilvert, I. and C. Pelling, Plutarch:
Rome wmm  Crnsis (Penguin  translation,
Harmondsworth).

D. Wardle, Suetonius: Life of Augustus (Oxford,
2014).

K. Welch, Magnus Pius: Sextus Pompeius and the
Transformation of the Roman Republic (Swansea,
2012).

I am most grateful for various forms of assistance and encouragement to
John Marincola (who undertook some of the copy-typing), Ted Lendon,
Elizabeth Meyer, Tony Woodman, John Ramsey, Kathryn Tempest,
Henriette van der Blom, and Kathryn Welch, and of course to Ruth
Moles, without whom this would not have been possible. It has been a sad
pleasure to play a part in making more accessible this remarkable work by
a scholar of formidable learning and intelligence and a very good friend.

Oxford

CHRISTOPHER PELLING
August, 2016
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PREFACE

he subject of this thesis originally occurred to me because of the

lack of a proper commentary on P.’s Brutus in any language. At this

late stage of Classical studies one might indeed wonder whether
there 1s any justification at all for the writing of detailed commentaries on
relatively short texts. Yet, despite the vast number of books and articles
devoted to the study of P. in recent years, P. is an author whose richness
and subtlety can only be appreciated by precise analysis of individual texts.
General studies can, and do, indicate certain lines of thought and certain
principles whose application may benefit the understanding of particular
works, but in the final analysis there remains no substitute for
interpretation based on continuous, line by line, section by section, and
text by text, exposition. Again, there have been several excellent
commentaries on individual Liwes produced over the last twenty years (e.g.
Hamilton’s Alexander, Geiger’s Cato minor, Pelling’s Caesar {the last two of
those known to Moles as doctoral theses}), but each text poses its own
problems of understanding and interpretation, and in an author as Protean
and varied as P. what is true of one work is not necessarily true of another,
or, if true, true only in a trivial sense.

To write a fully adequate and comprehensive commentary on P.’s
Brutus one would have ideally to be an expert in Roman Republican
history, Greek philosophy, and Greek literature, both early and late. Few
people combine these three qualifications. This commentary is therefore to
some extent restricted in its scope and is avowedly a ‘literary’ one. But one
must use inverted commas because it is really impossible to make an
absolute distinction between historical, philosophical, or literary
approaches. One cannot, for example, fully understand P.’s ‘literary’
purpose at any given moment without establishing as far as possible the
nature of the historical material with which he is working: his literary
purpose may be underpinned by a conscious decision to prefer source x’
to source ‘y’, or by a deliberate reworking, or reinterpretation, of his
source. Equally, one | cannot assess P.’s reliability as a ‘historian, or—
perhaps more accurately—his reliability as a historical source, without
trying first to evaluate his literary purpose: so often what appears at first
sight to be a historical ‘error’ turns out, on closer inspection, to be
deliberate. If, then, this commentary is a ‘literary’ one, that is in the first
instance a reflection of the commentator’s lack of competence in Roman
Republican history and Greek philosophy: it does not reflect any
conviction that the literary approach is in itself sufficient and adequate.
There is of course a practical point: a commentary exploiting all three
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approaches to the full would be many times the size of this one. Subject to
these constraints, I have tried, although my general approach is ‘literary’,
to make some contribution to the acute philosophical, and some of the
more acute historical, problems raised by this, one of the richest and most
thought-provoking of all P.’s Lives, and to provide adequate documentation
for those whose interests are different from mine.

The Introduction is deliberately restricted in scope, partly for reasons of
space, partly through a desire to avoid mere regurgitation of established
and largely incontrovertible views. Thus there is nothing about P.’s life and
career, the study of which has been put on a sounder basis than ever before
by C. P. Jones’ Plutarch and Rome, or about P.’s purpose in writing the Lives,
a subject upon which there is naturally widespread agreement. (Personally,
I believe that more weight than is currently fashionable should be given to
the view that P. is concerned partly to demonstrate the need for the
restraining influence of Greek civilization upon potentially barbarous
Roman power, but this is an interpretation which can only be justified, if at
all, at length and in detail, though this s a topic of some relevance to the
Brutus and I have touched upon it from time to time in the Commentary.)
Nor have I discussed P.’s style separately, preferring to confine my
observations to the Commentary. The lack of discussion of the manuscript
tradition arises partly from the fact that the whole question has recently
been treated by Pelling in his D.Phil. commentary on the | Caesar, partly
also from the fact that the text of the Brutus is on the whole very good:
there are of course many cases where the true reading may be disputed
and there are a few major textual cruces, but there are (I believe) no
passages where the essential meaning is in doubt. For similar reasons,
within the Commentary, 1 have not attempted to discuss in depth P.’s
practice with regard to hiatus, or various minor orthographical problems:
these are technical questions, and their resolution, if indeed the evidence
were good enough to provide it, would not (in my opinion) advance our
understanding of anything very important.

In writing the Commentary 1 have been greatly helped by the work of
early editors such as Coraes, Reiske, Schaefer, Sintenis, and Voegelin, all
of whom exhibit what must even today be regarded as an enviable grasp of
Plutarchean language and style, in some cases, and certainly on some
occasions, in excess of Ziegler, whose Teubner text (second edition) I have
quoted throughout. I have also benefited from the historical commentary
of F. M. Wilson, which, while modest in purpose, contains many useful
observations. I have found the commentaries of Paukstadt and R. Del Re
of more limited value. Many scholars in England and Ireland have kindly
offered their expertise on various points of difficulty. I thank particularly
Mr D. A. Russell, who acted as my supervisor for two terms, Dr C. B. R.
Pelling, who generously allowed me to read his important paper ‘Plutarch’s
Method of Work in the Roman ZLiwes’ in advance of publication, and above
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all my supervisor, Mr E. L. Bowie, who has been tolerant, stimulating, and
exacting far beyond the call of duty. And without the practical assistance
and inspiration of many ¢idoe, especially Ronny, George, Hilary, and
Catherine, I should never have been able to carry on.

The Queen’s Unwversity of Belfast J. L. M.
January 1979



A Commentary on Plutarch’s Brutus xiil

ABBREVIATIONS

‘P> = Plutarch. Other abbreviations follow standard practice. For
references to P.’s own works I have followed the abbreviations of Jones,
Plutarch and Rome, xii—xiii, as far as possible, inventing my own
abbreviations of the Latin titles where necessary.

v



GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
THE LIFE OF BRUTUS

throughout the Lives, and indeed much of the Moralia as well: the need

for the union of philosophical reason and political statescraft. His
subject is a man whose character and principles fascinated his
contemporaries, inspired many of the leading figures in the political
‘opposition’ in the early Empire, and have caught the imagination of
succeeding generations, down to the present day. Brutus’ strong
philosophical bent makes him a figure highly congenial both to P.’s moral
purpose in the Liwes, and—one might almost say—to his own heart (one
recalls here the warm intimacy P. feels towards his subjects: demil. 1.1-2).
P.’s emotional identification with Brutus is the stronger for the fact that (in
his opinion) Brutus’ philosophy was not dour and implacable, but rather
tempered by humanity and grace: in P.’s portrayal of Brutus-¢tAocogpos
there are few of the reservations or signs of alienation so well documented
in the Cato minor by Babut 169—75, and evident also in the parallel to the
Brutus, the rather scrappy and unsatisfactory Dion. (One may note here the
care with which, on the whole, P. glosses over Brutus’ Stoic characteristics,
preferring instead to emphasize Brutus the Academic.) And Brutus’
character and political importance were such as to attract to the tradition a
wealth of anecdotal material, the use of which harmonizes excellently with
the programme P. sets out in Alexander 1. A central concern of the Brutus is
naturally the struggle between elevfepia and povapyia (and to a certain
extent élevfepia and Tupavvis), a splendid theme, much celebrated in
Greek literature but also still of great contemporary relevance in P.’s own
day. The strongly philhellene Brutus naturally exerts considerable appeal
to P., the reconciler of the divergent strengths of Greek and Roman
civilization. No wonder, then, that the Brufus is one of the most committed
and successful of all the Lives.

It 1s rich in colourful anecdote: the altercation of Caesar and Cato |
(5.94), the disaster brought upon themselves by the Megarians (8.7), the
fight between the boy Cassius and Faustus Sulla (9.14), the emotional
reconciliation of Brutus and Cassius (10.3-7), the interview of Brutus and
Ligarius (11.1-3), the stories of Porcia (15.1-11, 15.5-9, 28.2-7, 53.57), the
lynching of Cinna the poet (20.8-11), Brutus’ ill-omened toast on his
birthday (24.5-7), the kindly treatment bestowed on him by his enemies
(26.1-2), the treachery of Theodotus and his just punishment (33.2-6), the
quarrel of Brutus and Cassius and the antics of the buffoonish Favonius
(34.2-8), the visitations of ‘the ghost of Caesar’ (§6.1-37.1, 48.1), the harsh

In the Brutus P. is dealing with a theme of central importance

vii
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fate of Volumnius and Saculio (45.6-9), the desertion of Clodius (48.8—9),
the bravery of Lucilius (50.1-9), the further careers of Strato and Messalla
(53.1-9). It 1s rich also in apophthegm and revealing quotation: Brutus’ tart
admonitions to the Greek cities of Asia Minor (2.6-8), Caesar’s memorable
dicta about Brutus and about Brutus and Cassius (6.7, 7.4, 8.2-3), the graffiti
by which Brutus was impelled against Caesar by the citizens of Rome (9.7
8), the sharp pun of Ligarius (11.3), Brutus’ retort to those who would
appeal to Caesar above the laws (14.7), his reproaches to Cicero (22.4-6)
and Cassius (28.4-5, 35.4-6), his wryly humorous remarks about Porcia
(25.6-7), his Delphic prognostication of defeat (24.6), his reflections on the
death of Cicero (28.2), Antony’s assessment of Brutus (29.7), Brutus’
attitude to his prospects in the forthcoming trial of strength and the
behaviour of Antony (29.9-11), the complaints of Cassius’ friends (30.2),
Cassius’ refusal of the title of king (g30.3), the poisonous sophistry of
Theodotus (33.4), Brutus’ imperturbable response to the evil ¢aopa (36.7),
the mappropriate remark of Atellius (39.10), Gassius’ ultima dicta to Messalla
(40.3), his ultima verba before his suicide (43.7), Brutus’ salutation of the dead
Cassius (44.2), Lucilius’ proud boast of the ‘uncapturability’ of the
philosophical Brutus (50.5), Brutus’ quotations from Greek tragedy (51.1),
his pregnant ‘it is drunk up’ (51.4), his last words (51.6, 52.3-5), the spirited
response of Messalla (53.3). |

It is also as a whole extremely well written (among the very few signs of
carelessness one may instance the use of ovvapoota in 1.4, the unfulfilled
back-reference of 13.3, or the somewhat opaque battle narrative of 42.2—4).
Of the rich imagery in the Life one may single out especially the brilliant
metaphor of 7.7, excellently conceived in itself and also of great importance
for the whole narrative of ¢ks. 6—9. P.’s exploitation of literary evocation
and association is sustained and impressive: although there are countless
examples throughout the Life, one may think particularly of sections 5.34,
7.7, 13.1-11, 15.1-9, 20.8-11, 23.2-7, 31.1-7, 36.1-7, 40.1-9. Perhaps above
all the Brutus 1s conspicuous among the Lives for the impression it makes of
internal coherence and unity. The sustained narrative power of cks. 7-10
(Brutus’ alienation from Caesar), 11-13 (the formation of the conspiracy),
14-10 (the day of the assassination), 17 (the assassination), or of chs. 2428
(preparations for war), 38-59 (the campaign of Philippi and the deaths of
Brutus and Cassius), 1s indeed partly simply a reflection of the fact that
Brutus’ (and Cassius’) political and military career from the end of 45 until
October/November 42 fell naturally into a coherent mould. But the skill
with which P. organizes his narrative in detail is still most impressive. In
broad terms, there arc perhaps four main organizing elements in the
structure of the Life:

(i) the characterization of Brutus as (very nearly) the ideal moAcikos; the
Brutus 1s a very ‘moral’ Life, and the characterization of Brutus is central to
it, in the way that one would expect from reading P.’s editorial statements
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in Alexander 1, Nicias 1, Pericles 1—2, Aemilius 1, etc. There are three emphatic
editorial characterizations of Brutus in the Life (1.2, 6.8-9, 29.1-10), but
much of the narrative is also illustrative of Brutus’ character (details in the
commentary). In the Brutus, as in other of the Luwes (cf. e.g. Hamilton xl),
the attempt to distinguish the ‘chronographisch’ and ‘eidologisch’ elements
in P.’s biographical technique has limited value. |

(i) the ovykpiows between Brutus and Cassius; this is very important to
the structure of the Life and 1s sustained practically throughout. For
discussion see pp. 44£.

(ii1) the theme that ‘even his enemies’ respected Brutus. For discussion
see p. 52.

(iv) the political framework; the struggle between elevfepia and
'lLOV(leltCL.

The Struggle of e’)\eueep[a against ;LovapXL’a, Tvpowwfg, and 8607707‘61:(1, 1s
obviously very important in, and gives shape to, sections 1.1-8, 2.1-5 (I
think—see commentary ad loc.), 4.1-7, 7.6-11.3, 12.1-14.7, 18.2-5, 21.2-3,
22.3-6, 24.2-3, 28.2, 28.4-5, 29.4-11, 35.4-6, 39.8, 40.8, 44.2, 52.4-5. One
may link with this P.’s own belief that the assassination of Caesar was
ordained by heaven (14.2-3 and n.) and that the final defeat of the
Republic was equally heaven-ordained (6.5 and n.). The latter belief
consistently informs the narrative after the assassination of Caesar: 24.6-7,
20.11, §6-97 (see p. 301), 39.3-6, 40.3, 40.8, 47.7, 48.2-5, 52.5, cf. Comp. 2.2.
(Even dubious omens reinforce the theme.)

One may also note what appear to be conscious structural parallelisms
between c¢hs. 29g-30 (the conference at Smyrna) and 3435 (the conference
at Sardis); between the deaths of Cassius (43.5-8) and Brutus (51.5-0 et seq.);
between the missions of Clodius (47.8—9) and of Lucilius (50.1-9); between
the activities 7o mpoamobvyjokewv (10.5) and 70 mpokivduvvevew (49.10 and
51.2)—see n. on 49.10); and—more speculatively—between the distasteful
seductiveness of Caesar (7.7) and his son (27.1 and n.), between the
‘insomniac’ descriptions of 4.8, 13.1-2, and 36.1fL. (see nn. on 4.8 and 13.2),
and the imagery of 7.7 and 55.2 = Comp. 2.2 (see n. on 7.7).

All this is very satisfying aesthetically and helps to make the Brutus the
tightly organized and impressively structured Life that it undoubtedly is,
but one may well ask the questions: how far do these four main unifying
structural devices restrict the historical value of P.’s narrative, and how |
far do they impose a naive interpretation of historical events?

The historical value of the Brutus is difficult to assess. It is obviously a
‘moral’ rather than a ‘historical’ Life. In addition, it has some clear
encomiastic elements (see on 1.4, 4.4, 29.3). On the other hand P. preserves
a mass of material otherwise unattested (e.g. 1.7-8, 2.4, 4.4-8, 6.14, 8.6-7,
10.1-2, 11.1-3, 12.3-0, 14.4-5, 14.7, 15.59, 19.1 [Plancus], 19.4 [second
meeting of the senate on March 18, 44], 20.9, 21.5-6, 23.2-7, 24.1, 24.2-3,
25.4—26.2, 27.5, 28.3-5, 29.1, 30.1-2, 30.34, 34.8, §5.1-6, §6.2—4, 39.7—

X1
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40.12, 41.8, 42.6-9, 43.1-3, 44.1, 44.4, 45.1 [Briges], 45.2, 45.6-9, 47.8-9,
49.2—4, 51.2-52.7, 53.1-3, 53.6). Much of this is relatively trivial, although of

interest for the characters and relations of Brutus and Cassius. P.’s
accounts of a second meeting of the senate on March 18, 44, of the military
council the night before the First Battle of Philippi (39.7ff.), and of Brutus’
ignorance of the Republican victory at sea when he decided to accept the
Second Battle, are, however, of substantial historical interest, and perhaps
also of substantial historical value (this is naturally debatable). As usual in
P. there are several occasions when he gets the chronology of events wrong
(as distinct from manipulating the chronology for artistic or thematic
effect), e.g. in his narrative of the events of March 15-17 (see pp. 198fL), his
summary of the events between May and October 44 (see pp.256ft., 2381f.),
his dating of the letters Ad Brut. 1.16 [25] and 1.17 [26] (see pp. 299fl.). In
the circumstances these are venial errors: the accounts of Appian and Dio
for the period 15-17 March, 44, are no better than P.’s, his summary of
events from May to October, 44, is brief and thematically organized
(although certainly intended to give the impression of chronological
movement), and the dating of Ad Brut. 1.16 [25] and 1.17 [26] 13 a difficult
matter.

On two occasions P. embarks upon discussions of ‘historical’ questions
(1.6-8, 53.6). From a strictly historical point of view, his discussions are
not impressive, but they are hardly intended to be, and one cannot blame
P. for not operating by criteria in which he himself is not at that | point
much interested.

The question of the general validity of P.’s portrayal of the character of
Brutus 1s obviously too large a question to discuss in detail here. His
portrayal is clearly thoroughly idealized, but it has been enormously
influential (the Brutus who emerges in Julius Caesar or even Syme’s Roman
Revolution 1s recognizably the Plutarchean Brutus). The resulting picture is
not quite as naive or simplistic as the overriding schematization of Brutus
as the (all but) ideal moAurikos would at first sight suggest. Twice Brutus is
said to have lost his temper (34.3, 45.9), and this is less trivial than it seems
because of the emphasis placed throughout the Life (1.2-3 etc.) on the
conflict between philosophical Adyos and elemental Bupos. (The second
reference is certainly important—see below.) P. roundly criticizes Brutus
for his promise to allow his troops to pillage Thessalonica and Sparta
(46.2fF.)—of course his discussion of Brutus’ motives is as apologetic as he
can make it, but this stems as much from his desire wherever possible to
take a charitable view of human nature (cf. e.g. De Herod. malign. 855B, Cum.
2, Aemil. 1, etc.), as from any intent to whitewash Brutus, and in the final
analysis he does condemn Brutus here. More subtly, he suggests a
development in Brutus’ character from the rather recalcitrant youth of 3.5
to the mature patriot (as he represents him) of 4.4, he shows an interest in
the conflict in Brutus’ soul between Caesarism and Republicanism in ¢#s.
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6-11, and perhaps also in ¢ks. 4697 (on this see pp. 110fL,, pp. 118fL.), and
he seems to suggest a deterioration in Brutus’ character under the stress of
war after the First Battle of Philippi (see pp. 357, 358f., 360f.). Much the
same may be said of his portrayal of Cassius. Of course the overriding
Brutus—Cassius aUykpiots operates against a proper portrayal of Cassius.
Yet there are times when P. quietly drops the prevailing anti-Cassius line
(see n. on 29.1), and his narrative of the formation of the conspiracy
actually seems to imply that at that stage Cassius was more true to his
principles than Brutus (see pp. 110f., 118ff.). Again, P.’s argument in | g.1ff.
may not be impressive in itself, but the mere fact that he is ready to break
his schematic odykptots—one, moreover, thoroughly embedded in his
sources—, in the interests of the truth as he sees it, s impressive and
deserves credit. One need not doubt that Cassius was self-interested to a
degree, a man of passion, rapacious, and cruel, but yet also in some sense a
man of principle: once allowance is made for the inevitable exaggerations
and distortions created by the monumental ovykpiats, P.’s portrayal of
Cassius (as of Brutus) s interesting, shows a certain psychological insight,
and does to some extent do justice to the complexity of the man.

P’s political analysis in the Brutus is also naturally a great over-
simplification, and 1is necessarilly hampered by the overrriding
schematizations: the characterization of Brutus as very nearly the ideal
moAetikos, and the great emphasis placed on the struggle between
e’)\evﬂep[a and p,ovapXL'a/ TupauV[g. These schematizations inevitably create
a certain unreality about much of the narrative. For example, in 26.6 P.
notes approvingly that Brutus did not deprive C. Antonius of the insignia
of his magistracy. This, to P., is a proof of Brutus’ ¢idavbpwmia or
peyadoppoadvy, which in part it may have been, but nothing is said of its
political significance. Or, in 21.3 the 87jpos longs for Brutus, being sickened
by the povapyia of Antony. Historically, this verges on the ridiculous, but it
conforms to the schema Antony = povapyia, Brutus = elevbepia, the fickle
mAnfn of 21.2 necessarily becoming the sovereign d7jpos of 21.3. But again,
the inadequacy of P.’s political analysis can be overstressed. He shows a
good appreciation of the degradation Caesarian autocracy exacted of
proud aristocrats like Brutus and Cassius (7.7, cf. 16.5, 17.9, and nn.). In
defence of his operating within the frame éAevlepia v. povapyia/Tvpavvis,
it must be said that he is after all only adopting the terminology and
categorizations of Brutus and Cassius themselves, and many of their
contemporaries and admirers. | And to a certain extent, too, he is simply
entering into the spirit of the ethos of his subjects, just as in the Cato minor
he is more indulgent to Cato’s unbending Stoicism than he would
otherwise be.

P.’s belief in the influence of the divine will upon the fall of the Republic
at first sight might also seem to rob his political analysis of any serious
historical worth (cf. the dismissive remarks of Jones, Plutarch and Rome,

xiil
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100ff.). But in P., as in Homer and the tragedians, the divine does not
influence events in any crude mechanistic way. Why is the conspiracy
against Caesar successful? On one level, it is because Caesar’s fall has
divine sanction. But on another the success of the conspiracy is due to the
scrupulous secrecy with which the plot was kept (12.8), the care with which
preparations were made (14.1), and the calmness of Brutus at a critical
moment (16.4; this is made up, so it 1s ‘unhistorical’, but at least it is not
totally irrational). On one level, too, the Republicans failed because the fall
of the Republic was foreordained. But on another level they lose the
political initiative after the assassination of Caesar because of the
timorousness of the senate (18.1, cf. 14.1) and because of the decision of
Brutus to allow Antony to live and Caesar to have a public funeral (or any
funeral at all), which permits Antony, a man of unstable moral character,
to whip up the emotions of the mob (20.1-2, 20.4). In the same way, P.
does not disguise the fact that the decision to fight the First Battle of
Philippi was a military error (40.3), reached, however, by the exercise of
the free will of the Republicans, and he makes it clear that in his opinion
Brutus could have secured a Republican victory in that battle had he been
able to control his troops (44.5-6, cf. 49.8). Even for the apparently
uncompromising assertion of divine intervention at 47.7 a reasonable
explanation on the human plane is provided, for P. seems to imply that
Clodius was a thoroughly untrustworthy type.

Another radical objection might be levelled against P. If much of the
Life is built round the political frame of the struggle between eAevlepia |
and povapyia, and even on occasion Tvpavvis (7.7, 9.1fL.), but P. himself
believes that in the end monarchy was necessary and even beneficial to
Rome (55.2 etc.), is not the whole political analysis of the Brutus flawed by a
fatal contradiction at the very outset? It must be conceded that there is a
certain fundamental ambivalence in P.’s attitude to the establishment of
the empire, which does indeed lead him into logically contradictory
positions. The attitudes of 7.7 and g.1ff., where P. is not simply reflecting
the opinions of Cassius in virtual oratio obliqua, or of Caes. 28.3, where
Caesar’s mpoaipeots 1s said to be Tvpavviky, cannot logically be reconciled
with the statement of 55.2. Yet this, after all, is an ambivalence towards the
establishment of the Roman monarchy which can be paralleled among
many Greek and Roman aristocrats of the Imperial era (e.g. Seneca and
Tacitus). And despite this fundamental ambivalence, P. manages to span
the credibility gap between his admiration for his Republican heroes and
his love for the principles for which they stood and his intellectual
conviction that monarchy was necessary, to a surprisingly successful extent.
The narrative of the second half of the Life is from this point of view quite
subtly written. When Caesar is killed the Tvpavvis of the first half of the Life
is dead, but éXevbepia is not restored because of the failure of the senate to
rise to the occasion, of Brutus’ political errors (however admirable they
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were morally), of Antony’s demagogy, of the arrival of Octavian, and the
rivalry between him and Antony with the subsequent levy of troops.
Brutus, perforce, prepares for war (23.1, 24.2ff)). Octavian mounts a coup
d’état, the Triumvirate 1s formed, and the proscriptions take place. After the
preparations of Brutus and Cassius and their meeting at Smyrna, P. says
(28.7) that they are now fit to challenge Antony and Octavian mept T7s
Papaiov qyepovias. It may (I think) already be regarded as significant that
they are not described as fit to fight on behalf of 7is eAevfepias. The
validity of the Republican cause is somewhat undermined by the
behaviour of | Cassius, who (according to P., no doubt wrongly, but he has
Brutus as his authority) is interested in apyn for its own sake (28.4, 29.5).
When Cassius kills himself, Brutus salutes him as ‘the last of the Romans’
(44-2). Brutus 1s thus left alone in his struggle against Antony and Octavian.
His own behaviour now shows signs of incipient povapyia (45.6—9 and n.),
and in the last battle his followers, gallant and heroic as they are, are
fighting mpo ... BpodTov (49.10, 51.2), not mpo 7ijs eAevbeplas. The opposite
was the case before the assassination of Caesar (10.5). On this
interpretation, the narrative moves quite naturally from partial acceptance
of the Republican analysis of Caesar’s rule to a recognition that monarchy
became inevitable in the two years after Caesar’s assassination, inevitable
not because Brutus and Cassius were mere puppets in the hands of God,
but because even if Brutus and Cassius had won the First Battle of Philippi
(as P. correctly believes they could have done) or if Brutus alone had won
the subsequent campaign (as he could have done, had he avoided battle),
even then the cause of édevfepla would have been doomed. This of course
is hardly profound stuff, but it is far from being as naive or simplistic or
self-contradictory as the monumental frameworks of the Life would initially
suggest. It is in fact essentially an analysis with which many a modern
historian would agree. Finally, the third main organizing element in the
structure of the Life contributes to P.’s acceptance of the establishment of
empire, for if ‘even his enemies’ respected Brutus, then some sort of
reconciliation was possible between elevfepia and povapyia.
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THE DATE OF THE LIFE OF BRUTUS

The date of the Dion—Brutus cannot be fixed with precision. g6 A.D. may be
regarded as a fair preliminary terminus post, since it is reasonable to assume
that because of its subject matter the Life of Brutus must have been written
after the death of Domitian. This terminus post may be extended to g9, if we
accept the attractive, though unverifiable, suggestion of Jones,
‘Chronology’, 70 {= Scardigli, Essays 114}, that the consulship of Q). Sosius
Senecio, to whom several of the ZLwes are addressed, gave P. the
opportunity of dedicating the series to him. If Jones’ suggestion is right,
then the Dion—Brutus, the 12th pair of the Parallel Lives (Dion 2.7), must of
course already be dated some years later than 9g9. An equally loose terminus
ante 1s provided by Sosius’ death (? a few years) before 116, for the Dion—
Brutus 1s addressed to him (Diwn 1, cf. Jones, ‘Chronology’, 69 (= Scardigli,
Essays 113}; the dating of the Dion by Porter xv to 11620 is therefore too
late).

Since neither Life contains any reference to datable events of the recent
past, further progress can only be made by considering the relationship of
the Diwon—Brutus to certain other of P.’s works, both in the Moralia and the
Parallel Lives.

Brut. 25.6 cross-references to Quaest. conviv. 693F. The use to which the
cross-reference 1is put, as well as the style of the passage 25.4ff., indicates
the priority of the Quaest. conviv. discussion, although the Brutus must be
roughly contemporaneous (on this see pp. 250fl.). This, however, is little
help, merely confirming (? a few years) before 116 as a terminus ante and
making g9 certain as a terminus post (Jones, ‘Chronology’, 69, 72-9 {=
Scardigli, Essays 113, 121}, cf. p. 257 below).

Brut. 6.9 links with De wit. pud. 530A, which may have been written
earlier, though again the two passages must be more or less
contemporaneous, but this is no help at all, as the De vit. pud. is simply
undatable (cf. p. 101 below).

One might attempt to make something of P.’s interest in ‘demonology’
in the Diwn—Brutus. This must be done with great caution, since efforts | to
reconstruct the ‘development’ or otherwise of P.’s thought in this difficult
field have so far failed to yield any consistent or convincing results. But /it
is the case that the Dion—Brutus shows P. toying with (though actually
rejecting) Zoroastrian dualistic doctrine and—more important—possessed
of quite detailed knowledge of it (as argued on pp. g20ff. below), then one
might try to link this with the De Iside et Osiride, in which Zoroastrian
dualistic doctrine is very important and P. seems relatively well informed
about it (p. g21). The dating of the De Iside et Osiride 1s unfortunately much
disputed, but all that is required in the present argument is to establish a
terminus post for its composition, since the Dion—Brutus has a secure terminus
ante of a year or so before 116. The most likely terminus post tor the De Iside et
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Osinide seems c. 115 or a few years later (cf. Jones, ‘Chronology’ 71, 73 (=
Scardigli, Essays 1189, 1223}, Griftiths 16f., Brenk, In Must Apparelled, 5, n.
12). The argument is tenuous, but the parallelism between Dion 2 and the
doctrine of the De Iside et Osiride might tend to favour a dating of the Dion—
Brutus as near as possible to the later work, subject to the constraint of the
death of Sosius Senecio as a terminus ante.

The question of the relationship of the Dwn—Brutus to other Parallel Lives
1s much more difficult and inevitably raises the vexed problem of the cross-
references. The discussion that follows is restricted in scope, aiming only to
establish the position of the Brutus in relation to the Roman ZLwes that
overlap directly in subject matter. The Cicero definitely precedes the Brutus,
for the Demosthenes—Cicero is the 5th pair (Demosth. §.1). The relationship to
the Brutus of the Caesar, Pompey, Antony, and Cato minor can only be
established (if at all) by invoking the evidence of the cross-references. One
may then hope to bring additional information to bear in the attempt to
provide the Dion—Brutus with a more precise absolute dating.

Cross-references are scattered through almost all the Lives, often in the
form ws év Tols mepl Tob detvos yéypamrar, and appear at first | sight to
offer valuable indications of the order in which certain Liwves were written.
When Life ‘X’ cites Life ‘y’ it would seem reasonable to conclude that Life y’
was written first. But there is a difficulty, which must be tackled before the
reliability of the cross-references can be taken at face value. This is that
several times they appear to contradict each other, in two rather different
ways:

(1) Life ‘x’ cites y’ but ‘y’ also cites x’. Thus Diwn 58.10 cites the Tumoleon
and Tumoleon 13.10 and 33.4 the Dion, Alctbiades 13.9 cites the Nicias and
Nicias 11.2 the Alcibiades, and Brutus 9.9 cites the Caesar and Caesar 62.8 and
68.7 the Brutus.

(if) With one group of Lies the argument simply breaks down: Camillus
33.10 cites the Romulus, Theseus 1.4 and Romulus 21.1 cite the Numa, but Numa
9.15 and 12.19 cite the Camullus.

Scholars have adopted several different approaches to this problem.

(1) The old method was simply to reject as spurious all the apparently
contradictory cross-references. Thus Stoltz, essentially following nineteenth
century practice, deleted Diwn 58.10, Brut. 9.9, and Cam. g§3.10. He in turn
was followed (e.g.) by Ziegler gotff {= Plutarchos von Chaironeia 2641t} and
Theander, Eranos 56 (1958), 12—20. This method has rightly been criticized
by (e.g.) Jones, ‘Chronology’, 66 {= Scardigli, Essays 107}, and—more
substantively—by Geiger {D.Phil.} 102ff. {cf. Athen. 57 (1979), 61 n. 47} and
Pelling {D.Phil.} 1ff., and in his ‘Plutarch’s Method of ‘Work in the
Roman Lwes’ {= Plutarch and History 8}. For the purposes of the present
investigation it is sufficient to note that not only is the style of Brut. 9.9 and
Dion 58.10 apparently Plutarchean but Brut. 9.9 actually appears necessary
to its context (p. 129f. below).
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(2) A method that has not found much favour is to assume that some of
the cross-references were added subsequently by P. himself—a possibility
that is not ruled out by Ziegler go1 {= Plutarchos 264}, Hamilton xxxv, n. 4,
or Pelling. Brut. 9.9 (I think) rather goes against this. Even if this theory is
right, however, the attempt can still be made to distinguish ‘second’ from
‘first’ edition cross-references.

(3) Mewaldt, Hermes 42 (1907), 5641L., followed by Flaceliere, REG 61 |
(1948), 68f., cf. Plutarque Vies 1, xxv—vi, II, 217, and Stadter, Plutarch’s
Historical Methods, g2, n. 1, and—with modifications—by Jones, ‘Chronol-
ogy’, 67 {= Scardigli, Essays 107-8}, argued that the Lives were not all
issued one pair at a time, as usually assumed, but that certain pairs were
published in groups, the Themustocles—Camaillus, Lycurgus—-Numa, and Theseus—
Romulus in one batch, the Dion—Brutus, Aemilius—Timoleon, and Alexander—
Caesar in another, hence a reader could easily have consulted (e.g.) the Dion
while reading the 7Twmoleon and wvice versa. Mewaldt’s hypothesis as stated
cannot stand, because of the wording of 7hes. 1.4, which proves that the
Lycurgus—Numa had already come out separately. This is the decisive
argument, though for others see the discussions of Stoltz 58ff., Pelling, and
(most trenchant) Hamilton xxxv-vii (including a cogent refutation of
Flaceliére’s defence of Mewaldt).

(4) A few scholars (e.g. Gomme, HCT 1, 83, n. 3; Brozek, Eos 53 [1963],
68-80; Pelling) have seen the contradictory cross-references as an
indication of simultaneous preparation of groups of Liwes. Thus Life ‘X’
might refer to Life °y’, even with the formula ws ... yéypamrar, and even if
Life ‘y’ had not actually been written, provided that it had already to some
extent been planned in advance. This attractive idea has the advantage of
preserving the authenticity of the contradictory cross-references, while
avoiding the hypothesis that some are to be explained as later inserts, and
thus of enabling them still to be used as chronological pointers to close
relationships between Lives. (It is of course logically the case, as Geiger and
Pelling emphasize, that any explanation of the contradictory cross-
references short of simple deletion must imply that other apparently non-
contradictory cross-references cannot be taken as reliable indicators of
relative chronology: the mere fact that a given cross-reference is not
‘contradicted’ does not, as the very existence of the contradictory cross-
references shows, validate the inference that Life x’ postdates Life ‘y’—it
may, or it may not. Ironically, therefore, the ‘contradictory’ cross-references
will be more | reliable indicators of close chronological relationships than
the non-contradictory.)

This interpretation of the contradictory cross-references makes excellent
sense. In the Caesar P. cross-references to the Brutus either (a) because the
Brutus 1s already written, or (b) because he knows what he will put in Brutus;
in the Brutus P. cross-references to the Caesar either (a) because the Caesar is
already written, or (b) because he knows what he will put in it; ergo, he has
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been preparing the material for both simultaneously. The subject matter of
both Lives 1s very similar, the sources practically identical. The same applies
to Timoleon and Dion, and to a considerable extent to the Numa, Camillus,
and Romulus. (One notes here that in the case of the Theseus—Romulus P.
chose his Roman hero first: Thes. 1.4.) The Theseus—Romulus was written
immediately after Lycurgus—Numa (Thes. 1.4), and P.’s wording in the
introduction to the 7heseus—Romulus indicates that he was working by
period.

One small difficulty arises: why (in most cases) P.’s use of the perfect tense
(yéypamrar etc.), if some of these cross-references are to Lives not yet
actually written, especially when he uses precise future tenses at Caes. 35.2
and Mar. 29.12? The perfect tenses can be explained as indications that the
Lives are to be regarded as a unified opus, or as quasi-epistolary (so Pelling),
so that very little should be made of this.

Such an interpretation of the contradictory cross-references is of course
not susceptible of final proof, but it seems the simplest and best available
(as well as the most productive) and offers a very reasonable picture of P.’s
likely method of work. It is here accepted.

The Dion—Bruius, Aemilius—Timoleon, and Alexander—Caesar were therefore
very probably composed together (which naturally does not mean that P.
actually wrote them simultaneously!). The question of their precise relative
chronology is perhaps rather academic, but is worth pursuing for the sake
of accuracy. The Caesar seems to have been written after the Brutus: Caes.
62.8 év Tols mepl BpovTov yeypappévors Sednlakaperv | (similar formula-
tions in Fab. Max. 19.2, Corwol. 33.2, 39.11) 1s a perfect of quite a different
character from the bald ws ... yéypamrac. Two necessarily vague, but
convergent, arguments may be added: (i) Caes. 67.7 et nuépav is perhaps
an attempt to supply the March 16 so conspicuously absent from the
narrative of the Brutus (see pp. 199, 201fl.); (11) P.’s different accounts of who
it was who kept Antony outside the senate on the Ides suggest the
sequence: correct version in the Brutus, error in the Caesar, attempt to fudge
the issue in the Antony (see p. 173 below). The relative chronology of the
Diwon and Timoleon can only be guessed at, although the unfulfilled cross-
reference of Tumol. 15.10 would tend to suggest that the Dion, while already
researched in detail, had not yet been written. This, however, is of no
importance for the attempt to place the Brutus in relation to the other
relevant Roman ZLives.

The Pompey came after the Caesar (Caes. 35.2—a future tense. The precise
implications of this future tense may be debated: paradoxically it may
suggest that P. anticipated more delay between the Caesar and Pompey than
between Lwes linked by contradictory perfect tense cross-references, as
Pelling acutely seems to imply {explicit at Plutarch and History 34 n. 54}).
The Pompey therefore also came after the Brutus (this is true even if it is not
the case that the Brutus preceded the Caesar). But the Brutus show clear signs
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of contamination of material that must have been collected for the
Pompey: ch. g3.2ff.—the story of the treacherous Theodotus, just as the
Pompey in turn shows signs of contamination by Brutan material (cf. p. 87
below, and Pomp. 16.8), so the time gap between the two Liwes cannot have
been great.

The chronological relationship of the Brutus and the Cato minor is not
easy to decide. Geiger’s belief that the Brutus is prior 1s based mainly on the
cross-reference to the Brutus at Cat. min. 79.6, which cannot in itself be
regarded as a sufficient indication. Certainly the Cato shows clear signs of
contamination by Brutan material, notably in the story of the death of
Porcia (Cat. mwn. 73.6), the further adventures of Statilius (73.7), probably
the account of the death of Cato’s son (79.5), which | presumably comes
from reading of accounts of the Second Battle of Philippi (though not, I
think, from Messalla, pace Geiger 75, 115), and perhaps also the anecdote of
the altercation between Cato and Caesar in the senate (Brut. 5.3—4, Cat.
mun. 24.1-3), which should be associated with the romantic tradition linking
Caesar, Servilia, and Brutus rather than the personality of Cato (note the
lameness of its introduction in the Cato, whereas it is perfectly appropriate
to its context in the Brutus). On the other hand the Brutus shows at least one
clear example of contamination of material that must have been gathered
for the Cato (Brut. 3.1, with pp. 83f. below), and while the allusiveness of
Cat. min. 24.2 (p. 93 below) and the fact that most of the traffic of material 1s
from the Brutus to the Cato, taken together with the consideration that most
of the source material of the Cato is suz generis, would tend to indicate the
priority of the Brutus, the two Lives must still be quite close in time. Nothing
much can be gleaned by considering the problem of the relationship of the
Cato and Pompey. The Pompey is obviously contaminated by Catonian
material—cf. especially Pomp. 40.1-5 and 44—but Cato cross-references to
the Pompey at 54.10. This only produces a chronological link between
Pompey and Cato and therefore between Cato and Brutus, which does not
advance the enquiry.)

Finally, one can be fairly certain that the Antony postdated all the
relevant Roman ZLuwes, simply because the Demetrius—Antony, together with
the Alcibiades—Coriolanus, represented a technical experiment in ‘deterrent’
Lives. (T'wo small pointers to the priority of Brutus over Antony are P.’s
obfuscation of the question who detained Antony outside the senate,
mentioned above, and the allusiveness of Ant. 22.6, cf. p. 269 below). But
again, the Antony can hardly have postdated the Brutus by very much, since
it is clear that P. had already evolved a coherent and satisfying
characterization of Antony, similar to the one he was to use in Antony’s
Life, when he wrote the Brutus (cf. on 18.3-5, 20.4).

Time now to return to the problem of the absolute dating of the Brutus. |

A new start may be made by invoking the evidence of the group
Themistocles—Camillus, Lycurgus—-Numa, and Theseus—Romulus, chronologically
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linked as these Lies are (above). This group must be dated to c./post c. 105,
since Romulus 157 and Camillus 19.12 cross-reference to the Quaestiones
Romanae, whose terminus post is c. 105 (Jones, ‘Chronology’ 73 {= Scardigli,
Essays 122}; cross-references between the Lwes and other works are of
course not as open to suspicion as cross-references within the Liwes). But the
group seems also to be early in the sequence, since Per. 22.4 (from the 1oth
pair) cites the Lysander and Lysander cites Lycurgus (Lys. 17.11). These cross-
references must indicate the priority of the Liwes cited, for the simple reason
that the above analysis of the interrelationships of the Brutus, Caesar etc.
shows that P. went off on another tack in pair twelve (or possibly pair
eleven). Lys. 17.11 is particularly interesting here, since if the reference
really is to the Lycurgus (as Stoltz ro1f.), it must imply a fair passage of time
between the two Lwes (the cross-reference is vague and P. uses the aorst
tense). The Lysander—Sulla itself must be dated within the limits c. 105-115
(cf. Jones, ‘Chronology’, 69 {= Scardigli, Essays 113), since at Sulla 21.8 P.
says that ‘almost 200 years’ have passed since the battle of Orchomenus (86
B.C.). (For refutation of Stoltz’ argument that the wording of Thes. 1.2
proves the lateness of the Theseus—Romulus see Hamilton xxxvi.) It follows
that the terminus post of the Brutus can be extended to at least 105 A.D.
Further progress is less certain. The dating for the Alexander suggested by
Hamilton xxxvii of 110-115 seems only to rest upon a very rough construct
of how long P. might have been expected to take in his research for the
Lives, nor does Pelling’s dating to a terminus post of c. 100-105 (Pelling
{D.Phil.} p. 8) give much away. (It anyway seems too early {as Pelling now
agrees: ‘he was probably at work on [the Caesar] some time around 110,
perhaps a few years later’, Pelling Caesar 2}.) The terminus ante for the
Demetrius—Antony 1s 117/118 (Jones, Plutarch and Rome 33, n. 8), which does
not advance the discussion. Finally to be considered is an interesting
argument for the dating of the Cato minor of Geiger {D.Phil.} 117-119 {and
in the Rizzoli Focione—Catone Ulicense (1993), 308-10} (and cf. W. C.
Helmbold, | Plutarch Loeb Moralha V1, 245, quoting C. Brokate, De aliquot
Plut. lLibellis, diss. Gottingen 1913, 1724, 538). Noting that De frat. am. 487C
uses material obviously drawn from knowledge of Cato’s life but not
actually utilized in the Life, he infers that the two works date from about
the same period, with the De fraterno amore possibly prior, and thus,
following the dating of the De fraterno amore within the limits 68-107 of
Jones, ‘Chronology’ 7of. {= Scardigli, Essays 116}), provides a terminus ante
for the Cato. (In Plutarch and Rome, 27, 52, Jones in fact argues for a
Domitianic dating for the De fraterno amore, but he is rightly criticized by
Russell, RS 62 [1972], 227.) This inference is criticized on general grounds
by Pelling {D.Phil.} 8, n. 4. A dating of pre—107 for the Cato minor certainly
seems rather on the early side, given the terminus post established for the
Lycurgus—-Numa etc. (provided that they really are early in the series), and
given, too, that the Cato minor must have been rather more than half way

XXV
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through the extant Lives, and it is reasonable to suppose that P. died before
the completion of his task (as the unfulfilled promise of a Life of Metellus
Numidicus at Mar. 29.12 {and of a Leomdas at De Malignitate Herodot: 866B }
naturally suggests). To avoid the conclusion reached by Geiger one must
suppose either that P. did his research for the Cato a year or so before
producing the work, as part of a unified programme for a whole series of
Roman Lives, or (possibly) that through his acquaintanceship with Avidius
Quietus, the friend of Thrasea Paetus, P. had come into contact with
Thrasea’s biography before he used it directly as a source for the Cato.

To sum up. The evidence allows only an imprecise dating for the Brutus.
The termini post c. 105 and ante (? by some years) 116 seem secure. Unless
Geiger’s argument 1s given weight, the dating of the Lycurgus—-Numa etc. and
(perhaps) P.’s interest in Zoroastrian demonology (if that is what it is!),
taken together with the position of Diwn—Brutus in the series as a whole,
suggest a tentative dating within the period c. 110-115. It | seems fairly
clear that the Brutus was actually wniten before the Caesar, Pompey, Cato
munor, and Antony, though this 1s a finding of somewhat theoretical import,
as it 1s very likely that all these Lives were prepared together.
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PLUTARCH’S SOURCES IN THE LIFE
OF BRUTUS

In P., as in other historical writers, the pursuit of ‘Quellenforschung’
requires no apology. As usual the pitfalls and dangers inherent in the
exercise are great (though often much exaggerated), but one cannot hope
to penetrate to the heart of P.’s creative process in the Lives without trying
to ascertain the basic material with which at any one moment he is
working, even though one knows that on many occasions results can only
be reached within a range of probability and that on some occasions no
results can be reached at all. An Introduction 1s not the best place to pursue
the task, for source-analysis must to some extent depend on the minute
analysis and comparison of small verbal parallels between writers. P.’s
sources in the Roman ZLiwes have of course been endlessly discussed, but it is
important first to present the evidence as far as possible without
preconceptions. To begin with, therefore, I set out in abbreviated form the
results obtained within the Commentary. Two valuable aids to the discovery
of P.’s sources in the Brutus are of course the parallel accounts of the
historians Appian and Cassius Dio. Here obviously one must exercise care,
for complicating factors in deciding source interrelationships are (i) the
possibility that Appian and Dio are in fact sometimes using P. as their
primary source; (i) the possibility that their accounts, based on the whole
on main-line historical sources, are themselves contaminated by some of
the minor sources, which P. is (sometimes) using as his major sources, and
(111) the difficulty of interpreting close parallelisms between Dio on the one
hand and P. and Appian on the other: are they evidence of a direct
common source or a common source embedded in, but distinct from,
Dio’s main source?

1.1-8

The (alleged) descent of Brutus from the (alleged) first consul is of course
stressed both in Cicero and in the historical tradition (Appian 2.112.469,
Dio 44.12.1). The statue of the first consul is mentioned also | in all
accounts (except the Caesar) of the graffiti impelling Brutus against Caesar
(see on 9.6). The characterization of L. Brutus adopted by P. here is
traditional (D.H. 5.8ff., Val. Max. 5.8.1), the ovyxptots between the two
Bruti no doubt original. Whether P. is drawing on knowledge acquired
from work on Publicola is unclear. (On the place of that Life in the series see
Jones, ‘Chronology’ 68 {= Scardigli, Essaps 110-11}, with the usual
reservations about analysis based solely on the evidence of the cross-
references. The wording of Publ. 24.1 would tend to suggest a dating later
than the Brutus.) The sentiment of 1.4 is general and unites two themes: (i)
‘even his enemies’ respected Brutus’ integrity; (i1) the motivation of Cassius
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was less pure than Brutus’. The Brutus—Cassius ovykpiots, though
naturally developed and expanded by P. for his own purposes, is stressed in
the historical tradition (the source behind 8.6-7, the source behind 29.7,
Vell. 2.69.6, 2.72.2, Appian 4.125.518-9, 4.133.561). P. will also have been
influenced by Brutus’ own strictures (28.4-5, 35.3-6). P. is the only
narrative source to mention Brutus’ descent from Servilius Ahala; he may
have got this from Cicero (letters, Second Philippic, or Brutus) and
researched the connexion elsewhere. His account of the assassination of
Sp. Maelius seems to follow the version of L. Cincius Alimentus and L.
Calpurnius Piso Frugi as retailed by Dionysius 12.4. In his discussion of the
controversy over Brutus’ lineage (1.6-8) P. may of course have glanced at
Dionysius (5.18), and some discussion may have featured in a main-line
historical source (cf. Dio 44.12.1), but his main source 1s clearly Posidonius
(1.7-8). The detail given, and the flourish with which the evidence is
introduced, imply direct consultation. (Note: it is possible that Dio 44.12.1
1s merely a brusque dismissal of P.)

2.1-8

Brutus’ admiration for Cato is stressed in the historical tradition (Dio
44.18.1, De wvir. il. 82). Naturally P. could have learned this from many
sources (Cicero’s Brutus, knowledge of Brutus’ Cato ?, his | own researches
for the Cato minor etc.). His brief treatment of Brutus’ philosophical
associations could reflect reading of Cicero (Ad Att., Acad. 1, Tusc., De fin.
etc.) or perhaps even Brutus’ own works. (I am less sure than Pelling in
‘Plutarch’s Method of Work in the Roman ZLwes that P. does not use
Brutus’ philosophical works in the Brutus, though it is certainly true that
they are used very little.) His knowledge of Empylus comes from letters of
Brutus and his friends (2.4), which P. obviously knows at first hand. The
wording of 2.4 also implies direct consultation of Empylus’ Brutus. The
characterization of Brutus’ Roman oratory might reflect the opinion of
Roman friends. The discussion of Brutus’ Greek epistolary style (alleged) is
based on P.’s own consultation of the collection of ‘Mithridates’ or
something very like it.

3.1+4

The source for Brutus’ activities in Cyprus is the same as that used in the
Cato minor, 1.e. Thrasea Paetus, who used Munatius Rufus (Peter 65fT.,
Geiger {D.Phil.} goff., {Athen. 57 (1979), 48—72, and in the Rizzoli Focione—
Catone Uticense (1993), 289-304}. P. may also have used a biographical
supplement, and if so, perhaps Empylus (?), but this is speculation. One
notes also that Thrasea Paetus probably used Brutus’ Cato as a source
(Geiger {D.Phil.} 5iff., 79 {and Rizzoli Focione—Catone Uticense 302-5},
which conceivably might have provided detail of Cato’s dealings with
Brutus in Cyprus.
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4.1-8
The general feel of this section suggests a biographical source, or sources, if
4.5 0T€ Kal ... Is an insert; 4.6-8 is particularly impressive.

5-1-5

5.1-2 1s closely parallel to Appian 2.112.467, and implies a common source,
for Appian does not seem to be using P. One can only speculate on the
provenance of the anecdote of 5.9—4 (~ Cat. min. 24.1-3). One would be
inclined to link it with the romantic Caesar/Servilia/Brutus saga, as P.
implies, but this helps little. Geiger {D.Phil.} 114f. is agnostic.

6.1-12

In 6.1—5, 6.1—2 (to ypapavros ... avtod) and 6.3—4 are unparalleled |
elsewhere, 6.2 1s recorded by all relevant sources. The bulk of the material
looks biographical, as the distortion of 6.4 would tend to support. In 6.6
the dictum of Caesar suggests direct use of Ad Att. 14.1 [355].2, creatively
reinterpreted by P. The characterization of 6.8-9 is P.’s own work (cf. 1.3~
4 and 29.9-11). Brutus’ views on ‘those unable to refuse anything’ may
come from one of his philosophical works (e.g. the De officits), despite elaBec
Aéyew. The formulation of 6.11 was perhaps inspired by Cic. Orat. 10.34. P.
mught have found something about Brutus’ governorship in a biographical
source.

The general parallels with Appian from 5.1 to 6.10 (5.1-2 ~ Appian
2.112.467; 6.2 ~ Appian 2.111.464; 6.10 ~ Appian 2.111.465) combine to
suggest that P. is fleshing out a basic historical source shared with Appian
by the introduction of biographical and other material.

7-1=7
P’s account of the quarrel of Brutus and Cassius over the urban
praetorship is closely parallel to Appian 2.112.466f., down to Caesar’s
dictum 1n 7.4. Appian is not following P., so (again) a common source may
be inferred. P.’s 7.1 (on Brutus’ and Cassius’ former differences) is not
attested by Appian and comes from a source different from the common
source. Eygo, P. is contaminating a main-line source with a biographical
source, very probably Empylus. (Note: Appian’s suggestion that the quarrel
was a tactical device of Brutus and Cassius is likely to be his own
speculation.)

7.6 1s to be linked with 8.94 and comes ultimately from the
supplementary biographical source. 7.7 goes with 8.5-6 and the same
applies, though the brilliant imagery is clearly P.’s own.

XXX
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8.1

None of this is paralleled elsewhere (Plutarchean parallels aside). It is all of
a piece and must go back to a detailed contemporary source interested in
the respective characters and merits of Brutus and Cassius. (Note: 8.5, on
the primacy of Cassius in the formation of the conspiracy, | is consistent
with Appian 2.113.470-3, but in that passage Appian, it may be argued, is
probably following P.—see on 10.9—7 below.) P.’s main original contribu-
tion appears to be the characteristic development of thought in 8.4 (cf.
Pomp. 14.4), though Caesar’s dictum of 8.2 acquires a resonance it can
hardly have had in its original form owing to its juxtaposition with 7.7.

One cannot prove, but it seems very likely, that ¢ks. 7 (mainly) and 8
(almost entirely) are both taken directly from Empylus (cf. also Peter,
Quellen, 140; HRR 1I, Ixviii; Pelling, ‘Plutarch’s Method of Work in the
Roman Liwes’ {= Plutarch and History 14-15}.

9-1-9
The anecdote of 9.1—4 is paralleled only in Val. Max. g.1.3, whom P. is not
here following. The tentative suggestion of Peter, Quellen, 140 and n. *, that
the common source 1s Bibulus seems most improbable. The source of ¢#s.
7-8 1s obviously ruled out. Apart from that one can only speculate (? Livy).
P.’s account of the graffiti etc. impelling Brutus against Caesar is so close
to Appian 2.112.469 and Dio 44.12 that a common source must underlie all
three versions, although P. is actually closer to Dio than Appian. This
might (cf. above), or might not, be significant.

10.I—7

This section is a coherent narrative, though 10.1-2 is otherwise unattested.
10.3—7 18 closely paralleled by Appian 2.113.470—473, but contrary to the
consensus view (as e.g. Theander, Eranos 57 [1959], 120) this is more likely
to be a case of Appian following P. than the reflection of a common source.
In any case, the source is likely to be biographical: ? Empylus.

I1.1-3

The Ligarius story is otherwise unattested, though Appian 2.113.474
mentions Ligarius in his list of conspirators. Ch. 11 surely goes with ¢/s. 10
and 12: none of them look derived (primarily) from main-line | history.
(Even if they did find their way into main-line history, their ultimate
source, or sources, would surely have to be somebody like Empylus, whom
P. is using direct.)

12.1-8

12.1 is very similar to Appian 2.113.474 and reflects a common source,
though P. has made changes to fit the characterization of D. Brutus at 12.5
(already an indication that he is contaminating a main-line historical
source with a minor source, or sources). 12.2 (closely parallel to Cic. 42.1-2)
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seems to come from a biographical source rather than the source latent in
12.1 (especially if it is true that P. wrote the Cicero without benefit—or
substantially without benefit—of Asinius Pollio, as argued by Pelling in his
‘Plutarch’s Method of Work in the Roman Luwes’ {= Plutarch and History 2-7,
12-13}. The negotiations of 12.4-6 are also unparalleled elsewhere and
again argue a biographical source close to Brutus (note especially the
striking characterization of D. Brutus, which may to some extent reflect the
feelings of Brutus and Cassius in the months directly after the Ides). 12.8
reflects a common source with Appian 2.114.475, though P. has changed
the emphasis slightly to stress the amazing secrecy with which the
conspiracy was kept.

13.1-1I

The intimate, ‘domestic’, character of the story strongly suggests Bibulus as
the source (cf. Peter, Quellen, 140; HRR 1I, lxvii; {Drummond, FRH:st
I.408-9;} Theander, art. at., 122 n. 1; Pelling, art. cit.). P.’s manner of
describing Bibulus’ work and his observation that it was still extant also
strongly suggest first hand use, though one notes that Bibulus has found his
way into a main-line historical account (parallel accounts in Dio 44.13-14,
Val. Max. g.2.15, and Polyaenus 8.92). Theander’s discussion of the
question whether P. did or did not use Bibulus direct (Eranos 57 [1959], 125)
is unhelpful. The suggestion of Peter, Quellen, 139, and Cichorius in RE
3.1368 that the title of the work suggests that its scope was restricted to
amodfeéypara can be dismissed out of hand (cf. Theander, | art. cit., 123, n.
2; {Drummond, FRHst 1.407-8}.

14.1—7

14.1 (the hope that other senators would join in the fight for eAevfepia) is
closely parallel to Appian 2.114.476, although ‘written up’ by P. 14.2-3 to
some extent represent P.’s own reflections on divine influence on Caesar’s
fall. 14.4 (paralleled by Polyaenus 8.92) may well come from Bibulus (cf.
Theander, art. cit., 128). The rest of 14.4—5 i3 otherwise unparalleled and
presumably stems from a detailed minor source. 14.6 is very similar to
Appian 2.115.482, and indicates a common source (note that P. seems to be
switching sources at 14.6). 14.7 is otherwise unparalleled, and, being a story
that would suit a variety of settings, may or may not be integral to its
present context. In sum, P. i3 contaminating a main-line historical source
shared with Appian with material drawn from Bibulus and possibly
elsewhere.

15.1—9
15.1 13 perhaps partly Livian (cf. Caes. 63.8-11). 15.2—4 shares a common
source with Appian 2.155.483—4. 15.5-9 1s surely Bibulan (cf. Theander, art.
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ct. 128; {Drummond, FRHust 1.408}), though nicely laced with Plutarchean
histrionics.

16.1—5
16.1 shows close verbal and thematic parallels with Appian 2.115.481 and
2.116.485. 16.2—5 1s very similar to Appian 2.116.487, though 16.4 1s almost
certainly just made up by P. Again, P. and Appian clearly share a common
source.

17.1-7

Treatment of source interrelationships here requires very detailed analysis
because of the plenitude of comparative material and the complicated
nature of the events described. For discussion see pp. 169fl. and for a
summary of the results achieved 176f. Briefly, they are that (a) a common
source underlies the accounts of P. and Appian (cf. also Theander, art. cit.,
12021 and n. 2), (b) P. develops some of his | material in an original and
idiosyncratic way, (c) he is using more than one source (cf. Caes. 66.12), one
at least of an intimate and detailed kind, (d) he has failed to ‘gut’
systematically the source lying behind the kai o0, Tékvov; story retailed by
Suetonius and Dio, and (e) he may have glanced at the account of Nicolaus.

18.1-14
This 1s also a very complicated section, resolution of whose problems is not
facilitated by the errors to be found in all major accounts (cf. pp. 198f%.).
18.1-2 does not allows of useful comparison with other versions. 18.3
(Antony the only other candidate for assassination and the reasons why the
proposal was made) shares a common source with Appian 2.114.478. 18.4-5
(Brutus’ hopes of Antony’s conversion to the good) is not otherwise attested
and could conceivably stem from Bibulus, adherent of Brutus and later
devoted follower of Antony, or from Empylus (cf. 20.1-2). 18.6 shows
similarity to Dio 44.22.2 (the resemblance of Ant. 14.1 and Dio is striking).
18.7-8 suggests Nicolaan influence. 18.9 (no more killings) 1s verbally very
like Dio 44.20.4, despite different contexts arising from Dionian error, and
very different from Appian 2.118.495. 18.9-10 (the deputation to the
Capitol and Brutus’ speech) is elsewhere unattested and apparently drawn
from a detailed source outside the main historical traditions. P.’s
description of the conspirators’ descent from the Capitol is unique in its
detail and suggestive of a detailed, ‘intimate’ source. 19.12 again shows a
resemblance to Nicolaus (26A.100). The description of the moAdol as
puyades perhaps reflects the influence of the same analysis of the urban
plebs as 1s found in Appian 2.120.505-7 (cf. also 21.2-3). 18.13 is closely
parallel to what Appian ought to be saying but does not! (Cf. pp. 2041%.
below.) 18.14 (cf. Caes. 67.9—4) reflects, but twists, a common source shared
with Appian 2.119.500 and Dio 44.24.3.
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This messy picture presents severe problems of interpretation. Either | P.
has produced a patchwork stitched together from the sources that underlie
Appian and Dio; Nicolaus; and one or two minor sources favourable to the
conspirators; or the minor source(s) with which he is partly working are
embedded in the accounts of Nicolaus and the source underlying Dio. The
latter interpretation might seem more likely, although it is one over which
there is little control. What is certain 1s that P. is working at least with a
common source shared with Appian and at least one ‘minor’ source
heavily committed to the conspirators in general and Brutus in particular
(i.e. Empylus). I incline also to thinking that P. 4as glanced at Nicolaus,
though it must be said that he has failed to make proper use of him,
otherwise the account in the Brutus would hardly have omitted March 16
from the narrative.

19.1-5

19.1 appears to derive from a minor source strongly prejudiced towards the
tyrannicides, in emphatic contrast to all other narrative accounts, Appian
especially. The rosy picture of 19.2-9 is much nearer that of Dio 44.34.6—7
than Appian 2.142.594. 19.4—75 (the second meeting of the senate on March
18) 1s otherwise unattested, partial in intent, and inaccurate in detail,
although probably not totally fraudulent. It should be linked with 19.1,
again reflecting use of a minor, pro-tyrannicide source: Empylus!? Cf. also
Pelling, art. cit.

20.1-11

20.1 (the disagreement between Brutus and Cassius) goes with the second
meeting of 19.4-5, and 1s, ex hppothesi, the same minor source. (Note:
Empylus or something like his version seems to have found its way into the
account of Vell. 2.58.2.) The reflections on Brutus’ political errors,
obviously grist to the Plutarchean mill, may or may not reflect the interest
of the same source (of course the merits of Brutus’ handling of these two
issues were debated in the aftermath of the Ides). 20.3, on Caesar’s will, is
roughly parallel to both Appian 2.143.596f. and Dio 44.35.2-3. 20.4
(Antony’s funeral speech) works with the same source as Appian 2.144.600—
| 145.606 (see pp. 222f. below), though P. is radically reinterpreting his
material. 20.5—7 does not permit useful comparison with other accounts—it
1s broadly in line with the main historical tradition. The parallel with the
funeral of Clodius and the emphasis on the sacrilegiousness of Caesar’s
cremation are probably original Plutarchean touches. P.’s account of the
lynching of Cinna (20.8-11) stems from a main historical tradition reflected
also in Val. Max., Suet., Appian, and Dio, but is unique in recording
(correctly) that Cinna was a poet, and his dream, and the details about his
physical and mental condition. This information, from outside the
historical tradition, may come (e.g.) from a dream-book or from L.
Crassicius. P. may have been pointed in this direction by learned Romans.

XXXV
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21.1-6

This elusive section is a mixture of hard fact and Plutarchean distortion
(21.3, reflecting probably the influence of the political analysis found in
Appian 2.120.505-7). 21.1 is in line with the general historical tradition; the
‘hard’ detail of 21.2 is elsewhere unparalleled. 2.6 shows use of Brutan
letters. 21.4-5 mught reflect a biographical source (if so, Bibulus), though
letters must have been able to provide the essential information, which
after all is not great.

22.1-6

The summary of 22.1-3 does not lend itself to comparative analysis. 22.4—6
shows direct consultation of the letters Ad Brut. 1.16 [25] and 1.17 [26] (but
not Ad Fam. 10.28 [504].3, pace Ziegler), though P. may be quoting from
memory.

23.1—7

23.2—7 1s definitely all Bibulus (24.7). 23.1 is in line with an inaccurate
historical tradition evident also in Nicolaus g1.135 and Dio 47.20.94,
though it obviously also suits P.’s purpose here.

24.1-7

24.1 (honours voted the tyrannicides) is paralleled in Dio 47.20.4. 24.1
(Brutus’ philosophical pursuits), and 24.2-9 are essentially | unparalleled
elsewhere, though 24.9 is obviously from a letter of Brutus to Cicero (cf.
Peter, Quellen, 141). Brutus’ corruption of Appuleius (24.4-5) is naturally
attested in the historical sources, but P. is hardly following a main-line
historical tradition since 24.4—5 and 24.57 seem all of a piece. The
anecdote of 24.5-7 1s attested in closely similar form in Val. Max. 1.5.7 and
Appian 4.134.564; Appian is not following P. Peter, Quellen, 140, plausibly
suggests that Bibulus 1s P.’s source. One notes that he has got into a main-
line historical tradition. P. seems to have pointedly changed the reference
of 24.7. Theander, art. ait., 123, thinks 24.1 also from Bibulus. It seems quite
likely that 24.1-7 1s @/ from that source. {Drummond, FRHust 1.409 n.14 is
sceptical. }

25.1—6, 26.1—2

25.1 (Antistius) is not attested in any other narrative source. P. could have
got the information from Ad Brut. 2.4 [2].5 and 1.11 [10]. 25.1 (Pompeian
veterans) resembles Dio 47.21.3. 25.1 (cavalry) 1s paralleled in Dio loc. cut.
25.2 1s paralleled in Appian §.63.259. 25.3 offers no close parallels with
Appian or Dio. 25.426.2 has no real parallels elsewhere (25.5-6 is of
course P.’s own digression.) One suspects that P. has contaminated a
historical source with a biographical supplement.
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26.3-8

26.3-5 1s similar in spirit to Appian $.79.321-3. The emphasis on the
achievements of the young Cicero could stem from Ad Brut. 2.5 [5].2, 1.6
[12].1. P. may again be using a biographical supplement. 26.6 suggests use
of Cicero’s letters to Brutus on the fate of C. Antonius, though they are not
P.’s only source. 26.7-8 is similar to Dio 47.23.2—4 but not sufficiently so as
to suggest a common source. 26.8 has something of a Greek source flavour.
The picture presented in chs. 25 and 26 is thus obscure, though it seems
likely that there is some use of a source that is ‘biographical’ in the sense of
being centred strongly on the person of Brutus.

27.1—6

The summary of 27.1-2 does not allow of useful source comparisons. | The
citation of Augustus’ Autobiography in 27.9 may well be ‘inherited’. P.’s
account of the fate of P. Silicius Corona differs from the rest of the
historical tradition. In 27.6 the figure of 200 senators seems just a lapse of
memory, of no source significance.

28.1—7

28.1 seems to reflect use of a Brutan letter. 28.1 (Antony’s killing of
Hortensius) may be Livian. 28.2-3 must come from a letter of Brutus’ (cf.
Peter, Quellen, 141), perhaps the same as that of 28.1. 28.3 may come from
Livy or (also) reflect Brutus’ (alleged) Greek letters. 28.3f. has a common
source with Appian 4.63.270, though P. is perhaps also drawing on a letter
of Brutus to Cassius. The meeting at Smyrna is attested also in Appian
4.65.276f1., and Dio 47.32.1-4. 28.7 1s Plutarchean rhetoric, without source
justification.

29.1-30.2
The circumstantially detailed 29.1 and 3o0.1-2 are otherwise unparalleled
and suggest a source interested in the personal relations of Brutus and
Cassius, perhaps also rather favourable to Cassius. Messalla is possible.
29.2—7 is P.’s elaboration of the traditional Brutus—Cassius ovyxptots, with
29.5 ‘built’ from Brutus’ strictures against Cassius of 28.4f. 29.7 might be
Bibulan (cf. Theander, art. cit. 123). 29.9-11 reflect and quote a letter of
Brutus to Atticus, whose sentiments (one notes) found their way into a
main-line historical account (Appian 4.150.547).

30.3-31.7

In g0.9 Cassius’ dictum is otherwise unattested; the hostile tone of the
account is nearer Appian 4.65.277-74.319 than Dio 47.33.14. §0.4-91.7 is
difficult to unravel. (For discussion and summary see pp. 283289 below.)
P. seems to be following mainly the same source as Appian (cf. already
Peter, Quellen, 141 n. *¥), though he may have supplemented this with
material from the source underlying Dio and another ‘minor’ source. (This

XXXVIil



XXXIX

24 J- L. Moles

does not seem a prior: too unlikely, since this is very much a purple passage
in P.’s narrative.) The rest is the exaggeration and | distortion of ‘tragic’
history.

32.1-4

Most of g2.1 and g2.2 is suspiciously similar to the account of Dio 47.34.4—
6, with 32.1 made flush with the earlier account of the fall of Xanthus. A
common source may well be latent. 32.3 offers nothing. One wonders if the
Brutus—Cassius ovykpiats of 32.4 shows P. reacting against Brutus’
‘mimicry’ of Cassius’ methods of distortion attested by Appian (?).

33.1-6

The programmatic 33.1 offers little and may rest on nothing very much.
33.2-6 parallels the accounts of Appian and Dio, Appian especially closely.
There are similar reflections to 33.5 in Velleius and Dio, but this is a
rhetorical commonplace of the Imperial period. In §5.6 the discrepancy
between Appian and P. over who killed Theodotus may be Appian’s error.

34-1-35-3

Appian does not record the conference at Sardis. Dio 47.35.1 offers a general
parallel, hence one can assume either a common source or Dionian
indebtedness to P. The latter seems more likely, for the general tone of the
passage and the strong interest in personalia go against a main-line historical
source. 35.4—6 may be made up by P. or reflect a source (? the latter more

likely).

36.1—37.1
P.’s account of the first visitation of the apparition is paralleled in Appian

4.134.565, Florus 2.17.8 (and Zonaras), while Val. Max. 1.7.7 has a very
similar story about Cassius of Parma, on which the Brutus story is
presumably modelled. There is nothing in Dio. A common source must
inform P.; Appian, and Florus. It is unclear whether Appian is in fact
following, or is influenced by, P., but probably at least the latter. In P.
36.2—4 looks like an insert drawn from a detailed ‘minor’ source. (For the
tone cf. 4.6-8.) Was that source written in Greek? Brutus’ spirited reply to
the apparition (36.7) is P.’s invention.

37-2-6; 37.7 |

Cassius’ speech is pure invention by P. (37.2-6). The omen of §7.7 is closely
paralleled in Appian 4.101.425, though Appian is not following P. Peter,
HRR 11, Ixxxii, supposes the ultimate source to be Messalla, which is of
course possible, though one would be happier to invoke Volumnius (cf.
48.2fT.), who obviously specialized in this kind of thing. {Cf. also Drum-
mond, FRHist 1.404.}
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38.1—7

38.1 seems to exhibit Plutarchean (unfounded) exaggeration. g8.1—2 is
nearer the account of Dio 47.95-36 than the complex narrative of Appian,
yet 38.3 looks suspiciously like a conflation of Appian 4.106-108. The
standard motif of 8.5 is also found in Appian (4.137) but evidently familiar
also to the dyspeptic Dio (47.39.1fl)). P. and Appian are nearer agreement
on the forces on each side than Dio. I am inclined to think that 38.6—7 on
Brutus’ encouragement of display in his army is P.’s own apologia, based
solely on the letter of Brutus which lamented it.

39.1—40.12
39.1-2 (lustrations on both sides) is paralleled in Dio 47.98.4, 47.40.7-8 (not

Appian 4.89.374, which refers to a different occasion). Presumably this is
from an eyewitness account, and the P./Dio parallel reflects not a shared
historical source, but a source directly used by P. which has found its way
into Dio’s source.

39.9 (Cassius’ garland) is paralleled in Appian 4.184.563, Dio 47.40.7-8,
and Jul. Obs. 70; 39.4 (Cassius’ Victory) is also in Appian 4.134.563, Dio,
and Jul. Obs.; 9.5 (vultures) is the same sources plus Florus 2.17.7; 9.5
(bees) 1s attested also by Appian, Dio, Jul. Obs. Peter, HRR II, Ixxxii, again
supposes Messalla to be the source, with P. using him directly. Again, I
would prefer Volumnius {so also, tentatively, Drummond, FRHist 1.404},
both for general reasons and because those bees are hard to credit. §9.7
(Cassius’ credulousness) 1s P. taking a characteristic swipe at Cassius’
Epicureanism, surely without source justification.

