


The political career of Gaius M arius 
was not only m em orable for its 

unprecedented personal truim phs, 
but was also of m om entous 

significance in the history of the 
Roman Republic. The m ilitary might 

of the Rom ans was dealt 
hum iliating setbacks abroad by a 
m inor despot in Num idia and by 

the m arauding Germ anic tribes, the 
Cim bri and Teutones.

Against this background of 
disasters, M arius achieved a 

position in political life in Rome 
w hich had not been witnessed 

before. In the pursuit for senatorial 
offices M arius experienced both 
victories and disappointm ents 

before finally w inning the 
consulship in 108. Thereafter, he 
held the consulship a further six 

times, five tim es in succession, and 
dom inated politics in the city during 
the decade betw een 108 and 99 BC.

This present volum e sets out to trace 
M arius' rise to prom inence, his 

contribution to the legislation of the 
period and his involvem ent with 

other senatorial politicians. 
Furtherm ore, this work seeks to 

fully expose the fact that, as a 
consequence of his role in 

republican politics, M arius becam e 
an exam ple w hich other am bitious 
politicians sought to em ulate or to 

exceed. M arius m ay not have 
realised the dangers he bequeathed 
to the res publica but, inadvertently 

or not, he was the cause of the 
beginning of the fall of the Roman 

Republic.



Ws&p
rS f -

Plocmtrtf.ffAUM

Narbom,

CORSICA

PO HTU-

SARtum

QALAI l A
fte^arsum

CAPPADOCIA
ICIUA.

NW'tlEMA feoaf^i CILICIA
AFRICA

CYPRUS

Alexandria

Accypivs



L+altTL.

HIDDINGH-CURRIE 4

UNISA



Bust presumed to be that ofGaius Marius. 
(Staatliche Antikensammlungen und Glyphotek Munchen.)



A Political Biography

RICHARD J EVAM

University of South Africa 
Pretoria



© 1994 University of South Africa 

First edition, first impression

ISBN 0 86981 850 3

Typeset by Pretoria Setters, Pretoria
Printed by Promedia, Waltloo
Published by the University of South Africa,
PO Box 392, 0001 Pretoria

House editors: Liz Stewart, Sarie Moolman 
Cover design and illustrations: Hetta Oosthuizen

© All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be 
reproduced in any form or by any means -  mechanical or 
electronic, including recordings or tape recording and 
photocopying -  without the prior permission of the publisher, 
excluding fair quotations for purposes of research or review.



For my mother 
and

Claudia and Christopher



CONTENTS

Acknowledgements.......................................................................................... ix
Preface...................................................................................................................  xi
Abbreviations......................................................................................................  xiii

PROLOGUE......................................................................................................... 1

I THE EARLY CAREER OF M ARIU S.................................................  18

Introduction.........................................................................................  18
Pre-Senatorial C areer........................................................................  26
Quaestorship........................................................................................ 32
Tribunate................................................................................................  35
Aedileship and Praetorship............................................................  44
Conclusion............................................................................................ 50

II MARIUS AND THE CONSULSHIP................................................ 52

Introduction.......................................................................................... 52
The Campaign for the Consulship...............................................  57
Marius and his First Consulship...................................................  68
The Iterated Consulships (104-100).............................................  78
Conclusion ............................................................................................ 92

III MARIUS AND THE TR IBU N A TE...................................................  94

Introduction.........................................................................................  94
From Memmius to the Piracy Law ...............................................  101
A Year to Rem em ber........................................................................  116
From Patriarch to Otium Sine D ignitate....................................... 127
Conclusion ............................................................................................ 137

v ii



viii CONTENTS

IV FAMILY TIES AND POLITICAL ALLIANCES IN MARIUS'
CAREER......................................................................................................  139

Introduction.........................................................................................  139
Marius' Earliest T ies........................................................................... 141
Family and Marriages ......................................................................  146
Political C onnections...................................................  152
C lien ts ....................................................................................................  160
C onclusion............................................................................................ 165

EPILOGUE..........................................................................................................  169

A PPEN DICES....................................................................................................  175

Age Laws and the Republican Cursus Honorum .....................  175
The Members in the Consilium of the Senatus Consultum de
agro Pergam eno .....................................................................................  195
Magistrates in the Period 120-86 B C ........................................... 207

Bibliography........................................................................................................  217
In d e x .....................................................................................................................  229



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

I am greatly indebted to Harold B. Mattingly and Barry Baldwin who kindly 
agreed to read the entire manuscript of this study. Both are gentlemen and 
scholars of great knowledge, expertise and experience, who bore their 
arduous burden with customary good humour and humanitas. Perspicacious 
observations, constructive criticisms and honest guidance corrected many 
a facile error of mine, and curbed some of the more reckless and adven
turous suggestions evident in the earlier drafts. Moreover, Ursula Vogel- 
Weidemann, colleague and friend for many years now, has, as I have come 
to expect, been a pillar of good sense and sound judgement when ap
proached for advice in the preparation of this biography. I place on record 
my sincere thanks to each of them. It should also be noted at the outset, 
however, that I alone am responsible for any inaccuracies which may re
main here, or for any of those contentions which may appear to some to 
be untenable.

Certain sections of, or ideas contained in, this volume were read as a 
research seminar in March 1993 to the Classics Department of St. David's 
University College, Lampeter, University of Wales; as a paper at the Asso
ciation of Ancient Historians annual meeting in May 1993, at the University 
of Calgary and in Banff, Alberta; and to an Ancient History Workshop at 
the University of Cape Town, September 1993. I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank my colleagues from each of these occasions for their 
pertinent and valuable comments. In particular, I should like to thank Tracey 
Rihll, my host at Lampeter, where I spent a peaceful spell of research, and 
the members of staff and students of St David's College for making my stay 
as Honorary Research Fellow enjoyable and rewarding.

Overseas research and travel bursaries awarded by the University of 
South Africa and the Centre for Science Development, Pretoria, made pos
sible an extended visit, of four and half months' duration, to Britain and 
Europe during the course of a sabbatical leave from June 1992 to May 1993.

IX



x ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I wish to acknowledge the financial aid provided by these institutions, which 
enabled me to spend this time in developing several of the ideas which are 
subject to discussion in the pages which follow. Furthermore, the University 
of South Africa and the Centre for Science Development came forward to 
finance my subsequent visit to Canada and attendance of the conference 
mentioned above. I am especially grateful for their continued and substantial 
support throughout this period of long leave.

I should also like to extend a warm thanks to the members of the Depart
ment of Publishing Services at the University of South Africa and, in par
ticular, to Phoebe van der Walt, the head of this section, for her friendly 
and concerned advice throughout the preparation of this volume; to Liz 
Stewart and Sarie Moolman for their tireless work in the editing and for
matting of the manuscript; and to Hetta Oosthuizen for the various artistic 
embellishments to be found in the following pages and for the cover design.

This book is partly dedicated to my mother who, for more years than 
I care to remember, has given stalwart moral and financial support to her 
elder son in his choice of career, and who once again stepped into the breach 
as baby-sitter and chief bottle-washer during the last hectic stages of this 
biography's gestation. It is also dedicated to Claudia and Christopher who 
have been obliged to cope with the political career and achievements of Gaius 
Marius to almost the same extent as the author. Finally, I promise 
Christopher more time for walks in the park, visits to the zoo and, since 
he is such a keen rail enthusiast, more rides on the steam trains which he 
and his father adore so much.



It is now well over thirty years since A Biography ofC. Marius by T. F. Carney 
(1961) was published, and more than thirty-five years since E. Badian's ar
ticle 'Caepio and Norbanus' (Historia 6 [1957] 318-346) first appeared, a study 
which, as its sub-heading intimated ('Notes on the Decade 100-90 B.C.'), 
was to examine thoroughly the political life of the Roman republic at the 
close of the second century and the beginning of the first century BC, and 
offer cogent ideas about politics in the 90s, until then viewed by scholars, 
such as H. Last ('The Enfranchisement of Italy', in The Cambridge Ancient 
History, 1951, 9.173) as a decade of vacuous felicity. Between them, Badian 
and Carney were joint pioneers in the modem study of the period and career 
of Gaius Marius and each, through his various publications, has made a 
singular contribution to our understanding of this time. They were perhaps 
prompted into their course by the words of Syme, The Roman Revolution (86 
n .l), who stated that: 'The composition of the faction of Marius, an impor
tant (and neglected) topic, cannot be discussed here.'

