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T.COREY BRENNAN

Sulla’s Career in the Nineties: Some Reconsiderations®

The date of the praetorship of L. Cornelius Sulla and the nature of the activities of
his ex praetura command in Cilicia (and Cappadocia) are problems which still have
not found an entirely satisfactory solution, despite some quite specific ancient evi-
dence. Born in 139 or 138,' and guaestor to the consul C.Marius in 107, under the
lex Villia Annalis Sulla should have been able to stand for the praetorship in 99 (for
98). Though Sulla’s first attempt at the office ended in a repulsa (as he himself con-
fessed in his autobiography), he was successful at the praetorian comitia in the fol-
lowing year, and had the good fortune (or connections) to obtain the provincia ur-
bana. After the actual year of his magistracy he was sent out, in the now usual
manner,” as pro cos.” to the recently established provincia of Cilicia. We shall see

* Some of the main arguments of this article were presented in my doctoral dissertation,
The Praetorship in the Roman Republic down to 81 B.C., Harvard University 1990. I am
deeply grateful to Professor E.Bapian, who directed my dissertation, and patiently read and
commented on successive versions of this paper. It was in one of Professor BAp1aN’s graduate
seminars that my interest in Sulla was first sparked: in preparing this article, I have benefited
substantially from his expert guidance and numerous helpful suggestions. Responsibility for
any shortcomings is of course my own.

U All ancient dates are B.C., unless otherwise indicated. For Sulla’s birth-date, see E.
Babian, Studies in Greek and Roman History, Oxford 1964, 174 n.12.

2 The practice of a city praetor (i.e. urban, peregrine, or in charge of a standing court)
proceeding in the year after his magistracy to hold a command in a regular territorial provincia
receives its first certain attestation in the last quarter of the second century. C. Marius served
as a city praetor in 115, and after his praetorship was allotted Hispania Ulterior as a provincia
(Plut. Mar. 6.1). Five of the six city praetors who can be identified after C. Marius’ praetorship
down to the time of the Social War are known to have proceeded to overseas provincial com-
mands ex praetura. Besides L.Sulla, there is L. Licinius Lucullus, a city praetor in 104 who in
the next year held a command in Sicily against the slaves (Diod. 36.8.1-8; Flor. 2.7.10-11); and
C.Sentius, pr. urb.94, and L.Gellius, pr. inter peregrinos 94 (SIG® 732), both of whom proceed-
ed ex praetura to govern provinciae, Sentius to a command in Macedonia (Cic. Verr. 2.3.217;
Pis. 84) and L. Gellius to Asia or Cilicia (Cic. Leg. 1.53 pro cos. ex praetura). C. Valerius Flac-
cus (cos. 93), who was pr. urb. (Cic. Balb. 55) in 96 or before, is now attested as pro cos. at Cla-
ros (nr. Ephesus) (F CoareLLr, Tituli 4, 1984, 435-451). He must have received Asia ex prae-
tura (he went to Spain after his consulship). The elogium of the one praetor from the period
115-91 known to have been in charge of a criminal court, C. Claudius Pulcher (pr. repetundis
95), reveals no such command (Inscr. Ital. XIII 3 70b). Since the promagistracy was not
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below that there is as yet no consensus on the dates for Sulla’s praetorship and pro-
magistracy, other than that it must have been in the mid-90s.

The most famous incidents from Sulla’s eastern command were his installation
(on the Senate’s orders) of Ariobarzanes I on the throne of Cappadocia, which was
accomplished only after some fighting, and a meeting with envoys of King Arsaces,
apparently the first official contact between Romans and Parthians. He also was en-

actually institutionalized before Sulla’s dictatorship, it is certainly possible that he too may
have held a provincia after his year of office, but that this was not recorded in his elogzum.

? Thus Rufius Festus 15. The last man who is attested as having received Cilicia as his pro-
vincia, M. Antonius in 102, was also pro cos. ILLRP 1342); so is the next certain incumbent,
Q.Oppius in 88 (J.REyNOLDs, Aphrodisias and Rome, London 1982, Documents 2 and 3;
Liv. Per. 78). The Delian dedications of Sulla (ILLRP 349 and 350, with the title pro cos.) prob-
ably date from this command, since the title imperator (first earned at Chaeronea?) is not
mentioned.

* The institution of a new praetorian provincia, Cilicia, is announced on a recently disco-
vered (but still not adequately published) epigraphic document from Cnidus of (probably)
late 101 (M. HassarLL — M. CrRawFORD — J. REYNOLDs, JRS 64, 1974, 202 [= Cnidus III] lines
35-37; cf. FIRA” 9 [= Delphi B] line 7). Even after the publication of this document (in 1974),
it has been doubted that Cilicia was in fact organized at this time. In the Cnidus inscription
(as we have it) the consul of the following year is instructed to write a general letter to eastern
dynasts announcing that Cilicia, according to this law, was made an éropyeio otpotnyrn.
A.N.SHERWIN-WHITE has taken the phrase to mean merely < field of command> (JRS 66,
1976, 6; Roman Foreign Policy in the East, Norman, Okla. 1983, 97-101). Now the Cnidus
inscription is the first instance of the adjective otportnykr in a Roman document. The mean-
ing of this adjective in this context is provided by Strabo (14.6.6), who, in his discussion of the
annexation of Cyprus in 58, uses énopyeio. otpotnykn to translate provincia praetoria. SHER-
WIN-WHITE’s argument, that Lycaonia and Chersonesos Caenice are also referred to as énap-
xgion in the Cnidus document (11 22-25; IV 12-13), is not decisive, to say the least, since
Macedonia and Asia are called éropygion as well (Cnidus II 13-15; 19; 23 etc.). The phrase
gmopyeio otpatnyiky leaves no real doubt as to what is meant. Whereas a provinca (émop-
xela) is a field of action, which may or may not be regularly and separately allotted, a provin-
cia praetoria is clearly and unambiguously the allotted provincia of a praetor, in or ex praetura.
A.W.LintotT, ZPE 20, 1976, 81 {., who correctly translates érnopyeio otpotnyixm as provincia
praetoria, has argued that <the passage should not be taken to mean that Cilicia was to be per-
manently a provincia praetoria; it need only refer to the coming year . . . we can draw no firm
conclusion from this about the imposition of permanent Roman administration in Cilicia and
the formulation of a lex provinciae>. LINTOTT does not mention, however, that the broad out-
lines of praetorian fasti for Cilicia can be reconstructed for the 90s and early 80s, which in fact
points toward a properly organized and administered praetorian provincia dating from the
time of the Cnidus law. G. V. SuMNER rightly noted that <the first praetor of Cilicia under the
terms of our law would most likely be a praetor of 100 going out in that year or as promagis-
trate in 99> (GRBS 19, 1978, 216). L. Cornelius Sulla later received the provincia as a regular
governor in Cilicia; a praetor Q. Oppius is attested in the provincia starting in 89. Given the
general quality of our sources for the early first century, the fact that we can posit three prae-
torian commanders (counting the putative praetor of the Cnidus law) in a distant eastern pro-
vinda in a ten-year period suggests a policy of regular succession, and an annual vote on what
to do, and thus a regular praetorian provincia.
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trusted with keeping an eye on the growing power of Mithridates as well as (we
would assume) seeing to the proper task of the provincia of Cilicia, the war against
the pirates.

There are only two known events in Sulla’s career after this command and before
the Social War. The first is his (undated) prosecution for reperundae upon his return
to Rome by (C.Marcius) Censorinus, a man who is later attested as an adherent of
Marius.” The other recorded action is his vigorous support in 91 of the Mauretanian
king Bocchus, who wanted to dedicate on the Capitoline a provocative statue-
group depicting the surrender of Jugurtha to Sulla.