39.7-40.4 1s almost certainly a/l Messalla. (And note that P. seems to be
switching sources here—cf. above on the omens.) 40.1-4 is avowedly |
Messalla and the rest goes with it, even though the imagery of 40.9 is P.’s
own contribution. (Note: 1s Dio 47.38.2 a ‘reply’ to Brut. 39.7?) 40.5 is
otherwise unattested but is surely Messalla, being entirely consistent with
what has preceded. (One notes in passing that a sort of bowdlerized
Messalla account 1s implicit in Dio’s dreadful rendering of the first battle of
Philippi.) 40.5-9 is otherwise unattested but one need not doubt that
Brutus and Cassius had a conversation before the battle, a fact which
Messalla might have recorded, and one notes an interesting parallel in
Florus 2.17.14, who attests a suicide pact in the event of defeat. The
conversation itself is obviously made up by P. but suggests an intriguing
knowledge of Brutus’ earlier philosophical attitude to Cato’s suicide (? from

one of Brutus’ writings). 40.10-12 is again Messalla (cf. 4o.11). {Cf.
Drummond, FRHist 1.468—9.}

xli
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41.1-8

41.1-9 1s roughly in agreement with Appian 4.109-110, but this is surely to
be explained by the facts of the case rather than a shared ‘source’ at this
point. 41.4 is very roughly paralleled by Dio 47.43.1, again showing that
Dio’s account is contaminated at some level by P.’s main source. 41.4 on
the charge of Brutus’ men is attested also by Appian 4.110 (differently
though). 41.5-6 is otherwise unattested and surely stems from Messalla.
41.7 (Octavian’s providential absence from camp) is attested by all relevant
sources. P.’s citation of Augustus’ Autobiography seems inherited. The
description of his litter (41.8) is closely paralleled in Suet. Aug. 91.1. The
account of the massacre in the camp is presumably Messallan, though the
mention of the luckless Lacedaemonians just might reflect Greek tradition.
In sum, it seems clear that Messalla is behind all, or very nearly all, this
section. {Drummond, FRHist 1.468—9 is more cautious, especially about

41.4-6.}

42.1-9
42.1-2 13 essentially unparalleled elsewhere. 42.4 (on Antony’s alleged
absence) is attested also by Florus 2.17.10, and is in very marked contrast to
the emphasis in Appian’s account of Antony’s activities. In | itself, the item
could come from Republican or Caesarian (in the narrow sense)
propaganda, but in context it seems best to take it with the rest of the
narrative (and Messalla was not gentle towards Antony, cf. HRR II, 67,
frags. 7, 8, 10 {not accepted as genuine in FRHist: see Drummond, FRHist
I.47. Drummond also argues against this assumption of hostility to Antony,
469 n. 50}. 42.3 (Brutus told of Octavian’s alleged death) looks ‘eyewitness’
material. 42.4 is unparalleled elsewhere. The ‘if-of-history’ reflection of
42.5 1s broadly paralleled in Dio 47.45.2-3, Livy Epit. 124, Flor. 2.17.11-12,
cf. perhaps Eutrop. 7.5.2. It could thus stem from a major historical
tradition (and one obviously distinct from that enshrined in Appian) but
equally well, and probably better, could be original Messalla, who is
immediately quoted for a proof of Brutus’ victory. 42.6-9 (plus 44.1) is also
elsewhere unattested and makes an attractively circumstantial impression.
Messalla, who may well have been by Brutus’ side, is the obvious choice.
Again, one can be fairly confident that all ¢4. 43, following naturally from
42, and showing eyewitness touches, comes substantially from Messalla,
cited in 42.5.

43-1-9

43.1-3 (on the activities of Cassius before his flight) has no real parallels in
any other account. There may be a little Plutarchean distortion, but the
narrative is substantially circumstantial. Messalla was not present at these
events (cf. 40.11), but obviously could have got the information from some
of the oAiyor of 43.4 who retired with Cassius.
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Cassius’ suicide (43.4—9) 1s much attested, but of the important accounts
Dio 47.46.3—5 and Appian 4.113, giving a tradition variant from the main
narrative, are extremely close to P. Peter, HRR 11, Ixxxii, supposes Messalla
to be the source here too. Technically unprovable, this is surely right:
Messalla must have given an account of the death of ‘imperator suus’, and
one would naturally expect a highly apologetic one (cf. 43.4). The frigid,
but pointful, reminiscence of Cassius’ escape from the Parthians (43.8) is no
doubt P.’s own contribution. The observation of 43.8 (eviois etc.) does not
necessarily imply source fragmentation. |

44.1-6
On 44.1 see on 42.6—9. 44.2 1s paralleled in Appian 4.114.476f. (close, but
not following P.) and Dio 47.47.1 (more general). This poses a by now
familiar conundrum: is P. here following a main-line historical source
shared (at some level) with Appian and Dio, or is he using a ‘minor’ source
directly, which is reflected in such a historical source? That 44.2 goes back
ultimately to a ‘minor’ source seems very likely. If P. has access to the
‘minor’ source, then it is more probable that his 44.2 comes from it, used
continuously, than a main-line historical source which incorporated items
from that ‘minor’ source. That P. does have access to the ‘minor’ source
(i.e. in this case Messalla) is, in the final analysis, impossible to prove, but it
can be supposed to a high degree of probability, simply because of the
amount of circumstantial detail he preserves in contrast to the narratives of
Appian and Dio (who shows far more regular ‘contamination’ by this
minor source than Appian). Further, there are a few cases where it seems
that the historical sources underlying the narratives of Appian and Dio
have incorporated Messallan evidence without accepting it m foto. Thus
Dio shows traces of the Messallan version that Brutus and Cassius had
decided to fight and that the battle was at least intended to be fought in the
regular way, but this version is fudged by the statement ‘although no
arrangement had been made as to when they should begin the battle, yet
as 1f by some compact they all armed themselves at dawn ..." (47.42.1). In
P., by contrast, chs. 39fl. are a coherent whole. Similarly, in the accounts of
Cassius’ suicide given by Dio and Appian, although Dio gives essentially
the (ex hypothesi) Messallan version to be found in P. 43.4—9 and Appian
records it as a variant tradition, both Appian and Dio say that Cassius
knew of the loss of his camp, but P. is unclear whether he did or not, and
backs this up with the observation that Cassius’ eyesight was bad (43.4).
The conclusion is not inescapable, but it is likely that Messalla in Appian
and Dio is inherited, but integral in P. (For general observations along the
same lines, cf. | Peter, HRR II, Ixxxii, though I do not always agree with
him about what is Messallan in P.)

For 44.2 as Messallan cf. also 44.2n. (the Cremutius Cordus/Messalla
link). In 44.9—4 P.’s narrative is closer to Dio 47.47.2 than Appian 4.114.476.

xliii
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44.4 (Brutus and Victory) is unattested elsewhere, though obviously (to
some extent) circumstantial, and to be taken with 44.3. 44.5-6 seems to be
P.’s own emphatic judgement, based on the verdict of Messalla.

45-1-9

The same figures as P. 45.1 are given by Appian 4.112.471, without the
source (Messalla) or Brutus’ nickname for the camp servants. Peter, loc. cit.,
cf. Quellen, 138, rightly sees as significant the fact that what in P. seems
integral in Appian seems ‘inserted’ (cf. above). Voegelin suggests that the
detail about Brutus’ nickname comes from Volumnius, which it might (or
even Bibulus?), but the form of the sentence does not necessarily imply that
the source for the first part was different from the second—cf. Appian /loc.
cit.—and Messalla does seem to have recorded picturesque detail (cf. HRR
II, 66f; {Drummond, FRHist 1.469—70, ‘perhaps a memoir, enlivened by
colourful anecdote ...’}). 45.2 (Demetrius and his effect on enemy morale)
1s otherwise unattested, though one may connect it with the tradition of De
vir. ill. 83.7 (Antony’s exultant ‘vici!” on the news of Cassius’ death). The
marshalling of the armies and failure to engage (45.2-3) is also attested by
Appian 4.114.478 and 4.119.499; in the first case it is the Caesarians who
back down, in the second, in Antony’s speech to his troops, it is implied
that it was Brutus who refused battle! Brutus’ dealings with the captives
(45.4—5) are paralleled in Dio 47.48.3, which is more general, but ultimately
presumably from the same source. This is consistent with the hypothesis
that P. 1s using that source directly.

45.6—9 1s otherwise unattested and presumably Messalla (cf. 45.7 and
Pelling, ‘Plutarch’s Method of Work in the Roman Lives’ {= Plutarch and
History 15; cf. Drummond, FRHist 1.469 n. 48}. The sinister implications of
the story to be observed in P.’s account are no doubt his own contribution;
the Messallan emphasis should rather be that of the | preoccupied Brutus

of 45.7.

46.1-5

The same essential facts as 46.1 are given by Appian 4.117.489-118.498,
with the implication that the promise of Thessalonica and Sparta for
plunder comes from a different source, or at least an ‘insert’ within that
source. Again, what in Appian is ‘inserted’ is integral to P. P. is following
the ‘insert’ directly, it may be assumed. 46.2—4 are P.’s own anguished
comments. 46.5-end stems from the same source as 45.3, and as (a)
apologetic of Brutus and (b) honorific of Cassius may be thought consistent
with Messallan authorship.

47-179

47.1-2 1s matched in general terms by Appian 4.117-118 and 121.508—
122.513 and Dio 47.47.94 (no striking resemblances). Appian 4.112.513f%.
and Dio 47.47.4 agree with 47.3 that Antony and Octavian learned of their
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defeat at sea and that this was an additional spur to their attempts to force
a battle. The details of 47.3 are quite close to those given in Appian. P. may
be contaminating his main (‘minor’) source with the historical source
behind Appian. 47.5 (battles fought on the same day) is also in Appian
4.115-116. 47.5 (chance rather than the incompetence of the Republican
commanders) and 47.6 (otherwise Brutus would never have fought) must
reflect the source behind 47.8—9, which is otherwise unattested and should
come from Messalla. (Note that Dio 47.47.5ff. seems to be in the same
general tradition.) 47.7 (the need for monarchy) is presumably just P.

48.1—5

48.1 (also in Appian 4.134.565) is evidently from the same source as 36.1ff.
(Note that as the two visitations go together Volumnius is excluded from
consideration in c¢h. $6.) 48.2—4 1s avowedly Volumnius. (Note that
Volumnius has got into a main historical tradition, or traditions, the bees
of 48.2 emerging in Florus 2.17.7 and the fight of the eagles reappearing in
Appian 4.128.532 in his main narrative and in Dio 47.48.4.) | The omen of
the Ethiopian (48.5) is also in Appian 4.134.566, Florus 2.17.7-8, and Jul.
Obs. 70. The comparative precision of P.; put against the imprecision of
Appian and Florus, who do not make clear whether the omen is to be
connected with the first or second battle, and the fact that it appears in one
of Appian’s ‘inserts’, would tend to suggest that P. knows it at first hand. If
so, his wording does not exclude Volumnius, for the argument goes: (i)
there 1s a tradition that the apparition appeared to Brutus again, but (i)
Volumnius does not record it, though he does record ‘x’, °y’, and ‘z’, and
(i11) everybody knows about the Ethiopian, 1.e. it is thoroughly well attested in
several accounts (which would not exclude the possibility that Volumnius
was the orginal offender).

49.1-10

49.1 (delay) 1s paralleled very generally in Appian. Neither Appian nor Dio
adduce fear of desertions once Brutus has actually drawn up his army
(49.2—3), nor the Camulatus incident (49.3). Appian gives the same time as
P. (49.4). 49.5-8 has no parallel elsewhere. 49.7 may reflect Plutarchean
invention or simply Republican propaganda. 49.7-8 (the link between
Brutus’ failure to press home his advantage in the first battle and his defeat
in the second) is no doubt P.’s own contribution. Thus far, the signs are
that ¢h. 49 13 drawn from a continuous narrative source which may be
reflected in, but is distinct from, the sources underlying Appian and Dio. It
1s also obviously one on the Republican side. 49.9-10 1s more difficult.
Peter, HRR 11, Ixxxii, cf. Quellen 75, followed by Geiger {D.Phil.} 75, cf. 115,
supposes the account of the death of Cato the Younger to be Messallan. It
may be, but Messalla cannot have been on the scene, and the general feel of
49.9-10 (the death throes of the Republic) 1s perhaps rather Livian (vague
parallels in Livy Epit. 124, Vell. 2.71.2, Eutrop. 7.3.2; cf. also on 28.1). P.’s
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highly ambiguous observations on what these men were fighting for are (of
course) his own. (Note: Appian’s version of the death of Cato at 4.135.571
may be independent, as his account of the death of Labeo, ibid., certainly
is.) |

50.1—Q
This story is also related by Appian 4.129.542-545 in such closely similar
terms as to clinch a common source. Yet Appian does not seem to be
following P. (though he may have glanced at him——cf. 50.5n.): not only are
there no real signs of direct verbal indebtedness, but in Appian the story is
thoroughly meshed with its context, which is somewhat different from that
in P., and Appian’s version of Lucilius’ dictum seems more likely to be true
to the original source than P.’s (50.5n.). (Peter, HARR II, Ixxxii, is—in my
opinion—wrong to see the story as an ‘insert’ in Appian’s narrative.) FErgo,
the story was contained in Appian’s main historical source. But it does not
necessarily follow that P. is also using that source: he could be using a source
which has been absorbed by Appian’s. Peter, HRR II, Ixxxii, thinks in
terms of Messalla or Volumnius, and these possibilities have to be
considered (even if Peter is wrong in his ‘insert’ theory). But although both
Messalla and Volumnius are important in P.’s narrative of the Philippi
campaign, neither seems very likely here, for 50.5ff. has an Antonian
perspective, one also not unfavourable to Antony, which would also
perhaps tend to go against Messalla. {Drummond, FRHust 1.469 and n. 50
agrees on the Antonian perspective but denies that this tells against
Messalla.} Bibulus is out for chronological reasons. This probably is a case
where the parallel between Appian and P. implies common use of a major
historical source.

51.1-52.8

52.1-52.7 1s straight Volumnius (51.1 and 34, 52.2-9). One notes that
Volumnius has found his way into the source followed by Appian (cf. 48.4).
(So also Peter, Quellen, 138). P. is clearly using Volumnius direct. 51.1 may
imply ignorance of the tradition attested by Florus 2.17.11 and Dio 47.49.2.
52.8 1s probably Messalla, the patron of Strato. (So also Peter, Quellen, 159;
{Drummond, FRHst1.405}.)

53-1=7

53.1-2 is probably also Messalla. 52.9—4 might also be (a story of the ‘he says
to me and I says to him’-type? Messalla was renowned for his | mappnota).
The victors’ treatment of Brutus’ body is attested in Appian 4.135.568
(integral), Dio 47.49.2, Val. Max. 5.1.11, Suet. Aug. 13.1. Dio and Suetonius
record a quite different tradition from the rest. The suggestion of Peter,
HRR 11, Ixxxii, that the ultimate source of the P./Appian version is
Messalla or Volumnius seems implausible. The very favourable portrayal
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of Antony, combined with the fact that the story is integral to Appian’s
narrative, suggests rather that Appian’s source is in fact the ultimate
source. (If so, the apparently Livian 28.1 above is not w the first instance
Livian.)

P.’s discussion (53.5—7) of the manner of Porcia’s death suggests quite
strongly that he has actually looked at Nicolaus and Val. Max. himself to
see what they had to say on the subject, and then weighed it against other
evidence to which he had access, i.e. Brutus’ letters, which elsewhere he is
clearly using direct. If so, Nicolaus is the ultimate source for this story (cf.
the wording of 53.7), and its genesis is to be sought in Stoic opposition
circles active (no doubt) already in the early Empire. The suggestion of
Peter, Quellen, 140, tentatively followed by Geiger {D.Phil.} 53, that the
ultimate source is Bibulus, 1s implausible, since (1) P. does not here seem to
be using Bibulus, whose work he surely knew at first hand, and (i1) even
granted the widespread mendacity of ancient historical, and particularly
biographical, writing, it still seems unlikely that Bibulus would/could have
perpetrated such a flagrant untruth.

Thus far the bare bones of the apparent source interrelationships in the
Brutus. It remains to try to put them together into coherent form. Two
general points cannot be overstressed: (1) for all that the exercise must be
attempted if an understanding of P.’s methods is to be gained, Plutarchean
source-criticism remains a field in which the limitations of the exercise and,
in many instances, the lack of proper controls must clearly be recognized;
(i) the possibility of deep rooted and thoroughgoing contamination of
major historical sources by ‘minor’ sources makes the undertaking
especially difficult. It is not sufficient to document a | series of parallels
between P. and Appian on the one hand, and P. and Dio on the other, and
from them to infer a common source as if that were the end of the matter,
if (as 1s probably true in parts of the Brutus) P. is following a ‘minor’ source
direct. The parallels between P. and Appian and Dio may be sufficiently
close to indicate a common source, but they do not necessarily prove that P.
1s actually using that source: it may be the case that he is using a ‘minor’
source, which, on occasion, then found its way into the major sources
followed by Appian and Dio. Some examples of this phenomenon have
already been mentioned above. In dealing with this problem there are
obviously two main controls: (1) has P. direct access to the ‘minor’ source?
(i1) was the ‘minor’ source of sufficient scope to allow sustained consultation?
The answer to the first question in all relevant cases in the Brutus is a
qualified ‘yes’, qualified simply because one can rarely be absolutely sure in
these instances, for the inference that P. has direct access to a particular
source may depend on nuances of wording rather than explicit statement.
The answer to the second question is much more difficult. If there is no
external evidence, or if such external evidence as there is is insufficient to
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establish reasonable parameters, then clearly one is reduced to looking for
possible indications of the presence of the source in the main narrative and
there is a real danger of circularity. These difficulties borne in mind, much
progress can still be made.

To begin with, it is of interest to consider what sources P. does not use,
although they might have been of relevance to his Life of Brutus. It is rather
striking that P. makes no use of statuary evidence, despite his interest in it
as an indicator of character (1.1n.), and despite the fact that there must
have been some available to him (cf. H. Moebius, ‘M. Junius Brutus’, AE
19521954, § [1961], 207; cf. also Comp. 5.2ff.). The explanation may simply
be that Brutus’ bust, if such it is, shows what might reasonably be thought
a sensitive, but rather weak, physiognomy, an impression the coin portraits
support. P.’s evident failure to make use | of any of Brutus’ speeches, some
of which were still extant in his own day, is discussed in 2.5n. For his failure
to use Brutus’ poetry see p. 69 below. Nor does he utilize the poetry of
Horace, which could have found a place in the narrative of 24.2, or chs.
28/30. This will reflect general ignorance of/lack of interest in Roman
poetry. {On this topic see A. Zadorojnyi in C. Schrader, V. Ramén, and J.
Vela, edd., Plutarco y la Historia (1997), 497-506.} But an intriguing question
may be raised: if C. Oppius wrote a biography (or similar work) on
Cassius, as seems likely (cf. HRR 11, 48; { FRHist 40 I 4 and C. J. Smith and
T. J. Cornell, FRHist 1.982}), did P. consult it for his Brutus, a Life in which
Cassius i1s very prominent indeed? P. certainly uses Oppius’ work on
Caesar in the Caesar (Caes. 17.7, 17.11, cf. Pomp. 10.7—9; {Pelling, Caesar 49—
50; Smith and Cornell, FRHist 1.382}). Unfortunately, this is a possibility
over which there is no control whatever, and for that reason alone must in
practice be set aside.

Of the sources P. does use, it is convenient first to detail those whose use
seems relatively straightforward. Brutus’ letters are cited at 2.4, 21.6, 22.4—
6, 24.3 (by implication), 28.2 (by implication), 29.9-11, 53.6-7. They may
well also lie behind 28.1, 28.4—5 (cf. 29.5), §8.6-7 (see n. ad loc.), and
perhaps offered some of the information in c¢A. 21. It is beyond reasonable
doubt that P. consulted them himself directly, and the examples at 22.4-6,
28.2, and 29.9-11 provide evidence of the first importance for Brutus’
character and attitudes. Brutus’ (spurious) Greek letters are quoted in 2.6
8; the use to which they are put is subtle and ambiguous (see discussion ad
loc.). It 1s just possible (if not very likely) that they helped in the narrative of
28.3. Brutus’ philosophical works could have contributed to 2.2—3, and may
well have done to 6.9 and 40.7. Ciceronian evidence may inform 1.5 (the
link between Brutus and Servilius Ahala) and 2.2—9 (Brutus’ philosophical
associations). Ad Att. 14.1 [355].2 certainly lies behind 6.6—7. Some of
Cicero’s letters to Brutus probably substantiate 26.6 (Cicero and C.
Antonius). It is possible that Orat. 94 shaped 6.11, and letters such as Ad
Brut. 2.5 [5].2, 1.6 [12].1, may have helped 26.4. (For P.’s use of Ciceronian
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evidence see further Flaceliere, Plutarque Vies X1I, 56—61; Pelling, ‘Plutarch’s
Method of Work in the Roman Liwes’ {= Plutarch and History 16-18; Moles,
Cucero 28—9}.) Ciceronian evidence is at least likely to have produced | the
important items of 1.5, 2.2-3, and 6.6—7. Other sources appear on specific
occasions. Dionysius seems to have been consulted for 1.5 (P.’s version of
the conspiracy of Spurius Maelius), Posidonius for the discussion of 1.7-8
(whether Brutus really was descended from the first consul), Thrasea
Paetus for the narrative of 3.1—4 (though this will have come from P.’s
research for the Cato minor). The details of Cinna’s dream may have been
culled from the work on Cinna by L. Crassicius or from a dream-book. In
either event P. may have been pointed on his way by erudite Roman
friends. (Their opinion may also lie behind the cool estimate of Brutus’
Roman oratory in 2.5.) Use of (Greek) oral tradition can (at the least) only
have been small. It might (or might not) be reflected in vague terms in 6.11
or—more concretely—in the information of 41.8, but in both cases other
sources are more likely. Valerius Maximus is used in a trivial sense in
53.5{L., trivial, because P.’s wording suggests that he has looked at him, but
is in fact following Nicolaus. All other parallels between the Brutus and Val.
Max. (9.1-4, 13.1-11, 24.4—7 are the most important instances) are to be
explained in terms of a common source (cf. in general Peter, Quellen, 130t.).

Before attempting to parcel out the main narrative sections among the
various sources on offer, it will be useful to set out in abbreviated form the
main parallels between P., Appian, and Dio. I do not include unimportant
parallels (e.g. that all three writers attest the mere fact of a particular
event), but only those that appear significant, first between P. and Appian,
second P., Appian, and Dio together, and third between P. and Dio. These
parallels remain the essential tool of Plutarchean ‘Quellenforschung’ in the
Roman Lives.

(a) Parallels between P. and Appian (only)
5.1-2 ~ A. 2.112.467; 6.2 ~ A. 2.111.464; 6.10 ~ A. 2.111.405; 7.14 ~ A.
2.112.466f; 12.1 ~ A. 2.113.474; 12.8 ~ A. 2.114.475; 14.1 ~ A. 2.114.476; 14.6
~ A. 2.115.482; 15.2+4 ~ A. 2.115.4834; 16.1-5 ~ A. 2.115.481-116.487; in
¢ch. 17, 17.9 (supplication), 17.4 (Casca), 17.6 (Brutus’ intervention | deciding
factor), and 17.7 (self-wounding of the conspirators) are close parallels
between P. and Appian. (There are of course other close parallels, but they
are also shared with Dio—see below.) 18.9 (Antony) ~ A. 2.114.478; 18.12
(peyades) ~ A. 2.120.505—7; 18.13 ~ what A. ought to be saying! 20.4
(Antony’s funeral speech) ~ A. 2.144.600-145.606; 25.2 ~ A. 3.63.250;
26.3-5 ~ A. 3.79.321-323; 28.1 ~ Appian (?—see 53.4); 30.3 ~ A. 4.65.277—
4.74-313; 80.4-31.7 ~ A. 4.76.321-80.338; 32.4 ~ Appian (? showing P.
reacting against the emphasis of Appian’s source); §5.2-6 nearer A. than

Dio; 36.1-97.1 ~ A. 4.134.565 (cf. also 48.1); 37.7 ~ A. 4.101.425; 38.3 ~ A.
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4.106-108!? (? Plutarchean simplification); 38.5 ~ A. 4.108.454f.; 41.1-9 ~
A. 4.109-110 (very general); 41.4 (charge) ~ A. 4.110 (context different); 45.1
~ A. 4.112.471 (though from Messalla); 45.2-9 ~ A. 4.114.478 and 4.119.490;
46.1 ~ A. 4.117.489-118.498; 47.3 ~ A. 4.115.479 (details of plight of
defeated Caesarian navy); 47.5 (same day) ~ A. wid.; 48.5 ~ A. 4.134.566;
49.1 (delay) ~ A. 4.128.532 (very general); 49.4 (time) ~ A. id.; 50.1-9 ~ A.
4.129.542-545; 53-4 ~ A. 4.135.568.

(b) Parallels between P., Appian, and Dio

9.5-8 ~ A. 2.112.469 ~ D. 44.12; 17.1 (surrounding) ~ A. 2.117.490 ~ D.
44.19; 17.2 (Trebonius) ~ A. 2.117.491 ~ D. 44.19.1; 17.9 ~ A. and D. (cf.
17.1); 17.4 (Tillius Cimber) ~ A. and D. (by implication); 18.14 (by
implication) ~ A. 2.119.500 ~ D. 44.21.9; 20.9 ~ A. 2.143.596f. ~ D.
44.95.2-3; 20.8-11 ~ A. and D.; 28.6 (Smyrna) ~ A. 4.65.276ff. ~ D.
47.32.1-3; 33.2-6 ~ A. and D. but nearer A.; 38.5 (greatness of contest) ~
A. 4.137 ~ D. 47.39.1 (by implication); 39.3—5 ~ A. and D.; 41.7 ~ A. and
D.; 43.49 ~ D. 47.46.3-5 ~ A. 4.113; 44.2 ~ A. 4.114.476f. ~ D. 47.47.1;
47.1-2 ~ A. 4.117-118, 121.508-122.513 ~ D. 47.47.34; 47.9 ~ A. and D. in
general; 48.4 (eagles) ~ A. 4.128.532 ~ D. 47.48.4.

(c) Parallels between P. and Dio (only)

18.6 ~ D. 44.22.3 (details of Antony’s flight); 18.9 (no more killings) ~ D.
44.20.4; 19.2—4 closer to D. 44.94.6—7 than A.; 25.1 (Pompeian veterans) ~
D. 47.21.3; 25.1 (cavalry) ~ D. id.; 26.7-8 ~ D. 47.23.2—4 | (not close
enough for a direct common source!?); 30.4-31.7 shows some traces of a
shared source with Dio, even though in general the parallels with Appian
are much more important; 32.1-2 ~ D. 47.94.4-6; 94.1-95.9 ~ D. 47.95.1
(but D. may be following P. and in any case this section in P. looks
‘biographical’); §8.1—2 ~ D. 47.35-96 (nearer than Appian); 39.1-2 ~ D.
47.38.4, 47.40.7-8 (not in Appian); 41.4 (password) roughly paralleled by D.
47.43.1; 42.5 ~ D. 47.45.2-3; 44.34 closer to D. 47.47.2 than A. 4.114.476;
45.4-5 ~ D. 47.48.3; 47.5t%. 1s generally paralleled in D. 47.47.5f%.

Before finally analysing the significance of these parallels, it will be
helpful to exclude from discussion those passages where P. (fairly clearly) is
just inventing material. These are 16.4 (decisive role of Brutus), 36.7
(Brutus’ spirited reply to the apparition), 37.2-6 (Cassius’ speech), and g9.7
(Casstus succumbs to superstition), none historically important.

It has been demonstrated to a high degree of probability that Appian’s
main historical source for the 50s and 40s B.C. was Asinius Pollio (see e.g.
E. Kornemann, 7b. f. ¢l. Phul. Spb. 22 [1896], 555fL). {Pollio 1s FRHist 56. It
1s still widely accepted that he was an important—though by no means the
only—source for Appian (see the judicious discussion by Gowing, 7he
Triumviral Narratives, 39—40), but qualifications have been increasingly
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stressed: Drummond, FRHist 1.439—40 1s particularly sceptical, and see R.
Westall, “The relationship of Appian and Pollio: a reconsideration’, Analecta
Romana Instituta Danaict 48 (2013), 95-128, with further bibliography, and
various papers in Welch (2015b), esp. those of Westall, Stevenson, and
Welch. In 1984 Magnino was already sounding a warning note in his
comm. on App. BC 3: ‘una posizione di prudente riserbo ‘de forse la
migliore’. }

Throughout the relevant Roman Zwes P. shows continuous and
systematic parallels with the account of Appian (basic documentation in
Kornemann 672ff., cf. above). Many of these are so close as to guarantee
reliance by both P. and Appian on Asinius Pollio. (For general discussion
of P.’s use of Pollio see e.g. Kornemann, art. cit.; Peter, Quellen, 1241%;
Garzetti xxi1 fI.; Gabba, Appiano e la storia delle guerre cinl, 119fL., 229ff;
André, La vie et leuvre d’Asinius Pollion, 41-66; Geiger {D.Phil.} 71f., 741F,
79, 336 {and in Rizzoli Fociwone—Catone Uticense [1993], 288-9}; Pelling
{D.Phil.}, 51, 69ff. and ‘P.’s Method of Work in the Roman Lives’ {=
Plutarch and History 1-44, esp. 12-13; Drummond, FRHust 1.439—40, with
further bibliography. Drummond in particular favours the view that many
of these parallels are to be explained in terms of Appian’s use of Plutarch;
in response Pelling [in C. Smith and A. Powell, edd., The Lost Memoirs of
Augustus (2009), 62 n. 34| points out that this would imply that Appian
knows and combines all six of Plutarch’s versions in Caesar, Brutus, Cato
Mnor, Crassus, Pompey, and Antony}. The case 1s overwhelming, and I have
nothing to add here.

It has also been shown beyond reasonable doubt that Dio’s main
narrative source was Livy (basic discussion in E. Schwartz, RE 3.1697—
1714). {This too is now far more contested: see esp. B. Manuwald, Cassius
Dio und Augustus (1979).} Thus when Dio’s account shows close parallels to
those of P. and Appian the most economical and likely hypothesis is that
this reflects Pollian influence upon Livy (for discussion see Pelling, ‘P.’s
methods’ {cf. Plutarch and History 40-1 n. 125, backtracking on this point}).
There are of course complicating factors, | as already mentioned, notably
(1) the possibility that ‘major’ sources (Pollio, Livy) have been contaminated
by some of the ‘minor’ sources used by P., and (i1) the possibility of
Plutarchean influence upon Appian (cf. Gabba, 225ff; {Drummond,
FRHist 1.440, 470-1}) and upon Dio.

In chs. 1—20 of the Brutus, the basic sources used in 19 are clear enough.
In 520 the parallels between P. and Appian are sufficiently close to
establish 5.1-2, 6.2, 6.10, 7.14 (substantially), 12.1, 12.8, 14.1, 14.6, 15.24,
16.1-5, 17.3, 17.4, 17.6, 17.7, 18.3, 18.12 (to a minimal degree), 18.13, and
20.4 as essentially Pollian. Also Pollian (cf. the list of parallels between P.,
Appian, and Dio) will be 9.5-8, 17.1, 17.2, 17.3, 17.4, 18.14 (by implication),
20.3, 20.5-7, 20.8-11 (plus supplement at 20.9). One must next invoke
Bibulus’ and Empylus’ works. P.’s characterization of both as ptxpov only

liv
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defines their scope in the most general terms (in particular, allowance must
be made for the fact that at 1.9 P. is punning horrendously), but it is
beyond reasonable doubt that P. is using both works directly. Bibulus
{FRHist 49} probably accounts for 13.1-11, 14.4, and 15.5-9. Empylus
{FGrHist 191} may well have produced 7.1 (earlier quarrels of Brutus and
Cassius), the emphasis of 7.6 (~ 8.3-0), the dicta of Caesar (8.1-3), and
the story of Cassius’ lost lions (8.6—7). Despite the parallel between 10.9-7
and Appian 2.118.470473, he could very well also lie behind 10.1-7, and
behind 11.1-3 (for Appian’s attestation of Ligarius among the conspirators
at 2.113.474 1s only the most flimsy of ‘parallels’). He may well also have
supplied 12.2 (omission of Cicero), 12.3-6 (note especially the hostile
characterization of Decimus Brutus), 14.4-5, 14.7 (?), a few details in cA. 17
(Cassius’ appeal to Pompey’s statue, 17.3; Caesar’s cry to Casca in Latin,
17.5), the very partial account of 19.1 and 19.4-5, and perhaps also 19.2-3
(an emphasis which might then have got into Livy——cf. Dio 44.94.6-7). If
19.4—5 is Empylan, then 20.1, and maybe 20.2, will also be. One might also
think of Empylus in §.1—4 (if P.’s account implies supplementation by a
biographical source), ch. 4, 6.1-2, 6.3—4, 6.10 and 12, 18.4—5 (going with
20.27), the very prejudiced | 18.6 (Antony’s disguise, which might then
have got into Livy—cf. Dio 44.22.2; for Empylus in a main-line historical
tradition cf. perhaps Vell. 2.58.2, cf. Brut. 20.1), 18.9 (which might also have
got into Livy, cf. Dio 44.20.4), 18.9-10 (otherwise unattested and very
prejudiced in favour of the conspirators), and 18.12 (which might then have
got into Nicolaus 26A.100). All this must remain speculative, but it does not
seem unlikely that Empylus’ no doubt apologetic ‘Brutus’ should have
dealt with such topics as Brutus’ early association with Cato, the respect in
which he was held by Pompey, his subsequent close relations with Caesar,
his dissension with Cassius, their contrasting prospects and characters,
their reconciliation, the formation of the conspiracy, who was chosen and
who was not chosen to join it, some of the events on the Ides, the
subsequent meetings of the senate, Brutus’ ambivalent attitude to Antony
and its political consequences.

Whether P.’s narrative in chs. 17 and 18 shows any traces of Nicolaan
influence 1s difficult to decide. I incline to think it does, but the important
point is that it is (at best) trivial: sustained and systematic consultation of
Nicolaus would have improved P.’s chronology from March 15-17 out of
all recognition. Livian influence is equally hard to document. 15.1 is
perhaps trivially Livian. The parallels between 18.6 and Dio 44.22.2, and
between 18.9 and Dio 44.20.4, could indicate Livy, but it is surely more
likely that they show that a ‘minor’ source used directly by P. has got into
Livy. And if the kat ov, Tékvov; story retailed by Dio and Suetonius is
Livian, or at least recorded by Livy, this would tend to argue that P. did
not consult Livy in a sustained and systematic manner for the Brutus, for he
would hardly have omitted so juicy an item had he known ofit.
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The anecdotes of 5.9—4 and 9.1—4 remain outstanding. In both cases one
might speculate that Livy might be the source, but a speculation is all that
it would be.

Next, chs. 21-35. |

Already accounted for are 21.6 (letter), 22.4-6 (letters), 23.2—7 (Bibulus),
24.9 (letters), 26.6 (to some extent Cicero’s letters to Brutus), 28.1—2 (letters),
28.4-5 (letters), 29.8-11 (letters). One would be inclined to suggest a
‘biographical’ source for parts of ¢k. 21 (21.4-5), 24 In its entirety, 25.4-26.2,
26.3—5 (similar in spirit to Appian $.79.321-923, but factually different),
26.7-8 (similar to Dio 47.23.2—4, yet different in detail and perhaps with a
Greek source flavour), 29.1/50.1-2, 34.1-95.6 (despite the parallel with Dio
47.85.1). There might be something of Bibulus in ¢4. 21 and there very likely
1s in 24.1, 24.4—7, and perhaps the whole chapter. 25.426.2, 26.35
(apologetic of Brutus’ treatment of Antony’s brother), 26.7-8, and 4.1-35.3
(favourable to Brutus at the expense of Cassius) mught also be Bibulan. If
26.7-8 has a Greek source flavour, that would not necessarily go against
Bibulus, as there is no evidence which language he wrote in, and he would
(of course) have been perfectly capable of writing in Greek. 29.7 (Antony
on Brutus) might also be Bibulus. For 29.1 and g0.1-2 one might think of
Messalla, though there is no control over this.

There may be Pollian influence at work in the schizophrenic description
of the Roman people in 21.2-3, and on general grounds 22.1-3, 27.1-3, and
27.6 may be put down as Pollian. More concretely Pollian seem 25.2 (cf.
Appian 3.63.259), 28.3f. (cf. Appian 4.69.270), 0.3 (hostile to Cassius),
30.4—31.7 (discussion on pp. 283ff.), 33.2-6. Use of the source underlying
Dio, i.e. Livy, is again difficult to demonstrate. It would be dangerous to
build much on the parallels between 25.1 and Dio 47.21.8, but there may be
Livian elements in 30.4-91.7 and in g2.1-2 it does rather look as if P. is
reshaping the account that lies behind Dio 47.34.4-6. For the rest, 29.2-6 is
not drawn from any one ‘source’, 25.5-6 are P.’s own speculations, and the
anecdote of 27.5 is of unknown provenance.

Finally, chs. 36-53.

Already accounted for are 37.2-6 (Plutarchean invention), 38.5-7
(letter!?), 39.6 (P. invents Cassius’ depression over unfavourable omens), |
40.1-4 (explicitly Messalla), 40.6—9 (largely Plutarchean invention), 42.5
(explicitly Messalla), 45.1 (explicitly Messalla), 48.2—4 (explicitly
Volumnius), 53.5—7 (explicitly Nicolaus, Val. Max., and a letter of Brutus).
The main difficulty in assigning particular sections to particular sources lies
in the question of how thoroughly P.’s narrative is impregnated by the
testimony of Volumnius and Messalla.

That P. is using Volumnius {FRHist 47} direct is not certain, but is
likely (cf. the flourish with which Volumnius is introduced at 48.2, the way
he is characterized, and the great detail of the narrative 51.1-52.7). But
nothing is known of the scope of the work, apart from the fact that it
contained omens (48.2—4) and an affecting description of Brutus’ last hours
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(51.1-52.7). It also appears quite likely that Volumnius is the source for the
omens of §7.7 and 39.3—5. He may, or may not, also have been responsible
for the omen of 48.5. This is little to go on. His work may have been
entitled ‘Commentarii de pugna Philippensi’ (Peter), or it could have had a
more restricted scope (? ‘De exitu Bruti’). It is not known whether it was
written in Latin or Greek. {Cf. Drummond FRHist 1.404-5.}

Messalla {FRHust 61} is a much more fruitful figure. Again, that P. is
using him direct is not certain, but very likely (some of the arguments have
already been rehearsed), though it is not known in which language he
wrote (cf. Peter, HRR II, Ixxviii; {Drummond, FRHist 1.470}). Peter’s
suggestion that his work was entitled ‘Commentarii de bello civili’ seems
plausible. Given that Messalla recorded his last conversation with Cassius
the night before the First Battle of Philippi (40.14), expressed his opinion
that the Republicans won the first battle (42.5), and gave the numbers of
dead on both sides (45.1), it is clear that the scope of his work must have
been considerable, and therefore, if P. is indeed using him direct, that he
could have been an important—even the most important—source in this
part of the Life. Examination of the narrative tends to bear out that he is
indeed very important, even though the risk of circularity of argumentation
always remains. |

With the explicit 40.1-4 go 39.7-11, 40.5 (otherwise unattested), the
‘hard’ material of 40.5-9 (i.e. that Brutus and Cassius had a conversation
before the battle in which they agreed on a suicide pact), and 40.10-12 (cf.
40.11). Messalla is interestingly prominent in 41.5 and there seems no good
reason why the whole of ¢k. 41 should not also go back to Messalla: the
‘parallels’ between P.’s account and those of Appian and Dio are not close
enough to indicate a common source, or sources, except in the sense that
vestiges of the account given in P. are discernible in Dio. (For extended
discussion see the chapter-by-chapter analysis above.) Similarly with c¢h. 42:
the lack of substantive parallels with other accounts, the virulently anti-
Antony tone of 42.3, the presence of obvious eye-witness material
(especially 42.6f), and the emphatic citation of Messalla at 42.5 combine
strongly to suggest Messallan authorship. In ¢k. 45 Messalla 1s quoted for
the losses on both sides (45.1). 45.3-5, however distorted, must stem
ultimately from someone actually present in Brutus’ camp, and Messalla is
prominent in the unfortunate affair of Saculio and Volumnius (45.6-9).
Messalla evidently also supplied the alternative version of Brutus’ death
given in 52.8. In the light of all this, while the case cannot in the nature of
things be proven to the hilt, it does not seem rash to suggest that practically
all P.’s narrative of the Philippi campaign derives directly from Messalla.
This would include, besides the instances already cited, 39.1—2 (which then
found its way into Livy—cf. the less detailed account of Dio 47.38.4,
47.40.7-8), 43.1-3 (elsewhere unparalleled), 43.4—9 (with the highly
apologetic 43.4 ‘lost’ in the parallel accounts of Appian and Dio), 44.1
(unparalleled elsewhere and going closely with the equally unparalleled,
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and circumstantial, 42.6-9), 44.2 (which naturally got into the sources
underlying Appian 4.114.476f. and Dio 47.47.1), 44.34 (with Brutus and
Victory unattested in the parallel accounts of Appian and Dio because P. is
following Messalla direct, whereas with Appian and Dio he is ‘inherited’,
46.1fL. (an ‘insert’ in Appian 4.117.489fL), 47.5-9 (Dio 47.47.5ff. is only a
very general parallel, and the highly | apologetic tone, backed up by the
Clodius story, finds no real parallel elsewhere, 49.1-8 (essentially
unparalleled elsewhere, for the links between 49.1 and 49.4 and the
account of Appian are wholly trivial), 53.1—2 and (?) 52.34. {A. M.
Gowing, Phoenix 44 [1990], 1746 agrees that much of this contact is to be
explained in terms of Messallan material, but thinks that Appian may be
using Messalla directly, Dio more likely indirectly. Magnino is evenhanded
between Volumnius and Messalla in his intr. to App. BC 4, p. 22).}

At the same time P. must (of course) have read other accounts. The
wording of 48.5 is proof of this, though none is needed. He had certainly
read the Pollian version for the Antony (Ant. 22.1-6), where all the emphasis
is on the invincible mastery of Antony at the expense of Octavian (note
especially the parallel between Ant. 22.1 and Appian 4.129-start, a parallel
which is the more striking not despite, but because of, the different contexts
in Appian and P.). Probable Pollian elements in the Brutus are $8.3,
suspiciously like a conflation of the account found in Appian 4.106-108,
and an emphasis that might well have been suppressed by Messalla; the
picturesque detail of 47.5, which looks like an abbreviation of the still more
colourful material of Appian; the whole of ¢h. 50 (see the chapter-by-
chapter analysis above); and 5.4 (bid.). Livian elements are again difficult
to determine. The parallel between 38.1—2 and Dio 47.95-36 1s likely to be
explained by Livy’s partial reliance on Messalla. The thought of 42.5 seems
to have got into Livy, but might well have its origin in Messalla’s desire to
demonstrate that the Republicans won the first battle. The formulation of
49.9-10 1s the most likely Livian element (I think it ¢ likely), but even this is
far from certain of course.

The outstanding question still remaining is the provenance of the
apparition story (36.1-97.1, 48.1), and the obviously authoritative details of
Brutus’ 8{acra given in §6.2—4. The two seem distinct. For the apparition
story Volumnius, purveyor of the bogus supernatural, would be an
attractive possibility, were he not ruled out by 48.1 (one cannot have the
one apparition without the other, especially since the Brutus story is
probably modelled on the unfortunate experiences of Cassius of Parma, cf.
Val. Max. 1.7.7). Bibulus is obviously impossible (he died before Actium,
apart from anything else. {But this i1s now thought to rest on a
misidentification of Bibulus: see 13.9n., citing Syme, Roman Papers VI
[1991], 193204 and Drummond, FRHist 1.407. We do not know the death-
date of the right Bibulus.} The story hardly seems in keeping with the |
political persona of Messalla, for it clearly represents Caesarian propaganda
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of a distasteful kind, nor—more substantially—with the emphasis of 42.5 or
43.8: Messalla was keen to demonstrate that the Republicans could have
won, not that they were dogged by a malign fate. Since the story does not
seem to have been in Livy (it is not found in Dio, replete as he is with
portents) and does occur in Appian, it seems to me likely, though
unprovable, that it comes from Asinius Pollio, who was not averse to
judicious exploitation of supernatural effects (cf. Caes. 43.41%). One hopes
naturally for the sake of his integrity that he retailed it simply as a
Aeyopevov. As for the details of Brutus’ 8cacra, these could come from
either Bibulus, or possibly Messalla, who does seem to have gone in for
descriptions of personal habits of the great (cf. HRR II, 66f., frgs. 5
{=FRHist 61 F 4}, 8, 10 {FRHist does not accept 8 and 10 as genuine}.
Bibulus 1s rather more likely, but either case would probably imply that
their work was written in Greek (cf. 6.4 and n.). The verdict must be
‘unproven’.

A few general concluding observations. The Brutus shows P. employing, as
often, a wide range of sources. He seems to have used Pollio as a basic
structure for his narrative, but has supplemented his account from many
diverse sources, and in his version of the Philippi campaign (about a third
of the whole) relies very heavily upon Messalla. Certainly in the first part of
the Life, especially chs. 7—20, he exhibits enviable skill in knitting together
several different (and mutually incompatible) accounts. Characteristically,
he has chosen as his supplements contemporary sources, most notably
Brutus’ letters (and to a much lesser extent Cicero’s), Empylus, Bibulus,
Volumnius, and Messalla. Obviously, his choice was dictated to a
considerable extent by the need to get information in detail about Brutus
from men personally close to him. Yet from the historical point of view,
also, his choice should not be criticized. Brutus’ letters do provide evidence
of the character and convictions of Brutus, Bibulus’ work does throw
valuable light upon the ‘domestic’ man, and Messalla’s work is at least an
interesting complement to the Histories | of Asinius Pollio, and perhaps
upon specific questions an improvement upon them. Even the thoroughly
prejudiced Empylus (as he seems to have been) may provide the odd item of
historical significance (19.4), and more probably s responsible for
interesting information about the relations of Brutus and Cassius, their
characters, and the way they set about their task in recruiting members of
their conspiracy. P.’s historical acumen is an uneven quality, but his
erudition and industry in collating material remain impressive.
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COMMENTARY

Ch. 1: Ancestry and Character

P. starts off at once in his usual way (especially in the second Life of a pair),
with a brief account of the yévos of his subject. But, as always, the
arrangement has more than purely formal significance, for P. here
adumbrates three of the major themes of the Life: Brutus the tyrannicide,
Brutus the philosopher, and Brutus the superior in virtue to Cassius, his
friend and partner. And because a pair of Lwes is an artistic unity, this
section of the Brutus has also to be read in the light of the opening of the
Dion (1.1-4), where P. has established Dio and Brutus as followers of the
Academy, exemplars of the Platonic doctrine of the need for philosophers
to become statesmen, and possessors of a philosophically balanced
character (Brut. 1.9 picks up Dion 1.4). On a more general level, the two
Lives are of course linked by the common theme of the struggle against
tyranny. {The openings of the Liwes are discussed by P. A. Stadter, /€S 15
(1988), 27595 and T. Dufl, ClAnt 30 (2011), 21378 at 216—42. On Brutus’
family and their possible influence on his character, cf. Clarke, Noblest
Roman g—11. On P.’s general interest in ancestry and its use to prefigure
important themes, see Dufl, Plutarch’s Lives 310-11.}

1. 8¢: the conjunction is used because the Brutus is the second Life of the
pair and pair is regarded as a unity (usually called a BcfSAlov, as in Alex. 1.1,
Dem. 3.1, Per. 2.5, Demetr. 1.7, but also Aoyos, Dion 2.7, Thes. 1.4, and ypad,
Dion 1.1), though there are no connectives at the beginnings of the Romulus,
Alcibiades, Pompey, Caesar, Antony, and Marius. In the case of the Caesar the
explanation no doubt is that the beginning of the Life has been lost (so,
rightly, Niebuhr and many editors; Ziegler; C. B. R. Pelling, €O n.s. 23
[1973], 943 fI; J. Briscoe, CR n.s. 27 [1977], 177-8; contra, wrongly, R.
Flaceliere, Budé ed. of Alexander and Caesar, 130). In the case of the Antony
the asyndeton might be justified after Demetr. 53.10. The other examples
may be explained as signs of haste in | composition (a frequent
phenomenon in the Lives, if the MSShave reported the matter correctly.

7v: polemical and emphatic: P. will discuss the problem of Brutus’
ancestry on his father’s side at 1.6-8, but he is not going to weaken the
force of the tyrannical dtadoxn by raising the question at the very
beginning of the Life. As in other accounts of Brutus his alleged descent
from the first consul is an important theme in P.’s Life, implicit here,
explicit at 9.5-8, 10.6, and 22.4 (even though P. has misunderstood the
point of Brutus’ remark in Ad Brut. 1.17 [26].6), and rightly seen as a prime
cause of Brutus’ joining the plot against Caesar. (Cf. on 9.5-8 below.)

Tovvios Bpoditos: the historicity of the great hero of the Roman
Republic is debated (for: Broughton I, 1, Ogilvie 216 f.; against: Schur, RE
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Suppl. 5.359, Gjerstad, Legends and Facts of Early Roman History [1962] 45 f.
See now J. Gagé, La chute des Tarquins et les débuts de la république [1976]; {A.
Mastrocinque, Lucio Guunio Bruto (1988); K. Welwei, ‘Lucius Iunius Brutus:
ein fiktiver Revolutionsheld’, in K.-J. Holkeshamp and E. Stein-
Holkeskamp, edd., Von Romulus zu Augustus (2000), 49-57; and T. P.
Wiseman, Unwritten Rome (2008), 293305, who attempts to disentangle the
various stages in the development of the legend}). P., hardly to his
discredit, has no doubts.

avéarnoav: { has éornoav but the majority Mss verdict is supported by
the unchallenged aviaraow of De superstit. 170E. The pure Attic idiom is the
simple form (e.g. D. 13.21, 19.2601, Pl. Phdr. 236b, Arist. Rh. 1410a 33). The
use of compound instead of simple verbs—sometimes, as here, with little or
no increase in precision—is a characteristic of P.’s style, as of later Greek
prose in general. Nor was P. interested in attaining the standards of pure
Attic idiom (cf. on 6.9 below).

KamrwAlp: Kame- here, but Kame- at (e.g.) 18.7 and g below. The ASSin
P. veer between the two without consistency. In such cases it is idle to try
to determine which | form P. himself used. He may not have bothered
with such questions of orthography himself. In any case he may have used
scribes to transmit his work to writing.

The statue was a famous one, mentioned also by Suet. Caes. 80.g, Plin.
NH 33.9, 33.24, 34.22 f., Plin. Iun. Paneg. 55.6, Dio 43.45.4 and 44.12.3. P. is
the only authority to give the detail eéomaouévor élpos—perhaps from
autopsy (cf. his descriptions of the statues of Marius, Mar. 2.1, and Sulla,
Sulla 2.1; and for his use of statue evidence in general see A. E. Wardman,
‘Description of Personal Appearance in Plutarch and Suetonius: The Use
of Statues as Evidence’, CQ n.s. 17 [1967], 41420, cf. Plutarch’s Lives, 140—
44; B. Bucher-Isler, Norm und Individualitit in den Biographen Plutarchs [1972],
passim; ¥. E. Brenk, In Mist Apparelled [1977], 252 f. and n. 11); {and J.
Mossman in M. A. Flower and M. Toher, Georgica: Greek Studies in Honour of
George Cawkwell, BICS Supp. 58 (1991), 98-119}. For the celebrated bronze
head of L. Brutus in the Capitoline Museum see W. Helbig, Fiihrer durch die
offentlichen Sammlungen klassischer Altertiimer in Rom (4th ed. 1963), II, no. 1449;
{good illustration in A. Schwarzmaier, Antike Welt 2010 (1), 32-93}.

The statue on the Capitol voted by the senate to Caesar in 45 B.C. was
set up beside Brutus’ (Dio 43.45.4, cf. Cic. Dewt. 33, Suet. Caes. 76.1, 80.3)—
something which Dio finds hard to understand. (On the significance of this
provocative act see Weinstock 145f%.; {J. deRose Evans, Opuscula Romana 18
[1990], 99-105}). Dio also surmises that the setting up of Caesar’s statue
beside Brutus’ was the chief factor in M. Brutus’ decision to plot against
Caesar—an exaggeration not entirely consistent with his own narrative
(44.12), though it may have been one of the many factors at work (cf. on
9.5{1.). {On the importance of statues for M. Brutus’ public image see M.
Lentano, Latomus 67 (2008), 881—99. }
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ot madar ‘Pwpator: deliberately vague. Brutus’ statue was set up in the
third century B.C. or later (Weinstock 145f. with references): P. can hardly
be expected to know this.

péoov T@v PaotAéwv: not literally true (see Dio), but the | point is
rhetorical, almost as if Brutus was laying about the reges with his sword.
Cic. Dewt. 35 (‘te in invidia esse, tyrannum existimari, statua inter reges
posita animos hominum vehementer offensos’) is equally imprecise about
the location of Caesar’s statue to similar flamboyant effect.

ws ... katadboavta T.: a gloss on aomasueévor Eigos. The drawn sword
was a characteristic symbol of the tyrannicide (see Weinstock 146) and here
the Greek exemplum is clear, especially as Brutus did not actually kill
Tarquin. Cf. further 18.7 below.

kataAboavta: the regular term for overthrowing an established
government or person in authority (Alex. 1.1, Caes. 28.1, Sulla 6.9, Per. 6.3,
Gracchi 19.3, 35.3, etc.)

2—3. €keivos pev ... ovtoal 8’ a good example of the way in which P.
skilfully reshapes stock material. M. Brutus’ alleged descent from the first
consul, an important element in the tradition, is given full and appropriate
weight, but P. pointedly disagrees with the usual Roman view of the Elder
Brutus in order to introduce the theme of the superior philosophical
character of the younger. This in turn prompts a further ovykpiots—
between M. Brutus and Cassius, who is characterized by association with
the Elder Brutus as a man of fupos, and as a tyrannicide whose motivation
was not completely pure, and who (by implication) was unable, or
unwilling, to restrict himself to the killing of the tyrant alone (thus P.
prepares for 18.3-6 below). The manner in which these major themes are
brought out is extremely adroit.

The use of the ovykpiots-technique is fundamental to P.’s art in the
Lives. On the obykpiats-technique in general see F. Focke, Hermes 58 (1923),
327 ff. On the Comparisons in P. see Ziegler gogf. S. Constanza, ‘La syncrisis
nello schema biographico | di Plutarco’, Messana 4 (1955), 127-56; H.
Erbse, ‘Die Bedeutung der Synkrisis in den Parallelbiographen Plutarchs’,
Hermes 84 (1956), 398—424; Wardman 234—44; {P. Stadter, GRBS 16 (1975),
77-85, repr. in Scardigli, Essays 155-64; C. Pelling, in F. E. Brenk and L.
Gallo, edd., Mauscellanea Plutarchea (1986), 8396, repr. in Pelling, Plutarch and
History 349-64; Pelling, Antony 1826 and Caesar 25-95; Moles, Cicero 19—206;
Duff, Plutarch’s Lives, index s.v. “Synkrisis’; N. Humble, ed., Plutarch’s Luves:
Parallelism and Purpose (2010)}.

The formal comparisons are examples of a type of elementary rhetorical
exercises practised in the schools—mpoydpvaspa (see Hermogenes, pp. 18fL.
Rabe; Quint. 2.4.21. Their rhetorical character is well emphasized by
Ziegler 9og). On the modern reader at any rate they do not make a very
favourable impression. Only rarely do they add to the information given in
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the main narrative (as e.g. Comparison of Nicias and Crassus 2.5. On the other
hand, the final section of the Comparison of Dion and Brutus [5.2—4],
reminiscent in tone of Cic. 49.5, 1 certainly revealing as P.’s last word on
Brutus, and picks up a theme of great significance in the Life [Brut. 50.7-9,
53.1-3, 53-4])- And although they are integral to the whole conception of
the Lives (so Erbse—Ziegler does not regard them as so important), by their
very nature they involve juggling with a limited range of arguments in
essentially sophistic style. P. is simply not a very successful performer in this
type of genre and his efforts seem forced and tedious by contrast with the
easy virtuosity of a Dio Chrysostom or even an Aelius Aristides.
Nonetheless, Comparisons are important as showing the extent to which the
mature P., who has supposedly ‘outgrown his early rhetorical training, and
... come to despise the rhetorical excesses which he himself once practised’
(Hamilton xxiit), 13 still heavily influenced by rhetorical and sophistic
tradition (on the general point see D. A. Russell, 7RS 62 [1972], 227; ]J. L.
Moles, 7HS 98 [1978], 8of.). Much more interesting, however, is P.’s use of
synkristic technique within the Lives themselves. For example in the Fabius
Maximus the cautious hero is contrasted successively | with C. Flaminius
(2.9f1), Minucius, his Master of Horse (5.5ff.), Terentius Varro (14.2ff), all
of whom meet disaster through their rashness, Claudius Marcellus (19.1ff.),
whose boldness complements Fabian tactics perfectly, and Scipio Africanus
(25.11F), who outshines Fabius himself. The technique helps to illustrate
Fabius’ character, both his virtues and his shortcomings. Similarly in the
Pericles Pericles 1s compared to and contrasted with Cimon (9.2), Tolmides
(18.2), and Thucydides, son of Melesias (14). Essentially the same
technique, though less elaborate, can be seen at work in such lives as the
Marius, Lysander, Aristides, Nicias, and Antony (on all this see Russell, G&R 15
[1966], 150fl. He concludes that Zvykpiows is a key idea for the
understanding of Plutarch’s purpose and methods of arrangement. Nor is it
fanciful to see in his style, with its innumerable comparisons of pév ... 8¢
sentences, the same tendency in a more microscopic field.” {See also Duff]
Plutarch’s Lives 2512 and index, s.v. ‘synkrisis: internal’. }

In the Brutus P. makes great play of the difference in character between
Brutus and Cassius (1.4, 7.1-5, 8.5-7, 9.5-6, 16.4, 20.1, 28.3-6, 29.2-7, 0.2,
30.34, 92.34, 85, 39.7-8, 40.1-2, 46.3, cf. Comp. 1.2-3). Such an elaborate
and sustained ovykpiots is without real parallel in the ZLives. The
explanation for it lies partly in P.’s obviously deep interest in the character
of Cassius, evident also in the Crassus, where Cassius plays a
disproportionately important role (cf. 7.4 below and n.). To a considerable
extent the Brutus 1s ‘the story not of one man but of two, Brutus and
Cassius’ (Wardman, Plutarch’s Lives, 174). Possibly P. did not think that he
had sufficient material on Cassius to justify separate treatment. More
likely, he may have felt that the careers of the two men were so closely
connected that their characters were best studied in tandem. From | that
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point of view the Brutus can be regarded as an interesting technical
experiment, half-way between the usual form and the Agis—Cleomenes—
Gracchu.

The Brutus-Cassius ovykpios is highly illuminating. The dangers as
always are clearly oversimplification of character and even downright
distortion in the interests of rhetorical contrast, and P. does not avoid
them. On the other hand, he is sufficiently honest to record evidence
which may mmplicitly weaken the overriding editorial interpretation, and
on one important occasion (9.1—4) he goes out of his way to demonstrate
that the usual interpretation of Cassius’ motivation is wrong, even though
it is very much in line with his own general view. As so often in P. there is a
considerable tension between the monumental schema and the details of
the narrative. The purposes of the moralist and the devices of the literary
artist do not always harmonize with the conscientiousness of the generally
honest historian or the scrupulousness of the generally fair human being.

{On the ovykpiots see further E. Rawson, Past Perspectives (1986), 1134
and 1179 = Roman Culture and Society (1991), 500—502, 5057 (‘almost a
double life’): she finds some basis for the characteristics P. highlights in
contemporary, especially Ciceronian, evidence. See also Scardigli in
Scardigli-Affortunati, 17-20.}

2. 7a Yuxpprata Tdv Eupdv: the image springs naturally from the
references in 1 to a bronze statue and drawn sword, and is maintained by
okAnpov and ov padakov (cf. e.g. Dion 7.5-6, Numa 8.1). It also looks forward
to the idea of ‘mixing’ at 1.g (for the association of ideas cf. De def. orac.
436A, Lyc. 16.3). P. 1s perhaps still playing with it in his characterization of
Brutus as amlods and kaflapos in 1.4 (terms that can be used of pure,
unalloyed metals).

P. uses the same phrase in De def. orac. 434A, quoting A. fr. 356N {= fr.
356R}. The point of the simile is that ‘cold-forged’ metal is hard and
unyielding. Cf. A. Neuberger, The Technical Arts and Sciences of the Ancients
(1930), 50: “‘Water drawn from a very cold stream and used immediately for
tempering would produce harder and more brittle steel than water from a
warmer source’; Plu. De def. orac. | 436C, quoting Od. 9.393 (one of many
references in P.). The interpretation offered by Ath. 11.501B is unhelpful, as
are also the comments of Casaubon and Schweighduser ad loc. Perrin’s
translation here (‘like the tempered steel of swords’) creates exactly the
wrong impression. P. is extremely fond of imagery drawn from swords and
metal-working: cf. Quom. adul. ab amico internosc. 73C—D, De tuenda san. 136A—
B, De Pyth. orac. 395B, De def. orac. 4347, 436A—C, De cohib. wra 458E, De vit.
pud. 530E, De sera num. vind. 556C, Quaest. convw. 622D, 625C, 660C, 693A,
712B, 734A, Amat. 752D-E, 762C, De facie in orbe lunae 943D, De primo frigido
946C, 954C, Lyc. 9.3, 16.8, Numa 8.1, Dion 77.5-6, Alc. 6.7, Pomp. 8.6, and in
general see . Fuhrmann, Les Images de Plutarque (1964), 8688, 187.
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akAnpov: similarly D.H. 5.8f. describes Junius Brutus’ behaviour as épya
peyada kai favpastd ... gkdgpa ... Tots "EAAnor. This of course does not
indicate that P. is following Dionysius: the epithet is a natural one (Val.
Max. 5.8.1 talks of Brutus’ severitas).

Pvoews ... 1;009: here, as at 1.3 below, the distinction between 76os
(‘facquired character’) and ¢vois (‘innate character’) is quite clear. It is not
always so in P. (cf. Arat. 49.1, Comparison of Cimon and Lucullus 1.4, and
Russell, G&R 13 [1966] 147, n. 2). It is assumed here that 7fos can be
changed for the better, whereas it seems that there was nothing much L.
Brutus could have done about the okAnporys of his ¢ios. I do not intend
to discuss the question to what extent P. conceived of character as static,
since 1t 1s not directly relevant to the Brutus (though it might have been, had
P. chosen to emphasize the deterioration of Brutus’ character which is
certainly implied by the narrative at 45.4, 45.6-9, and 46.1-5 below). On
the question see e.g. F. Leo, Due griechisch-romuische | Biographie (1901), 188; A.
Dihle, Studien zur griechischen Biographie (1956), 160; D. R. Stuart, Epochs of
Greek and Roman Buography (1928), 121, H. Erbse, Hermes 70 (1952), 400, n. 1,
V. Cilento, Trasposiziont dell’ Antico (1961), 108, Russell, art. cit., 13954, esp.
146, Hamilton xxxviii—xxxix, Flaceliere, Budé ed. of Pyrrhus—Marius, 17-18,
Bucher-Isler 79-80, Wardman, Plutarch’s Lives, 132—40, Brenk, In Must
Apparelled, 176-81; {C. Gill, €O 33 (1983), 469-87; S. Swain, Phoenix 43
(1989), 62-8; Duff, Plutarch’s Lives 72—78}. Certainly 7fos can change (e.g.
Alex. 52.7, Alc. 2.1, Sert. 10.5-7, De sera num. vind. 551E, 559C, Quaest. conviv.
620D, Praec. ger. reip. 799B). The possibility of some change of ¢vois
appears to be conceded in De sera num. vind. 551D (though it 1s ‘unnatural’
because God makes a rich endowment of goodness at birth), Praec. ger. reip.
799B, Comparison of Cimon and Lucullus 1.4. Of course the distinction between
nfos and ¢vois is often blurred: that may indicate careless use of
terminology, but it also raises the possibility that the distinction is not
always felt to be hard and fast.

vmo Adyov: Perrin’s ‘by letters’ in quite incorrect: it is the Aoyos of
philosophy (‘reason’) that is meant. Cf. Aoyw 8ca prdocodias (1.3).

axpt ... é€dkelde: ‘he ran aground to the point of children-slaying’. The
violent switch of imagery suits the violence of the fupos in question. The
image 1s a great favourite of P.’s: e.g. Quaest. conviv. 654E, De facie in orbe
lunae 940F, De soll. anim. 985C, Luc. 38.9, Mar. 2.4, 45.10, Tumol. 36.8. In the
Lives it 1s used in circumstances where some emotion has got out of control,
as here. P.’s partiality for the image was evidently appreciated by the writer
of the De liberis educandis (5B). For a similar image cf. De fort. Rom. 319F.

On P.’s use of nautical imagery see Fuhrmann 49-50. One of his more
striking achievements in this area is the image of 46.4—5 | below.

Tupavvov: the standard Greek view of the Tarquins (e.g. Publ. 2.1, D.H.
5.2). On the Hellenization of the character of Tarquin see Ogilvie 195.
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P.’s portrayal of L. Junius Brutus here is worth comparing with his
verdict at Publ. 6.5-6, where after much soul-searching he suppresses his
own natural feelings (aoflévera 100 kpivovros) and decides to follow Roman
opinion in commending Brutus. It appears from this passage that what
troubled P. was not so much the fact of L. Brutus’ execution of his sons, but
rather the manner in which Brutus reacted to it: his verdict follows hard on a
description that emphasizes Brutus’ pitilessness (6.4-5). Consistent with this
is his approval of Timoleon for murdering his brother (Tumol. 4.4—5, 5.1-2,
cf. Comp. 2.11), his evident appreciation of M. Brutus’ sentiments in Ad Brut.
1.17 [26].6 (22.4 below) and his refusal to accept that he was wrong to kill
his ¢idos Caesar (Comp. 3.6): on the contrary that was an argument for
Brutus’ disinterested motives. If L. Brutus’ behaviour was to be praised
there were two possible ways of doing it: (i) by arguing that he selflessly put
country before family at the cost of great personal anguish (so Livy 2.5.8
‘inter omne tempus pater voltusque et os eius spectaculo esset eminente
animo patrio inter publicae poenae ministerium’); (i) by representing him
as successfully repressing his natural emotions in splendid Stoic style (so
D.H. 5.8.6). It is the second procedure that P. charitably inclines to in the
Publicola (6.5). But he emphatically rejects the Stoic line in the Brutus and
goes even further: instead of representing the difference between L. and M.
Brutus as a difference between Stoicism and Academicism he represents it
starkly as a conflict between simple barbarous fvpos and civilized (and
Hellenic) Aoyos. This of | course has certain formal advantages for P. in
the Brutus: it introduces the philosophical theme of passion versus reason
and it helps to emphasize the mediocritas of M. Brutus the Academic, while
playing down his Stoic affiliations. (Later, of course, P. does describe
Brutus in rather Stoic terms, e.g. 29.3, 50.5, but at the beginning of the Life
he is keen to establish him as an Academic, in the light of his
programmatic remarks in Dion 1.1-2. {S. Swain, Hermes 118 (1990), 2023
agrees on the importance of Platonism as a linking theme with Dion, but
concludes that ‘[w]hile Plutarch certainly underplays Brutus’ Stoicism, he
does not overplay his Platonism’.}) But P. is not merely manipulating his
verdict to suit his present theme. Although in the Publicola he finally adopts
the Stoic solution by approving L. Brutus’ amdfeca, he also emphasizes his
opy1, and anger is pre-eminently the passion upon which civilizing Aoyos
has to be brought to bear (cf. the De cohibenda ira 452F—464D, passim).

Furthermore, it was his considered view that Stoic damdfera was both
impossible (e.g. De profect. in virt. 83E, ct. Publ. 6.5, De virt. mor. 443C, 452B,
Stoic. absurd. poet. dic. 1057D) and undesirable (De virt. mor. 443C), since
removal of the passions would blunt the reason (De virt. mor. 452B). On this
see Babut, Plutarque et le Stoicisme (1969), g21ff., and his edition of the De
virtute morali (Paris, 1969); {M. Spanneut in ANRW 11.36.7 (1994), 4704-7; J.
Opsomer in Beck, Companion 96; but J. Dillon, ‘Plutarch the philosopher
and Plutarch the historian on apatheia’, in J. Opsomer, G. Roskam, and F.

II
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B. Titchener, edd., A Versatile Gentleman: Consistency in Plutarch’s Writing
(Festschrift van der Stockt, 2016), 915, stresses that P.’s views on amafeca
can vary in different works}. In general, Stoic amafera could easily be
attacked as callous insensitivity (cf. Publ. 6.5 Onpiddes). Thus although to a
certain extent P. tailors his judgement of L. Brutus to suit the different
requirements of the two contexts, the discrepancy is less great than it
appears at first sight. Both passages reflect P.’s deep-rooted unease at Stoic
amafeca as he understood it.

3- Ol(JTOO'lt: piCkil’lg up MC’LPKOU e BPOIS’TOU. Although MC’LPKOU o BpOl}TOU iS
the more remote of the two elements in position, it is the nearer in time
and much the more important. This use of ovros according to sense rather
than position is very common. In any case P. immediately makes himself
absolutely clear by a qualifying clause. |

Omép o ... Tabra: a qualifying clause of a type often used by P. to bring
the discussion back to the subject of the Life (cf. e.g. Aem. 2.5, Sert. 1.8, Fab.
Max. 1.3, Corol. 1.3, Cic. 1.5, Agis 3.3, Gracchi 1.7). The practice is an
indication (were one needed) that the cross-references between Lives would
have come naturally to him.

mawdelg kai Adyw: on the need for mawdela and Adyos for the formation
of a suitably balanced character see esp. Tumol. 6.1 ff., Themust. 2.7, Coriol.
1.8, 15.4, Numa 3.7, Comparison of Lycurgus and Numa 4.9, Marc. 22.10, Arat.
10.5, Dion 9.1, 10.1. A closely related theme is the need for Hellenic
humanity and civilization to offset the potential barbarism of Rome. This
1s implicit here and at Numa 9.7, and explicit at e.g. Galba 1, Coriol. 1.5-6,
Comparison of Pelopidas and Marcellus 1, Comparison of Numa and Lycurgus 4, Mar.
2.2—4. It is fashionable to deny P. any civilizing political purpose in writing
the Lives (so e.g. R. H. Barrow, Plutarch and his Times [1967], 579, C. P.
Jones, Plutarch and Rome [1971], 103-9), but perverse: although the message
1s tactfully put across, it is there for those who are willing to see it (cf. e.g.
Russell, G&R 15 [1966] 141 {= Scardigli, Essays 78}, RS 62 [1972], 227,
Plutarch [1972], 98). Acquaintance with Greek culture in always noted with
approval: Marc. 1.3, Luc. 1.4, Aem. 6.8-10, Mar. 29.12, Gracchi 40.2, while P.
1s relatively uninterested in the achievements of Romans in their own
culture. Cf. 2.5 below; {C. Pelling in M. Griffin and J. Barnes, edd.,
Philosophia Togata 1 (1989), 199-292; and esp. S. Swain, 7HS 100 (1990), 126~
45 [= Scardigli, Essays 229-64] and Hermes 118 (1990), 192203 }.

dua: ‘by means of’, ‘by the agency of’, a common enough usage in P.

dLrooodias: the Platonic doctrine (e.g. R. 5.473C-D, 6.487E, 499B,
501E, Lg. 4.712A, Ep. 7.326A, 325D) that statesmen should be philosophers
and vice-versa 1s of course fundamental to P.’s conception in the Dion—
Brutus, and 1s constantly invoked throughout his works. Cf. e.g. (in addition
to the references | quoted above, all more or less relevant) Numa 20.8-9,
Philop. 1.3, 4.6, Septem sapi. conv. 1515, Maxime cum princ. phil. diss., passim, Ad
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princ. merud., passim, An seni sit ger. resp. 796DfL., De Stowc. repugn. 1033A-F,
etc., etc. Of course philosophy can be undertaken in the wrong spirit (Dion
11.1, 16.12, 18.5, cf. below 34.4 on Favonius), while Stoicism was a
philosophy that might be dangerous for ‘great natures’ (Cleom. 2.6). And
Epicureanism is vehemently attacked by P. in political contexts because of
the doctrine of non-involvement. In the Brufus this is not a criticism that
could be levelled at Cassius, but P. still manages to get in a gratuitous (and
unfair) swipe at the inadequacy of Cassius’ philosophy (39.6 below), even
though he uses Cassius as his mouthpiece in ¢4 g7, and is aware that
Cassius took his philosophy seriously and sincerely.

katapelbas ... kpabfvac: for the idea that the properly constituted
character consists of a good ‘mix’ cf. e.g. Galba 1, Arat. 4.1, Coriol. 15.4, Numa
3.7, Timol. 3.5, Aem. 22.6. For the dangers of ‘unmixed’ characters cf. e.g.
Comparison of Lycurgus and Numa 1.9, Dion 12.2, Mar. 2.1, Coriol. 1.4, Nwc. 9.1
(more examples in Holden’s Sulla, 59). A good ‘mix’ is achieved when
reason tempers and harmonizes (but does not suppress) the irrational, cf.
De virt. mor. 443C—444C, and the De virtute morali and De cohibenda ira in
general, and see Babut, Plutarque et le Stoicisme 318-33; {Dufl, Plutarch’s Lives
91—4; J. Opsomer in Beck, Companion 95-8}.