Besides the many and various books and articles of Badian and Carney, 
other significant and relevant works about the period in question have been 
published and deserve to be mentioned here: the biography of Marius by 
J. Van Ooteghem (1964), a detailed examination of the role of the criminal 
courts in Roman politics between 149 and 78 BC by E. S. Gruen (1968), the 
re-publication of A. Passerini's earlier studies on Marius (1971), a discus
sion of novi homines in the senate between 139 BC and AD 14 by T. P. Wise
man (1971) and commentaries on Sallust's Bellum lugurthinum, the earliest 
extant literary source for the last decade of the second century and for a 
considerable portion of Marius' career, by E. Koestermann (1971) and G. M. 
Paul (1984). Notwithstanding the commentary on the Marius by Valgiglio 
(1956), Plutarch's biography has not, however, attracted much recent at
tention nor, indeed, have the relevant sections of the Bella Civilia of Appian. 
Nevertheless, the publications of C. B. R. Pelling [1986 & 1990] on Plutarch

xi



xii PREFACE

in more general terms, and sections of recent editions of Aufstieg und Nieder- 
gang der romischen Welt, Volumes 33.6 and 34.1 [1992-1993] point perhaps 
to a new interest in the sources for the period of Marius' life and career.

The value of the numismatic evidence and its use to the historian, and 
in particular the chronology of the republican denarius, has been complete
ly revolutionized by the work of M. H. Crawford (1974), and much new 
information has emerged from further studies of the epigraphic material by, 
among others, R. K. Sherk (1969) and H. B. Mattingly (1972 ff.). Many of 
the ideas and much of the data which are available in print have been in
corporated into the third volume of T. R. S. Broughton's The Magistrates of 
the Roman Republic (1986), which in its entirety is unquestionably the most 
useful and extensive fount of information for any research concerned with 
the politics of the Roman Republic.

This veritable wealth of scholarship prompted the author to embark on 
this political biography because, whereas the ancient evidence has under
gone, in some instances, profound reassessment, Marius' role as a politi
cian and as a pivotal figure of this same period has, to some extent, been 
overlooked. Moreover, it seemed imperative that current hypotheses on the 
nature of the republican senatorial oligarchy by, for example, I. Shatzman 
(1975), W. V. Harris (1979) and K. Hopkins & G. Burton (1983) should be 
absorbed into a work devoted to Marius and, primarily, his political career. 
An examination of Marius (120-86 BC), his part in various political crises, 
his allies and his opponents, remains fundamental not only to an under
standing of the complexities of republican politics, but also to an awareness 
of the constant evolution which inevitably hurtled the Republic, from its 
inception, towards an autocracy. Marius played a full part in this process.

RJE
Pretoria, March 1994
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PROLOGUE

C • M A R I V S  • C . F
COS • Vi !  • PR • TR • PL • Q j  AVG • TR • MILITVM 

EXTRA • SORT EM • BELLVM • CVM • IVGVRTA 

REGE • NVMIDIAE • COS • GESSIT • EVM • CEPIT 

5 ET • TRIVMPHANS • IN • SECVNDO • CONSVLATV 

A N T E  • C V R R V M  • S V V M  • D V C I  • I V S S I T  

T E R T I V M  • C O S  • A B S E N S •C R E A T V  S • E S T  

IIII • C O S  • T E V T O N O R V M  • E X E R C I T V M  

DELEVIT • V • COS • CI MBROS • FVDIT • EX 

10 IIS • ET • T EVTONI S  • ITERVM • TRIVMPHauif  

REM • PVB • TVRBATAM • SEDI TI ONIBVS • TR • PL 

ET • PRAETOR • QVI • ARMATI • CAPITOLIVM 

O C C V P A V E R V N T  • VI  • C O S  • V I N D I C A V I T  

POST • LXX • ANNVM • PATRIA • PER • ARMA 

15 C I V I L I A  • E X P V L S V S  • A R M I S ' R E S T I T V T V S  

VII • COS • FACTVS • EST • DE • MANVBIIS 

C I M B R I C *  E T  • T E V T O N  • A E D E M  • H O N O R I  

ET • VI RTVTI  • VICTOR • FECIT • VESTE 

T R I V M P H A L I  • C A L C E I S  • P A T R I C I I S  

i n  s e n  a  turn u e n  i t

'Gaius Marius C.f., seven times consul, praetor, 
tribune of the plebs, quaestor, augur, military 
tribune, contrary to the rule governing provin
cial assignments, waged war as consul against

1



2 PROLOGUE

Jugurtha, the king of Numidia, and captured him, and celebrating a triumph 
in his second consulship ordered that the monarch be led before his chariot. 
In his absence he was declared consul for a third time, and in his fourth 
consulship annihilated an army of the Teutones and in his fifth routed the 
Cimbri. He again celebrated a triumph [this time] over the Cimbri and 
Teutones. In his sixth consulship he liberated the state when it had been 
thrown into chaos by the seditions of a tribune of the plebs.and a praetor 
who had armed themselves and occupied the Capitoline hill. When he was 
aged more than seventy years he was expelled from his country through 
civil strife and was restored through force, and made consul for a seventh 
time. From the spoils of the Cimbri and Teutones as victor he dedicated 
a shrine to Honour and Virtue. In triumphal robes and patrician shoes [he 
entered the senate].'1

This is the official verdict on Marius' career, recorded for posterity among 
the Augustan elogia of illustrious Romans (Hor. Carm. 4.8.13; Suet. Aug. 31; 
Dio, 55.10; Lamprid. vit. Alex. 28), which adorned the new forum of the 
first princeps.2 The inscription itself is, however, no longer extant, and is 
recorded only in the codices made by Renaissance observers. What we actu
ally possess is the great reconstruction undertaken by Theodor Mommsen 
from the three existing fragments (CIL 12. 1 195, XVII, 10 5782), a reconstruc
tion which has since been accepted by all later editors of the epigraphic evi
dence.3 While there may be little doubt that Mommsen's surmise regard
ing the content of the elogium was essentially faultless, nevertheless, we are 
obliged to view Marius first through the eyes of a nineteenth-century Clas
sicist, then through those of the earlier commentators, and finally through 
the eyes of the original artist. Moreover, the sense of the text becomes 
speculative at the base of the inscription, which had apparently broken off 
at some indeterminate date. It ends by recounting a tale, found in Plutarch's 
biography of Marius, written over a century after the elogia were erected,

1 Th. Mommsen, Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, Berlin 1863-, 12.1 195 (XVIII) cf. 10 5782, 11 
1831.

2 E. Nash, Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Rome, London 1968, 1.401: 'The Forum of Augustus 
and the Temple of Mars Ultor which was vowed during the battle of Philippi in 42 B.C. 
and consecrated in 2 B.C. On either side of the temple were porticos, the entablatures of 
which were borne by caryatids. Behind the porticos were exedrae with statues in the niches 
of the mythical ancestors of the Julian family, generals to whom triumphs had been award
ed, and other distinguished citizens. A great part of the inscriptions, the Elogia, has been 
found.'; M.M. Sage 'The Elogia of the Augustan Forum and the de viris illustribus', Historia 
28 (1979) 192-210. It is interesting to note that the actions of Marius in 100 ('REM PVB ... 
VINDICAVIT') are exactly paralleled by Augustus' own words ('rem publicam ... vindica- 
vi') in his Res Gestae 1.

3 H. Dessau (ed.), Inscriptions Latinae Selectae, 3 Volumes, Berlin 1882-1916, 59; A Degrassi 
(ed.), Inscriptions ltaliae, Rome 1937-1947, 13.3.83; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of 
the Roman Republic, Volumes 1-2, New York, 1951-1952, Volume 3, Supplement, Atlanta 
1986, 1.526.