The purpose of his paper is to demonstrate that the ancient sources and our
knowledge of contemporary Roman administrative practices point strongly toward
a quick start for Sulla in the form of a praetorship in 97, a long and successful stay
in the east as pro cos. for Cilicia, followed by an energetic burst of activity in 91 be-
fore the Social War finally broke out. Previous interpretations of Sulla’s career in
the 90s, all of which necessarily postulate a long period of idleness or obscurity in
Rome, must be substantially modified.

1. The Nature of the Sources

Nine important passages relevant to Sulla’s career in the 90s should be cited at the
outset.

A) Plutarch Sulla 5.1-2 6 8 ZOA oG oldpevog adTd TV émd T@v moAspkdy [the
Cimbric war] 86Eav €mtt TG TOMTIKAG TPGEELS SLOPKETY, Kol S0VC E0VTOV Gmd THiC
otpatelog e0UE €l TV ToD SNUOL TPGELY, £l OTPATNIYIOY TOATIKNY GREYpyorto
Kol SLeEYevodn . . . EVIOVT® . . . KOTOTLY ETUYE TR OTPOTYLOG.

B) de vir. ill. 75.4 [Sulla] praetor inter cives ius dixit. praetor Ciliciam provinciam
habuit.

C) Plut. Sulla 5.3 petd 8¢ v otpotnyiov eig v Kornodoxiov drnoctéAleton, tOV
pev éupoviy Aoyov Eymv mpog TV otporteioy Aptofoplavny kortoyoyely, odtiov 8¢
GANOR Mudpddmyv émoyelv modvrporypovotvia kod mepitBodlopevoy &pymy ol
Sovouy odk Eddttova Thg bropy ovonc. 18lav pév oty Sovouty od ToAA Y ényeto,
xpnoduevog 8¢ toig ouuudyotg TpoYOUoLE, Kol TOAAOVE HEV onTdv Komrodok®v,
nielovag & ovdig Apueviov tpooBondotviog drokteivag, Topdiov ptv EENtoocey,
AproPaplavny 8¢ dnéderte Paciiéo.

D) Plut. Sulla 5.4 dwotpifovt 8¢ odTd mapd tov Edepdtny évtuyydvet Idpdog
*Opofaltoc, Apoaxov Bactiémg mpeoPevtne, oVmw TpoOTEpOV GAANAOLG Emipe-
HLYLEVOV TBV Yev@V, GAAG Kol TOUTO THG UEYOAT S Sokel T0AA TOYMC Yevésdat, 1O
npwty Pouciov ékelve IMepdovg cvpuayiog kol @Alog deopévouvg Std Adywv

> Sources collected and discussed in E HiNaRD, Les proscriptions de la Rome républicaine,
Rome 1985, 372f. C.Marcius Censorinus last appears in our sources as a legatus under
Cn. Papirius Carbo in 82 (App. BC 1.88.401; 90.414—415; 92.427).
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éNOelv. [The stories of Sulla’s humiliation of Orobazus and his meeting with a Chal-
dean physiognomist follow].

E) Livy Per. 70 Ariobarzanes in regnum Cappadociae a L. Cornelio Sulla reductus
est. Parthorum legati, a rege Arsace missi, venerunt ad Syllam, ut amicitiam populi
Romani peterent.

F) Appian Mithr. 57.231 [Sulla speaking to Mithridates in 84] ég uév Konnodo-
Klow &yo korryoryov AptoBoplavny, Kidkiog Gpxomv, Gde ‘Popoiov yneioouévoy:
KOl OV KOTKOVEG TIU@V, SE0V AvTIAEyely Kol 1} LETOSEAOKEY T UNKETL TOTG EYVWO-
LEVOLS QVTLTELV L.

G) Plut. Sulla 5.6 dvoywpnooavtt 8¢ adt® Siknv Eloxe dwpwv Knvowpivog, g
TOAAGL X PMLOTO GLVELAOYOTL TOPEL TOV VOOV €K GLANG KOd GUUULAY 0V BocIALLag. 00
uny drvnoey ént Ty Kpioly, AN dnéotn THe Kot yoplog.

H) Plut. Sulla 6.1 [related immediately following the Censorinus episode] 1) pév-
7ol TTPOG MdpLov avtd otdiotg Gveppirtileto kouvnyv vrndodeotv Aofodoo v Boxyov
@Lotyiov, g Tov te oy Gua Yepamevwy év ‘Poun kod T@ TOAQ yoplouevog
GvEDMKe elovog év KametmAle Tpomatopopous Kol o’ adTalic xpuoody “loydopday
D@’ £00TOD TVAAG TopodLdOuEVoV. £9° @ T0D Mapiov Bopvdupovpévou kol kordor-
PELY EMLYELPOTVTOC, ETEPMV &€ GUVVELY TR ZVANY, Kol TG TOAEWg OG0V 0VRM Stouke-
KOWUEVNG VTU BILQOTV, O GUUUOYLKOG TOAELOG TTOAOL TUPOUEVOG EMTL TV TOALY Gvoi-
Mopyog tote v otaow énéoyev [Plut. Marius 32.2-3 tells essentially the same
story; cf. de vir. ill. 75 ne monumenta Bocchi tollerentur, Mario (Sulla) restitit.].

I) Firmicus Maternus (Mathesis 1.7.28), narrating the career of Sulla: hunc (guem)
sciebamus in praeturae petitione deiectum, cui gravissimus Censorinus veris ac firmis
accusationibus spoliatae provinciae crimen obiecit . . .

I A. Sulla’s <Commentarii

Passages A through F should rest ultimately on the evidence provided by L. Corne-
lius Sulla himself in his autobiography, which we may call the Commentarii.® G, H
and I may or may not depend on this source: since the events described are located
in Rome, and not strongly pro-Sullan, others could have witnessed and reported
them.

We know of a number of political figures of the late second and early first centu-
ries B. C. besides Sulla who penned autobiographies: M. Aemilius Scaurus, P. Ruti-

¢ The exact title of Sulla’s autobiography is uncertain: Gellius NA 1.12.12 (= H.PETER,
Historicorum Romanorum Reliquiae I, Leipzig 1914, 2) rerum gestarum libri; Priscian 9.39
(= PETER 20) rerum suarum libri; Plut. Sulla passim dropviporto; cf. Cic. de Div. 1.33.72
(= PETER 10) ut in Sullae scriptum historia videmus . . . (Cicero is not being accurate here).
Something like «Commentarii rerum ab se gestarum> seems to be suggested. See the detailed
discussions of E.Varcicrio, L'autobiografia di Silla nelle biografie di Plutarco, in: S.Bor-
DRINI ed., Gli storiografi latini tramandati in frammenti, StudUrb 49, 1975, 251-256 and, in
the same volume, G.Pascuccr, I «Commentarii> di Silla, 293-296.



Sulla’s Career in the Nineties 107

lius Rufus, Q. Lutatius Catulus, L. Licinius Lucullus. To judge from the scanty frag-
ments of these works collected in PETER, Historicorum Romanorum Reliquiae?, the
writings of these men were self-serving to an extreme, and contained inflated ac-
counts of past deeds of prowess, aspersions on the careers of political enemies, and
energetic defenses of questionable points of conduct.