éuBpfi: Perrin’s ‘sedate’ is inappropriate to the context, for it implies
that Brutus was rather slow by nature. Although euBpifs can have such
connotations (cf. Pl. Tht. 144B, where ot eéufpiféarepor are contrasted with
ot ofets) it is rarely so used by P. and certainly not here: the whole point of
the description is that Brutus’ character was an excellent ‘mix’. Voegelin
catches the tone well: ‘indolem significat ratione ita temperatam, ut
affectibus numquam nimis turbetur; vertas: gesetz’. | 7o eufpibes is a key
element in P.s interpretation of Brutus. Dion and Brutus are seen as
&VSpeg e"u,ﬁplﬁeZg K(lz, ¢L)\O’O'O¢OL Kaz prg 01386‘V &KPOGQSG}\GZS 0138’ €l}aA(;)’TOL
mabfos (Dion 2.5). Brutus’ éuPpifeca is again emphasized at 6.7-8 below and
seen In action at 14.6, 15.9, 16.4, and 19.4 below. It is linked with the
themes of his immunity to external pressures (6.8), his control over the
passions (29.3), his steadinesss (29.4), and the consistency of his mpoaipeots
(29.4). It is difficult to offer a good rendering of eufBpifys in English:
‘weighty’, ‘dignified’, ‘mature’, ‘steady’, ‘steadfast’, ‘unflappable’ are all
contained in it. The Latin ‘gravis’ is closely similar (note that Quintilian
12.10.11 singles out gravitas as the distinguishing characteristic of Brutus’
oratory). To P. 70 eéuPpifés is one of the supreme political virtues.
Numerous references include An seni sit. ger. resp. 791B, Non posse suav. vivi
1097E, Per. 4.6, Arat. 4.1, Demetr. 5.6, Coriol. 4.1, 15.4, Marc. 28.6, Alex. 4.8,
Gracchi 10.2, Dion 11.2, Comparison of Demosthenes and Cicero 2. Related virtues
are Bapos (Cat. mai. 1.6, Per. §7.1, cf. De curios. 522, Demetr. 2.2) and (at a
somewhat lower level) koouworys (Pracc. ger. reip. 8ooF, 817B, and often in
the Lives), and oepvorns (Praec. ger. reip. 801D, 813C, 823E and often in the
Lives). On the other hand BapvTys seems nearly always to be a pejorative
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term (Hamilton 147; Fab. Max. 1.4 may be an exception—Coraes’
Bpadvryra, printed by Ziegler, is by no means certain). It is hard to
document much use of éufpiflera and Bapos in political ideology before P.
By far the most significant reference is Pl £p. 7.328B, where Dion’s jfos is
described as eufpibes. This must have influenced P.’s choice of words at
Dion 2.5 and probably also 11.2, where the reference is immediately
followed by a citation of the same passage of the Seventh Letter.
"EuBpibeca seems also to be found in an | inscription from Priene in the
second century B.C. (Inscr. Prien. 108.65). The use of Bapos in Plb. 4.32.7 and
D.S. 19.70 is not really comparable to P.’s. The whole concept obviously
fits well within the frame of two of P.’s most central concerns: the control
of the emotions, and the contrast between the steadiness of the statesman
and the inconsistency of the demagogue. In origin it seems to be Platonic,
though one may suspect the influence of the Roman concept of gravitas.
The emphasis P. puts upon it seems greater than in any earlier writer.

To éuBpibés is also linked with mpaorys in Coriol. 15.4 (below).

mpaetav: ‘gentle’, ‘mild’. Ipaorys is also one of the cardinal virtues in P.,
particularly in a political context. Although none of the ideas implied by it
are in any way profound or difficult to grasp, the whole concept is so basic
to P.’s ethical and political thought that it seems worth analysing it in a
little more detail.

In philosophical terms mpaorys is one of the supreme virtues, to be
contrasted with the elemental passions (ayptorys: PL. Smp. 197D, dpytdorys:
Arist. EN 1125b26, opyn: Rh. 1380a6). So in P. mpaorns is defined as
avaXynalas kal wpornros peaorns (De virl. mor. 445A) and is to be used for
softening and controlling the mafly (e.g. De profect. in virt. 83E, <eév> evSooer

.. kal mpaoryTL wabdv 7 mpokom) It can be opposed to Bupos (De cohib. ira
458C, Fab. Max. 9.1, cf. the present passage), opyn (De cohib. ira 461A, Philop.
3.1), 70 Onpuddes (De soll. amim. 959F), okAnporys (Lyc. 11.7, cf. the present
passage), excessive ambition (Comparison of Aristides and Cato Maior 5.4, Philop.
3.1), wporys (Art. 30.9), excessive indulgence in ‘the pleasures’ (Alex. 4.8). It
1s a general term of approbation of personal manner and behaviour | (De
Srat. am. 489C, Consol. ad ux. 608D, Praec. ger. retp. 80ooC, Lyc. 11.6, 23.2,
28.13, Themust. 3.9, Arist. 23.1, Luc. 2.1, Fab. Max. 1.4, 7.7, Art. 2.1, Pyrrh. 8.8,
Graccht 2.2, Cat. min. 14.4 etc. etc.), and a general term of approbation in
political contexts (e.g. De cap. ex mum. util. 86B, De fort. Alex. 332C—D, De
trang. amimi 468F, De frat. am. 489D, Cimon 3.1, 5.5, 16.3, Luc. 4.1, Per. 2.5,
Galba g, Dion 13.3, Timol. 3.4, 37.5, Agis—Cleom. 20.5, Gracchi 9.2, Cic. 6.1, Sert.
11.2, 25.6). To euPpibés and mpaorns are the two supreme virtues of
statecraft (Coriol. 15.4; cf. Philop. 3.1 etc) and the need for mpasrys in the
exercise of power is heavily stressed throughout P.’s work (De coluzb. ita
459C, De laude ps. 543D, De sera num. vind. 551F, Praec. ger. reip. 80oB, 808D,
8ogLk, 810E, 815A, 819B, 824D, cf. more generally Ad princ. inerud. 781A,
Numa 20.4, Art. 1.1, 30.2, An seni sit ger. resp. 788C, Numa 6.4). Tyrants do not
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have it (De sera num. vind. 551F, cf. Dwn 13.3)—a deliberately paradoxical
contradiction in terms, Pymh. 23.9, and often by implication). It is
particularly important in the treatment of subjects, enemies, conquered
individuals or peoples, and in the allocation of punishment (De fort. Alex.
337B, De sera num. vind. 550F—of God, 551C, Fab. Max. 20.1, 21.3, 22.8, Nic.
27.5, Arat. 10.2, Pomp. 33.2, 39.6, Pelop. 26.8, Dion 47.5, Demetr. 44.7, Pyrrh.
11.8, Flam. 21.2, Caes. 15.4), often approximating closely to clementia. It is
linked with other key personal and political virtues such as ¢travBpwmia (De
Sort. Alex. 332C—D, De cohib. 1ra 464D, Consol. ad ux. 608D, Ad princ. inerud.
781A, de esu carnium 99bA, Arist. 25.1, Cimon 6.2, Fab. Max. 22.8, Art. 0.2,
Galba 1.3, Pyrrh. 11.8, Mar. 8.2, Agis—Cleom. 20.5, Philop. 3.1, etc.), perpiotns
(De trang. amim. 468F, An seni sit ger. resp. 788C, Per. 39.4, Niwc. 27.5, etc.),
emelkera (Quaest. conviv. 729K, de invidia et odio 537D, Per. 39.1, Fab. Max.
30.2, Art. 4.4, Pymh. 8.8, 23.5, Caes. 15.4, Sert. | 25.0, etc.). P. correctly
regards it as a distinctively Hellenic virtue (Mare. 3.6, and often by
implication). By far his greatest emphasis is on mpaorys as a quality of the
ruler, though it can also be a quality of the ruled (Galba 1.3, Ages. 2.2). Only
occasionally is there any implication that mpaorns can lead to weakness (de
wmwvidia et odio 597D, Lyc. 5.9, cf. Cic. 20.3, Aem. 3.7).

For the importance of mpadrys in the Lwes see further H. Martin Jr.,
“The concept of Praotes in Plutarch’s Lives’, GRBS 3 (1960), 65-73; as a
political virtue much canvassed in P.’s own time: L. Robert, Hellenica 13
(1965), 223; cf. Jones, Plutarch and Rome, 114 and n. 34; and as an imperial
attribute: e.g. D. Chr. 1.20, 1.40, 2.26, 2.74.

In the present passage the description of Brutus’ character as mpaos
emphasizes the contrast between the barbarous first consul and his
philosophical and Hellenized descendant, and the central conflict between
reason and passion. It strengthens the parallel between Brutus and Dion
(described as mpaos at Dion 47.5) and prepares for the ovykpiots between
Brutus and Cassius, who was decidedly not mpdos. Brutus’ mpaorys is also
singled out at 29.3 below and illustrated by his government of Cisalpine
Gaul (6.10), his personal charm (6.12), his insistence on sparing Antony
(18.4-5), his treatment of C. Antonius (26.6), his readiness to defer to
Cassius (29.1), his distress at the suicidal behaviour of the Lycians (31), his
merciful treatment of Patara (32) and his attempt to save his captives (45.4—
5). That his mpacrys could lead to weakness is pointed out by Appian
4.128.518 (cf. on 41.4 below), but suppressed by P., although his narrative at
41.4, and later in his description of the build-up to the second battle of
Philippi, does provide the raw material for such a judgement. |

How far P.’s description of Brutus’ character here corresponds to the
historical truth will be discussed as the crucial cases arise.

émeyelpas ... oppals: reflecting the philosophical doctrine of De virt. mor.
444G (the 'mi@?] provide the 6ppﬁ: the 'n'paKTLKbg )\6'}/09 stimulates it to
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produce the correct pegoryras), so often referred to in P. There is no
implication that Brutus was sluggish by nature, pace Perrin.

4. dote kal Tovs amexbavopevous: if P. has anyone specifically in mind,
then the generalized form of expression could be explained by the desire to
avoid cluttering the stage with too many dramatis personae at once (a need to
which he is acutely sensitive: cf. 17.2 and n.). Reference to specific
individuals at this juncture would certainly weaken the ovykpiots between
the Elder and Younger Brutus, and between Brutus and Cassius. But he is
aware that Antony, although a molépos, did not ‘hate’ Brutus (cf. 18.4-5,
50.4-9, 29.7), and, although he must have been aware that Octavian did,
he deliberately plays this down and rather gives the impression of a sort of
post mortem reconciliation between the two men (59.1-2, Comp. 5.1-4). It 1s
more likely that the thought should be seen as part of the important
general theme: ‘even his enemies’ respected Brutus. For this see 29.3, 29.7,
and, by implication, 4.5, 5.1, 6.2, 18.12, 26.1-2, 50.4-9, 53.1-2, Comp. 5.14.
A common encomiastic Tomos (X. Ages. 6.8 etc. In P. e.g. Ale. 14.1, Dem.
12.7), it is used by P. to give shape to the structure of his narrative. It also
allows him to take a relatively consistent ideological standpoint: if the
monarchists admired Brutus, then it was possible to combine admiration
for the great Republican leader with intellectual conviction of the necessity
for monarchy (Brut. 47.7 etc.; {cf. Pelling in C. Smith and A. Powell, edd.,
The Lost Memours of Augustus (2009), 55-6}. The theme is one of several
encomiastic elements in the | Brutus (cf. esp. ¢h. 29). There is no need to
stress here the influence of the rhetorical encomium on Lies such as the
Cato minor or Tumoleon. The influence of the prose encomium on Greek
biography in general is well brought out by Stuart, Epochs of Greek and
Roman Biography, and A. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography
(1972).

If, then, the thought here is as general as the expression, it is a little
carelessly expressed, conflicting as it does with the idea that Antony and
Octavian and their followers did not cherish vindictive feelings towards
Brutus, and P. perhaps tacitly corrects his earlier statement at 29.3:
peoetabar 8e und’ vmo Tév modepiwv. Such small carelessnesses indicate the
speed with which P. composed his Lives. The carelessness will have arisen
because the ‘even his enemies’-romos often does take the form ‘even those
who hated him’ (as e.g. Dem. 12.7).

Kaloapa: Katoap usually refers to Augustus in P. (e.g. Cic. 49.5, Alex.
69.9, Per. 1.1, Marc. 30.10, Rom. 17.3), but here it is clear from the context
who is meant. When Octavian is introduced he is referred to as o véos
Katoap (22.1). Thereafter he becomes Katoap. Similarly in the Alexander—
Caesar: introduced as the Caesar 0¢’ o0 karedddy Tlopmiios (Alex. 1.1),
Caesar is simply referred to as Katoap in his Life.
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guvepoaiav: so also cuvepora (16.3) and ovvwposig (20.2). Why then the
qualification Aeyéofw yap ovTws (16.3)? Some scholars (Reiske, Voegelin,
Wardman, Plutarch’s Lives, 193; and others) have felt that P. was reluctant to
use so hard a word as ‘conspirators’, either because he was emotionally
committed to the cause of the Liberators (Reiske), or (Wardman) because
of his general avoidance of unnecessary derogatory comment (in general
see Wardman 192-6 and cf. Crass. 2.4, Cimon 2.4-—5, Aem. 1.5, Agis—Cleom.
37.8 etc.) Reiske offers Arat. 38.7 | el 8¢ Kdeopévrs 7v (Aeyéobw yap ovrws)
mapavopos kal Tupavvikos as a parallel. But the use of the word cvvepooia
at 1.4 and 20.2 tells against cuvwperys having any pejorative implication in
the Brutus. At 1.4 1t might conceivably be argued that the word 1s effectively
in indirect speech (what ‘those who hated Brutus’ said, not what P. himself
accepts), for in P., as in other subtle and allusive stylists like Sallust and
Tacitus, it is often difficult to know where the oratio stops and the editorial
comment begins (for the problem see 18.3ff. below). No such defence,
however, can apply to 20.2: if it is the oratwo of the conspirators, they ought
not to be using self-critical terminology. It is of course true that suvaporys
and ouvawpooia somelimes have a pejorative tone in P. (e.g. De sera num. vind.
556D, Luc. 42.6) and P. seems carefully to avoid using them in the De genio
Socratis (P. H. de Lacy and B. Einarson, Loeb Moralia VII [1959] 365, n. ¢).
But they do not always have such a tone (e.g. De garrul. 505E of the
conspiracy of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, Mul. virt. 252D on an equally
estimable affair), and it is clear that they do not in the Brutus. The correct
explanation for Brut. 16.g lies in 12.8 unb opkov cuvvoposavtes (I am
anticipated in this observation by Schaefer). P., however outlandish some
of his etymologies (but on this question see the convincing apologiae of F. H.
Sandbach, Loeb Moralia IX [1961], 231, n. d, 266, n. a), is often alive to the
exact meaning of words (cf. on 11.3 and 13.3). Once ovvwporar was used at
16.3, P. no longer felt any awkwardness about using suvepooia at 20.2. The
conclusion is that either he did not bother about the linguistic point at 1.4,
or (perhaps more likely) he was composing so rapidly that he simply forgot
about it until 12.8 (for he could certainly have found some other way of
expressing himself at 1.4). If so, another indication of the speed with which
he composed the Brutus. |

One may note that P. uses the words ‘conspiracy’ and ‘conspirators’
also at Caes. 62.6, 64.1, 68.6; Ant. 13.4; Cat. mun. 73.6. The first four of these
references could be explained away by the ‘hard word’ theory as showing a
different ideological perspective from the Brutus. This is certainly not true
of the last. Note also in the Brutus P.’s unabashed use of the words
avalpeots (2.4) and émPBovAy (9.1), both of which can, but need not, be
words of pejorative implication.

el: the et, going closely with ¢ (= ‘whatever’), does not deny that there
was something yevvatov in the mpaées.

mpaéus: used often by P. (as e.g. in the De genio Socratis) for ‘conspiracy’.
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Svayepéatepa: Reiske’s suggestion is obviously right. The comparative
makes for a better contrast with el ... 7v yevvatov, nor does P.’s general
attitude to the conspiracy in the Brutus allow for the possibility that it had
‘very’ unpleasant features.

Tpémewv: ‘ascribe to’, ‘put the blame on Cassius for’, cf. Sulla 24.3 700
moAépov Ta pev ets daipovas tpeémewv. The usage is classical (Is. 8.41, D.
8.57)

oikelov: as an otketos of Brutus, Cassius ought, P. feels, to have had a
similar character. otkefov is explained at 7.1 below, again with the
implication that the two men should have been unified in sentiment.

didov: the point (similar to that implied by otketov) is that ideally
friendship is closely linked with sound character (Quaest. conviv. 660A;
inspired by Arist. N 1159a33f1.) and dependent upon opocorys (Quom. adul.
ab amico wnternosc. 51B, 51K, de amicorum mult. 96D, Praec. ger. reip. 807C).

amAobv ... kal kabapov: ‘simple and pure’. The words have a wide range
of application, quite well conveyed by the modern English slang ‘straight’
and ‘clean’. P. is thinking | primarily of difference in motivation—Brutus
was ‘pure’ and ‘disinterested’ in his purposes (8.6, 18.4, 22.4-6, 28.4-75,
20.4, 29.9-11, etc.), Cassius less so (8.6, 28.4-5, 29.5). This 1s the verdict of
the overriding Brutus—Cassius ovykpiots, but it should be noted that P. is
not denying Cassius a certain degree of amdorys and kabapiorys (ovy
opotws). P. may also have in mind specifically Brutus’ financial probity, as
opposed to Cassius’ greed, since kafapos is often used in this sense, and it is
possible that P.’s imagination is still toying with metal-working imagery (1.2
n. above), although this must be subordinate to the main point.

Dion is also amlots (Dion 8.3). For kafapiorys as a cardinal political
virtue in P.’s own day cf. Pracc. ger. reip. 800C, E; and see A. Wilhelm, JOAI
17 (1914), 36, 120; Robert, Hellenica 4 (1948), 38—41.

5. ZepBiria: RE 2A. 1817 fI. (Miinzer).

Alav: Cobet suggested Aadav but Adav is unchallenged at D.H. 4.5
and P. seems to have been working from Dionysius here (below). The
etymology of the cognomen given by Dionysius (12.4.5 mv eémwvopiav Tov
"Adav adre Tebijvar Aéyovow, d1i 10 Eldos Exwv Do palys Abev ... dAas
yap kalobor ‘Pwpalor tas pdaldas), though obvious, may not in fact be
correct, but the Latin meaning was obviously exploited to provide an
aetiological myth (see Ogilvie 555).

For the alleged conspiracy of Sp. Maelius in 440439 B.C. the sources
are: D.H. 12.14, Livy 4.12-16, Val. Max. 5.3.2, Quint. 5.9.13, 13.24, De vir.
ul. 17.5, cf. Cic. Pro Mil. 72, Lael. 36, In Cat. 1.9, De rep. 2.49. See Miinzer RE
2A, 1768; and Ogilvie 550ff; {and A. Drummond, CAH* VIL.2 (1989), 183}.
According to the account favoured by Dionysius (12.2) Ahala was the
Master of Horse of the dictator Cincinnatus. He approached Maelius in
the forum and bade him stand trial, but Maelius ran away | and was
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killed—apparently not by Ahala. Livy’s account is essentially the same as
Dionysius’, but he does make Ahala slay Maelius. Dionysius also records
the version (which he regards as 6 Sokdv 7rrov elvar mbavos Adyos, 12.4.2)
of L. Cincius Alimentus and L. Calpurnius Piso Frugi, in which
information was laid in the Senate against Maelius, and Ahala, a private
individual, was chosen to assassinate him. Parallelism of detail and perhaps
of wording (?) indicate that P. is working from Dionysius’ paraphrase of
these early Roman authorities.

M. Brutus was already linked with L. Brutus and C. Servilius Ahala as
early as 59 in connexion with the notorious ‘Vettius affair’ (on which see
W. C. McDermott, TAPA 8o (1949), 351ff; W. Allen, TAPA 81 (1950),
153f1; L. R. Taylor, Historia 1 (1950), 45f1; R. J. Rowland, Historia 15 (1966),
o17ff; {A. W. Lintott, Cicero as Ewvidence (2008), 179-5}. Vettius tried to
implicate Cicero by quoting his remark ‘Ahalam Servilium aliquem aut
Brutum opus esse reperiri’ (ad Att. 2.24 [44].3). Early in 46 in the Brutus
(97.931) Cicero exhorted Brutus to be worthy of his ancestors, L. Brutus
and Servilius Ahala (and kill Caesar—so, rightly, J. P. V. D. Balsdon,
Historia 77 [1958], 91). In ad Att. 15.40 [343].1 (c. 17 August, 45) he laments
Brutus’ naiveté in supposing that Caesar has joined the ‘boni’ and
continues: ‘Ubi igitur ¢edoréxvmua illud tuum, quod vidi in Parthenone,
Ahalam et Brutum?’ (At Brutus’ request Atticus had compiled a pedigree
of the Junii from their origin down to his own time, complete with the
parentage of each member of the family, the offices they had held, and
their dates: Nepos, A#. 18.9 {with N. Horsfall’s comm. [1989] ad loc.}). In
an attempt to rebut Antony’s accusation that he was responsible for the
assassination of Caesar, he points out that Brutus had umagmes of L. Brutus
and Ahala in his house (Phil. 2.26 ‘Brutos ego impellerem, quorum uterque
L. Bruti imaginem cotidie videret, alter etiam Ahalae?). (For full references
to Brutus’ ancestors see Gelzer | 988). At what period Brutus first took a
strong interest in his family tree is a matter of controversy, and depends
partly on the dating of coins struck by Brutus in Rome with L. Brutus on
the obverse and Ahala on the reverse, and with Libertas on the obverse and
L. Brutus on the reverse. The dating of Babelon (Iunii g0-32) to the period
late 44, when Brutus was in Macedonia, 1s immediately excluded by the
fact that the coins were struck in Rome. A dating of c. 60/59 1s favoured
by Grueber 1.479f., Sydenham 150, and Broughton II, 442, creating a
pleasing synchronization with Brutus’ possible (? probable) involvement in
the conspiracy of 59. But the most recent and (in my opinion) most
persuasive discussion, that of Crawford I, 88 and 455-6, puts the coins in
54, linking them with the opposition to Pompey and his proposed
dictatorship (for references see Crawford 455-6). In either case ad Att. 2.24
[44].3, written before Cicero became friends with Brutus, strongly suggests
that Brutus was already highly conscious of his ancestry in 59.
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Mailwov: verifiable from Livy 4.13.14. The MSS Madiov is the choice
also of most D.H. a1ss.

mpoovevoavTa ... amékTelve: an impressively crisp finish to the sentence.

It is worth pointing out that P. is the only narrative source to mention
Brutus’ descent from Ahala. His source? He was familiar with much of
Cicero’s correspondence, as well as with the Second Philippic. 1t the parallels
between his account and Dionysius are indeed an indication that he used
Dionysius, this would mean that, having come across a reference in Cicero,
he then took the trouble to research it more fully.

6. ot 8ua Tov Kaloapaos dovov ...: elegant variation on the phraseology of
1.4. Of course it was not just those who hated M. Brutus who disputed the
claim, but by restricting the dissent to that category P. means to strengthen
his own case in favour of | Brutus’ claim.

The problem is discussed at length in D.H. 5.18 and touched on by Dio
44-12.1. According to Dionysius ol ta ‘Popaiov capésrara eénraxores
produced rekpnpia moAda that L. Junius Brutus died without issue male or
female, the hardest to gainsay being that he was a patrician, whereas all his
putative descendants were plebeians. {The Dionysius passage is discussed
by J. H. Richardson, CPh 106 (2011), 155-60, who suggests Q. Aelius
Tubero as a source. } This is the view that Dionysius himself plainly inclines
to, though he contents himself with a modestly agnostic conclusion. Dio
simply argues that L. Brutus killed his two sons, the only ones he had. His
emphatiC &l.L(ﬁO’TépOUg o TObg 7Ta58a§, ’TOl\)g I.LO’VOUS o ’)/€VO'LL€’VOU§ reVealS
that he knows of, but disbelieves, theories that L. Brutus had more than
two sons. According to him those who scrawled on the statues (see on
9.5f1) did not believe that M. Brutus was descended from the first consul:
they simply exploited the propaganda value of the claim. There is no clue
to Livy’s account of the matter, and it is possible, although there are no
significant verbal parallels between Dio and P., that Dio is merely
dismissing Posidonius’ theory as relayed in the Brutus. Appian 2.112.469
simply accepts the descent without discussion. There are, then, two
arguments to be faced: (i) traditionally L. Brutus only had two sons, both of
whom he killed; (i) L. Brutus was a patrician, the later Iunii Bruti were
plebeian. P. only deals directly with the first.

Snp,ornv = ‘plebeium’. This is the argument that impressed Dionysius.

OLKOV OlL(UVUlLOV eoe BPOUTOLS' MadVlg S OLKOV O‘lL(JJVU‘lLOV Seems Certaln It
is practically impossible to construe the MSS reading (rooTov is particularly
hard to fit in) and a reference to opwvupia is necessary (cf. Dio’s 7
(‘)‘lL(JJVU'lLlfo KCLTG,Xpa’)‘u,éVOL). Wurms’ BpoéTOLg is based on the fact that P.
nearly always uses the dative with opwvupos and on a | desire to avoid
hiatus (see on 4.6). The plural in any case makes better sense. See further
Ziegler, Rh. Mus. 81 (1932), 76f.
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dpT kaL 'rrpq'nyv ... dpyovtas: slightly similar is D.H. 5.18 vmarelav §
ovdels, ﬁg TOLS WanLKZOLg HeTTV, &pe‘ S€é moTe kal TaﬁT’lys ETUXOV NS (J’prﬁg,
though P. does not seem to be using Dionysius here.

7. ooetdawvios 0 piAdgodos: FGrH 87 F 40 {= Edelstein-Kidd fr. 256}. For
general discussion of P.’s use of, and attitude to, Posidonius, see Babut,
214-20.

ws totopyrac: Ziegler takes this as a reference to the account of Publ.
6.41T., but it 1s better to take it in the sense ‘as the usual version has it’ (so
Voegelin, Latzarus, Perrin {and Kidd in the Edelstein-Kidd ed. of
Posidonius [1972—99], fr. 256; Scott-Kilvert-Pelling leave it ambiguous}).
Jones, 7RS 56 (1966), 6174 {= Scardigli, Essaps 9g5-123}, does not seem to
consider it a cross-reference.

TplTOV ... vmov: Posidonius is the only authority for this (unless Dio is
alluding to a separate tradition), although some such argument must often
have been used (it 1s less likely that the whole story of the execution of the
sons would have been thrown out).

TV opototyTa Tis idéas: it is not clear from P.’s wording here how far
Posidonius used this rather startling observation as a substantive argument.
It is hard to believe that the representation of L. Brutus’ (8éa in the
Capitoline statue was based on an authentic #mago, even if one accepts that
the man himself existed, or that the resemblances averred can have been in
any way striking. But in the ancient world such things were taken seriously:
Antony believed that his physique supported his claim to be a descendant
of Heracles (4nt. 4.3), and Brutus himself may have believed (or wanted
other people to believe) that he resembled L. Brutus—certainly the profiles
on his coins are not unalike (Crawford, nos. 433/2, 507/1b, 508/3). |

Kkal T@v ye ... éviovs: Jacoby suggests M. Tunius Brutus, the accusator of
M. Scaurus (RE 10.971f.) or M. Iunius Brutus, praetor in 88 and partisan of
Marius (RE 10.972). Speculation seems fairly fruitless in view of the
vagueness of T@v ye ... éviovs, though the Marian circle is tempting in view
of Mar. 45.

mepl pev odv ... Tooadra: Babut 215 infers from these words that
‘Plutarque volontairement restreint un développement qui remontait ... au
philosophe-historien du Portique’. This is dubious. The words are P.’s
usual ‘signing-off’ formula when he has finished with one subject: it is
impossible to know whether Posidonius had anything more to say about
the descent of the Iunii Bruti.

As often, P.’s discussion of the historical problem posed by Brutus’ claim
that L. Brutus was his ancestor makes a somewhat mixed impression. He
defines the problem, but does not come to grips with one of the key
difficulties: the plebeian status of the historical Tunii Bruti. He seems to
have gone to some trouble to ferret out sources: the flourish with which he
introduces the evidence of Posidonius suggests direct consultation. The fact
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that Posidonius was a ¢tdogogos is meant to give his evidence weight (for
phooogor as reliable witnesses cf. e.g. Dion 2.5, Brut. 48.2, Themist. 13.5
{and Caes. 65.9 with Pelling’s n.}. P. is often slightly put out when he 1s
forced to disagree on a historical point with a ‘philosopher’: Brut. 53.5-7,
Solon 32.4 are good examples). He himself would not dismiss out of hand
the argument from opoworns t7s i8éas: his belief in heredity was profound
(ct. the De sera num. vind., and for the present passage especially 563A-B).
On the other hand, he is perfectly well aware that prestigious genealogies
can be fudged (Numa 21.4, Sert. g.10). In the last resort, however, the
question: ‘did P. really believe that M. Brutus was descended from the first
consul?’ is irrelevant. | P. is writing the Life of a tyrannicide, who claimed,
and perhaps himself believed, that he was descended from L. Brutus. P.
admires Brutus and the ideals he stood for, and all he is trying to do in ¢k. 1
is to show that a case can be made for the claim. In the Caesar, where the
ideological perspective is rather different, he simply says yévos ... exetOev
elvar Sokodvra mpos marépwv (Caes. 62.1).

As to the ultimate truth of the matter, little need be said here. The claim
excites incredulity on a prionn grounds, though neither of the two specific
arguments against it amounts to very much: one can believe in the
historicity of the first consul without accepting the story that he killed his
sons (a typical variation on the well-known theme of public virtue achieved
at the cost of private pain). And the argument from the plebeian status of
the later Iunii Bruti can be met by the observation that the genuine Fasti of
the early Republic are full of plebeian names (so Ogilvie 2g2; {cf. A.
Mastrocinque, Lucio Gunio Bruto (1988), g5-101}). For rationalists it is
perhaps a little disconcerting to find a T. Iunius Brutus attested as aedile in
491 by D.H. 7.26.3.

Finally, in this section it is striking how P. omits all reference to Brutus’
father. He seems to have regarded him as rather a disreputable character
(Pomp. 16.4-8). He could have introduced him at the beginning of the Life
and treated him as a foil for Brutus, much as he does Pompey’s father in
Pomp. 1. But the arrangement he has preferred is far more impressive,
setting out at once the stark contrast between elemental Oupos and
philosophical A¢yos and the influence of the centuries old tradition which
moulded the character of the great tyrannicide.

On the general topic of legendary genealogies in Republican Rome see

T. P. Wiseman, G&R 21 (1974), 15364. |
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Ch. 2: Philosophical Allegiances and Literary Accomplishments

The same general point may be made about this section as about the
previous one. It is standard for P. to include material on his hero’s
education and his literary abilities (when he has the evidence for them), but
stock elements may serve important structural and thematic functions. In
¢h. 1 P. has intimated Brutus’ philosophical character and brought out the
ancestral tradition of tyrannicide of the Iunii Bruti and Servilii. He now
documents the specific philosophical influences upon Brutus, sharpening
the parallel with Dion begun at Diwn 1.2—4. The tyrannicide theme is also
implicitly maintained, although now in a rather more Hellenic guise. The
effect of the whole section indeed is to cast Brutus as a strongly Hellenized
figure.

I. XepPiAias ... yevapevov: the form of the sentence is exactly the same as
that of 1.1. Accident or design? In the mind of a creative artist certain
patterns suggest themselves and it does not matter whether the artist
himself is conscious of them or not. The effect certainly is to reinforce the
sense of a dtadoy7 of influences upon Brutus.

adeAdos: half-brother (both children of Livia, sister of M. Livius Drusus,
tr. pl. g1). At Cat. mun. 1.2 P. mistakenly says that Drusus was their mother’s
uncle, if the text i1s right (see Geiger {D.Phil.} ad loc.). For the family tree of
the Servilii Caepiones see Miinzer, R4, 328ff., reproduced conveniently in
Syme, RR, ‘genealogical tables’ II {and for its later stages Geiger, Anc. Soc.
4 (1973), 156, summarizing his disentangling of the multiple homonyms of
the late Republic}. The intricacies of the relationship between Servilia and
Cato have naturally no place in the Brutus.

Karav o ¢tddoogos: on P.’s portrayal of Cato in general see V. Tandoi,
Maia 18 (1966), 20—41; Babut 169-175; Geiger {D.Phil.} passim {and in the
Rizzoli Focione—Catone minor (1993), esp. 282-8; S. Swain, Hermes 118 (1990),
192209 and JHS 110 (1990), 134 = Scardigli, Essays 243—4; Duff, Plutarch’s
Lives 131-60; Pelling, Plutarch and History, esp. ch. 4, and in Scott-Kilvert—
Pelling, 171-81; A. Zadorojnyi, CQ 57 (2007), 216-30}. On Cato’s character
see also P. Grimal, REA 47 (1945), 264; {R. Fehrle, Cato Uticensis (1983)}.

P.’s description of Cato here as a ‘philosopher’ is highly significant. It is
of course true that, like many of his | contemporaries, P. is inclined to use
the term rather loosely (thus at De esu carn. 998B Polemarchus, brother of
Lysias, 1s so described. This should on no account be regarded as an
‘interpolation’, pace W. Helmbold, Loeb Moralia X1I [1957], 573, n. b). But
he repeats this description of Cato at Pomp. 40.2 and Cat. mai. 27.7 (very
emphatic indeed), and it is of course a dominant theme in the Cato minor.
To a considerable extent this way of presenting Cato has to be seen against
the background of the hagiographical literature that sprang up after Cato’s
death. In response to ill-judged Caesarian ridicule of Cato in the triumph
of 46 (Appian 2.101) Cicero produced a Cato, probably in 46, with a second
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edition the following spring (Ad A#t. 12.4 [240].2, 13.40 [343].1, 13.46
[338].2, Ad Fam. 16.22 [185].1; this at the suggestion of Brutus), so did
Fabius Gallus (Fam. 7.24 [260].2), and Brutus himself (4d Att. 12.21 [260].1,
13.46 [338].2; 17 March and 12 August 45 respectively). Perhaps a little less
purely laudatory was the work of Munatius Rufus (Plut. Cat. min. 25.2, §7.1
{see Geiger, Athen. 57 (1979), 48-7}), but the spate of such works prompted
both Caesar (Ad Att. 12.40 [281].1, 41 [283].4; 15.51 [349].1) and Hirtius (4d
Att. 12.40.1 [281], 12.41 [283].4, 12.44 [285].1, 12.48 [289], 12.45 [290].2) to
produce an Anfiwcato each. An earlier attack was that of Metellus Scipio, a
later the Rescripta Bruto de Catone of Augustus (Suet. Aug. 85.1 {with Wardle
ad loc.}). (On this pamphlet literature see: A. Dyroff, Rh. Mus. 63 [1908],
586f; H. Bardon, La Littérature latine inconnue 1 (1952) 276t.; Balsdon, Historia 7
[1958], 92; R. MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order [1967], 4-6, 295f.; M.
T. Griffin, Seneca [1976], 187, n. 8; {G. Zecchini, Athen. 58 (1980), 39506,
esp. 39-45; H. J. Tschiedel, Caesars Anticato [1981]; Pelling on Caes. 54.2-6}.
Bardon, Balsdon, and MacMullen rightly stress it as an important factor in
Brutus’ alienation from Caesar.) There are also many suggestive references
to Cato as philosopher in Cicero’s extant works, e.g. the parallel between
Socrates and Cato in Tusc. disp. 1.30.74, or the description of Cato as
‘perfectissimo Stoico’ in Brut. §1.118. Cato became a cult hero to the Stoics
of the first | century A.D. Thrasea Paetus wrote a life of Cato modelled on
that of Munatius Rufus (Cat. min. 25.2, 97.1), and contrived a studied
suicide owing everything to that of Socrates and Cato (Tac. Ann. 16.94-75),
Titinius Capito had his house full of busts of Catones (as well as Bruti and
Cassu: Pliny, Ep. 1.17.3), and to Seneca Cato was the paragon of Stoic
virtues (Dial. 2.2.1, 1.3.14, Ep. 70.22, Dial. 2.7.1). (On Cato in the first
century see e.g. Ch. Wirszubski, Libertas as a Political Idea during the late
Republic and early Principate [1950], 126—9; MacMullen 45, 18-19, 80-82; F.
M. Ahl, Lucan [1976], 231—79; Griffin passim.) All this 1s post mortem
adulation, but the process of characterizing Cato in strongly philosophical
terminology had already begun during his lifetime (e.g. Cic. Pro Mur. 61t.,
Ad Att. 2.1 [21].8 [June 60]). Thus the phrase Karwv o ¢idogodos has
numerous resonances, all of them important to the present context. But not
only is the philosophical aspect important: P. is also thinking of Cato the
great champion of the Republic, and perhaps also Cato the near
tyrannicide (Cat. mun. 4.3, cf. Val. Max. §.1.2). Close thematic continuity
with ¢A. 1 1s implicitly maintained.

ov palora ‘Popaiov élnrocev ovTos: the theme is only touched on in
the rest of the Life (3.14, 5.94, 13.3, 13.7, 29.10, 40.7 help to keep it in
mind), but P. is working by allusion and association rather than explicit
demonstration. Brutus’ admiration of Cato 1s also noted by Dio 44.13.1 (as
a factor in Brutus’ joining the conspiracy) and the De wvirs ilustribus
(‘avunculi Catonis imitator’), and is much emphasized in Cicero’s Brutus
(e.g. g1.118). It manifested itself in Brutus’ consistent opposition to Pompey
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in the 50s (cf. on 1.5 and 4.1 below), his decision to join Pompey at
Pharsalus (4.4), his involvement in the pamphlet warfare following Cato’s
death, and his marriage to Porcia.
ov7Tos: P. could have written éxetvos, but he is perhaps | still thinking

in terms of ‘this Brutus’ (1.3).

mevlepov ... yevopevov: posthumously—Brutus divorced Claudia,
daughter of Appius Claudius, cos. 54, in the summer of 45 (Ad Att. 13.9
[317].2, 13.10 [818].3), and married Cato’s widowed daughter Porcia
shortly afterwards (4d Att. 13.11 [319].2, 13.16 [323].2, 13.22 [329].4). Cato
had killed himself after Thapsus (spring 46) when Utica became
indefensible. P. explains mevfepov at 13.5. P. could easily have verified this
chronology—perhaps he actually did know it (Cat. min. 75.6 does not help
to settle this)—but here he is sketching in the influences on Brutus with
bold, simple strokes, and the effect would be spoiled by detail.

2—3. Tév & .... Avrioyov: the structure of this whole section is strikingly
similar to that of Luc. 42.3—4, though one can hardly make any deep
inference from this, other than that the general form of expression is a
favourite of P.’s, as of course it is of Greek in general. The question,
however, arises: does 7@v §’... aAdorpros reflect real knowledge, or is P.
simply using a conventional structure in order to put the emphasis on a
specific area? (One might compare 6.10—11, where 7as ... dAdas does not
seem to stem from real knowledge.) The answer is that it must reflect real
knowledge, for not only the facts contained about Brutus’ philosophical
allegiances in 2.4, but also the information given in 24.1, and the
implications of the philosophical debate between Brutus and Cassius at
40.7-9, show that P. was extremely well informed about Brutus’
philosophy. 7@v §'... dAdorpios therefore hints at Brutus’ eclecticism (as
perhaps also Suéreder ... Avrioxov). But, simply because the mode of
expression is so conventional, the effect is to put tremendous emphasis on
Brutus as Academic, and to play down his other affiliations. This is
important because the Academic philosopher in action is one of the
unifying themes of the whole Dion—Brutus. It is with such subtle | touches
that P. shapes his material to suit the overriding theme.

2. t@v & ‘EMgquukév: emphatic—as opposed to Cato, the Roman
philosopher.

avNKoos ... aAAoTpros: a favourite, and much-remarked trick of P.’s
style—the use of two words closely similar in meaning and of similar form.
This can become a mannerism (and a slightly irritating one), but here at
least there is some difference in meaning between the two words (‘not
unacquainted with, nor hostile to’).

Tovs amo Tod IIAdTevos: with this, and the following reference to the
Academy, P. drives home the parallel between the philosophy of Dion and
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that of Brutus, and between their political careers. The reader is meant to
remember the contribution of Plato and the Academy to the struggle
against tyranny in Sicily, and the distinguished reputation of the Academy
in the fight against tyranny in general (cf. Philop. 1.3-5).

3. véav: the New Academy was associated with Lacydes, head from 241/40
to at least 224/ (D.L. 4.59), and the successor of Arcesilaus (ibid.).

péoqy: the Middle Academy was associated with Arcesilaus (316/5-
241/40) and scepticism (D.L. 4.28). See H. Cherniss, Loeb Moralia X111, Part
IT (1976), 456f. with testimonia and further references.

Aeyopévyy: P. uses the usual labels, but does not himself subscribe to
them. Cf. no. 63 of the Lamprias Catalogue: Ilept 700 plav elvar amod T0d
[MAarwvos Axadnuerav (discussed by Babut 199).

Akadnpetav: Sintenis’ correction. In verse a long penultimate syllable is
required (e.g. Ar. Nu. 1005). See LS s.v. and Porter on Dion 1.1, where the
same error occurs.

malacds: for Brutus’ adherence to the so-called Old | Academy see Cic.
Brut. 120, 149, 332, Acad. 1.12, De fin. 1.8; {D. Sedley, 7RS 87 (1997), 42}.

Avtioyov: for Brutus’ commitment to the philosophy of Antiochus cf.
e.g. Ad Att. 13.25 [333].5.3, 13.12 [320].8, Tusc. disp. 5.21, and the references
above.

For discussion of the philosophy of Antiochus of Ascalon, the successor
of Philo of Larisa, see A. Lueder, Die philosophische Persinlichkeit des Antiochos
von Askalon (1940); G. Luck, Der Akademiker Antiochos (1953); {J. Barnes in M.
T. Griffin and J. Barnes, edd., Philosophia Togata 1 (1989), 51—96; D. N.
Sedley, ed., The Philosophy of Antiochus (2012)}. For P.’s attitude to Antiochus
see (besides the present passage) Cic. 4.1-2 {with Moles’ n.}, Luc. 42.3,
Babut 198200, {D. Sedley, 7RS 87 (1997), 4153}, and below.

In context, the important thing to note is that whereas Philo denied that
there were two Academies (i.e. he considered the New Academy to be a
legitimate continuation of the Old) Antiochus maintained that there were
(Cic. Acad. post. 4.13), and advocated a return to the dogmatism of the Old
Academy. {Cf. M. Bonazzi in D. N. Sedley, ed., The Philosophy of Antiochus
(2012), 310.}

Aptorov: for Brutus and Aristus cf. e.g. Cic. Tusc. 5.21, De fin. 5.9.8, Brut.
97.332. It was at Athens that Brutus first heard Aristus (Acad. post. 1.3.12). ,

év Aoyous: not ‘in learning’ (Perrin), but ‘in eloquence’. Cf. Comparison of
Demosthenes and Cicero 1.2 To ovykpivewy Tiv év Tots Aoyois €€wv. Antiochus by
contrast was a forceful and eloquent speaker (Cic. 4.1-2.1 Luc. 42.3).

evraiq: evtaéia was a technical term of the Stoics = ‘practical
judgement, tact’ (e.g. SVF 3.64). This seems to be the way Perrin takes it
(‘good sense’ is his translation). Perhaps ‘orderliness’, ‘restraint’ is a little
more appropriate, going closely with mpaoryre (on which see 1.3n.). In any
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event it is significant that P. emphasizes the gentle, humane Aristus instead
of the more controversial figure, Antiochus. |

The exact nature of the philosophy of Antiochus of Ascalon is much too
complex a problem to deal with here. But two questions are relevant to P.’s
handling of his material: his true attitude to Antiochus, and the character
of the philosophy of M. Brutus. Babut 198-200 demonstrates that the
somewhat hostile account of Antiochus in Cic. 4.1-2 more truly represents
P.’s own views than Brut. 2.9 and Luc. 42.3. It follows that P. is deliberately
playing down the controversial aspects of Antiochus in order to portray
Brutus as a relatively orthodox Academic, for reasons already sufficiently
made clear in this commentary. At this juncture in the Life he does not
wish to give Brutus Stoic characteristics. He has to say that Brutus was a
follower of Antiochus and the ‘Old Academy’, because he was, but he says
as little as possible about Antiochus, and puts the stress instead upon his
more amiable brother Aristus, a much less important philosopher. The
character of the philosophy of Brutus requires more detailed discussion.

Brutus studied philosophy at Athens (Cic. Acad. 1.5.12, De vir. il. 82.1)
under Aristus. The date must be regarded as uncertain. A dating in the 60s
1s possible, especially if Brutus was born in 85 (as I think virtually certain—
see note on 3.1), subject only to the proviso that c. 68 is a terminus post
(Antiochus died c. 68 and Brutus evidently did not ‘hear’ him). But even on
the lower dating of Brutus’ birth to 79/8 Brutus could have studied
philosophy at Athens in the late 60s. 59/58 has also been suggested (e.g. by
Tyrrell and Purser III, 22), which would have the effect of getting Brutus
conveniently out of Rome immediately after his ill-starred involvement (or
putative involvement) in the Vettius affair of 59. But this seems to be ruled
out by P.’s narrative at 3.1, which, while none too clear, certainly seems to
imply that in the first instance Brutus left Rome in the company of Cato.
The other possibility is 56/55 (as | Gelzer g77) after his service under Cato.
Certainty 1s impossible, but I think a dating in the 6os the most likely,
simply because Brutus would then be of the usual sort of age for acquiring
a philosophical education (for possible ages see E. Rohde, Rleine Schrifien 11
[1901], 51, paraphrased by H. E. Butler and A. S. Owen, Apuler Apologia
[1914]. ix, n. 5). Three philosophical works are attested:

(1) De wvirtute. This was addressed to Cicero in the form of a letter in
summer 47 (De fin. 1.3.8. Tusc. Disp. 5.1 and 30, Sen. Cons. Helv. 9.4, where
there i1s a quotation from the work). It can be identified with the letter
mentioned in the Brutus (3.11). Cicero’s Brutus was written in reply to it.
Brutus wrote the De wirtute after his visit to the exiled M. Claudius
Marcellus, cos. 51 (Brut. 71.250, Sen. Cons. Helv. 9.4-8) and it was clearly
designed to reconcile Cicero to the loss of lbertas under Caesar: Boissier,
Cicéron et ses amis (1899): ‘la morale du livre était que pour vivre heureux on
n’a besoin que de sot’.
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(i1) De officus. (See Charisius 83, Priscian 679, Sen. Ep. 95.45, under the
title T1ept kafinrovros).

(i11) De patientia (Diomedes, GL 1, 383, 8K).

Various assessments of their quality are on record. They were rated
more highly than his oratorical works (Tac. Dial. 18.25, Quint. 10.1.123)—
not a great compliment. Cicero, Acad. post. 1.4.12 is fulsome (‘Brutus
quidem noster excellens omni genere laudis, sic philosophiam Latinis
litteris persequitur, nihil ut eisdem de rebus Graeca desideres’, cf. also De
fin. 1.9.8). Quintilian /loc. ¢t. praises their earnestness: ‘Egregius ...
multoque quam in orationibus praestantior Brutus suffecit ponderi rerum;
scias eum sentire quae dicit’ (cf. below on 6.7). Seneca is obviously less
impressed, complaining that the Ilept xabnkovros exemplifies the useless
type of philosophy that gives precepts | without reference to a final moral
purpose (Ep. 95.45; Griffin 188). Modern discussions of their content and
philosophical orientation include: Boissier §43-45; G. L. Hendrickson, A7P
47 (1926), 240; 60 (1939), 401-13; Schanz—Hosius I, 396; Bardon I, 209, 228;
MacMullen 298; A. E. Douglas, Cicero: Brutus (1966), x1; {Sedley, RS 87
(1997), 4153, esp. 51-3}. Syme, RR, 57, offers some sharp observations.
The titles De officiis and De patientia have been felt to have a Stoic flavour,
and kabnkov is of course a Stoic term. And Cicero addressed his Paradoxa
Stowcorum to Brutus. Yet apparent use of Stoic terminology is not a proof of
adherence to stoicism (cf. P.’s De profectibus in virtute!). The De officiis, lacking,
according to Seneca, any rigorous underlying philosophical base, could be
linked rather with Brutus’ devotion to the welfare of his clients (so Syme,
cf. Gelzer 1005f): a Roman, rather than a Greek philosophical, concept.
‘Academic’ is the label Cicero uses, and though labels are sometimes
misleading, particularly in such an eclectic age as this, the fact must be
given some weight. Brutus’ original disapproval of Cato’s suicide seems to
have been along Academic lines (cf. on 40.7-9). On the other hand, as a
follower of Antiochus, Brutus must have been influenced considerably by
Stoicism, particularly with regard to the emotions, sense perception theory,
and the doctrine of the self-sufficiency of the wise man. The De virtute might
obviously have been Stoic in tone (for the conditions under which Stoics
countenanced ‘withdrawal’ see M. J. McGann, Studies in Horace’s First Book
of Epistles [1969], 24-8; Griflin, 315ff)). And there are indeed signs that
Brutus was associated with the idea of the Stoic ‘sapiens’ in, and shortly
after, his lifetime. In Ad Brut. 1.15 [23].5 Cicero writes: ‘cedebas, Brute,
cedebas, quoniam Stoici nostri negant fugere sapientes’. This is clearly
meant as a telling jibe. Similarly Horace’s ‘fracta virtus’ (C. 2.7.11, of
Brutus’ defeat at the second battle of Philippi) derives some of | its force
from the paradoxical contradiction of the famous Stoic paradox (see now
Nisbet and Hubbard ad loc.). Lucilius’ boast at 50.5 (if historical) must have
the same general implication. The conclusion of this necessarily brief and
undetailed survey is that Brutus was an Academic greatly influenced by



Commentary on Chapter 2 65

Stoicism. {So also E. Rawson, Past Perspectives (1986), 102 = Roman Culture
and Society (1991), 489, ‘an Academic, if admittedly a Stoicizing one’. S.
Swain, Hermes 118 (1990), 192—203 puts it more strongly: ‘Brutus shared
Cato’s Stoicism’, 193; ‘in Plutarch’s portrait the Stoicism that Brutus shares
obviously with Cato is suppressed’, 202.} Those modern scholars who refer
to him blithely as a “Stoic’ tout court (e.g. Wirszubski 140; J. Brisset, Les Idées
politiques de Lucain [1964], 148 and n. 1; Nisbet and Hubbard ibid.) are guilty
at least of a technical inaccuracy. On the other hand, simply to point to
Brut. 2.2-9 or Dwn 1 as if that explained everything about Brutus’
philosophy (see e.g. Brenk, In Mist Apparelled, 124, n.14) does not do justice
to P.’s delicate manoeuvres at Brut. 2.2-3. He is not quite being dishonest,
but he is emphasizing Brutus’ Academic character in order to suppress the
Stoic element. {See also Moles’ further discussion of Horace’s fracta virtus,
QUCC 25 (1987), 5972 at 645, with Sedley’s sceptical response, RS 87
(1997), 43 n. 17; Moles notes Sedley’s scepticism and briefly responds in
Letters, 168 n. 82.}

4. "Bumudos: RE 5.2543 (Brzoska). Empylus is introduced here because of
the ovpBilwots theme. The mention of him then allows an easy transition to
discussion of Brutus’ oratory. Empylus was a Rhodian (Quint. 10.6.4), so it
was presumably at Rhodes, where Brutus learnt rhetoric (De vir. il. 82.1),
that Brutus first met him. His prodigious memory was remarked upon by
Cicero: Quint. loc. cit. ‘Cicero certe Graecorum Metrodorum Scepsium et
Empylum Rhodium nostrorumque Hortensium tradidit quae cogitaverant
ad verbum in agendo rettulisse’.

€v Tals émoToldals: not extant. Presumably Latin letters, so the remark
has no relevance for the problem of 2.5-8. It looks as if P. himself has seen
them: the allusive phraseology suggests first hand acquaintance with the
letters. This should come as no surprise, for several collections of Brutus’
letters seem to have been published (Schanz—Hosius 1.397), and there are
several passages in the Brutus which strongly indicate first hand knowledge
of them (21.6, 22.4-6, 24.3, 28.2, 28.4, 29.8-11, 53.6-7, cf. | Cic. 45.2,
Comparison of Demosthenes and Cicero 4.3). 22.4-6 virtually proves first-hand
acquaintance; so also 2.5-8 below (though here of course there is a real
problem of authenticity). See further A. Sickinger, De linguae Latinae apud
Plutarchum et reliquus et vestignns (diss. Freiburg 1883), 81-3; Peter 140-1;
{Pelling, Plutarch and History 15-17 with nn. 93 and 111}.

pnrwp: in P., as in all ¢udocodor dvdpes, this can often have pejorative
connotations. But here it is obviously just a technical description, in
context best rendered ‘orator’ (cf. Quintilian. Perrin’s ‘rhetorician’ restricts
the scope of the term, though to judge from his Rhodian origin and the
likely circumstances of Brutus’ first meeting with him, Empylus will also
have been a professional teacher of rhetoric). For another Greek pnrwp
friend of Brutus see 52.7-53.2.
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[pev]: rightly deleted by Coraes. The eye of the scribe was presumably
caught by the following [LLKp(\)V p,év.

o0 gaddov 8é: emphatic, since pikpos often implies triviality (cf. 13.3 on
Bibulus’ work).

avacpégews: P. avoids the use of this word in the De genio Socratis. His use
of it in the Brutus is of a piece with his unabashed reference to the
Guvw,u,omfa (Cf. 1.4 and n.).

Bpotros: FGrH 191 T 1. The way P. characterizes this work virtually
proves first-hand acquaintance with it. One imagines that it was a defence
of Brutus’ joining the conspiracy against Caesar, perhaps something along
the lines of the various Catones (2.1n.). Thus the apparently restricted scope
of the work (uekpov, mept Tijs Kaloapos avaipéoens) might surely allow, not
only for material concerned with the facts of the assassination and its
aftermath, but also for discussion of Brutus’ motivation (perhaps as
opposed to Cassius’?). There are a good many passages in the Brutus which
must depend on a source of this kind (I discuss them as and when they
arise in the text). |

5. Popaiori ... BpotTos: a notably perfunctory treatment of Brutus’ Latin
oratory. It is worth trying to discover why this is so.

Brutus studied oratory at Rhodes, and under Pammenes (‘vir longe
eloquentissimus Graeciae’) at Athens. With him he went carefully through
the whole of Demosthenes (Brut. 97.332). He began to speak in the courts at
Rome in the 50s and took part in several cases with Cicero and Hortensius
(Brut. 51.190, 94.324), but his career was cut short by the Civil War and the
consequent loss of libertas loquend: (Brut. 6.22). He spoke in defence of his
father-in-law Appius Claudius Pulcher, cos. 54, along with Hortensius in 50,
(Brut. 94.324, Ad fam. g.11 [74].3, cf. Diomedes, GL I, 367, 26K). He
composed and published a defence of Milo exercitationis gratia (Quint.
10.1.23, 10.5.20, $.6.93; Ascon. In Milon. 36). He spoke on behalf of
Deiotarus (cf. on 6.6 below). He also produced a political pamphlet De
dictatura Pomper in 52 (Quint. 9.5.95, Sen. Controv. 10.1.30). His Cato has
already been mentioned (see on 2.1 above). Brutus was a fervent Atticist
(Brut. 83.286—7, Tac. Dial. 18, 21, 25), and sided in this debate with Calvus
against Cicero. Estimates of Brutus’ oratory vary. It was rated below his
philosophical works (Tac. Dial. 18.25, Quint. 10.1.123). Cicero Brut. 331
represents Cicero’s official view of extreme enthusiasm; his real view was
that Brutus was ‘otiosus atque diiunctus’ (Dl 18.25). Caesar was
dismissive of the Cato (Ad Att. 13.46 [338].2). Cicero considered the speech
delivered on the Capitol (see on 18.10) elegantly written but lacking in fire
(Ad Att. 15.1a [378].2). Quintilian 12.10.11 singles out gravitas as the
distinguishing characteristic of Brutus’ oratory, but he does not include
him among his list of orators. Tacitus (Diwal. 21.26) refers scathingly to
Brutus’ ‘lentitudo ac tepor’. The less critical Velleius (2.36.2) puts him
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among the oratorical luminaries of his | time. It is clear that the informed
view was not enthusiastic, even when allowance is made for the fact that
Cicero was temperamentally out of tune with Brutus and his style.

For modern discussion see E. Filbey, Class. Plil. 6 (1911), 325fT;
Morawski, Fos 17 (1911), 1-6; Hendrickson, A7P 47 (1926), 294f; F.
Portalupi, Bruto ¢ ¢ neoatticisty (Turin, 1955); Douglas, Brutus, xx—xxii; {A.
Balbo in C. Steel and H. van der Blom, edd., Community and Communication
(2012), 315-28}. Wilson 1421 sets out almost all the evidence. On the date
of Brutus’ oratorical studies see above on the date of his philosophical
studies (though in the case of his oratory Rhodes in 58 is an additional
possibility).

As a general rule, P. is greatly interested in the relationship between a
man’s character and his Aoyos, and between his oratory and his political
career. Character is naturally revealed through Aoyou (cf. e.g. De fort. Alex.
330E, Lyc. 25.5, Cat. mai. 7.9, Tumol. 15.1 etc.). The statesman naturally
requires at least a modest competence in oratory (Praec. ger. reyp. 801E; see
further Hamilton xxii—xxiii, and for fuller discussion Wardman 226-34).
For both themes reference can be made to (e.g.) Cat. mar. 1.5, 7.1-3, Luc.
1.4-5, Per. 8.1-9, Fab. Max. 1.7-9, Crass. 3.3, Arat. 3.3, Pomp. 1.4, Ant. 2.8,
Gracchi 2.2—3, Demosth. 3.1-2, 6.2-5, Cal. min. 4.9—4. Why then so brief a
mention of Brutus’ oratory here?

Specimens of Brutus’ oratory, as has already been made clear above,
certainly survived down to P.’s time (see further Schanz—Hosius 1.400), so
he could have read them. But it is an important question how far P.
bothered to (or had the competence to——cf. Demosth. 3.1-2) assess the
speeches of Roman statesmen for himself (on the general question see
Jones 82-86 {and Pelling, Plutarch and History 16-18}. This of course raises
the problem of the extent of P.’s ability in Latin, too large a field to
investigate here. For references see on 6.7.) There is really no sign in the
Brutus of P.’s having read any of Brutus’ | speeches (see 6.6-7, 18.1, 18.10,
18.11-12, 44.9. 46.1: all this 1s vague stuff and could readily be taken straight
from a source). Consequently, P.’s judgement here might well derive from
a source, or—quite possibly—from the opinions of P.’s Roman friends. It is
still, however, a perfunctory judgement, and needs to be explained. P. must
have been aware that Brutus’ oratory was rather poorly regarded, so one
explanation will be that he does not wish to emphasise this (even so, tkavas
1s not very enthusiastic). The other obviously is that, where a Roman is not
especially celebrated for his achievements in his own culture, P. is naturally
inclined to put even more weight on his achievements in Greek culture
than he would normally do. Here he has at his disposal a lot of easily
consulted evidence for Brutus’ epistolary style in Greek, a style moreover
(v amodbeyparikny ... Bpayvdoyiav) in which he himself is greatly
interested (for P.’s interest in BpayvAoyia see Wardman 227-8). Thus the
disproportionate emphasis upon Brutus’ Greek letters (alleged) tells us a lot
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about P.’s personal priorities and interests, as well as illustrating the
carefully detailed way in which he manipulates his material to emphasize
Brutus’ Hellenic qualities.

<8t>efodovs: the MSS eodovs makes no sense. Vulcobius’ 8cefodous,
accepted by all subsequent editors, is excellent: ‘Opponitur ... Bpaxvloyia
indicatque effusam illam disserendi rationem et singulas causae partes
exsequentem, quam ex Ciceronis fere omnibus orationibus cognitam
habemus’ (Voegelin). For 8iéfodos as a quasi-technical term of literary
theory cf. Pl. Criti. 109A, Tht. 207C, Prt. 326A.

tkavds: imprecise and (I think—cf. above) deliberately so. The range of
meaning can be anything from ‘barely adequately’ to ‘very well’. It is
untranslatable in English.

amodleypatikny ... Bpaxvldoylav: for P.’s interest in this style | and his
advocacy of it cf. Lyc. 1920 and the Apophthegmata Laconica (if genuine), and
see further Wardman loc. cit. Evidently a case of attraction of opposites:
nobody could accuse P. of BpayvAoyia! The characterization of Brutus’
Greek style 1s restricted in its application to the letters: the construction is
mapaampos + participle (like pavepos / 87Aos). Perrin misses this.

Aaxovikny: Brutus seems to have had a genuine love for the old Spartan
ideal: a stream on his estate was called ‘Eurotas’ and he also had a
‘Tlepawkn porticus’ (Cic. Ad Att. 15.9 [387].1; for the oroa Ilepoiky at Sparta
commemorating the battle of Plataea cf. Vitr. 1.1.6, Pausan. 3.11.3). But
this can hardly be used as corroboratory evidence for his ‘Spartan’ turn of
phrase and hence the genuineness of the letters, since he also had a
‘Parthenon’ (Cic. Ad A#t. 15.40 [343].1, quoted above on 1.5), and
presumably had an ‘Athens’ as well as a ‘Lacedaemon’ (see Ad Att. 15.9
[387].1), and he had studied the speeches of Demosthenes in Athens under
Pammenes (above). P.’s emphasis on Brutus’ Greek letters might be further
explained if P. was aware of Brutus’ love for the Spartan ideal: this would
give added point to his horror at Brutus’ offer to allow his troops to sack
Sparta (46.1ff.). In that case, the emphasis on Brutus’ Laconism maintains
the anti-tyrant theme, for the Spartans were of course celebrated for their
opposition to tyranny. Love of Sparta could be consistent with Brutus’
Stoic interests; on the general phenomenon see E. N. Tigerstedt, The Legend
of Sparta in Classical Antiquaty 11 (1974), 41—48; P. A. Brunt, PBSR 43 (1975),
17f.; H. Cherniss, Loeb Moralia XIII, Part 2, 706, n. b. This would not,
however, be an implication P. would want his reader to put stress on here,
as I have already intimated in discussing the picture P. paints of Brutus’
philosophy. For the Spartan ideal in Republican Rome in general see
Tigerstedt 9g5-160, and for the age of Cicero in particular 144-60. Of this
ideal the most bizarre | manifestation was undoubtedly the near ‘wife-
swapping’ indulged in by Cato and Hortensius (Cat. min. 25), the rationale
of which must lie in Spartan/Stoic ideas though no doubt there were baser
motives at work as well.
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mapaanuos: sometimes pejorative in P. (as Praec. ger. reip. 823B, Corol.
23.5), but clearly not so here. Voegelin’s ‘insignis’, ‘conspicuus’ is a fair
rendering; Perrin’s ‘striking’ is also rather good. For the use of yapaxrip
and related words in literary criticism cf. D.H. Dem. g, Pomp. 1, Demetr.
Eloc. 36 etc. LST s.v., II.5). ‘Mithridates’ in his introduction to ‘Brutus”
letters similarly refers to their yapakrip, cf. also the Suda’s Oavpalerac e eis
TV TV €mOTOAGY (8€av, fyovv yapakTipa. mapacnuos is picked up at 2.8:
an example of P.’s partiality for ‘ring’ construction, though there is more to
it than that—see on 2.8 below.

The three Greek letters P. quotes (2.6-8) give rise to a major historical
problem: the genuineness or otherwise of the Greek letters of Brutus. Their
authenticity is accepted by Gelzer 1011-12, following Ruehl, and by some
modern scholars (e.g. MacMullen 6, Wardman 227, {Clarke, Noblest Roman
61, 141 n. 4}). The two major recent studies are R. E. Smith, ‘“The Greek
letters of M. Junius Brutus’, CQ g0 (1936), 194203, and L. Torraca, Marco
Guunio Bruto—Epistole Greche (1959). {P. Goukowski, ‘Les lettres grecques de
Brutus: documents authentiques ou forgerie?”’, in N. Barrandon and F.
Kirbihler, edd., Les gouverneurs et les provinciaux sous la République romaine (2011),
279-89, leaves the authenticity question open but seems to tend to
scepticism, and Moles, Letters 1438, elaborating some of the arguments
formulated here. K. Tempest and A. Adonis are planning to publish a
translation with introduction and commentary.} Cf. also Wilson 22-23.
Smith’s study, while open to attack on some details (see below), does not
seem to have had the influence it deserves. Torraca is extremely uncritical.
In what follows I shall give a general account of the controversy, and finish
by arguing positively that P.’s evidence is of great significance for the
resolution of the problem.

There is extant a series of seventy letters, attributed to Brutus, with
conjectural answers to them from the various recipients. The whole
collection has an introduction by a certain Mithridates, who addresses it to
his nephew, also called Mithridates, and | apparently a king (MSS differ
between Baoideds and Baoidel). In it he says that, since his nephew has
often found it difficult to imagine how the recipients would have answered
Brutus’ letters, he has written replies to them himself, basing them both
upon Brutus’ letters and the evidence of historians. The answers therefore
are avowedly faked: what of the letters attributed to Brutus? Clearly there
are three possible standpoints: (1) all the letters are genuine; (i1) a// the letters
are forgeries; (iii) many of the letters are forgeries, but there is a hard core
of genuine ones.

The external evidence consists of three testimonia:

(1) Plutarch (the present passage);

(i) Philostratus II, 258K = Hercher nr. IV, 14: Tov emoroAkov

~ ~ ’ \ \ \ ” ’ ~ ’
XOPAKTTPa TOU AOYoU WETO TOUS TAAaLovs apLoTad pot dokolot Sieokedbar
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pLhooopav pev o Tvavevs kat Alwv, orpariyydv 8¢ BpotTos 1) otw Bpoitos es
TO EMLOTENNELY EXPTITO ...

(i11) Photius Ep., nr. VI, P 16 Hercher: éome ,u,e‘v Kkal dAlo Tr)\ﬁﬁog dmepov,
€X€L§ 8 LV(Z I.L778€ ,u,aKpov 77 agolL ’TO T77§ '}/U‘LLVCLO'Lag O'TGSLOV ’TCL§ €L9 Qa)\CLPLV
€K€LVOV OL,,LCLL TOV AKPCL')/CLV’TLVOV TUPCLVVOV CLVCL¢€pO‘LL€VCL§ €7TLO'TO)\CL§, KGL CLLS
BpOU’TOS o P(,U‘LLCLL(DV O"TpCL’T'IT}/Og €7TL'}/pCL¢€TCLL e

{A. Nogara, Aevum 65 (1991), 111-113 adds a further testimonium from
Photius (codex 158 p. 101a), quoting the second-century Atticist Phrynichus
for a certain ‘Marcianus’ who thought Brutus’ letters stylistically superior
to those of Plato and Demosthenes. Nogara is attracted by the notion of a
hard core of authentic letters that could have been known to Marcianus
and Plutarch. }

Smith 1945 thinks that all these raise disturbing doubts. His difficulty
with the P. testimonium is considered below. The Photius he considers ‘might
reasonably be taken as an argument in favour of their forged appearance
to Photius’, but this 1s going too far: although the association with the
letters of Phalaris is hardly encouraging, Photius does not commit himself
to the view that they are genuine, but neither does he to the view that they
are false. xai als Bpodros ... émypagerar is simply agnostic. As for
Philostratus, Smith finds Philostratus’ 7 ore BpoiTos €s o emoreAdewv
éxpnro, taken in conjunction with Mithridates’ eie (8éas elre Twvos Tav els
TadTa pobod Soxkipwv, rather | suspicious. Yet neither Philostratus nor
Mithridates actually say that Brutus used secretaries, still less that he used
secretaries all the time: they are only surmising that he might have done. It
is impossible to say whether this surmise has its origin in an unwillingness
to believe that so distinctive a style belonged to Brutus, or simply in a
construction of the way imperial governors operated in their own time.
Use of secretaries need not in any case imply that the particular secretary
wrote in his own style: there is abundant evidence to show that the letters
sent by governors and other officials in the Late Republic contained their
isissima verba, whether or not they were written in their own hand (see F.
Millar, The Emperor in the Roman World [1977], 214).

A priori arguments based on estimates of Brutus’ character are not
helpful: to say ‘the letters are unworthy of Brutus’ or ‘they are out of
character’ 1s simply question-begging. They are certainly inconsistent with
P’s characterization of Brutus, but that is a different (and more
complicated) matter. It is hard to believe that Brutus’ treatment of the
Greek cities of Asia Minor was really much superior to Cassius’. From that
point of view, there is no reason why the unpleasant tone of many of the
letters should be taken to disqualify them from authenticity. Hence there is
no substitute for individual examination. But in view of the fact that the
great majority of the letters of celebrated men in antiquity are faked, it is
safe to say that the onus proband: is on those who uphold their genuineness,
and therefore that those letters which provide chronological data which do
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not cohere with the consensus verdict of the historical tradition can
definitely be taken as faked. Quite a few of the extant letters come into this
category (Smith 198—201, Torraca XXI-XXVIII). The letters quoted by P.
are considered point by point below.

6. otov 7187 ... lepyauqvols: Epistologr. Gr. 178 nr. 1 = | Torraca nr. 1.

otov: otav Coraes. Voegelin disposes of this unnecessary ‘emendation’ as
follows: ‘Cor. mutavit in olav, quod Sch. recepit “quia mox sequitur
erépav”. Sed nimis illud remotum est atque tam facile de suo quisque ibi
supplet emoTodny ut propterea minime mutari velim vocabulum
saepissime ita usurpatum nostroque loco plane aptum. Contra post otav
potius éypagev exspectarem’.

Tov modepov: 1.e. when Brutus was in the East, late 44—spring 43.

AodoBédg Sedwrévar xpmpara: the implication is that the people of
Pergamum have just given Dolabella the money (cf. aduketv—present—
below). Dolabella was in Cilicia by May 1, 45 (4d Fam. 12.12 [387].5). He
would only be given money if he was in the area at the time. Brutus, at
Dyrrachium till mid-May (4d Fam. 12.4 [363].8, Ad Brut. 1.6 [12].1, Ad Fam.
12.14 [405].1), would have been aware of Dolabella’s activities in Cilicia by
end-May at the latest. Hence the terminus ante for this letter (if genuine)
would be end-May, 43. The terminus post would be approximately March
15, when Brutus could have heard of the Senatorial decree making
Dolabella an enemy (Cic. Phil 11.15): hence adikeiv. So if the letter is
genuine it was written about the end of May, 43. It does not conflict with
any external evidence.

{In his revision of Ziegler Giartner notes that some of the MsSS of the
letters, including the oldest (A), have the order ypmu. Sedwk.}

7. Zaplots ... évvoetole: Epistologr. Gr. 191 nr. 69 = Torraca nr. 69.

T{ ToUTWY TéMos: clearly meant as a threat.

Smith 199 is sceptical of the authenticity of this letter because it is one of
a group (19, 29, 31, 33, 41, 45, 47, 49, 59) all saying very much the same
thing: they all caution the recipients to show greater enthusiasm in helping
Brutus. “They read more like rhetorical exercises on a given theme than
letters | from a Roman general’. But such a state of affairs is not absolutely
incompatible with the theory that the collection is formed round a hard
core of genuine letters: in this case the given theme could be Brutus’ own
in nr. 69. Nor does the fact that the letter is internally dateless count either
way. 7 TovTwv Télos gives the letter a little punch. If genuine, Torraca
LXIX is presumably right that ‘Essa fu scritta dopo la campagna di Licia,
mentre Bruto era in marcia col suo esercito verso Sardi’ (i.e. about June
42). {Affortunati prefers to put it earlier, in the context of the
communications with Smyrna, Miletus, Caunus, and Damas (28.3n.).}
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8. kal ... érépav: Epistologr. Gr. 182 nr. 25 = Torraca nr. 25. If genuine, this
letter was written after the subjugation of part of Lycia. The whole
operation was completed by about April 42 (Smith 197, Torraca XXI).