PROLOGUE 3

which does not fit all that comfortably with the preceding information regard
ing Marius' dedication of a shrine. Marius' arrival in the senate still attired 
in his triumphal costume is said to have taken place after the celebrations 
following his return to Rome from Numidia in 105 BC (Plut. Mar. 12.5),4 
while a monument to Honos et Virtus was probably dedicated after the con
clusion of the Cimbric War in 101 (Cic. Plane. 78; Sest 116; de Div. 2.140).5 
An elogium does not normally contain anecdotal material,6 and the events 
inscribed on one invariably follow a chronological order.

While the information which appears on the elogia has evoked much 
discussion, the elogium of Marius not least, its significance as evidence for 
the careers of republican politicians is elevated because virtually all the 
primary sources have disappeared. It should also be borne in mind that the 
elogia of famous Romans were intended to enhance the gloria of the man 
on whose initiative the whole edifice was constructed.7 And the inscrip
tions themselves were not necessarily accurate in all respects nor, of course, 
is there any need to assume that this should have been the case.8 The in
tention of the artificer was not to provide documentary evidence for scholars 
of a later age, but to equip the immediate surroundings with a suitably 
dignified perspective.

Furthermore, even if the epigraphic evidence was extant, how sure could 
we be that it provides a faithful summary of Marius' offices and political 
career? The elogium was one of a number composed by a craftsman twenty- 
five years into the principate of Augustus, and over eighty years after Marius 
had died. In normal circumstances a politician's honours would have been 
stored in the family's atrium after his death, alongside the imagines of his 
ancestors.9 However, Marius was the first member of his family to win

4 AH dates are henceforth BC unless otherwise indicated.
5 Vitruvius, De Archit. 3.2.5, 7 pr.17; CIL 12.1 196: 'fuerit in clivo montis Capitolini sub arce'; 

T. F. Carney, 'Cicero's Picture of Marius', WS 73 (1960) 95; E. Wistrand, Felicitas Imperatoria, 
Goteborg 1987, 30: 'aedes Honoris et Virtutis', 32, Marius dedicated a temple to Honos and 
Virtus, while his consular colleague in 102, Q. Lutatius Catulus, had one built to 'Fortuna 
huiusce diei'; S. Weinstock, Divus Julius, Oxford 1971, 113 (Catulus), 231 (Marius).

6 Sage, 1979: 195, lists the general format of the elogia: 'Name, Offices, Sacerdotia, Military 
feats, Important civil offices, Important buildings'.

7 Sage, 1979: 192-194, identifies nineteen of these 'viri illustres' from earlier times.
8 A. Passerini, Studi su Caio Mario, Milan 1971, 198-207, highlights several of the problems 

involved with the epigraphic material. T.F. Carney, A Political Biography ofC. Marius, Assen 
1961, 6 n. 31; Sage, 1979: 202 n. 66, both seem to acquiesce with Mommsen's view, CIL 
12.1 191; cf. Inscr. Ital. 13.3, p. 6, that the inscriptions were basically accurate. Indeed Car
ney believes that it may be used as a control over earlier and biased literary material.

9 Compare, for instance, the material evidently available in the first century for M. Aemilius 
Lepidus (cos. 187). He may well have composed his own laudatio funebris, Liv. Per. 48. Lepi- 
dus' career and activities as a politician are attested throughout, and are also well portrayed 
on the denarii issued by his descendant M. Aemilius Lepidus (cos. 46), who was a moneyer 
ca. 58, R. J. Evans, 'The Moneyership of Marcus Lepidus Triumvir', Acta Classica 33 (1990) 
103-108.



4 PROLOGUE

magisterial office at Rome and, with the exception of his son's consulship 
in 82, he was also the last of his line. The records of his many achievements 
were probably removed or destroyed immediately after he had been declared 
a hostis in 88 following Sulla's occupation of Rome. Indeed, if Marius had 
had the opportunity to salvage any of these after his own military coup in 
87, they were undoubtedly obliterated at the end of the civil war, after the 
battle of the Colline Gate.

It is true that both Plutarch (Caes. 6) and Suetonius (Iul. 10) state that 
Caesar restored the trophies of Marius to the Capitolium during his aedile- 
ship in 65. This assertion, which has been accepted without question, can
not be verified, however, and it is not at all apparent from where Caesar 
could easily have obtained these decorations. While the home of his aunt 
Iulia, widow of Marius, was one of the few possibilities available to Caesar, 
it is extremely unlikely that she could ever have been in a position to rescue 
much from the destruction wrought by her former husband's enemies in 
the 80s. Moreover, Marius' tomb had probably been ransacked when Sulla 
ordered the exhumation of his former commander's corpse (Pliny, NH. 
7.187). It seems more probable, therefore, that Caesar restored not the origi
nal but copies of Marius' trophies, and that he employed craftsmen to recre
ate them. Caesar was in debt to the tune of thirteen hundred talents by the 
time he ended his term as aedile (Plut. Caes. 2), and some of this not incon
siderable sum may have found its way into the pockets or pouches of Ro
man artists. The Augustan sculptor, had he looked to this material for in
spiration, did not necessarily work from a primary source for Marius' career.

Since Marius' elogium was merely one of a large group erected for Au
gustus' new forum, there must surely have been a certain amount of styli
zation of the information contained on it.10 Although an artist entrusted 
with the task at the end of the first century was relatively closer in time to 
the events than we are today, he was, nonetheless, not obviously in a bet
ter position to obtain accurate details nor, in truth, may he have wanted 
to undertake such tiresome research. The exigencies imposed upon him by 
his patron may not have allowed him much freedom. It is, therefore, not 
inconceivable that when this man came to the point of relating public offices, 
beyond those best remembered for each individual politician concerned, he 
may, very simply, have adopted those magistracies with which he was most 
familiar, subsequent to the Augustan reforms of a politician's career. 
However, before the Early Principate, and especially in the period before 
Sulla's dictatorship, the careers of republican politicians show a surprising 
degree of nonconformity. Politicians could, and frequently did, miss magis
tracies at junior levels since before the leges Comeliae of 81, but possibly also 
later, the praetorship alone was a prerequisite for a man who wished to

10 Noted by Sage, 1979: 192-195.
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embark on a campaign for the consulship.11
The elogia of viri illustres are, of course, certainly not uniform within the 

format chosen by the artist, and we should not expect too facile an approach 
from a master sculptor. However, there are probably errors of detail which 
might be explained as originating in misconceptions due to the changes 
which had occurred to the political career since Augustus had taken pow
er. All in all, the weaknesses inherent in this particular epigraphic material 
and the problem of dealing with them illustrate that it is far from infalli
ble.12 The creator of the elogium, rather than searching through the current 
literature, which even at that stage was not much more satisfactory than 
it is now, probably employed other commemorative artifacts as his source.13

In fact, a study of Marius' political career must be based mostly on the 
literary works which are, chronologically speaking, relatively distant from 
his life -  Sallust wrote nearly fifty years after Marius' death, while Plutarch 
composed his parallel lives of prominent Greeks and Romans at the start 
of the second century AD. Sallust's Bellum lugurthinum and Plutarch's Life 
have, therefore, acquired a prominence they would possibly not have other
wise attained, not a unique feature of studies in ancient history, but one 
which profoundly intensifies the problem of reaching a satisfactory critical 
appraisal of Marius' role in political life.14

To compound the difficulty further, the existence may be determined, 
by the mid-first century, of greatly conflicting evaluations of the political 
career of Marius.15 Plutarch occasionally hints at the unsatisfactory nature 
of some of the works he consulted,16 and Cicero, whose comments about 
Marius are closer in time to the events than those of any other commentator,

11 See Appendix 1, in particular, for a discussion of the republican political career structure.
12 The elogium of Marius does not appear to have room for the propraetorship in Hispania Ulteri

or with which he is credited by Plutarch, Mar. 6.1. Reference to a proconsular command 
by Cicero, Verr. 3.209, may refer to his later commands against Jugurtha or against the Cim- 
bri and Teutones. The creator of the elogium may, therefore, be more accurate than the liter
ary evidence. See further in Chapter 2. Marius was never elected to the aedileship, Cic. 
Plane. 51; Plut. Mar. 5.1-2, and this office does not feature on his elogium, though this has 
not prevented him, in modern times, from being assigned this magistracy, Sage, 1979: 204 
n. 82; C. J. Vinkestyn, Defontibus ex quibus scriptor libri de viris illustribus urbis Romae hausisse 
videtur, Diss. Leiden 1886, 13.