Of these works, our knowledge of the Commentarii of Sulla is the least fragmen-
tary. It probably was a rather substantial and detailed work. Book 10 takes us down
as far as the year 86 (PETER 16 = Plut. Sulla 17.1-2), and we have citations from his
Books 21 and 22 (PETER 20-21). The passages which can definitely be ascribed to
the Commentarii cover most of Sulla’s career: his role in the Cimbric War (PETER 4~
6); his (unsuccessful) bid for the praetorship (PETER 7= Passage A init.); anecdotes
from the Social War (PETER 8-10 A); the campaign against Mithridates (PETER 12~
17, all substantial passages); and the civil war which ensued upon his landing in
Brundisium (PETER 18-19 A). In Book 22 of his autobiography he even «wrote of
his own deathy, to use Plutarch’s expression (PETER 21=Plut. Sulla 37.1-2). There is
nothing in PETER’s collection, however, which indicates that Sulla mentioned affairs
in Rome during his absence in the East in the war against Mithridates. Nor do we
find any allusion to the proscriptions: Sulla perhaps dealt with this topic as Au-
gustus treated similar episodes in his Res Gestae, omitting some facts and reinter-
preting others. It is surprising, however, that the PETER collection contains nothing
on his quaestorship under Marius in Numidia. This must be due simply to lack of
actual attestation in Plutarch, since Sulla must have mentioned it. We know that
Sulla later placed great emphasis on his role in securing the capture of Jugurtha.
Sulla represented Bocchus’ surrender of Jugurtha to himself on a signet ring (Plut.
Sulla 3.4; Marius 10.5-6; Val. Max. 8.14.4), and, as can be seen from Passage H, Boc-
chus’ dedication in 91 of a statue group representing the same scene was vehemently
defended by Sulla against Marius.”

The scope and detail of Sulla’s Commentarii made this an important source for
any later author who planned to treat the two and a half decades down to Sulla’s

7 Tt has long been recognized that the tremendous amount of circumstantial detail in Sallust
BJ 95-113 (and to a lesser extent, Appian Num. frr. 4 and 5) — not to mention the prominence
of Sulla — must point toward the Commentarii as a source, whether used directly or at second
hand (see e.g. I. CaLasi, I Commentarii di Silla come fonte storica, MAL 8 III 5, 1950, 252~
262). No one else who had written of this war had this much personal experience as well as
interest in depreciating Marius’ role. In Sallust, Plutarch (Sulla 3) and Appian, Sulla is por-
trayed as the loyal subordinate of Marius, and the turning point in the negotiations is when
Sulla graciously entertains the despoiled second embassy of Bocchus. Sulla then becomes the
sole Roman with whom Bocchus wishes to deal. Such an incident could well have been first
related in the Commentarii, which established this version of events as standard. Appian how-
ever may not have used the Commentarii at first hand. Appian’s account of the first Roman
embassy to Bocchus (Num. fr.4) is somewhat less favorable to Sulla than BJ 102.3f., where
Sallust makes the Romans anticipate Bocchus in speaking (they seem to have been expected
merely to listen), and where A. Manlius yields to the younger Sulla.



108 T. Corey Brennan

death in 79. Through Sisenna, Sulla’s autobiography made an impact on Sallust
(who, as we shall soon see, admired Sulla, up to a point) and Livy. The Commentarii
were also used, perhaps at first hand, by Plutarch in his Marius and Sulla: fully fif-
teen of the twenty-three fragments in the PETER collection are from these two Lives.

We can identify with some confidence several of the general thematic principles
of Sulla’s autobiography. Even in a collection as small as PETER’s (twenty-three frag-
ments, none longer than one Teubner page), several themes recur two or three (or
more) times in passages explicitly ascribed to Sulla. In these named fragments Sulla
emphasizes his own personal military skill and leadership qualities,® stresses his
own personal magnetism,” and places unusual emphasis on his luck.' Sulla also
pays extraordinary attention to portents, dreams, omens, and various miracula."
He also exhibits a certain defensiveness regarding his past conduct."

It is surprising that only one of the named passages from the Commentarii critici-
zes Marius. PETER 4 (= Sulla 4.3) describes Sulla’s success in battle against Alpine
tribes in the Cimbric War and his effectiveness in procuring supplies for Q. Lutatius
Catulus and C.Marius (coss. 102): 89> @ @notv odtog [i. e. Sulla] ioyvpdc dvidoon
TOv Méprov.” Sulla appears to have stated that his service as legatus in the war
against the Cimbri and Teutones was the occasion when Marius first openly started
opposing his advancement.'*

8 In Perer 10 (=Plin. NH 22.12) Sulla tells us he was decorated with the corona graminea
at the siege of Nola by his troops (the year 88). Pliny disbelieves this story (guod si verum est)
which seems justified, if one were to judge from the other examples of the presentation of this
award collected in NH 22.6ff. For Sulla’s unabashed pride in his accomplishments, see PETER
10 A (= Plut. An sen. ger. resp. 6.786 E), which describes Sulla’s elation after he entered Rome
dte 1oV Euguriov Toréuov Ty Ttodioy kadipog (= purgare, a ritual term). The fragments of
the Commentarii also exhibit exaggeration of the number of casualties suffered and inflicted
in battle (PETER 15 = Sulla 19.4; PETER 19 = Sulla 28.7).

? See PeTER 8 (Sulla 6.6) for Sulla’s exceptional personal appearance (cf. also Sulla 2.1-2 and
6.10). In PETER 13 (= Sulla 27.3) we learn of the voluntary oath of Sulla’s soldiers and their
free-will offering before departing from Greece to Italy. (PETER 17 A is probably not from the
Commentarii: R. G. Lewis, Sulla and Smyrna, CQ 41, 1991, 126-129.)

19 PerER 8 (= Sulla 6.4~ 6) is a very detailed account of Sulla’s belief in his own felicitas.
Sulla’s agnomen Felix and the praenomina of his two children, Faustus and Fausta (cf. Sulla
34.2), are sufficient proof of his well-known belief in his luck. (The agnomen is attested epi-
graphically, but only from the time of his dictatorship — ILLRP 351-6).

" PeTER 8 (= Sulla 6.6, the actual dedication of the Commentarii) is very good evidence for
the confidence Sulla had in dreams. See also PETER 9 (= Cic. de Div. 1.33.72); PETER 16 (= Sulla
17.1-2); PETER 18 (= Sulla 27.4); and PeTER 21 (= Sulla 37.1-2).

12 Tn PeTER 17 (= Plut. Sulla 23.2) Sulla refutes intimations of foul play at Chacronea, in the
form of a <thrown battle> (cf. Dorylaus’ attempt to entice Sulla into battle at Orchomenos by
intimating that Chaeronea had not been won &vev npodooiag, related at Sulla 20.2). On this
aspect of Sulla’s Commentarii, see A. Keaveney, LEC 48, 1980, 151.

13 The editorialization which follows at 4.4, 1} pév odv &dpa Bpoyeiav obt® Kod petpo-
KLOdN Aofodoo Ty mpdTy Hddesty Kol APV, KTA., is surely Plutarch’s own.

* The whole passage 4.1-3, which describes Marius’ envy of Sulla’s successes in this war,
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The presence of certain themes in the named fragments allows us to set up a
reasonable standard by which to judge the likelihood of whether individual pas-
sages not found in the PETER collection are also dependent on the Commentarii.
Despite the paucity of our explicit testimony, it may well be that Sulla’s enmity to-
ward Marius was one of the most pervasive themes of the Commentarii. Plutarch’s
Lives of Sulla and Marius are sprinkled with editorial comments strongly (and often
gratuitously) critical of Marius and very favorable to Sulla. It is surely not going too
far to suggest that some, if not most of these, may in fact derive from Sulla’s Com-
mentarii.”” Below I shall suggest some other passages in Plutarch which may depend
on Sulla’s own account of his actions.