Smith 194 thinks that the text here is strongly against the authenticity of
the letter: ‘Plutarch seems to have been under the impression that the third
letter which he quotes was sent to the Samians’. Whereas in the case of the
first two letters quoted ypager has no direct object, here it governs erépav,
and ‘the reason for this is that the recipients are the same as in the fore-
going example, namely the Samians, and erépav has its proper force of “a
second letter”, instead of “another”, i.e. dAAny’ (the same argument in
Paukstadt in his edition of the Brutus, Gotha 1891). The argument is quite
unconvincing: (i) whatever one may think about ‘proper force’, erépav can
certainly can be used as = aAAny; (ii) [mept [laTapewr] was long ago rightly
deleted by Voegelin as a marginal note which then got into the text (cf.
Torraca VI). But that shows that an ancient scholiast took erépav as =
aAAnv, and then referred the letter to a different city from Samos; (iii) the
letter makes best sense if it is supposed to be addressed to a town in Lycia
which 1s being warned by what happened to its immediate neighbours: the
collection’s Avkiocs is likely therefore to | be on the right lines. Needless to
say, P.’s use of erépav instead of the precise Avkiots does not prove that he
was drawing from a source independent of the collection of Brutus’ letters
extant: such an imprecision would be typical.

Eavioc: see 3031 below.

Ilarapets: see 32 below. The information about Xanthus and Patara
contained in this letter coheres (as far as it goes) with the historical
accounts.

eAéofac: the better reading, not because it has greater MsSs authority, but
because it is easier to take eéov as = €feort (on the analogy of 87dov etc.)
than to leave ééov ‘hanging’ (a usage which, while natural looking, is hard
to parallel).

So far, then, there is nothing specifically against the authenticity of these
letters, but neither is there anything much for it.

Another possible approach is to try to discover P.’s source for these
letters: if he 1s using simply the collection of Brutus’ letters still extant or a
similar collection, then the question of authenticity would have to remain
open (technically anyway; in practice I think scepticism should then carry
the day). If not, this might well be an argument for genuineness. The
problem has to be faced: to argue ‘Sull’ autenticita dell’ ep. I non possono
sorgere ragionevolmente dubbi: la testimonianza di Plutarco ha un valore
inoppugnabile’ (Torraca XXII, cf. Wilson 22) is simply an act of faith (nor
does it do justice to the subtlety of P.’s persona at 2.5-8, as I argue below).

Unfortunately it is quite impossible to date the collection. Marcks,
Symbola Critica ad Epistolographos Graecos (diss. Bonn 1883), 23ft., thought that
it was forged by Stoic admirers of Brutus in the first century A.D. This
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would allow P. to consult it, and would—in a general way—cohere with its
‘Laconic’ style. | However, the obvious and decisive objection to this
theory is that many of the letters (e.g. 11 and 43) are anything but adulatory
of Brutus. Cichorius, Romische Studien, 43411., argued that if the collection is
a forgery it must have been made at the latest in the first century A.D. since
extracts from it are quoted by P., and that Mithridates—if the collection is
genuine—must be looked for among the eastern dynasts of the first
century, the ferminus ante being the composition date of the Brutus. The first
argument ignores the possibility of a nucleus of genuine letters, the second
the awkward fact that there clearly was at least one other collection besides
that of Mithridates himself, as his introduction shows. Most embarrassingly
of all, it seems extremely likely that the author of the collection is a
‘Mithridates personatus’ (A. Westermann, Marct Bruti Epistolae Graecae [1885],
3). Torraca XXX-XXXI agrees that the Mithridates in question is personatus,
but believes that the name must still have some specious reference. BaotAet
Mdbpidary, in his opinion, because Baoilet is used fout court, suggests ‘the
Great King’, hence perhaps a king of Parthia such as Mithridates IV, 130
147 A.D. Perhaps, but Baotdet Mubpidary is not tout court: ‘the Great King’ is
just Baotdeds. Smith 203 thinks that the general tone of the collection fits
the hypothesis that it is a sophistic production, perhaps therefore first or
second century. This may well be right, and would to some degree explain
the Mithridates persona, for it is well-known that the Second Sophistic
movement flowered especially in Asia Minor. But the dating would
necessarily still be very vague. Torraca finds a more secure dating criterion
in the passage of the introduction:

3 \ ’ ¢ 9 \ > ¥ ~ ’ \ \ ’ ’
nv 8€ duoevpeTos 1 €mLPoAn KAT Ayvolav TI)S TOTE TEPL TAS TOAELS TUXTS
T Kal YVauns' oV umv TavTy Yye avijka | v oppnv, aAda Ta pev €€

< ~ 2 ’
LoTopLav emAeajievos. ...

This, Torraca feels, reads as if the writer were referring to a period of
the remote past. But even this, though true, is not very helpful, as ‘the
remote past’ is an elastic term and the passage itself is merely a variation
on the conventional literary theme of the peculiar difficulties confronting
the particular writer. To sum up, it cannot be shown that P. could, or
could not, have used ‘Mithridates™ collection on chronological grounds.
Nor 1s the evidence of textual disparity decisive either way: I have already
discussed the [mept Ilarapéwv] in P.s text at 2.8. The only other
discrepancy—P.’s amovotas instead of the collection’s 7is avoias (also
2.8)—does not amount to much. In any case P. would not have needed to
use ‘Mithridates” particular collection, in view of the possibility of the
existence of other collections raised by the introduction.

A final approach is to examine the way P. introduces the letters into his
Life. Smith 202, n. 5, suggests that ‘the last part of the chapter, dealing with
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the letters, seems to be rather loosely attached to what has gone before,
which may suggest that it is not from the same source as the preceding
part; though this is anything but conclusive’. It is hardly true that the last
part is loosely connected, since discussion of Brutus® literary
accomplishments follows naturally upon the mention of the pyrwp
Empylus, but it may well be the case (of course) that the letters do come
from a different source. But this proves nothing about the authenticity of
that source. Finally, scholars have attempted to make something of P.’s
remark at 53.7 70 €moToAov, elmep dpa T@v yvnolwy eartiv, which shows
that P. was aware that there was an authenticity problem with some of
Brutus’ letters. Smith thinks that the remark may be significant, since
(according to | him P. seems to suppose that the letter was written in
Greek. But there is no reason to take P. as supposing that. But does his
doubt at 5.7, whether over a Latin or Greek letter, help in 2.5-8? Some
scholars have believed that it does, and shows that P. believed that he was
on firm ground at 2.5-8. In that case, Brutus’ Greek letters might have
been made public either by Bibulus (Westermann 3ff.), or perhaps on the
death of Junia, sister of Brutus and wife of Cassius, in 22 A.D., at a time
when there was already considerable interest in certain (Stoic?) circles in
the memories of Brutus/Cassius (cf. the trial of Cremutius Cordus in A.D.
25— Tac. Ann. 4.34). Speculation about the possible links between P. and
the collection of ‘Mithridates’ could thus be neatly short-circuited. This
reconstruction of P.’s thought processes might seem to put too much
emphasis on P. the historian rather than P. the literary artist. P. (in my
opinion) would be perfectly capable of using evidence which he considered
interesting and intriguing at 2.5-8 without committing himself to its
historical accuracy, and then raising the problem for the first time at 53.7, a
much more ‘historical’ context. But in fact (I think) P. does himself give a
clue to the historical value he puts on Brutus’ Greek letters in ch. 2. His
discussion at the start of the section (2.5) seems absolutely serious: Brutus’
Greek epistolary style, he tells us, is in some cases ‘striking’. The Greek is
so phrased, with the interesting word mapaonuos having to be taken
roughly in the sense of ¢avepos, that the reader can have no suspicions.
The introduction of the letter to the people of Pergamum continues this
tone. But in sections 6 and 7 his own staccato phrasing seems almost to be
a parody of Brutus’ ‘Laconic’ style. He then repeats the word mapasnuos,
but this time attaches it to the letters themselves. In contrast with the first
use of mapaonpos, where the structure of the sentence is such as to render
the word | innocuous, it is here thrust into prominence. The effect, surely,
1s to bring out another application of the word: ‘counterfeit’ (for this
application see D. 24.213; Poll. §.86; Plu. Quom. adul. ab amico internosc. 65B).
The letters also have undergone a metamorphosis from emorolal in 2.5 to
emoTola. At first sight there is a simple explanation for this: P. uses
emoTodal in 2.5 because he is dealing with a genre of literature, whereas
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emorola in 2.8 is descriptive (the letters after all are indeed ‘little letters’).
But P. often uses diminutive forms to show when he is not taking what he is
recording very seriously (cf. 5.3, 5.4, 13.3), and the effect here is to
‘distance’ P. I believe that this whole passage 1s very cleverly put together
indeed, and that P. is giving the reader a nudge, to show that he does not
himself believe in the authenticity of these celebrated epistles.

If this analysis is accepted, what are the consequences? If P. were citing
Brutus’ Greek letters in good faith, this ought not to be taken as strong
evidence in favour of their authenticity. But if he is in fact implying that
they are a fraud, then his evidence becomes very important indeed. To put
it simply, P. might hold this belief for one of two main reasons: (1) he
himself has carefully researched the problem; (i1) he is relying on a
scholarly communis opinio of the first century. If he had researched the
problem himself, then one might have expected him to announce the fact
with a bit of bravura. The fact that he conveys his views in an allusive,
knowing, way rather suggests that he is showing that he is aware what the
informed view of the letters 1s, that he, Plutarch, is thoroughly au fait with
the best contemporary Brutan scholarship.

To sum up. It cannot be proved to the last degree that Brutus’ Greek
letters are all forgeries. But P.’s (as I believe) evident belief that the three he
quotes are frauds must be regarded as an | important argument, especially
as those three letters are ones that cannot be convicted on the ground of
conflict with the historical tradition. P. is really making a general attack
upon a whole corpus (which could well be the collection of ‘Mithridates’,
or something very like it). Again, P.’s evidence is not in itself absolutely
decisive. But when it is put together with what anyone must admit to be
the outlandish tone of the letters, the case for rejecting their authenticity
becomes very strong indeed.

What then is the purpose of 2.5-8? At first sight it appears to give
evidence that casts Brutus implicitly in rather a harsh light. (Emoroal can
of course be used as evidence of character—cf. Eum. 11.3.) If that really
were the case, one would have to say that P. simply records the letters
because he is generally greatly interested in Bpayvdoyia as a political style,
and forgets, or does not care, that the letters to some extent undermine his
characterization of Brutus as mpdos, ¢iAavbpwmos, and emeckrs. But in fact
it is not the case, and to the perceptive reader 2.5-8 tells nothing about
Brutus’ character at all. The section has some justification in formal terms,
since discussion of a statesman’s literary and oratorical abilities is a
standard element of Plutarchean biography. Its flavour is rather similar to
the many passages recording notable dicta (cf. e.g. Lyc. 1920, Themist. 18,
Cat. maior 8-9, Lys. 22, Gracchi 25.4-6, Flam. 17, Demosth. 11.5-7, Cic. 25, 38,
Phoc. g). It may also remind the reader of Brutus’ Laconism, and help to
maintain the theme of the struggle against tyranny. At the same time it
enables P. to introduce some colourful and (even in his time) controversial
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material popularly associated with Brutus, and quietly to pronounce his
own opinion of its authenticity. There may also be a wider application.
There are several occasions in the Brutus where P. seems to go out of his
way to create a lighter, humorous tone | (cf. 5.94, 9.4, 13.3, 23.6, 34.4-7,
34.8). It 1s perhaps not too fanciful to see in this a deliberate technique for
humanizing the great Republican heroes, for demonstrating that they
possessed yapes, and were not simply the dour figureheads of the political
opposition to the Caesars. At any rate, from several points of view, 2.5-8 is
an excellent illustration of the subtlety and elusiveness of P.’s literary art.

One may note in passing that P. says nothing about Brutus’ poetry (not
highly regarded—cf. Tac. Dial. 21.6, Pliny Ep. 5.3.5, ? Stat. Silv. 4.9.20-23).
As these references indicate, some of it must have survived down to P.’s
time. Either he did not know of its existence, or—equally possible—he did
not consider it worth bothering about.
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Chs. 3—5: First steps—Brutus’ relations with the
three great Romans of his day

With 3.1 "Ert 8¢ petpdkiov av P. starts to organize his narrative on a
chronological basis (cf. 4.1), but the real, though unstated, point of this and
the next two chapters is to show how highly Brutus was esteemed by the
three great Romans of his day (cf. 5.1, kat Katoap™ sc. as well as Pompey).
This becomes clear in ¢h. 5, where P. breaks the chronological sequence in
order to emphasize the closeness of the relationship between Caesar,
Servilia, and Brutus. At the same time c¢ks. §—5 can also be read as Brutus’
‘first steps’, with g marking his political début. The theme of Brutus’
incorruptibility, already perhaps hinted at in 1.4, is also introduced.

Ch. 3: Brutus in Cyprus

On the annexation of Cyprus see S. I. Oost, CP 50 (1955), 98ff; E. Badian,
JRS 55 (1965), 110ff., and Roman Imperialism in the Late | Republic (2nd. ed.
1968), 76ff. Cato’s expedition should be dated to late spring 58—
spring/early summer 56 B.C. (Oost 101, 107-8).

The present chapter needs to be compared with the account in Cat. min.
3538 (see below).

1. "Erv 8¢ pewpakiov: the connection with what has gone before is thus
technically chronological, but the real link is thematic (cf. above). P.
proceeds to put flesh on the programmatic statement of 2.1.

petpakcov: is this accurate? The word is defined by Hippocrates in Philo
Mechanicus 1.26 as &Xpl, ‘}/EVGZOU )\axva')(rewg, és Ta Tpls emra. That this
definition has some validity is strikingly demonstrated by Cic. 28.2, where
Clodius at the time of the Bona Dea scandal is described as petpaxiov kat
pnmo yeverdv. And P.’s customary usage conforms (examples from Porter
on Arat. 4.1). Thus Julius Caesar at eighteen (Caes. 1.g), Philip V of
Macedon at seventeen (4rat. 46.2), and Octavian at nineteen (Brut. 27.3) are
all 00w mavv pepakia, Alexander the Great is petpaxeov at twenty (De fort.
Alex. 327D), and at the same age C. Gracchus (Gracchi 22.2) is petpaxiov
mavramaow. But this picture is disturbed by (e.g.) Mar. 3.4, when Marius is
petpakiov at above twenty-three, by Ale. 13.1: "Emel 8" adijxev avrov ets Ty
WO)\LTE[CLV ETL I.LELPG,,KLOV (,’!;V, ’TOl‘)g I.LéV (,i)\)\ovg €l}61‘)§ E’TG7T€£V(1)O'€ 877}1;@’)/(1)’)/0159,
referring to a time when Alcibiades must have been in his early or middle
thirties, and by Dion 7.2, where it is used very loosely, since in 367 B.C.
Dionysius was about twenty-nine. Attempts have been made to explain
away these apparent anomalies. Thus according to Hamilton on Alex. 2.2
the Marian reference is ‘due to the fact that Marius was doing his first
military service, normally performed earlier’ (though the point rather is
rhetorical: to emphasize that | ‘the youth is father of the man’) and
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according to Russell, Plutarch 120, in the Alcibiades passage it is e0s which
is at fault, not petpakcov (though again the point is rhetorical: Alcibiades, ‘a
mere lad’, humiliated all the mature 8npaywyot). But this sort of approach
will not work with Diwon 7.2, where the point is plainly rhetorical: because
Dionysius is a pewpakcov he will be easily led astray. Mar. .4 and Al. 13.1
are also better analysed as genuinely loose terminology, used in order to
make a rhetorical point. For similar observations see also Pelling {D.Phil.}
175f.

Does the same apply to the present passage? Brutus’ date of birth 1s a
matter of debate. Cic. Brutus 924 and 229, produces a dating of 85 B.C.
(‘Annis ante decem causas agere coepit [sc. Hortensius] quam tu [Brutus]
es natus’; Hortensius’ first appearance in court is fixed in 95: ‘L. Crasso Q.
Scaevola consulibus’). This 1s supported by Brutus’ cursus: his praetorship in
44, his quaestorship in 53 (De vir. ill. 82.9—4 ‘Quaestor (Caesari) in Galliam
proficisci noluit, quod is bonis omnibus displicebat. Cum Appio socero in
Cilicia fuit, et cum ille repetundarum accusaretur, ipse ne verbo quidem
infamatus est’; {this date for the quaestorship is further defended by L.
Peppe, Annali dell’Istituto Italiano di Numismatica 45 (1996), 47-64}), and his
projected consulship in 41 (Cic. Phil. 8.27, ct. Gelzer 987), for under the
terms of the Sullan re-enactment of the Lex Villia Annalis the minimum age
for the quaestorship was thirty, for the praetorship thirty-nine, and for the
consulship forty-two (see A. E. Astin, The Lex Annalis before Sulla [1958];
Badian, Studies in Greek and Roman History [1964], 140fL.). But {the MsSS of}
Velleius 2.72.1 give 78 B.C. (‘septimum et tricesimum annum agentis’ at
Philippi, {but Woodman ad loc. follows J. J. Paterson in emending XXXVII
to XXXXII, to bring the text into line with the other sources if Brutus’
birthdate was later than 23 October in 85}). A third dating offered by Livy
Epit. 124 (‘Annorum erat circiter XL at Philippi) has been generally and
rightly disregarded as being simply a round figure.

Some scholars (including Nipperdey, RA. Mus. 19 [1861], 291; E. T.
Bynum, Das Leben des M. Iunius Brutus bis auf Caesars | Ermordung (diss. Halle
1897), 6ff.; Seeck, Rh. Mus. 56 [1898], 631ff. and Hermes 42 [1908], 505-8;
Douglas on Brutus 424) have argued in favour of Velleius’ date. Douglas’
arguments are typical, so they are the ones discussed here.

Douglas supposes Velleius’ date to be the more accurate. He follows
Nipperdey in emending Cicero’s text to ‘sedecim’ and postulating that
Caesar appointed Brutus praetor in defiance of the Leges Annales, for the
reasons set out below:

(1) the earlier dating makes Brutus’ entry into political life rather late;

(ii) P. has petpakcov in the present passage;

(1) Cic. Brutus 249.5-6 ‘hic (Caesar), cum ego iudicare iam aliquid
possem, afuit’ he finds surprising if Brutus was twenty-six when Caesar left
for Gaul: surely a man in his early twenties could form a judgement of
oratory.
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The De vir. il. passage he simply dismisses with the remark: ‘neither the
text nor the interpretation is absolutely secure’. (This is of course the
critical cursus argument, since the quaestorship would not have been
obtained under the patronage of Caesar, who in 44 could naturally
overrule the Leges Annales if he liked.) Douglas’ arguments do not convince:
(1) 1s something of an imponderable anyway, but falls flat if the De vir. /L.
evidence is accepted. Nor should Brutus’ service in Cyprus, as comes of
Cato, be under-rated. (i1) counts for very little in view of Mar. 3—4, Alc. 15.1
and Dion 7.2. (It 1s a very small point, but Brutus’ description of himself as
véos in 46 at 40.7 below cannot be reconciled strictly with even the later
dating of his birth. This again shows the flexibility of P.’s use of these
terms.) (ii1) does not amount to much in itself, but is even less convincing in
view of the qualification ‘lam aliquid’: it is not a question of any old
judgement. (One should also remember that among his | contemporaries
Brutus had the reputation of being hesitant: Cic. Ad Att. 16.5 [410].) Nor is
the De wir. ill. passage nearly so garbled as Douglas implies: the sense, no
matter about the exact text of the first sentence, s absolutely clear, and the
second sentence looks solidly circumstantial (the passage is taken at face
value by Broughton II, 229, and by many modern scholars). Thus it is a
case of Cicero, backed by the cursus, versus Velleius, and whatever Velleius’
status as a historian (a topic at present hotly debated), there is no doubt
whose evidence should be preferred.

Thus a dating of c. 85 B.C. should be accepted. (It does not, incidentally,
conflict with the facts that, firstly, Cassius was older than Brutus—see on
29.1, and, secondly, that Favonius was older than both Brutus and
Cassius—see on 94.6.) Here I find myself in agreement with (e.g.) Gelzer
973f.; Wilson goff., who has an excellent discussion of the problem; Badian,
JRS 57 (1967), 229; G. V. Sumner, Phoenix 25 (1971), 365f. and The Orators in
Cucero’s Brutus: Prosopography and Chronology (1973), 154, and n. 5; {Clarke,
Noblest Roman 11; and Woodman on Vell. 2.72.1, who emends Velleius’ text
to bring it into line with the other sources—see above}. Thus P.’s
petpaxwov here (of a Brutus c. twenty-seven years old) is loose terminology,
designed partly for rhetorical effect (to illustrate Brutus’ alleged precocity),
partly in the interests of unity of time (there is a rapid movement from
birth in 1.1-5 to ‘youth’ in g.1), and mostly because in Plutarchean
biography ér. 8¢ pewpakiov ov is one of the set formulae of chronological
division, used often to signal the political debut of the hero. (To be a
petpakiov was one of the recognized divisions of a man’s life [eé¢nPBos,
‘u,éLp(iKLOV, &Vﬁp, 'yépwv, Men. Georg. 18D {: 724 Kérte}; Tats, ;LELdeLOV,
veaviokos: Arr. Epictel. 3.9.8]. For the formula in P. cf. e.g. Ale. 7.3, Coriol.
3.1, etc. etc. Of course such formulae are used from the very beginning of
Greek biography. Cf. already Hdt. 1.107-130 with | H. Homeyer, “Zu den
Anfangen der griechischen Biographie’, Philol. 106 [1962], 75-85.)
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It was always a problem for historians how to create an artistic unity out
of a lengthy span of years, and the usual solution for historians with literary
pretensions was to falsify the time scale and pretend (or give the
impression) that it was less than it was. Thus Livy on the reign of Tullus
Hostilius: 1.22-26 Alban war, 1.27 ‘nec div’, 1.28 ‘tum’, 1.29 ‘inter haec’,
1.0 ‘interim’, 1.31 ‘devictis Sabinis’ , 1.31.5 ‘haud ita multo post’, but 1.31.8
“T'ullus ... regnavit annos duos et triginta’ (!), or Sallust, B7 9.3 ‘statim ...
adoptavit’, though the adoption took place in the period 121-118 B.C. and
the events described immediately before ‘statim’ occurred in 133-32. P.’s
technique here is similar, and can be paralleled throughout his work, e.g.
Mar. 3.4 (above): loss of two years; Alc. 13.1 (above): loss of at least ten years;
Dion 7.2 (above): loss of about eight years; Sert. 4.1 ore 8¢ mparov, loss of
about three years; Sulla 5.1 evfs: loss of about six years; Amat. 771C ev
oAlyw xpove: telescoping of about twenty-eight years. Cf. below 21.1, and
see further A. N. Sherwin-White, CQ n.s. 27 (1977), 177-8 and n. 28;
{Moles, Cicero 37, category (d1), ‘telescoping of time scale’; Pelling, Plutarch
and History 92, ‘chronological compression’}. It is (of course) both pedantic
and misconceived to dismiss such literary devices as mere ‘chronological
errors’. (Again the technique goes back to early Greek biography: cf. X.
Ages. 1.6 é7v ... véos ov of an Agesilaus already over forty.)

In using the expedition to Cyprus as evidence for Brutus’ activity as a
petpaxiov, P. of course passes over several earlier important events in
Brutus’ career, notably his adoption, his involvement in the Vettius affair,
and (according to modern scholarship) his betrothal to Caesar’s daughter,
Julia. Neither the adoption nor the betrothal to Julia (if historical—see on
4.3) would have been suitable material for this section of the Life | Both
might also, naturally, have been beyond the ability of P. to unravel. The
involvement in the Vettius affair would have been suitable from one point
of view (the theme of the struggle against tyranny). But P. only mentions
the Vettius affair once (Luc. 42.7-8) and then only as a device of Pompey’s
supporters, so that it would have been difficult for him to reinterpret it in
the way that would have been necessary to suit the theme of the Brutus. P.
might also have felt that the whole business would simply have disrupted
his narrative. The fact, then, that he does not mention it does not prove
that he had no knowledge of the interpretation of it which inculpated
Brutus. It 1s always difficult to decide with P. whether the omission of some
important item stems from ignorance or is rather to be explained by formal
or literary considerations.

ovvamednunoev: used, like ovvexdnuew, with the technical sense ‘be a
comes of’, ‘go on a public mission with’. Cf. Crass. 3.7, POxy. 1122.10, IG®
2.041.15, OGI 196.5, Ephes. 3, nr. 29 (of the comes of an emperor). The
implication of the narrative of 12 seems to be that Brutus accompanied
Cato as far as Rhodes, then fell sick, and had to cross to Pamphylia to
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recuperate, though P. is far from explicit. This interpretation seems to be
confirmed by 3.4 (P.’s favourite ‘ring’ construction).
IIroAepatov : RE 25.1755f. (Volkmann).

2. Suagbeipavros: by poison (Cat. min. 36.1), despite Cato’s efforts to
persuade him to give up his kingdom without a fight, and his promises of a
future life of wealth and honour, complete with the priesthood at Paphos.
It 1s worth noting here how the Brutus narrative differs from the account
followed in the Cato minor. In the Cato Cato (1) sends Caninius to treat with
Ptolemy; (i1) himself remains in Rhodes making preparations and awaiting
Ptolemy’s reply; (i) on Ptolemy’s suicide sends Brutus to Cyprus because
of his suspicions of Caninius, while himself sailing to Byzantium. | The
Brutus version (i) puts Ptolemy’s suicide before/or contemporaneous with
Cato’s sojourn at Rhodes; (ii) leaves out Cato’s voyage to Byzantium; (iii)
conflates the original despatch of Caninius to treat with Ptolemy (35.2) and
his guardianship of the king’s treasure after his suicide. This does not show
Plutarchean incompetence: it is a deliberate reorganization of material to
suit the needs of the Brutus. (11) is an irrelevant detail in the present context,
and necessitates (1). (ii1) 1s itself a natural simplification in Brutus but is also
necessitated by (1. The differences between the two accounts do not,
therefore, indicate either difference of common source or incompetence
arising from ignorance of the detailed facts.

Kavidiov: who is this? Various individuals have been suggested: (i) a
complete unknown. (i) P. Canidius Crassus, cos. suff. 40, and Antony’s
great general. So Syme, RR 200, n. §. His only argument for this is the
great rarity of the gentiliccum. This identification was rejected already by
Miinzer, RE g.1475f. It seems a little unlikely that a close friend of Cato,
with an impeccable moral character, should have wound up as a staunch
partisan of Antony’s, though there were of course great Republicans who
transferred their allegiance to Antony after Philippi. (1) J. Geiger,
‘Canidius or Caninius?”’, €CQ n.s. 22 (1972), 130-134, argues Vvery
convincingly that the text here should read Kaviviov (as £ and perhaps a
later hand in Z), and that the man should be identified with the tribune L.
Caninius Gallus, who proposed a law that Ptolemy Auletes should be
restored to Egypt by Pompey (Pomp. 49.10, reading Kaviveos instead of the
MSS Kavideos). I accept his arguments.

deigas ... kdomis: cf. Cat. min. 36.1. On Geiger’s reconstruction of the
career of Caninius Gallus, Cato may have been more worried by the fear
that Caninius was acting on behalf of | Ptolemy king of Egypt (Geiger
131fl). In the event Caninius proved scrupulously incorruptible and was
treated by Cato with especial favour (Cat. min. 7.4). Cato’s unwillingness to
trust even close friends during the Cyprus operation caused much bad
feeling and provided abundant ammunition for Caesar in his Anticato (Cat.
min. 36.5).
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ek Ilapdvlias ... duijyev: there is none of this detail about Brutus in the
Cato minor (36.1-2). This is natural enough: similarly in the Brutus P.
suppresses mention of Cato’s own expedition to Byzantium and his
quelling of oraats there (Cat. min. 36.2-3).

avadapBavev: ‘vires recolligendo’, Voegelin, cl. dem. 28.2, Marc. 6.7,
Flam. 6.2, Pyrrh. 12.6 (and also—wrongly—13.11 below).

3—4. 0 & ... émlevoev: none of this has any parallel in the Cato minor
account.

3. os: this is intended to reflect Brutus’ own feelings, whereas are below is
the reason P. himself gives for Brutus’ distaste for the task.

ameppipévor: a strong word, suggestive of violent rejection, and
extremely appropriate to Cato’s unamiable personal character. Cf. Cat.
maz. 5.5, 16.8.

véos: P. is criticizing Brutus for not taking his responsibilities, however
mundane he may think them, sufficiently seriously, but his veorns is a
mitigating factor. “The Greeks were very susceptible to the pathos inherent
in the rashness of inexperienced youth’, Dodds on Bacchae ¢75-6, cl. Od.
7.204, E. Supp. 580, LA. 489, fr. trag. adesp. 538N {= Metrodorus, fr. 57
Korte}, Arist. Rhet. 2.12, esp. 1389B 7 (to which add Aes. PV passim). veos
can be used of a man up to the age of thirty (X. Mem. 1.2.35, cf. Philostr.
VA 3.39), so there is no conflict with 85 as Brutus’ date of birth (whereas |
véos at 40.7 is simply a slight rhetorical exaggeration: ‘when I was young
and foolish’ v. ‘now that I am older and wiser’). (Of course P.’s use of veos
can sometimes be as elastic as his use of petpakiov, e.g. in Mar. 4.4 Marius
is véos at the age of thirty-eight, and in Cic. 20.6 Caesar is véos at the age of
thirty-seven.)

axolaotys: glossed by Coraes as mept Aoyovs kat $trocodiav ayoralwv,
which is right, though it does not mean that Brutus was devoting himself to
the formal study of philosophy and rhetoric at the time (he was convalescing
in Pamphylia). For the theme see 4.8, 36.4 below. In context oyolaorys is
slightly derogatory: Brutus preferred the Bios oxodasrikos to political
activity (the pejorative implication is of course very common. In P. cf. e.g.
Solon 22.9, De tuenda san. 135B).

One must wonder whether the faintly critical account of Brutus’
reluctance to concern himself with routine financial matters conceals an
apologia for his unfortunately well attested financial rapacity. If so, one
should not automatically hold P. responsible rather than his source. (See
below.)

4. kai mepl Tadra: 1.e. as well as his intellectual interests.
ovvtelvas: Brutus had to exert himself: P. is hinting (rather in
contradiction to the panegyric of 1.4) that perhaps Brutus was not
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temperamentally disposed to the life of action (cf. 008’ éavTod moLovpevos
above).

vmo 100 Kdaravos émnrédn: clearly meant as a great honour, especially in
view of Cato’s churlish treatment of his subordinates and practically
everybody else (e.g. Cicero).

avaldaBav: ‘excipiens, ad se in navem recipiens secum, adducens’,
Voegelin cl. Hdt. 6.115, Ale. 30.5, Marc. 6.5. Note the repetition after
avalapBavev in 2. Classical authors, | even such skilled stylists as P., do not
regard such repetitions as infelicitous. Cf. Mare. 6.4, 6.6, 6.7, where P.
keeps using avadapfave (once with a different sense).

€ls ... émlevoey: ring construction, picking up 3.1.

P.’s account of Brutus’ activities in Cyprus 1is clearly to be treated with
the utmost caution. At the very least, it must greatly exaggerate his role.
Even when allowance is made for the different perspectives of the two
accounts, there is no way that avadaBav Ta mAetora ... can be reconciled
with Cat. min. 38-39, where it 1s Cato’s meticulous accounting, and careful
conveyance, of the money that is emphasized. This raises the question of
P.’s source for the episode. It is conceivable that the increased ‘hard’ detail
about Brutus found in the Brutus account came from the same source as the
Cato minor, and that P. simply cut it from the fuller account as being of no
relevance to Cato. P.’s source in the Cato minor was Thrasea Paetus, who
used Munatius Rufus (Cat. min. g7.1). P. himself probably did not consult
Munatius (Peter 65-9; Geiger {D.Phil.}, intr. section 3, {Athen. 57 (1979),
48-72, and 1in intr. to Rizzoli Focione—Catone Ulticense [1993], 288—310}; R.
Flaceliere, Budé ed. of Phocion—Cato [1976], 65-6). Munatius’ account of
Cato in Cyprus was evidently extremely detailed and could have provided
the information about Brutus’ illness and reluctance to act, and his earning
the approval of Cato. Thrasea Paetus, himself greatly interested in Brutus
(he celebrated the birthdays of Brutus and Cassius with his son-in-law
Helvidius Priscus: Juvenal 5.36-7), would naturally have preserved such
information. The increased ‘soft’ detail of the Brutus account (the
attribution of motive: dre ... véos kal oyolaorys; the exaggeration
avalaBav Ta wAetora) could thus be P.s own contribution. But the
possibility of contamination by another source cannot be absolutely
excluded, and here one might think of Empylus of Rhodes. |

Another question is the precise relation of the accounts of the Brutus and
Cato minor. Although on the evidence of the cross-references the Cato 1s the
later Life (Jones, ‘Chronology’, 68 {= Scardigli, Essays 111}), this should not
be allowed to pre-judge the question of the relative priority of particular
passages, the interpretation and meaning of the evidence of the cross-
references being so great a matter of controversy. The Brutus account has
naturally been abbreviated and streamlined to fit its context in the Life of
Brutus. The question is whether the streamlining has been done in such a
way as to suggest that P. has already booked up on Cato in Cyprus from
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the point of view of writing the Cato. The answer to such a question must
to a considerable extent depend on subjective judgements, but (for what it
1s worth) I do get the feeling that P. is scaling down from greater
knowledge. On the other hand, it seems unlikely that the Brutus account is
taken straight from Cato as it stands, or from a fairly full written draft, since
there are no striking verbal parallels between the two accounts, while in
the Brutus there is extra information about Brutus, some of it of a concrete
nature. All this may be an argument for ‘simultaneous preparation’.
Another point worth making is that, from the point of view of the reader,
the Brutus account in §.1-2 is really extremely allusive and would surely not
make much sense without reference to the fuller account of the Cato. This
again suggests a close chronological relationship between the two passages.
Finally, a problem of a rather different character. We all know about
Brutus’ extremely dubious financial dealings with the inhabitants of
Salamis (Ad Att. .21 [114], 6.1-9 [115-7]; {for recent discussion cf. V.
Léovant in J. Champeaux and M. Chassignet [eds.| Aere Perennius [Fschr.
H. Zehnacker, 2006], 247-62}; J. Muiiiz Coello, Latomus 67 [2008], 643-61;
C. Rosillo Loépez, Latomus 69 (2010), 989—9o}). Did P., and has he
deliberately suppressed his knowledge? (Oost rightly finds the loss of Cato’s
accounts highly suspicious [Cat. min. 48] and surmises that Cato was trying
to shield someone, i.e. Brutus, from the charge of public peculation. This
seems very likely, but P. | can certainly not be blamed for saying nothing
about this, since his source clearly went to great lengths to explain the
situation away.) The correct attitude for a modern historian to adopt to
these dealings is, I am sure, to avoid the white-hot moral indignation of
(e.g.) Tyrrell and Purser III, xxi1 f. and gg7f., Badian, Roman Imperialism,
841T., and Stockton, Cicero (1971), 239ff., and while condemning Brutus, to
point out that in fact his behaviour was nothing out of the way for his time
(Cicero was ‘green’ about the realities of Roman provincial administration
in the Late Republic). But P. could not have happily adopted this attitude,
for it 1s precisely with such questions of personal morality that he is largely
concerned, and one of the areas of government he is most interested in is
the handling of finance and the treatment of provincials. Thus if he did
know of Brutus’ distasteful operations he is being deliberately dishonest in
not mentioning them, and concealing his knowledge in order to avoid
upsetting his characterization of Brutus as a man both of scrupulous
integrity in financial matters and of conspicuous humanity in his dealings
with those over whom he had power. It is true that P. is later extremely
critical of Brutus for his willingness to allow his troops to plunder Sparta
and Thessalonica (46.2), and that, although this is the only passage where
Brutus is explicitly condemned, the general narrative of 45-6 hints (I
believe deliberately) at a deterioration in Brutus’ character under the
pressure of the exigencies of war. But this 13 no indication that P. would
have included an account of the Scaptius affair had he known it, since 45—
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6 is precisely a study of the deterioration of a character under stress (an
important concern of P.’s: cf. the Alexander and Sertorius), and can, as it
were, be detached from P.’s general characterization of Brutus.

It must of course be admitted that P. is quite capable of suppressing
material if it redounds to | the discredit of the particular hero he is writing
about at the time (provided naturally that the hero i1s not one with whom
P. 1s almost totally out of sympathy). Thus in the Pompey he omits the
Vettius affair, though in the Lucullus he had mentioned it as a machination
of Pompey’s supporters. The Cicero does not record Cicero’s unpleasant
urging of Brutus to kill C. Antonius, but the Brutus does, using Cicero as a
foil to set off the ¢idavbpwmia of Brutus (26.6). But although certainty is
naturally impossible, I am inclined to think that P. was not aware of the
Salamis business, for two reasons: (1) (and this is admittedly highly
subjective) I think that P. was in the main an honest recorder of events and
that he would have regarded the Salamis business as so disgraceful that he
would have felt bound to mention it; (i) the Salamis business is only
attested in Cicero’s letters Ad Att. 5.21 [114] and 6.1-3 [115-7]. P. of course
had access to, and often does use, the evidence of Cicero’s letters. But it is
not clear how consistently or methodically he used them, and his account
of Cicero in Cilicia (Cic. 36.1-6) is notably thin, and shows no sign of the
key letters which inculpated Brutus. It seems most likely that in researching
for his account of Brutus in Cyprus P. contented himself with the same
source as he employed in the Cato minor, with a possible biographical
supplement like Empylus.

68



69

70

86 J- L. Moles

Ch. 4: Brutus at Pharsalus

P. moves rapidly from 56 to 49, saying nothing about such important
events in Brutus’ life as his marriage to Claudia, daughter of Appius
Claudius Pulcher, cos. 54, his quaestorship in 53 (see on 3.1), and his
vehement opposition to Pompey (see on 1.5 and 2.5: his coins and De
dictatura Pomper respectively). P.’s failure to mention any of these probably
simply reflects ignorance. Had he known of it, Brutus’ political opposition
to Pompey would | surely have been worth a mention.

1. 'Emel 8¢ Ta mpaypara Siéarn: a Plutarchean formula. Cf. Cic. 36.4, Ant.
5.1

efeveykapévay T4 omAa: éxpépery modepov is common enough (D. 1.21,
Hdt. 6.56, X. HG 3.5.1, Plb. 2.36.4), but this is intensely vivid: ‘quasi e
vagina gladios educentibus’, Voegelin.

nyepovias: the imperium Romanum. Cf. Mon. Anc. Gr. 15.1, Alyvmrov Snpov
‘Papaiov qyepovia mposebnka. P. regularly uses nyepovia as = ‘imperium’.
Cf. Mar. 36.8, Luc. 30.2, Sulla 8.5. The usage is common in Imperial Greek.
See further Magie 58; Mason 151.

emidofos ... aipnoeotar Ta Kaioapos: this does not cast doubt upon De
vir. ll. 82.3—4 (quoted above on g.1)—disapproval of Caesar might be offset
by greater disapproval of Pompey.

o0 yap matip ... mpotepov: P. gives a full account in Pomp. 16.4-8. Brutus
had put himself in the hands of Pompey but was slain by Geminius, who
was sent by Pompey to do the deed. The incident got Pompey a bad press:
he wrote one letter to the Senate telling them Brutus had surrendered to
him voluntarily and then sent another, denouncing the man after he had
had him put to death. For unsuccessful recent attempts to defend Pompey
against the charge of being ‘adulescentulus carnifex’ see A. N. Sherwin-
White, 7RS 45 (1956), 1ff.; ]J. Leach, Pompey the Great (1978), 42.

o marnp: RE 10.972f., tr. pl. 83; Broughton II, g1.

mpoTepov: more precisely, early in 77 B.C. after the siege of Mutina. P.
never indicates such chronology accurately. Cf. 2.1 voTepov.

Brutus had other motives for his estrangement from Pompey as well, as
evidenced by his fight for lbertas in 59 (possibly), 54, and 52 (above). It is
characteristic of P. to emphasize the personal motive, though he may not
have been aware that there were | any others. In the circumstances the
personal motive must of course have been very important.

2. aldv 8¢ T4 kowa THV (diww emimpoodev moretotac: the conflicting claims
of 7 kowa and 7a {8a are a standard theme of Greek political jargon since
at least Thuc. 1.82, 2.61 etc., cf. Tumol. 5.1. Since they are naturally much
canvassed in a civil war situation, where traditional and family loyalties are
often split, P. may be intending to give a contemporary political flavour (cf.
Caes. BC 1.8.3 ‘semper se rei publicae commoda privatis necessitudinibus
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habuisse potiora’). The general theme—Brutus’ pursuit of ra xowa over
personal interest—is heavily stressed by P. throughout the Life (cf. 1.4,
below 4.2-3, 6.8—9, 7.6-7, 8.94, 8.5, 15.9, 18.4-6, 22.4-6, 28.4-5, 29.3-11,
35.1-6 etc.)

vmobeawv: ‘ground’, ‘justification’, cf. 28.5 below.

t7js Kaioapos: the MSS To6 Kaioapos would be very slack Greek, though
not quite impossible. Ziegler’s 74s 1s in fact stolen from Voegelin.

3. kaiToL MPoTEPoV ... Tiis maTpidos: closely similar is Pomp. 64.5, Bpovros,
UZ(‘)g (,,!\)V BpOleOU ’TOlj 7T€p2, FCL)\CLTZCLV o‘(ﬁa'ye’l/’rog, &V’;]p ,u,e'ya}\é()bpwv K(lz,
IJ/I]SE”]TOTé HO'LL’TT’I?.L.OV 7TpOO‘€L7T()JV }L'I]Sé G,,O"iTCLO‘G,,I.LEVog WpO’TGpOV (;)9 ¢0Véa TOﬁ
WGTPO,S, TO”TG Sé (;)9 E’)\EU@épOl\)V’TG T7\7V Q];:)(J\’)l.l/UV l‘)’TTE’TG,géV é(lUTO’V. The two
passages are hardly independent. On the evidence of the cross-references
the Pompey 1s the later Life (Jones, ‘Chronology’, 68 {= Scardigli, Essays
111}). In addition, the incident is more likely to be part of Brutus’ Bios
rather than Pompey’s, so the present passage is probably prior.

Can it be right that Brutus refused to speak to Pompey before this?
There is no supporting evidence, but neither is there any explicit
contradictory evidence. It is true that by his marriage to Claudia, probably
in 54, Brutus had become connected with Pompey, | because Pompey’s
elder son had married Claudia’s sister (Gelzer g77), but this does not of
itself prove cordial relations with Pompey (pace Gelzer), especially if at the
same time Brutus was striking his ‘libertas’ coins as a gesture against
Pompey’s mooted dictatorship. {The date of these coins—Crawford RRC
448/1 and /2—is discussed by S. M. Cerutti, American Journal of Numismatics
5-6 (1993-5), 69-87 and A. Peppe, Annali dell’Istituto Italiano di Numismatica
43 (1996), 47-64: Peppe follows Crawford in favouring the 54 date, Cerutti
prefers 55; Cerutti is reluctant to accept that the lLbertas slogan is aimed
against Pompey and thinks it simply evokes the ancestral achievement of L.
Brutus.} The De dictatura Pomper of 52 certainly shows open hostility. Again,
the fact that Pompey exerted himself on behalf of Appius Claudius
Pulcher, when the latter was being defended by Brutus and Hortensius in
50, falls far short of proving that it ‘ist selbstverstindlich, dass am Ende des
Jahres Brutus gegen Caesar im Lager des Pompeius stand’ (Gelzer g8o):
political obligations in Rome might cut across the greatest personal
enmities. P.’s evidence here is consistent with at least one aspect of Brutus’
character: his unbending self-righteousness. Because of that, and because
there seems to be no explicit evidence against it, and although one can
easily imagine motives for inventing, or exaggerating the bitterness of
Brutus’ personal bearing towards Pompey, it should perhaps be accepted
at face value. But if it is, there is an important consequence. Miinzer’s
suggestion (R4 338f.) that the Servilius Caepio to whom Caesar’s daughter
Julia was betrothed in 59 (Suet. Caes. 21; Plut. Caes. 14.7; Pomp. 47.10) is no
other than Brutus under his adoptive name has been widely accepted by
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modern scholars (e.g. Syme, RR 34 and n. 7; Stockton, Cicero, 185). But
there is no way that Brut. 4.3 and Pomp. 64.5 can be reconciled with the
description of Pomp. 47.10, where to appease Caepio’s anger Pompey
promises him his own daughter in marriage (a marriage which does not
then take place). Miinzer’s identification 1s also hard to square with [a]
Brutus’ putative involvement in the Vettius affair; [b] Cicero’s ‘Ahalam
Servilium aliquem aut Brutum opus esse reperiri’—see on 1.5; [c]
Suetonius’ ‘Servilio Caepione, cuius vel praecipua opera paulo ante
Bibulum impugnaverat’). (The very complicated problems surrounding the
Servilii Caepiones of the Late Republic are outside the scope | of this
commentary. For a comprehensive, but still not entirely convincing
discussion see Geiger {D.Phil.} g96fl. {and in Anc. Soc. 4 [1973], 145-56.
The identification of Julia’s fiancé with Brutus is also rejected by Clarke,
Noblest Roman 15.})

Kilklav: Voegelin. The MSS oukeliav is no doubt a scribal error.

Inoriov: RE 2A. 1886 (Miinzer), Broughton II, 264: P. Sestius, who was
probably assigned Cilicia pro consule.

4. o5 & éxel mphrreww oddev Tv péya: the fraudulence of this as an
attribution of motive is patent—see on eflelovrys below.

ayovilopevor: Ziegler’s tentative aywviodpevor is of course possible, but
the present is more subtle—the struggle had already begun before the
decisive battle.

mepl Tév odwv: P. is inordinately fond of the expression 7a oAa in
political and especially military contexts, e.g. Themust. 16.3, 16.6, Fab. Max.
14.2, Art. 8.4, Ant. 8.9, Agis—Cleom. 15.4, Alex. 17.3, Caes. 4.7. Here one might
translate ‘for possession of the whole world’ (cf. De fort. Alex. 329C appooris
kal StaAdaktys Tév odwv) or ‘for ultimate mastery’ (cf. Ant. 8.3 7a oda
kplvacav paymv). Sometimes the usage seems closely related to the
philosophical jargon, often it is more idiomatic (cf. D. 18.28 7a ola
mempakeévat, 9.64 Tols olows mrrdcfac; Plb. 18.33.1 Tols odots mpaypaoiy
eaaduevos; D. 1.3 mapacmaonral 7L 76V odwv mpaypaTow).

€bedovrrs: emphatic and highly significant. Brutus, now no longer a
petpaxeov, does not need the urging of his uncle Cato to choose the right
course (there is an implicit contrast with his behaviour in Cyprus: P. is
suggesting a development of character). But efedovrys must also be meant
as a tacit contradiction of the account of De vir. il. 82.5 ‘Civili bello a
Catone ex Cilicia retractus’. Which version of Brutus’ intentions at the
beginning of the Civil War is to be preferred? There can hardly be any
doubt that the De vir. il. is right. The mere fact | that Brutus went to
Cilicia with Sestius and only decided there to proceed to Macedonia
supports this account. ais 8 éxel mpdrrewv ov8ev v péya is a sad apologia.
Lucan 2.234ff. also attests Cato’s influence (albeit in a fictitious context).
Reluctance to join Pompey is entirely consistent with Brutus’ deep hostility
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to him, both personal and political, and also (alas) with his keen interest in
his own financial affairs in Cilicia. The question therefore arises: is
ebelovrns P.’s own word, or did he find the emphasis already there in his
source? The former possibility cannot be excluded, for it certainly is a
Plutarchean device to register a crisp disagreement with a source by a
significant turn of phrase (see on 18.7 below). (This is of course a common
device in encomiastic biography. Thus, among many instances in
Xenophon’s Agesilaus, the best and most influential early example of the
genre, 2.20 mpolipwy ovrwv Tdv Ayardv, when Xenophon the historian
knows full well-—and has recorded in the Hellenica—that they were
coerced.) In that case, éfedovrns would be based not on any source
evidence but simply on P.’s own reluctance to accept such dishonourable
behaviour from his hero. On the other hand, P. will not have been the only
one with a need to combat the version recorded by the De vir. L., so it is
equally possible that P. did find the emphasis in his source and accepted it
gratefully without really being aware why it was necessary.

5. oTe kai ¢aoe: the manner in which this is introduced suggests that P. is
bringing in another source. For the tone cf. Pompey’s reception of Tidius
Sextius (Pomp. 64.8).

efavaorijvac: the usual gesture of respect.

mavtev opavtev: Holzapfel’s mavrwv tév mapovrwv gives worse sense.

6. s fuépas doa px: this minor MSS divergency provides an opportunity
for a brief mention of the problem of P.’s practice | with regard to hiatus.
This has naturally been much discussed. See e.g. A. J. Kronenberg,
Mnemos. 5 (1937), 311, n. 2; F. H. Sandbach, €O 33 (1939), 197, C0 34 (1940),
21; Ziegler 932—35; H. Cherniss, Loeb Moralia XII (1957), 28, n. a; D. A.
Russell, PCPhS 92 (1966), g7{f.; Hamilton Ixcii; Flaceliere, VIIF Congrés de
UAssociation G. Budé (1968), 498f.; Brenk, In Mist Apparelled, 11, n. 3. P.
himself seems to mention the problem three times: (1) he mocks Isocrates in
De glor. Ath. 350E for his ‘fear’ of hiatus; (i1) he affects incredulity in De vit.
pud. 534F at some people’s concern to avoid hiatus in speeches; (ii1) in De
Stoc. repugnant. 1047B he seems to be criticizing Chrysippus for denying any
importance to the problem. Ziegler follows Benseler in taking an extremely
strict view of P.s practice and effectively eliminates all hiatus in the
Teubner texts. I take this opportunity to enter a recusatio, but would stress
three points: (1) it 13 (I believe) naive to put much stress on P.’s ‘editorial’
position (as is done by Flaceliere and Brenk), in this sphere as in others (see
my ‘Career and Conversion of Dio Chrysostom’). Both De glor. Ath. 350E
and De vit. pud. 534F are examples of easy point-scoring and tell us nothing
about P.’s own practice; (i) one must make allowances for difference of
genre. Thus it comes as no surprise that there seems to be only one serious
hiatus in the Consolatio ad uxorem (608B). Despite the warmth and intimacy

74



75

76

90 J- L. Moles

of the piece and the speed with which it was (probably) composed, a
consolatio 13 a highly formal genre; (ii1) where those who take a strict view
have seen apparent manipulation of word order by P. in order to avoid
hiatus it 1s often possible to detect another explanation. So in the present
passage ooa and pn often go together and 7is nuépas is put in a strong
position because there is a kind of implicit contrast with ‘night’. On the
whole I tend to | agree with the view of Cherniss loc. ¢it. (and others) that:
“To “emend” for the sole purpose of eliminating hiatus is to take
unwarranted liberty with the text; but, on the other hand, to introduce
hiatus by emendation is certainly inadmissible’.

The implication of this sentence, following ws kpelrTova, is almost that
Brutus acted as Pompey’s right-hand man. This of course cannot be true.
The flavour of 6.4 1s rather similar, and deliberately so.

mepl Aoyouvs kal PuBAla SiérpiBerv: Brutus’ perpetual studiousness is
abundantly attested by Cicero. See e.g. Orat. 34 ‘lam quantum illud est,
quod In maximis occupationibus numquam intermittis studia doctrinae,
semper aut ipse scribis aliquid aut me vocas ad scribendum!” (picked up by
Quint. 10.7.27 ‘ut Cicero Brutum facere tradit, operae ad scribendum aut
legendum aut dicendum rapi aliquo momento temporis possit’); Brut. 22
‘Nam mihi, Brute, in te intuenti crebro in mentem venit vereri,
ecquodnam curriculum aliquando sit habitura tua et natura admirabilis et
exquisita doctrina et singularis industria’, 32 ‘tuis perennibus studiis’. Cf.
also 4.8 below, 24.1, 36.4, Appian 4.133.561. In the present context,
especially at 4.8, there is a distinct whiff of the well-known romos of the
philosopher going about his business imperturbably despite scenes of the
utmost chaos around him: one thinks of Socrates at Potidaea, Archimedes
at Syracuse, or Cato at Utica. P.’s description of Brutus here is obviously
authoritative, but it certainly contributes to the general portrayal of Brutus
as ¢tAogogos. (15.9 below is a variation on the theme.)

[@AAgs]: clearly repeated after aAdov. Madvig’s and Bernardakis’
suggestions are unnecessary: P. often refers to battles in this way. Cf. 33.2
(of Pharsarus) below, Cat. min. 67.1 (ditto), Cam. 2.1, Lys. 1.2, Demosth. 20.2.
The effect is | evocative and dramatic. ‘Pharsalus’ was fought on August 9,
48. Studies of the battle include: J. P. Postgate, “The Site of the Battle of
Pharsalia’, 7RS 12 (1922), 187-91; I .L. Lucas, “The Battlefield of Pharsalos’,
ABSA 24 (1920—21), 34-53; M. Rambaud, ‘Le Soleil de Pharsale’, Historia 5
(1954-55), 346-78; R. T. Bruere, ‘Palaepharsalus , Pharsalus, Pharsalia’, CP
46 (1951), 111-15; C. B. R. Pelling, ‘Pharsalus’, Historia 22 (1973), 2491f%; {J.
D. Morgan, ‘Palaepharsalus—the battle and the town’, 474 87 (1983), 23—
54}. The historical significance of the present passage is that it definitely
suggests that the Pompeians were expecting battle on the following day.

7. v pév: this asyndeton is perhaps just about justifiable, but it seems
better to follow Schaefer or Voegelin (again Ziegler fails to acknowledge
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his source) in inserting <«ai> or (better) <oov>.

P. 1s good at atmospheric topographical and climatological description.
Cf. 6.1, 47.2, 51.1. Sometimes it seems to be a deliberate literary technique
approaching ‘pathetic fallacy’ dimensions. See further P. Scazzoso, VIIF
Congres de ’Association G. Budé, 569ft.; Russell, Plutarch, 133f.

[BpovTe]: deleted by Sintenis, followed by Ziegler. In my opinion it is
unnatural in the extreme not to retain the proper name. Ziegler is
presumably worried by the hiatus, but hiatus often seems to occur after
proper names (Kronenberg, art. cit. 311, n. 2).

8. mept tadTa: ‘in parando habitaculo, exercendo corpore animoque et
salutando Pompeium’, Voegelin, presumably correctly.

peanuBpias poles: ‘non ante meridiem et vix tum quidem. Cum prandio
et lavacro otium agere incipiebant, saltem negotia propria ante meridiem
absolvebantur. In castris autem aestatisque calore premente non ipsum
meridiel tempus exspectasse | videntur quo laborem finirent’, Voegelin, cl.
Martial 4.8 for how the Romans divided their activities throughout the
day. Brutus never took a siesta (36.2). See further there for the ‘use-of-
sleep’-romos.

adewpapevos ... oAlya: P. is evidently excellently informed on Brutus’
way of life. From his point of view such details as this are far from trivial,
since even little things may be useful in indicating character (for the theme
see 5.4 and n.), and gastronomic frugality is one of his favourite themes in
his portrait of the ideal moAcrikos (cf. De tuenda san. 124D—E, Sept. sap. conviv.
158C, Lyc. 10.1-5, Alex. 23.5, Caes. 17.9-11, Cal. mai. 1.5, 4.2—4, Crass. 1.2,
3.1-2, Pomp. 2.11-12, Pelop. 3.4, Dion 52.5, Agis—Cleom. 4.2, Gracchi 2.4, Sert.
13.1-2 etc. etc.).

7) mpos €mvoiq ... péAdovros: the tone is slightly poetic, as P.’s style often
tends to be at moments of high tension in the narrative.

ovvtartewv TlodvBlov: hence the Suda’s éypafev ... t@v IolvBiov 70D
toTokpikod BifAwv émropuny. Brutus also wrote epitomes of the annals of
Fannius and Caelius (4d A#t. 12.5B [316], 13.8 [313]). From the beginning of
the 15th century until at least the time of Casaubon at the beginning of the
17th century the Excerpta antiqua of Polybius still extant were widely believed
to be the result of Brutus’ exertions: see A. Momigliano, Polybuus between the
English and the Turks (1974), 6.

It would perhaps be fanciful to see in this impressive description (4.7-8)
a clever and paradoxical inversion of the ‘insomniac hero’-romos: Brutus is
awake but calm, everyone else either asleep or consumed with anxiety. But it
does seem in c¢h. 36 as if P. is deliberately recalling his earlier description
and, as it were, turning it against Brutus: the calm, collected Brutus of
Pharsalus becomes the insomniac, susceptible to | hallucination, at
Abydus. This again reflects (in my opinion) P.’s interest in the deterioration
of a character under stress.
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Ch. 5: Caesar’s solicitude for Brutus

1. Aéyetar ... mpoeLmety ... myepoow: the same information in Appian
2.112.467ff. (not closely similar verbally). Appian also attributes Caesar’s
solicitude to his relationship with Servilia. There seems no reason to reject
the information.

KaZoap™ in itself there is nothing difficult in a switch from Katoap
(subject of Aéyerar) in the nominative to the accusative and infinitive of
TOLELY ... XapLCép,evov (Virtual oratio obliqua). But P. uses )\éyETaL with both
personal and impersonal constructions (for the latter cf. 5.3, 8.7, 39.4),
hence Ziegler art. cit. 77 prefers Katoap” here. It is a tiny point, but he is not
necessarily right—cf. 8.6—7, where a similar shift of constructions occurs.
The attempt to regularize P.’s constructions is often arbitrary, and
sometimes does not do justice to his easy and fluent stylistic varuatio.

mapaoyovra: eavtov dniady (Coraes), or 7o dyew eavtov, ‘quod deinde
idem est atque intransitivus verbi usus’ (Voegelin’s superior interpretation).

xaptlopevov: Schaefer and Sintenis preferred yapilopevos, retaining
Katoap in 5.1. I doubt if one should try to regularize the constructions
either way (pace Schaefer, Sintenis, Voegelin, and Ziegler!)—see above.

1-2. kal TadTa ... yeyovévar: the same motive, and information that
Servilia was Caesar’s lover and was thought to have borne Brutus by
Caesar in Appian 2.112.467 (again not closely similar verbally).

Servilia’s affair with Caesar is historically certain: Ad A#. 2.24 [44].3
(Servilia’s nocturnal intercession on Brutus’ behalf in the | Vettius affair),
Suet. Caes. 50.2 (convincing details about Caesar’s presents to Servilia and
Cicero’s bon mot ‘tertia deducta’). It seems to have occurred in 60/59, and
possibly slightly earlier, if one accepts the anecdote of 5.3—4 below. The
story that Caesar was Brutus’ father is clearly a romantic fiction, though
the arguments of Miinzer (RE 2A. 1819) and Balsdon, Historia 7 (1958), 87,
fall just short of disproving it on chronological grounds (as any social
worker could testify). It clearly would suit the propaganda of both Brutus’
supporters (proving his incredible disinterestedness) and his detractors
(adding the crime of parricide to the crime of gross ingratitude). It must
have had its genesis in the fact of Servilia’s relationship with Caesar and
Caesar’s evident favour for Brutus (perhaps also the tradition—if there was
a tradition—that Brutus was Caesar’s heir). It also appeared to harmonize
excellently with the family tradition of the Iunii Bruti (the first consul’s
execution of his sons). One may speculate that there were three more
specific incentives to its concoction. (i) the celebrated kai ov, Téxvov story
(see on 17.6) 1s usually connected with the tradition that Brutus was
Caesar’s son, and for that reason emphatically rejected by all modern
scholars, as by Dio and Suetonius, perhaps for the same reason. But
suppose Caesar actually did say xai ov, Tékvov, using Téxvov simply as a
term of affection from an older to a younger man (this of course is a very
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common usage {cf. E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address: From Herodotus to Lucian
(1996), 6572, esp. 68-9}). Scandal-mongers could easily have
misunderstood his meaning. (i) In Ad Brut. 1.16 [25].5 Brutus writes ‘Nulla
cura ab aliis adhibetur, sed mihi prius omnia di deaeque eripuerint quam
illud iudicium, quo non modo heredi eius, quem occidi, non concesserim,
quod in illo non tuli, sed ne patri quidem meo, si reviviscat, ut patiente me
plus legibus ac senatu possit’. Not an easy piece of Latin. Might not a
careless reader have inferred from this that Brutus slew his father? (ii1) Ad
Brut. | 1.17 [26].6 runs: ‘sed dominum ne parentem quidem maiores nostri
voluerunt esse’. Suppose the reference of ‘maiores nostri’ was
misunderstood. The legend might then have grown up that L. Iunius
Brutus, one of Brutus’ ‘maiores’, was the son of Tarquin the Proud (the
genealogy of the Tarquins is confused and according to Diodorus 10.22
and Livy 1.56.7 L. Iunius Brutus was his nephew). From this it would have
been easy to concoct the story that M. Brutus was the son of Julius Caesar.

2. éyvaker: in the biblical sense, common in P. and later Greek generally.

ws €owke: cf. mws below, and the note of caution implicit in 5.1 and 5.
Aéyerac. P. is being notably noncommittal about both Caesar’s relationship
with Servilia and the tradition that Brutus was Caesar’s son. On his use of
Aéyerar see further 8.6, 36.1; cf. also 48.1 gaguv.

empavetoav: ‘when she was mad about him’.

If P. is sceptical of the romantic tradition linking Caesar, Servilia, and
Brutus, why does he record it? Simply because it creates a general
impression of closeness between Brutus and Caesar. He certainly attaches
no significance to the tradition that Brutus was Caesar’s son, nor does he
indulge in vulgar, sub-Freudian speculations that Brutus was ashamed of
Servilia’s adultery (so Appian 2.112.469, and many modern scholars,
including Syme, Radin, and MacMullen).

3—4. Aéyetar 8¢ kal Tov mepl Karidlvav ...: P. does not of course suppose
that the incident of December 63 and Brutus’ birth occurred in the same
period (so Wilson 41)—there is a move from when Caesar was veavias to
7év mepl Karidivay mpayparwv. P. relates exactly the same story in Cat. min.
24.1-9. The Cat. min. version is shorter, yet the Brutus crisper and more
dramatic. The two accounts can hardly be independent, though it is very
difficult | to decide their relative priority. One might argue that the Brutus
version 1s a ‘written-up’ version of the Cafo, yet on the other hand the
allusiveness of Cat. min. 24.2 StaBdaMovros elval Tvas Tods KoLvoLLEVOLS
could be taken as an argument in favour of the priority of Brutus. Again (see
on 3.1-4) an argument for simultaneous preparation? {Cf. Pelling, Plutarch

and History 49-53.}
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3. éumenmToKkoTwV: éumimTw can have the technical sense ‘come before’ (cf.
Arist. Pol. 1300B, Solon 18.9), hence presumably Perrin’s ‘had come to the
ears of the senate’. But it is better to take it here figuratively in the sense
‘burst upon’ to suit the vigour of P.’s whole narrative.

a pLkpov ... avatpépar v molw: P. naturally accepts the Ciceronian
version of events.

Siagepopévouvs mept yvapgys: Cato proposing death, Caesar merely life
imprisonment, for the captured Catilinarians.

ypappatidiov: cf. SeAraprov below and in Cat. P. uses the diminutives
because this is a kind of ‘furtivus amor’ context and also because this is not
a story he is taking too seriously (see on 2.8). The knowing tone makes a
piquant contrast with the great affairs of state under discussion, and
skilfully prepares for the puncturing of the high drama of 5.3.

T@v modeptow: Cato used the term ‘hostes’, cf. Cat. min. 23.2, Sall. Cat.

52.25.

4. kparer: not © “Vince”, familiaris formula iratis’ (Fabricius), since, as
Voegelin observes, ‘non ... de Serviliae amore Cato cum Caesare
certaverat’. Simply: ‘take it’.

oUTw pév ...: so P. makes clear his purpose in recounting the story. By
recording a story which illustrates Servilia’s passion for Caesar, even
though he does not commit himself to its veracity, he implicitly emphasizes
the closeness of the relationship between Caesar and Brutus. In the Cato his
purpose is to illustrate | the character of Cato, according to the familiar
doctrine that even small indications of character may be helpful in
discovering the nature of the inner man (Cat. min. 24.1).
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Ch. 6: Brutus earns the favour of Caesar

This section continues the theme of the close relations between Brutus and
Caesar, but prepares also for chs. 7—9, where P. analyses the different
attitudes, and prospects, of Brutus and Cassius under the rule of Caesar

(6.6 1s artfully slipped in).

1. Tevopévys ... frrys: picking up the chronological thread after the
digression 5.2—4.

faAacoav: 1 have nothing to say on the orthographical problem of -oo-
and -r7-. Cf. on 1.1 Kamrolie.

Siexmeaovros: P.’s liking for compound verbs has already been noted
(r.in.). He is also fond of double compounds. dtekmimrw, though used by
Aristotle (Pr. 9g10A 17), 1s on the whole a rather ‘late’ verb (examples from
Epicurus, Philo Mechanicus, Galen, Onosander, Heliodorus), here used
effectively enough. Use of double compounds is of course common in later
Greek.

moAtopkovpévov: often, as here and 18.14 moliopkiav, the standard
translation ‘besiege’ should be set aside in favour of ‘storm’.

€lafev: this makes perfect sense. Solanus’ épfacev is a quite arbitrary
‘emendation’.

épxeobac: clearly inserted by someone who did not see e£elfwv at the
end of the sentence.

mpos TomoV ... depovaas: cf. 4.7 and n., though here of course there is
the practical point that marshes are good to hide in (cf. Marius, and
Octavian at the first battle of Philippi).

amoowlels ets Adpiooav: Larissa was also on Pompey’s escape route. |

2. éxetfev ... avtod: thus far P.’s narrative has no parallel in any other
source, though the information he gives is clearly of excellent quality.

Katoap 1087 ... cwlopéve: cf. Caes. 46.4 where P. records that after the
battle Caesar was extremely upset when Brutus failed to appear but
rejoiced exceedingly when he was finally brought in safely.

o0 povov adike Tis aitias: Caesar’s pardoning of Brutus after Pharsalus
is naturally much attested. See Caes. 62.5, Appian 2.111.464, Dio 41.63.6,
Velleius 2.52.4, De wvir. ill. 82.5, Zonaras 10.9, cf. Nicolaus 19.59. (Zonaras i3
a verbatim rendering of Caes. 46.4.) Apart from Zonaras’ dependence on
Caes. 46.4, there are no significant verbal parallels between any of the
accounts.

aM\& kal ... mepl avTov elyev: for emphatic mentions of the favour
bestowed on Brutus by Caesar see Caes. 62.3, Appian 2.111.464f., Dio
41.63.6, Vell. 2.56.3, 52.5, Nicolaus 19.59. P. puts greater emphasis than
any other source on the personal character of Caesar’s favour, and plays
on the theme for all he is worth, partly because (following 5.1) it 1s in itself a
proof of Brutus’ supreme merits, partly because it serves to emphasize
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Brutus’ disinterested motives in joining the conspiracy, but historically
there is no doubt of Caesar’s favour, even if P. may be allowed a little
exaggeration.

3—4. 0dov ... ovvérewey: this conversation with Brutus is not attested in
any other source (not even the Caesar). If it is historical, then it would be
both idle and small-minded to criticize Brutus for ‘selling out’ to Caesar. It
1s clear that P. sees nothing reprehensible in Brutus’ conduct, and, given
the political realities of the time, he is absolutely right. But how historical is
it? P. is not claiming that Brutus knew any private plans of Pompey’s (pace
Wilson), only that he was in a position to | make conjectures about
Pompey’s likely course of action. This in itself is not totally unreasonable,
since Brutus, a man to whom Caesar was personally close (I see no reason
why we should reject P.’s testimony on this), had been in Pompey’s camp,
had followed Pompey as far as Larissa, and could conceivably have been
quite well informed about Pompey’s relations with the Egyptian court
through his service in Cyprus and acquaintance with Caninius. On the
other hand, there is nothing about Brutus’ speculations in Caesar’s own
account (BC g.102-106), which makes it clear that Caesar did not make his
way direct to Egypt from Larissa, and states that he was alerted to
Pompey’s choice of Egypt by the news that he had been seen in Cyprus
(106.1). Thus P.’s (J’Lqﬁe‘Lg T¢A)\a ... ovvérewer has to go. But, while such a
story could naturally easily be made up and by its very nature offers no
hard evidence in its support, it does not seem too improbable that Caesar
did have a private conversation with Brutus when Brutus joined him, and
it would surely have been the natural thing for Caesar to try to get
whatever information he could from Brutus regarding Pompey’s plans.
Thus, while the emphasis of P.’s account is undoubtedly suspect and agets
TaM\a ... ovvérewev is not literally true, it would be rather rash to throw
the whole thing out. Another objection to P.’s account could be raised:
suppose Caesar and Brutus did have such a private conversation: how
could its content be recorded? This does not seem so much of an objection
when one has possible sources like Empylus who obviously enjoyed Brutus’
confidence. As so often in P. the emphasis and some of the details of his
evidence on a particular question are suspect, but one cannot be sure that
he has not got hold of something of value.

3. 0dov Twa ... Padilwv povos: again (4.6n.) Brutus is seen in effect as the
right-hand man of a great Roman. |

4. éx Twav Stadoyiopdv: no doubt chiefly the fact that it was through
Pompey’s influence that Ptolemy’s father (Auletes) had been restored to the
throne in 55—see Pomp. 76. It is typical of P. to use a vague cover phrase
like this to avoid the intrusion of material not directly relevant to the
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narrative in progress (cf. 3.1 Swarptfyy ... avaykaiav), though he is not
always so economical. MacMullen 296, n. 5, misreading P.’s allusive
technique, cites this passage as evidence of Brutus’ hesitation.

5. Hopmpiov ... édeé€aro: full details in Pomp. 76-79.

10 mempapeévov: for the general theme that the fall of the Republic was
preordained cf. Comparison of Cimon and Lucullus 1.1, Pomp. 5.4-5, 75.5, Caes.
28.6, 57.1, 60.1, 66.1, 69.2-3, 69.6-13, Brut. 47.7, Comparison of Diwn and
Brutus 2.2, Cic. 44.37, Ant. 33.2-3, 55.6, 67.9. For discussion see Babut
480fL; Jones, Plutarch and Rome, 100f.; Brenk, In Must Apparelled, 159-165; {S.
Swain, A7Ph 110 (1989), 272-302, esp. 288-92}. Jones emphasizes the role
in all this of Augustan propaganda (here De fort. Rom. 319E-g20A is
especially relevant). But emphasis should also be placed on the fact that the
downfall of men like Brutus (and Pompey and Cassius to a lesser extent)
posed P. a severe theological problem. How could the downfall of men like
Brutus, of consummate virtue and by no means negligible military ability,
be explained? For P., who believed devoutly in divine providence, the
ultimate explanation could only be that monarchy had the blessing of
heaven. Even this does not make him enthusiastic about the prospect, and
it is abundantly clear that for all his intellectual and theological acceptance
of the fact of monarchy P.’s political and emotional sympathies are much
more fully engaged with the doomed Republic than with the victorious
Empire.

6. Kaioapa ... émpaiive Bpovros: cf. Caes. 62. moAdovs Tdv | eémrndeiwv
eowoev efarrnoapevos and Comparison of Dion and Brutus $.4. There is no
reason to doubt that Brutus was instrumental in securing Cassius’ pardon.

Cassius commanded the Syrian squadron of Pompey’s fleet in 49
(Caesar, BC' 3.5.3, De vir. ill. 83.5), made successful attacks on Caesar’s ships
at Messana and Vibo (BC 3.101, cf. Dio 42.15.1) in 48, gave up the war on
hearing of the defeat at Pharsalus (Dio 42.13.5, 44.14.2), and secured
Caesar’s pardon in the East (? Tarsus) in early 47 (Ad Fam. 6.6 [234].10,
15.15 [174].2, Ad Att. 11.13 [224].2, cf. De vir. ill. 83.6, and Appian 2.88 and
111, where he is confused with L. Cassius), becoming Caesar’s legatus.

kal Anorape 7@ T@v Tadardv Pacidel: the MSS kal 81) kal 76 T@dv ABbwy
Baotlet 1s clearly just an error (surely scribal rather than Plutarchean).
Coraes’ kai 87 kal 74 7édv Tadar@dv seems too allusive, so it is best to accept
Solanus’ explicit and palaeographically not implausible Anquorapw ... Tév
ladardv.