13 It should be noted here that the elogia of C. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 92), M. Livius Drusus 
(trib. 91), C. Iulius Caesar (pr. 90s) and C. Iulius Caesar Strabo (aed. 90) all contain refer
ences to a variety of junior offices, some of which are quite recondite. These were evidently 
recalled or discovered by those entrusted with the task of researching the information for 
the inscriptions.

14 Note also, Carney, Marius 2-7, for an analysis of these same points.
15 Carney, Marius 2: '... two diametrically opposed reconstructions of Marius as a politician 

and as a personality are possible.'
16 Plut. Mar. 26.3 (Sulla), 26.5 (Catulus), 28.5 (Rutilius Rufus). T. F. Carney, 'A Textual Study 

in Plutarch's Marius', SO 36 (1960) 91-93, also suggests that Plutarch used Lucullus' edition 
of Sulla's memoirs, Lucullus' own history and the history written by Fenestella.
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is invariably at odds with the most complete of the ancient authors.17 Sal
lust's work, with its numerous chronological pitfalls and its eccentric view 
about Roman history,18 and Plutarch's biography, which ought not to be 
handled as if it were a historical account, are notable for their antipathy 
towards Marius.19 Nevertheless, Sallust should have been less affected by 
any material he may have had close to hand for, when he wrote about the 
war with Jugurtha, there was surely little upon which to base his narra
tive.20 Plutarch, on the other hand, though generally considered scrupulous 
in his treatment of his sources, was heavily dependent on a far greater quan
tity of written works, which entailed more demanding labours in sifting the 
good from the indifferent and the downright fallacious.

The earliest literature to have contained references to Marius must in
clude the memoirs of the princeps senatus M. Aemilius Scaurus, the consu- 
lars Q. Lutatius Catulus and P. Rutilius Rufus and the dictator Sulla. Con
sidering the ways in which their careers diverged from that of Marius, it 
seems wellnigh impossible that any of the four in question had much good 
to say about his calibre as a politician.21 These contemporaries of Marius 
are known to have composed and published their autobiographies. There 
may have been many more if this activity became a fashionable and popu
lar leisuretime activity for elder statesmen.22 The evidence may not be over

17 The sustained and much-publicised connection between these two novi homines is examined 
by Carney, WS 73 (1960) 83-122. In the pages which follow, I have opted to use the Latin 
terminology for 'new man' or 'new men' only when this applies to politicians from eques
trian backgrounds who proceeded to achieve consular status in the senate. Elsewhere epithets 
such as 'newcomers' are employed. On this issue see also my comments in Chapter 1 n. 18.

18 He possibly followed Posidonius, or conceivably an earlier writer such as P. Rutilius Rufus, 
P. T(reves), OCD2 868; R. Syme, Sallust, Berkeley & Cambridge 1964, 249.

19 For example, Sail. lug. 64.5: Tta (Marius) cupidine atque ira, pessumis consultoribus, gras- 
sari neque facto ullo neque dicto abstinere, quod modo ambitiosum foret'; Plut. Mar. 46.5, 
the death of Marius being received in much the same way as the demise of a tyrant (•ropawffio?); 
G. M. P(aul), OCD2 946.

20 R. E. Smith, The Failure of the Roman Republic, Cambridge 1955,154, argues that Sallust created 
Marius and his opponents in the image of Caesar and his senatorial enemies, which may 
have suited his audience, in the late 40s, very well though it was hardly historically authen
tic, at least according to modern scientific principles.

21 For Rutilius Rufus see Carney, WS 73 (1960) 83; Syme, Sallust 155, 249. For the early first 
century sources of both Sallust and Plutarch see H. Peter, Die Quellen Plutarchs in den Bi- 
ographieen der Rdmer, Amsterdam 19652, 100-106; R. E. Smith, 'Plutarch's Biographical Sources 
in the Roman Lives', CQ 34 (1940) 1-10; Syme, Sallust 153-156; C. B. R. Pelling, 'Plutarch's 
Method of Work in the Roman Lives', ]HS 99 (1979) 74-96; E. Rawson, Intellectual Life in 
the Late Roman Republic, London 1985, 215-232. Note also J. Geiger, Cornelius Nepos and An
cient Political Biography, Stuttgart 1985, 80, who takes issue over the title 'memoirs', arguing 
instead that they should more correctly be called historical monographs.

22 There may have been a profusion of published political orations worth consulting by the 
time Sallust started work on his historical monographs, Syme, Sallust 154r-156. Among these, 
for the period of Marius' career, were the speeches of L. Licinius Crassus (cos. 95), but not 
(Cic. Cluent. 140) those of M. Antonius (cos. 99), E. Badian, Studies in Greek and Roman History, 
Oxford 1964, 245; 'The Death of Saturninus: Studies in Chronology and Prosopography',
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whelming, but there is adequate reason to believe that self-commemorative 
literature was appearing in some quantity by this time.23

Given the upsurge in this particular form of literature, it is also possible 
that it emerged as a response to Marius' unparalleled career or, as his critics 
would no doubt have argued, his illegal domination of political and mili
tary affairs. Thus M. Aemilius Scaurus may have been an eminent member 
of the senate for over thirty years, but his military and political exploits did 
not match those of Marius. Q. Lutatius Catulus may have benefited from 
an association with Marius during the Cimbric War, but he was over
shadowed by his consular colleague. P. Rutilius Rufus may, like Marius, 
have achieved the consulship after a long delay to his career, but his honours 
were never to be on a par with those of his more famous fellow consularis. 
In his military apprenticeship Sulla was connected with Marius but later 
on, after he had become an implacable foe and in the process of celebrating 
his own remarkable career, he undoubtedly attacked his former opponent. 
These senior senators were all, in one way or another, linked to Marius, 
and each may have been intent on providing a 'true' interpretation of events 
as a corrective to Marius' fame, in order to ensure that it did not become 
the stuff from which legends were made.

It is, moreover, not beyond the bounds of possibility that the works of 
these writers may be singled out as an attempt to counter the propaganda 
contained in a journal kept by Marius himself or, in the case of Sulla, to 
the contents of a laudatio funebris.24 Cicero (Arch. 5, 19-20) certainly implies 
that Marius had kept some record of his career, in which lay the potential 
for expansion into a fullscale history. And Marius is no longer to be regard
ed as the semi-literate peasant from a municipium that features in the most 
complete of the ancient literature;25 and he may well have been keen to 
leave behind him a suitably dignified account of his victories in which his 
various actions, over many years, might be justified.26 Augustus undertook

Chiron 14 (1984) 139. The correspondence of Cornelia, mother of the Gracchi, seems to have 
been published, probably soon after her death towards the end of the second century. These 
letters were read by Cicero, A. E. A(stin), OCD2 291. This is an early example of letters, 
which are themselves a form of memoirs, being circulated, and those of a Roman woman 
no less.

23 Such memoirs or commentarii may have been based on earlier Greek models, Rawson, In
tellectual Life, 227, but there is nothing in the surviving Hellenic or Hellenistic literature to 
compare with the great outpouring, which is conspicuously concomitant with the final stages 
of Marius' career. It is astounding that autobiography as a genre of Latin literature should 
emerge at precisely this point in republican history.