We must remember that a passage need not be outrageously pro-Sullan to de-
rive from his Commentarii. Later authors could cite Sulla’s autobiography selecti-
vely, with their own comments, and so paint a hostile picture of the man. Plutarch

seems to rely on Sulla’s autobiography (thus Bapian, Lucius Sulla: The Deadly Reformer,
Sydney 1970, 8; VaLcicLio, StudUrb 49, 1975, 261-262). Now, Q. Lutatius Catulus no doubt
wrote his Commentarii some years earlier than Sulla, and it must have established itself as the
main account of the Cimbric War before Sulla even started writing. Yet Catulus is nowhere
named in this passage as a source, and he is even disparaged (&v3pi xpnot® uév, dpprovtépe &
npoOg TG dydva, Sulla 4.2). We possess two other passages, however, regarding Sulla’s own
attitude toward his achievements in this war, in which Plutarch has made use of both Sulla’s
and Catulus’ autobiographies. It is possible to a certain extent to disentangle the two sources
to show that Sulla confirmed the well-known elements of Catulus’ story (which was hostile
to Marius) in his own Commentarii. In PETER 5 (= Marius 25.4) Plutarch states that both Ca-
tulus and Sulla remarked on the crafty way in which Marius stationed his troops on the wings
(the location where he hoped the most fighting would take place), and relegated Catulus (and
Sulla) to the center, in order to gain as much glory as possible for himself. Plutarch adds that
Catulus (in his autobiography) accused Marius of moAMv. . . kaxondeiav mpog adToV (25.6).
PETER 6 (= Marius 26.3) is more extensive. According to Sulla, it was divine displeasure which
raised the dust-cloud which led to the aimless wandering of Marius in the battle of Vercellae;
he also ascribed the Roman success to the heat of the sun and the glare which shone in the
faces of the Cimbri. From Marius 26.5, we learn that Catulus also spoke of the heat (and al-
most certainly the dust). The description of this battle would have been the centerpiece of Ca-
tulus’ account of his role in the Cimbric war. Almost all we know of Catulus’ Commentarii is
his description of Vercellae, in which he asserted that Marius wrongly claimed this victory (cf.
Marius 27.5). Sulla was evidently eager to endorse the account of Catulus, under whom he
says he served (Marius 25.4; 26.3). We may ignore the arguments of I. CaLasi that later, pro-
Sullan historians inflated Sulla’s own essentially modest and factual account of this legateship.
Carasi argued this partly on the basis of her own misunderstanding of Plut. Mar. 26.3 ol nepi
ToArav lotopotot as referring to «storici sillanb, rather than serving as an exact equivalent to
6 VMo totopel (MAL 8 111 5, 1950, 263-266).

15 Cf. Marius 33.1 and Sulla 6.2 (the latter passage from a chapter heavily dependent on the
Commentarii), where we are told that in the Social War Sulla far surpassed Marius; and Sulla
7.1 for Marius’ poor qualifications for holding the command against Mithridates. At Sulla 7.2
we are told that while Sulla was at Nola (in 88), Marius brought on Rome otéoig more baleful

- than all her previous wars put together. This last passage may very well be from the Commen-
tarii, since a lengthy description of various miracula follows.
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can be shown to have edited the material he found in the Commentarii in this way.
For example, in PETER 7 (Plut. Sulla 5.1) we find that Sulla wrote of his rejection
at the polls in his first attempt at winning election to the praetorship. Plutarch
states that Sulla placed the blame for his repulsa on the urban mob, who instead
wanted him to be aedile; it was thought that his connection with the Numidian
Bocchus would make for games with exotic hunting events. Plutarch practices
some source criticism at this point by rejecting Sulla’s statement. He then adduces
the anecdote of C.Julius Caesar Strabo, who was able to taunt Sulla in the next
year with having <bought the praetorship. The inclusion of this barb gives only
half the story: Plutarch suppresses the fact that Sulla indeed managed to meet
popular expectations in the games he gave as pr. urbanus.'® The point is Sulla him-
self may have told the story of Strabo’s accusation in order to refute (or defuse)
it."”

We see that Sulla in his autobiography did not shrink from discussing an embar-
rassing incident such as an initial failure at the praetorian comitia. Sulla’s purpose in
narrating his setbacks was partly to emphasize his remarkable forruna, a literary af-
fectation introduced to the genre of political autobiography by M. Aemilius Scau-
rus.'® Of course, any writer of political memoirs would pay much more attention to
the successful periods of his career. One episode which surely was featured in
Sulla’s Commentarii but which does not show up in the PETER collection is his ex
praetura command as pro cos. in Cilicia."” Plutarch Sulla 5, by far our most complete
source on this phase of his activities in the East, contains several features very simi-
lar to the named passages discussed above, and should be based on the Commenta-
rii.”° The two events in Sulla’s career after his praetorship and before the Social War

16 In Sulla’s practorian games (surely the Ludi Apollinares), one hundred maned (African)
lions were hunted down by javelin-throwers sent by King Bocchus (Plin. NH 8.53; Sen. de
brev. vit. 13.6).

17" On Strabo’s witticism, see also KEaveney, LEC 48, 1980, 151 f.

'8 Scaurus ap. Val. Max. 4.4.11 (= PETER 1) M. autem Scaurus quantulam a patre heredita-
tem acceperit, in primo libro eorum, quos de vita sua tres scripsit, refert. ait enim sibi sex sola
mancipia totumque censum quingue atque rriginta milium nummum relictum. Sulla in his
Commentarii may also have insisted on his poverty (cf. Plut. Sulla 1; 3.4).

19 1.Carasr, MAL 8 III 5, 1950, 268f., strangely denied that the account of the Cilician
command in Plut. Sulla 5.3 (= Passage C) depends on the Commentarii; CALABI is amply re-
futed by Bapian, Studies, 175 n.47.

20 Cf. Passage C (= Sulla 5.3): idlov pév odv Hvoyuty od moAARY EnYeTo, pNCAeEVOC 8¢ TOTG
ouppdyotg tpoddporg [cf. the similar situation in PETER 13], kod ToAAOVG pev o0tV Kommo-
dok@v, TAgtovag & ovdg Appevimv tposBondodviog dmokteivog [a compressed instance of
military exaggeration?], Top&iov uév éEnacev, Aprofoplavny 8¢ médeiée Boctréo. Also Pas-
sage D (= Sulla 5.4): Awotpifovt 3¢ odtd Topdt 1OV Edepdiny évruyybvet Idpvog *Opdfalog,
Apodxov BootAéng TpecBevtng, VT TPOTEPOV AAANAOLG EMUEULYHEVOV TOV YEVADV. BAAG KoL
10070 T HEYOANG Sokel TOAoL TOYNG Yevéodon [Sulla felix], 10 Tpdte Pouoimy ékelve Mop-
Bovg cuppoyiog kol grAtog Seopévoug St Adywv ELETV.
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— the unsuccessful attempt to prosecute him for repetundae®® upon his return to
Rome from Cilicia (Passage G) and the quarrel over the dedication of the statue-
group by Bocchus (Passage H) — may or may not have found a place in his auto-
biography, as we have seen.

I B. Firmicus Maternus

We may attempt to supplement Plutarch’s short notice of the Censorinus episode
(Passage G) with a statement by Iulius Firmicus Maternus, a writer of the fourth
century A.D. (Passage I). This passage must be read in its context. In the first book
of his astrological work, the Mathesis, Firmicus is seeking to demonstrate the
power of the stars over human affairs. The career of L.Sulla is narrated in (highly
selective) outline in the hope of proving this thesis (1.7.25-38).