On Deiotarus, tetrarch, and later king, of Galatia, see RE 4.2401ff.
(Niese); F. E. Adcock, 7RS 27 (1957), 12ff. He supported Pompey in the
Civil War, providing troops at Pharsalus, but then changed sides and
helped Caesar’s legatus Cn. Domitius Calvinus in his Pontic campaign. He

86



87

88

98 J- L. Moles

was provisionally pardoned by Caesar (B4 67-68), but lost much of his
territory to neighbouring tribes (ibud., cf. Dio 41.63.3).

mponyopdv: the speech was a famous one. According to Cicero, Ad Att.
14.1 [355]-2, Brutus spoke ‘valde vehementer et libere’, and at Brut. 5.21 he
1s even more complimentary: ‘ornatissime et copiosissime’—two of the
great Ciceronian oratorical requirements. But it is with this speech in mind
that Aper in Tacitus, Dialogus 21.6, dismisses Brutus’ oratory with the
damning words ‘lentitudo ac tepor’. But the conflict of opinion is more
apparent than real: as Douglas on Brut. 5.21 points out, ‘ornatissime et
copiosissime’ | is only attributed to Brutus in compliment (for Cicero’s real
opinion of Brutus’ oratory see on 2.5), while ‘valde vehementer et libere’
simply refers to Brutus’ energetic delivery and free-spokenness. Cicero and
Aper could probably have agreed on the stylistic inadequacies of the
speech.

mepl TovTov: Solanus is probably right to delete this—the words are
almost certainly the feeble insertion of a scribe. Voegelin’s alternative—
that of transposing to after adTod in 6.7—raises interesting problems. P. (or
his source, but more likely P. directly) is clearly working from Ad Att. 14.1
[355].2 ‘de quo (Bruto) ... Caesarem solitum dicere, “magni refert hic quod
velit, sed quidquid vult valde vult”’; idque eum animadvertisse cum pro
Deiotaro Nicaeae dixerit; valde vehementer eum visum et libere dicere’.
Cicero’s ‘solitum’ need be no more than the conventional lead-in for a
celebrated bon mot, and does not necessarily imply that Caesar made the
remark more than once, as P. sees. Hence Voegelin thinks that Caesar’s
remark was made on the specific occasion of Brutus’ speech on behalf of
Deiotarus, and that that is what P. is trying to convey (= ‘as soon as he
heard him speaking on behalf of Deiotarus’). Neither conclusion is
necessarily right. The remark would not have been out of place on that
occasion: Caesar could have said ‘It’s a big question what Brutus wants’
(‘magni refert’ nearly = ‘magna quaestio est’, as Shackleton Bailey ad loc.
points out, and as P. clearly understands), not because Brutus was being
intolerably obscure, but simply because he had not yet come to his point
(‘as soon as he heard him speaking’). But in Cicero’s letter ‘idque’ etc.
merely refers to the second half of the dictum: ‘quidquid vult valde vult’,
hence the explanatory ‘valde vehementer eum visum et libere dicere’. In
other words, Caesar might have said: ‘It’s a big question what Brutus wants,
but whatever he wants he wants it badly’, and then followed this | up with
the observation (e.g.): ‘I was particularly struck by his earnestness when he
spoke in defence of Deiotarus at Nicaea’. The bon mot itself could have been
made in practically any context—even a political one (hence it might be
evidence for 8.1 and 8.2 below). But P. does give it a speech context, under
the influence (no doubt) of Ad Att. 14.1 [355].2. Yet he does not seem to
refer the bon mot to the occasion of the speech in defence of Deiotarus. {But
A. Dihle, HSCPh 82 (1978), 179-86 argues for the reading ‘<non> magni
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refert hic quid velit, sed quidquid volet valde volet’ (the future wolet ... volet
.. as in the MSS), and interprets as ‘whatever it may be that he wants, he
will want it intensely’, and thinks it a prophecy for Brutus’ future (cf. P.’s
VGGV[CLg).}
ote mpdrov is ambiguous, and can mean either ‘as soon as’ (as Voegelin
interprets it) or ‘when for the first time’. The second reading is surely
supported by veavias: the picture suggested is of the great wmperator struck
by the earnestness of some practically unknown young man. (So Perrin:
‘And it 1s said that Caesar, when he first heard Brutus speak in public, said
to his friends: “I know not what this young man wants, but all that he
wants he wants very much™.) If so, P. is supplying Caesar’s remark with a
specific context, which it does not have in Ad Att. 14.1 [355].2. But ‘idque
eum animadvertisse’ etc. provides the remark with a terminus post of 47, and
very nearly narrows the context down to the period between Caesar’s
return from Spain in autumn 45 and the Ides of March 44, quite possibly
at a time when Caesar was becoming suspicious of Brutus (i.e. round about
the time of the Lupercalia incident—see on 8.2 below). This, however,
does not mean that P. stands convicted of a simple chronological error, for
he 1s adept at transferring incidents to the contexts where he thinks that
they will have the most impact. (A noteworthy instance is his placing of
Caesar’s dream of incest with his mother before his crossing of the
Rubicon in Caes. 32.9.) Here the effect is to suggest the earnestness of
Brutus’ character from earliest youth.

7. obK otda .... quite a good rendering of ‘magni refert’, which is not an
obvious piece of Latin. {Alternatively, Pelling in Scott-Kilvert—Pelling 593
n. 44 suggests that P.’s ‘mild change to “I do not know” may prepare
Caesar’s later and fatal failure to read Brutus’s intentions’.} On the
question of P.’s command of Latin see: Demosth. 2.2—4, quaest. conviv. 726EfL;
| A. Sickinger, De Linguae Latinae apud Plutarchum et reliquus et vestigiis (diss.
Freiburg 1883), 64-87; H. J. Rose, The Roman Questions of Plutarch (1924), 11—
19; I. C. Babbitt, Loeb Moralia IV (1936), 3f.; Jones, Plutarch and Rome, 81-7;
H. Cherniss, Loeb Moralia XIII, Part I (1976), 115f; {A. Strobach, Plutarch
und die Sprachen (Palingenesia 64, 1997)}.
adodpa: for Brutus’ earnestness see 2.5n. (Quintilian), Tac. Dial. 25.

8—9. 70 yap ... Tedearovpyoats: one of the three emphatic characterizations
of Brutus in the Life (the others are 1.4, 29.3-11). The first is suitably
general, the last concerned largely with the purity of Brutus’ purpose. The
present passage deals with his exercise of authority, and is well placed in
the narrative: 7o ... e’,u,ﬁplﬁég piCkS up mav 8 ... G(;Séﬁpa BoéAeTaL and the
whole description prepares for the reference to his governorship. P. is in
general highly skilled in his placing of these explicit characterizations: one
thinks especially of the Alcibiades (see Russell, PCPhS 192 [1966], 3747 {=
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Scardigli, Essays 191207}, Plutarch 122f.

8. 70 ... éuBpbés: cf. 1.3n.
mpoatpégews: on Brutus’ mpoaipeats see 29.4n.

9. mpds 8¢ ... 7w: cf. 14.7 and 35.1-6 for examples of this.

™Y OmO TV dvaroydvTws AvmapotvTwy Trrav: a workmanlike definition
of the vice Svowmia. P. wrote a Ilepl dvowmias (De vitioso pudore: 528C—
536D), in which he describes it, shows that its effects are detrimental, and
prescribes the cure for it. P. H. De Lacy and B. Einarson, Loeb Moralia VII
(1959), 42-89, offer a useful edition. See also H. G. Ingenkamp, Plutarchs
Schriflen iber der Helung der Seele (1971), 54ff. De Lacy and Einarson well
explain vowmia as a word that ‘indicates the embarrassment that compels
us to grant an unjustified request’ (0p. cit. 42).

v €veo ... kadodowy: this careful qualification (with which cf. 528D v
Aeyopevny Svowmiav) is explained | by the fact that Svowmia and its
cognates in the sense used by P. was an unclassical usage, and was
therefore condemned by fanatical Atticists. In early writers Svowméw is only
used in the passive, with the sense ‘to be put out’ (as e.g. Plato, Phd. 242D),
and sometimes means little more than ¢ofovpac. The matter is put very
succinctly by Phrynichus, p. 190, ed. Lobeck: Avowmetatiac: [Thovrapxw pev
E’O”TL 7T€p2, SUO'(,U’]TZGS IBLB)\[OV, TOG’TO g’iTEp OZ,’ETCLL 877)\(;)1/, 76 E’V’Tpé’TTGO'@GL Ka;, ‘LL'I\7
C’LV’TG’XGLV 8L’ GZS(JT). C’L}\)\a 0'77ILCL£V€L 7} SUO'(D’TTIZCL Wapd TOZg &pxa[OLg 77\7]/ ﬁ(]ﬁépaou/
kat 7o vmomrevewr. See Lobeck’s excellent note ad loc. and H. Erbse,
Untersuchungen zu den attizistischen Lexika, Abh. d. deutschen Ak. d. Wiss. zu
Berlin, Phil.-hist. Kl. (1949), 116. P. himself, both in the De vitioso pudore and
elsewhere (e.g. De amicorum mult. 95B, De tuenda sanit. 124B), regularly uses
the word unashamedly in this unclassical sense. He maintains in the De
recta ratione audiendi 42Df. that the quest for flawless Atticism 1s a waste of
time and all too often diverts attention from the much more important
question of the subject matter. This does seem to be one ‘editorial
pronouncement’ that can be taken at face value, for P. does not scruple to
use (e.g.) ovyyevides (Quaest. Rom. 265D), described by Pollux g.30 as
eayatws BapPapov, and acopia (Pyrrh. 29.4), rejected by Pollux 4.15. See in
general Ziegler gg1f. This suggests that the qualification here, with the
veiled reference to éviot, may be something of a private literary joke,
especially as the De vitioso pudore must have been nearly contemporaneous
with the Brutus (below).

atoyloTny ... peyado: for the effects of Svowmia on the administration of
justice cf. De vit. pud. 529F.

elabfer Aéyew: De vil. pud. 530A is closely parallel: kaky pev yap avry
mawdiki)s ppovpos NAikias, ws Eeye | BpotiTos 00 Soketv adTd kadds Ty wpav

8L(1,T€6€20‘6CLL TbV 7Tp6§ ’,L’I]SG‘V G,,pVOIS’,LGVOV.
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p7) kaAds ... Satebetobar: practically a euphemism for ‘prostituted’. Cf.
KG,K‘;] a{)"m] TaLdLK)S (;Spoup(\)g ﬁALKL’as n De wt. pud. (above), and
Xenophon, Mem. 1.6.13, from which Brutus’ dictum must derive: o e
Z(UKPC’LT’Ug 7Tp69 T(lleCL €Z7T€V' ?Q ’AV’TL(ﬁ(DV, 7Tap’ ﬁl,LZV VOI.L[CETGL T’I\]V (BPGV KCL},
T’I\]V GO¢£GV 6ILO£(U§ ‘lLG‘V KG)\O’V, 6}1;0[(1)9 86‘ GZOXPbV SLG’T[@éO'GCLL EZVGL. ’TﬁV TE
'}/(‘lp (i;pav €,\G,V I.LéV TLS C’Lp')/UpltOU Ww)\ﬁ ’T(,:!.‘) BOU)\O'LLéV({), 7TO’pVOV (u}’rbv
amokalovawv... The closeness of the parallel between the present passage
and 530A of the De wit. pud. (and indeed the mere fact of the citation of
Brutus’ dictum in both works) must suggest interdependence. To try to
decide which work was written first one must attempt to isolate the context
of Brutus’ remark. In itself it hardly seems likely that Brutus accused those
unable to refuse anything m any context of having prostituted their bodies
(though Perrin apparently takes it this way: ‘he was wont to say that those
who were unable to refuse anything, in his opinion, must have been
corrupted in their youth’). This interpretation would also seem to be ruled
out by the fact that both in Xenophon (the source) and in De wit. pud. the
context is one of homosexual eroticism. It seems safe to infer that Brutus
was simply echoing the Xenophontic Socrates in making a distinction
between lofty philosophical friendships among males and shameful
homosexual prostitution. Homosexuality was no mere literary
phenomenon in Rome (see Nisbet and Hubbard on Horace, C. 1.4.19) and
evidently aroused the distaste of the sexually austere Brutus (there is no
good reason to accept the propaganda/gossip of De wir. il 82.2
‘Cytheridem mimam cum Antonio et Gallo amavit’, even if—as is not
certain—the information is right about Antony and Gallus). This means
that in the present passage there is a rather sudden switch from discussion
about general inability to | resist shameless petitions to specific inability to
repulse homosexual advances. From this one might conclude that the
present passage 1s based on the De vit. pud.: in the De vit. pud. Brutus’ dictum
is properly integral to its context, here it is dragged in rather
inappropriately. Against this, one might argue that it is unlikely that P.
would have known of Brutus’ dictum unless he had already begun research
on his Life. This is perhaps true, but it does not invalidate the inference that
the present passage goes back in the first instance to the De vit. pud.: 25.4-6
below illustrates exactly the same phenomenon. If one seeks to explain the
clumsiness with which Brutus’ dictum is brought in here, one may, if one
likes, simply suppose that the sentiment so appealed to P.’s own dislike of
homosexuality that he dragged it in without much regard for its
appropriateness to the immediate context. But the true explanation is more
complex. 6.9 sets in motion a chain of ‘sexual’ imagery of the utmost
importance for the narrative from chs. 6-8. See on 7.7. This discussion
may perhaps shed some light on P.’s art. Unfortunately, it tells nothing
about the date of the Brutus, since all that can be said of the date of the De
vitioso pudore 1s that ‘the topic ... would naturally have occurred to P. in his
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maturer years, when his influence and reputation were established, and
when he had friends of great wealth and power’ (De Lacy and Einarson
45). {Also relevant might be P.’s habit of gathering quotations in his
hypomnemata for use and reuse in several contexts: on this see various works
by L. van der Stockt, e.g. A7Ph 120 (1999), 575-99.}

Throughout the Life incorruptibility and financial probity are keynotes
of Brutus’ character (cf. 3.2—4, 6.11 below, 29.3, 32.4), in contrast to the
rapacity of Cassius (29.5, 32.4).

10. pélawv 8é: again a chronological link, picking up the thread of the
narrative after the excursus on Brutus’ character, though the central theme
1s still Caesar’s regard for Brutus. Brutus seems to have stayed with Caesar
in Asia, but left him to visit Marcellus in Mytilene (Cic. Brut. 71.250), while
Caesar | went back to Italy (Seneca, Cons. ad Helv. 9.8). This was in the late
summer of 47 (Ad Att. 11.21 [296].2). Caesar left Rome towards the end of
November, 47 B.C.

peMwv + inf. is a common Plutarchean chronological formula. One
may see In it a minor example of his constant preoccupation with
highlighting the crucial moments of the narrative.

Karwva: Broughton II, 298.

Tiumiowva: RE g.122411. (Miinzer), Broughton II, 2g7.

Bpotre ... T'adariav: Broughton II, go1. Brutus probably governed as
legatus pro praetore. There are neutral and uninformative references to his
governorship in Cicero, Brut. 171, Ad Fam. 6.6 [234].10, 13.10-14 [277-81],
Ad Awt. 12.19 [257].8, 12.27 [2606].3, Appian 2.111.465, De wvir. ill. 82.5
(erroneously ‘proconsul Galliam rexit’). It lasted through 46 to spring 45 (in
Ad Att. 12.27 [266].3, dated March 23, Brutus is expected back at the
beginning of April, and by Ad Ai. 12.29 [268].1, March 25, he has
apparently already arrived). Caesar’s magnanimity in employing his
former enemies Brutus and Cassius impressed Cicero greatly: Ad Fam. 6.6
[234].10 (October 46) ‘at nos quem ad modum est complexus! Cassium sibi
legavit, Brutum Galliae praefecit’. In truth, the governorship of Cisalpine
Gaul was a remarkable honour.

evTuyla ... €mapylas: no real evidence of the quality of Brutus’
government of Cisalpine Gaul exists. Cicero’s remarks in the Orator (34):
‘ergo omnibus ex terris una Gallia communi non ardet incendio’, need be
no more than conventional compliment. Perhaps a little can be made of
the anecdotes contained in the Comparison of Dion and Brutus 5.2—4 and
Suetonius, Rhet. 6, where the Augustan rhetorician C. Albucius Silus of
Novara ‘ita excanduisset, ut deplorato Italiae statu, quasi iterum in
formam provinciae redigeretur, M. insuper Brutum, cuius statua in
conspectu erat’ (? the same statue as that of Comp. 5) ‘invocaret | legum ac
libertatis auctorem et vindicem’, though the reference here is certainly
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primarily to Brutus the Roman statesman, rather than to the provincial
governor. 6.12 below might also reflect something of substance.

IX. Tas yap ... dagopodvrav: this would of course apply to those provinces
still in the war zone (Spain, Africa), but, while a fair enough description of
provincial administration in general in the late Republic, was not
particularly true of 46. P. Servilius Isauricus (Broughton II, 298), e.g., did
good work 1n assisting the recovery of Asia after the war. P.’s description of
Brutus’ governorship is evidently greatly exaggerated, even if there may be
some truth in the contention that his government was good. (This after all
1s likely enough: he had everything to gain by conciliating Caesar.) There is
no need to stress the obvious fact that as a provincial himself P. is
frequently concerned to assess the provincial administration of his Roman
heroes. The question here is whether he is working from hard information
or simply building on a few hints like the anecdote of Comparison of Dion and
Brutus 5.2—4 and possibly even the passage in Cicero’s Orator. One suspects
that the exaggeration 7as yap ... StagopovvTwy cannot come from any
‘hard’ source, and, though the move from ot d@Adoc to the specific is of
course extremely common in P. as elsewhere, it is rather tempting to
suppose that P. was ‘inspired’ by Cicero’s Orator. The fact that in Cicero
the contrast is between the disturbed state of other provinces as opposed to
the peacefulness of Cisalpine Gaul, whereas in Brutus it is between the gross
maladministration of other provinces and the restorative quality of Brutus’
government does not make against this supposition. P. perhaps does have a
veiled allusion to the war situation (T(f)v 'n'pé(r@ev C’LTUX’I”LC,LT(JJV), and he
would be perfectly capable of changing the reference of Cicero’s evidence
in order to | make it suit one of his favourite themes: the need for just
government of the provinces. One wonders also if P. may be relying on
distant family memories of what life was like in Achaea at this time:
nothing much is known of the government of Sulpicius Rufus, cos. 51, but
Achaea must still have been in a very disturbed state.
madAa ... mapapvbia: cf. 2.2n.

I12. kal TYV xapw ... wavrev avimrev: the underlying notion that the
behaviour of a ruler’s subordinates affects his own reputation depends on
the common philosophical idea that the good PastAevs is responsible for
having good ¢idoe (cf. e.g. Tac. Hist. 4.7, D. Chr. 1.30ff,, 3.86fT., g.1301T.,
Ecphantus ap. Stob. IV, 765 [277 Hense], Themist. 1.17B, Synes. 1.11D—
12C, SHA Alex. 65.4. For parallels in earlier literature see G. Barner,
Comparantur inter se Graect de regentium homainum virtutibus auctores [diss. Marburg
1889], 17f., 21, 23f.). And by and large Caesar’s ¢idor were not ‘good’. Cf.
Balsdon, art. cit., 8g: ‘It has always been recognized as a weakness of
Caesar’s position that from 49 onwards he had not better men at his
disposal’. Thus the cooperation of a man like Brutus, in marked contrast to
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the behaviour of established Caesarians like Antony (Broughton II, 286) or
Dolabella (Broughton II, 287), could be regarded as a significant feather in
Caesar’s cap, and P. here seems to show some awareness of this. See
further on 35.5.

pera Ty émavodov: mid-september 45 (Cic. Pro Deiot. 14.38; Nicolaus
11.24) is the date of his return to Rome. Brutus, who had given up his
province at the end of March (6.10n.), returned to it at the end of July to
welcome Caesar (Ad Ait. 12.27 [266].3, 13.44 [336].1).

abvovta ... kexapiopévws: at first sight rather a surprising description of
Brutus’ demeanour, but perhaps a justifiable one. | At Orator 34 Cicero
uses ‘dulcior’ of Brutus, in Brutus 330 he speaks of his ‘suavissimis’ letters,
and in Ad Fam. 9.14 [326].3 he refers to his ‘suavissimos mores’ (in a letter
to Dolabella). Tyrrell and Purser VI, cxi—cxii, dismiss these remarks as
official, or merely complimentary, judgements, but they may show that
Brutus could display yapts when he wanted to. Their attempts to show that
Cicero found Brutus’ company in general ungracious and difficult to take
are unconvincing. Thus e.g. on Ad Aiut. 13.11 [319].1 ‘Ne magnum onus
observantiae Bruto nostro imponerem ... Hoc autem tempore cum ille me
cotidie videre vellet, ego ad illum ire non possum, privabatur omni
delectatione Tusculani’, their comment that ‘Cicero left his Tusculanum
... plainly to avoid Brutus, who was constantly visiting him’ is quite off the
mark: ‘failure to perceive the “mysterious obstacle” has fostered some
misguided notions about C.’s feelings for Brutus’—Shackleton Bailey ad loc.
Similarly at Ad Ait. 12.29 [268].1 ‘nec ego Brutum vito nec tamen ab eo
levationem ullam exspecto; sed erant causae cur hoc tempore istic esse
nollem. quae st manebunt, quaerenda sit excusatio ad Brutum; et, ut nunc
est, mansurae videntur’, Cicero seems to be avoiding Rome and Brutus for
mysterious reasons of policy, not out of personal distaste. In any case, it
would presumably have been easier to display yapes to Caesar than Cicero,
particularly as Caesar’s appointment of Brutus to the governorship of
Cisalpine Gaul was not only a mark of high honour but also a considerate
and friendly act, relieving Brutus of the obligation to fight against his
former Pompeian friends. It is of course true that there was another side to
Brutus (cf. especially Ad Att. 6.1 [115].7, 6.3 [117].7; the Elder Seneca, too,
mentions his ‘superbia’: Suas. 6.14), but many a man has two sides to his
character.

P.’s attribution of xapts to Brutus, then, though clearly part and parcel
of his whole emphasis on Brutus’ philhellenism, | may well be right. Cf.
also 23.6, 34.8, 51.4 for apparently authentic examples of Brutan yapcs.

Brutus® possession of ydapes is one of the respects in which his character
differs sharply from Dion’s (Dion 8.4, 52.5). At the risk of stating the
obvious, it is perhaps worth sketching briefly the significance of yapts as a
quality in P. yapts is an important element in all human relations.
Friendship is based on evvota and yapis (De amicorum mult. 93F), xapes is a
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necessary ingredient in relations between the sexes (Praec. coniug. 142/, cf.
Amat. 753C). T0 kexapiopévws avlparmois optety stems from eémarnun and is
kata Aoyov (De poet. aud. 31F). Accordingly, the need for approachableness
and gracious association with one’s peers and subordinates is an important
part of statesmanship (De fort. Alex. g42F, Ad princ. inerud. 780/, Praec. ger.
retp. 823A, Publ. 4.5, Crass. 7.4, Galba 20.5, Coriol. 15.4, Pomp. 1.4, Demetr. 3.3,
42.1, 42.4-6, Mar. g2.1-2, Flam. 17.9, Alex. 23.7, Cimon 16.5, Dion 52.5 etc.
etc.). Lack of gracious association with others brings with it the danger of
avbadela ... épmuia Evvorkos (quom. adul. ab amico internosc. 70A, Coriol. 15.4,
Comparison of Corolanus and Alcibiades 3.5, Dion 8.4, 52.5). Dour or implacable
characters would greatly benefit from ‘sacrificing to the Graces’ (Praec.
contug. 141F, Amat. 769D, Mar. 2.3—4). Thus the attribution of yapts to
Brutus strengthens the picture of him as a generally civilized being, a man
unlikely to be led to ruin by self-destructive impulses, and of truly Hellenic
character. If it is objected that this is to extract too much from a single
fleeting reference, I should reply that the possession of yapts links with
Brutus® other virtues (his possession of mawdela and Adyos, his gedavbpwnia,
and that P. often works to a considerable extent by implication and
allusion, and that from that point of view there are very few details of his
characterizations | in the Lwes which are not ultimately didactic, to a
degree sometimes overlooked.
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Chs. 7—9: The different attitudes, and prospects, of Brutus
and Cassius under the rule of Caesar

A very important section of the Life. P. puts flesh for the first time on the
ovykpiots between Brutus and Cassius announced at 1.4, and it is this
aVykpuats that dominates the organization of material. At the same time
the narrative moves forward chronologically to the formation of the
conspiracy against Caesar (7.6-7, 9.5-9).

Ch. 7: Rivalry over the urban praetorship—Cassius’ friends
warn Brutus against succumbing to the charms of Caesar

1. 'Emet 8¢ ...: none of the curule magistrates of 45, except Caesar as sole
Consul, were elected till after Caesar returned from Spain (Dio 43.4748)
and the elections for 44 were apparently held in December 45 (cf. Ad Fam.
7.30 [265].1-2). On the praetorships of Brutus and Cassius, see Broughton
I1, g20f.

mAetovwr: Caesar increased the number of praetors to 14 in 45 and 16 in
44 (Dio 43.47.2, 49.1, 51.4) in order to be able to recompense his supporters
(D10 43.47.2).

moAvTiknv: ‘urbanam’, as at Sulla 5.1, Appian 2.112.466, 3.95.394. Other
terms in the literary sources are 7 ev doter orparnyla (Appian 3.6.19), 7
atparrnyla 7 olkor (Dio 36.39), 7 aorvvopia (Dio 42.22.2). See further Magie
82, Mason 158f. (less useful).

adTovs: emphatic— of themselves’; according to the other account their
dissension was ‘Caesar’s work’.

atmi@v: unspecified—if the account is true, as seems likely (the two
accounts of their dissension are, pace P., not | mutually exclusive), then
perhaps Cassius thought that Brutus’ cooperation with Caesar had been
too enthusiastic, which compared with Cassius’ it certainly had been.

KG[I/ITGP OZKGéOUS 6’VT(1§: Cf. I.4n.

Tovvig: one of Servilia’s two daughters by D. Tunius Silanus, cos. 62, also
known as “Tertia’ (Suetonius, Caes. 50), or “T'ertulla’ (Ad Att. 14.20 [974].2,
15.11 [389].1). Gossip had it that Servilia prostituted her to Caesar (Suet.
ihid.), hence Cicero’s witticism “Tertia deducta’. She lived to over ninety
and died in A.D. 22. Her will made no mention of Augustus and at her
funeral procession the portraits of Brutus and Cassius were conspicuous by
their absence (Tac. Ann. §.76.1). Dio 44.14.2 also records Cassius’ marriage.

2. Kaloapos €pyov: this suggestion that Caesar himself played his part in
fostering the estrangement of Brutus and Cassius is quite likely. Meyer 540
cites as a parallel the estrangement of Antony and Dolabella over the
consulship of 44. (The suggestion of Appian 2.112.466 that Brutus and
Cassius might have been dissembling a common understanding is
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ingenious, but obtuse—see below.)

kpOga ... €avtov: an intensely vivid expression, with slightly erotic
undertones, which are chillingly reversed at 7.7, when the true nature of
Caesar’s relationship with Brutus is revealed. 8ca here denotes the sphere
of 70 ev8idovar eavrov. The expression is more difficult, but also more
effective, than éAmidas avTols eévedidov kpiea (Alc. 14.3).

mpoaydévras ... mapofuvvbeévres: cf. 2.2n.

3-5. Myovilero ... amérvye: parallel accounts are Caes. 57.5, 62.4-5,

Appian 2.112.466f. , Dio 44.14.2.

3—4. qyovilero ... Ty mpaTyy doréov”: the clear implication of this, as of
the accounts in Appian and Caesar, 1s | that Brutus and Cassius urged their
respective claims orally before Caesar himself. There is nothing difficult to
believe in that: it would be fully in line with later imperial practice, and
with Caesar’s practice of ‘commendatio’ of his favoured candidates at the
elections (Suet. Caes. 41.2). On elections under the early Empire see: A. H.
M. Jones, JRS 45 (1955), off. (= Studies, ch. 3); P. A. Brunt, RS 51 (1961),
71f.; B. Levick, Historia 16 (1967), 2071L; A. E. Astin, Latomus 28 (1969),
863ft.; E. S. Staveley, Greek and Roman Voting and Elections (1972), 217ff.; {R. J.
A. Talbert, CAH* X (1996), 926—7; B. M. Levick, Augustus: Image and
Substance (2014), 1225, with further bibliography}.

3. moAAa ... IlapOika veaviedpara: ‘spirited exploits’, here in a good sense,
though not always so in P. Cassius’ veaviedpara against the Parthians were
indeed moda kat Aaumpa. In 53 he served under Crassus in Syria as
proquaestor, escaped from Carrhae, rallied the scattered survivors, and
organized the defence of Syria (full references in Broughton II, 229). In 52
he was proquaestor in Syria, quashed a revolt in Judaea, and continued to
organize the defence of Syria (Broughton II, 237). And in 51 he ambushed
the Parthian invaders near Antioch and repulsed them with serious losses
(Broughton II, 242). Although his achievements were belittled by Cicero
(Ad Att. 5.18 [111].1, 5.20 [118].3, 5.21 [114].2; by contrast Ad Fam. 15.14
[t06]—to Cassius!—is extremely warm), it i1s clear that Cicero in this
instance was succumbing to ¢fovos; Cassius’ qualifications for the urban
practorship were better than Brutus’. For P.’s account of Cassius and the
Parthians see Crass. 17-30. His sources for the Parthian campaign have
been debated, especially with regard to the question of what
supplementary source, or sources, he may have used. Suggestions have
ranged from Nicolaus (Heeren, Gutschmid), Strabo (Heeren), Dellius (F. E.
Adcock, Marcus Crassus Millionaire [1966], 59), Timagenes (K. Regling, De
belly Parthict Crassiant fontibus [diss. Berlin 1899], 2-31, 44-—53), or a military
memoir of Cassius | (Flaceliere, Budé ed. of Ncias—Crassus, 194 and 234).
Such a source ought to satisfy two criteria: (1) it ought surely, in view of the
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vividness and the mass of circumstantial detail of the narrative, to be an
eye-witness account; (i1) it ought to explain the great prominence, and
favourable portrayal, of Cassius, who keeps popping up with all the right
advice at critical moments rather in the manner of the Herodotean ‘but-
Croesus-the-Lydian’ inserts. From both points of view Flaceliére’s
suggestion is extremely tempting (if less certain than supposed by Brenk, /n
Mist Apparelled, 152, n. 8), despite the fact that it involves postulating the
existence of an otherwise unevidenced work. If so, this must have been an
additional stimulus to P.’s already avid interest in the character of Brutus’
great partner and rival. See on 1.2-4 above. {See also Pelling, Plutarch and
History 38 n. 96; A. Zadorojniy, Hermes 125 (1997), 171-2.}

What can be said about the interrelationships of the sources at this
point? Caes. 57.5 only mentions the bare fact of Brutus’ and Cassius’
praetorships, within the general context of Caesar’s honouring his former
opponents in the Civil War. Dio 44.14.2 simply records the fact of Cassius’
praectorship. Neither therefore offers a valid basis for comparison with the
other accounts. Caes. 62.4-5 also attests the dictum. P.’s Brutus version is
obviously very similar to Appian’s, down to the explanation in both of the
significance of the urban praetorship. Appian’s account is not so close as to
suggest mere dependence on Brutus/ Caesar. Consequently the similarities
are best explained as mutual dependence upon a common source. For a
priore reasons this is likely to be Pollio, and this supposition is strengthened
by the fact that Caesar’s dictum about Brutus and Cassius was spoken ev
Tots ¢idots. But Appian says nothing about Brutus’ and Cassius’ former
differences. P.’s wording shows that this information came from some
other source, and here one might think of one of his biographical sources |
(7 Empylus; {so also Pelling, Plutarch and History 14-15}). Appian’s
suggestion of duplicity by Brutus and Cassius in their apparent quarrel
over the urban praetorship is more clever-clever than convincing. It
conflicts with the evidence of ot pév and ot 8¢ in Brut. (7.1 and 7.2), both of
whom, though differing over detail, accept the reality of the quarrel, with
the source behind 10.3, and with Appian himself (since in accepting, as he
does, the historicity of the anecdote of 10.9, he must also accept that Brutus
before it was uncommitted to the conspiracy against Caesar, hence that he
cannot have been mavra ovpmpacowv with Cassius two or three months
earlier). It also ignores the not unreasonable suggestion (7.5n.) that Caesar’s
slight to Cassius over the urban praetorship may have been a factor in his
final disaffection from Caesar. Nor is it hard to believe that Brutus and
Cassius could have had a genuine quarrel over who was to get the urban
practorship: Cassius in particular was a great stickler for what he believed
to be his rights (cf. Ad At 15.11 [389].1f. on his furious reaction to the risible
corn commission), and the relations between the two men were not always
harmonious (7.1, 10.3, 28.2, 34.24, 35.24). Cassius’ anger will have been
all the greater if (see on 9.5) he had only recently emerged from
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philosophical retirement prepared to play his part in the Caesarian
dispensation. From all this one may safely conclude that (a) the quarrel
between Brutus and Cassius was genuine, and that therefore (b) it provides
a useful terminus post for the formation of the conspiracy. Appian’s
suggestion of duplicity is (frankly) so bad that one is tempted to suppose
that it is an Appian original (Appian is fond of the mechanical
enumeration of all possible motivations—see 2.112.469).

5. €’ €Tépa aTpaTiyos: ‘practor peregrinus’, next in dignity to the ‘praetor
urbanus’.

o0 TogobTov améruvye: for the form of expression (a familiar | type in
charges of ingratitude) cf. 11.2.

opyfs: a key word for P.’s interpretation of Cassius’ character. See on
1.34, and cf. 8.5 o’wﬁp Qu,u,oeLSﬁg and 29.5 G(;SéSpov &Vﬁpa Kat Gv,u,oeLSﬁ. Itis
significant that P. only twice in the Life attributes opyn to Brutus (34.3. 45.9)
and that in 45.9 Brutus is showing signs of psychological disintegration.
Latent here of course is the charge (rebutted by P. himself at g.1) that
Cassius’ motives for conspiring against Caesar were highly self-interested.
See further 8.5n. for discussion of P.’s fluctuating acceptance of the
tradition hostile to Cassius.

@v: Solanus’ and Coraes’ tamperings with the text are unnecessary. One
need only quote Voegelin: ‘Schaefer recte defendit v et soni et sensus
causa; nam “attractio vocum” dpyfis 7s’ (or 8 &—av) ‘impediret
intellectionem argutae oppositionis’.

6. kal TaMa ... éBodAero: e.g. in his scheduled consulship of 41 (see on 3.1).
BovAopéve yap ... mAetarov: this exaggeration (cf. 6.2n. and 8.3n.) goes
beyond the general emphasis in the sources on the favour bestowed on
Brutus by Caesar, and should be linked with P.’s statement at 8.3—4 (it
follows that P.’s gloss on the dictum is not simply his own construction).

7. GAX’ €thkev .... dméarpedev: the first hint that it was Cassius who
initiated the conspiracy (cf. 8.5n.). It is not immediately clear who 7 mept
Kaoowov eéraipeia consists of. Probably P. just means ‘the men who were to
join the conspiracy at Cassius’ instigation’, who are regarded as 7 mepl
Kagaiov éraipeia by virtue of the simple fact that Cassius was the leader of
the conspiracy. So far as hard evidence goes the following description
Siakedevopévoy ... padacoopevov kal kmlovpevov fits Cicero rather well
(see on 12.2), but Cicero was not invited to take part in the conspiracy (12.2
and n.), | and—though his personal relations with Cassius were generally
very friendly (cf. e.g. Ad Fam. 15.19 [216])—he can hardly be taken single-
handedly to represent the categoryﬁ 'n'epl Kdoarov éTaLpe[a.

duroTiptas: Ziegler’s tentative ¢udovikias, cl. pulovikiav at 7.2, is
arbitrary. ¢uloripia is often the ‘good’ word for ambition in P. and
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¢pudovicia usually the ‘bad’ word, but this distinction is not always
maintained, and often the two words are virtually synonyms (e.g. De prof. in
virt. 80B; De Pyth. orac. 408C; De cohib. wra 459B; De frat. am. 487F; De cupid.
div. 525D; De laude 1ps. 540A, 5444, 546C etc. etc. See further Wardman
17f., {P. A. Stadter, Plutarch and his Roman Readers [2015], 270-85, and
various papers in G. Roskam, M. de Pourcq and L. van der Stockt, The
Lash of Ambition: Plutarch, Imperial Greek Literature and the Dynamucs of Philotimia
[2012]}).

[LOAACOOUEVOV ... EKTEUVOVTA ... AAkT: a very fine piece of imagery
rich in meaning and association. The basic image is one of castration:
extepvovta (the correction is certain). The only parallel given by LS7 for
this use of exrépvw is Plb. 30.30.8 éferépovro 11 PAavbpwmia. One
imagines it must be commoner than that, as the general idea is
immediately implicit in any accusation of avavdpia. The image is
maintained by palacoopevov, for padaxia and its cognate forms are often
used of effeminacy (in P. e.g. Cic. 7.7, Gracchi 25.6). It also carries through to
the description of Antony and Dolabella in 8.2, who are ‘fat and long-
haired’—like eunuchs (and perhaps also to the description of Brutus and
Cassius as ‘pale and lean’, for in popular thinking ‘paleness’ and ‘leanness’
are typical signs of sustained sexual activity. Thus Brutus and Cassius may
be seen as still ‘potent’). But Caesar is also regarded as a ‘sorcerer’:
knAovpevov. Taken in isolation there is nothing very startling about that
(for the 1image cf. Din e.g. 14.1). Such an image is often used in bribery
contexts (cf. Theopomp. Com. 30 {= fr. 31 K-A}, Pl. Lg. 885D), which is
naturally appropriate to the present context, where Cassius’ friends are
warning Brutus against succumbing to the | bribery of Caesar. But the
combination of castration/sorcery/bribery creates interesting associations.
(In passing, I merely mention the possibility that the ‘sorcery’ image can be
connected to the image of Caesar as ‘doctor’—Comparison of Dion and Brutus
2.2. Perhaps P. is there implicitly correcting the view of Cassius’ friends by
pointing out that the climate of the times required, not Caesar the sorcerer,
as they wrongly interpreted him to be, but Caesar the good doctor, whose
therapeutic surgery was necessary to save the state. The sorcerer ‘castrates’
(exTéuver) adkn and creates padaxia; the good doctor creates adkm by ‘cutting
out’ (tréuvew) palaxia [cf. Cat. mai. 16.7]. But this may be regarded as
fanciful. It is, however, worth a mention.) One is reminded of the imagery
of ‘Gryllus’ 987E~F: veooools 8¢ kat oxvpvols TobTwy, 8’ nAkiav edaywyors
Kal amalols ovoww, ToAG Kal AmaTn\a pet\lypara kal UTOTETTEmaTa

’ \ ’ < ~ \ ’ ’ \
TPOTPHEPOVTES KAl KATAPAPUATTOVTES, NOOVAY Tapa PUaLY Yyevopueva Kal

Sualtns adpavi) xpovw kaTelpyacavTo, €ws mPocedefavTo Kal VTELELVAY TV
kadovpevny eénpepwoy womep amoyvvaikwow Tobd Bupoetdods. Thus in the
present context Caesar is portrayed as a sorcerer/castrator who tames wild
animals by emasculating them. The source of this complex image is
therefore by now quite obvious (and naturally gives a piquant paradoxical
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point to Gmllus 987E-F, where the speaker Gryllus is himself a pig
metamorphosed by Circe). It is Odyssey 10, especially §38-341:

4 ~ \ ” 2\ ’ < ’
1) pot oUs pev ebnkas evi peyapolaLy €Taipovs,

K \ 2 ’ b4 ’ ’
avtov 8 evbad’ exovoa Solodpoveovaa kelevers
2 ’ ’ v 27 \ ~ 2 ’ 2 ~
es OBadapov 7’ tévar kat ofjs emPBrpevar evvis,

b4 ’ \ A ’ 4
oppa pe yopvwbevra kakov kat avnropa Bnys.

That is to say, by accepting Caesar’s ¢idogpoovvas and yaptras (a word
often used of sexual favours—see on 13.8), Brutus is behaving as Odysseus
would have done had he rushed into bed with Circe and been ‘unmanned’
or ‘castrated’.

This chain of imagery brilliantly illuminates the narrative, |
emphasizing the psychological degradation necessarily implicit in
accepting office from Caesar. It also suggests the psychological
development of Brutus himself, from the man who gladly accepted the
governorship of Cisalpine Gaul from Caesar (and who was right to do so
because it afforded him an opportunity to succour that hard-pressed
province), to the man who can only further his own career and secure the
urban praetorship by compromising himself with Caesar (the quasi-sexual
‘furtivus amor’ flavour of 7.2 has already been noted), and who then
realizes, under the prodding of Cassius’ friends (Cassius’ friends, because
Cassius, after his ‘experience’ at 7.2, now sees that further advancement
under Caesar would involve ‘selling himself’), that collaboration with the
regime of Caesar will leave him no longer a ‘man’ but a political and
psychological eunuch. In the Caesar P. points out the ‘blunting’ effects of
acceptance of Caesar’s favours upon Brutus (Caes. 62.2). In the Brutus he
analyses Brutus’ moral predicament in detail with a brilliant piece of
writing, full of psychological depth and insight. The plight of the proud,
independent, Roman aristocrat could not be put in clearer focus. This
suggests a further reason for P.’s (admittedly clumsy) introduction of
Brutus’ views on homosexuality in 6.9. In private life Brutus is exemplarily
chaste and rightly critical of those who refuse nothing to any of their
suitors. He 1s now made to see that to accept the favours of Caesar is no
different from the self-prostitution he himself condemns.

mepopav: because the ‘wooing’ of a sorcerer is insidious and ‘beguiling’.

TLuévTa ... adkq: the assonance, reinforcing the meaning, is extremely
effective.

aAknv: poetic, much used in Homer. For the sensitive reader this will
help to bring the Odysseus/Circe parallel to mind. |
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Ch. 8: Caesar’s suspicions of, but trust in, Brutus;
the motives ascribed to Cassius by his enemies

1. ovd€: not even Caesar’, for all his ‘beguilement’ of Brutus.

avumomTOS ... adtaBAnTos: cf. 2.2n.

¢povnua: his ‘high spirit’. P. is hinting at Brutus’ innate intolerance of
servitude.

aélwpa: presumably his ‘reputation’ for virtue. P. has not yet developed
this theme, but he is as it were giving in shorthand the grounds for Caesar’s
general suspicion of Brutus. The reference could of course be rather more
concrete—to Brutus’ political status.

Tovs ¢idovs: primarily Cassius, possibly Cicero, despite the small part he
plays in the Brutus, and possibly also the ‘Catonian fold’, to which Brutus
had returned with his marriage to Porcia (2.1n.). Servilia had disapproved
of this marriage (Ad Att. 13.22 [329].4), no doubt rightly divining its political
significance. But P. is here being deliberately allusive.

7jfec: presumably because it was mpdov and epfpibés.

2. kal mpdrov: this picks up ovde Katoap avvmomnros ...

Avtaviov kal AodoBéAAa: what is the reference to? It does not have to be
to anything very specific (since nothing Antony or Dolabella ever did
against Caesar came to much) but there has to be some specious reference to
provide a context for Caesar’s (no doubt) historical remark. Dolabella
engaged in vewrepiopos in 47 with his proposed cancellation of debts (Livy,
Epit. 113; Plut. Ant. 9.1-2; Dio 42.29.1, 42.33.2; cf. Cic. Ad Att. 11.25 [232].3,
14.21 [375].4, Phil. 6.11, 10.22, 11.14, 13.26). But this cannot be what is
referred to here as: (a) Caesar (of course) was out of Rome at the time; and
(b) Dolabella’s plans were eventually thwarted by Antony’s armed
intervention as Master of Horse. The assassination | attempt on Caesar of
46 was inspired by Antony, according to Cicero, Pl 2.74 ‘Quin his
temporibus domi Caesaris percussor ab isto deprehensus dicebatur esse
cum sica; de quo Caesar in senatu aperte in te invehens questus est’. But
the breezy confidence of this is refuted by the account of Marc. 21, which
makes clear that Caesar’s complaint in the senate mentioned no names,
and that Cicero himself had in fact no idea who was behind the attempt.
(Nor is there any link with Dolabella.) There is also the story that Antony
was sounded out by Trebonius at Narbo in the summer of 45 (4nt. 1.2,
Cic. Puil. 2.34, ct. 13.22). But (a) this does not provide a Dolabella link, and
(b) this whole story, like that of the alleged attempt of Cassius in Cilicia in
47 (see on 8.5 below), is best regarded as one of the ‘I-all-but-killed-him-
myself-earlier’ variety, designed to excuse Trebonius’ kolakela in
accepting the suffect consulship from the beginning of October 45
(Broughton II, g05), and to discredit Antony. In any case, the second half
of Caesar’s quotation must (surely) date Antony and Dolabella’s suspicious
activity—whatever it was—to the period when Brutus and Cassius could
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be regarded as cooperating dangerously. This can only be at the beginning
of 44, when Brutus and Cassius had made up their quarrel over the urban
practorship, and when Cassius was beginning to show open hostility to
Caesar (see on 8.5 and 10.3 below). There is no evidence that Dolabella
knew anything in advance of the plot to kill Caesar, still less that he was in
any way involved in it. It is true that immediately after the event he
promptly identified himself with the Liberators by visiting them on the
Capitol (Velleius 2.58.9, Appian 2.119.122, Dio 44.22.1). But this was hardly
done out of conviction, rather to get his disputed consulship agreed to by
all parties. The case of Antony is slightly more difficult. He had shown that
he could oppose Caesar directly by his obstruction of Dolabella’s election
as consul | (on this see: Cicero, Phil. 1.91, 2.32-3, 2.79-83, 2.88, 2.99, 3.9,
5.9; Plut. Ant. 11.2-9, Caes. 62.5; Dio 43.51.8). His part in the Lupercalia
incident could be interpreted as anti-Caesar, i1t is true that he was assisted
in his efforts to ‘crown’ Caesar by Cassius and Casca, who would certainly
have been hostile to Caesar by this stage (see on 8.5). But this version is
only attested by Nicolaus 21.71-5, and there is every reason to suppose it a
malicious fabrication, directed against Antony, or Cassius and Casca, or
both. If the Narbo story is discounted, as it should be, there is nothing to
indicate that Antony knew of the plot against Caesar in advance. His flight
from the senate-house on the Ides of March surely shows that the
assassination came to him as a complete surprise. By a process of
elimination, therefore, it seems likely that Antony and Dolabella’s
vewrepiopos should be connected in some way with the dispute over who
should be consul for 44. In that dispute the two men were rivals, but
Caesar’s compromise solution (that Dolabella should succeed to the
consulship before he himself left Rome for Parthia) pleased neither
(Dolabella because he wanted to be consul from the beginning of the year,
Antony because he wanted Caesar as his colleague so that when Caesar left
Rome he himself would be supreme). It is just possible therefore that the
two men tried to negotiate some sort of deal between themselves against
Caesar. (Certainly they cooperated fully after Caesar’s assassination.) This
may be the implication of the narrative at Ant. 11.5-6. If this should be
regarded as unlikely, then it is worth pointing out that all that is strictly
required by the context of Caesar’s remark is that some of his friends
feared collaboration between Antony and Dolabella, whether or not there
actually was any. At any rate a dating of early in 44 for the remark seems
certain, because of the link with the collaboration of Brutus and Cassius.
(This 1s also of course the implication of P.’s narrative in the Brutus. While
| it 13 often perilous to draw precise chronological inferences from the
organization of Plutarchean narratives, the narrative from ¢k. 6 onwards
does follow strictly chronological lines.)

ovk €y ... Kaoowov: the same anecdote is related in Caes. 62.10, Ant.
11.6, and the (spurious) Regum et imperatorum apophthegmata 206F, with some
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variations. It does not appear in Appian. The Caesar account records two
dicta. In the first the paleness of Cassius is singled out by itself; the second is
as in the Brutus, though the emphasis is more on Cassius. The Antony
account 1s the same as the Brutus in recording only one dictum, but closer to
the Caesar verbally. Presumably Caesar did utter two dicta and P. has
deliberately chosen to record only one in the Brutus because he is
concerned particularly with Caesar’s feelings towards Brutus at this point.

mayets: also in the Caesar and Antony. Mor. 206F has the more explicitly
contemptuous Bavadgovs. In terms of P.’s narrative from 7.7, Antony and
Dolabella are mayets because (a) they have accepted feeding from Caesar,
and (b) as a consequence, they are eunuchs. But this will not have been the
original point of the remark. Fat people are traditionally regarded as stupid
(for mayvs in this sense see Aristoph. Clouds 842; Lucian, Alex. 9 and 17;
Heliodorus 5.18), and lazy and easy-going (as fat people are often felt to be
even today). For the general associations of fatness see Hippocrates, Aér.
49-50: where the land is rich, the inhabitants are ‘fleshy, ill-articulated,
moist, lazy, and generally cowardly in character. Slackness and sleepiness
can be observed in them, and as far as the arts are concerned they are
thick-witted, and neither subtle nor sharp’ (trans. W. H. S. Jones). The
other quite common association, ‘wealthy’, can hardly be relevant here,
since Dolabella was notoriously insolvent. As far as the truth of the literal
description goes, Antony at least was mayvs | (see Ant. 4.1, Cic. Phil. 2.63:
‘strong as a gladiator’. Cf. the recently identified head [Studio Sallis,
Narbonnel).

kopqras: to Greeks this was often a sign of dissoluteness (Pherecrates 14;
Aristophanes, Clouds 948, 1101), and the Romans considered careful
combing of the hair effeminate (Cic. Cat. 2.22; Pers. 1.15f1;; Tib. 1.8.9).
Antony was proud of his appearance and besides having long hair also had
a 'mf)'ywv TLS OUK &yevvﬁg (Am‘. 4.If.). From the pOint of view of 7.7, eunuchs
are also hairy.

<avTov>: Ziegler’s avrov, though perhaps not absolutely necessary, is
surely a commonsense insertion. Caes. 62.10, Ant. 11.6, and Mor. 206F all
have dédotka.

axpovs kal toxvovs: C and Mor. 206F have loyvovs kal aypois.

axpovs: paleness was especially a characteristic of thinking men,
particularly philosophers (Clouds 103, 119f., 198f., 1112, 1171; Theocr. 14.6;
Lucian, Jup. Trag. 1), either because of their general weediness, or because
they were thought to spend most of their time studying indoors. Here the
point must be that to be aypos is a sign of much thinking—always a
dangerous activity under an autocracy. In terms of P.’s narrative from 7.7
Brutus and Cassius are ‘pale’ because (a) they are perhaps still ‘sexually
active’, in contrast to the emasculated Antony and Dolabella, and (b) they
are not ‘eating enough’ of Caesar’s largesse.
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Loyvovs: Aemrrovs in Caes. 62.10 and Ant. 11.6. In terms of P.’s narrative
from 7.7 Brutus and Cassius are ‘thin’ because (a) they are perhaps still
‘sexually active’, and (b) they are not ‘eating enough’ from Caesar’s table.
The original point is that thinness is regarded as a sign of a restless nature.
On the general associations see Hippocrates, loc. cit.: where the land is
poor, the inhabitants are ‘hard, lean, well-articulated, | well-braced ...
such natures will be found energetic, vigilant, stubborn and independent in
character and in temper, wild rather than tame, of more than average
sharpness and intelligence in the arts, and in war of more than average
courage’. Presumably one can accept Caesar’s description as accurate;
both Brutus and Cassius were austere, intellectual, ascetic types. Brutus’
coin portraits show a rather knobbly face. {For discussion of the coin
portraits and various attempts to deduce character see Clarke, Noblest
Roman 72-3.}

éxelvovs: probably demonstrative—cf. Mor. 206F 8ecfas, though the
sometimes sinister connotations of exetvos will also be relevant.

BpotTov kal Kagaiov: the reverse order in the Caesar, where more of the
emphasis is on Cassius. {On the ordering of the names see 8.5n. and E.
Rawson in I. S. Moxon, J. D. Smart, and A. J. Woodman, edd., Past
Perspectives (1986), 101-19 = Roman Culture and Society (1991) 488-507.}

3. émevta: picking up émioreve ... flec—a piece of evidence that is to be
set against Caesar’s apparent suspicions of 8.2. Many editors have failed to
see this.

émeuta ... oapkiov: the same anecdote in Caes. 62.6, where the sequence
of thought and the wording are closely similar to the present passage,
although slightly more elaborate. Appian does not have it.

gapkiov: déppa in Caesar. The self-depreciatory diminutive could be
taken in two ways: (i) ‘this poor flesh’ in a philosophical sense (cf. the use of
oapkidiov in Arr. Epict. 1.3.5); (ii) as a reference to Caesar’s failing health
(on which see Suet. Caes. 45; cf. the use of cwpdriov in PCair.<en. 254, Gal.
13.1025, Agathin. ap. Orib. 10.7.4). The two possibilities are not mutually
exclusive, but the use of 8éppa in Caesar rather favours the second.

ws 00devl ... TogodTov: this gloss has caused much difficulty. First of all,
1s it P.’s own or did he find it already in his source? P. of course often does
use such glosses when he wishes to make clear the meaning of some
notable phrase (cf. 44.2 | below, Philop. 1.4). But here it is more than a
mere gloss in isolation—it goes closely with the emphatic statements of 7.6
and 8.4. One surely ought to conclude that P. is following a source in his
interpretation of the remark. Secondly, the difficulties. Reiske and
Voegelin found this interpretation impossible to square with the general
context of ¢h. 8, but their difficulty arises only from failing to see that P. is
here concerned with the topic of Caesar’s trust in Brutus: there is no
conflict with 8.2 simply because 8.3 picks up 8.1 emioreve ... qfe only.
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When Caesar is trustful of Brutus, there is no reason why he should not
suppose that Brutus will be content with acquiring his inheritance in the
normal course of nature. This, however, raises two fundamental questions:
(1) did Caesar ever intend Brutus to be his heir? (i1) whether he did or not,
could he have made this remark meaning to give the impression that he
did? (This second question seems never to be asked, but it ought to be.) ()
O. E. Schmidt, Verhandlungen der 40 Philologenversammlung (1889), 177f. thinks
that this anecdote shows that at one time Caesar considered adopting
Brutus, hence his adoption of Octavian in the autumn of 45, immediately
after his return to Rome (Suet. Caes. 83, Nicol. 13.28ff), was an important
additional reason for the formation of the conspiracy. Although an
interesting historical curiosity, this argument is a shocker: (a) it is quite
clear from their behaviour immediately after Caesar’s assassination that
none of the principal parties knew what Caesar’s will contained (cf.
Nicolaus’ explicit ovvékpupe v yvaopnv); (b) Caesar’s remark has, in
context, to be dated to the beginning of 44, because of the fact that
suspicion has fallen on Brutus’ loyalty (as is in fact confirmed by Caes. 62.6
mpaTTopevts 10 s ovvwpootas). On the general point modern scholars
agree that Caesar could never have considered adopting Brutus. This
judgement is based partly on Brutus’ character and Caesar’s likely
estimation | of it, partly on the fact that Brutus did not in the event appear
in Caesar’s will at all. This view 1s no doubt right. (i1) It does not therefore
automatically follow that Caesar could not have intended to give the
impression that Brutus would be his heir. Antony and Dolabella (and
others) were already jockeying for position: they and others must have felt
that there was some chance that Caesar would not in fact return from
Parthia alive. Any ageing person with a legacy to bequeath knows that it is
good policy to play off rivals for the legacy against each other. From that
point of view, it is not absolutely impossible that Caesar did mean to give
the impression that he had adopted Brutus. But it is of course true that the
usual interpretation of Caesar’s remark—Brutus, lover of liberty that he is,
will wait for me to die in the normal course of events because I haven’t
long to live’—is equally possible, and rather more likely. Either therefore
P.’s source is grossly misinterpreting Caesar’s remark, or while in a sense
interpreting the remark correctly it is taking it far too seriously. This, taken
in the light of the fact that Appian does not record the remark at all, surely
has interesting implications for the question of what source P. is following
at this point. It must be a relatively i/l-informed source, ignorant of the
realities of Caesarian politics at the time. Empylus comes strongly into
consideration.

4. kal ... dofav: P. proceeds to build on the gloss ws ... TogotTov. The
main point is to stress Brutus’ incredible disinterestedness. It is no surprise
that he omits any reflection like odx av G,,XC’LPLO"TOV Kat Wovnpbv 'yevé,u,evov of
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Caesar 62.6.

0Ailyov xpovov ... 86éav: for this idea of the decline of the power of the
older man in proportion to the rise of the younger cf. Pomp. 14.4.

mapaxpdacac: P. has a highly developed concept of ascent, | ‘prime’, and
decline in a man’s political career, which frequently provides him with a
structural framework for a Zife. See G. H. Polman, ‘Chronological
biography and Akme in Plutarch’, Class. Phl. 69 (1974), 169-174. It 1s of
course only a particular manifestation of the general philosophical concept
of ascent, ‘prime’, and decline.

For such ‘prime’ metaphors in general cf. e.g. Dion 23.4, Nic. 13.11, Caes.
37.5, Fab. Max. 2.4 and 21.1 below.

papavffvar: a metaphor of which P. is extraordinarily fond. It can be
used very generally of emotions, feelings, virtues or vices: De poel. aud. 20B,
De prof- in virt. 76F, De cohib. ira 453B, De cupid. div. 527A, Quaest. conviv. 656F,
696F, An seni sit ger. rewp. 792K, Non posse suav. vivr 1101D, Coriol. 19.1, 21.1
below; of storms (Quaest conviv. 663D), winds (Pyrrh. 15.8), the sea (Mar. 37.6),
wine (Quaest. conviv. 692D), heat (Quaest. conviv. 694F), disease (Philop. 18.2),
luxury (Lyc. 9.4), sight (Timol. 37.8), philosophy (Maxime cum princ. phil. diss.
777A), souls (De lat. viv. 1129D), the arts (Demosth. 3.1). In a political context
it can be used of statesmen themselves (An sen: sit ger. resp. 8o4E), of their
achievements (Dwn 24.4), power (De fort. Alex. 337A, Caes. 3.1, Nic. 19.11,
Mar. 31.3, Pomp. 14.4, Gracchi 32.5), and reputation (Mar. 1.3, cf. De def- orac.
411E, De genio Socr. 575E). P. uses the metaphor so often (the above
examples are only a selection) that sometimes it has little force. Only rarely
does he introduce it with the ‘apologetic’ otov or Gomep (e.g. De prof- in virt.
76F, Quaest. conviv. 696F, Non posse suav. vie 1101D). Here its full force is
guaranteed by the link with mapakpacac. For the two metaphors together
cf. Quaest. conv. 656F, and in a political context Fab. Max. 2.4, Nic. 13.11, and
perhaps 21.1 below. Fuhrmann does not seem to have anything useful on
these two metaphors. |

In the An seni sit gerenda respublica P. campaigns vigorously against the
notion that 8ofa and §dvapues need decline with age (e.g. 786F), but there he
1s describing the ideal, not the customary reality.

5. aAAa Kaooios ... kargmelée: for the content cf. Caes. 62.8 o Kaooros
atobopevos Siakiwvolpevor novxf T0 GLAoTipov adTod pdAdov 7 wpoTepov
€,V€’K€L’TO Kai Wap(f)é:vvev.

Bupoeldys: the key to the interpretation of Cassius’ character. See on 7.5.
Clearly Epicureanism is not regarded as having the necessary softening
effect on Cassius’ fupds.

paAAov ... prootvpavvos: P. seems to state this as a fact (no Aéyerac, of
source opinion, possibly as opposed to P.’s own), but in the Brutus at least
(contrast Caes. 62.8, quoted above), despite the present passage and despite
the similar implications of 7.5, does not really accept this hostile view of
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Cassius” motives (cf. 9.1ff)). He is led to accept it here temporarily both by
the source he is following (clearly anti-Cassius), and by the need to
maintain the general contrast of character between Brutus and Cassius,
which is particularly important in these sections. It is of course true that he
covers himself to some degree by the insertion of pdAlov (cf. ovy opolws at
1.4). He 1s not denying Cassius some public principle. On the face of it, it
could be argued that it is not then so inconsistent for him to defend Cassius
in g.1fl:: he 13 only campaigning against the tradition that Caesar’s theft of
Cassius’ lions was the chief cause of Cassius’ disaffection. But in reality there
1s some inconsistency, for the purpose of the story of Cassius’ fight with
Faustus Sulla is to prove that Cassius was naturally hostile to tyrants from
his earliest youth. When the reader gets to 9.5 (TocotTos ... 0 Kaootos) he
must feel— | and P. must intend him to feel-—that Cassius’ motivation has
been fully vindicated. P.’s careful insertion of pddlov at 8.5 and padwora at
9.1 shows him to be alive to the dangers of inconsistency, but it would be
wrong to claim that he avoids them altogether. Such inconsistencies are
indeed characteristic of P.’s art. They are bound to occur when the
moralist and literary artist join forces to set up a ‘monumental’ odykpeats:
the historian has sometimes to intervene to point out that the truth is
rather more complex.

karqmele: the imperfect would be possible—Cassius inflames Brutus,
and having inflamed him, keeps at him. But the two aorists give a snappy
assonance which is perhaps intentional, and create a vivid picture of the
onslaught of Cassian fupés upon a rather passive Brutus.

I have already discussed some of the reasons for the great prominence
of Cassius in the Brutus (see on 1.2-9). One may suggest another (with the
hope that it is not too fanciful). Although Cassius is in general Brutus’
inferior morally, so far as the narrative of chs. 69 is concerned, there is a
certain sense in which he is Brutus’ superior. In the terms of the narrative
of chs. 69 it 13 ‘right’ to kill Caesar, for he is a tyrant and service under
him involves the deepest moral degradation (see on 7.7). Cassius is the first
to realize this, and although Brutus is himself already stirred in his soul it is
Cassius who actually brings him to the point of action. Cassius in this part
of the Life almost acts as the voice of Brutus’ conscience: himself a man of
too much fupos (Bupoerdns), he nevertheless provides the necessary fupos to
provoke the appropriate oppy in Brutus. This idea (it seems to me) is all but
made explicit in the Comparison 1.2-3 (unfortunately though it is there
rather weakened | by P.’s willingness to distance himself from the tradition
that Cassius was the instigator of the conspiracy). Little wonder, if so, that
P. found himself so deeply fascinated by this strange and complex man, or
that his attitude to him was so fundamentally ambivalent. There is another
sense in which the prominence, or rather, from 6.7-10.7, the dominance, of
Cassius 1s important. From 5.1-8.4 P. has heavily stressed the closeness of
Brutus’ relationship with Caesar and his excellent prospects under Caesar’s
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rule. Within the Life as a whole this emphasis helps to highlight the purity
of Brutus’ motives in joining the conspiracy. But there is more to it than
that. At 7.2ff. P. starts to imply that cooperation with Caesar is, for a man
like Brutus, degrading and immoral, and it is Cassius who brings home this
perception to Brutus. For Shakespeare, Brutus was a man ‘with himself at
war’, torn between his Republican conscience and his close relationship
with Caesar. (For further development of this view see Radin 231ff.) This
interpretation of Brutus’ inner conflict is surely deliberately implied by P.
in these chapters. It is as if Caesar and Cassius are engaged in a struggle
for the possession of Brutus’ soul. Once Brutus decides to join Cassius’
enterprise he has come to terms with himself, and Cassius is naturally no
longer so prominent. Yet the idea of the conflict in Brutus’ soul is brought
up again in 36-37. Brutus is afraid that he has seen an avenging/prophetic
Saipwv and it is to Cassius that he turns for support. Cassius delivers a
rationalizing interpretation of the apparition, which the reader is meant to
accept (see commentary ad loc.), but it still leaves Brutus having
experienced an ‘anxiety’ or ‘guilty conscience’ dream. All in all, it must be
said that P. shows considerably greater insight into the characters of Brutus
and Cassius than the rather simplistic editorial framework would suggest.
His insight | is in fact little short of profound. Against this claim it may be
objected that P.’s insight into his characters is rarely great. This is true, but
Brutus and Cassius by the very nature of the moral issue they confronted
are something of a special case. The conflict between ‘principatus’ and
‘libertas’ was one that was very real to P., as to so many Greek and Roman
aristocrats and philosophers in the first century. He could empathize with
Brutus and Cassius to a high degree because in a sense their problem was
his problem as well. And his emotional commitment to them was greater
(and hence his portrayal of them more successful) than to Cato, for Brutus
and Cassius were more than mere personifications of unyielding virtue
(with which P. was ultimately rather out of sympathy): they were civilized
men, of high culture, whose personal struggle was no simple matter. Hence
(I would argue) the near profundity of his analysis of their characters. But
to return to more solid ground ...

The implication of the sentence adda ... karnmece, as of Caes. 62.8, and
of Appian 2.115.470—473 (with the same anecdote as 10.3—7 below), is that
Cassius was the instigator of the conspiracy. In Dio 44.14 Brutus is assigned
the primacy: pera Todto (Porcia’s self-mutilation) rov Kaogowov
mpooelafe. Nicolaus 19.59 is neutral, merely stating that the plot began
with a few and was said ultimately to have included over eighty individuals,
chief among whom were Decimus Brutus, Cassius, and M. Brutus. The
version of P. and Appian has been challenged by (among others) Gelzer
998f. and Frohlich 1730. Since the primacy of Cassius is so basic an
element in P.’s analysis of the characters of Brutus and Cassius, and the
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historical problem is of importance in its own right, one must ask which
version is the true one?

Dio’s account as it stands is intrinsically the less likely: it makes Porcia
wound herself at a time when Brutus has not yet | become involved in the
conspiracy, but is only upset and disturbed by the writings on the statues
and tribunal. This is a little difficult to credit, particularly when set beside
P.’s highly circumstantial narrative. And it seems extremely probable that
Cassius, who saw that Caesar still intended to be ‘dominus’ as early as
January 45 (see below on g.5), whereas Brutus was still naively optimistic in
August 45 (see on 1.5), would have assessed political realities more acutely
than Brutus, particularly as he was much less committed to Caesar
personally (in Plutarchean terms, not being under the ‘spell’ of Caesar the
‘sorcerer’). And the writings on the statues and tribunal {cf. R. Morstein-
Marx in C. Kuhn, ed., Politische Kommunikation und offentliche Meinung in der
antiken Welt (2012), 191—217; Pelling on Caes. 62.7}, which—as all sources
agree—were what impelled Brutus in the first place, rather presuppose that
the conspiracy was already in the air before Brutus got himself involved in
it (cf. Cassius’ words at 10.6 below). Further, these graffiti appeared in the
aftermath of the Lupercalia incident, but Cassius and some others had
already put their opposition on record by voting against the senate’s final
batch of honours to Caesar, probably to be dated to the end of 45 (Gelzer,
Caesar [1968], 316f., nn. 1 and g, on Dio 44.8.1). Even if this dating is not
certain, the fact that Brutus is not mentioned among the mwawv dAAwv who
supported Cassius tells its own story. These arguments are not spoiled by
the obvious falsity of the tale that Cassius planned to assassinate Caesar in
Cilicia in 47: Phil. 2.26 ‘qui’ (Cassius) ‘etiam sine his clarissimis viris hanc
rem in Cilicia ad ostium fluminis Cydni confecisset, si ille ad eam ripam
quam constituerat, non ad contrariam navis appulisset’ looks much too
good to be true—an example of what Balsdon 82 acutely calls the ‘I-all-
but-killed-him-myself-earlier’ type of story. Cassius may have wanted to
put his claim to primacy beyond dispute, or to excuse his apparent
kodakela in becoming Caesar’s legate after Pharsalus (cf. Trebonius’ ‘plot’
at Narbo—see on 8.2 above). |

If then it is as good as certain that Cassius was the instigator of the
conspiracy, why the dominant role of Brutus in all sources, as well as the
explicit (though unfounded) assertion of Dio 44.14? The answer partly is
that Brutus did indeed play a prominent—perhaps the prominent—part in
the conspiracy (cf. 10.1-2 below), though he had not started it himself. He
got his way, for example, against the apparent opposition of everyone else,
in the decision to spare Antony. But other—propaganda—factors are also
important. Brutus, considerably more than Cassius, could be represented
as the type of the philosopher-statesman, especially as in the following
century his Academic philosophy, with its strong Stoic undertones, was
much more in vogue than Cassius’ Epicureanism. And while there could
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be some doubt about Cassius’ motivation (see on 9.5 below), there could be
none about Brutus’ (see on 8.6 below): he was the high-minded and
disinterested tyrannicide par excellence. He was also closely associated with
Cato, a great Republican and Stoic cult figure (see on 2.1). The romantic
sub-plot provided a further piquant interest (see on 7.2ff.). Finally, there
were the bouquets thrown Brutus by both Antony (29.7) and Augustus
(Comp. 5), the victors who could afford to be generous to the less dangerous
of their rivals, once he was defeated and dead. All these factors played their
part in over-emphasizing the importance of Brutus in the formation of the
conspiracy. Yet P. is not the only historian to record the truth. Tacitus
insists on the word order ‘Cassius et Brutus’ (cf. Ann. 4.34ff.—three times;
3.76.2, 1.10.8), in implicit rejection of standard mythology (so Syme, 7acitus
[1958] 11, 557, n. 7. It is a pity he fails to cite Ann. 1.2.1, where Tacitus does
adopt the usual order, but the general point is valid and important. {Cf. E.
Rawson in I. S. Moxon, J. D. Smart, and A. J. Woodman, edd., Past
Perspectives (1986), 101-19 at 103 = Roman Culture and Society (1991) 488507 at
490}). So apparently too the historian Cremutius Cordus: Ann. 4.94
‘laudato ... M. Bruto C. Cassium Romanorum ultimum dixisset’ (see
further on 44.2). And in Nero’s reign a descendant of Cassius, | Longinus,
was indicted before the senate for venerating among his family #nagines one
of Cassius inscribed ‘Leader of the Cause’ (4nn. 16.7). {See also A. M.
Gowing, The Triumuviral Narratives of Appian and Cassius Do (1992), 163205,
Welch (20152), esp. 291-8. }

6. Aéyerar: a deliberate switch of construction, even though the Aeyopevov
only restates in a different form what P. himself has just expressed so
pithily. P. is preparing to refute the Aeyopevov (9.1). In general his use of
Aéyerar and similar terms means little and often may be regarded as mere
scholarly pedantry (e.g. in supernatural contexts). In many contexts, and
often even in supernatural contexts, he quickly drops the Aéyerac
construction and goes into straight narrative. But he does sometimes (as
here) use Aéyerac to dissociate himself from a tradition: cf. e.g. Caes. 8.9—4,
Cat. mai. 12.5, and note the care with which he employs it in mythological
contexts (as in the Theseus). The fact is of importance in his treatment of the
apparition that appeared to Brutus (see on 6.1 and 48.1). {P.’s use of
Aéyerac is discussed by B. Cook, GRBS 42 (2001), 329—60.}

BpotTos ... Bapvveafac: the friendly personal relations of Brutus and
Caesar hardly require further documentation, nor Brutus’ excellent
prospects of political advancement under Caesar’s patronage. Hence his
motivation must have been disinterested: once his resolve was made he
made a clear distinction in his mind between Caesar his_familiaris, whom he
liked and respected, and Caesar the tdpavvos, under whose rule ‘he was
not really a citizen until he had resolved to do the deed’ (Ad Brut. 1.16
[25].9). If his father had plotted a tyranny he would have killed him (4d
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Brut. 1.17 [26].6); it would have been wrong to kill Antony because Antony
embodied no principle (cf. Ant. 13.3). See further Gelzer ggo.

Kaoatos ... Tov dpyovra proeiv: on this (probably unjust) charge see on
9.5 below. Cassius certainly did not ‘hate’ Caesar in January 45 (Ad Fam.
15.19 [216].4: ‘veterem et clementem dominum’—see on 9.5 below). |

dAAa ... eykAuata: in P.s narrative only Cassius’ chagrin over the
urban praetorship has been mentioned. Other complaints alleged include
the deferment of his consulship (Vell. 2.56.3), and Caesar’s evident
intention not to make use of his considerable expertise in the expedition
against Parthia (a modern conjecture).