24 On the importance of laudations as historical documents see R. E. Smith, 1940: 6-7.
25 Cf. Plut. Mar. 45.5, where Marius' last days are granted a certain amount of dignity with 

an account of his subject's discourse on Fortune.
26 Marius seems to have wanted to commission Archias to undertake this task, E. Badian, 'Cae- 

pio and Norbanus: Notes on the Decade 100-90 B.C.', Historia 6 (1957) 336; Carney, WS 73 
(1960) 94-95.
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just such a mission a century or so later. The hypothesis may be conjectur
al, but the advent of autobiography does appear to be closely connected to 
Marius and the role he played in republican politics and military affairs. A 
document devoted to Marius' achievements in the field, if it ever existed,27 
did not endure for long although it may have influenced later views about 
his worth as a general. The memoirs of his enemies also eventually suc
cumbed to the ravages of time. Nevertheless, they were clearly accessible 
for long enough to affect the degree of antagonism evident in the literary 
tradition concerning Marius' role as a politician, though they did not, as 
we shall see, affect the extent to which his fame as a general became 
perpetuated.

Besides the commentarii, all of which were contemporary or near con
temporary sources, there were also the encomiastic accounts of Sulla in the 
histories of L. Cornelius Sisenna and L. Licinius Lucullus.28 Finally, into 
this category of presumably inimical material also falls a history wrritten by 
the philosopher Posidonius, which together with Sulla's autobiography was, 
arguably, the most influential work from this period of Roman history. It 
is also said to have displayed a certain degree of animosity towards the man 
from Arpinum.29

Measured against the great auctoritas of works produced by powerful 
members of the ordo senatorius, and their often close adherents, which con
stitute a first tradition about Marius, stands a relatively weaker sympathet
ic version. A history of the civil wars in the 80s composed by L. Lucceius 
in the 50s or early 40s, in Greek and possibly a source for Appian's Bella 
Civilia,30 should be ranked, at least tentatively, among the rare encomias
tic sources for Marius. Its basic function was, after all, the abundant praise 
of Caesar, Marius' relative by marriage. Furthermore, the evolution of the 
'heroic suicide' at Praeneste of the younger Marius in 82, and the story of

2' Carney, WS 73 (1960) 95, suggests that the project, proposed in the 90s, was stillborn. Cf. 
G. C. R(ichards), OCD1 97 for the existence of a panegyric composed by Archias devoted 
to Marius' victories over the Germanic tribes.

28 Sisenna's bias was recognized very early on, Sail. lug. 95.2; E. Rawson, Roman Culture and 
Society: Collected Papers, Oxford 1991, 377-378. For Lucullus' encomium of Sulla's career, 
see E. Badian 'The Early Historians', in Latin Historians, ed. T. A. Dorey, London 1966, 25; 
Rawson, Intellectual Life, 222.

29 Carney, Marius 3-4 n. 13; J. Malitz, Die Historien des Poseidonios, Munich 1983, 394-405. On 
Posidonius as a source for Plutarch's Life see L. R. Garcia Moreno, 'Plutarch's Life of 
Sertorius', in Plutarch and the Historical Tradition, ed. P. A. Stadter, London 1992, 134-138; 
I. G. Kidd, 'Posidonius as Philosopher-Historian', in Philosophia Togata: Essays on Philosophy 
and Roman Society, ed. M. Griffin & J. Barnes, Oxford 1989, 38-50.

30 R. ]. Evans, 'The Sources of Appian's Bella Civilia for the 80's BC', in Charistion C. P. T. 
Naude, ed. U. R. D. Vogel-Weidemann, Pretoria 1993, 35-36. There can be no question that 
Appian has a more positive attitude towards Marius than to Sulla. His opera are primarily 
concerned with military matters either in wars abroad or in civil strife at home. His knowledge 
of republican politics is not astounding, but he provides some evidence not found in the 
other sources.
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the remarkably brutal death of his cousin, M. Marius Gratidianus, after the 
final battle of the civil war may also be attributed to a writer keen to proclaim 
his sympathies for the standpoint of this family.31

C. Licinius Macer, tribune of the plebs in 73 and praetor about 68,32 was 
an orator about whose abilities Cicero was plainly ambivalent (Brut. 238), 
but he campaigned vigorously for the restoration of the tribunes' powers, 
which had been severely curtailed by the laws of Sulla. He also wrote a his
tory which may have concluded with an account of the 80s and 70s, and 
the political posturing of his tribunate marks him out as a sympathiser of 
Marius.33 The history of Fenestella, composed during the principate of Au
gustus and noted for its even-handedness and honesty, covered the career 
of Marius and was probably one of the very few neutral accounts written 
about this epoch.34 On the other hand, Livy's history of the same period, 
although usually impartial (Tac. Ann. 4.34), exhibited a distinct lack of en
thusiasm for Caesar and his treatment of Marius may, therefore, be assumed 
to have also have been somewhat lukewarm.35

The works of Cicero, with their numerous references to Marius, have 
been analysed and discussed by Carney; nothing needs to be added in this 
respect. However, though apparently favourable to Marius, Cicero cannot 
simply be assigned to the supportive literary tradition. In the vicissitudes 
of his later career,36 especially between 62 and 58, Cicero began to have fre
quent recourse to certain historical episodes in order to shield himself from 
charges, increasingly raised, regarding the legality of his execution of Cati
line's accomplices in 63. Cicero evidently scanned the recent history of the

31 The materia] concerned with the death of Gratidianus was no more than blatant and clum
sy propaganda, but was used very effectively to discredit L. Sergius Catilina, B. A. Marshall, 
'Catilina and the Execution of M. Marius Gratidianus', CQ 35 (1985) 124-133.

32 MRR 2.110, 138, 146 and n. 10, 3.122.
33 A. H. McD(onald), OCD2 634; R.M. Ogilvie, A Commentary on Livy: Books 1-5, Oxford 1965, 

7—12, and especially 8: 'Licinius is a Marian, committed to bitter and determined antagonism 
to Sulla'; Badian, 1966: 22; Rawson, Intellectual Life 219-220.

34 For Fenestella's 'integrity' see Lactantius, Inst. 1.6.14; Wissowa, RE 6. 2177-2179; A. H. 
McD(onald), OCD2 434; Evans, in Charistion C. P. T. Naude, 34-35. The history of Sempronius 
Asellio is another possible neutral source, A. H. McD(onald), OCD2 130, as may have been 
any works of Pomponius Atticus which dealt with this period, E. B(adian), OCD2 146. 
However, Badian, 1966: 17-18; 'The Sempronii Aselliones', PACA 11 (1968) 1, notes that 
the history of Asellio may not have achieved a wide readership. The anecdotes preserved 
by Valerius Maximus about Marius may also be considered mostly neutral, though his work 
does not deserve to be categorized under historiography; W. M. Bloomer, Valerius Maximus 
and the Rhetoric of the New Nobility, London 1992,156:'... his methodology is not the historian's

35 A. H. McD(onald), OCD2 614; Syme, Sallust 176; Ogilvie, Commentary on Livy, 2-3; P. G. 
Walsh, 'Livy', in Latin Historians, ed. T.A. Dorey, London 1966, 118.

36 For most recent discussions see, for example, N. Wood, Cicero's Social and Political Thought, 
Berkeley & London 1988, 51-55; Ch. Habicht, Cicero the Politician, Baltimore & London 1990, 
35-452; M. Fuhrmann, Cicero und die rdmische Republik: Eine Biographie, Munich & Zurich 1990, 
116-138; T. N. Mitchell, Cicero: The Senior Statesman, New Haven & London 1991, 65-143.
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res publica for actions taken by magistrates similar to those which had been 
forced upon him during his consulship. Three events suited the purpose 
of bolstering his defence: the murder of Ti. Gracchus in 133 in a riot partly 
instigated by the pontifex maximus P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica (cos. 138), the 
subjugation of C. Gracchus and his followers in 121 by the consul L. 
Opimius, and the imposition of martial law by the consuls Marius and L. 
Valerius Flaccus during the seditio of Saturninus and Glaucia.37 Cicero may 
well have had warm and sentimental memories of Marius,38 for both of 
them came from the same municipium, but it was purely for use as an exem- 
plum, which buttressed his defence against attack, that he formalized the 
connection and exploited it as much as possible. The Ciceronian material 
may thus be a less than truthful indication of the author's feelings. His os
tensible admiration should be treated with caution, for he is no eulogist of 
his fellow novus homo, and rather represents another strand in the historical 
tradition.