A century ago it was suggested that Firmicus’ lengthy excursus on Sulla (four and
a half Teubner pages) depends ultimately on Sallust’s Histories, a work which still
was in circulation in late antiquity.”” There is a reasonable amount of correspon-
dence between Firmicus’ narrative and certain fragments of the Histories, especially
those assigned by MAURENBRECHER to Book 1 (where, if any place, we would ex-
pect to find a summation of Sulla’s career). There is a fair amount of detail on Sulla
and Marius which suggests access to a reasonably well-informed source. Moreover,
Firmicus’ language in this passage shows some marked Sallustian mannerisms.

Firmicus however has clearly adapted his material on Sulla for his own rhetorical
purposes. Details are presented in seemingly random order. The tone of the excur-
sus is hyperbolic and tendentious, almost comically anti-Sullan and pro-Marian.
Sulla is depicted as thoroughly bad from the start, with no development of charac-
ter. Firmicus presents only discreditable details of Sulla’s career: his cowardly «de-
sertion> as a legatus of C.Marius in the Cimbric war (1.7.28, 38); his failed attempt
at a praetorship and subsequent prosecution for repetundae (we are not told how
Sulla obtained the provincia which he despoiled!) (1.7.28 = Passage I); and the
excesses of the period of the proscriptions (which take up the bulk of the excursus).

Firmicus seems to have had an imperfect understanding of the period of history
he was dredging for exempla, as can be seen e.g. in his description of the death
of M. Marius Gratidianus (confused with C. Marius” son) in the proscriptions
(1.7.31).” He is more interested in achieving brilliant rhetorical antitheses than get-

2l Plutarch in Passage G and Firmicus Maternus in Passage I suggest that the charge levelled
against Sulla was in fact repetundae; see immediately below in text.

22 See MAURENBRECHER, C.Sallusti Crispi Historiarum Reliquiae, Leipzig 1891, XIV-
XXI. On the survival of the Histories, see C.F. Konrap, AHB 2.1, 1988, 15.

2 Compare Sallust Histories 1.44 (from Schol. Lucan 2.173) ut in M. Mario, cui fracta prius
crura bracchiaque et oculi effosi, scilicet ut per singulos artus exspiraret with Firmicus’ more
expansive version: praetorio viro, minori scilicet Mario, qui iudicio omnium bene meritus de

' republica videbatur, Syllana iussione elisa sunt prius crura, deinde deiecta de statu corporis bra-
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ting the facts straight. For example, the execution of Q.Lucretius Afella in 82 is
shifted to (it would seem) 79, to demonstrate that Sulla remained cruel even after his
abdication (1.7.33).* One also would like to know where Firmicus dug up the detail
of Sulla’s «desertion> in the Cimbric compaign. It is probably nothing more than a
willful misinterpretation of the story found in Plut. Sulla 4.2, Sulla’s transfer to the
staff of Q.Lutatius Catulus (cos. 102), with Firmicus’ own moral comments
added.” Finally, it is hard to believe that Sallust described Sulla’s prosecutor
Q. Marcius Censorinus as gravissimus,”® especially when Cicero (Brutus 311) char-
acterized this same man as iners et inimicus fori.

Most importantly, we must remember that the extant works of Sallust present a
much more considered view of Sulla. As we have observed,” Sallust’s account of
Sulla’s quaestorship in Numidia (B] 96-113) is so overwhelmingly favorable that it
may very well reflect Sulla’s own version in his Commentarii. For Sallust writing in
his monographs, Sulla’s career down to 82 was largely praiseworthy: atgue illi, fe-
licissumo omnium ante civilem victoriam, numquam super industriam fortuna fuit,
multigue dubitavere fortior an felicior esset (B] 95.4; cf. Cat. 11.4). Only once is
Sulla criticized by Sallust for his behavior prior to the proscriptions: L. Sulla exer-
citum guem in Asia ductaverat, quo sibi fidum faceret, contra morem maiorum lu-
xuriose nimisque liberaliter habuit (Cat. 11.5; see also 6-8). Sallust significantly does
not note that this was the same army which had enough toughness and discipline to
go on to conquer Italy for Sulla!

Sallust may have taken a more critical view of Sulla in the Histories.”® But the

chia humeris tenus dissoluta ceciderunt, tertio amputata lingua vocem reliquit in faucibus; ad
postremum omni corporis parte mutilata oculi, qui fuerant spectatores et superstites, egeruntur.
Firmicus has conflated the persons of M. Marius Gratidianus and C.Marius adulescens, the
cos. 82 (whom the phrase minori scilicet Mario naturally suggests). G.V.SUMNER has sug-
gested that M. Marius Gratidianus was praetor II in 82 (The Orators in Cicero’s Brutus, To-
ronto 1973, 1181.), favoring Val. Max. 9.2.1, which terms Gratidianus praetor at the time of his
death over Firmicus’ praetorius vir. SUMNER may be right: Firmicus could not be following
Sallust too closely here.

2 Lucretinm iam privatus occidit et deposita regia potestate animi tamen in illo perniciosa
crudelitas perseverat. Cf. Ascon, p.91C: Hic [sc. L.Bellienus] . . . Lucretium Ofellam consu-
latum contra voluntatem Sullae ad turbandum statum civitatis occiderat iussu Sullae tunc
dictatoris. For the date and Bapian’s discovery of the correct form of the name (<Afellas),
see T.R.S.BrougHTON, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, New York 1950-1986,
[= MRR]III 130.

%5 Note de vir. ill. 75.3 bello Cimbrico et Teutonico legatus bonam operam navavit (this
source is well-informed on Sulla); cf. Vell. Pat. 2.17.3 inlustratus . . . in Gallia legatione sub
Mario. The prevailing tradition on Sulla’s legateship seems to have been positive.

26 An unknown man is described in Hist. 2.37 M as vir gravis et nulla arte cuiguam inferior;
cf. also Hist. 2.78 and 3.7 (both plural, also in the positive degree). The extant portions of Sal-
lust never apply the superlative gravissimus to a person.

¥ Seen.7 above.

28 See A.La PenNa, Athenaeum 41, 1963, 210-212 (quite speculative).
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only thing in what we actually have of Sallust comparable to Firmicus Maternus’ in-
vective is the speech of M. Aemilius Lepidus (cos. 78) in the Histories (1.55 M). In-
deed, Lepidus’ attack on Sulla seems to have been a particular source of inspiration
for Firmicus: it provides a significant number of the parallels in material, thought
and diction between the two authors.” Yet much of the actual material obviously
does not come from Lepidus’ speech, so a bit of a mystery remains.

Itisinteresting that Firmicus has picked up on Censorinus’ abortive prosecution,
not the best-known incident in Sulla’s career. Firmicus’ assertion that Sulla was
brought to trial spoliatae provinciae (sc. Cilicia) in no way contradicts Plutarch’s
statement that it was because Sulla allegedly had received moAR& ypruora . . . mopd
OV vopov £k ¢iAng kol cvupdyov Baciretog (Cappadocia?) (Passage G). The for-
mal charge must have been for repetundae. In the actual process (as long as it went
on, and Firmicus implies that it did reach at least an initial stage), the prosecution
certainly would bring up both the charges separately mentioned by our sources —
and a lot more, which no one mentions. But the portrayal of Censorinus as gravis-
simus and his accusationes as verae ac firmae surely owes much more to Firmicus
Maternus than anything in Sallust’s Histories.

I C. Velleius Paterculus

Velleius Paterculus states (for the year 90) that Sulla served as a commander in the
Social War anno ante praetura functus (2.15.3).”° Velleius is not a good independent
source for Sulla. He knew very little about Sulla: nothing about his service in Nu-
midia, nothing about the details of his praetorship, nothing about Cilicia, and noth-
ing about his trial.’! He uses, and further abbreviates, a sketchy biographical sur-
vey, based on material that we pick up in Plutarch, but very much condensed (cf.
2.17.2-3). A praetorship for Sulla in 91, followed by a provincial command in Ci-
licia, is absurd. As we shall see, Sulla was certainly back in the city by 91 to quarrel
with Marius over the dedication of a statue group.