6—7. deovtwv ... yevéolar: this story is only attested by P. The emphasis he
gives it does not show that he attaches the political significance to it
assigned by Cassius’ enemies, for he immediately disagrees with them
(9.1fL)). Rather, it gives P. himself the opportunity to indulge in a little
discreet evocation of maflos in his readers (see further on ch. g1). A historical
problem at once presents itself: is the story authentic? The fullest discussion
1s that of Wilson 59f., whose views are fairly typical. She rejects it for three
reasons: (1) it is so trivial as surely to be malicious invention; (i1) there is no
mention of it in Dio’s account of the siege and capture of Megara; (iii)
there 1s no record of Cassius’ aedileship. (1) is fundamentally misconceived.
It 1s well known what great importance Roman politicians attached to lud:
as a means of advancement in popular favour. If Caesar did appropriate
Cassius’ lions, this would have greatly angered Cassius. We all know the
lengths to which Caelius went to try to get Cicero to procure him his
panthers. I deal with (i) and (ii1) below. Garzetti’s suggestion (on Caes. 62.8,
{cf. Affortunati on this passage}) that the Cassius in question ought really
to be L. Cassius Longinus, brother of the tyrannicide and a Caesarian who
fought in Thessaly (Caes. BC 3.34.2, 3.56.1) and later under Calenus in
Achaea (BC 3.56.1) 1s much more worrying, for it seems to have the right
man at the right place at the right time. But there are difficulties, the chief
among which lie in the question of P.’s source at this point. He has
obviously got hold of an item which lay outside the main historical
tradition (there is no parallel therefore with Appian’s confusion of the |
tyrannicide Cassius with L. Cassius—2.88.972, 2.111.464: {Gowing, The
Triumviral Narratives 165-6}). One would have to suppose that his source,
probably a biographical one and probably also contemporary, was guilty of
a rather gross error of identification. Before accepting such a hypothesis,
one ought first to see whether the account as given by P. can survive the
attacks made upon it.

ayopavopetv péwv: a critical phrase for the authenticity of the whole
story. Megara fell some time after Pharsalus (Dio 42.14.3); Athens and most
of the rest of Greece fell or surrendered immediately after Pharsalus, but it
was ‘much later’ that Megara was taken. It had been besieged before
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Pharsalus (Caes. 43.1, Dio loc. cit.). How could Cassius the tyrannicide
think before August 48—at a time when he was still actively campaigning
against Caesar—that he was ayopavopetv péAdawr? One might suggest two
explanations: (i) he had been promised an aedileship in some premature
division of spoils like the one that took place before Pharsalus (Pomp. 67),
had assumed that the Pompeians would win, and had already started to
prepare for his aedileship by housing lions for the games in Megara. It
might be objected that the hardheaded Cassius, unlike Ahenobarbus,
Lentulus Spinther, and Scipio an experienced military commander, would
not have been the type to anticipate victory in this manner, but optimism
was not foreign to Cassius’ nature: after all, the conspiracy itself was based
on a complete misjudgement of the likely public reaction to Caesar’s
murder. And there was the solid Pompeian success at Dyrrachium and his
own naval exploits to induce over-confidence over the eventual military
outcome. (ii) as a Roman aristocrat of high standing Cassius could look
forward with nearly absolute confidence to an aedileship in the normal
course of events. To judge from the rest of his cursus (quaestor 54, praetor
44, consul to-be in 41) an aedileship would have fallen in 47. This fits his
having lions in | Megara in 48. Cassius, with his connexions with Syria
and Cilicia, was in fact in a good position for acquiring lions. One would
have to suppose a time gap of perhaps two or three years between his
acquiring the lions and their intended use in an aedileship. But this does
not seem impossible: D. Brutus had a troop of gladiators in Rome in 44
with no immediate use for them (see on 12.5). Possibly Cassius’ lions got
held up at Megara because of the outbreak of the Civil War.

KaAqvov: RE 7.2041f. (Miinzer), Broughton II, 281. He had been sent to
occupy Achaea before Pharsalus (Caes. BC 3.106.1, Caes. 43.1, Dio 42.14).

7. Tabta ... Onpia: there is no mention of the lions in the only other
account of the siege, that of Dio 42.14.3. Dio’s account seems impressively
detailed and circumstantial, but it is quite brief, and his failure to mention
the lion story cannot be taken as evidence that it is fictitious. The eruption
of the lions could have been a relatively minor factor in the capture of the
city (cf. 70m T7s modews kaTalapBavopevs).

To sum up, the story of the lions cannot be disproved, and the fact that
it may come from a source with a detailed knowledge of the personalities of
the conspirators should be allowed some weight. I think, on balance, that
the story should be accepted. If so, the incident certainly must have
angered Cassius.

ovpdopav ...: the rest of the story P. tells for its own sake.

els avtovs: perhaps something of a conventional element—secret
weapons from the animal world have a habit of backfiring on their
inventors. Cf. the behaviour of the Carthaginian elephants at Zama: Livy
30.33.13. There are many parallels.
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fpmacev: ‘em. Hesse’, according to Ziegler. Ziegler is not the most
sensitive of Plutarchean editors to the nuances of P.’s use of tenses. The
imperfect is in fact more graphic. Voegelin’s | comment is character-
istically acute: ‘Mihi vero etiam imperfectum non alienum videtur, quum
70 apmalewy non ut priora Scagmav, aviévar, opoveLr, res unius momenti et
semel peracta fuerit. Omnino Plutarchus in usu utriusque temporis
accurationem praestare videtur saepius ab editoribus ... non satis
animadversam’.

Kkal Tols moldepiots: this certainly is conventional as the ultimate criterion
of piteousness. See on g1.3 and 31.6.
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Ch. 9: The sincerity of Cassius’ motives; Brutus at last aroused
by the writing on the statue of his ancestor and his own
tribunal

1. vmapéac: not just ‘was’ (Perrin). The word is punningly picked up by
apx7s below. According to Cassius’ detractors the incident was the apy7
KaK@V.

emPBovAis: note the unabashed use of this, ‘bad word’ though it often is.
Cf. on 1.4.

ovk opfds Aéyovres: to his credit, and somewhat to the detriment of his
editorial ovykpiots, P. goes out of his way to set the record straight. There
must be a change of source at this point.

<év>fy: some insertion is necessary. Ziegler’s is the neater, though
actually cribbed from Voegelin.

xalemorys: an appropriate word to use of Cassius (cf. on 29.2), though
in context it obviously conveys no great disapproval. But the use of the
word is clever: (i) there is a sort of paradox—yalemorys is a typical vice of
tyrants (see on 29.2). Possibly P. is deliberately hinting at Cassius’ own
rather authoritarian nature; (i) P. is setting up a contrast with the
character of the story he is about to relate. Although, quite reasonably, he
does think that such a story may indicate genuine innate hatred of tyranny,
the manner in which he tells it is notably | light and humorous. In reading
P. (and of course many Classical authors) one has to be ready to accept
very rapid changes of tone and emotional intensity. This is especially
noticeable in ck. 15. See on 13.3.

yévos: perhaps colloquial and contemptuous = ‘breed’, One may
compare the colloquial use of ¢opa and the Latin ‘genus’ (e.g. Hor. Epist.
2.2.102, Serm. 1.2.2). The general point of yévos is ‘non de stirpe sed de
specie vel classi hominum’ (Voegelin).

ednAwoev: a reflection of the familiar biographical ‘character through
deeds’-doctrine. Cf. Isoc. Evag. 29, 30, 33, 46, 65; X. Ages. 1.6, Mem. 1.3.1,
Cyrop. 1.2; Arist. Rhet. 1.9.93; and in P. e.g. De fort. Alex. 328B, Demosth. 3.1,
11.7, Arat. 10.5, Mar. 2.4, Pomp. 87, Eum. 9.1, Cimon 2.2ff., Flam. 2.5,
Comparison of Lycurgus and Numa 1.2 etc. etc.

ér. mats av: a standard biographical chronological division, with the
usual implication that the child already displays the characteristics of the
mature adult, that occurs in Greek biography as early as Isocr. De bigis 46
(and possibly earlier). {On such assumptions see Pelling, Plutarch and History
ch. 14.}

Pavore: RE 4.1515ff. (Miinzer).

2. 0 pev yap ...: the story is also recorded by Val. Max. 3.1.3: ‘Cuius
(Sullae) filium Faustum C. Cassius condiscipulum suum in schola
proscriptionem paternam laudantem, ipsumque, cum per aetatem
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potuisset, idem facturum minitantem colapho percussit. digham manum,
quae publico parricidio se non contaminaret!” P. is obviously not following
Val. Max. here (9.54). Such discrepancies as there are between P.’s
account and Val. Max.’s do not necessarily indicate the existence of more
than one other source: P. would naturally change the specific reference to
the proscription to the more general povapyia. It is natural to suppose a
common source (? Livy). |

3. éverpuBer: the imperfect is effective. Cf. 8.7n. For the full expression cf.
Ale. 8.1, Luc. Prom. 10, D.H. 7.45 (mAnyas évrpiBerar). Cassius strikes
Faustus with his fist rather than his palm, not for the silly reason adduced
by Val. Max., but because he is a thoroughly aggressive little boy.
{Shackleton Bailey takes that passage of Val. Max. differently in his Loeb
edition [2000]: ‘Such a hand ought never to have defiled itself with a public
parricide.”} Cf. Voegelin: ‘notabimus in verbo evrpifewv violentiam
simulque ridiculi quendam colorem’.

T@v emTpomwv: clearly therefore the incident took place after Sulla’s
death in 78. Faustus, born before 86 (see Sulla 22.2), was put under the
guardianship of Lucullus by the terms of Sulla’s will (Luc. 4.6). According to
P. Pompey was upset by this slight (in fact it was the apyn kaxdv between
Pompey and Lucullus), so presumably he felt that he had some stake in the
welfare of the young Faustus, who later married his daughter (Suet. Caes.
27; Plut. Pomp. 47.4, Caes. 14.3), hence presumably his intervention here.
Tév emtpomwy might (or might not) therefore conceal a reference to
Lucullus. It would be typical of P. carefully to avoid bringing another
character into an already crowded narrative.

dukaleobar: presumably for ‘iniuria’, on which see F. Schulz, Principles of
Roman Law (1936, repr, 1956), 103f%., 1d. Classical Roman Law (1951), 593ft.; B.
Nicholas, Roman Law (1962), 215fT.

4. lva: ‘verissime pueri impetum exhibens’, Voegelin.
aropa: = mpoowmov according to Coraes. But the point is rather: ‘say it
again, and I’ll smash your mouth’.

5. TotodTos ... 0 Kdoowos: there seems no reason to disbelieve this story
(9.3—4 1s highly circumstantial), and P.’s inference from it may be justified,
in the world today there are thousands of boys not yet in their teens who
can reasonably be described as politically motivated. One would not,
however, as P. is, be happy to absolve Cassius from the charge of being
pdAlov (8la piookaioap | on the strength of this piece of evidence alone.
Clearly, it would be quite unrealistic to discount Caesar’s personal insults
to Cassius (7.4-5, 8.6—7, and see on 8.6) as motives for Cassius’ disaffection.
Cassius, like all other Roman aristocrats of the time, would undoubtedly
have regarded such affronts to his dignitas with the utmost seriousness.
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Balsdon 94 appears to class Cassius among the majority of the
conspirators, who (according to him) were ‘mean men, jealous and self-
seeking; men who thought that Caesar had not advanced them as fast as
they deserved; men who hoped for better days if Caesar was dead; men
who dreamed, some of them, of being cardboard Caesars themselves’. But
this hardly does justice to the man. Though he gave up fighting for the
Republican cause after Pharsalus and became Caesar’s legate (see on 6.6)
in the East, he did not take part in the African and Spanish campaigns
against the surviving Pompeians, and his letter to Cicero at the end of
January 45 shows his political attitude quite clearly: Ad Fam. 15.19 [216].4
‘peream nisi sollicitus sum ac malo veterem et clementem dominum’ (=
Caesar) ‘habere quam novum et crudelem’ (= Cn. Pompeius) ‘experiri’.
Cassius wants Caesar to win, but he is under no illusions about the nature
of the contest: ‘dominus eligitur’ (the force of ‘dominum’ is often
overlooked). During this period he seems to have withdrawn with Cicero
into apolitical and unreal rhetorical studies (4d Fam. 7.33 [192].2—mid-July
46). He also found in his Epicureanism an excuse for opting out of a state
of public affairs with which he was clearly out of sympathy. Ad Fam. 15.18
[213].1 and 15.17 [214].4 make this point very obviously. But it is also clear
enough that Cassius took his philosophy seriously and tried to apply its
standards to contemporary politics: Ad Fam. 15.19 [216].2. He would have
had no difficulty in seeing Caesar as the stock tyrant of philosophical-king
literature. (For the view that it was in fact Cassius’ conversion to Epi-
cureanism that sparked his disaffection from Caesar see | A. Momigliano,
‘Epicureans in Revolt’, JRS 31 [1941], 151fl. This view is seriously
weakened by Momigliano’a misdating of Cassius’ conversion—see on 37.2,
but the general point, that contrary to its reputation Epicureanism could
have provided the philosophical framework for seeing Caesar as a text-
book tyrant, 1s valid enough.) Cassius was also a member of a family which,
like the Bruti, prided itself on its tyrant-slaying record: Sp. Cassius, consul
for the third time in 486/5, had been executed for his monarchical
ambitions by his father (cf. Phil. 2.26 ‘C. Cassius, in ea familia natus quae
non modo dominatum, sed ne potentiam quidem cuiusquam ferre potuit’).
Thus, with such a strong family tradition, P.’s story about the young
Cassius and Faustus Sulla may indeed show something about Cassius’
political attitudes (and conceivably this is an additional reason for P.
putting such weight on the story; he was thoroughly familiar with the
Second Philippic). After the assassination Cassius maintained at least the
persona of the dedicated tyrannicide (cf. Dio 44.94.7 and much more
substantially 30.3 below). One must of course not be naive about all this:
one of the reasons Roman aristocrats hated tyrants was that they curtailed
the hereditary privileges of the ruling classes. There is no hard and fast
distinction between disapproval of tyranny on principle and anger at
personal affronts at the hands of the putative tyrant: the one reinforces the
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other. Nevertheless P.’s considered judgement of Cassius’ motivation is in the
main right and he deserves praise for going out of his way to revise his
‘editorial’ view. I would, however, stress that while P.’s considered
judgement—that Cassius’ motivation was largely disinterested—is hardly
compatible with his editorial view, it is important for the narrative from 6.9
to 9.5, and for his general understanding of the psychology of Brutus. (See
on 8.5.)

BpodTov ... oi moAtrac: an impressively constructed sentence. | The
rhetorical style effectively conveys the idea of pressure being applied on
Brutus from all sides.

moAdol ... ovvifwv: strictly speaking this is rather misleading. Up till
now Brutus’ friends have not been pressurizing him about the conspiracy
as such, but merely trying to detach him from his loyalty to Caesar. Brutus
only has discussions with his friends about the actual conspiracy when he is
already softened up by the writings on the statue and tribunal. See 10.g and
11 below and Caes. 62.7. In the rhetorical power of the description exact
chronology is unimportant.

qﬁﬁy,al,gi cf. Dio 44.12.2 ot oMol ... ouVEXDS avekalovv adTov, “& Bpotvte
Bpotte” exfodvres, kal mpooemAéyovTes ot “BpovTov ypnlopev”.

ypappaowy: other sources for this are Caes. 62.7, Dio 44.12, Appian
2.112.469, Suet. Caes. 80.3, Zonaras 10.11. Dio has the extra information
that pamphlets were scattered abroad, stressing Brutus’ name and lineage.
Suetonius records also the important item that Caesar’s statue on the
Capitol was inscribed: ‘Brutus, quia reges eiecit, consul primus factus est:
hic, quia consules eiecit, rex postremo factus est’. Source relationships are
tricky to discern. A common source certainly informs the arrangement of
the narrative in Brutus, Appian and Dio (P. and Dio are particularly close),
despite the fact that Dio has the extra information about the pamphlets,
and that Appian gives more quotations than either P. or Dio. Suetonius’
account 1s too brief to make comparison possible. P.’s Caesar account is not
based directly on Brutus.

The traditional interpretation of these pasquinades, following the view
of the sources, has always been that they were directed towards (or against)
Brutus. Gelzer’s suggestion (9go) that they were directed against Caesar
can only (as far as I can see) strictly apply to the one on Caesar’s own
statue. For the general practice of pasquinades on statues see Jal 174, {A.
Zadorojnyi in J. A. Baird and C. Taylor, edd., Ancient Graffiti in Context
(2010), 110-93; R. Morstein-Marx in C. Kuhn, ed., Politische Rommunikation
und offentliche Meinung in der antiken Welt (2012), 191217} |

These writings appeared after the Lupercalia (Dio) and the loss of
tribunician power of Caesetius Flavus and Epidius Marullus (Suetonius).
Brutus can only finally have been converted to the conspiracy towards the
end of February 44.
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ééekalodvTo ... ol moAiTar: Appian and Dio also stress that the pressure
exerted on Brutus had mass public support. Cf. also Caes. 62.1, 62.7.

6. <ro0>: Solanus’ particularizing article is clearly necessary.

[Bpotros]: Bpotros as vocative would be very odd, particularly in view
of Bpovre at 9.7, and even Bpovre is suspect since Appian, Dio, and
Suetonius all omit the vocative in this instance. Hence delete.

7. pel’ quépav: ‘the following day’ (not ‘daily’, as Perrin). The writings were
inscribed vikTwp (Caes. 62.7). The expression is common in P.

kabBevdeis: Reiske’s punctuation finds no support in the sources, though
Appian records two different graffitt in question form. {Pelling on Caes. 62.7
wonders whether the original graffito artist would really have been careful
enough to add his punctuation.}

8. airor ...: the rather elliptical argument is that Caesar’s flatterers,
wishing to have Caesar named as king, in fact provoked the opposite
reaction among the people to what they intended. The blame for Caesar’s
unpopularity and the rise of opposition to him is again emphatically put on
his kolakes in Caes. 57.2—9. The thought is common in the sources, and
goes back as far as Cicero (Phil. 13.41 ‘deceptum autem Caesarem a me
dicere audes? tu, tu, inquam, illum occidisti Lupercalibus’)’

kodakes: P. would have in mind Balbus (Caes. 60.5) and probably also
Antony, since he believes that Antony and Caesar between them stage-
managed the offer of the kingship at the Lupercalia to test public opinion. |

dAlas ... émdlovous: convenient documentation in Broughton II, 308.

avevplokovtes: in context an excellent word. The implication is that in
order to maintain influence with Caesar his xoAakes continually had to
‘invent’ new honours for him (cf. the pejorative use of efevpetv in Dion
36.3). On the need of the flatterer always to provide some new delight for
his master/victim see Quom. adul. ab amico internosc. 55A.

kal ... émTibévres: other accounts are Caes. 61.8, Ant. 12.7, Suet. Caes.
79.1, Appian 2.108.449, Dio 44.9.2. On the chronological problems
involved see Weinstock g1gff. They are hardly relevant to the present
context.

dtadnuara: on the regal implications of diadems see Weinstock 320,
3341 (very useful, whether or not one accepts his interpretation).

vmagopevor: ‘lead astray’, possibly even ‘seduce’, like Lat. ‘deduco’™—cf.
on metpavte below.

avt(: Ziegler’s tentative <avrov> avri, while not absolutely necessary, is
surely very plausible.

9. ws ... yeypamrar: the reference is to Caes. 60-61. The cross-reference is
clearly integral to the present context: only by reference to the Caesar can
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Tovvavtiov ... amqvryoer be made sense of.

The question whether or not Caesar was aiming for kingship is only
tangential to the Brufus, in contrast to the Caesar. For the view that he was
see (e.g.): Meyer (1922); Carcopino, Histowre romaine 11 (1936); W. Burkert,
Historia 11 (1962), 3561T.; V. Ehrenberg, Harvard Stud. Class. Phil. 68 (1964),
149ff; G. Dobesch, Caesars Apotheose zu Lebzeiten und semn Ringen um den
Konmigstitel (1966), S. Weinstock, Divus Julius (1971). Against (e.g.): F. E.
Adcock, CAH IX, 718f1;; Syme, RR ch. 4, RS 34 (1944), | 99f; H. Last, 7RS
34 (1944), 119fL; Greece and Rome 4 (1957)—various contributors; Balsdon
(1958); {K. Kraft, Der goldene Kranz Caesars und der Kampf um die Entlaroung des
Tyrannen (1952/3); E. Rawson, CAH* 1X (1994), 4635, observing (as already
at JRS 65 (1975) 148-59 = Roman Culture and Society (1991), 169—88) that the
evidence for Caesar’s aspirations to divinity is stronger than for his
ambitions for royalty}. The review-discussion of Weinstock by J. A. North,
JRS 65 (1975), 1717, 1s very judicious; {see also his discussion of the
Lupercalia, 7RS 98 (2008), 144-60}. I take this opportunity to enter a
‘recusatio’, though I am more in sympathy with the ‘Anglo-Saxon’
approach of scepticism/disbelief, for it seems more true to the strictly
contemporary evidence. From the point of view of the motivation of the
conspirators (despite 10.4 below) it does not greatly matter what Caesar’s
intentions were: they already had sufficient cause to kill him.
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Chs. 10-12: The formation of the conspiracy

P.’s account of the formation of the conspiracy is quite excellent, allowing
both for the exploration of motive in the chief conspirators and for the
steady accumulation of dramatic tension. It is at one and the same time
detailed and economical and can stand comparison with the more
celebrated narrative of the Pelopidas and De genio Socratis.

Ch. 10: Cassius’ reconciliation with Brutus;
Brutus joins the conspiracy

1-2 Kaogale ...: Cassius’ clandestine negotiations are not attested by any
other source.

1. metp@vTe: when used with the accusative of persons, mewpaw often means
‘attempt to seduce’ (see LS7, A. IV). Perhaps this image is meant to be
understood here, effectively characterizing Cassius’ furtive sounding out of
opinion. P. may be implying a parallel between the methods of Cassius and
Caesar’s kolakes (Vmayopar can be an equally disreputable word). The
construction with émi Kaloapa is rather elliptical, and is perhaps meant to
convey the delicacy with which Cassius put his proposition (if the text is
sound). |

8oéms: the first emphatic reference to Brutus’ great 8oéa, on which see
on 29.4.

katapyopévov: used of beginning sacrificial ceremonies or consecrating
the victim for sacrifice, hence the ‘apologetic’ @omep. The metaphor is
clearly highly appropriate to the immediate context, for Brutus is to be the
figure-head of the conspiracy, guaranteeing the probity of the enterprise.
That this was in fact intended to be Brutus’ role is highly likely, though in
the event the figure-head took on a life of its own (as figure-heads tend to
do) and dictated the terms of the assassination (18.4-6, 20.1). But 1s there
more to it than that? The metaphor could perhaps have come into P.’s
mind simply from thinking about Brutus’ incredible virtue, or possibly
have been inspired by a recollection of Cicero’s unpleasant ‘Vellem Idibus
Martiis me ad cenam invitasses’ (Ad Fam. 12.4 [363].1) and ‘Quam vellem
ad illas pulcherrimas epulas me Idibus Martiis invitasses!” (Ad Fam. 10.28
[364].1). But it reappears rather emphatically at Caes. 66.11 dmavras yap
€deL KCLTG,,prLO’eaL kal yevoashar Tod ¢6vov; {cf. Pelling, Caesar intr., 65-6}.
The use of sacrificial imagery to describe the act of murder is suggestive of
Greek tragedy. The analogy between tragedy and Plutarchean biography
1s discussed by (e.g.) P. De Lacy, ‘Biography and Tragedy in Plutarch’, A7P
73 (1952), 159-171; D. A. Russell, ‘Plutarch’s Alcibiades’, PCPhS 192 (1966),
3747 {= Scardigli, Essays 191—207}, Plutarch, 128ff.; Wardman 168-179; {J.
Mossman, 7HS 108 (1988), 8393 = Scardigli, Essays 209—28, and in Beck,
Companion 437-48; D. Braund, CQ 43 (1993), 468—74 and Histos 1 (1997),
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113-—27; A. Zadorojniy, Hermes 125 (1997), 169-82; Dufl, Plutarch’s Lives,
index s.0. “I'ragedy, similarity of some Lives with’, and Hermes 132 (2004),
271-91; Pelling in J. Opsomer, G. Roskam, and F. B. Titchener, edd., 4
Versatile Gentleman (Fschr. L. van der Stockt, 2016), 111-33}. Brenk,
‘Plutarch’s Caesar at the Rubicon: Roman General with Greek Dice’
(unpublished paper 1978) {and in ANRW II.36.1 [1987], 326} has some
suggestive remarks.

In the description of Caesar’s murder in the Caesar the murder is
represented as an act of divine retribution for the murder of Pompey
(especially 66.1-3, 66.13; see further on 6.5 above; the theme is not
developed, but is implicit, at 17.2 below). During the actual murder Caesar
1s compared to a wild beast that has been | cornered (Caes. 66.10 {with
Pelling ad loc.}), and the feel of the description suggests imagery drawn
from hunting (:bid.). Again, a tragic flavour is latent. One thinks
particularly of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, and its sustained use of imagery
drawn from hunting and sacrifice. The Agamemnon parallel can be carried
farther. The description of Caesar’s crossing of the Rubicon is extremely
interesting in this respect (Caes. 32.6-9). The moral dreadfulness of crossing
the Rubicon is heavily emphasized (32.5, §2.9). Caesar’s resolution wavers
to and fro, he consults his friends, he knows that the crossing will bring
great evil but wants the consequent Adyos. But once his decision is made,
he rushes to carry it out, and must bear responsibility for it (I am indebted
to Brenk, art. cit., for some of these observations). It is all highly reminiscent
of Agamemnon’s inner struggle at Aulis, where whichever course he
chooses will bring disaster, and yet Agamemnon can be said to have acted
‘willingly’ (see further A. Lesky, 7HS 86 [1966], 78ff., for this sort of
interpretation of decision-making and personal responsibility in Aeschylus).
The Agamemnon parallel may be helped by the dream which (according to
P.) Caesar had the night before he crossed the Rubicon: he dreamed that
he was having incestuous intercourse with his mother. (In Suetonius, Caes.
7.2, and Dio 41.24.2 this dream is said to have occurred when Caesar was
quaestor in Spain and is given a favourable interpretation; {cf. Pelling,
G&R 44 (1997), 200201 and on Caes. 92}.) The tone is rather Aeschylean
(cf. the omen of the eagles’ feast at Aulis, or Clytemnestra’s dreams in the
Choephor: and Sophocles’ Electra). It might be fanciful to try to extend the
Agamemnon analogy any farther, though there is a certain inertness about
the doomed Caesar as he makes his way to the senate house in Caes. 64.6ft.
which is not unlike the manner of Agamemnon’s entry into his palace.
Nevertheless, it seems relatively safe to assert that P.’s use of karapyopévov
here is part of a chain of imagery which | must suggest a tragic parallel,
the obvious one being the Agamemnon. This imagery naturally enriches the
narrative by illustrious literary association, but it has a serious thematic
function as well, for it inevitably reinforces the pattern of crime, counter-
crime, and divine retribution: Caesar is slain for his responsibility for the
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death of Pompey, his assassins pay the price for his murder (Caes. 69.6fT.),
and the resolution is achieved with the divinely inspired establishment of
the Empire (for references see on 6.5). It is of course true that the murder
of Caesar is not represented as a crime in the Brutus (quite the reverse), but
this is because of the usual Plutarchean tension between the broad scope of
things—his conception of a pattern of retributive justice in the deaths of
Caesar and the great leaders of the Republic, his conviction that the
Empire could only have come into being in accordance with the divine
will—and the smaller perspective—his belief that Brutus and Cassius were
honourable men, who in a certain sense did indeed slay a tyrant. (See also
the remarks on 8.5 above.)

There are of course other occasions in the Brutus where a parallel with
tragedy may reasonably be drawn. I discuss them as and when they occur.

av7d 7§ Tapetvar: ‘by the mere fact of his participation—Perrin.

3. ovpdpovnaas: ‘after reflecting on this’, according to Perrin, and similarly
LS7. For P.’s use of oupdpovéw see Holden on Themist. 28.2 and Hamilton
on Alex. 9.14. Here ‘agreeing with’, ‘accepting’ seems much the most
natural rendering.

Stagopds éxeivys: over the urban praetorship (7.1—5). Thus according to
this account the quarrel between Brutus and Cassius lasted from the end of
45 to late-February 44.

The whole of the rest of this chapter has to be compared with Appian
2.113.470—473. The two accounts are extremely close, | particularly in the
oral exchanges of Brutus and Cassius. The only small differences are as
follows: (1) Appian sets the story in a situation where there is general talk of
‘kingship’ in the air; (i) in his version there is no reconciliation between
Brutus and Cassius, simply because when the story begins, they are
apparently on reasonable terms; (iii) Appian does not have the vovunvia
reference of Brut. 10.3; (iv) Appian ends with the reflection ‘thus did they
disclose to each other what they had been privately thinking about for a
long time’ (trans. H. White). The closeness of the two accounts is such that
either both writers are using a common source or Appian is using P. Only by
trying to assess the differences can an answer to this question be given. (i)
does not cut either way: it is consistent with Appian’s earlier narrative
(2.110-111). (111) 1s also inconclusive. Appian might well have omitted the
vovpunuia reference, thinking it to be an error, or not understanding it,
whether he was working from P. or from a common source. (ii) is critical
and (in my opinion) suggests that Appian is using P. In P. the reconciliation
element in the story follows on naturally from 10.1-2, an item which
Appian does not have. In fact in P. 10.1-7 seems to be a continuous
narrative. It therefore seems likely that the reconciliation element was in
the original source. This is of course consistent with P.’s account at 7.5-7,
where Brutus and Cassius quarrel over the urban praetorship (I do not
mean that the account is from the same source, but if the quarrel was
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genuine, then an account of the first meeting between Brutus and Cassius
after it would naturally have to include a reconciliation). Appian does not
have the reconciliation element in the story, though (according to this
argument) it was in the original source. Why not? Simply because he is
trying to avoid a conflict with his own narrative: his clever theory that the
quarrel between Brutus and Cassius was a fiction. But if he was using the
original | source for himself he would know that that theory was a
complete non-starter. Ergo, Appian is here using P. The sequence of events
goes as follows: (1) Appian uses Pollio for his account of the quarrel
between Brutus and Cassius; because this is a relatively undetailed,
historical account he is able to speculate that the quarrel might have been
a pretence; (11) seeing a lively little story in P. he decides to insert it into his
main narrative; (ii1) he makes adjustments accordingly. This means (a)
cutting out the problematic reference of Brut. 10.9; (b) suppressing the
reconciliation element in the story in order not to upset his own narrative;
(c) ending with the safe reflection ‘thus did they disclose to each other what
they had been privately thinking for a long time’, in order to give an
impression of consistency and unanimity of sentiment between the two
men. If these arguments seem fragile, then perhaps two more general
arguments may be allowed some weight: (1) the flavour of the story seems
in any case ‘biographical’, in which event it is more likely that P. is using
the source than that Appian is; (i1) within the context of his narrative as a
whole the story of 2.113.470-479 1s conspicuous not only for its detail and
vividness but also for its sheer bulk: it has every appearance of being an
untypical insert. See also on 10.6 below. {Pelling, Plutarch and History 37 n.
86 tentatively follows Moles on this, suggesting also that App. may be
following P.’s account from memory.}

Independent of P. or not, Appian’s version of the story is a good one. It
does not have P.’s intensity, but it is written in a sprightly, engaging style.
What is to be made of the historicity of the story? One must obviously
assume that much of the dialogue is made up. Assessment of its content
depends to some extent on what view is taken of the Adyos vmep BaotAelas.
That Cassius and Brutus did formally make up their quarrel and that
Cassius used the opportunity to put pressure on Brutus need surely not be
doubted. Wilson 72 goes too far in describing the whole interview as a
‘dramatic fiction’. |

voupnrig: a fascinating item. If the reference is ‘Greek’ for the Kalends,
then it is a clear error, since the alleged proposal was supposedly going to
be made on the Ides of March (see below). It is so interpreted by all early
editors and by Gelzer ggo. P. of course often does use vovpunria as = the
Kalends (e.g. Galba 22.5. Sulla 14.10). But the present reference, in rather
surprising fashion is correct. On the Ides of March was celebrated the
festival of Anna Perenna, which fell on the first full moon of the new year
in the old calendar. (For discussion of the festival see Frazer on Ovid, Fasti
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3.523ff. That this suited the purposes of the conspirators is rightly
emphasized by N. Horsfall, G&R 21 [1974], 1961L., for it meant that much
of the urban populace would not be in the centre of Rome when the
assassination took place. He does not, however, refer to the present
passage.) In other words, P. has preserved an item of some importance for
the purposes of the conspirators, though it is hardly clear that he himself
understands its significance. There are reasons for supposing that much of
the dialogue between Brutus and Cassius recorded here is of suspect
historicity (below); nevertheless, it is clear that P. is working with a source
that, however partial in its intent, is still very well informed about some
factual details.

mapeivar: Coraes’ ‘emendation’ is quite unnecessary. mapetvar els is a
very common ‘pregnant’ construction.

muvBavesfar: if the story of the alleged proposal was faked, it is quite
likely that Cassius and his friends were the originators of it (one may recall
that Cassius, like L. Aurelius Cotta, was one of the quindecimuviry). In that
case, 1if there is any substance in P.’s narrative at this point, Cassius was
deliberately abusing the story to win Brutus over. But Cassius in any case
would hardly have needed to use it on Brutus (in contrast, that is, with
marketing it for general public consumption, as even Brutus must have
realized | when Caesar became ‘dictator perpetuo’ c. February g, 44 that
there was no further hope of the restoration of the Republic as he knew it.
Thus, whether the story of the alleged proposal was faked or not, what is
being purveyed here is a tyrannicide apologia, not a historical record. Again,
one may think of a source close to the tyrannicides.

ws Aoyov ... kabnootev: in most sources this story is mentioned as a mere
rumour. See Caes. 60.2, Suet. Caes. 79.4, Dio 44.15.3, Appian 2.110.460—461.
It takes on rather more substantial form in Plut. Caes. 64.5 (Decimus Brutus
tells Caesar that the senate are ready to accede to the proposal). In P.
Brutus and Appian, as we have seen, it leads to the formation of the
conspiracy, whereas in Suetonius and Dio it makes the conspirators
accelerate their plans.

From the point of view of the historicity of Cassius’ conversation with
Brutus when Brutus first joins the conspiracy, it does not matter whether
the story was true or not, but it is of course an interesting historical
problem in its own right. For what it is worth, my opinion 1s that the story
falls convincingly into what Balsdon 85, with admirable scepticism,
describes as the ‘killed-in-the-nick-of-time’ category. The conspirators’
haste is adequately explained by Caesar’s imminent departure for the East,
scheduled for March 18 (Appian 2.111.462, 114.476): there is no necessity to
invoke this story of the Adyos vmep Baotdelas as an explanation for the
speed with which the enterprise, once decided upon, was carried through.
More positively, it is striking how sceptical even Dio is. And the story is
emphatically rejected by Cicero (De div. 2.110), in a context where Cicero

141



142

143

136 J- L. Moles

has no apparent reason to conceal the truth. The story would have had a
certain specious plausibility simply because there almost certainly was an
oracle mentioning a king as the one who would lead the Romans to
triumph over a barbarous foe, but the | specific names had to be supplied
according to circumstances. This is the point of Cicero’s further remark:
‘hoc si est in libris’ (this seems to admit that there was such an oracle: the
argument 1s ‘if it 1s in the books, so what?’), ‘in quem hominum et in quod
tempus est? Callide enim qui illa composuit perfecit, ut quodcumque
accidisset, praedictum videretur hominum et temporum definitione
sublata’. (For similar observations see Procop. Hust. Bell. 5.24.28f. and 33—
34.) Given that he knows all this, Cicero’s denial of the story carries
considerable weight. For further discussion of the problem see Weinstock
g40f. (totally uncritical); {K. Kraft, Der goldene Rranz (9.9n.), 56-8; Pelling
on Caes. 60.2 and 64.3}.

kafnoorev: kabioorev does not seem possible. Reiske’s kabnootev is
excellent. To quote Voegelin: ‘Notabilis ... locutio, sermonem de aliqua re
afferre, pr. demittere, quasi in arenam, opinor, ut spectent atque iudicent
rem quibus id convenit’. Changing the metaphor, one might render the
Greek by ‘put up’ or ‘float’.

4. mapetvar: Schaefer’s ‘emendation’ has won widespread approval. It is
hard to see why. There is no need to change the MSS mapiévac, and in fact a
future tense makes better sense. 10.§ mapetvac is not a parallel and Appian
supports a future.

For ‘withdrawal’ as the only means of protest open to a Roman senator
who wished to oppose despotism see Wirszubski 140f. Cicero adopted a
policy of silent inactivity under Caesar, which the latter rightly interpreted
as a stricture on his regime and tried to persuade Cicero to end (Mare. 1; Ad
Fam. 4.9 [231].2, 9.16 [190].3). Antony took it as a personal affront when
Cicero failed to appear at the meeting of the senate on September 1, 44 (cf.
Phil. 5.19). In the reign of Tiberius L. Piso declared that he would retire to
a remote village to mark his disapproval of the state of public affairs, and
Tiberius was much disturbed (dnn. 2.34.1f). Under Nero (c. 64-66)
Thrasea Paetus withdrew entirely from public life, in order to register his
displeasure at Nero’s tyrannical behaviour | in the only way open to him
(Ann. 16.22.1). Cf. also on 2.9 (Brutus’ De virtute).

€7 ... BpodTos: editors’ attempts to change this text are dictated by the
desire to avoid hiatus. It must be said that none of the ‘emendations’ on
offer are very happy. A definite article should be retained. There is an
almost demonstrative force in its use here (and note that Appian also
maintains definite articles with the proper names throughout his version);
this suits the vivid, dramatic, tone of the narrative well. I think the text
should be left as it is. See on 4.6.
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mpoamofvijokovtas: mpoamofviiokew is ambiguous (the same ambiguity
resides in mpokwwdvvebw—see on 49.10 and 51.2). Here Brutus says: ‘It will
be my duty’ (éuov is quite emphatic) ‘to die on behalf of freedom’. Le. /e
will fight, whatever anyone else does. Cassius therefore replies: “What
Roman will tolerate your (1) dying on behalf of freedom and (i1) dying before
him?’, 1.e. if Brutus will give a lead everyone else will follow. Such little
word plays are common in P. but sometimes they have some meaning, as
here.

6. ayvoets ... oeavtov: cf. opAnua marpikov below. The point that Brutus is
1) Ppvoer opposed to tyranny and that in cooperating with Caesar he has
not been true to himself'is thus driven home. See on 8.5 above.

vgavras ... kamplovs: aristocratic contempt for ‘the workers’. kamnlos
often has colloquial implications of profiteering and cheating (e.g. Aes. fr.
322N {= g22 R}, Hdt. 3.89), and perhaps does here (= ‘the graffitz aren’t a
fraud’). In Roman political terms the reference will be to the disreputable
political collegia. It 1s also possible that Cassius’ wording is meant to recall
Plato, Rep. 36g9b—g71e and Arist. Pol. 1291a14: the nice evocation of Greek
political theory, reinforcing the meaning of Cassius’ argument, | would be
Plutarchean, rather than source-derived.

mparous: perhaps with contemporary Greek political colouring. Cf. P.’s
use of ot mpdror in Praec. ger. reip. 815A, Quaest. conviv. 679C with J. H.
Oliver, The Ruling Power (1953), 953-8; Robert, Hellenica 13 (1965) 212f.; and
E. Valgiglio, Plutarco: Praecepta Gerendae Retpublicae (1976), 112f.

kpatioTous: perhaps also with contemporary political colouring. In the
political terminology of the Imperial age xparioros may be in effect a
technical term or title, = ‘egregius’ (P Fay. p. 33; BGU 89r1; IG 14.1346), or
‘clarissimus’ (/G g [1].61; IG Rom. 3.581; P Oxy. 2108.6), and in P. cf. De
trang. amimi 464F with Jones, ‘Chronology’, 62 {= Scardigli, Essays 99}. But
at other times P.’s use of the term seems rather to be evaluative, when he
wants to make it plain that ‘the best’ really are the best. So 33.1, 49.10
below, Ages. 28.8, Otho 1.5, g.2, Coriol. 13.4, Mar. 30.2, Caes. 14.12, Cam. 7.4.
Both implications may be relevant here.

Oéatpa: Oeapara (Bryan) or féas (Schaefer, cl. Appian 2.113.472) are
certainly easier, but on the principle lect. diff. pot. one ought to try to make
sense of the text as given. It seems justifiable in the light of 1 Ep. Cor. 4.9
Oeatpov eyeviinuer 76 kKéouw.

povopayouvs: for P.’s own dislike of gladiatorial shows see e.g. De soll.
amim. 959C—960A, 963C, 965A; De esu carn. 997C; Praec. ger. reyp. 8o2D—-E,
822C, 823E; Non posse suav. vive 1099B; Flam. 18.6f.; frag. 193 Sandbach =
Loeb Moralia XV (1969), 360. See further H. Fuchs, Der geistige Widerstand
gegen Rom (1938), 49, n. 60 (with whom I am inclined to agree).

It 1s of course perfectly possible that Brutus and Cassius despised the
gladiatorial shows as much as P. did (though contrast 8.6-7, 21.3-6), but it
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1s difficult to resist the impression that this attack on demagogic praetors
reflects P.’s own view. This | does not quite amount to a positive argument
in favour of] but it is certainly consistent with, the hypothesis that P. is working
up the narrative of a source and that Appian simply reflects P. direct.
maTpukov: perhaps just a shade poetic and more emotive than marpuov.

davévros: = el daivy).

7. meptfadav: ‘embracing’. See Hamilton on Alex. 67.7, and cf. 4.5 above.
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Ch. 11: Q. Ligarius joins the conspiracy

1-3. "Hv ... dytalvew®: Appian 2.113.474 mentions Ligarius in his list of
prominent conspirators, but apart from this P.’s narrative is without
parallel in other sources.

T'atos: wrong—Quintus is assured by the many references in Cicero’s
Pro Ligarw. Appian gets it right, and so does P. in Cic. 9.6, a passage which
shows some background knowledge of the Ligarius affair (though there is a
slight contradiction with Ad Fam. 6.14 [228] over Caesar’s attitude to
Ligarius’ recall). Presumably I"atos is a scribal error.

Avydpios ... amélvaer: the main source is Cicero’s speech. Also: Ad Att.
13.12 [320], 13.19 [326], 13.20 [328], 13.44 [336], Ad Fam. 6.13 [227].3, 6.14
[228]; Plut. loc. cit. Secondary literature: RE 13.519ff. (Miinzer), Schanz-
Hosius 1, 430f.; G. Walser, Historia 8 (1959), goff.; R. A. Bauman, 7he
Crimen Mazestatis (1967), 142fl.; K. Kumaniecki, Hermes 95 (1967), 4341%.; {H.
C. Gotofl, Caesar’s Caesarian Speeches: a Stylistic Commentary (1993); J. P.
Johnson in J. Powell and J. Paterson, edd., Cicero the Advocate (2004), 71—
399; A. Lintott, Cicero as Evidence (2008), 3179} .

Q. Ligarius was legate in Africa to C. Considius Longus in 50. Left in
charge at the end of the year, he surrendered the province to the
Pompeian P. Attius Varus in 49, helping him to keep out L. Aelius Tubero,
who had been appointed governor by the senate, despite the fact that his
son Quintus, who was with him, was ill. Both Tuberos joined Pompey in
Macedonia (Pro Lig. 27) and submitted | to Caesar after Pharsalus and
were pardoned. Ligarius apparently stayed with the Pompeians in Africa,
fought at Thapsus, and was captured by Caesar at Hadrumetum. He was
spared but not yet allowed to return to Rome (4d Fam. 6.13 [227].3). Cicero
and his two brothers worked for his recall (4d Fam. 6.14 [228]). When Q).
Aelius Tubero, the aggrieved son of L. Aelius Tubero, accused him before
Caesar on a charge of perduellio Cicero defended him successfully in
October 46 in a speech which moved Caesar greatly (Cic. 39.6).

2. ovy ... Bapuvvdpevos: for thought and form cf. 7.5. The charge of
ingratitude against the conspirators was a commonplace, but it is not easy
to decide here if P. is actually criticizing Ligarius.

T@v ... mepl Bpodrov: probably, in context (antithesis to Kaioapt) =
simply ‘Brutus’, in accordance with the common late Greek practice of
using ot mept + acc. for the individual. See Kiihner-Gerth I, 270f.; Porter
on Dion 1.1; Hamilton on Alex. 41.5; Holden on Themist. 7.6; {S. L. Radt,
LPE 38 (1980), 47-56; and, more sceptical about the idiom, R. J. Gorman,
LPE 136 (2001), 201-13}. Naturally o mep( is often also a genuine plural.

ovvifns: Appian classes Ligarius as among the olketor of Brutus and
Cassius.

geavTod ... afiov: cf. 9.8, 10.6 for the theme.
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3. Uytalve: a nice pun, = (i) T am well, if you are worthy of yourself’; (ii) ‘I
am politically sound’. One wonders if Ligarius actually said (e.g.) ‘st vales,
ego equidem valeo’, using the old ceremonial form of address much used
in epistolary contexts (see Tyrrell and Purser I, 57f.).
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Ch. 12: Recruitment of other conspirators

1. 'Ex ... katagpovyras: Appian’s account at 2.113.474 (the closest to P.’s)
shares with Brutus the insistence on ToAua as a qualification for recruitment,
and the division of the conspirators into two categories: friends of Brutus
and Cassius, and others | The ‘others’ are specifically described as ‘friends
of Caesar’, a category which also appears in Livy Fpit. 116, Vell. 2.56.5. But
this does not show that P. is following a different source: he is working in a
tradition which plays down the role of D. Brutus (12.5), and since the latter
led ‘the friends of Caesar’, he cannot consistently give that category
separate definition. P. and Appian are in fact following a common source:
verbal parallels are close.

yvwpipwy: ambiguous = (i) ‘known’ to them, i.e. acquaintances; (i) ‘well-
known’ men, in the common political sense. Both meanings apply here.
‘Acquaintances’ is a wider term than ¢cloc, as the sequel shows.

avekoLvodvTo: SC. TN Tpafiy.

ooovus: Suet. Caes. 80.4 gives over sixty, Eutrop. 6.25 sixty or more, Oros.
6.17.2 over sixty (both probably following Livy); Nicolaus 19.59 eighty (if
the text is right). ‘Over sixty’ is probably right. Appian 2.111.464 and
113.474 lists fifteen. RE 10.255 gives the names of the twenty known
conspirators.

katagpovyras: although the thought can be paralleled in other
philosophies  (most notably Epicur. Sent. Val. wdoa  adyndov
evkatagpovnyros, cf. Phld. D. 1.25), the general idea of ‘contempt’ for what
are ordinarily considered great goods or evils is distinctively Stoic. Cf.
Aoywv kat avBpamav k. (De prof- in virt. 83F), xpnuarov k. (De Stoic. repugnant.
1044A), vopwv k. (Arrian, Epictet. 4.7.33: implied attack on Stoic ‘contempt’),
Seneca, Dial. 2.2.1 ‘hos enim Stoici nostrl sapientes pronuntiaverunt,
invictos laboribus, contemptores voluptatis’, 6.25.1 ‘interque contemptores
vitae et mortis beneficia liberos parens tuus’. For Stoic ‘contempt’ for death
in particular see Griffin 384ff. Is the tone here, then, reconcilable with 1.2
and 2.2-3? Answer: no, not strictly, but P. is more ready to accept a
Stoicized Brutus and his friends in an obviously heroic context. |

The general emphasis on the fearlessness of the conspirators (already

in P.’s source) is of course a reply to the charge that their action was
cowardly and unfair (ct. Comparison 4.51f).

2. 8.0 ... deopév: closely parallel is Cic. 42.1—2. Similarity of thought and
wording is obvious. Whether the Brutus passage, from the twelfth pair (Dion
2.7), 1s directly modelled on the Cicero, from the fifth pair (Demosth. 3.1),
depends on the answer to the question: is P. here following a source, or
simply working from his own knowledge? Rice Holmes III, 340, thinks that
the reasons given in the two passages for the conspirators’ decision not to
ask Cicero to join them are perhaps only P.’s own opinion. (He has his own
reasons for wanting to think this—see below—but the possibility still has to
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be considered on its own merits.) In favour of this hypothesis is the fact that
other sources do not explicitly mention Cicero’s being passed over, while
the characterization of Cicero offered could be thought to bear the stamp
of personal deduction by P. (particularly the emphasis on the cautiousness
of old age, since P. was interested in the political role of old men). But it is
more likely that P. is here following a source. His whole narrative from chs.
10-12 1s well informed about who was, or was not, chosen to join the
conspiracy. The underlying source might well have discussed the omission
of Cicero. The characterization of Cicero corresponds just as much to the
recorded opinion of Brutus (especially the scathing Ad Brut. 1.17 [26].4) as to
that of P. The fact that other sources do not explicitly mention Cicero’s
being passed over may indicate either that they are not working with such
intimate sources as P. or that they are not following the sources they do use
in such detail—mnot that the omission of Cicero was not discussed in some
accounts of the formation of the conspiracy. Consequently, rather than
suppose that P. wrote Brut. 12.2 with Cicero open in front of him, the
parallel between the | two passages is best explained by reliance on a
common source. Is that source the same as that lying behind 12.1? One
could argue that 12.2 and Cic. 42.1—2 is Pollian because of the roApa-theme
and the rather unfavourable characterization of Cicero. But both these
elements could be explained as much by the facts of the case as by literary
considerations, and Appian’s omission of this item tells against Pollio here.
12.2 810 also looks like a source-linking device, and the whole passage goes
well with the intimate character of P.’s narrative in chs. 10-12, most of
which must go back to some very detailed source indeed.

ToDTO pLév ... avTols: on Cicero’s relations with Brutus see on 6.12; with
Cassius, 8.5 and 9.5.

ToAuts évders: cf. e.g. Ad Brut. 1.17 [26].4.

yepovtikny: accurate, for Cicero was born January 3, 106, and old age
began about sixty (Sen. de brev. vit. 20.4; Lyc. 26.1 etc.).

€lr ... doddleav: as e.g. in his handling of the Catilinarian
‘conspiracy’.

dkpav ... axpgp: light assonance reinforces the meaning. The imagery
apBAovy ... akpqr is commonplace in P., as elsewhere, but given point by
the contrast with the proverbial apBAorys of old age (S. fr. 894 etc.), and
between youthful axps and dull old age.

avrav: effectively displaced from its natural position for emphasis.

Tayovs: because of Caesar’s scheduled departure on March 18 (see on
10.3), and also because so dangerous an enterprise needs to be acted upon
quickly to avoid detection.

P.’s evidence that Cicero was not asked to join the conspiracy is correct.
Phil. 2.25ff. shows that Antony not only publicly accused Cicero of
complicity in the conspiracy, but also saddled him | with the ultimate
responsibility, using as evidence the fact that when the deed was done
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Brutus called Cicero by name and congratulated him upon the restoration
of liberty (Phul. 2.28 and g0). While not disputing that Brutus did do this,
Cicero vigorously denies the charge. It is possible to take a cynical view of
this evidence, but not of Ad Fam. 12.2 [344].1, 12.3 [345].1 (both to Cassius),
12.4 [303].1 and 10.28 [364].1 (to Cassius and Trebonius respectively), all of
which take it for granted that Cicero was not involved. The reasons given
by P., whether Plutarchean or source-derived, are perfectly convincing
(one might add [i] Cicero’s notorious inability to hold his tongue; [ii] the
fact that were Cicero included, the efficacy of Brutus as symbol of justice
and pure Republican sentiment would be lessened: Cicero would not have
been able to take a subordinate role in the way that Cassius and D. Brutus
were prepared to do). Against all this, Rice Holmes III, 340, argues that
Cicero’s remark in Ad Brut. 2.5 [5].1 ("You know I always thought that the
Republic should be delivered not only from a king but also from royalty.
Your view was more indulgent’) suggest that he might have been admitted
to the confidence of Brutus, even though he was not an active partner in
the enterprise. But (1) Rice Holmes misdates the letter (actually written in
April 43); (11) the qualification is important—Cicero’s words might only
show (if they show anything at all) that Brutus and he had engaged in the
sort of roundabout philosophical discussion which Brutus certainly had
with Statyllius and Favonius (12.3). But it is very doubtful if they even show
that: Cicero is simply saying (as was his wont) ‘I told you so’ at a time when
Antony had already begun to seem dangerous. This does not mean that he
had discussed the problem of Antony with Brutus beforehand—he is
simply generalizing and exaggerating his own (post eventum) sagacity. From
such evidence as Ad Att. 13.40 [343].1, Brutus 331 (see on 1.5), and Ad Att.
12.45 [290].2 (see on 14.1) it appears that Cicero | confined his recom-
mendations on the subject to veiled exhortations to kill Caesar—only.
These passages also suggest that Cicero originally conceived of the
problem in the same way as Brutus (not Cassius) did: no tyrant, no
tyranny—therefore remove Caesar and all would be well, just as it had
been after the assassination of Romulus and Spurius Maelius, and the
expulsion of Tarquin.

That said, one should not deny that to some extent Cicero was morally
responsible for the formation of the conspiracy: Dio 46.2.9 perhaps
authentically—makes Q, Fufius Calenus describe Cicero as o ... Tov
Kaioapa Sta Bpovrov ¢ovevoas, Cicero undoubtedly did try to bring
pressure on Brutus in the Brutus and presumably in the Cato as well, and he
played his part generally in keeping discontent with the Caesarian regime
alive (see Boissier g51fl.; Meyer 456f.). This would be enough to explain
Brutus’ address to Cicero immediately after the assassination, and to
provide Antony with a specious accusation.

{Cicero’s shifting relations with Brutus during 4644 are plotted by K.
Welch, ‘Cicero and Brutus in 45°, in T. W. Hillard, R. A. Kearsley, C. E.
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V. Nixon, and A. M. Nobbs, edd., Ancient History in a Modern Unwversity.
Volume 1 (1998), 244-156.}

3—6. émel ... mpobBipws: none of this is paralleled in other sources.

3. émei: editors seem to find no difficulty in this. I do: what is the main
clause? Surely érv de is right. {Scott-Kilvert—Pelling follow Perrin and
others in seeing the co-ordinating main clauses as o pev Pawwvios
amekpivato ... 0 8¢ Zratvdos €y ...; Moles perhaps wished to punctuate
with a colon rather than comma after metpav.}

Zra<tv>AAwov: an interesting little problem. Ziegler’s XZrardAAcov
implies an identification with the philosopher mentioned in Cat. mn. 65.10,
66.0, 73.7, and 51.5-6 below. On this problem see Miinzer in RE 3A.2185;
Ziegler, Grosse Griechen und Romer IV, 443; L. Moulinier in the index of the
Latzarus translation of the Lives; del Re on the present passage; Zeller IIL.1,
388; Babut 188f. The identification is accepted without discussion by
Geiger {D.Phil.} on Cat. mun. 65.10 {Ghilli in their 1993 Rizzoli edition and
Affortunati accept it too.} For the sake of accuracy, one may note that it
was already suggested (though rejected) at least as early as Voegelin (1833).
P. is the only source for the philosopher(s) in question. Zeller, Voegelin,
and Babut argue against the | identification.

In Cat. min. 65.10 Statyllius is described as avyp 77 pev nAkig véos,
ZO‘XUp(‘)g 86‘ T'ﬁ ’)/V(,!’)‘LL’H BOU}\O’I.LEVOS €ZV(1L K(lz, ’Toﬁ KG’/T(,UVOS C’L’iTO‘LLLI.LEZO‘GCLL T7\7V
amabecav. He refuses to leave Utica to escape the victorious Caesarians,
being KaTa(;SaV’l\]g pLookatoap, and is mentioned in the same breath as
Apollonides the Stoic and Demetrius the Peripatetic. At 66.6 he is still
refusing to leave, and at 73.7 he decides to kill himself a la Cato, but is
restrained by ‘the philosophers’, and lives on to give faithful and effective
service to Brutus and die at Philippi. His exploits at Philippi are recounted
at 51.5-6 below. Arguments against the identification spring from the S
divergence at Brut. 12.3 (though XraAAcov can hardly be left as it is), and—
more important—from the apparent differences between the Statyllius of
Cat. mwn. 65.10 and 51.5-6, and the Epicurean philosopher of Brut. 12.3.
Babut 189, n. 3, argues that these alleged differences could only be
explained by a philosophical ‘conversion’ to Epicureanism, but that it is
difficult to hypothesize a ‘conversion’ between Cat. mn. 65.10 and Brut.
12.3, as the time lapse was only two years. This is not a strong argument,
but the ‘conversion’ theory (in itself rather a desperate expedient) would
not explain the further ‘inconsistency’ between the behaviour of 12.3 and
51.5-6.

According to Babut, the description of Statyllius in Cat. min. 65.10, taken
together with the mere fact of his membership of Cato’s philosophical
entourage, strongly suggests a Stoic philosopher, but clearly it may or may
not: admiration for, and emulation of, Cato’s qualities (which P. correctly
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describes in Stoic terminology) do not necessarily make the admirer a Stoic.
Not all philosophical adherents of Cato were Stoics (Demetrius the
Peripatetic). Naturally enough, too, Epicureans might engage in apparently
amicable philosophical discussions with philosophers of other | persuasions
(Cassius with the Academics Cicero and Brutus), even with their traditional
enemies, the Stoics: thus here the Epicurean is conversing on friendly
terms with Brutus the Academic and Favonius the Stoic (probably—see
below). Babut also emphasizes that Statyllius’ view of suicide in Cat. mn. is
Stoic, not Epicurean (for the Epicurean attitude see on 40.9), and plays on
the ‘inconsistency’ between the ‘unknown’ Epicurean’s ‘opting out’
philosophy of Brut. 12.3 and Statyllius’ loyal service to Brutus at Philippi
and earlier. These ‘inconsistency’ arguments can be overplayed (on the
general point see my ‘Career and conversion of Dio Chrysostom’). Some
allowance might be made for the all too often documented credibility gap
between philosophical theory and political practice. The Epicureanism of
Cassius (after an initial period of quietism) and L. Piso, for example, did
nothing to deter them from pursuing their public careers, and Cassius’
view of suicide was equally inconsistent with his avowed philosophy of life.
The technical and formal gulf between rival philosophies, even between
Stoicism and Epicureanism, was often much greater than the reality. {Cf.
D. Sedley, RS 87 (1997), 47.} More important, it is clear that Epicureans
could find matter for praise in the life and death of Cato: Cicero’s friend
Fabius Gallus, who wrote a eulogistic Cato (Ad Fam. 7.24 [260].2), was an
Epicurean (Momigliano 152). And on the human—as opposed to the
philosophical—level, it is not impossible that Statyllius could have
expressed the sentiment of Brut. 12.9 before the assassination—and then
joined his friends once they had committed themselves irrevocably by
killing Caesar. Such ‘inconsistency’ would be exactly parallel to Favonius’
historically authenticated change of course. If all this sounds like special
pleading, then it ought to be emphasized that the mere facts that Brutus
considered approaching the Epicurean of 12.9 (whose Epicureanism he
must have known about) at all, and that this same Epicurean was
apparently a friend of | Favonius and Labeo, as well as a eratpos of Brutus,
must be considered suggestive. Was he known to be karagavis piookatoap,
for all his Epicureanism? Finally, the way P. talks about Statyllius at 51.5-6,
without a word of introduction or explanation (contrast 51.2, 51.3, 52.1),
rather implies that he does not need them: has Statyllius therefore already
been introduced? {Duff, Plutarch’s Lives 14950 n. 69 notes that, if P. knew
of Statyllius’ connection with any philosophical school, it is odd that he did
not say so in Cato Minor given that Life’s philosophical concerns. }

To sum up. Given that the MSS text requires alteration anyway, that
Plutarchean ASsS are not good on proper names (e.g. 1.5), that the choice of
identification is small, that the ‘inconsistencies’ between the behaviour of
the philosopher here and in Cat. min. 65.10 etc. are not inexplicable, that
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the philosopher of the present passage is clearly one of the Brutus—
Favonius—Labeo set and is expected at least to consider joining the
conspiracy against Caesar, that it is a priori improbable that there were two
philosophers of such similar name and broad political conviction in the
Cato—Brutus entourage, and that 51.5-6 seems to presuppose an earlier
introduction of Statyllius, the identification proposed by Ziegler is as good
as certain. (This discussion may seem rather long-winded. The excuse is
that the relationship between philosophical theory and practice is a
fundamentally important question, whose study must not be pursued by
simplistic reliance on the letter of the particular philosophical creed in
question.)

"Emukodpetov: confirmed by the impeccably Epicurean sentiment he
actually expresses. If Statyllius’ aid was canvassed, this may have been in
relation to venues for the assassination other than the senate house.

Dadviov: RE 6.20741F (Miinzer). For discussion of P.’s ambivalent
portrayal of Favonius see Babut 169ff., and on 34.4 below; {Pelling on Caes.
21.8. On the man himself cf. J. Geiger, RS54 4 (1974), 16170}

épaornv: not (of course) literally. For the meaning ‘devoted adherent of’
cf. 34.4 below, Cat. min. 25.3, Quaest. conviv. 794F, | and especially De virt.
m()ral. 4_4.8 VéOL SLSCLGKC’L}\OLS E”iTLTUXO’V’TEg G,,O'TélfOLS l()7T‘O XpeL’ag ’Tb Wp(;\)TOV
g’]TOV’T(IL Kaz C'I])\Olja‘LV, {)’GTépOV Sé K(lz, ¢L)\Ol’30'LV, C’LVTl ’)/V(,Uplfl.L(,UV K(lz, ‘LLGG’U’T(;)V
e’paoTa‘L Ka)\oépevm kat ovres. The terminology 1s Characteristically Stoic,
which is why P. attacks it with distressing pedantry in the De commun. notit.
adyp. Stoie. 1073B-C, although the whole idea of course goes back to
Socrates (X. Mem. 1.6.13 etc.). See further H. Cherniss, Loeb Moralia XIII,
Part II, 768—9. It is here used appropriately of the relationship between
Cato ‘the philosopher’ and Favonius, and does not in context convey
censure. For the general relationship between Cato and Favonius cf. also
Suet. Aug. 13.2 ‘ile Catonis aemulus’; Miinzer 2077, with full references.

moppwlev ... mpooBaldvTos ... metpav: a tricky piece of Greek. There are
three problems: (i) woppwlev; (i) kOkAw; (iil) mpooBadovros. (i) Perrin takes
moppwbev as = ‘some time before’. But this (a) makes Brutus ‘active’ against
Caesar too early in the narrative; (b) runs into difficulties of time scale. If
his testing of Statyllius and Favonius was in the past, at what point does the
chronological pick-up come? It ought to come at 4, AaBedve kowobTar 70
Bovlevpa, but on Perrin’s interpretation P. ought to say, not vorepov, but
vov, marking the resumption of straight narrative. Consequently, I think
moppwbev has to be taken as ‘from afar’, going closely with the verb, as if
Brutus himself was distant from the discussion. This gives good sense. (ii)
Interpretation here partly depends on what the correct participle is: if there
is some sort of hunting/netting metaphor at work, xvxAw could be taken
quite literally. If not, kukAw must be rendered ‘in a round-about-way’/ by
circumlocution’ (for this use of xdxdos cf. De Pyth. orac. 408F). {So Scott-
Kilvert-Pelling.} (i) The MSS reading mepifadovros implies a sort of
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hunting/netting metaphor. This is perhaps just about possible |
linguistically, but gives poor sense: Brutus ought to be ‘throwing’ Statyllius
and Favonius a ‘test’, not seeking to envelope them in it. Wyttenbach’s
mpoPalovros is quite good, but Ziegler’s mpooBalovros is absolutely right
(though his discussion in Rh. Mus. 84 [1935], 377, is rather oblique). In Alex.

47.1 Ziegler’s <melpav> mpooefale = ‘he applied a test’ is correct (pace
Hamilton ad loc.: cf. 47.4 Sebapévav ... v metpav. This guarantees

Ziegler’s mpoaBalovros in the present passage.

xelpov elvar: Favonius later went back on this opinion, and identified
himself closely with the tyrannicides. He was one of those who ran, swords
drawn, with the conspirators to the Capitol, wanting to share in the glory
of the deed (Appian 2.119.500). He was present at the famous family
conference of Brutus, Cassius, Servilia, and Cicero at Antium (Ad Att. 15.11
[389]), helped in the reconciliation of Brutus and Cassius at Sardis early in
42 (34 below), fought at Philippi, and was executed by the conquerors,
being one of those who courteously saluted Antony as their imperator and
abused Octavian to his face with the most obscene epithets (Suet. Aug.
15.2).

Zra<tv>AAwos: see above. For a possible identity, Geiger {D.Phil.} 365
{and Athen. 57 (1979), 66 n. 80; cf. Geiger, RSA 4 (1974), 16970} .

76 00 ... kabyreww: a famous doctrine. Since the Epicurean sage tried
to avoid BAdBas €& avfpamav (D.L. 10.117), he kept aloof from public life.
For the general principle Aafe Buwoas and its particularization—avoid
politics—see e.g. Epic. Sent. 7, Sent. Vat. fr. 58 Bailey; Lucr. 5.1127f; Hor.
Epest. 1.17.10, 1.18.102f.; Philostr. 14 8.28; Themist. 26, p. g90, 21 Dind.;
Julian Ad Themist., p. 471 Pet. This view was completely opposed to
Platonic/Aristotelian ideals and P.’s own beliefs and practice (1.3n.). For
his attacks on it see e.g. De poet. aud. 37A; De trang. animi 465CfL, 466A,
Praec. ger. reip. 824B, Non posse suav. vivt 1098D, 1099D; Adv. Col. 1125C-D |
1126A—E; De lat. viv. passim. |

4. AaBedv: RE 1.2557 (Klebs [confused]). Pacuvius Antistius Labeo, himself
an eminent jurist and the father of the even more famous jurist and
celebrated Republican who lived under Augustus and Tiberius. On his
death at Philippi see 51.2 below and the variant tradition in Appian
4-135-571-

ameowwmnoev: ‘ceased speaking and fell silent’. Cf. Ale. 10.4 peraéd Aéywv

2 ’
amTeTLWTTA.

5. Tov €tepov: RE Suppl. 5.369 (Miinzer).

AABivov: P.’s way of distinguishing D. from M. Brutus (cf. Caes. 64.1).
Appian and Dio regularly use the plain Aéxpos or Aéxipos. The name
Albinus, attested also on coins, shows that Decimus, the son of the consul
of 77, was adopted by a Postumius Albinus. See further Miinzer, R4 407;
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{R. Syme, Historia 29 (1979), 42630 = Roman Papers 111, 1240—4; D. R.
Shackleton Bailey, Two Studies in Roman Nomenclature® (1991), 76}.

dAAws ... Bappadéov: at first sight a remarkable characterization of D.
Brutus, who up to March 44 had had a very successtul career indeed. One
of Caesar’s best officers, he had distinguished himself by a naval victory
over the Veneti in 56, commanded a Caesarian fleet successfully at
Massilia in 49, and as governor of Transalpine Gaul had suppressed a
rebellion of the Bellovaci in 46. Probably a praetor in 45 (Broughton II,
307) he was to be proconsul of Cisalpine Gaul in 44, and had been
designated consul for 42. Cicero customarily refers to him in eulogistic
terms (e.g. Phil. 3.1, 4.8; Ad Brut. 1.14 [22].7; 1.14 [22].9; and especially Ad
Fam. 11.21 [411].4 ‘te constet excellere hoc genere virtutis, ut numquam
extimescas, numquam perturbere’). According to Appian 2.124.518,
Antony and Lepidus ‘feared Decimus most’ in the immediate aftermath of
the assassination, and Antony classes him as fpactTepos in 3.37.150. All of
which suggests a character quite different from the present passage. But
there was another side to the picture. Decimus did incur heavy criticism
from Republicans after Caesar’s assassination. He was accused of missing
valuable opportunities by Brutus and Cassius | themselves (4d Att. 15.11
[389].2—c. June 8, 44— "Multo inde sermone querebantur, atque id
quidem Cassius maxime, amissas occasiones, Decimumque graviter
accusabant’). Presumably they thought that he could have used his army to
better effect. He was also blamed for failing to capture Antony after
Mutina (4d Fam. 11.10 [385].4, 11.11 [386].2), a charge Cicero considered
justified (Ad Fam. 11.12 [394]; Ad Brut. 1.10 [17].3). Finally, Dio 46.53.3
attributes to him a querulous and unheroic death. Hence Decimus’ career
after March 44 provided ammunition for a tradition which represented
him as innately weak and irresolute, to some extent to blame for the failure
of the Republican cause as a whole, and consequently (in view of his
‘proven’ mediocrity!) at all times a mere tool in the hands of Brutus and
Cassius. This is substantially how P. depicts him here (Caes. 64.1-6,
describing his decisive intervention on the Ides, when he persuaded Caesar
to attend the senate after all, allows him a degree of independence, but
Caes. 66.4, where he 1s incorrectly said to have detained Antony outside the
senate house, re-establishes him in his typical role as a sort of messenger-
boy of Brutus and Cassius). Clearly this tradition was a grave distortion of
the truth. The present passage offers a characterization based on post
eventum knowledge, tailored as an apologia for Brutus and Cassius having
made use of such an allegedly unimpressive ally. At the time, the
acquisition of Decimus was of course a major political coup.

péxrny: the usual form is pexryp, itself a poetic word. LS7 only attest
pextns in P., Aretaeus, and Synesius.

povopaywv: P. says no more about them, and in general pro-tyrannicide
sources (like Cicero) are discreetly silent about the use of such unsavoury
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allies. P. has to mention them because he is following a source that excused
Brutus’ and Cassius’ utilization of Decimus by pointing out that he did
provide practical assistance, but the image of the principled Republican
tyrannicides would be | soiled if more was made of their use of methods
commonly associated with demagogue types like Clodius and Milo.
Decimus’ gladiators were of course an important ingredient in the success
of the plot. Before the assassination he stationed them under arms between
the senate house and the theatre in Pompey’s colonnade, allegedly to catch
a renegade gladiator in the theatre, but in reality to provide reinforcements
if the tyrannicides met with resistance (Nicolaus 26A.98). After the
assassination the gladiators ran out to the cancelli of the senate house
(Appian 2.118.495 [confused]). When the conspirators occupied the Capitol
they were ‘stipati gladiatorum D. Bruti manu’ (Vell. 2.58.2, cf. Appian
2.120.503). When they came down they still had a bodyguard of gladiators
(Nicolaus loc. ct.). In their speeches Brutus and Cassius particularly
thanked Decimus for his opportune provision of gladiators (Appian
2.122.513). Decimus’ gladiators were obviously an important restraint upon
Lepidus and Antony in the immediate aftermath of the assassination.

For more about Decimus’ gladiators see A. W. Lintott, Violence in Ancient
Rome (1968), 84, who suggests that he had been given them by Caesar
himself, and Horsfall, G&R 21 (1974), 195f., who discusses their use before
the murder in detail.

ovs ... érpege: cf. Nicolaus’ (aydves) ... ovs 87 kat avTos Swoewy peAlwv
(98). Possibly Decimus had made an electoral promise that he would give
games in the future (see Horsfall).

mapd ... motevopevov: evidenced both by his entire military and
political career, which depended upon the patronage of Caesar, and by
such signal marks of goodwill as Decimus’ occupation, along with
Octavian, of the second carriage in Caesar’s retinue on the return to Rome
in 45, and his adoption as Caesar’s secondary heir (Suet. Caes. 83.2). It was
Decimus who accompanied Caesar to the famous dinner-party at Lepidus’
the night before the assassination and who eventually persuaded Caesar to
attend the senate on the Ides. | The sources delight in emphasizing the
trust and favour Decimus enjoyed with Caesar (e.g. Caes. 64.1; Nicolaus
19.59, 23.84; Appian 2.111.464; Dio 44.18.1), usually with the tacit purpose
of convicting him of disloyalty in joining the conspiracy. That his motives
were in fact not dishonourable is well argued by Meyer 538, and indeed
supported by P.’s narrative here (12.6).

6. oupmpaew: a little word play, to emphasize the enthusiasm of Decimus’
cooperation.

7. kal ... mpooryeTo: one notes the consistent implication that it was Brutus
who was responsible for all that was good in the conspiracy. Cf. 1.4 etc.
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7 8ofa: see on 29.4.

mpoayeto: Ziegler’s tentative aorist is insensitive—see on 8.7 npmacev.