The more positive view of Marius sprang from those writers who tend
ed to share the political inclinations of his family, from a politician like Cicero, 
who needed to be associated with his greater fame and, finally, from the 
tie which existed between the Marii and the Iulii Caesares. Marius' political 
stature should have derived some benefit from his close family relationship 
with C. Iulius Caesar, who did indeed make some political capital from the 
link early in his career (Suet. lul. 11).39 The connection was never fully ex
ploited and, in time, the link must have been forgotten, possibly because 
Caesar's own position in the ancestral gloria of the Julio-Claudians was rather 
ambiguous, and his achievements were not advertised on the same scale 
as those of Augustus.40 Little was made of the fact that Caesar was Marius' 
nephew in either the biography of Plutarch or that composed by Suetonius 
{lul. 6). Both refer to the astute way that Caesar, during his quaestorship, 
handled the occasion offered to him by the death of Iulia, and his wife Corne
lia, daughter of Marius' ally L. Cornelius Cinna. But, thereafter, it may be

37

38

39

40

Cicero could never, of course, have employed Sulla as an exemplum even though he had 
similarly extinguished riots instigated in 88 by P. Sulpicius, who on that occasion was in 
league with Marius. This episode was entirely to the discredit of Marius.
Carney, WS 73 (1960) 121. Cicero is not always consistent, however, Off. 3.79, and by the 
40s, Phil. 11.1, he had even less cause to maintain an attachment to Marius.
Caesar, perhaps surprisingly, is not attested as having used the connection again. Yet Car
ney, WS 73 (1960) 122; Marius 71-72 and n. 299, argues that Marius became an immensely 
popular figure, presumably at the very time that Caesar achieved his dictatorship, and sole 
rule of the Roman empire.
R. Syme, Roman Revolution, Oxford 1939, 317-318; Tacitus, Oxford 1958, 1.432-433; Roman 
Papers, ed. E. Badian, Oxford 1979, 1.89; The Augustan Aristocracy, Oxford 1986, 443. Cf. 
P. White, 'Julius Caesar in Augustan Rome', Phoenix 42 (1988) 334-356, who voices a great 
deal of scepticism about the apparent lack of prominence granted to Caesar. Coin types during 
the early Principate do not make use of his honours, though by the early second century, 
under Trajan, Caesar had returned to favour.
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taken for granted that, as his own repute went from strength to strength, 
Caesar found that there was little to be gained from drawing on the exploits 
of an unde by marriage. Instead, he chose to illustrate the spoils and trophies 
from his own victories in the field and the legendary ancestors of the Iulii 
Caesares when it was necessary to issue propaganda in his name.41

Given its weight, it is not surprising that the views propagated by the 
anti-Marius literature were prevalent in antiquity. The research of Fenestel- 
la may have been adjudged sound but, like the histories of Lucceius and 
Licinius Macer, it may not have had a great circulation, while Livy failed 
to achieve the renown accorded to Sallust.42 Plutarch's awareness of the im
balance in the sources for this period of the Republic stemmed from his earlier 
treatment of Sulla, with the result that the lives of both the dictator and 
Marius are characterized by an equal lack of compassion.43 The underlying 
motives for the conflicting opinions about Marius in republican literature 
are easily discernible, though perhaps they are not often enough enunciat
ed. Some of his political opponents, even those who may have been former 
allies, envious of his splendid career, put stylus to wax-tablet and published 
what they had written in order to add similar splendour to their own achieve
ments. No one, with the possible exception of Marius himself, thought to 
leave a permanent record of this politician's distinguished career. The writers 
who later viewed him with respect were lesser figures of Latin literature. 
The earliest sources, amicable or unfriendly, were eventually lost; none seem 
to have been of the highest artistic quality; and the recreation of Marius' 
political career has become inextricably tied to second-generation material, 
perhaps of better quality than the primary sources but, nevertheless, affected 
to various degrees by the prejudices of previous writers.

Notwithstanding disparate opinions, Marius' military genius lived on,44 
and became almost a legend in the literature of later antiquity, largely un
encumbered by any distinctions he may have notched up in his political

41 Caesar's propaganda, which appears on denarii in the 40s, is quite spectacular. See M. H. 
Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage, Cambridge 1974,1.461, no. 443,1.463, no. 448,1.466-467, 
nos. 450-452, 1.471, no. 456, 1.478-479, nos. 466-468, 1.485-486, nos. 475-476, 1.495, no. 
481-482. For the legendary ancestors of Julius Caesar see T. P. Wiseman, 'Legendary Geneal
ogies in Late-Republican Rome', G&R 21 (1974) 153.

42 Syme, Sallust 301; A. H. McD(onald), OCD2 615; On Livy's supposed naivety see Syme, 
RR 485-486.

43 A. Wardman, Plutarch's Lives, London 1974, 97: 'Both are seen as tyrants'; P. A. Stadter, 
'Paradoxical Paradigms: Lysander and Sulla', in Plutarch and the Historical Tradition, ed. P. A. 
Stadter, London & New York 1992, 43-44. On the order and dates of composition see C. P. 
Jones, 'Towards a Chronology of Plutarch's Works', JRS 56 (1966) 68; Pelling, 1979: 74-96.

44 Within a comparatively short time the tradition became entrenched. Marius' military suc
cesses were thought to have derived from the fact that he was favoured by Fortuna, a theme 
probably developed by Cicero in a poem entitled Marius, and in one composed by Varro, 
perhaps also dedicated to this politician. His military fama early on became something of 
a topos, Weinstock, Julius 113-114.
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career or by any repugnance he earned on account of crimes committed in 
his old age (Plut. Mar. 2.3). Within a hundred years or so after Plutarch and 
Appian had written, few writers could remember the significance of Marius' 
role as a politician, nor were they familiar with the period of republican his
tory in which he had thrived. What material they found while researching 
their particular interests was nearly beyond their comprehension; they did 
not devote much attention to it.45 It was far less strenuous to relate glori
ous victories in exotic locations than to struggle over what were evidently 
archaic constitutional principles, which had long ceased to have any real 
meaning for authors living under an autocratic regime in which they did 
not have the slightest participation. Thus the fifth century poet Claudius 
Claudianus evidently had the highest regard for Marius whose praises he 
sang. And he employed Marius' military achievements as a standard against 
which Honorius' general Stilicho might be equated or even considered 
superior.46

o celebranda tnihi cunctis Pollentia saeclis, ... 
uirtuti fatale solum, memorabile bustum 
barbariae! ...
illic Oceani stagnis excita supremis 
Cimbrica tempestas aliasque inmissa per Alpes 
isdem procubuit campis. iam protinus aetas 
adueniens geminae gentis permisceat ossa 
et duplices signet titulos, commune tropaeum:
'hie Cimbros fortesque Getas, Stilichone peremptos 
et Mario, Claris ducibus, tegit Itala tellus. 
discite, uaesanae, Romam non temnere, gentes. '

Thy glory, Pollentia, shall live forever ... Fate pre-ordained you to be the 
scene of our victory and the burial-place of the barbarians ... It was there, 
in the same neighbourhood, that the Cimbric tribes, bore down on Rome 
from Ocean's farthest shore, crossed the Alps by another pass, and suffered 
their final defeat. The next generation should mingle the bones of these two

45 In the Historia Augusta, Marius appears as the military idol of Avidius Cassius, Cass. 3.8, 
and Pescennius Niger, Niger, 12, while the emperor Septimius Severus is likened to a 'Pun
ic Marius' or a 'Punic Sulla' on account of his ferocity, Niger, 6.4. Orosius, 5.17.1, who 
employed Livy's history, admits to being baffled by the political events of 100, to which 
he devotes little space and less appreciation. Eutropius, 4.27-5.8, again dependent on Livy, 
discusses Marius' ambitions only where they are relevant to his military career.