Praetura by itself however could refer to Sulla’s promagistracy. Praetura is quite
capable of carrying this meaning: Cicero in the Verrines speaks several times of

2 These parallels are collected by MAURENBRECHER in Hist. reliq. XX-XXI. Note in par-
ticular the very close correspondence in thought and diction between Firm. Mat. 1.7.33 Ro-
manus ille populus . . . servire and Hist. 1.55.11; in addition, Firmicus’ commentary on Sulla’s
retirement (1.7.36; cf. 33) borrows directly from Lepidus’ speech (esp. Hist. 1.55.17 and 21).

39 Velleius thought that the Social War began in 90, as is clear from 2.15.1. A second passage
in Velleius concerning Sulla, deinde post praeturam inlustratus bello Italico (2.17.2), does not
imply anything relevant to our investigation of this problem.

31 Velleius (2.24.3) in fact conflates Sulla’s practorian and consular commands: tum Sulla
compositis transmarinis rebus, cum ad eum primum omninm Romanorum legati Parthorum
venissent, et in iis quidam magi ex notis corporis respondissent caelestem eius vitam memo-
riamque futuram, revectus in Italiam hand plura guam XXX armatorum milia adversum CC

" amplius hostium exposuit Brundisii.
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C.Verres’ three-year praetura in Sicily.” Velleius himself uses praetura to refer to a
praetor’s promagistracy.”” A.N.SHERWIN-WHITE™ in fact could have appealed to
this usage when he contended that Velleius helps us date Sulla’s promagistracy to 92
or 91. But praetura funcius: is specific, and inadmissible. It is just possible, how-
ever, that Velleius misinterpreted a source that simply referred to a praetura, in the
(literally) extended sense, for Sulla right down until the year before the outbreak of
the Social War. We shall explore this possibility below.

I D. The Livian Periocha 70 and Julius Obsequens

When was Sulla ordered to intervene in Cappadocian affairs? It is difficult to tell,

since the evidence for affairs in the east at this time is so poor. The best positive evi-

dence for the date of Sulla’s praetorship and promagistracy is provided by Plutarch

in Passage A, which will be discussed in detail below. A rough chronological con-

text is given by the Periocha of Livy 70, which contains the following items in

order:

1. The trial and acquittal of M”. Aquillius (cos. 101), no earlier than late 96.%

2. The successes of T. Didius (cos. 98) as pro cos. against the Celtiberians (applicable
to the whole period 97 down through early 93*).

3. The bequest of Cyrene to the Roman People by King Ptolemy Apion and the Se-
nate’s decision not to annex it (the year 96 — Obsequens 49).

4. Sulla’s intervention in Cappadocia and his meeting with the Parthian envoys
(= Passage E).

32 Verr. 2.2.140 nisi mature Laetilius in Siciliam cum litteris venisset, minus XXX diebus
Metellus totam trienni praeturam tuam rescidisset; 2.3.120 primo anno praeturae tuae; cf.
2.3.158. Praetura however usually denotes the year of the magistracy proper. Thus Cicero
when speaking of the career of Marius naturally excludes his promagistracy when he states
cum . . . iam septimum annum post praeturam iaceret neque petiturus umquam consulatum vi-
deretur . . . (Off. 3.79). Frontinus (Aq. 1.7) notes of the water-supply work of Q. Marcius Rex
(pr. urb. 144) quoniam ad consummandum negotinm non sufficiebat spatium praeturae, in
annum alterum est prorogatum.

3 Vell. 2.43.4 (C. Tulius Caesar, pr. 62; prorogued into 60) et praetura quaesturaque mirabili
virtute atque industria obita in Hispania. Velleius also (by chance?) uses the term in its literal
sense: see 2.31.3 (the pirate command of Cn. Pompeius) idem hoc ante septennium in M. An-
tonii praetura decretum erat.

3* In Roman Foreign Policy in the East, 108ff. M.Sorpi, La legatio in Cappadocia di
C.Mario nel 99-98 B. C., RIL 107, 1973, 370-378, had suggested that praetura indeed referred
to a promagistracy.

3> Bapian, The Death of Saturninus, Chiron 14, 1984, 130ff., esp. 142.

*® The epitomator may be thinking of T. Didius’ early success against the Arvaci in 97 (Ob-
sequens 48; App. Iber. 99.431), but the vague phrase 7. Didius pro cos. adversus Celtiberos fe-
liciter pugnavit conceivably can be applied to any of his activities in Spain in the years 97 —
early 93 (on which see App. Iber. 99.431-100.436). T. Didius was back in Rome to triumph on
10 June 93 (Inscr. Ttal. XTII 1 85).
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5. The trial of P.Rutilius Rufus (which surely must belong to late 92).”
6. The defeat of C.Sentius (pr. #rb. 94, and then pro cos. in Macedonia) at the hands

of the Thracians (probably to be dated to 92, on the strength of Obsequens 53).
7. The tribunate of M. Livius Drusus (the year 91).

8. Praeterea motus Syriae regumgque continet (this can have been related anywhere

in Livy 70).

It will be noticed that the epitomator in his summary of Livy 70 has only two
events domi, nos. 5 (the Rutilius trial) and 7 (M. Livius Drusus). Normally in the
Periocha events domi are followed by events militiae for each year (unless one area
is omitted); the sacred matters for the year, when included, are mentioned after
those militiae. When there is a praeterea continet section, it falls at the end of the in-
dividual Periocha, and stands outside the chronological framework.” That much
said, nos.2 through 7 do seem to be in relative chronological order by consular year

37 The date should be secured by Ascon. p.21 C [M. Aemilius Scaurus] M. guogue Drusum
tribunum plebis cobortatus sit ut iudicia commutaret, pace the recent attempt of R. Karrerr-
Marx, The Trial of Rutilius Rufus, Phoenix 44, 1990, 122-139, to move the date back to ca. 94.

3 See the comments of Bapian, Studies 158. SHERWIN- WHITE, Ariobarzanes, Mithridates
and Sulla, CQ 27, 1977, 1781., objects: «t is not true . . . that the Epitomator has a regular
usage of placing foreign events after internal events of the same consular year; though he often
does there are many exceptions.> Nevertheless, of the four exceptions SHERWIN-WHITE addu-
ces (Per. 60, 61, 63 and 68), three (Per. 60, 63 and 68) are perfectly normal in chronological ar-
rangement. His fourth <exceptions, Per. 61, is slightly distorted since events in the same theater
are bunched together (perhaps in Livy as well), but basically normal. We must look at each of
his examples in detail.