Kkal ... mpagwv: closely similar is Appian 2.114.475 cuvefevto pev arAnlows
(’iVGU TE ng(,UV KCLZ, &VEU o‘(ﬁa'y[(uv, KCLZ, 0138€‘L9 'lLé’TéHGTO Ol}gé WPOISS(JJKE. P and
Appian are following a common source. Their apparent divergence (from
ovTws in P.) is one of emphasis, not substance (both boil down to ‘the
conspiracy was kept a secret’). For Appian’s emphasis recurring in P. see
52.4, Comparison 4.6.

ouvduveykav: ‘Inest verbo ovrdiagépw et celatae et ad finem perductae
rei notio” (Voegelin, cl. 13.8). Voegelin also suggests that karegidmnoev is a
gloss on ouvdunreykav, but the polysyndeton is effective.

pavrelats ... gaopaot ... tepots: for these see Caesar 63 {with Pelling ad
loc.}, Weinstock g42off., {E. Rawson, 7RS 68 (1978), 142-6 = Roman Culture
and Society (1991), 30712}, and 15.1 below. P. obviously accepts the validity
of these phenomena (as, less excusably, among modern scholars Gelzer,
Caesar, 325; and Weinstock 342). For his attitude to portents etc. see Brenk
184213, with discussion of P.’s ‘dramatic’ exploitation of them.

dmoTov: the sentiment is at variance with Caes. 63.1 | A\’ €otkev oty
O{)’Tﬂ)g C’L’iTpOO‘SO’K?]TOV (;)9 é¢éAGKTOV EZVGL 76 7T€7Tp(1)I.L€’VOV, E”iTEz, Kaz O'?”.LEZCL
HGUI.LCLO-’T(‘I KCLZ, (]Sol,o‘u,a'ra ¢(1VﬁVaL )\é')/OUO'L (With WhiCh Cf. CiC De dZZ} 1.119
‘Quae quidem illi portendebantur a dis immortalibus ut videret interitum,
non ut caveret’ {with Wardle ad loc.}), and with Caes. 63.11, where Caesar
himself is affected by suspicion and fear (cf. 15.1 below). Both these
passages depend on acceptance of the validity of the portents and are
hardly secure evidence for the view that news of the conspiracy really had
leaked out. The discrepancy between the present passage and the Caesar
arises because in the Brutus P. is naturally more interested in the
conspirators than in their victim, and wants to emphasize the remarkable
secrecy of the conspiracy, whereas in the Caesar he has necessarily to give
greater weight to the portents, the profusion and impressiveness of which
make it difficult in context to represent the conspiracy as dmorov to Caesar
or anyone else. P’s. statement here is also flatly contradicted by the
evidence of Flor. 2.13.94 ‘manaverat late coniuratio’ and by Dio 44.15.1 kal
0Alyov ye épwpabnoav vmo ... Tob wAnfovs Tév ovvedoTwy, but it is not so
easy to see what hard evidence lies behind these assertions. Even among
historians politically committed to Caesarism allowance must be made for
the inevitable tendency to write with hindsight, to dramatize this most
famous of assassinations. Gelzer, Caesar, 325, claims that ‘Although those in
the plot gave nothing away, it is certain that Caesar was warned’. But the
only evidence he can adduce are the omens and the advice given Caesar
by Hirtius and Pansa and a few of his closest friends to re-employ his body-
guard of Spanish cohorts (Vell. 2.57.1; Suet. Caes. 86; Appian 2.109.455),
which was not at all specific. Of course Caesar had his suspicions of Brutus
and Cassius (8.14), though clearly not of D. Brutus, but the feeling can
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only have been a vague one, and his general sense of security was
reinforced both by the oath of allegiance, sworn perhaps by all the citizens
| (Weinstock 225), which may even have occasioned his dismissal of his
Spanish bodyguard, and by his own immense conceit (Suet. Caes. 86.2). On
the Ides of March itself, the reactions of Antony, Lepidus, the senate as a
whole (including Cicero), and Caesar, when he was about to be
assassinated, do indeed suggest, that, despite the general oppressive,
suspicious, political atmosphere, for most people the plot was indeed
amoTov. P. here is reshaping his material to suit the needs of the Brutus:
what he says, however, is more worth consideration than the usual
theatricals.
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Ch. 13: Porcia proves herself worthy of Brutus’ confidence

This famous story has two main justifications for its inclusion in the Brutus:
(1) there is a thematic link with chs. 10-12—Porcia in a sense becomes a
member of the conspiracy (cf. Cat. min. 73.6 avty ... T4s ovvwpooias
peréoxe, and 13.11 below); (i) it is part of P.’s general interpretation of
Brutus’ character to portray him as a man of flesh and blood, who
achieved public virtue at the cost of private struggle (cf. on 4.1). In heroic
contexts he may display suitably Stoic attributes, but he is no Stoic
automaton: P. is keen to analyse the inner anguish of his virtuous hero, and
the cost of the conspiracy that had to be borne by the human being closest
to him. Of course, on a more general level, P. would never omit so
promising a story, especially one that so appeals to his profound (and
relatively enlightened) interest in the relationship between the sexes, and
his frequent concern to demonstrate that women are capable of great
deeds just as much as men.

For his views on the relationship between the sexes see his Amatorius,
Praecepta coniugalia, and (to a lesser degree) Mulierum wvirtutes; modern
discussion: L. Goessler, Plutarchs Gedanken iiber die Ehe (1962); P. A. Stadter,
Plutarch’s Historical methods: An analysis of the Mulierum Virtutes (1965), 5ff; |
Babut 108-110; {F. Le Corsu, Plutarque et les femmes (1981); K. Blomqvist in
J. Mossman, ed., Plutarch and his Intellectual World (1997), 73-97; J. Beneker,
The Passionate Statesman: Eros and Politics in Plutarch’s Lives (2012), esp. ch. 1; G.
Tsouvala in Beck, Companion 191—206; S. A. Xenophontos, Ethical Education
in Plutarch (2016), ch. 4; and the various papers in S. B. Pomeroy, Plutarch’s
Advice to the Bride and Groom and A Consolation to hus Wife (1999)}. The tone of
the present story is similar to such famous stories as those of Valeria and
Cloelia, or the stories of Mul. virt. 250F—251C; 253F—263C. For general
comment see Stadter, Plutarch’s Historical Methods 71t.

2. KaTéEXeWw ... katakoopelv: ‘Zeugma quoddam, quum mens, cogitatio
ipsa tantum cohibeatur, componatur vere eius imago vultu expressa’
(Voegelin). katakoopéw is a favourite word of P.’s, = ‘reduce to order’
(what 1s disordered). Cf. e.g. Numa 14.5, Rom. 23.2.

avtov: Voegelin’s correction is certain.

<év>8iatplPuv [év]: Ziegler’s ‘emendation’ is elegant, certainly not
necessary, and perhaps untrue to an aspect of P.’s style (see on 5.1). Better
to leave the text untouched.

00K ... duogeélikTov: the emotional tone becomes heightened. One may
think in terms of the poetic ‘insomniac-hero’-romos (see Pease on Aen.
4.522ff; 1f so, the present passage can be seen as a structural device, tracing
the movement of Brutus’ psychological state—see on 4.8). There may be
an evocation of the most famous ‘insomniac-hero’ description of them all:
Od. 20.1-6 and 2229, where Odysseus lies awake, tossing and turning,
plotting the death of the Suitors (cf. P.’s imagery below).
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kukdet: this metaphorical use of kvkAéw (or kukAow) is rather poetic, cf.
e.g. Men. 378 Kock {= 320 Korte = 282 K-A}, Aes. Ag. 977. Cf. Pyrh. 30.3
EATTSas €€ eAmridwy del kuAivdwv.

Svagopov ... duoefeédikTov: cf. 2.2n. Both words are consistent with the
metaphor behind kvkAet. Suge§eAkrov has a poetic flavour—cf. Luc. Trag.
25 SugeedkTa kupaTovpevos kAvdwyv. For other imagery in P. based on
‘complication’ see Fuhrmann 182.

3—II. 7 8¢ .... puvaika: other accounts, in substantially similar form, are
Dio 44.13.1-14; Val. Max. g.2.15; Polyaenus 8.92; | Zonaras 10.20.

Dio’s account shares with P. the emphasis on the facts that Porcia is
both daughter of Cato and wife of Brutus, and that Brutus must act
worthily of her. But it is naturally greatly inferior artistically (e.g. Porcia’s
speech 1s much more of a standard rhetorical piece) and exhibits several
differences of detail: (1) Porcia only resorts to wounding herself when she
has already asked Brutus to confide in her and received no response (a
more likely sequence of events than P.’s); (i1) she does so to test if she would
be able to stand up to torture without giving anything away; (iii) when the
conversation between husband and wife takes place, the initial pain has
subsided and it is Porcia who accosts Brutus (whereas in P. 13.6 clearly
implies an initial reaction on the part of Brutus); (iv) it is after this incident
that Brutus takes on Cassius (see on 8.5). Val. Max. has the same precise
detail about the barber’s scissors as P., but is otherwise very different:
Porcia has already guessed Brutus’ purpose, wounds herself as a proof of
love, and contrives to make it look like an accident; the incident occurs
when Brutus goes out of the bedroom, but in the presence of her maids,
whose screaming recalls Brutus, though they are ordered to leave before
Brutus and Porcia converse together; above all, the whole incident is dated
to the night before the Ides! Polyaenus’ brief account lays great stress on
the trust required between husband and wife, and again makes Porcia half-
aware of Brutus’ intentions before she does the deed, and seems also to
imply that she acted on the night before the Ides. Zonaras’ is a very close
rendering of P., who is explicitly acknowledged as the source.

From the fact that P. tells the story immediately after mentioning
Bibulus’ work, which he refers to in a way that implies personal
acquaintance (see ad loc.), it is reasonable to assume that Bibulus is his
source (direct), though clearly P. has ‘written up’ | the incident in a
dramatic and vivid way and added original touches (e.g. in Porcia’s
speech). Equally clearly, the tradition was by no means stereotyped.
Bibulus’ story must have found its way into at least one major historical
source (Livy?).

3. opxia: RE 22.216f1. (Miltner).
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womep etpyrac: Ziegler (and others) refer this to 2.1 above, rather than to
Cat. min. 73.6. This 1s almost certainly right. P.’s cross-references can be
very imprecise indeed (cf. especially Tumol. 13.10). If so, an indication of
forgetfulness arising from rapidity of composition.

aveyuos: by virtue of the fact that Servilia was Cato’s half-sister.

Tob mpotépov: M. Calpurnius Bibulus, cos. 59, who died early in 48. {On
him and his sons see R. Syme, HSCPh 91 (1987), 18598 = Roman Papers V1
(1991), 193-204.}

€Xafe: for the date see 2.1n.

kopmv: kop7 can refer to any young women, not just virgins. But despite
the elasticity of Greek words implying ‘youth’, it is hard to see how Porcia
could reasonably be called a kop7 in 44: the fact that her son could hold an
augurate in 43 shows that he was born c. 60, hence Porcia herself was born
in the early 7o0s at the latest and could easily have been over thirty five in
March 44. The inaccuracy is partly attributable to P.’s concern for unity of
time (see g.1n.), but mostly to his desire to secure pathetic effect. {But R.
Syme, HSCPh 91 (1987) 18598 = Roman Papers VI (1991), 193204, shows
that L. Bibulus the augur is in fact likely to be a son by a previous marriage
of Bibulus and distinct from the author. In that case Porcia may be
younger than this, though still old enough to have had two children when
sought as a bride by Hortensius in the mid-fifties, Cat. min. 25.4. The
author Bibulus was probably one of those two. }

mawdiov: as the boy would be about sixteen {this again is doubtful, see
above}, this is again not strictly accurate. The diminutive contributes to
the pathetic effect, though there is another reason for it as well (below).

BuBlos: L. Calpurnius Bibulus = RE 3.1367f. (Cichorius). {In fact this
identification 1s doubtful, and the author is likely to be L. Bibulus’
stepbrother: see above. }

BBALSLov: clearly one of P’s. sources (cf. 23.7 below). The
characterization indicates personal consultation (cf. C. Theander, Eranos 57
[1959], 120-8). More than that, the carefully qualified | phraseology, the
picking up of the earlier pxpov, and the pun on BuBros/BiBAiSiov (helped
by the reference to Bibulus as madiov), suggest that P. is poking fun at
Bibulus’ work, especially as ptkpos can be derogatory (cf. on 2.4). The
abrupt change of emotional tone, from the poetic and pathetic to the
decidedly ironical, is noteworthy (cf. on g.iff)), especially as the tone
immediately reverts to the high style.

amopvnuovevpatov Bpovrov: HRR 11, Ixvii; {FRHist 49, giving the
present passage as 1T 1. See Drummond’s discussion, FRHist 1.407-9}.
Solanus’ correction is certain.

4. dLAdoTOpYOS ... Pidavdpos: cf. 2.2n. pAooTopyos (Sintenis’ correction is
certain) is often used of family affection (e.g. X. Cyr. 1.3.2; Theocr. 18.13),
but ¢trooTopyetv can be used of sexual love (Clearch. 49; Gp. 14.2.2), an
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idea which 1s not inappropriate here, since P., reflecting his own
convictions, does stress the strong physical bond between husband and wife
at 13.7-8.

vodv éyovtos: the qualification is used because voos is often precisely
what ¢povnua is deficient in.

T@v amopp)Twy: one may sense an image based on initiation into the
Mysteries here, particularly as Brutus is the high priest of the enterprise
(10.1), and ¢hs. 10-13 are dominated by the metpa-theme.

omadovs: a poetical word, used also by P. at Ale. 23.7 in a somewhat
similar context (the confessions of Timaea to her maids). Porcia’s maids are
a datum of the tradition, but P.’s clever poetical wording recalls the passions
of Euripidean or Sophoclean domestic heroines.

5. @oTe ... Tpavpartos: no other source has so much detail. P. is
embellishing Bibulus’ account.

veavikas: ‘opodpas’ (Coraes). This is good medical usage (fdées
veavikwrary, Hp. VM 16; atpoppayia Id. Prorh. 1.134; voonqua v. Arist. HA
602B 29). |

dpLrwdets muperovs: practically a technical medical term, cf. Hp. Epid.
1.2; Sor. 1.59. On P.’s acquaintance with the Hippocratic writings see F. C.
Babbitt, Loeb Morala 11, 214 (on the de tuenda sanitate); {M. V. Rufty in F.
Klotz and K. Oikonomopoulou, edd., The Philosopher’s Banquet (2011), 131~
57}

émafBetv: Sintenis rightly, cl. Ant. 82.3 muperdv emAafovrav.
emapPave is regular for the onset of disease, e.g. Hdt. 8.115; Hp. Aph.
6.51; Thuc. 2.51. Confusion between -Aaf- and -BaA- i1s common in
Plutarchean Mss.

6. aywvidvTos ... SvadopobvTos: see 2.2n. Perrin takes this to mean that
Brutus was distressed at Porcia’s condition. This seems right.

7. oVy womep ... aviapdv: the general thought is a commonplace of
marriage literature, cf. e.g. Praec. coniug. 142F (with Babbitt ad loc.), D. Chr.
3.122.

KoLvwvos ... kowvawvos: for this ‘for better or for worse’ idea cf. Musonius
Rufus XIIIA (Hense, p. 68, 11. 5-6). Ideas of sharing/partnership etc. are
of course the stuff of philosophical (pro-) marriage literature, cf. D. Chr. loc.
cit., Praec. comug. 138C, Musonius (Hense, p. 11, 1. 2). The catch is the
standard one: the husband, being male, is naturally toyvporepos kal
nyepovikarepos (D. Chr. g.70; cf. Praec. conug. 139D). It is noticeable that
most of P.’s exhortations in the Conwugalia Praecepta are directed towards the
wife.

elvac: the infinitive, in effect = gore elvac, va elnv (Voegelin), gives a
poetic colouring. This, after all, is the pfjots of a tragic heroine.
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8. amodertis 9 xapes: Perrin rightly takes this as a hendiadys = ‘how can I
show thee any grateful service?” Brutus is in all respects an excellent
husband, but Porcia argues that she cannot be fully a wife to him, if he
refuses to share his deepest troubles. yapts here, as often (e.g. Il. 11.243,
Aes. Ag. 1200) | refers to sexual favours (cf. on 7.7).

9. agfevys: P. would certainly agree that women are in general weaker by
nature than men (cf. above, and for Brutus’ views see 23.7), but not that
they are incapable of bearing a terrible secret. He held that the virtues of
men and women are identical (Mul. virt. 242F-243A, cf. Amat. 769ft.), and
that women no less than men should receive a philosophical education
(below). But Porcia is only giving the conventional view (8oket), with which
she (i.e. P.) disagrees.

Tpogijs: Tpodr can be used in effect as a synonym for maideia, though
for Plato it came to mean that first, essential, stage of education when the
basis of a man’s character is formed (Jaeger, Paideia 1, 4; 11, 228, 426, n.
326). pvots, Tpodmn, and macdela are the deciding factors in the formation of
character (Quom. adul. ab amico wnternosc. 65F; cf. Gracchi 40.4, Comparison of
Agis, Cleomenes and the Gracchi 1.2). For the corrupting effects of bad 7pog
see De sera num. vind. 551D. The best pog is naturally ev ¢trooopia (Quom.
adul. ab amic. internosc. 585D), which Porcia would have had from her father.
Cf. the need for wacdela (I.gn.).

optAias: naturally a man’s character is greatly affected by the quality of his
associates, e.g. Theogn. 31, 1165; Aes. Pers. 753f, Hdt. 7.16, Eur. fr. 1024; for
the theme in P. cf. De sera num. vind. 551D, Dion 7.4, 9.2, 11.2, 13.6, 16.2, 17.3.

10. 70 ... Buyatépa: picking up Tpogis.

70 ... yuvaika: picking up owtAlas. Of course in the special case of
optAia between husband and wife, the husband was (ideally) the wife’s
kafmyntys kal Pudogopos kat Sidackalos TV kadlioTwv kal feioraTwv
(Praec. conug. 145Q).

mpos ... anrryrov: the flavour is distinctly Stoic. This is because the
context 1s strongly heroic, but perhaps also because P. | is trying a little to
write ‘in character’ (note that Dio 44.13.3 makes Porcia ‘despise’ the
wound).

etvar: branded as a MsS error by Ziegler, Rh. Mus. 81 (1932), 77, but
retained by him in his present text. This is probably right, for P. sometimes
uses infinitives where Attic Greek prefers participles. Voegelin compares
15.7 and 41.4. The style also coheres with 13.7 above.

aveddpBave: taken by all early editors and by Perrin as ‘look after’,
‘restore’. This is wrong. The meaning is: ‘took her into his confidence’
(24.2 and 33.3 below are roughly parallel). This is the whole point of the
story, after all, and is the only rendering to explain the emphatic Tore pév.
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Chs. 14-16: Events leading up to the assassination

P.’’s handling of this narrative is very good indeed. He has described in
detail the formation of the conspiracy (cks. 10-13); he now traces the events
leading up to the assassination. All the Plutarchean story-telling virtues are
in evidence: the careful selection of vivid detail (there is much evapyeca),
the sustained narrative thrust, and the psychological interest. Tension is
increased steadily as he delineates the hopes and fears of the assassins:
Brutus hears tragic news from home; all are presented with pieces of
evidence that seem to indicate discovery of the plot; it is several hours
before they know if Caesar will appear at all.

For a detailed analysis of events before, and on, the Ides itself, see the
very useful discussion of Horsfall, G&R 21 (1974), 191-199; cf. Drumann—
Groebe 3.6541%.; Gelzer, Caesar, 304f.

Ch. 14: Choice of location; early morning of the Ides of March

1. BovAqs: this was the meeting of the senate at which it was | rumoured
that a decision was to be taken on the alleged Sibylline oracle (10.gn.)—
hence the arguments of D. Brutus in Caes. 64.3. That was in fact the reason
why this particular meeting was chosen by the conspirators according to
Dio 44.15.4 (implausibly—see on 10.3). Caesar certainly wanted to discuss
Antony’s obstructions to the election of Dolabella as consul (Cic. Phil. 2.83,
88).

emidofos ... Katgap: the ‘arrival of Caesar’-motif (cf. 14.6, 15.1, and
16.1), which contributes to the powerful build-up of tension before the
description of the actual assassination.

éyvwoav: other suggested locations were the Sacred Way (Suet. Caes.
80.4; Nicolaus 23.81), the pons suffragiorum (Suet. Caes. 80.4; Nicolaus 25.81),
and a gladiatorial show (Nicolaus 29.81 [confused]; cf. ‘in aditu theatr?’,
Suet. Caes. 80.4). See Horsfall 192-194.

abpoor ... avvmémrws: this reason for choosing the senate house is not
attested in quite this form in any other source, though it is a natural one.
Dio’s reasons (44.16.1-2) are that Caesar would least expect to be attacked
in the senate, and would be easier to kill there, the conspirators could easily
conceal their daggers in their document boxes, and ‘the rest’, being
unarmed would be unable to help Caesar (this in total conflict with P.
below and Appian). Nicolaus’ reasons (24.81) are also strictly practical:
Caesar would be alone, without his non-senatorial supporters, and the
conspirators would be many, with their daggers concealed under their
togas. Only Appian 2.114.476 remotely approaches the sympathetic view of
P. (below).

kal ... elevbepias: Appian reflects the same fond hope, though with a
pointed additionfxwpiov 8’ émevoovy TO IBOU)\GUTﬁpLOV ws TOV BovAevTav, el

\ \ ’ ’ % 27 o ’ o \
Kat un 7TpO‘lLCL@OL€V, WPOBU‘LL(JJS, oTe L80L€V T0 Ep‘}/OV, O’UVE’]TL)\’I]Q[SO}LéV(,UV, 0 Kat
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Wepl QI)(JJI.LIS)\OV TUPGVVLK&V €,K BGO'L)\LKOE '}/EVO’I.LEVOV 6,)\6")/67'0 O'U'LLB??VCLL. | He
then goes on to attribute motives to the conspirators more in line with the
version in Nicolaus and Dio: dofewv Te 10 €pyov, domep exetvo kal Tode €v
IBOU}\EUT??p[({) '}/EVO”LEVOV, Ol; KCLT’ E”TTLBOU)\??V, C’L}\)\’ lQ)’TTéP Tﬁg 7TO’)\€(,U§ WGWP&XGQL
&KZVSUVO,V TE, (;)g KOLVO’V, gO’éO'@CLL ’mlpd ’T(,p KCU:O'CLPOg O"TPGT(J:)' K(ll 77\7]/ TL‘lL’I\]V
G(;S[m, pHevety, OVK c’vyvooup,évms, oTL ﬁpfav. For discussion of the Romulus
parallel see on 22.4. It is reasonable to assume that P. and Appian are
following the same source here, with P. being both selective (cutting out
motives less favourable to the tyrannicides, and the rather involved
Romulus parallel) and adding something of his own (that at least is the
impression given by wavras dvdpas, in contrast to Appian’s plain
IBOU}\EUTG[).

mpayTous: see on 10.6.

2. é80keL ... avTdv: P. gives this as one of the reasons for the choice of the
senate house (and he may be right). Other sources note the workings of 7o
fetov in Caesar’s murder having taken place in the Curia Pomper (below), but
do not include this in the motivation of the conspirators.

70 Beatpov: for Pompey’s theatre see Pomp. 40. He began to build it after
his triumph of 61 and dedicated it in his second consulship in 55 (Dio
39.38.1; Vell. 2.48.2; Cic. Ad Fam. 7.1 [24].2f., In Pis. 65). See Platner—
Ashby, 146, 428, 515f1; Nash II, plates 1216—23; Leach 244, n. 44; {Lexwon
Topographicum Urbis Romae V, 36-8}.

Iopmyiov ... etkaw: cf. 14.3 below. Caesar fell dead at the bloodstained
pedestal of the statue. Sources which remark pointedly on the divine
appropriateness of this and of the location in general include Caes. 66.1-5
and 12-13; Dio 44.52.1; Nicolaus 23-83. Cic. De div. 2.29 also emphasizes
the fact, but with the slightly different purposes of gloating and
emphasizing the insecurity of great power. Velleius 2.56.3 says nothing
about the location, Suetonius merely states, in his usual matter-of-fact way,
| that the meeting of the senate was to be held in the Curia Pomper, and it 1s
impossible to say from Livy, Epit. 116, whether Livy himself made any great
play with the theme (though one notes that Dio does). Appian 2.117.493
records the simple fact that Caesar fell at the foot of the statue, without
drawing any large conclusions. No doubt the idea appealed particularly to,
and was canvassed by, former Pompeians: cf. especially Caes. 66.2 and 17.2
below on Cassius’ ‘prayer’ to Pompey’s statue. As Cassius was not a
superstitious man, it would appear that this gesture (if historical) was
strictly for public consumption. There seems to have been a dispute among
the conspirators as to what exactly their public persona should be: Pompeian
or more widely based. Cf. Appian 2.114.478 and Plut. Caes. 66.12 (an
interesting speculation). Here at least Brutus seems to have shown more
political acumen than Cassius.
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Augustus transferred the offending statue to a marble arch facing the
main entrance of the theatre, and the Curia was declared a locus sceleratus

and walled up: Suet. Caes. 88, Aug. 31.5; Dio 47.19.1.
3. daipwv Tus: for the theme of divine retribution see above and on 6.5.

4. Bpobros ... mpoijAfev: this detail of Porcia’s complicity has some parallel
in Polyaen. 8.92.1 1) 8¢ Tovs xiTwvickovs abTy mpooekopLoe T@ avdpl kal TV
xeTavov évdov To {ldos. Source: Bibulus?

vmelwodpevos: 1.e. ‘putting it under his belt’. For different versions of
how the daggers were concealed cf. Dio 44.16.1-2 (document boxes);
Nicolaus 23.81 (agreeing with P.); Appian 2.117.490 (just ovv AeAnfoot
§L¢L8£OL§).

4-5. oL 8 dAot ... épBaldvTes: no other source has these details. From the
conspirators’ point of view, Cassius’ son’s assumption of the toga wvirilis
allowed them to foregather en masse at Cassius’ house without attracting
attention. {See also J. T. Ramsey, In Pursuit of Wissenschafi: Festschrifi ...
Calder (2008), 351-63.} Apart from its intrinsic interest, | the detail helps to
suggest that for the conspirators it was still ‘business as usual’ (cf. 14.6).
Cassius’ son must have been sixteen in March 44. Nothing more is known
of him, unless the anecdote of Quaest. conviv. 737B-C refers to the
tyrannicide and his son (which seems unlikely). L. Cassius Longinus, cos.
suff. 11 A.D., father of L. and C. Cassius, consul and suffect consul in A.D.
30, was perhaps the son of L. Cassius, the tyrannicide’s nephew, who was

killed at Philippi (Appian 4.135.571; PIR 2.119).

5. éuPadovres: ‘cum dilectu adhibuit vocabulum violentam veluti militum
turbam’, Voegelin.

6. &vba 87 ...: closely similar to Appian 2.115.482 ot 8 apgi Tov Bpodrov
€wllev kata Ty oToav TRV mpo Tob Bedtpov Tols Oeopévols oPdv  ws
oTPATYYHY evorabéoraTa éxpn,u,o’tnlov. The contexts are Slightly different
and there are no verbal parallels. The two writers are obviously following a
common source, with P. working it up appropriately. Given the slightly
different context in Appian, it seems likely that P. is switching sources at
14.6.

70 amabés: the flavour is distinctly Stoic—cf. on 13.10.

mapa: Coraes, cl. Comparison of Pelopidas and Marcellus 3.6.

moAdols: moAdol is worse attested and wrong. None of the praetors of 44
apart from Brutus and Cassius can be shown to have been members of the
conspiracy. L. Cornelius Cinna probably was not in from the start (despite
Caes. 68.5-6; cf. Dio 44.50.4 and Zonaras 10.12. Even though P. thought he
was, a total of three would hardly justify moAdoi. Note that Perrin reads
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moAAots but translates moAdoc.) But it is true that P. is carefully contriving to
give the impression that the praetors who behaved in this admirable
manner were more than just Brutus | and Cassius (and Cinna perhaps): o
8" dAot / éxetfev mavres / Tév avdpav (now including Brutus). Appian’s ot
8" apepi Tov BpotTov (= ‘Brutus and Cassius’, though with the emphasis on
Brutus) is more precise and presumably more faithful to the common
source.

exaorots:  Voegelin—id  ipsum, utrumgue hoc  fecisse, adeo
supervacaneum erat adicii, contra tam apte res eo augeri videtur, si cuique
illos ita se praebuisse narratur’. The important point is the balance with
moA)ots.

7. émel 8¢ ... kwAvoe”: this nice anecdote is unattested elsewhere. Brutus’
dictum would obviously suit a variety of contexts. But the story could be
historical, in which case it is worth noting the strictly ad hoc character of the
notorious ‘appeal to Caesar’. Alternatively, though the context may be
integral, the story is quite fictitious and represents a squeak of senatorial
protest against that dubious constitutional innovation.
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Ch. 15: False alarms; collapse of Porcia

1. 70 Bpadivew: the conspirators had gathered in the senate house at dawn
and called for Caesar (Dio 44.16.2; Appian 2.115.482; cf. 14.4 above). {In
fact Ramsey, In Pursuit of Wissenschaft: Festschrift ... Calder (2008), 5163,
shows that it could not have been literally ‘at dawn’.} D. Brutus called for
Caesar about the fifth hour (Suet. Caes. 81.4), 1.e. between ten and eleven.
Caesar must have been murdered a little before noon.

dvarepovvra: see Caes. 63.4, 12; Appian 2.116.488; 115.483; Dio 44.17.3;
Suet. Caes. 81.4. P. follows the well-established tradition that dates the most
notorious of Caesar’s unpropitious sacrifices to the Ides of March itself.
Even if any credence is given to the whole tradition of the portents, this is
clearly wrong: Cic. De div. 1.119 dates the heartless bull and other intriguing
items to the Lupercalia and its immediate aftermath. See Weinstock g44f%.
(unusually sceptical); {Wardle on Cic. Dw. 1.119 and Pelling on Caes. 63.4,
both with further bibliography}.

katéxeabar ... oikou: for Calpurnia’s dream and her attempts to keep |
Caesar at home see Caes. 63.8-11 (quoting Livy); Nicolaus 23.85; Suet. Caes.
81.3; Obsequens 67; Dio 44.17.3; Vell. 2.57.2. Her attempts to keep Caesar
at home are perhaps historical (below). One should think hard before
accepting the historicity of her dream.

pavrewv: regular Greek for ‘haruspices’. See Magie 22, 48; M.
Crawford, 7RS 67 (1977), 250. ‘Haruspices were experts in the Etruscan art of
interpreting prodigies, and we find them attached to the households of
Pompey, Sulla, and Caesar’, Horsfall 198 with references; {OCD* s.v.
‘haruspices’ [J. Linderski], with further bibliography}.

Amidst all this mumbo-jumbo it is a relief to learn the truth of the
matter: Caesar was indisposed, and his physicians forbade him to go out
(Nicolaus 23.83; Suet. Caes. 81.4, cf. 16.1 below). On his failing health in
general see on 8.3.

dedTepov ... mpaéww: Appian 2.115.483—4 has the same two anecdotes,
and the whole flow and content of his narrative at this juncture are very
similar to P.’s. Thus he describes Brutus’ and Cassius’ imperturbable
execution of their praetorial duties, then the conspirators’ apprehension at
untoward events at Caesar’s home, and then the Casca and Popillius
Laenas incidents. The structure of individual sentences is also close
(especially at Brut. 15.4), but on the whole the resemblances between the
two writers are better explained by close adherence to a common source
than by Appian following P. (see on 14.6 above). Needless to say, P.’s
rendering is the more impressive.

2. Kaoka: RE 2A.1788f. (Miinzer).

3. amodveafar: ‘quod faciunt luctatores pugnaturi, de omni praeparatione
et conatu dicitur’ (Voegelin). Cf. Demosth. 6.2, Agis—Cleom. 6.1. The
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metaphor here is perhaps helped by the natural associations of aedileships.
4. HomAwos Aaivas: RE 22.54 (Volkmann).

5—9. é&v ToUT® ... mafods: no other source has this tale, whose | domestic
character strongly suggests Bibulus as P.’s source, though P. has obviously
worked the story up in his characteristic and inimitable style. Obviously
the story gives P. the opportunity to stretch out in a ripe piece of narrative,
but it also has a serious purpose: to demonstrate Brutus’ willingness to put
public duty before private grief, and his exemplary philosophical self-
control. It matters to P. not at all that Porcia’s behaviour here is quite the
reverse of her Stoical heroism in ¢4. 13 (and no doubt the passionate Porcia
historically was capable of both types of behaviour—cf. ¢k. 25 below). In
fact, he may even be interested in tracing the development of Porcia’s
attitude to the great enterprise she so enthusiastically espoused in ch. 13,
using her as a foil to set off the superior composure of Brutus: their
respective positions are now reversed.

Bvyoxewv: ‘was dying’ rather than ‘was dead’ (Perrin). By 15.9 the Adyos
1s that she 1s dead. This contributes to the intensification of emotion
throughout the story: there is a move from fvgjokew to rebvnruias. P. does
not make it clear whether the ris of 15.5 brings the same Aoyos as that of
15.8, but he 1s after emotional impact, not narrative clarity.

6. éxmabys: so much for her Stoic amafeca of 13.10.

eavt ... €farrovoa: for this sort of psychological realism one may
think in terms of Sophoclean (Ajax) or Euripidean (Phaedra) tragedy, or
the Greek romances.

womep ... mabeow: for the image cf. De garrul. so5E, An seni sit ger. resp.
791B-C, Galba 27.9—représentation caracteristique de la déraison’
(Fuhrmann 182, n. 5).

7. é€edvbn: the verb can be used in prosaic medical contexts (e.g. Hp. Aph.
2.41), but considering the context here it is better to think in terms of the
Homeric AdTo yovvara (cf. Voegelin). For the expression cf. also Mar. 36.7
76 oapatt mplv | ékAeAvofar mavramaot ypnoaofar BovAopevos.

katepapaivero: cf. on 8.4.

aAvovars: poetic.

év péow: not ‘in the midst of her servants’ (Perrin), since they had not yet
surrounded her; rather ‘in atrio vel cavaedio, sub dio’ (Reiske), or ‘idem est
quod mapelfetv ... oV pbacaca’ (Voegelin).

Avrofupia: on the orthographical problem see on 26.1.

BapBos apmyavov: the colouring is slightly poetic, as also the use of
mepiloTapac. As for BapBos: h. 1. de corporis torpore, ubi animus et sensus
ad percipiendum et membra ad agendum deficiunt’ (Voegelin). There is
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nothing difficult or unusual in this. From Homer onwards 6auBos seems
often to be used ‘au sens physique’ (Chantraine, s.2.).

1 T€ ... mavramaow: realistic to a degree, yet also a highly literary
description of physical collapse. The prototype for this sort of description is
of course Sappho 31L-P, cf. Cat. 51.9ff;; Lucr. g.154ff., and often in the
Greek romances.

avwAoldvéav: Sintenis’ correction is certain. This is a nice touch: richly
evocative of the intense emotions of tragedy.

mpofjAbe ... Adyos: not just Plutarchean verbosity—3iedofn Adyos is the
more prosaic and factual element, while ¢nun recalls the mysterious ¢ngun
of epic and tragedy.

9. avadappacav: for similar ‘fire’ images see Fuhrmann 83, n. 1 (on p. 84),
102, 1. 4 (on p. 103). Here avaAappacar ‘answers’ 15.7 karepapalvero.

o0 8¢ Bpodtos ... mafous: the point of the story. Brutus’ reaction should
be seen against the background of the long and rich tradition of
philosophers who responded imperturbably to the news of the death of
their nearest and dearest (cf. Ps.Plut. Consol. ad. Apollon. 118D; De cohib. iwra
463D; De tranqu. amimi 474D; D.L. 2.54-55), by | calmly continuing
whatever business they were engaged in at the time.

One may well entertain the suspicion that in recording that there was a
Aoyos that Porcia was dead P. is exaggerating the already fraught character
of the original story in order to emphasize Brutus’ truly philosophical
response to personal tragedy. But it would be too cynical to dismiss the
whole story as a total fabrication.

ovvetapaxln ... eikos: in this context P. is keen to depict Brutus as a
man who does have strong feelings, but who does not allow them to
interfere with his public duty. He deliberately does not credit Brutus with
Stoic amaflera in a personal context such as this.

Tob wabovs: Brutus’ rather than Porcia’s.



79

164 J- L. Moles

Ch. 16: Arrival of Caesar; Popillius Laenas
turns out to be harmless

I. 787 ... kopt{opevos: the wording is similar in Appian 2.115.481, kal o pev
emt To0To €xoptleto Poptiw, and 2.116.485 Pepopévov 8€ 16 Tob Kaisapos.
This might appear coincidental, for in source criticism allowance must
always be made for the possibility that two writers may express the same
simple thought in similar words quite independently (see, for a very
sceptical view of the whole exercise of source criticism on just these
grounds, Millar, 4 Study in Cassius Dio (1964), vii1, 34f. Millar goes far too
far, but such scepticism is always salutary). In this case, however, it is not
coincidental: (i) the general closeness of P.’s and Appian’s narratives has to
be taken into account: one is not comparing the odd group of words here
and there, but a whole series of parallels over pages and pages of text.
From that point of view, even small parallelisms may be revealing: | (ii)
there is close parallelism of content between Appian 2.115.481 fvopéve Te
moMdkis v T4 anuela Pofepd, kal méume Euelev Avraviov StadboovTa
v Bovdny. adda Aékpos mapwv émetoe w1 AaPetv vmepofias Siafolny,
avTov 8¢ avTny emeAovta Stadboat. kal o pev ém TovTo éxoplleTo Popelw,
and Brut. 16.1 (707 ... mpooLwy ... éyvakel yap ... asbeverav), and between
Appian 2.116.487 ¢epopévov ... 1o Kailoapos + accounts of last-minute
efforts to warn Caesar) and Caes. 64.6 kal pikpov pev avto mpoeAdovre Tév
Bupawv + accounts of last-minute efforts to warn Caesar); though in this case
P. is following more than one source (évior 8¢ ¢paowv, Caes. 65.4, of the
version Appian reports, {though Pelling ad loc. suggests that a single shared
source may have given both versions}), and gives very much more detail
than Appian, the lay-out of the narrative is identical; (ii1) there is again a
parallelism of overall structure. Appian’ ¢epopevov 8¢ 718n o6 Kaioapos
(2.116.485) comes immediately after his description of the conspirators’
consternation at the encouraging words of Popillius Laenas; in P. the two
events are separated by the Porcia story, but this looks very much like an
insertion from another source: it is introduced by ev 7TovTe 8¢ and its
dramatic domestic character suggests Bibulus’ amopvnuovedpara. After
qﬁepo,u,évov 8¢ 7’7’817 TOD KaL’Gapog Appian has the accounts of the various last-
minute efforts to warn Caesar, and then the continuation of the Popillius
Laenas story (2.116.487, quoted below); the present Brutus passage has
nothing about the warning attempts (which are hardly relevant to a Life of
Brutus: Caes. 64.6-65.4 1s naturally a different matter), but does follow up
with the continuation of the Popillius Laenas story. To sum up, the
parallels between P. and Appian once again are so close that they can only
be explained in terms of a common source (for Appian clearly is not
following P.), though P. is here skilfully conflating his material to suit the
needs of the biographical form. |
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éyvoket ... agBéverav: both P. in the Caesar and Appian state that before
the intervention of D. Brutus Caesar intended to put off the senate by
sending Antony, and here again they seem to be following a common
source (Caes. 63.12 closely parallels Appian 2.115.481). Suet. Caes. 81.4 is less
precise (‘diu cunctatus an se contineret et quae apud senatum proposuerat
agere differret, tandem Decimo Bruto adhortante ... progressus est’), but
his account is brief. Later, however, Caesar decided to put off the senate
himself according to Appian 2.115.481 (quoted above), and this is plainly
the version P. is following here. Caes. 64 is less explicit: after 7 riva Tav
pidov aveeobar SLdackovTamv ws oyl Sovdela TabTa kal TuPavvis €0TLY; AAN’
el dokel mavTws, €pn, TV Nuépav apoaiwoacial, BeATiov avTov mapelfovTa
kal mpocayopevoavta v Povdny vmepbeatar (Caes. 64.5) Decimus simply
leads Caesar by the hand, and it is left unclear exactly what Caesar’s
intentions were. In Nicolaus 24.86-87 Caesar yields to persistent entreaties
from his friends to put off the senate because of the soothsayers’
predictions, looks towards them enquiringly when told that the senate is
full, and is led off like a lamb to the slaughter by D. Brutus (intervening for
the second time)—opod 77js Seids AaPdpevos fyev adrov: 6 8¢ elmero
owwry). Again, it is unclear whether Caesar went to the senate just to put it
off or to hold a proper session: this and the apparent verbal parallelism (cf.
Caes. 64.6 Ta00 Gua Aéywv 6 Bpodros 7ye Tiis xeipos AaPdpevos) suggest that
in the Caesar passage P. is also using Nicolaus. (Suet. loc. cit. also leaves
Caesar’s intentions unclear, but no source deductions can be made from
this, as Suetonius’ account is very brief, and bears no obvious verbal
resemblances to anyone else’s. Dio 44.18.2—3 13 also too brief to do much
with.)

émi Tots Lepols afupdv: this is in line with Caes. 63.11, where P. cautiously
surmises that elye 8¢ Tis ais €otke kdkelvov | Dmofla kal pdPos as a result of
Calpurnia’s ominous dream (alleged), but very much at variance with the
general view of the sources, who stress Caesar’s total cynicism in such
matters (e.g. Suet. Caes. 77; Appian 2.116.488; Cic. De dw. 1.119, 2.37; Pliny
NH 11.186). But P. misses no opportunity of piling up the sense of
foreboding. Shamelessly credulous also (and without the aesthetic
justification) are Weinstock 27f.; Horsfall 198.

T@v pefovev: this would include, according to the anti-Caesar tradition,
the alleged proposal that Caesar should be made king, at least outside Italy
(Caes. 64.3, cf. Brut. 10.3n.), and certainly the attempt to resolve Antony’s
obstructions to Dolabella’s consulship (10.3n.).

vmepPaMdealac: pace Ziegler and most editors, the aorist is better.
Voegelin comments, with his customary acuteness: ‘mihi hic quoque
aoristo sua vis inesse videtur rei semel transactae: 7o €émkvpodv autem eo
ipso quod in tempus incertum differebatur, deque rebus non iam definitis
dicitur, latiore praesentis notione distingui. Accuratiorem esse in his
temporibus distinguendis Plutarchum iam ad c. 8§ extr. dixi’ (cf. 8.7n.)
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‘videturque in elegantiis eius fuisse in coniunctis verbis variare, simulac
notio id permitteret’. One notes that the aorist also goes better with
OKTpApEVOS.

okmpapevos: ‘quod ut esset probabilius ev gopeiw éxopilero’ (Schaefer).

acléverav: on Caesar’s probably genuine aoflévera on the Ides see 15.1n.
It 1s also mentioned by Nicolaus 23.85 and Suet. Caes. 81.4, whose authority
might have been Livy (whom P. quotes for Calpurnia’s dream—Caes. 63.9),
but such a trivial detail cannot of itself be used to argue that ‘P. is following

[ (1)

x” or “y” at this point’.

2—5. éxfavte ... évrevér: Appian 2.116.487 describes the | incident as
fOHOWS*(’L'pTL 8’ E’KBCL[VOV’TL TOG ¢OP€ZOU Aa[Vag, 6 TOZ; C’L‘qusz ’TéV KG,,O'O-LOV
pr O’)\[yOU O'UVGUgdlLEVOS, E’V’TUX(})V SLE)\E"}/ETO Zaé(} l,LET\a O'7TOU877§. KCLE, Tobg
ReEV 7 Te Ofits adTIka TOD YLYVOUEVOU KATETANGTE KAl TO TKOS TS
E’V’Teljé:e(l)g, K(lz, 8LéV€UOV (i)\)\ﬁ}\ol,g SLGXpﬁO'aGGQL 0(;56,9 al}’TOl‘JS‘ pr O‘UAAﬁ(pé(}JS"
mpoiovTos 8 Tob Aoyouv Tov Aalvav opdvres ov pmyiovti pdAdov 1) mepl
TOv SEO‘LLG’V({) KCLE, )\L’TTCLPO{)V’TL G,OLKO’TCL, C’LVG’qSEpOV, (;)9 8, €,7T;, T(J:) )\O"y(,l() KCL;,
(iO"TTaO'C’L‘lLGVOV EZSOV, C’LVE@C’LPP'I]O‘CLV.

The general closeness of this narrative to P.’s, taken in conjunction with
its similar placing in the overall narrative structure (16.10.), again supports
the theory of a common source behind P. and Appian, and the specific
verbal parallels (Gp7e ... €otkora, also perhaps the use of the words omovds)
and évrevéis) make the inference decisive. P.’s account, much the longer,
and more vivid and dramatic, has clearly been ‘written-up’, both for the
purpose of increasing the dramatic tension, and for the greater glorification
of Brutus. This last point is of course the major difference of content
between the two versions: Appian has nothing at all about Brutus’ decisive
role in the affair, and even his phraseology o Tois ap¢i Tov Kaoorov
(contrasting with P.’s o ... Tols mept Bpotitov) reveals a striking difference of
emphasis. It is fair to assume that if the common source contained the
expression ‘(Laenas), the man who previously encouraged “x” and his
friends’, as presumably it did, it is P., not Appian, who has changed the
name of “x” to suit his artistic purpose. What of the whole section from
Kaooiov to eflappuve? If it is attested by a source other than P. at all, is it
from the ‘common source’, or has P. brought it in from elsewhere? If from
elsewhere, a biographical source would be likely. Against the hypothesis
that P. has inserted it from another source, it could be argued that the
story fits its context perfectly, and that the situation appears | to be similar
to 14.6—7, where Appian again does not have the extra incident about
Brutus (14.7), but where his uncharacteristic ol 8" apei Tov Bpotrov could be
taken to suggest that his source at that point did concentrate on Brutus,
and that therefore he has ‘cut’. But this argument does not convince: (i) the
fact that Brut. 16.4 fits its context well does not prove that it is integral: it is
part of P.’s literary art to weld together disparate elements into a coherent
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and satisfying whole; (i1) the incident of 14.7 could well be an insertion, as
(a) the dictum 1s of the kind to suit a multitude of contexts, and (b) it is
anyway Brutus-linked; (iii) ot 8" apgpt Tov BpotTor may be explained by the
facts of the situation without having recourse to the hypothesis of a
biographical source—DBrutus was, after all, the senior praetor; (iv) in the
present case Appian’s o Tots augl Tov Kaoowov goes against the theory of a
source concentrating largely on Brutus at this point. Consequently, if Brut.
10.4 was attested anywhere else, it would almost certainly come from a
biographical source separate from the ‘common source’. But, it may well be
doubted if it was attested anywhere else at all. It is (I think) fairly clear that
P. has simply invented it. It is essentially a story of psychology, specifically
of the difference in psychology between Brutus and Cassius, a major theme
in the whole Life. The only ‘facts’ that are given are of elusive quality.
Nobody could see Cassius and his friends drawing their daggers—they
allegedly did so vmo 7a iparia—mnor is Brutus’ ¢acdpov mposwmov a very
substantial historical phenomenon (see n. ad loc.). See further 16.4n.

2. mpoopvels: a striking expression, which helps to emphasize the
sycophancy of Popillius (cf. Seopevov omovdnu... v deélav katapiinoas), a
feature of his behaviour latent in Appian (cf. dpre 8 exPaivovre ... pera
omovds ... Seopéve kal Avrapotvre) but less emphasized. P. plays it up to |
point a contrast (as it appears) with the elevfepia of the conspirators. P. is
acutely conscious of the degradation an autocracy requires from all but the
autocrat himself (cf. on 7.7).

mpoopéw always implies eagerness—of Peisistratus’ supporters from
Athens joining his army (Hdt. 1.62), of a lover approaching his beloved
(Parth. 7.1), of self-appointed guides in picture-galleries (Luc. Am. 8). It can
be used of less than rapid movement—of a slave approaching the table to
steal the wine (dmat. 760A), or—in a metaphorical sense—of attaching
oneself to a philosophical circle (Philostr. VS 2.90), but the notion of
eagerness 1s always there. P. catches the sliminess of Laenas’ behaviour
excellently.

emTuyyavew kal katopfodv: it is a small indication of P.’s. constant
concern for stylistic variatio that whereas Appian simply repeats ovvesyopat
P. chooses different verbs the second time round, even though there is a
ouvetyopar ‘pick-up’.

émrvyxdvew: sc. v kata voov Exovawy (cf. 15.4).

3. (Aeyéolo ... oUTws): see on 1.4.

avémeoov: cf. D. 19.224, D.H. 5.53.

8.” avT@v: emphatically placed in the sentence, and appropriately to the
meaning.

Kaoaiov ... BpoiiTos: an example of Cassius’ fupos in action, in implied
and unfavourable contrast with the steadiness (ro éufpifés) of Brutus. This
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in itself is not a positive argument against the authenticity of the story, but
it is consustent with P. having invented it.

vmo Ta patea: cf. 14.4n. (divergences over exactly how the daggers were
concealed).

éykatdav ... kaTnyopobvros: this is clearly closely parallel to Appian’s
mpoiovTos 8¢ Tob Aoyouv Tov Aalvav opdvres ov pmviovre paAdov 17 mepl
TOU Seo,u,évq) Kat )\L'n'apoﬁwrl, éowkora, of the reactions of | the conspirators
at large, and strongly suggests that P. has simply invented the details about
Cassius’ and his friends’ hot-headed response and Brutus’ decisively
steadying influence, and superimposed them upon the common source.

amovdnv: the incorrect omovdy is explained by inability to construe the
text (= ‘Brutus, seeing in Laenas’ demeanour the eagerness of a man
pleading ...”). The adverbial omovd7} makes no sense, leaving the genitives
in the air.

ovyt: the emphatic use.

$adpd ... mpoowmy: it is part of a general’s (or any leader’s) duty to
encourage his subordinates with the appropriate facial expressions (cf. e.g.
X. Anab. 2.6.11, cited by P. at Quem. adul. ab amico internosc. 69A and Quaest.
conviw. 620E, and Ages. 11.2), and in such men cheerfulness against adversity
is a quality naturally much canvassed. In P. the description ¢aidpos or
pardpov mpoowmov is practically a romos (cf. e.g. De gen. Socr. 595D, Lyc. 25.6,
Publ. 2.2, Cim. 5.2, Alex. 19.7, Crass. 16.5, Otho 15.4, Aemal. 19.9, Demosth. 22.1,
Sert. 20.3). Of course this does not mean that every example of the
phenomenon is made up. Nevertheless, P. does sometimes attribute 7o
¢adpov to his heroes when he can have no source justification for it. A
particularly good example is Caes. 67.3, where P. roundly states that the
Liberators went up to the Capitol pada ¢aidpot kat fappadéoc, in implicit
rejection of the Nicolaan ¢evyovowr eowkores (25.94). So (I think) also here.

Tots mepl Kaooov: a true plural (cf. 16.2 above).

5. katadiAfoas: on the various types of kiss in antiquity see Kroll in RE,
Suppl. 5.511ff. Hand-kissing as an acknowledgement of social superiority
flourished under the Empire (e.g. Suet. 7. 72, Calig. 56, Domit. 12, shows
that it was a regular form of greeting or farewell to the emperors), though
such | passages as Od. 16.16 (Eumaeus kissing Telemachus’ head, eyes, and
hands in greeting), Od. 21.225 (Odysseus kissing Eumaeus’ and Melanthius’
heads and hands in greeting), Od. 22.498ff. (the maids kissing Odysseus’
head, shoulders, and hands in greeting), Od. 24.398 (Dolius kissing
Odysseus’ hand in greeting) show that in Greece it was also an authentic
folk usage, which—when used as a form of greeting—did not necessarily
connote social, or other, superiority on the part of the person whose hands
were kissed (cf. Od. 21.225; Il 24.478, where Priam kisses Achilles’
‘dreadful, man-slaying hands’, is quite different: a case of supplicatio, not
greeting). But these passages are not relevant to the Roman hand-Kkiss,
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whose mpookivnois associations, taken in the light of the evidence of X.
er. 7.5.32 (Of Persian envoys—gweura de Képov KaTeqﬁL’)\ovV Kal Xe'[pag Kat
modas), support Kroll’s contention that ‘In der rémischen Salutatio ... der
hand-kuss ... stammt anscheinend aus persischer Sitte’, even if the
emperors were not the first to be so honoured (e.g. Val. Max. reports that
‘Scipionis dexteram adprehenderunt—sc. praedones—ac diu osculati’.
Presumably these pirates might well have been from the East. Cf. also
below). P., moreover, is well aware that in Roman terms the hand-kiss was
something special (cf. e.g. Luc. 35.4, Gracchi 6.9, 11.2, 11.5, and above all Cat.
min. 12.1, where he notes karagidobvrov Tas yelpas, d TGV avTOKPATOPWY
oAlyois polis €molovy ot Tote Popator. Put this together with the fact that
Appian merely has aomacapevov, and it is clear that P. has deliberately
invented v defiav ... katagiAnoas as a vivid detail in order to emphasize
Laenas’ kolakela by analogy with the imperial practice of his own day.
(Nothing, surprisingly, on this topic in Weinstock.)

vmep €avtod: since P. and Appian between them contribute practically
all that is known about Laenas (there is a chance that he is the man
mentioned in Ad Att. 12.13 [250].2, 12.14 [251].1 | and 12.7 [244], but even if
this 13 right, it hardly helps), it is impossible to discover what his request
was. On the face of it, the fact that he bothered to make it at all suggests
that he did not know that Caesar was going to be assassinated, though one
would never guess that from P.’s account of his remarks to Brutus and
Cassius at 15.4 (in Appian the words attributed to him are a little less
positive, and could conceivably refer to something quite innocent, e.g. the
petition for the return of the exile mentioned at 17.3). But this sort of
inconsistency (as it probably 1s) is not one to bother P.: he very often aims
for the effect of the moment (e.g. 8.5/9.1; 13.9-11/15.5—9), and at 15.4 he is
determined to build up the tension, no matter if there is a consequent loss
of realism.

émotetro: Sintenis’ precise pluperfect is unnecessary and actually
inferior; here, as often, the imperfect i1s the most vivid tense, for it helps to
create a pictorial ‘freeze’ in the action.
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Ch. 17: Assassination of Caesar

A very important section—the climax and the resolution of the tension that
has steadily accumulated since c#. 8.

The most important sources besides the present passage are: Caesar 66;
Appian 2.117.491fL; Dio 44.19; Nicolaus 24.88-9o0; Suetonius Caes. 82
(Zonaras 10.11 contains a very close, though slightly abbreviated,
paraphrase of Caes. 66). {For modern accounts and discussion see G.
Woolf, Et tu Brute? (2007) and T. P. Wiseman, Remembering the Roman People
(2009), 211-15; further bibl. in Pelling’s comm. on Caes. 66.} The Caesar
account 1s the most exciting and dramatic of all, but the Brutus comes a
good second.

The two P. versions require careful comparison, the similarities being
many and obvious: (i) the sequence of the narratives is practically the same:
Cassius prays to the statue of Pompey (Brut. 17.2; Caes. 66.2-3); Antony is
kept outside (Brut. 17.2; Caes. 66.4); the conspirators surround Caesar’s
chair and join in Tillius Cimber’s | petition (Brut. 17.4; Caes. 66.5-6); Tillius
gives the signal for the attack (Brut. 17.4; Caes. 66.6); Casca is the first to
strike (Brut. 17.5; Caes. 66.7); both Caesar and Casca speak (Brut. 17.5; Caes.
66.8); Caesar gives up when he sees Brutus drawing his dagger (Brut. 17.6;
Caes. 66.12). Brut. 17.7 also parallels Caes. 66.11: both emphasize the fact that
all the conspirators took part in the assassination; (ii) there are various close
verbal parallels, which will be pointed out in the detailed commentary as
and when they arise.

The Caesar passage is much longer than the Brutus. This is partly
because the narrative is fuller and richer, as befits the culmination of a Life
of Caesar, but also because it contains a few elements not in the Brutus: (1)
Caes. 66.1 considers and accepts the proposition that the assassination was
the work of some Saipwv, emphasizing the fact that it was in Pompey’s
curia, containing Pompey’s statue, that the deed was done; (i1) Caes. 66.9
describes the reactions of the senators not in the conspiracy; (iii) Caes. 66.12
states that Caesar fell at the foot of Pompey’s statue; (iv) Caes. 66.14 gives
the number of wounds Caesar received. All these extras are readily
explained: (i) contains an element P. has used already in the Brutus at 14.2—
3, and is anyway implicit in Brut. 17; (i1) is a natural piece of description,
appropriate to the fuller account of the Caesar, but not particularly relevant
to the Brutus, where the focus i1s mainly on the assassins; (ii1) is a detail
which is hardly required in the Brutus, especially as it is related to (1); (iv) is a
mere detail, redundant in the Brutus. None, therefore, help in trying to
answer the question: which of the accounts was written first? That can only
be decided (if at all) by detailed comparison of the verbal parallels set out
below and of the slight differences of order and emphasis thus revealed.

1. mpoetoeovars: 1.¢. before Caesar. |

oL pev ... avtd: cf. Caes. 66.5 év 8¢ mept BpotTov ot pev eomablev Tov
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8£¢pOV (1137'01’3 7T€pL€’O'T770'CLV, Appian 21174.90 KGZO'CLPG 8’ €,7Tz TOl’} HPO’VOU
WpOKQ@[O’aV’TG 7T€pLéO"T770'CLV, NiCOlauS 2488 Oz Sé ‘lLé)\)\OV’TGS E"}/XéLpﬁO'GLV
mepl avTov moav, Suet. Caes. 82 ‘assidentem conspirati specie officii
circumsteterunt’, and Dio’s ot de 81\7 dMot Tov Ka[(rapa v Toﬁ'rq) C’LepéOL
7T€pLO'TC’LV’T€§.

The wording of the Caesar i1s closely parallel, but there are slight
differences of detail in the description of the behaviour of the conspirators:
in the Brutus all the conspirators (Trebonius excepted) surround Caesar’s
chair before he enters the senate and then pile round him once he is
seated; in the Caesar some surround Caesar’s chair as he is actually entering
the senate, but others go to meet him and plead for Tillius Cimber’s
brother while walking with Caesar towards the chair (Caes. 66.5-6). The
difference in the timing—exactly when the conspirators surround the
chair—is, by Plutarchean standards of chronology, quite trifling, and is
simply to be explained by the way P. has organized hjs material in Brut.
17.1-3, dealing first with the conspirators in general, then Cassius and
Trebonius, then Caesar. The failure in the Brutus to divide the conspirators
into two groups—those who surround the chair at once and those who go
to meet Caesar and follow him to the chair—might suggest conflation in
the interests of brevity, but it might equally be that Caes. 66.5-6 shows P.’s
vivid historical imagination at work: no other source has this sort of detail.
Cf. also 17.9n., which suggests that it is P.’s intention in the Caesar to show
the conspirators exerting psychological pressure on Caesar in a way that is
not explicit in any other source’s account of the assassination. Of course
this 1s also true of the Brutus, but Caes. 66.5-6 could fulfill the same artistic
function as the equally unparalleled Brut. 17.9—end (amropevol Te yelpiv),
and both could be made up for the purpose. The fact that P. clearly had
access to detailed | accounts from which he drew information not always
preserved in other extant accounts (e.g. 17.2 below) naturally means that it
1s often impossible to be categorical in hypothesizing original touches,
though there are cases, as here, where they seem extremely likely. At any
rate, there is in evidence plenty of Plutarchean évapyera (Wardman 10
thinks that P. was not much concerned with this effect: he is hardly right).

Nicolaus’ wording is too vague to allow any worthwhile source
deductions. Appian, Suetonius, and Dio all refer to a surrounding of the
chair when Caesar 1s actually seated (see on 17.3).

2. kal Kaoowov ... atoflavopevov: the Caesar account is much longer, and is
used to substantiate the view that o ... x@pos ... mavramaow amépaive
Saipovos TLvos VeyovpEvoy kal kaloDvTos kel TV mpA&Ly Epyov yeyoveval
(Caes. 66.1), which 1s why the incident 1s taken out of chronological
sequence. In the Brutus it 1s mentioned mostly because P. is dealing with the
chief actors in the drama one by one (ot dAdot, Kagarov, TpeBwvios,
KaL’oapL, TiAAvov K[;L,Bpov), though he may also be hinting at the ‘divine
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retribution’ theme. Though in both cases P. affects to maintain a scholarly
caution about the veracity of the tale (Aéyerar, Brut. 17.2; ws €otkev, Caes.
66.3), he slides into acceptance of it in the Caesar: he can hardly use it as
evidence for his belief in divine interference if he does not, and he does
attempt to justify it psychologically. No other source reports this incident
but P. obviously got it from a detailed account of the assassination, perhaps
one favourable to the Liberators. Cassius’ action could be interpreted as a
propaganda move (see on 14.2-3), and may therefore be historical. P.’s
somewhat desperate explanation of Cassius’ motivation in the Caesar shows
him characteristically preoccupied with the philosophical bent of his
characters, though he was aware of the practical possibility that the
location of the assassination | could be used to the conspirators’ advantage
(see on 14.2).

elkova: s0 also at 14.2, but avdpias in Caes. I doubt if this is significant. In
so far as there is a difference between the two words, ekadv might appear
more appropriate to the theme of divine retribution, since (a) by its very
meaning it better conjures up the idea of a sentient Pompey present at the
scene, and (b) it can more readily be used of gods. But if P. were intending
this, one would have expected him to use etkav in Caesar.

womep atofavipevov: this draws attention (briefly) to the fact that
Cassius’ action, for Cassius, was surprising, and it was of course an un-
Epicurean act, as P. notes in the Caesar, hence his psychological
explanation. No explanation is given in the Brutus, partly because P. does
not commit himself so heavily to the veracity of the story, but mostly
because in the briefer account of the Brutus involved explanations would be
out of place (and perhaps also because P. is deliberately keeping back
mention of Cassius’ Epicureanism till a more propitious moment: 37.2
below).

atofavopevov: sc. [lopmniov. This seems all right, though one might
Suggest GZO'HGVO‘lLéVOU or GZO'HGVO‘lLéVnV.

TpeBavios ... karéoxe: the incident is also recorded by Appian
2.117.490 and 3.26.101 (more vaguely at §.15.52) and Dio 44.19.1, but not by
Nicolaus or Suetonius. Neither Appian nor Dio have very obvious verbal
parallels with P., nor with each other (both use the verb amodiarpiBecv, but
that 1s hardly significant).

TpeBavios: RE 6A.2274 (Minzer). That it was Trebonius who kept
Antony outside is confirmed by Cic. Phil. 2.14.94 and 19.10.22 and Ad Fam.
10.28 [364].1 (to Trebonius).

CLZES. 664. runs: AVT(;)VLOV ‘lL€‘V Ol’;V, WLUTbV 6VTCL Ka[GGPL Ka;, p‘(JJI.L(I)\éOV,
ew mapakatetye BpoiTos AABivos, The statement that it was D. Brutus
who took charge of the job of occupying Antony is certainly wrong, both in
the light of the | Ciceronian evidence and of Nicolaus 24.89 Aékpos ...
BpotiTos vmo Tats Aayoor ... maier. Nicolaus’ evidence has to be given
weight here, for he seems uncommonly well-informed about the
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anatomical details of the wounds dealt. (It is thus impossible to argue a la
Rice Holmes g43 that “Trebonius, Decimus, and a few other conspirators
remained outside, detaining Antony in conversation’.) Ant. 15.4 1s also
different from Brutus: poPovpevor 8¢ v Te paduny T0d Avrwviov kal TO Ths
C’prﬁg o,,fL’wp,a, TG’/TTOUO'LV €,7T’ al}’TbV E’VZOUS T(JT)V €,K ’Tﬁg O'UV(,U'LLOO'ltag, g’TT(JJS STGV
EZO'Z'H KCLZO’GP 629 T7\7V BOU)\/;?V Kaz ‘lLé)\)\'H SpaO'HGL 76 gp’)/OV, gg(u 8La}\€’)/0’l.L€VOlf
TL KCLZ, GWOUSG,,COVTGS KCLTéX(,UO'LV al}TO’V.

Why éviovs? It is hardly a vague imprecision like Appian’s tav doveéwv
g€ WepLowaoéV'er 7T€p;, Gﬁpas at 3.15.52, nor can it be explained by the
desire to avoid bringing another persona upon the stage in order to
concentrate solely on Antony: at Ant. 13.2 P. has just told of Trebonius’
(alleged) sounding of Antony at Narbo and, as this was sometimes (below)
given as the reason for Antony’s preservation, mention of Trebonius at 13.4
would be natural—if P. was sure that it was Trebonius who detained
Antony. One might suggest one of two reasons for the vagueness of éviovs
(both dependent on the fact that the Antony 1s a late Life, certainly later than
the Brutus and Caesar): P. wanted to ‘fudge’ the issue either (1) because he
was genuinely unsure who did detain Antony, or (i) because he was trying
to gloss over the fact that he had made a simple error in the Caesar.

The reference to D. Brutus in the Caesar is discussed by Pelling in his
‘Plutarch’s Method of work in the Roman Liwes’ {= Plutarch and Huistory 7; cf.
his comms. on Ant. 13.4 and Caes. 66.4}. He considers the possibility that it
can be explained by literary considerations: as a deliberate distortion of a
known truth, because Decimus has already been prominent in the Caesar,
and to avoid introducing Trebonius who has not been mentioned hitherto;
but he is inclined to see it as a simple error, perhaps a lapse of memory |
arising from P.’s not having the source open in front of him. He does not
consider explicitly the possibility that P. found the reference to D. Brutus in
a source. Is there anything to be said for this possibility? If it were correct,
Ant. 13.4 could be explained as genuine perplexity as to the truth. There
could be reasons why a source should have mistakenly (or possibly,
designedly) named D. Brutus as the man who kept Antony outside the
senate: the desire to depreciate the role of Decimus in the success of the
conspiracy (see on 12.5-—the knowledge (or presumed knowledge) that
Decimus did not go up to the Capitol with the rest of the conspirators (it is
unclear whether he did or not: this partly depends on the dating of the
famous letter Ad Fam. 11.1 [g25]). But the difficulty with the hypothesis is
that such a source would presumably have been pro-Brutus and Cassius at
the expense of Decimus, and in that case P. ought to be using it in the
Brutus rather than the Caesar. Certainty 1s not possible in a discussion of this
kind, but on the whole I think Pelling is right to see Caesar 66.4 as a simple
error and Ant. 13.4 as a consequent cover-up.

mepl Tas OBvpas: this detail also in Appian 2.117.491 (mpo Oupav), 3.15.52
(mept Bopas) and g.26.101 (mept Bvpas). There are some verbal parallels
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between P. here and Appian. The Caesar and Antony accounts simply have
efw. Dio has é€w mov with deliberate imprecision. Cf. 17.9n.

katéoye: P. does not explain exactly why Trebonius did this, because his
whole account here is relatively brief and allusive. But the question throws
some light on the qualities of P.’s thought processes. The simple
explanations given at Caes. 66.4 MOTOV OVTa Ka[oapl, Kal /Swpa)\éov and Ant.
13.4 ¢ofodpevor 8¢ v Te papny Tod Avtwviov kal To Tis apxis aélwpa, |
with the implication that because of these attributes Antony might try to
stop the assassination, are all right as far as they go: despite vicissitudes in
his relations with Caesar (8.2n.) Antony certainly qualified as an amicus
Caesaris, he was a strong man physically (8.2n.), and his consulship was of
course a real political asset. But P. fails to make the obvious additional
point that once it had been decided to spare Antony he could not be allowed
into the senate: if he was, and if he tried to stop the assassination, he might
(have to) be killed anyway. Dio 44.19.1-2 and Appian 3.15.52 realize this.
Naturally the point was not lost on Cicero (Phl. 13.22, Ad Fam. 10.28
[364].1), though he also attempted to argue that Antony was spared
because of complicity in the plot (Phil. 2.34, cf. Ant. 15.2; this ramification is
highly implausible: [i] the account of Phil. 2.94 makes Antony—absurdly—
an actual partner in the plot, whereas Ant. 15.2 is much more circumspect;
[ii] the whole story of the ‘Narbo plot’ is suspect anyway. Cf. 8.2n.).

3. Kaloape ... vmefavéorny: closely parallel is Caes. 66.5 elotovros Se
Kaioapos 7 PovAy ... vmefaveéorn Oepamedovoa, though the rest of the
sentence deals with the movements of the conspirators, already dealt with
in the Brutus. The similarity of Nicolaus 24.88 elowdvra 8¢ adrov ds eldev 7
oUykAnTos vmavéoTn els Tpds aélwow, which continues ot 8e péllovres
E’yXGLPﬁGGLV 7T€p;, al;TéV 77’,\0'0,]/. 7Tp(DTO§ 86‘ 7TC’LV’T(,UV €,7T’ al}T‘OV KGG[ETO Tl})\}\LOS
KL’;LBPOS, ({’S g(ﬁéu’yGV &8€A¢6§ E’)\?])\GI.LE,VOS l()7T‘O KCL[O‘GPOg, roughly along the
lines of Brut. 17.9, 1s hardly accidental. Appian does not mention the rising
of the senate at Caesar’s entrance, though his narrative has broad
resemblances to P.’s at this point (below). The same applies to Dio and
Suetonius.

kabelopevov ... afpoor: vaguely parallel is Appian’s Kaloapa 8’ eml T0od
HPO’VOU WpOKG@[O‘aVTG 7T€pL€’O'T770-CLV OEG ¢ZAOL O'l\)V )\6}\7760’0'[, §L¢L8£OL§. HiS
narrative has broad affinities with P. (detention of Antony by | Trebonius,
the others surrounding Caesar in his chair, the individual contribution of
Tillius Cimber). Suetonius’ ‘assidentem conspirati specie officii’, followed
by ‘illicoque Cimber Tillius’, is also suggestively similar to P. Dio’s ot 8¢ 87
aAdoe Tov Kailoapa év todTw abpoor mepioravres is also tantalizingly close.
The fact that no other source describes the conspirators as either having
surrounded the chair before Caesar entered (Brutus), or as having divided
into two groups, some surrounding the chair and others going to meet him
supporting Cimber’s plea while he was entering the senate (Caesar), rather
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suggests that P. is embellishing a plain source statement ‘when Caesar sat
down, the conspirators surrounded his chair’.

evlis: not just Plutarchean dramatics—cf. Suetonius’ ‘ilicoque’. Dio’s
view 1s markedly different (below).

Tidwov KipBpov: RE 6A.1038 (Miinzer). Appian, Nicolaus, and
Suetonius also say that Cimber made the first move and imply that there
was no delay between Caesar’s sitting-down and the start of hostile
operations. Apparently out on a limb is Dio 44.19.9—4 ot 8¢ 87 dAot Tov
KGZO'CLPG E’V ’TOle({J C’LHPO’OL WEPLGTG,,VTGS <€l}7Tp0’0'080,§ TE 'y(‘lp K(lz,
¢L}\O7TPOG7§'}/OPO§ E’V TOZg I.LC’L)\LO-’TCL 7’;]/) Oz I.LéV E"LLUGO)\O"}/OUV, Oz 86‘ zKéTEUOV 87?66]/
al}TO’V, 57T(1)§ ';7’KLO"TC’L TL IBWOWTGISG??. E”iTE[ TE 6 K(upbg é}\dl.LBCLVé, WpOGﬁ)\eé TLS
avTd os kal yapw Twa yuyveokov. The digression on Caesar’s
approachability is probably Dio’s own contribution, and so probably is the
studied realism of ot pev éuvforoyovv. The 7ts must be Cimber, but Dio is
deliberately keeping names to a minimum to present an uncluttered
narrative. ws xal XC’LpLV TLa ’)/L’)/Va’)()’K(,UV seems to be both another piece of
‘realism’ and a deliberate vagueness, to avoid giving a detailed account of
Cimber’s plea. Thus the differences between Dio and the other accounts
are to be explained by literary considerations. In fact there is a | certain
structural similarity between Suetonius (82.2 ‘Cimber Tillius, qui primas
partes susceperat, quasi aliquid rogaturus propius accessit’, Nicolaus (24.88
mpdtos 8¢ mavrav ... ToAos KiuBpos ... v mpooynuarte ... 700 avrifolety

. mpoogeMaw) and Dio (44.19.4 mpooAé Tis avTd ws kai xdpLw Twa
yuyvaokwv) as well as a verbal resemblance between oc 8¢ ... mepioTavres
and P.’s Brutus account (above).

The Caesar here is obviously different: P. having made some of the
conspirators begin their suit before Caesar sits down now has to adjust
aCCOI‘dingly <666 (;)9 8é K(l@lf(fag SLEKPOISETO ng SEﬁGELg .o >

mpoPaAdovtes: the present gives better sense—the conspirators surround
Caesar in a body in one decisive movement (weptéayov), pushing forward
Cimber as they do so. By the use of the participle P. subordinates the role
of Cimber (given some prominence in Suetonius and Nicolaus), keeping
exetvor as the subject, and thus emphasizing the idea of a concerted
‘crowding’ of Caesar by the whole group.