46 A. Cameron, Claudian: Poetry and Propaganda at the Court of Honorius, Oxford 1970, 152. In 
comparison to Sulla's reputation, Marius escaped relatively unscathed since his political ex
ploits had become entirely overshadowed by his victories in the field, Cameron, Claudian 
338: 'By a curious whim of posterity, Sulla was a monster of cruelty to the Imperial age, 
while Marius, guilty of proscriptions far worse than Sulla's, was the hero of his day. This 
conventional (and unhistorical) assessment of the two men is faithfully reflected in Claudi
an, who frequently evokes Marius as a hero, while Sulla is for him an author of murder 
and treachery'; cf. B. Baldwin, 'Sulla 8r)fioxpa-c<op'/ Glotta 61 (1983) 47.
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nations, and engrave with this one inscription the monument which records 
our double victory: 'Here beneath the soil of Italy lie the bodies of brave 
Cimbri and Getae; their death they owed to our famous generals Marius 
and Stilicho. Learn presumptuous peoples, not to despise Rome.'47

The modern study of Marius is, therefore, hampered not only by the vari
ous strands which are manifest in the earliest literary sources, but also by 
the fact that his military prowess became a regular exemplum in the later liter
ature. As a result, his true character and attainments have become warped 
almost beyond any hope of easy recovery.48 In order to reach the real and 
historical Marius, layer after layer of deliberate or unintentional obfusca
tion must first be stripped away. However, it is far from certain that a suc
cessful picture is, ultimately, obtainable.49 Who is to say, for example, that 
the authors of the early first-century memoirs and histories were not truer 
patriots than Marius? We may ascribe their hostility to simple-minded 
jealousy of his great accomplishments, but they may well have genuinely 
believed that his career was inimical to the eventual safety of the res publica. 
Considering the events which were to ensue later in that same century, they 
were perhaps correct to sound a warning. Their views may certainly not 
be dismissed as if they were all merely second-rate pamphleteers who whiled 
away their time attempting to sully the memory of the novus homo from Ar- 
pinum who made good in the city.

The greatest difficulty arises in trying to gauge what these earlier writers 
may or may not have said on the basis of references to their works by Sal
lust and Plutarch, in particular. In the Bellum Iugurthinum and in the Life 
overt hostility is, to some extent, mitigated by the pious acknowledgement 
that Marius' achievements would have been greater still had he not suc
cumbed to ambitio (Sail. lug. 64.5; Plut. Sull. 4.4). This view, seeing that it 
emerges in both works, may not be an original thought emanating from Sal
lust or Plutarch, but may also have been adopted from contemporary evalu
ations of Marius. It is not far from the truth. Leaving aside the possibility 
that Marius' career was objectively handled by historians such as Fenestella

47 Claudian, Bell. Geticum. 635-647; cf. 8.641, 15.92; 24.35; 26.126.
48 The reception of Marius into the literature of later antiquity, the existence of Marian fama, 

and its impact on writers down to the present century, comprise a project which I shall pur
sue in due course.

49 W. Den Boer, Some Minor Roman Historians, Leiden 1972, 1: 'The true story of Marius' life, 
for instance, is obscured by all kinds of unhistorical anecdotes.' For recent discussions on 
the problems engendered by the character of ancient historiography and biographical writ
ings, which may frustrate the search for truth see, for instance, T. P. Wiseman, 'Practice 
and Theory in Roman Historiography', History 66 (1981) 375-393; A. J. Woodman, Rhetoric 
in Classical Historiography, London & Sydney 1988, passim, but especially 197; C. B. R. Pelling, 
'Truth and Fiction in Plutarch's Lives', in Antonine Literature, ed. D. A. Russell, Oxford 1990, 
19-52, and particularly 21.
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and Asellio,50 the accounts which viewed him with some admiration were 
all equally compromised through political opposition to Sulla's constitutional 
settlement and support for Caesar. The striking feature which emerges is 
that, within a short time of his death, perceptions of Marius became linked 
to a passionate like or dislike of the current system of government; the gulf 
between positive and negative impressions could not have been more pro
found.51

The uncertainties occasioned by the limited nature of the source material, 
and the dichotomy of views apparent about Marius in the ancient literature, 
were duly recognized in modern times. In a shrewd move, Mommsen re
defined the dimensions of this politician's role and achievements, questioned 
his talents as a general,52 but at the same time imposed party labels onto 
republican politics along the lines of those with which he was familiar from 
the 1850s.53 Obviously under the spell of the new ideologies of the mid
nineteenth century, and living in the aftermath of the 1848 revolutions, he 
re-cast Marius as a man of the people, and one of the leaders of the opposi

50 However, Asellio's work may not have been worth consultation, Cic. Leg. 1.6: 'languorem 
atque inscitiam'; Badian, 1968: 1 and n. 2: 'The boasts of a prooemium cannot necessarily 
be taken at their face value'; Gell. NA. 5.18.7-8; H. Peter (ed.), Historicorum Romanorum Reli
quiae, Leipzig 1906-191421.179; Badian, 1966: 17-18; L. P. Renter, M. Tullius Cicero: De Legi- 
bus, A Commentary on Book 2, trans. M. L. Leenheer-Braid, Amsterdam 1972, 43-44.

51 As Carney, Marius 2, has suggested. On the characterization of Roman politics in terms of 
a 'boule-demos antithesis' by Plutarch and other ancient writers see C. B. R. Pelling, 'Plutarch 
and Roman Politics', in Past Perspectives: Studies in Greek and Roman Historical Writing, ed. 
I. S. Moxon, J. D. Smart & A. ]. Woodman, Cambridge 1986, 168: '... a favourite device 
for analysing late-republican history ...'.

52 Th. Mommsen, Romische Geschichte, Berlin 191010, 2.190: 'Eine militarische Capacitat im 
eminenten Sinn war er, so weit wir urtheilen konnen, nicht; allein die sehr achtungswerthen 
Eigenschaften, die er besass, geniigten unter den damals bestehenden Verhaltnissen 
vollkommen um ihm den Ruf einer solchen zu verschaffen, und auf diesen gestiitzt war 
er in einer beispiellos ehrenvollen Weise eingetreten unter die Consulare und die Triumpha- 
toren'; The History of Rome, trans. W. P. Dickson, London 19082, 3.453; Cf. A. Ferguson, 
The History of the Progress and Termination of the Roman Republic, London 1829, an earlier work 
first published in 1783, which clearly follows Plutarch's account of events much more rigidly 
and without much, if any, critical analysis.

53 B. Croke, 'Mommsen's Pompey', QS 22 (1985) 137: ' ... Roman politics, particularly of the 
republican period, ... was cast as a reflection of nineteenth-century European politics'; P. A. 
Brunt, The Fall of the Roman Republic, Oxford 1988, 443-444. Parallelism, and inevitably the 
inverse parallel, remains as much in vogue as it did a century and a half ago. J. Bryce, Modem 
Democracies, New York 1924,1.26-27, a comparison of his own day with that of the Augustan 
principate; N. H. Baynes, in a review of F. W. Bussell (possibly in the The Yorkshire Post, 
but not thus far discovered by the author), The Roman Empire: Essays on the Constitutional 
History from the Accession ofDomitian (81 A.D.) to the Retirement of Nicephorus III (1081 A.D.), 
London 1910: 'the author throughout compares, contrasts and criticises the political theories 
and problems of our own times'; K. Bradley, Slavery and Rebellion in the Roman World 
140 B.C. -  70 B.C., London 1989, 1-17, for an examination of slave unrest in the Americas 
as a prelude to discussions of 'similar' phenomena in the Roman Republic; cf. U. R. D. Vogel- 
Weidemann, 'Ancient History in the 20th Century?', Akroterion 34 (1989) 18: ' ... history 
never repeats itself, since the factors in given historical contexts are never identical'.
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tion to a conservative and aristocratic senatorial government.54 This novel 
interpretative analysis of Roman republican politics was greeted with en
thusiasm, and found acceptance among a newly politicised and sensitive 
intellectual and scholarly readership. The slogans and labels Mommsen used 
were singularly inappropriate and were recognized as unhistorical even with
in his own lifetime,55 but the indelible mark which he left on Classical 
Scholarship has greatly affected perceptions of Marius' career ever since.