SHERWIN-WHITE argues that <for the year 125 in Ep. [= Per.] 60 the warfare in Gaul prece-
des the revolt of Fregellae and the census.> But the command of L. Opimius against the Fre-
gellans is most definitely an event militiae, not domi, as SHERWIN-WHITE seems to believe, and
the notice lustrum a censoribus conditum est must date to 124 (cf. e.g. Per. 63, where the epi-
tomator correctly places the lustrum conducted by the censors of 115 unambiguously in 114).
He continues <n Ep. 63 the campaign of the consul [C. Porcius Cato] in summer 114 rightly
precedes the trial of the Vestal [sic] in December (cf. Macrob. Sat. 1.10.5).» Yet the epitoma-
tor’s statement Aemilia, Licinia, Marcia, virgines Vestales, incesti damnatae sunt, etc. obvious-
ly cannot refer to the trial before the college of pontifices at which Licinia and Marcia were
acquitted (dated to December 114 by Fenestella ap. Macrobius), but rather can mean only the
quaestio extraordinaria of L. Cassius Longinus Ravilla in 113, which led to their condemna-
tion (sources in MRR 1536-537; M. C. ALEXANDER, Trials in the Late Roman Republic 149
BC to 50 BC, Toronto 1990, 19-22). This trial of the Vestals, an event dom: of 113, is followed
by an event militiae of the same year (the defeat of the cos. Cn. Papirius Carbo in lllyricum),
exactly as we would expect. Again, SHERWIN-WHITE: <n Ep. 68 the Cimbric campaign of 101
precedes political events at Rome in the same year.» There are however no real «political events
at Rome> reported for 101 in this Periocha. The statement that primores civitatis . . . conser-
vatam ab eo rem publicam fatebantur hardly counts as such, and logically could not precede
the epitomator’s report of Marius’ victory at Vercellae; the remainder of Periocha 68 consists
of religious matters (which normally follow events militiae) and a praeterea continet section.
Finally, SHERWIN-WHITE points out <in Ep. 61 the warfare in Gaul of 121 precedes the civic tu-
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(though as always in the Periocha, there is no pretence of order within the same
year), and no. 8 obviously can have fallen anywhere in the original book of Livy.

It is possible that no. 1 (M’. Aquillius) and no.2 (T. Didius in Spain) belong to 96,
as no.3 (Cyrene, a foreign affair) certainly does.”” No. 4, Sulla’s Cappadocian mis-
sion, cannot be in 92, preceding the res domi of that year (Rutilius’ trial), on a plau-
sible interpretation. There is no reason then why we should accept SHERwWIN-
WHITE’s™ assertion that Per. 70 «does nothing to prove that Sulla’s campaign was
earlier than the consular year 92>.

It is unfortunate that we cannot construct a tighter framework for Per. 70. In fact,
the Periocha here may be condensing the events of Sulla’s command in Cappadocia
so that discrete items which may have covered several years (Ariobarzanes; the
meeting with the Parthians) appear to fall into one.

Julius Obsequens, whose collection of prodigies is also based on Livy, does help
us narrow down a bit the possibilities for the date of Sulla’s initial intervention in
support of Ariobarzanes.*”’ Obsequens 50 reports that in the year 95 pax domi foris-
que fuit; regarding the year 93, Obsequens 52 states totus annus domi forisque tran-
quillus fuit. Obsequens thus prima facie excludes those two years for the actual
fighting in Cappadocia.

I E. Justin’s Summary of Pompeius Trogus

Justin’s summary of Pompeius Trogus is our only detailed continuous source for
the events of the 90s which prompted Rome’s intervention in the Cappadocian dy-
nastic quarrels, but he does not mention Sulla. It is generally agreed however that
Justin presents the bulk of his Anatolian material for this period in a plausible
enough relative chronological order, thus providing a basic framework into which
we should attempt to integrate our other relevant literary and non-literary sources:
Plutarch, Appian (whose reliability on Sulla’s praetorship is discussed below), the

mult of that consular year. Periocha 61 contains five major items, in the following order:
1) the victory of C.Sextius Calvinus (cos. 124) as pro cos. over the Salluvii, 2) the successful
fighting of Cn.Domitius Ahenobarbus (cos. 122) as pro cos. against the Allobroges, 3) the
death of C. Gracchus and Q. Flaccus (in 121), 4) the campaign of Q. Fabius Maximus (cos. 121)
against the Allobroges and Arverni, 5) the trial of L. Opimius (cos. 121) (in 120). It is apparent
that the epitomator has chosen to narrate the Gallic exploits of the coss. 124, 122 and 121
under the years of their initial appointments, in strict order of when these men were sent out:
he is not so concerned here with the actual years of the battles in question. Though a bit odd,
this hardly is a significant exception to the basic domi-militiae scheme.

39 An alternative is that no. 1 may belong to 95, but was slightly displaced to first position
in this Periocha, by attraction to the mention of M’. Aquillius at the close of Periocha 69 (i. e.
his ending the Sicilian slave war in 99), following Livy’s arrangement, or the epitomator’s own
inclination.

4 CQ 27,1977,179.

' SHERWIN-WHITE, loc. cit. in n.40 above.
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Livian Periocha, Memnon, Strabo, the coinage of the Cappadocian kings, and the
like.

One difficulty in Justin’s narrative is that there are no absolute dates. Another
problem is that in places his account shows obvious signs of compression. For ex-
ample, it would appear from 38.1.6-8 that Ariarathes VII spent only a short time on
the throne before meeting death at the hand of Mithridates (38.1.6 inzeriectis mensi-
bus); most unlikely, for someone with 19 different coin issues!” Moreover, the
struggle between Nicomedes IV and Socrates Chrestus for the Bithynian throne in
the late 90s (known from Memnon, Granius Licinianus and Appian) is drastically
telescoped by Justin 38.3.4. We are told by Justin merely mortuo Nicomede [Ni-
comedes I11] etiam filius eius, et ipse Nicomedes, regno a Mithridate pellitur. Yet
Pompeius Trogus must have had said something about Socrates, since he is later
mentioned — without explanation — in a speech of Mithridates (38.5.8). A final ex-
ample. Justin devotes only a single sentence to the opening hostilities of the First
Mithridatic War (38.3.8; cf. 4.4). The detailed narrative of Appian (and to a lesser ex-
tent that of Memnon) shows the sheer inadequacy of this summary treatment
(Mithr. 17.64-21.82; Memnon 22.6-8).

Justin’s narrative does provide some good information not found elsewhere. It is
instructive to compare the narratives of Strabo 12.2.11 and Justin 38.2.8, both of
which describe the Cappadocian reaction to the Senate’s decision that their land be
declared free. In Strabo, there is a Cappadocian embassy sent to Rome to beg off
this gift: ol 8¢ npeofevoduevor v pev élevdepiay mopnTodvio (00 yYop dHvacdo
OEpely oY), Bactida & fElovy ovtoig dmodetydfivor. The Senate leaves the Cap-
padocian people to choose their own sovereign; they choose Ariobarzanes. Justin
on the other hand has a rather compressed statement: Cappadoces munus libertatis
abnuentes negant vivere gentem sine rege posse. Itaque rex illis a senatu Ariobarza-
nes statuitur. The first sentence corresponds closely to Strabo’s Cappadocian em-
bassy; the second to a part of the process in fact not mentioned by Strabo, the con-
firmation of the Cappadocians’ choice by the Roman Senate. The voting process
does however receive an oblique mention in Justin, not in this passage, but in the
speech in indirect discourse put in the mouth of Mithridates. At 38.5.9, the Pontic
king complains libertatem etiam in contumeliam sui a senatu ultro delatam Cappa-
dociae . .. dein populo Cappadocum pro libertate oblata Gordium regem orante
ideo tantum, quoniam amicus suus esset, non obtinuisse. Whether there was in fact
greater support for Gordius than Ariobarzanes in Cappadocia is open to question.
The important thing for our purposes is that Justin had good information before
him: it is his manner of presentation which is mostly at fault.