Tideov ... mavres: the Caesar wording is similar, but, given the identity
of theme, not strikingly so.

adeAdod: RE 6A.1038 (Miinzer). {Cf. M. Toher, CQ 55 (2005), 183—9.}

deopevov: Caesar, Appian and Nicolaus also specify Cimber’s request,
Dio is vague (and inaccurate), Suetonius is vague (but less inaccurate).

guvedéovto mavres: also Caesar 66.5. The only other source to mention
supplication by the conspirators as a body 1s Dio.

amropevol ... katagilobv<res>: this serves the same artistic purpose as
Caes. 66.5 ot 8 ampvrnoav ws 8n Tl iew KiuBpw mept aderpod puyados

2 ’ ’ \ ’ ’ ~ ’
evTuyxavovTL ouvdenaopevol, Kal cuvvedeovTo | pexpt Tob Olgpov mapa-
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kolovbovvtes—that of emphasizing the (feigned) intensity of the
supplication. This picture of what is apparently meant to be ritual (Greek)
keteia has no real parallel in other sources and is strictly out of place in the
description of the behaviour adopted by proud Roman senators to Caesar:
there is a good chance that it is P.’s own elaboration. He 1s working from
slight hints in the sources like Nicolaus’ eév mpooynuare ... 700 avrifolety
... Aemapds (24.88) and Appian’s o ... KipBep adtod tis mopdipas ws ére
deopevos elafero ... {F. S. Naiden, Ancient Supplication (2006), 247-8 by
contrast finds the supplication interpretation more marked in Dio 44.19.3—
4, quoted above—mnote tkérevor there—and wonders whether this is a
distinctive elaboration of Dio himself.}

amTopevol ... xelpdv: in context this is clearly an action from the ritual
of tkerela, on which see J. Gould, 7HS 93 (1973), 74—103 {repr. with an
addendum in his Mpyth, Ritual, Memory, and Exchange (2001), 22—77; also
Naiden, cited above}. Parallels for hand-touching in a supplication context
are not numerous, but cf. I 24.477ff. (cited at 16.5n.), Eur. Hec. 344
(Odysseus hides his hand to prevent it), and in P. Luc. 35.4, Gracchi 6.3, 11.2,
11.5, Cat. min. 12.1 (all cited at 16.5n.).

arépva: parallels for this sort of kiss are hard to come by (eroticism
excluded). Kroll, art. cit. (16.5n.), says ‘dagegen ist der K. auf die Brust
ungewohnlich and gehort in der Hauptsache erst dem spiteren
Zeremoniell an: Bittende kiissen dem Caesar Haupt und Brust’ (= the
present passage), ‘Nero seiner Mutter bei der letzten Begegnung die
Brustwarzen (Suet. g4; cf. Ann. 14.4)’. But Nero’s kissing of Agrippina,
whether serious (Tac.) or ribald-erotic (Suet.), is not an example of court
ceremonial, though the breast-kiss did play its part in the court ceremonial
of the later Empire (e.g. Procop. Hist. Arc. p. 133, reports that in Justinian’s
time the breast-kissing of the emperor was granted only to high officials,
who got a kiss on the forehead in return}. Nor is the conspirators’ action
here: it must be part of their tkerela. There are no obvious parallels for this
type of kiss in supplication ritual (Gould has no examples of breast-kissing,
and does not cite Brut. 17.3), and the fact may be significant (below).

kepaAny: examples of head-kissing in Od. 16.15, 17.35, | 21.224, 22.499,
23.207, and Eunapius 51 (475, 32 Did.). But all these are either greetings or
farewells (Eunapius). Sophocles, OC 1130f., where Oedipus says gratefully
to Theseus:

Kkal pou xep’, ava, Seiav opebov, ws

’ ’ 9 b ’ \ \ ’
Pavow guAnow 7, et Oepis, To gov kapa,

gives the head-kiss a wider application, but again there seem to be no
precise parallels for head-kissing in a supplication context. This is perhaps
simply because few suppliants would be in a position physically to kiss the
head of the supplicated.
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Lack of parallels for either of these two types of kiss should not be made
too much of: obviously one may take it as read that the ancients did kiss
each other on both areas and that the same kiss would have different
connotations on different occasions (eroticism, gratitude, supplication etc.).
The point is that the relative dearth of parallels for such kissing in
supplication contexts supports the hypothesis that P. has simply made the
details up: he wants to paint a picture of wmtense supplication, so he makes
the suppliants kiss Caesar in a way which is not technically approved but
which suggests the greatest intensity of emotion (breast-kissing, whatever
the context, is clearly an intimate form of kiss). The effect is intensely
dramatic: the conspirators supplicate Caesar in the most fulsome and
protracted manner possible, and it is his attempt to break free from the
supplicatory pressure brought to bear on him that triggers the actual
attack. The supplication is in a sense as psychologically crucial as the
typical supplication scene of a Greek tragedy, and P. in this section of the
Brutus may well be intending to evoke that resonance (see on 10.1). The
effect is also rather ambivalent. In one way Caesar is made to look in the
wrong for rejecting the supplication; one may also be meant to reflect on
the degradation exacted of its subjects by autocracy. But in another,
because the whole business is a sham, there is | created a certain latent
sympathy for Caesar. Thus P. hints at his ambivalent attitude to the
murder of Caesar—ambivalent not just on political grounds, but on
humanitarian grounds as well. (This interpretation may be thought over-
elaborate: but I do think that in the Brutus, something of a special case—see
on 8.5—P. does display acute psychological insight and a political grasp
which is little short of profound.)

kaTagtlodv<res>: technically karepidovv could be justified as a ‘levis
anacoluthia, quales interdum habet Plutarchus’ (Voegelin, cl. 18.11). But
Sintenis’ reading gives a good balance between amropevoi... yewpdv and
oTépva kal kepalqy katadilotv<rtes> and a much better flow to the whole
sentence, reinforcing the meaning of what is being described.

4. amotptPopévov ... Bla: the Caesar reflects the same progression (66.6 ws
Sé KGG[O‘GS 8L€KPOIS€TO ng 8€7§O‘€L9 Kaz 7TpOO'K€L'LL€,V(,UV BLGLO’TépOV ﬁyaVG,,KTéL
mpos ekaorov), though without verbal similarities, and with a slightly
different situation necessarily envisaged. Appian’s avarifepeévov 8¢ kal
o’wTL)\é'yowrog oAws ToD Ka[aapog shows a progression of a rather different
kind. Nicolaus has nothing at all about Caesar’s reaction to the plea, nor
obviously has Dio (not having a plea at all). Suetonius’ ‘renuentique et
gestum in aliud tempus differenti’ seems to spring from the same source as
Appian. P.s statement here is presumably tailored to fit his elaborate
description: Caesar must actually refuse the supplication before the attack
begins.
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eéiorapévov Bia: P. is the only source to make Caesar react angrily at
this point, though Nicolaus and Suetonius record anger immediately after
Cimber’s pulling of his toga, which was still technically part of the ikerela
(cf. Appian’s Tijs 'n'opcﬁépas‘ ws €Tt Seépevog E’)\C,LIBETO>. This suggests that P. 1s
tailoring an element in the tradition to suit the needs of his own narrative:
his | version has the conspirators pleading for Cimber’s brother an
unconscionable length of time, so in the interests of realism he puts
Caesar’s outbreak of anger back a stage. Cf. also 17.5n. Caesar’s attempt to
break free, though of course perfectly comprehensible on a realistic level
(he wants to escape the fawning pressure exerted by the conspirators), also
corresponds to an established part of the tkerela-ritual: the breaking of
physical contact when the supplication is rejected (see Gould on this).

Tideos ... tpatov: this important incident is also mentioned by
Appian, Nicolaus, Dio and Suetonius, with interesting variations of detail.
Appian says that Cimber seized hold of Caesar’s purple robe as though still
urging his petition and pulled it away so as to expose the throat, crying
‘what are you waiting for, friends?’, Nicolaus that he took hold of it and
prevented Caesar from getting up or using his hands, Dio that he pulled it
from the shoulder, thus giving the prearranged signal, and Suetonius
simply that he pulled it from both shoulders. The Caesar account (Caes.
66.6) reports that Cimber took hold of the toga with both hands and
brought it down from the throat, which was the signal for the attack. Thus
there are parallels of sorts between Appian and Caes. 66.6 (throat exposed);
between Dio and Suetonius (from the shoulders); between Dio and Caes.
66.6 (drawing the toga down; emphasis on this being the prearranged
signal). The Brutus account bears some resemblance to the Caesar (both
hands), and to Dio and Suetonius (drawing the toga down from the
shoulders). None of these parallels are very startling. P., Appian, Dio and
Suetonius all seem to have elements from a shared source, while Nicolaus
1s somewhat out on a limb.

apdorépais ... xepalv: P. wants to emphasize the violence of the act,
here as in Caesar. No-one else says ‘with both hands’. |

tpaTiov: several different words are used by the sources for Caesar’s
toga—P. has tpariov here, but m9Bevvov at Caes. 66.6, Appian mopgipas,
etpa, and ipdrov, Dio ipdriov and Nicolaus avaBodfs. No discernible
significance attaches to this switching of terms.

A slight historical problem occurs here. Miinzer, RE 4A.2231, saw a
parallel between the signal for attack here (at least as attested by Caes. and
Dio), and the events of the mysterious alleged conspiracy of 66, when there
was supposed to be a plot to murder the consuls of 65 (on this ‘plot’ see
Weinstock 347 and n. 1; add now references from Leach 241f., n. 6 {and J.
Ramsey’s comm. [*2007] on Sall. Cat. 18-19 and his Appendix I1}). It was
alleged by Tanusius Geminus, the elder C. Scribonius Curio (cos. 76) and
M. Actorius Naso that Caesar was involved, and was even to give the
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agreed signal for the attack, which was to let his toga fall from his shoulder
(though it is practically certain that the whole story of the conspiracy was a
malicious piece of propaganda).

Does this go against the historicity of Cimber’s action here? Weinstock
347 argues that it does: ‘It is clear that one of the two versions was made up
on the model of the other, either by the conspirators of 44, which is not
likely, or by later writers. The model must be the sign of 65 (although it
was never given) because this particular item comes from Curio who had
died in 53 B.C. There is no doubt that facts and fiction were similarly
mixed in the other parts of the description of the murder’. If so, the version
of 44 would be a sort of ‘hoist with his own petard’-motif. But the theory
seems extremely thin. Cimber’s seizure of the toga is attested in a
rudimentary form as early as Nicolaus, emphatically not a pro-tyrannicide
authority. And the ‘parallel’ between the two events is not really striking: if
you pull someone’s toga the chances are that it will be ‘from his shoulders’;
similarly, if you let fall your own toga, that will naturally be from your |
shoulders. The seizure of the toga would have been an extremely obvious
signal to use: both because to take hold of the toga in the first place could
be represented as part of the continuing process of ikereia (as Appian
records), and because it fulfilled the simple purpose of baring Caesar’s
throat. There is thus no case at all for rejecting the fact of Cimber’s seizure
of the toga; nor need one doubt that it was the conspirators’ prearranged
signal for attack. That being so, to interpret Dio’s and the Caesar’s statement
that it was the signal as being a source ‘reply’ to the signal which was
supposedly to be used by Caesar in 66 seems far too subtle.

Kaokas ... Babos: all sources except Dio give this incident, though
Nicolaus first introduces his description of the actual killing with a blanket
O’p')/LCO'lLéVOU 8’ E”iTLO"TpéqS(;)S éKG[VOU, gp'yOU EZXOV’TO OZ &VSPGS, T(lxb 86‘ 7TC’LV’T€§
‘}/U‘LLV(,!’)O‘CLVTGS TQ e"yxeLp[SLa, em’ adTov éjplL?]O‘CLV (24..88). Dio 1s again vague
and brief about the whole business. The Caesar version differs slightly from
the BTutuSZ 7Tp(]37'0§ Sé KG,,O'Kag §£¢€L 7Talf€L 7Tap(‘1 ’TbV aﬁxe’va 7T)\77')/’;7V Ol;
6@V(17'77¢O’p0V 01386‘ BQHGZCLV, C’L)\)\’ (;)9 €ZK6§ €,V C’prﬁ TO)\I.L'I?'[LGTOS 'LLG’)/G,)\OU
rapaybBels. The discrepancy between mapa Tov apov and mapa Tov adyéva is
trifling {but Pelling on Caes. 57.8, 60.6, and 66.6 attributes some symbolic
importance to the choice of language in Caes.}, the psychological aside aAX’
ws etkos ... marks one of the differences between the Brutus and Caesar—
the Brutus largely matter-of-fact, the Caesar much more an attempt to
‘empathize’ with the actors in the drama (Casca, the horrified reaction of
those not in the conspiracy, the ‘Caesar-eye’ view)—and the fact that
Casca was standing behind Caesar is implied in the following rov Kaloapa
petaoTpagevra. Appian also records that Casca was the first to strike, that
he was behind Caesar, and | that his aim misfired (the statement that he
hit Caesar’s orqjflos could just be an inaccuracy, not indicating divergence
from the main tradition). Nicolaus says that Casca was the first, that he
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aimed for the neck, and that in the confusion his aim misfired (24.89). He is
idiosyncratically precise in his anatomical detail, but his version clearly
shares elements both with P. (the Caesar in particular) and Appian.
Suetonius’ brief and precise ‘alter e Cascis aversum vulnerat paulum infra
iugulum’ seems to be in the same tradition.

yap: a blow from behind could not be seen coming.

&ldos: so also at 17.6, 17.7, 18.7, Caes. 66.7, 66.10, 66.12, and 67.3, though
the same weapons are described as éyyeipidia at 14.4, 16.4, and Caes. 66.7.
In his account Appian uses &lgos and éupidiov indifferently, while Nicolaus
uses both eyyeipi8iov and &ios. From this it appears that, though there is
every difference between a ‘sword’ and a ‘dagger’ (as &lgos and
éupiSiov/eyyeptdiov are usually translated), éldos can in fact be used quite
vaguely, and often no distinction is felt between the two terms. (This is
common in P. cf. Tumol. 16.6-7; Ant. 78.1; Gracchi 36.2/97.6; Alex.
16.8/16.11, 20.9, Eum. 7.5/7.7, Cat. min. 68.5 etc.) At the same time, one
seems usually to conceal an eyyecpidiov and to brandish a &los: there is
thus a difference of tone, but not of meaning.

ovk els Babos: Benseler’s transposition, accepted by Ziegler, is made to
avoid hiatus (see on 4.6). Cherniss, Loeb Moralia XII, 28, n. a, however,
points out that in the De Facie ‘final e ... before an initial vowel may
always be possible’. But there is something to be said for the transposition
on grounds of sense: ovk ets Babos at the end of the sentence would be
emphatic, explaining how it was that Caesar was able to make a counter-
attack. Benseler may be right. |

5. avtidapBavopévov ... Bonfetv: close but more pointedly dramatic is the
Caesar version—66.7-8 wore kai Tov Kaloapa peracrpageévra Tod
E"}/XGLPLS[OU )\QBéGGQL Ka‘L KaTaGXéZV. &I.LCL 8é TwS €,§€¢(1’)V770-G,V, 6 ‘lL€‘V 7T)\77‘}/6‘L§
Popaiori “paporare Kaoka, 7¢ moiets;” o 8¢ mAnéas ‘EXqvioril mpos Tov
adedpov’ “adelpe, Bonber.” Appian’s account reveals some differences of
detail: o Katoap 70 Te tpariov amo Too KipPepos eémomasas (not in P.) kat
T7s xetpos (on this slight difference see 17.6n.) 706 Kaoka AaBopevos xal
katadpapwy amo Tod Opovov (not in P.) kal emorpagels Tov Kaokav elAkvoe
ovv Bia moAAj) (not in P.), and has nothing about Caesar’s or Casca’s cries.
The report that Caesar got up out of his chair corresponds roughly with
17.4 efworapevov Pig, but otherwise the differences are great enough to
postulate difference of source. Dio’s account runs (44.19.5): wof’ 070 10D
mAnfovs adTdv punt’ elmetv punre mpakal Tv Tov Kaloapa Svvnbivar, alda
ovykadvifapevov opayifvar moldols Tpavpast. TabTa pev Tainféorara’ O
8é TLVES K(lz, E’KGZVO EZWOV, STL 7Tp6§ 'TbV BpOﬁTOV ZO'XUP(;)g WaTO’,faVTa gqs/]] “KCL},
av, Tékvov;” unt’ elmelv does cohere with one tradition, but pyre mpagal T
seems to be a merely conventional element (see 17.6 n.), for Suet. 82.2—3
does credit Caesar with some activity and the parallels between Dio and
Suetonius at this point are very striking (82.2-9 ‘utque animadvertit



Commentary on Chapter 17 181

undique se strictis pugionibus peti, toga caput obvolvit ... atque ita tribus
et viginti plagis confessus est uno modo ad primum ictum gemitu sine voce
edito, etsi tradiderunt quidam Marco Bruto irruenti dixisse: “kai ov,
reéxvor’”). Nicolaus, though brief, seems to bear some relation both to P.
(Casca’s call to this brother in Greek) and Appian (Caesar’s getting up out
of his seat to attack Caesar). Finally, | Suetonius also seems to show an
affinity with Appian, though he does not allow Caesar actually out of his
seat.

‘Popaiori avaxpayovros: I have no comment to make on Benseler’s
suggested transposition (again to avoid hiatus). Russell thinks that
‘Pwpaiore may be a gloss, since as the text stands it violates one of the (so-
called) rules of hiatus, and there is in any case a natural presumption that
(unless otherwise stated) P.’s Roman characters speak in Latin. But the
appearance of ‘Popaiori in Caesar also (without hiatus) supports it here,
and in the Caesar particularly (but also here) there is a sharp rhetorical
contrast between Caesar’s words and Casca’s, which is partly dependent
on the cPw‘lLa.L.O'Tlt*QE)\)\’I]VLO‘T[ antithesis.

Since Suetonius pointedly states that Caesar did not utter a sound after
his groan at the first blow (a tradition also reflected in Dio), and since
Nicolaus, who does have Casca’s remark in Greek, does not record a cry
by Caesar in Latin, it could be argued that P. has simply made this remark
up. But that would be a bold invention on P.’s part and Nicolaus’ silence
counts for little—he is very brief. Suetonius’ statement does not impress
either; 1t 1s obviously laudatory, designed to emphasize Caesar’s
remarkable dignity in his last moments. Caes. 66.12 and Appian 2.117.493
both say that Caesar fought and shouted, and although here they are
almost certainly following a common source (below), the statement is
intrinsically plausible.

avoote: paporare in Caesar.

‘EAqreare: why Greek? A man like Casca would have been effortlessly
bilingual; possibly here he was acutely conscious of his Hellenic
tyrannicide-persona.

adeAdov: RE 2A.1788 (Miinzer).

787 the conventional trick for pruning a narrative. The Caesar at this
point describes first the reactions of the senators | not in the plot
(unparalleled elsewhere). Appian, after describing Caesar’s counterattack
on Casca, continues ovTw & €xovTos alToD TO TAEVPOV €TEPOS, WS €T
ovoTpodf) TeTapevov, Siedavver Eupdiw, and then details the blows
delivered by Cassius (face), Brutus (thigh), Bucolianus (back). Dio has
nothing. Nicolaus continues o 8’ vmakovoas €pelder 1o Eldos kata Tis
mAevpas, with slight narrative similarity to Appian, despite the imprecision
of Appian’s €repos and his failure to mention Casca’s appeal to his brother
in Greek, and then details the various blows dealt by ‘Cassius’, D. Brutus,
Cassius Longinus, and Minucius. Since Nicolaus says of ‘Cassius’ ptkpov Se
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Kdao‘Los 137TO¢6219 629 ’Tb 7TpO’O'(JJ7TOV €”)/K(IPO'£CLV (1137'(}:) 7T)\77'}/’;7V 8[8(1)01 <24.89),
and then of Cassius Longinus erépav émexdotvar mAnynv omebdwy, it is clear
that there is no contradiction here with Appian. Finally, Suetonius’
‘conatus prosilire alio vulnere tardatus est’ must refer vaguely to the wound
inflicted by Casca’s brother, and there is therefore some narrative
similarity to both Appian and Nicolaus, though Suetonius differs in
keeping Caesar from actually getting up (17.5n.), and also apparently in his
location of the wound (82.4 ‘nec in tot vulneribus, ut Antistius medicus
existimabat, letale ullum repertum est, nisi quod secundo loco in pectore
acceperat’).

maLopevos ... BovAdpevos: shorter than, but substantially the same as,
CLZES. 66107€,V KleA({J WGPLEXO’[.LEVOS, KCL}, 7Tp69 g TL Tpélpél,é 77\7]/ 6¢LV,
mAyals amavTdv kal oudipw Pepopéve Kkal KaTA TPOCWTOU KAl KAT
odbadudv, Siedavvopevos wamep Onplov €velletro Tals mavTWY Xepoiv ...
There 1s a fairly close relationship with Appian (below). Dio is still
irrelevant, Nicolaus has nothing comparable, and Suetonius’ ‘utque
animadvertit se strictis pugionibus peti’ reflects a | different context.

os €lde ... Tals wAyals: in Suetonius and Dio Caesar gives up simply
because he sees that the general situation is hopeless. Nicolaus has nothing
about Caesar’s reactions at this juncture. In the Caesar P. reports the
tradition that Brutus’ intervention was the deciding factor noncommittally:
66.12 Aéyetar &’ UmO Twwv, Ws Gpa TPOS TOUS AANOUS GITOLAXOUEVOS Kal
Stagépwv Selpo Kkakel TO gdpa kal Kekpayws, ote BpodTov eldev éomaopévor
70 {los, €petdkioaTo kaTa Ths KePaAfs TO LLATLOV KAl TAPTIKEV €AUTOV ...
In the Brutus, where he has been at pains to stress the almost romantic link
between Brutus and Caesar, it suits him to accept the tradition without
question. Appian’s account, despite a lacuna in the text at the critical
point, seems very close to Caesar: dore Tov Kaloapa émt pév v ovv opyij) kat
Bo7} kabamep Onplov €s éxaoTov avTdv emoTpeépeatar, peta de v BpodTov
TAGYNY, ... €lTe amoywawokovTa 101, To Lpatiov meptkalvpactar ... The
Caesar/ Brutus/ Appian account must be related to the famous kat o0, Téxvov
tradition, recorded but rejected by Suetonius and Dio (above 17.5n.; {cf.
Pelling on Caes. 66.12, with further bibliography}). Why does P., although
recording a version which does stress Brutus’ decisive role, not have the
even more colourful tradition? He could have recorded it, had he known of
it, without committing himself to its historicity, and the story would have
been highly germane to several important themes of the Life (the personal
closeness of Brutus and Caesar, Brutus’ great expectations under Caesar’s
rule, Brutus’ triumph over purely personal considerations etc.). The
explanation must surely be that he did not know of it. |

€ldos: Schaefer’s <ro> is not absolutely necessary (cf. Caes. 66.7 Kaokas
élder mated) but it is very plausible (cf. 1.16 above; Caes. 66.12—of Brutus).

v xetpa: like Appian and Suetonius P. here has Caesar holding
Casca’s hand/arm, but that does not mean that 17.5 74s AaB7s is from a
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different source. The discrepancy is trifling, and Caesar obviously could
have held both.

T lpatie ... éykalvapevos: this is attested also in the Caesar, Appian,
Dio and Suetonius, but not Nicolaus. Suetonius expands on the theme in
detail to stress Caesar’s dignity in his final moments (cf. Appian’s meoetv
evoxmuovws). P. may be intending to evoke a parallel with the behaviour of
Pompey as he is stabbed to death. One wonders if some such parallel was
already part of the historical tradition, in view of the great similarity
between Pomp. 79.5 and the descriptions of the death of Caesar in Suet.
82.2 and Dio 44.19.5.

7. agedds ... mipmiaofar ... dmavras: for the general theme that all the
conspirators had to take part cf. also Caes. 66.10-11, Nicolaus 24.89—9o.
Appian, Dio and Suetonius do not have it, though in other respects Appian
and Nicolaus seem related here (below).

meptl 70 odpa: Reiske’s and Ziegler’s suggestions go well with Caes. 66.14
els ev amepeldopevol odpa mAnyas Tooavtas. But the text is itself quite good:
Caesar surrenders his ‘body’ to the blows; the conspirators keep wounding
the ‘(now dead) body’ with their swords. The implicit word play is
thoroughly Plutarchean. For the theme that the conspirators continued to
attack Caesar’s body after it had fallen cf. Nicolaus 24.90 and Appian,
whose accounts bear some structural resemblance, though Nicolaus is
unique in giving thirty-five wounds. This theme is not explicit in the Caesar,
which makes the point that so many | wounds were directed at one body,
but the general flow of the narrative (66.12—end fall of Caesar’s body by
Pompey’s statue; 66.13 mepiomaipovros vmo mwAnbovs Tpavpatwr; 66.14
number of wounds) is similar to Nicolaus and Appian. See further below.

aAAAovs étitpwokov: cf. Caes. 66.14 moddol kateTpabnoav v’ aAApAwv
(there is thus a fuller parallel between Brut. 17.7 moAdots ... éritpwokov and
Caes. 66.14 moddol ... mAnyas TooavTas); Appian’s moAdol Te Suwbilopevor
pera 7év Eupdv aldndovs emAnéav (which follows rpidv emt elkoot mAnydv
just as the Caesar phrase follows etkoot 'y(‘zp Kal TpL’a )\(LIBGZV )\é'yemu,);
Nicolaus 24.89 (Cassius gets Brutus’ hand; Minucius Rubrius’ thigh).
Cassius was said to have cried ‘vel per me feri’ in the heat of the moment
(De vir. 1ll. 83.5).

kai Bpodrov: the detail that Brutus’ hand was stabbed is in Nicolaus and
Appian. Nicolaus says it was Cassius who did it, and Appian perhaps
implies this at 2.122.512.

ovvegamropevov: Brutus dealt Caesar a blow on the groin (Caes. 66.11),
or the thigh (Appian).

After this detailed commentary, what conclusions can be drawn about
source relationships? The assassination of Caesar is one of the few
occasions on which a line by line comparison of the various sources is
possible. But the resultant picture is extremely confused, which is only
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natural, considering the character of the event and the plethora of sources
that must have been available to any historian who wished to stretch out
on a climactic description. Historians of the first century B.C. (Pollio, Livy,
Nicolaus, Empylus) could also of course have called upon numerous eye-
witnesses. So far as P. goes, the following observations seem safe:

(1) The Brutus and Caesar accounts are based on exactly the same source
material (cf. 17.2n.). |

(i) They were both written directly from this material. The verbal
parallels between the two accounts are not so close as to suggest that one
was written directly from the other, there are several small differences of
detail, and the erroneous mention of D. Brutus in Caes. 66.4 implies lapse
of memory.

(1) P. follows a well-established historical source for most of his
narrative in both accounts. On the whole he is closest to Appian. The main
difference with Appian lies in the material contained in Brut. 17.5 and Caes.
66.8.

(iv) P. shows some signs of original elaboration of traditional material:
perhaps in his description of the precise movements of the conspirators in
the Caesar (see on 17.1, 17.8); probably in his sustained tkerela description in
the Brutus (see on 17.1, 17.9, 17.4).

(v) He 1s using more than one source (cf. Caes. 66.12).

(vii He preserves some material not elsewhere attested: Cassius’
invocation of Pompey’s statue, Caesar’s cry to Casca in Latin, the reaction
of the senate at large. The first two of these items, at any rate, suggest
supplementation by some intimate source.

(vi1) He has missed one major (though historically dubious) tradition: the
kal o, Tékvov story, preserved by Suetonius and Dio. One may think that
this indicates lack of systematic consultation of Livy. It is true that only P.
in the Caesar and Dio state explicitly that Cimber’s pulling of the toga was
the agreed signal for the attack, but it obviously was in fact the signal, and
not too much should be made of this ‘parallel’ between P. and Dio.

(viil) One gets the feeling (it can hardly be stronger than that) that P.
may have glanced at the account of Nicolaus (see on 17.3, 17.7), without,
however, being greatly influenced by him. |
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Chs. 18—22: Fluctuating Fortunes of the Liberators;
Collapse of the Republican Cause in Rome and Italy

This narrative proceeds (in the main) chronologically. The unifying
thematic thread is the struggle for ascendancy between Caesarism and
Republicanism.

Ch. 18: Immediate Aftermath of the Assassination

1. BpoTos ... avykdyrov: Brutus’ attempt to rally the panic-stricken senate
1s also recorded in Caes. 67.1 and Cic. Phil. 2.28 and g0, which confirms
that Brutus took the lead and gives details of what he said and did (2.28
““‘Claesare interfecto”, inquit [sc. Antonius| “statim cruentum alte extollens
Brutus pugionem Ciceronem nominatim exclamavit atque ei recuperatam
libertatem est gratulatus™’; 2.30 ““Brutus, quem ego honoris causa nomino,
cruentum pugionem tenens Ciceronem exclamavit”). P. seems to have
been thoroughly familiar with the Second Philippic (see Pelling, ‘Plutarch’s
Method of Work in the Roman Lwes {= Plutarch and History 17-18; also
comm. on Antony, 26—7}), using it in the Cicero, Antony, and Caesar, hence his
failure to mention Brutus’ ‘congratulation’ of Cicero here must be
deliberate. It is part of the downgrading of Cicero’s role in the Republican
resistance to Caesar evident throughout the Life (12.2; 22.4-6; 28.2. Note,
however, that Cicero is not mentioned in this context in the Caesar and
Cucero either. P. is hardly well informed in general about Cicero’s role in
fanning the ashes of Republicanism under Caesar {on which see K.
Welch, cited at 12.2n.}). The Brutus and Caesar accounts are structurally
parallel here, but not close verbally.

Other authorities are less informative about Brutus’ attempted speech.
Appian 2.119.499 does not single out Brutus. Both Nicolaus and Dio
appear to botch their accounts by conflating Brutus’ attempted speech with
appeals he and other conspirators made in the forum. (Nicolaus 25.91-94 is
a sorry mess. Dio 44.20.4 | has the conspirators continually call upon
Cicero in the forum.)

mpoeAdv: Sintenis’ mapeAfav is unnecessary. Cf. Flam. 10.5 mpoeAbov els
peoov o knpvé. This non-Attic usage is common in P.

7 & ... katemelyovtes: detailed descriptions of the panic of the senate
and others in Caes. 67.1, Appian 2.118.494f. (a probably sensationalist
account of indiscriminate woundings and killing), Dio 44.20.1—2, and
Nicolaus 25.91, 26.95. P.’s Brutus account is naturally briefer than the
Caesar. Suet. 82.4 just has ‘diffugientibus cunctis’.

kal mepl ... Tapayos: this vivid picture of a traffic-jam at the doors
(though no doubt historical) has no exact parallel elsewhere and could well
be ‘ipsissimus Plutarchus’.
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afopos ... katemelyovtes: typical Plutarchean style. (See 2.2n.) One
wonders if the use of the much rarer form rdpayos reflects Nicolaan
influence, though assonance must also be a factor. The point that the
senate’s flight was unjustified is also hinted in Caes. 67.1 kalmep ... BpovTov
and in an indirect way reflects P.’s essential sympathy for the Liberators
(and perhaps also his distress at the behaviour of ‘homines ad servitutem
parati’. He will not have forgotten the fond hopes of 14.1). Nicolaus 25.91,
Appian 2.118.494 and Dio 44.20.1 all emphasize that it was fear of further
killings that caused their flight: Appian is particularly sanctimonious in this
respect.

2—6. loxvpds yap ... meptemoinaev: the conspirators’ decision to restrict
their killing to Caesar alone is recorded by all the main narrative sources
(not Suet.), with revealing variations of detail. Like P., both here and at Ant.
13.9 and 14.1, Appian 2.114.478 gives the impression that Antony was the
only other prospective candidate, but Dio 44.19.2 cites both Antony and
Lepidus, and Nicolaus 25.95 implies that they considered killing anyone |
ol éueMov odlow évavriwoeotar kal mept Tis apxis adbis dywvietofac.
Nicolaus’ account may be dismissed as anti-tyrannicide prejudice. Dio’s is
more plausible, but still unlikely, both because Lepidus was Brutus’
brother-in-law and the link was one Brutus took seriously (cf. Ad Brut. 1.15
[23]-10f.)—a fact the other conspirators would have known—and because
the combined weight of Cicero, P., and Appian is more impressive. In any
case, whatever else they may have been, the Liberators were not butchers.

mavTas ... avakadetofar: for the various appeals to lbertas after the
assassination see on 18.5 and 7 below.

mavtas: i.e. including political opponents.

3. Tols pev dAdacs: Velleius 2.58.2 explicitly states that this was Cassius’
view. He 1s right in stating that Cassius opposed the measures of March 18
(cf. 20.1n.), and almost certainly right here too: Cicero’s insistence on the
personal responsibility of Brutus (18.4n.) and all that is known of Cassius’
more practical character point the same way. Had P. been aware of
Cassius’ particular prominence, he would surely have said so (cf. 20.1).

povapyLkov ... oTpaTiwTikov: a subjective (= what the other conspirators
thought) or objective (= P.’s own view) description? The whole sentence
from povapyikov to aélwpa supports the case for killing Antony as well as
Caesar, and to that extent represents the alleged view of the other
conspirators, while rore Kaloapt ovvapywv is P.’s gloss on 70 7is vmarelas
aélwpa. But the conspirators’ characterization of Antony bears close
resemblances to P.’s (below), and he seems here to be characterizing
Antony both through the conspirators’ eyes and his own, though he is not
as damning as they allegedly were: he can also accept the Brutan view,
without much inconsistency (below).
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povapyukov: whether, whatever else they thought of him, the
conspirators really thought the Antony of March 44 a povapyikos | avap is
open to doubt (especially if they really did consider asking him to join
them, as P. believed: Ant. 13.1-2). But this is the Ciceronian bogey-man of
summer 44 on. For P.’s acceptance of this view cf. 21.3 below, Ant. 15.5,
89.1, Cic. 43.1, and his interpretation of the Lupercalia incident (Ant. 12,
Caes. 61).

vBpioryr: a judgement also accepted by P. Cf. Ant. 9.5-9 on Antony’s
dissolute way of life, and the various references to vBpts at Demetr. 1.8; Ant.

20.4, 21.8, 24.11, QO.
toyvv: hardly physical ‘strength’ (Perrin), rather ‘power’, as e.g. Per.

39.4, Ant. 5.2.

opLAig ... atpatiwtikov: a fact much emphasized by P. in the Antony (e.g.
4-4, 6.5, 17.5, 40.8-9, 43.3-6, 68.4-75, 93.2).

ooPapd: P. would agree with this too. Cf. e.g. Ant. 2.8, 4.4, 61.1; contrast
62.2.

peyadompaypove: cf. especially Demetr. 1.7-8, Ant. 3.5. For the dangers of
being peyadompaypwv cf. Demetr. 1.7-8, and below on ambition (18.5n.). In
context the implication is pejorative, though P. does not necessarily regard
being peyalompaypwy as a bad thing: he is just keenly aware of the dangers
involved.

70 ... aftopa: by virtue of which, as it turned out, Antony did seize the
nitiative. P. is right to give this most emphasis.

Other accounts offer rather different explanations for the proposal to
kil Antony. At Ant. 13.3 the main reason apparently is that Antony
(allegedly) rejected Trebonius’ (alleged) overtures in the summer of 45 (and
was therefore not to be trusted), though the conspirators also feared v Te
papny 100 Avteviov kal 7o ... ablwpa (cf. the present passage), hence
according to P. the decision to keep Antony out of the senate on the Ides.
In Appian 2.114.478 the reasons are that he was consul with Caesar and his
most powerful friend and the one held in most repute by the troops; in Dio
44.19.2 it is implied that Antony and Lepidus would both present a threat |
to the actual carrying out of the assassination; in Nicolaus 25.93 sheer
personal ambition on the part of the conspirators is to blame. Appian and
P. are clearly derived from a common source, which P. has laced with his
own observations.

4. aAAa Bpobtos: also stated in Ant. 1.3, Appian 2.114.478, Nicolaus 25.93,
Velleius 2.58.2 (but not by Dio, typically of his generalizing habits), and
confirmed ad nauseam by Cicero (e.g. Ad Brut. 2.5 [5].1, 1.4 [10].2; Ad Att.
14.21 [875].3, 14.14 [868].2, 15.4 [381].2, 15.11 [389].2, 15.12 [390].2, 15.20
(397]-2).

loyvptlopevos ... Sikaie: this moral motivation is spelled out more
clearly at Ant. 13.9 exwAvoe de¢ BpoiTos, aéiav v vmep TdV vopwv kal T@v
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SLKGZ(JJV TO)\I.L(,U'LLéV’UV WpagLV €Z)\LKPLV77 K(lz, Kaeap(\u/ G,,SLKltag €ZV(1L. The
practical application was that only the tyrant himself should be killed: Vell.
2.58.2 ‘nihil amplius civibus praeter tyranny ... petendum esse sanguinem’
(cf. Appian 2.114.478 and Nicolaus 25.93). A favourable interpretation of
Brutus’ motives naturally appeals to P. Both Appian and Dio less
sympathetically portray the conspirators as more concerned with the
public relations angle (Appian 2.114.478, Dio 44.19.2, cf. Velleius). That
Brutus did take a moral line is supported by the picture emerging from
Cicero’s letters on the subject (e.g. Ad Brut. 2.5 [5].1). P. may have worked
this out for himself, from his reading of Brutus’ correspondence, or—
perhaps more likely—he found the emphasis already in a particular source
(below).

devTepov ... peraBolijs: no other narrative source gives this motivation.
But the analysis of Antony’s character attributed to Brutus here
corresponds roughly to that of the historical Brutus, and it looks as if P. is
not inventing the idea, but drawing on a detailed and authentic source. It
could conceiably be Bibulus, in whose interest it would clearly have been to
defend Brutus against | the charge of making a mistake in sparing Antony,
by emphasizing that in Brutus’ considered opinion Antony, under whom
he himself served after Philippi, was basically a man of good parts.

vmo<t>0eis: the aorist is defended by Voegelin on the ground that ‘eo
Plutarchus hanc spem nonnisi semel a Bruto indicatam significaverit,
quum iustitiam nunquam desineret’. Wrong—cf. ameyivaoker below.

5. 0U yap ... avtav: for the attitudes of Antony and Brutus to each other cf.
1.4 (perhaps). 8.5-6 (perhaps). 26.3—7 (perhaps). 29.7, 29.10, 50.2-3, 50.5,
50.8, 53.4, 58.1; Ant. 22.7-8 and 89.5; Gelzer 1003f.; Syme, RR 98, 106, 203,
206. Both Gelzer and Syme exaggerate the degree of friendship and Syme
almost sentimentalizes it, but the general picture is persuasive. Antony
seems to have felt sincere respect for Brutus, while Brutus did not by any
means consider Antony a hopeless case in moral/political terms (cf. the
present passage; 29.10—presumably authentic; Ad Ait. 14.8 [362].1). Even
when war seemed inevitable, Brutus correctly argued that it was Octavian,
not Antony, who was the greater danger to the Republic (cf. Ad Brut. 1.16—
17 [25-6]). Also more or less relevant to the attitude of Brutus and his circle
to Antony are the courteous salutations of Favonius and company after
Philippi (Suet. Aug. 13.2), and the fact that several prominent Pompeians
and Catonians later joined Antony (Syme 222, 268—9, 282 etc.). Thus it
seems likely that P. is again ‘on to something’ disregarded by the other
narrative sources.

€dvd ... avt@v: this characterization of Antony is again partly
‘subjective’ (Brutus) and partly ‘objective’ (P.’s). It is being used to
substantiate Brutus’ hopes for Antony’s peraBoAn but it is also a
characterization with which P. himself to some extent agrees. (See below.)
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The apparent inconsistency between 18.4 and 18.5 seems at first sight on a
par with the sharp discrepancy between 8.5-6 | and g.1-4, but this is the
wrong way to look at it: the difference between 18.9 and 18.5 is not so
much an inconsistency as a difference of emphasis: 18.4 highlights the bad
qualities of Antony’s character, 18.5 the qualities which could conceivably
have led him along the path of virtue. This coheres with P.’s general
attitude to Antony, which is mixed. Though the Life of Antony is avowedly
an example of kaxia (Demetr. 1.5), P. on occasion as good as concedes
Antony apern (e.g. Demetr. 1.7; Ant. 17.4-6). Antony, like Demetrius,
undoubtedly has good qualities: the reason for P.’s final condemnation is
that he misuses them, and allows them to be overwhelmed by the bad (see
further Wardman 3446 {and Pelling, Antony 10-18}). P. is thus able to
subscribe to both views of Antony, because (in his opinion) Antony was in
fact a mixture of bad and good, and because it was open to Antony with
his innate good qualities to attain virtue—as Brutus insisted in his
arguments with his fellow conspirators.

evgpva: P. himself nowhere uses such a word explicitly of Antony, so
strictly this i3 more Brutan than Plutarchean, but given P.’s virtual
concession of some degree of apery to Antony (above) he might have done.

duroTipov: for this aspect of Antony’s character see Ant. 2.8, 3.8; Demetr.
1.7-8. In context, Antony’s ¢tdoripia and love of glory are clearly felt to be
legitimate inducements to virtue. This is normal Plutarchean doctrine (cf.
e.g. Agis—Cleom. 2.1-2), though the invariable proviso 1s that ambition has to
be regulated and controlled, and always regarded as a means towards a
virtuous end and not an end in itself (cf. e.g. Agis—Cleom. 2.3; De capienda ex
mimic. util. 92Dy; full discussion in Wardman 115-124 {and in works cited at
7.70.}). Of course the emphasis on love of glory 1s equally Roman.

émomasteévra ... avtdv: reflecting the basic Plutarchean doctrine of the
beneficial effects of good mapadelypara (Aemil. 1 etc.). |

6. év 8¢ ... éduyev: Antony’s flight is also attested at Ant. 14.1, Caes. 67.2,
Appian 2.118.496 (implicitly), and Dio 44.22.2 (not by Nicolaus). Cicero
makes great play with the theme of Antony’s alleged cowardice as revealed
in the flight (Pl 2.88). All the narrative sources, Nicolaus excepted,
exaggerate the extent of Antony’s loss of control on the Ides.

Least prejudiced is Appian (Avravios Te Tv  olkiav  axvpov,
Tekpatpopevos ovvemPBovAevestar), who at least records that Antony and
Lepidus began to work together quickly, and that negotiations between the
Liberators and the two Caesarian leaders got under way on the evening of
the 15th (confirmed by Phil. 2.89; Nicolaus 27.101), though he portrays an
excessively fearful Antony (2.124.518), and has nothing about his skilful
‘playing’ of the conspirators until he had secured his own position (cf.
Nicolaus 27.106—indirectly supported by Cicero). P.’s Brutus version gives
the impression of a terrified Antony fleeing and then doing nothing until
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the first meeting of the senate: no negotiations and no mention of the fact
that it was Antony who summoned the senate. Of course it might be
argued that P. is simply not bothered to record the details of Antony’s
activities in the Life of Brutus, but against this is the fact that depreciation
of the part played by Antony in the immediate aftermath of the
assassination is clear in the Anfony and in the tradition at large, so it may be
presumed that Brut. 18.6 is part of the general pattern. This presumption is
strengthened by a comparison of Ant. 14.1 with Dio 44.22.2: Ant. 14.1,

’ \ ’ < ’ \ ’ b ~ ~ ~
TOVTWY 86 TTPATTOULEVWY WS GUV€T€677, KalL 7TeoovTOoS €V ’T:I] IBOU)\:I] TOU

Kaloapos, evbis wev o Avrdvios éabnra Oepamovros petadaBov éxpuviev
POS, €EVUUS [L

avrov. Dio 44.22.2 TovTwY 8¢ évtabba (,),V’T(,UV, o Aémdos ... | 0 ovV AVTd)VLog,

’ ~ \ \ ~ ’ ’ \ \ ’ b ~
kalTor mapaypiua peta Tov To0 Katoapos Bavarov dvywv kat TV TE 606777'(1

T’I\]V C’LpXLKﬁV, 37T(1)§ 8[,(1)\(]26’(77, f;l:lpag KCL}, T’I\]V VISKTG KQUfé@élfS

Dio’s v vukTa kpupbels reflects a view of Antony’s behaviour similar to
P’s—an Antony totally inactive for the rest of the Ides—and the
parallelism of structure in the underlined words, taken together with the
mention by both writers of Antony’s ‘disguise’, indicates a common source
(Dio i1s certainly not just following P.). (For general discussion of Dio’s
treatment of Brutus and Cassius from the Ides of March to Philippi see
Millar 55ft).

The Caesar version (67.2) is Avravios 8¢ kat Aémdos ol pdadiara $idoe
KGZO'CLPOS 137T€K813V76§ 629 OZKéag éTépas KCLTéqSU'yOV. El’,g Ol’,Kliag éTépag must
mean ‘into other people’s houses’. This is possible Greek: cf. Timol. 30.9
mpos etépas Ponfelas = ‘to the assistance of others’, and coheres with
ngU(péV éavTﬁV / Kpugb@e[g, if one can assume that Kplj’iTT(JJ implies
‘concealment’ (it usually does), rather than just ‘lying low’. (Bowie suggests
<o¢p>erépas, to avoid the contradiction with other sources. But one might
then expect a definite article, nor, if xpdmrw does imply ‘concealment’,
would one ‘conceal oneself in one’s own house.) That Antony fled
to/concealed himself in someone else’s house is obviously incorrect (how
could Lepidus and conspirators alike make contact with a cunningly
concealed Antony? Cf. also Cicero’s ‘te domum recepisti’ and Appian
2.118.4906). Yet it may form part of a major historical tradition (cf. Dio).
The claim, however, that Lepidus also fled into hiding finds no parallel in
the other sources (Appian 2.118.496, Dio 44.22.2 and Nicolaus 27.103 all
stress his quickness in getting to his troops and rallying them for use against
the conspirators), and suggests that at this point P. is using a | source that
was rabidly anti-Caesarian, belittling the reactions of both Antony and
Lepidus in a completely implausible manner. {Pelling on Caes. 67.2 argues
that the Greek must mean ‘other than the one(s) mentioned or implied
already’, 1.e. other than the ones nearby that the panic-stricken
householders had closed (67.1).}
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peraBadaw: Ant. 14.1 has an unchallenged peradaBov, which A also has
here, but both peraBfalle and peradapBave can be used of changing
clothing, so the majority MSS reading may stand.

SnuoTukn: it is likely enough that Antony threw away his consular robe
in the interests of anonymity, as Dio 44.22.2 says, but the detail perafadav
eabira Snporikny and still more eobijra fepamovros peralafav (Ant.) seems
designed only to exaggerate the ignominy of Antony’s flight. Perhaps they
were thought to gain colour from Antony’s known propensity for lowly
disguises (cf. Ant. 10.8 AaBwv 8é Oepamovros eabdira; 29.2, where Cleopatra
joins in Antony’s impersonations Gepa'n'aLVLS[ov 07'0)\1\71/ )\ap,,Bo’wouoa). The
fact that Cicero simply contents himself with ‘clam’ goes against the
disguise-story: he would surely have availed himself of it had it been true
(or even just well-known).

7. ot 8¢ ... moAitas: the (first) ascent to the Capitol is also described in Caes.
67.3—4, Applan 2.120.503, Dio 44.21.2, Nicolaus 25.94, Zonaras 10.12.

Most of Zonaras is clearly straight Dio 44.20ff., with perhaps a touch of
Nicolaus and P. P.’s Caesar version runs: 67.3 ot 8¢ mept Bpovrov, domep
77’,\0'0,]/ g’TL er'u,o‘L ’T(;!-‘) ¢6Vq), '}/U'LLV(‘I T\a glqun 8€LKV15V’T€§ &;La 7TC’LV’T€§ C’L’iTé ’TOlj
BOU}\EUT’UP[OU GUUTpa¢éVT€S éXﬂ’)pOUV 629 ’Tb KCL’]TLT(J\’J)\LOV, Ol; ¢€l}'y0UO’LV
E’OLKO’TéS, C’L)\)\(‘l ‘u,o’,)\a ¢aL8POl Kaz eappa)\éOL, WapaK(l)\Ol’}VTéS €,7T;, ’T’;?V
E’)\EU@ép[CLV ’Tb 77)\77609 K(lz, WPOGSGXO,I.LEVOL TOI‘)S‘ (ipL’G’Tovg ’T(;)V éVTUyXaVO’VT(JJV.
This is obviously closely similar to the Brutus, both in overall structure (ot de
7T€p;, BpotTov picks up 67.2 Avtdvios ... Ka[oapog, and here ot 7T€p;,
BpotTov follows the report of Antony’s flight), and in verbal detail, though
the | Caesar is a good bit more ‘written-up’. It seems very likely that both
passages stem from Nicolaus 25.94 éfaifavres 89 Tovvredbfer of opayeis
Epevyov Oeovres Sua Tiis ayopds els 7o KamrwAiov, yopva éxovres ta Eldn,
vmep kowvi)s elevlleplas TadTa Podvres elpyacfar ..., especially as P.’s ov
pevyovoLy €otkotes, alda pada ¢adpol kai Bappadéor looks like a crisp
rebuttal of Nicolaus’ égevyov (cf. on 4.5 above). Nicolaus’ account requires
no further discussion at this point—one of the difficulties in it has already
been discussed (18.1n.). So also Dio.

Tpaypévor ... xetpas: not in any other source. Plutarchean évapyeca?

<re>: clearly necessary.

yopva: this detail in Caes., Nicolaus 25.94, Dio 46.22.4 (Calenus’ speech),
and Zonaras 10.12. The daggers are bloodied in Appian 2.119.499,
Nicolaus 25.91, and Zonaras 10.12 (cf. Cic. Phil. 2.28, 2.30), but of course
this comes to the same thing. Dio 44.20.3 simply says that the assassins
rushed to the forum &omep elyov, which looks like characteristic avoidance
of detail, but, taken together with Caes. 67.3 domep foav ért Beppol, may
come from a tradition that had this emphasis.

Sewkvivres: also at Caes. 67.3. P. is the only source explicitly to make the
point that the drawn sword/dagger was a symbol of the restoration of
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liberty. Cf. Phil. 2.28 and see 1.1n. This reflects his interest in the Liberators
as upholders of Hellenic political traditions.

éml ... molitas: for the various appeals by the conspirators to lbertas
immediately after the assassination (18.1 apart) see Caes. 67.3, Appian 2.119,
Dio 44.21.1, Nicolaus 25.92. {For discussion see A. Balbo in C. Steel and
H. van der Blom, edd., Community and Communication (2012), 3224, with
further bibliography.}

Both here and in the Caesar P. implies that they made their appeals
while en route to the Capitol and does not seem to credit | them with a set
speech in the forum at this point. Though he is careful to emphasize that
they did not ‘flee’, he gives the impression that their progression from the
senate-house, though orderly, was steady and uninterrupted. Appian
2.119.499fl. allows them a little more speech, and dilates upon their
psychological state, but he also makes their progress rapid, and rules out a
full contio. Nicolaus 25.92 seems to have something more substantial in
mind, but the inconsistency with his own account that the conspirators
‘fled” and the confusion here with Brutus’ attempted speech in the senate-
house make his evidence on this question of doubtful worth. Dio 44.20.4
allows for a considerable passage of time for the conspirators’ appeals to
Cicero to mollify the crowd (o ... more kai polis)—but again there seems
to be a confusion with the speech attempted by Brutus in the senate-house
(18.1n.)—and then credits the assassins with lengthy speeches of self-
justification at a full-scale contio: 44.21.1 kal cvveAovTwy avTdV €s €kkAnoiay
moAAd pev kata Tob Kaloapos modda 8¢ kal vmep Tis Smpokpatias ol apayels
EZWOV, GQPO'EZV ’Té 0(]50,9 Kaz ‘angéV SELVbV Wpoo&éxeo‘e(u éKé)\EUOV. Ol’)’Té 'y(‘lp
eml SuvaoTelqg 00T’ €m’ AAAy mAeoveéiq o0depd amekToveévaL avTov Edacav,
aAX’ (v’ €devbepol Te kal avTovopor ovres opbis molirevwvtacr. But here
again Dio’s evidence deserves no credence, there being a distinct possibility
that, just as he has confused the conspirators’ first appeals with the speech
Brutus attempted in the senate, so here he has unwittingly transferred the
full-scale speech made afier the (first) descent from the Capitol to before the
(first) ascent, especially as he apparently knows nothing about the descent
from the Capitol at all! This interpretation is supported by the manner in
which Dio introduces the alleged speeches (cuveAfovrav adTdv €s
ekkAnotav), which seems much more appropriate to the formal meeting
summoned after the descent from the Capitol—cf. | Nicolaus 26A.99
ovykaléoavTes ... Tov dfjpov of that meeting. And there are other pointers
(18.9n.) which suggest Dionian error (or possibly Dionian ‘telescoping’: it is
sometimes hard to know whether Dio is being careless or clever).

It 1s worth considering (en passant) the question: why did the assassins go
to the Capitol at all? The sources offer various answers: flight (Nicolaus, cf.
Flor. 2.17.2 ‘statim e curia in Capitolium confugerant’), generalized fear
(Appian, Dio), to pray to the gods (Dio 44.21.2, making it clear that he
regards this as a mere excuse), military occupation (Velleius, Livy Epit. 116),
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or as a symbolic assertion of freedom: the Liberators occupy the Acropolis
(P.’s implication here and at Caes. 67.3). Flight looks like hostile
propaganda (perhaps partly to counter the claim that the Caesarian leaders
‘fled’ from the senate). The theory that they were simply frightened,
though more plausible, is weakened by the fact that (pace Dio) they
probably did not undertake any full-scale testing of public opinion before
ascending to the Capitol. Military occupation is very unlikely. The idea of
their going to pray to the gods (to thank them for deliverance from
tyranny) might be right, though it would naturally have been largely a
public relations exercise. The symbolic assertion of liberty is perhaps the
most likely explanation of their conduct, given the Graeco-political outlook
of Brutus and Cassius: ‘their occupation of the Capitol was a symbolical
act, antiquarian and even Hellenic’ (Syme gg). This interpretation does not
rule out the possibility that there might also have been an element of ‘wait
and see’ (especially after the fiasco of the senatorial response to Brutus’
attempted speech), or the probability that after the crowd’s rough handling
of Cinna the (second) occupation of the Capitol was considerably less
symbolic. On the whole, then, it seems that the Plutarchean view of the
matter is right. Of course he is prejudiced, | but nonetheless his under-
standing of the mentality of Brutus and Cassius is acute.

Finally, it is worth noting that, in accord with his largely sympathetic
treatment of the cause of the Liberators, P. makes no mention of the
gladiators who accompanied them, though he knew about their existence
(see on 12.5).

8. 70 pév ... émolnoav: this brief description may possibly be influenced by
Nicolaus 25.94 Stadpopat ... pvplat Noav v Te Tals 68ols kal kat’ dyopav.

9. ws &... Bappobvres: Dio 44.20.4 contains the suspiciously similar oe 8’
obV TroTe Kal [LoAis, ws obTE Tis EoveveTo obre ovvelaufavero, BaporoavTes
novxacav (sc. o outdos). The verbal parallel can hardly be accidental,
though the contexts are different: in Dio this reaction occurs while the
assassins are still in the forum and about (according to Dio) to hold their
contio there, whereas in P. they are also about to hold their contio in the
forum, but have first ascended to the Capitol. The facts that P. correctly
records a descent from the Capitol on the Ides, but Dio does not, and that
both authors record a similar audience reaction before the actual contiwo in
the forum, reinforce the argument that Dio has mistakenly transferred the
contio held affer the descent from the Capitol to before the ascent (above).

The emphatic assertions of P. (cf. also Ant. 14.2 ws 8’ €éyve Tovs dvdpas
éWLxeLpoﬁVTag 013861/[) and Dio (Cf. also 44.21.2 Kat ;ui)u,(re’ oTL 0vdéva
ndikovv) that there were no killings or confiscations of property contrast
markedly with the picture of Appian 2.118.495 (even though he adds that

the dovos was od mpoBeBovAevuévos, AAN’ otos éx BopVBov ToAiTikod Kkal
P pévos, p
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(J’Lvam:ag TV E”iTL)\CLB(;VT(JJV , and seems to blame Decimus’ gladiators for the
alleged carnage).

9-10. Oappobvres ... mempaypévows: no other source records | the
deputation, nor (necessarily) Brutus’ speech to it on the Capitol, but P. is
clearly following a detailed and circumstantial source (however
prejudiced). Appian retails a complicated and quite different sequence of
events: 2.120.503fl. the conspirators decide to bribe ra wAy0y, including
discontented veterans, inconsistently supposing that the people could
simultaneously be lovers of liberty and open to corruption; 2.121.508ff.
considerable numbers of bribed riff-raff call for peace and an amnesty;
Cinna arrives praising the assassins, but the unbribed part of the populace
reject his views and the bribed therefore refrain from calling the
conspirators from the Capitol and instead continue to clamour for peace;
2.122.511fl. after Dolabella’s declaration of support for the assassins the
bribed part is sufficiently emboldened to call for the conspirators to
descend from the Capitol. This narrative is clearly extremely
unsympathetic to the conspirators. One may make of it what one will. The
only thing Appian has in common with P. here is that both writers record
that Brutus and Cassius were asked to descend. Dio’s account here is of
course useless as he does not even mention the descent. In Nicolaus 26A.99
the conspirators descend unprompted, eager to test the mood of the
people.

P.’s version here seems relatively unobjectionable, though he probably
exaggerates the favourable reception accorded Brutus’ speech (ématvovvrav
kal katiévar PBoavtwv) and certainly exaggerates the composition of the
deputation that went up to the Capitol. There is a further conflict with
Appian in that Appian 2.123.515 says (after the contio in the forum) rév &’
olkelwv oplot kal oUyyevdY TOTE TP@TOV €S TO Lepov eNbelv ... SuvnlevTwv,
apparently making a controversial point, but this statement is dependent
on the assumption that the conspirators were already in a state of great
anxiety and effectively under siege, which seems | excessive. In any event,
the deputation of senators and commons mentioned by P. is clearly to be
regarded as an impartial embassy, not composed merely of oikelwv and
ovyyevav of the conspirators, even if o¢ ... BovAevTal is an exaggeration.

The Caesar (67.7) simply records the fact of the descent without detailing
the attendant circumstances (and misdates it to the 16th: {cf. Pelling ad
loc.}).

avéBawvov: Ziegler’s tentative suggestion of a transposition to after
KamerawAwor does not impress. P. must be intending a balance between
Bappodvres avéBawov (18.9) and Oappotvres kareéBawvov (18.11): all parties
are filled with 70 fappetv.

ol Bovlevral: the implication that the senate as a body was present is
clearly an unhistorical exaggeration of the facts, part of the impression P.



Commentary on Chapter 18 195

designs to create that ‘all good men’ sided with the conspirators. He may
have found this in his source.

émaywya: with just a hint that Brutus extended a few propitiatory
carrots to the people (likely enough—cf. Appian 2.140.581 and 3.2.5 on
different occasions). P. was practical enough to see that the statesman was
more likely to be successful if he had the ability to appear dnporikos at the
right moment (cf. M. 2.6, 11.2; Crass. g.2; Cat. mai. 4.2), so this is not to
Brutus’ discredit.

<moAAd> was suggested by Ziegler in 1932, art. cit. 77, cl. Cat. min. 22.5
emaywya modda kai ¢pdavlpwma Staleybeis, 26.4 emeiki) modla kal petpia
mapawésavtes and 29.1 dAda Te woAdd ... emidfova SiijAbe (his best
parallels). The insertion is unnecessary and rather spoils the balance
emaywya Tob dnpov (seductive proposals) / mpemovra Tols mempaypévors
(statesmanlike justification of the assassination). Nor does it seem likely that
Brutus made many seductive proposals (or at least that P. would so
represent him).

fappovvres: P. thus accepts that the assassins had been | occupying the
Capitol in some trepidation, but that does not commit him to the view that
they ‘fled’ there in the first place (see on 18.7).

katéBawov: peld nueépav, Caes. 67.7 (wrongly).

ol pev ... Bpobrov: the sources differ considerably in their descriptions
of the descent. Nicolaus 26.99 simply refers to the conspirators en bloc
(karéfawvov), adding (plausibly) that they had Decimus’ gladiators kat dAdo
otket@v mAfjfos with them; Appian 2.122.512 is clear that karesav ... povou
Kaogouos 1e kat Bpotros. Dio naturally has all the conspirators present: this
proves nothing as in his incorrect account the conspirators have just come
en masse from the senate. Like the Brutus the Caesar implies that they all
came down together, focusing attention on Brutus (Caes. 67.1 T@dv mept
BpotiTov), whereas Appian rather stresses the role of Cassius (2.122.511 Tovs
(J’L,u,(]bl rov Kdoowov ... KaTEKd)\ovv; 2.122.512 Kdoowos Te «kal BpoﬁTog).
Appian’s version deserves to be given some weight, since he seems to be
making an emphatic point (uovod). It is true that P.’s Brutus account is vivid
and looks like an eye-witness record, but it naturally would do, whether
truly or not.

BpodTov ... éuBowy: for all its vividness and apparently circumstantial
detail, this description has an almost ‘adventus’-like quality that does
nothing for its authenticity. It is presumably based on a source, though the
general ‘snap-shot’ technique of catching an individual at a critical
moment is thoroughly Plutarchean.

12. 7pos 8¢ ... awwmf): Appian has nothing about the reaction of the crowd
at this point; in Dio 44.20.4 they have just fallen quiet (godyacav), and
Nicolaus records an expectant silence as everybody wonders if total
revolution is afoot (26A.100). But his subsequent description év TovTe e
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MdPKOS BpOﬁTOS, KG’T(‘I 7TO}\)\7\7V ﬁO‘UleGV TOl’} Sﬁ‘lLOU | ’Tb ‘lLé}\)\OV WPOGSEXO-
‘lLéVOU, O-(JJQSPOO-ISV/H TE B[OU SL\G WGVTbS TL}L(;)ILEVOS KG’TC’L TE GI,J’K)\EL(IV 7Tp0'}/O’V(JJV,
Ka;, ’T’;?V E”iT’ (1137013 éﬂLE[KGLaV EZVGL SOKOEGGV, gAégE ’TOLG,,SG N iS VCI‘y muCh
in harmony with P., and again one wonders if there is Nicolaan influence
at work in P.

peyades: this allusive reference perhaps comes from the same source as
Appian 2.120.505~7 (Appian’s analysis of the urban plebs and the
conspirators’ schizophrenic attitude to them). {Pollio? So Pelling, Caesar
485.} Perhaps 21.2-3 below is also inspired by the same analysis: there is an
uneasy tension between the people seen as a fickle mob and as lovers of
liberty.

7§ Aoye: nothing about its content. Why? P. has already covered what
for him were the essential points of the conspirators’ arguments (18.7, 18.10)
and in the present context has vividly described Brutus’ triumphant
descent from the Capitol and the respectful hush which preceded his
speech. Anything more would be jejune. The question: how many speeches
were there?—is also relevant to his artistic purpose. Nicolaus unfortunately
peters out at this point, though clearly he puts most emphasis on a speech
by Brutus. Appian 2.122.514 records speeches by both Brutus and Cassius
and Dio seems to have several speeches (44.21.1 kat ovveAovTov adTdv €s
ekkAnoilay moAAd pev kata Tob Kaloapos moAda de kat vmep Tijs dnpokparias
Oz o‘an‘yeZg EZWOV, HGPGGZV ’Té O'(ﬁag K(lz, }L'I]Sé]/ 8€LV6V WpOGSéXGO'HGL éKé)\EUOV.
oUTe yap €ml SvvaoTelq oUT’ €m AAAY TAeoveéia ovdeuld amexTovEVAL AUTOV
epacav). Caes. 67.7 Tdv mept BpobTov ... momoapévor Aoyous is not very
informative. The conclusion is that while there was a tradition that put
particular emphasis on a speech by Brutus (Nicolaus/P.) his was not the
only speech. But it is natural that in his Brutus P. should only mention the
speech of his hero.

For the contents of the speech(es) see Appian 2.122.513f.,, Dio 44.21.1,
and perhaps Nicolaus 17.49.

13. oV ... mpos fdovyy: thus P. implicitly concedes that | the speech was
not a total success. Caes. 67.7 reasonably states that o pev Sfjpos olrTe
Svayepaivaw ol ws émalvdv Ta Tempaypéva Tols Aeyopévols mpogetyev, AN’
vmednov Tf) moAAf) owwm] Kaloapa pév otkripwv, atdovpevos 8¢ Bpovrov.

ednAwoav ... Kivva: for the correctness of this report see the Excursus
below.

Kivva: RE 4.1287 (Miinzer).

wote: P. is again right to make this causal connexion between the
reception accorded Cinna’s speech and the retreat to the Capitol—see the
Excursus below. No other source makes it, Nicolaus merely recording the
fact of the return (27.101) and Appian 2.123.515 and Dio 44.21.2 attributing
it to deep feelings of anxiety, despite the comparatively mollifying effect of
the contio. All the narrative sources (with Nicolaus on the whole an
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honourable exception) make a hash of the events of March 15-16, but P. is
by no means the worst, comparing quite favourably with Appian and Dio.

14. amémepme: this picture of the calm consideration of Brutus for the
safety of others contrasts strikingly with the reality of the feverish
negotiations conducted with Antony and Lepidus (Cic. Phil. 2.89; Nicolaus
27.101; Appian 2.23.515).

T@v ovvaBavtev: a loose pick-up of 18.9 aveBaivov ol Te Bovlevral ...
and 18.11 moddol T@v empavav, who presumably are included in Tovs
avdpas of 18.13. The qualification Tovs apioTovs is important, as becomes
clear from Caes. 67.3-6: exwpovv eis o Kamrawov ... mpoodeyopevor Tovs
aploToUs TOV EVTUYXAVOVTwY. €viol Oe kal ouvvavéPawvov adTols kal
KATEJLELYVUTAY €QVTOUS, WS LETETYTNKOTES TOD €PYOUV, KAl TPOCETOLODVTO TNV
8ofav ... obroL pév odv Tis alalovelas Sikmy Edwkav Varepov, v Avrwviov
kal 100 veov Kailoapos avaipebevres, kat pnde tijs doéns 8¢ nv amebvyorov
amoladoavTes amoTia TGV dAwv. ovde yap ol kolalovres avTovs Tijs
mpabews, alla Tijs BovAnoews v Sikny €Xafov. |

P.’s remarks on the behaviour and subsequent fate of the ‘glory-seekers’
are closely paralleled in Appian 2.119.500: cvvéfleov 8¢ avTols Tives
xpmoapevor Eupidia, ol Tob Epyov w1 pLETATXOVTES TposeTOLODVTO TRV dofav

. ol THjs pev 8oéns ov petéayov, Tis 8€ Tipwplas Tols AUAPTODOL CUVETUYOV
and Dio 44.21.3—4 kal avTols kal dAdot Tves TGV mpaTwy ad’ eomépas, Tijs
pev emPovAis oV ocuppeTacyovtes, Ths O€ am avTis Sofns, ws kal
ETTALVOU[LEVOUS Opds €wpwy, kal T@V dOAwy a4 TpooedéxovTo peTamoLnoopevol,
ouveyévovTo. Kal OUVEPT ye avTols € TovvavTiov TO TPAYHE SLKALOTATA
TEPLOTHVALT  OUTE yap TO OVopa TOoD €pyov dTE pumMdev  avTod
mpookovwyoavtes €lafov, kal Tob Kwdlvou ToD Tols dpacacly AvTO
ovpPavros ws kal cvvemPovlevoavtes apior peréoyov. There seem to be
three marginally different accounts of when exactly the ‘glory-seekers’
ascended to the Capitol, though clearly one common source is latent:

(1) Appian says that the glory-seekers joined the assassins immediately
after the murder in the forum but does not mention them as having
ascended to the Capitol with them, and then at 2.129.515 he says that the
conspirators’ friends and relations were only first enabled to go up to the
Capitol after the contio in the forum.

(if) Dio puts the arrival and ascent of the glory-seekers in the evening.

(i11) P. has them both running to join the conspirators immediately after
the assassination and apparently ascending the Capitol with them. (Appian
may also be saying this, but he does not make himself clear.)

P.’s account seems the most reasonable (Dio’s is obviously a conflation
of two separate groups of men.) The point therefore of the qualification
TObg C’Lplfo"rovg at B?’ut. 18.14. (Cf the Careful 7Tp008€XO,IL€VOL TObg C’Lplfo"rovg T(;)V
év7vyxavév7‘wv. évior de kal ovvavéﬁawov of Caes. 67.3) 1s that he 1s tacitly
admitting, | though naturally not emphasizing, that in his view not all
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those who went up to the Capitol with the conspirators were disinterested
patriots. However, in the Brutus he does not need to make explicit mention
of the glory-seekers, since he is able to explain the presence of sympathizers
on the Capitol by reference to the (otherwise unattested) deputation of
senators and plebeians of 18.9, who imperceptibly become metamorphosed
into overt supporters of the tyrannicides. A revealing, and thoroughly
Plutarchean, little fiddle of the evidence of his sources.

T7s aitias ... kivdvvov: thought and wording are presumably influenced
by the motif of Caes. 67.4, Appian 2.119.500 and Dio 44.21.9—that, though
the glory-seekers did not participate in the assassination, they did share the
same dangers as the assassins.

Excursus: Specific Problems of Brut. 18;
Events of March 15-16

The evidence is confused but important for source problems and for
deciding the relative accuracy of P., Dio, Appian and Nicolaus, especially
in questions of chronology. What follows is a summary and discussion of
the four narratives and an attempt to explain the mistakes they make and
the contradictions between them. For modern discussion see: Ferrero III,
3090fl.; Gelzer 9g2; Rice Holmes III, 568, Architect 2; Drumann—Groebe
1.61-65, Groebe 407—415; Syme g7f.; Jacoby on Nicolaus 25.91ff; {Pelling’s
nn. on Caes. 67-8, with further bibliography}.
I do not always agree with the communis opinio on these problems.

(i) Plutarch
(a) the Brutus

Brutus attempts speech in the senate (18.1). Conspirators go to the Capitol
exhorting the citizens to liberty (18.7). Confusion at first (18.8), but in the
absence of any further murders or plundering of property senators and
many of the plebs go to the | Capitol (18.9). Brutus makes speech on the
Capitol (18.10). All the conspirators are encouraged to descend and Brutus
makes another set speech (18.11-12), which is received respectfully, but the
hostile reaction to Cinna’s attack on Caesar indicates some displeasure at
Caesar’s death, so the conspirators return to the Capitol (18.13). Brutus
sends away Tovs aploTovs T@v cuvavaBavtev fearing siege, and not wanting
those not responsible for the assassination to share the dangers of the
conspirators (18.14). The following day senate meets for the first time (19.1).

The major difficulty (the Cinna problem apart) is that the first meeting
of the senate definitely took place on 17 March (Ad Att. 14.10 [364].1, 14.14
[368].2; Phil. 2.89). Yet there is nothing in P.’s Brutus narrative to indicate
that all the events of ¢k. 18 did not take place on the 15th. In fact there are
positive indications that they are all to be dated on the one day: 3
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votepalg (19.1), the first chronological indication since the description of
the assassination, naturally suggests that a// that went before took place on
the 15th, Brutus’ sentiments at 18.14 (8edtws moAcopkiav ... ovk aéidv Tis
altias py petéxovtas avTovs cvvamodveabar Tov kivduvov) imply a situation
where the conspirators are still unsure how Antony and Lepidus will react,
and where Lepidus’ troops have not yet occupied the forum, i.e. the 15th,
and Tovs (ipL’oTovg TGOV GuvavaﬁdVTwV has to be connected either with
Favonius etc., who joined the conspirators immediately the deed was done,
or with Cicero etc., who went up to the Capitol in the evening, in which
case their departure should also be dated to the 15th. Finally, the reference
to Cinna’s ill-judged attack on Caesar also fits the 15th (as I argue below).
Thus the only possible conclusion is that in the Brutus P. has simply lost a
day—the 16th-—and mistakenly dated the first meeting of the senate to the
day immediately following the Ides—the 16th (this is clearly | perceived by
Gelzer; the discussion of Rice Holmes is extremely poor).

(b) the Caesar

Brutus attempts speech in the senate (67.1). Conspirators go to the Capitol
exhorting the citizens to liberty and taking with them 7ovs aploTovs Tév
emrvyyavovtaov (67.3). They are also joined by ambitious ‘glory-seekers’
(67.5-6). The following day (1ed’ fueépav) Brutus and his friends (rév mept
Bpovrov) descend and make speeches, Brutus being respectfully received
but Caesar’s death lamented (67.7). The senate meets (67.8).

Thus the account of the Caesar differs radically from the Brutus, for the
descent of the conspirators from the Capitol 1s here dated to the 16th. It is
absolutely clear that Caes. 67.7 refers to the same speech as that of Brut.
18.12: both passages mention a ‘descent’ from the Capitol and both
concentrate on the reaction of the people—respectful but guarded—to
Brutus’ speech (Gelzer wrongly supposes Caes. 67.7 to be a reference to the
contio Capitolina of 16 March. Both because of the Brutus parallel and the fact
that the speech is made in the forum, it cannot be a reference to the contio
Capitolina, although there may be some sort of confusion with the contio
Capitolina—see below). On the other hand, it is not completely clear in the
Caesar what day P. imagines to be the date of the first meeting of the
senate: 67.7 takes the narrative to March 16. But then P. merely
summarizes events extremely briefly. The link between 67.7 and 67.8 (o pev
87pos... m 8¢ ovykAnros) could be thematic and stylistic, not necessarily
temporal, so it is possible that he does not here mean to date the meeting
to the 16th, as he does in the Brutus. |
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(ii) Dio

Conspirators rush to the forum, trying to reassure fleeing senators et al.
(44.20.8). They also simultaneously call upon Cicero (44.20.4). As nobody is
killed or arrested the crowd finally take courage (44.20.4). Conspirators
make speeches (44.21.1-2). Fearing counterpl