The metamorphosis by which Marius has emerged from the rusticity, 
with which he is attributed in the ancient literary sources to become a wily 
and successful republican politician has been slow and protracted.56 In the 
present century, the influence of Mommsen waned to be replaced by an 
attachment to the conclusions of Gelzer regarding the position of patronage 
in Roman society.57 Gelzer's influence is most notable in Miinzer's study 
of relationships between senatorial families, and in Scullard's scheme of 
Roman political life from 220 to 150, which was described as being dominated 
by a small number of warring aristocratic families, and in Syme's reconstruc
tion of senatorial politics after Sulla.58 The work of Scullard, in particular, 
has clearly affected Astin's presentation of Roman history down to the death 
of Scipio Aemilianus.59 Although this pattern has been less rigidly applied 
by Badian, Carney and Gruen, they have all, to some degree, maintained 
that political groupings may be identified in the senate of Marius' time,

Di Mommsen, RG 2.189: 'Gaius Marius ..., eines armen Tagelohners Sohn ... Beim Pfluge war 
er aufgekommen, in so durftigen Verhaltnissen, dass sie ihm selbst zu den Gemeindeam- 
tern von Arpinum den Zugang su verschliessen schienen ...'; History of Rome, 3.452. He 
saw Marius as 'brave and upright', 'thoroughly incorruptible', a 'countryman cast adrift 
among aristocrats' 'originally upright, able and gallant', but at his death 'branded the crack- 
brained chief of a reckless band of robbers', History of Rome, 3.453-454, 4.68-69. The senate 
was termed a 'Geldaristokratie', RG 2.204; and Socialist slogans are clearly an intrusive ele
ment: RG 2.203: 'Kapitalistenstand und dem Proletariat'; 2.205: 'Bourgeoisie'; 2.202-204: 
'Marius und seine Genossen', 'Demagogen von der Gasse'.

55 Croke, 1985: 145.
56 A sentimental attachment to slender means as a genesis for this tiovus homo remains notice

able; Carney, Marius 15, Marius was 'A natural soldier'; E. Badian, 'Marius and the No
bles', DU] 25 (1963-1964), 141-142, 'Marius did not come of a very distinguished family'; 
P. O. Spann, Quintus Sertorius and the Legacy of Sulla, Fayetteville 1987, 8-10, a rather ortho
dox view of Marius' career.

57 M. Gelzer, The Roman Nobility, trans. R. Seager, Oxford 1969, 139. On the achievement of 
Gelzer note Croke, 1985: 146 n. 1. The way in which Gelzer's views about the working of 
political patronage have, however, been employed to create a system of static dynastic fac
tional politics is well discussed by A. Wallace-Hadrill, 'Patronage in Roman Society: From 
Republic to Empire', in Patronage in Ancient Society, ed. A. Wallace-Hadrill, London & New 
York 1989, 69.

58 F. Miinzer, Romische Adelsparteien und Adelsfamilien, Stuttgart 19612, 283-327, on the period 
under discussion here, and a feature of his many entries in RE ; H. H. Scullard, Roman Politics 
220-150 B.C., Oxford 19732, passim, and especially 8-30; Syme, RR 10-27.

59 A. E. Astin, Scipio Aemilianus, Oxford 1967, especially 80-96, 125-136, 190-210, 227-241; cf. 
the treatment of republican politics during the period of the elder Cato's career, Cato the 
Censor. Oxford 1978, vassim.



16 PROLOGUE

perhaps less structured than the factions proposed by Scullard but, nonethe
less, a permanent fixture of republican political life.60

The schematic approach has been more rigorously questioned, each in 
their own fashion, by both Brunt and Meier,61 whose views tend to be 
regarded with more favour than any others today,62 and have largely been 
adopted below. Schematism is all very well in a vacuum but it takes little 
account of human nature, which is often rather unpredictable.63 Indeed, I 
shall argue that, while it is perfectly understandable that political friend
ships and alliances should have been formed in the environment of late 
second-century Rome, the impetus for attaining political offices lay with the 
individual, a situation which precluded the development of groups as such. 
Because they were the members of a political and social elite of three 
hundred, most politicians of this era of the res publica wanted to be the top 
dog, even if only for a short time; they could neither conceive of, nor con
template, a situation in which some were always superior and some always 
inferior. Competitive elections made all and everything possible and con
tributed to the somewhat disorganized structure in which they mostly 
prospered.64

Into this less than perfect configuration Marius was to find his place first

60 E. Badian, Foreign Clientelae, (264-70 B.C.), Oxford 1958, 200-202, 212; Carney, Marius 47-50; 
cf. E. S. Gruen, Roman Politics and the Criminal Courts 149-78 B.C., Harvard 1968, passim, 
for a more stylized view of politics between 149 and 78, and for the friends and enemies 
of Marius, especially 173-174, 179-180.

hl Brunt, FRR 351-381 = a revised version of 'Amicitia in the Late Roman Republic', PCPS 
10 (1964) 1-20; and especially FRR 443-462; Chr. Meier, Res Publica Amissa: Eine Studie zu 
Verfassung und Geschichte der spdten romischen Republik, Wiesbaden 19802, 162-700 and espe
cially 182-190, 208-222. For Brunt's review of Meier's thesis see JRS 58 (1968) 229-232. See 
also the conclusions of K. Hopkins & G. Burton, 'Political Succession in the Late Republic 
(249-50 BC), in Death and Renewal, Cambridge 1983,107-117 concerning the competitive aspect 
of republican politics.

62 F. Millar, 'The Political Character of the Classical Roman Republic', IRS 74 (1984) 1-19; 'Politics, 
Persuasion and the People before the Social War (150-90 B.C.)', JRS 76 (1986) 1-11; J. A. 
North, 'Democratic Politics in Republican Rome', P&P 126 (1990) 3-21; 'Politics and Aristocracy 
in the Roman Republic', CP 85 (1990) 277—287, in papers which now stress the contribution 
to success in public life of the popular vote.

63 Carney, Marius 71, considers Marius' policies throughout his career inconsistent, and thereby 
misses the crux of the problem: that all republican politicians, to greater or lesser degrees, 
were flexible in their approach to all political problems and crises. That was the nature of 
Roman politics and the reason why it was, largely, so successful.

64 Cf. P. F. Cagniart, 'L. Cornelius Sulla in the Nineties: a Reassessment', Latomus 50 (1991) 
303: 'Sulla had good reasons to consider the praetorship the crowning achievement of his 
public career.' Such an argument presupposes, however, that human nature today is quite 
different from what it was during the Roman republic. All men who entered politics must 
have entertained hopes of the highest offices; and the higher they ascended the greater the 
aspirations to reach the pinnacle. Moreover, the ancient literature has too frequent refer
ences to ambitio to allow for an idea, which suggests that many politicians were content with 
secondary positions. Many were, no doubt, obliged to be content, since they failed to win 
elections, but that does not mean that they were happy with their lot.
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as a junior ally to a consul in 119, a link which was quickly broken, never 
to be repaired. From his possession of curule office he gradually extended 
his connections within the senate and throughout the community; and this 
form of patronage or influence was the mainstay of his successful campaign 
for the consulship. Thereafter, he was a power to be reckoned with and 
naturally attracted political allies but, unlike Syme,65 I cannot identify a 
'party of Marius' actively engaged in supporting his interests at Rome in 
the decade 108-99. Instead I shall suggest that it was rather through Marius' 
personal authority and his own amazing energies that this primacy was 
prolonged. When his dignitas was damaged by the events of late 100, his 
auctoritas also declined, and he rejoined the ranks of the senior statesmen 
of the senate, still highly influential but no longer pre-eminent.

In Marius' political career, as we shall see, the deficiencies of the evi
dence throw into a sharper focus the well-chosen words of Jacob Bronowski, 
who declared that:66

There is no absolute knowledge. And those who claim it, whether they are scien
tists or dogmatists, open the door to tragedy. All information is imperfect. We have 
to treat it with humility.

65 Syme, RR 86 n. 1.
66 J. Bronowski, The Ascent of Man, London 1973, 353.