2 See StmoNETTA, The Coins of the Cappadocian Kings. Typos II, Fribourg 1977, 35.
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I E The Cappadocian Royal Coinage

I F1. Exergual letters on Cappadocian coins

It would seem that any reconstruction of the events in Anatolia in the 90s should
be reconciled with what is known of the coin issues of the Cappadocian kings.
TrEODORE REINACH was the first to organize this Cappadocian material, interpret-
ing the exergual letters found on the reverse of the majority of Cappadocian tet-
radrachms and drachms as representing the <regnal year> of the monarch in ques-
tion.” This is at first glance an attractive thesis, especially since it now seems likely
from epigraphic evidence that the Cappadocian kings kept some sort of regnal
count.”* REINACH’s presuppositions underlie the latest attempt at a full presentation
of the numismatic evidence, BoNO SIMONETTA’s sadly unambitious 1977 collection,
The Coins of the Cappadocian Kings, largely based on an article he had published
in Numismatic Chronicle for 1961, with some revision.*

SIMONETTA’s publication must be used with a great degree of caution. In a series
of articles spanning the years 1962-1978, O1T0o M@RKHOLM repeatedly (and some-
times compellingly) criticized many of REiNacH’s and SIMONETTA’s methods and
presuppositions.* One outstanding contribution of M@rRkHOLM was to use die-
links to cast doubt on the long and almost universally-held assumption that the
exergual letters (which are surely numerals) do in fact invariably represent regnal

dates.47

*3 In his article Essai sur la numismatique des rois de Cappadoce, RN 1886, 301-355 and
452-482; reprinted in: Trois royaumes de I’Asie Mineure, Paris 1888.

* The «ear 5 mentioned in a Cappadocian dedicatory inscription, SEG 1.466 (from
Tyana), should refer to the fifth regnal year of the honorand, Ariarathes VI (best textin L. Ro-
BERT, Noms indigenes dans 1’ Asie Mineure gréco-romaine I, Paris 1963, 492). It is a pity that
we cannot ascertain whether the dates contained in the Cappadocian epigraphic document
from Hanisa are regnal years or not: see L. ROBERT, op. cit. 458 with RoBERT’s discussion at
479-481 (he concludes they are regnal years).

> Notes on the Coinage of the Cappadocian Kings, NC 1961, 9-50.

* For a bibliography of the SiIMONETTA — M@RKHOLM dispute, see M@rkHOLM, The Cap-
padocians Again, NC 1979, 244-245, to which add StMONETTA, Sulla prima monetazione di
Ariarathes VI di Cappadocia, GNS 25, 1975, 4-7; and Monete inedite dei re di Cappadocia,
GNS 29, 1979, 55-58. C.RODEWALD’s review of SIMONETTA, Coins of the Cappadocian
Kings, CQ 29, 1979, 340-341, offers a summary of some of the most important issues raised
in these articles.

#7 Three obverse die-links discussed by M@rkHOLM deserve special discussion:

1) Two issues of Ariarathes IV (or Ariarathes V according to M@RKHOLM) customarily
dated 28 years apart (<Year 5> and <Year 33») in fact share a common obverse die (this link in
fact was discovered by StmoNETTA himself). From photographs it seems that the obverse of
the <5> coin may have slightly more die wear than the 33>. (StMoNETTA, NC 1961, 14 n. 1, with
Plate 2.9 and 11; the coins are also illustrated in his Coins of the Cappadocian Kings, Plate 2.1
and 9. See the comments of MgrkHOLM in NC 1962, 407-408; NC 1964, 21 with n. 1; and NC
1969, 27.) ReinacH (followed by SimonerTa), who attributed the massive 33> issue (31
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Nonetheless, the standard interpretation of exergual letters as dates cannot
be simply discarded. The fact remains that the reverse dies of many of the
Cappadocian kings’ silver drachms and tetradrachms starting with Ariarathes TV

known varieties from 77 obverse dies) to Ariarathes IV, supposed that these coins were con-
nected with the 300 talent tribute he paid to Cn. Manlius Vulso (cos. 189) in 188 (Pol. 21.44;
Liv. 38.37.5-6 and 39.6; Strabo 13.4.2; Zon. 9.20.15), and StMONETTA postulated that the <5-33>
link came about since the Cappadocian king had to use every obverse die available to meet his
obligation (NC 1964, 85). It is true that the 33rd regnal year of Ariarathes IV (who came to
the throne ca. 220) may have been reckoned to fall in 188/187 (see my discussion below in text
on the problem of counting these dates). M@RKHOLM, in rejecting this interpretation, was
hasty in ruling as inadmissable the possibility that an obverse die could be kept for 28 years
and then reused. It is not too much to suppose that occasionally a partly used coin die bearing
a superseded numeral would be spared destruction by the royal mint masters, if only through
inefficiency. More pointedly, M@rkHOLM asked, «why should Ariarathes IV, who had to pay
300 talents of silver, waste his energy in producing 1,800,000 drachms instead of paying in bul-
lion? (NC 1964, 21 n.1). StmoNETTA’s reply (Coins of the Cappadocian Kings 21 n.2), that
Ariarathes IV was out to cheat the Romans, can be rejected: the king, whose tribute had
already been halved from 600 talents, paid while Vulso was on the spot, and was promptly
entered into a relationship of amicitia with Rome (Liv. 38.39.6). A better answer to M@RK-
HOLM’s objection is that Cn. Vulso needed locally accepted coins for the whole of his army
while they were in the area: Roman denarii would not do there. Any surplus Cappadocian
coinage would be taken to Rome and melted down after his triumph (cf. the large numbers of
actual coins from Spain that appear in triumphal lists — e. g. Liv. 28.38.5, 33.27.3, etc.).

2) There is an obverse die-link between two issues acknowledged by both StmonNETTA and
MgrkHOLM to belong to Ariarathes VI. The obverse die of reverse <3> is more worn than that
of reverse <15 (MorkHOLM, NC 1964, 22 with Plate 4.11-14). But here again (pace M@RK-
HOLM) we may have an instance of an old but usable (reverse) die which missed destruction,
only to be reused in a pinch.

3) There are two separate examples of obverses from the same die having reverses showing
the legends BAZIAEQE APIAPAOOY EYSEBOYZX (with exergual numeral <2>), and BAZIAEQE
APIAPAGOY EIIPANOYZ (also exergual <2>), respectively. In one of these cases, to judge from
the wear on the obverse die, we can be sure that the issue of <Eusebes> preceded that of <Epi-
phanes>. Now, Ariarathes V Eusebes (163-130) was succeeded by his son Ariarathes VI Epi-
phanes; but if we attach the coins to these monarchs (as StmoNETTA has), it is hard to accept
the exergual letters on both coins as regnal dates, since it would imply that the same obverse
die was used ca. 33 years apart. M@GRKHOLM accordingly used these links to attempt to estab-
lish that they belonged to Ariarathes IX (also termed <Eusebes>) and his rival Ariarathes VIII
(whose epithet is mentioned in no source and to whom no coinage had been previously as-
signed). (M@RKHOLM, in: Essays in Greek Coinage Presented to Stanley Robinson, edd.
Kraay and Jenkins, Oxford 1968, 252 ff.; NAC 4, 1975, 120-127, esp. 125 n.19 for a parallel
case where two would-be Hellenistic kings (Alexander Balas and Demetrius II) used the same
die in their struggle). Now, it is just possible that, at the beginning of the reign of either
Ariarathes V or IX, a moneyer (or possibly the king himself!) was not sure what epithet to
use. <Year 2> can start a very short time after <Year 1>, if <1> is reckoned from a king’s accession
date and 2> from a conventional New Year’s Day (see below in text, Section I F 2, with n.62).
- But it must be admitted that this die-link presents a major puzzle, largely due to the coinci-
dence in the figure <2>; in this paper I tentatively accept M@rkHOLM’s solution.
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(StMONETTA) or Ariarathes V (M@rKkHOLM) imply a continuous series of nume-
rals.® What is more, StMONETTA, GEORGE TAYLOR and SiMoN BENDALL inde-
pendently have illustrated from the coins of Ariobarzanes I (of which there are
numerous examples) that the later the exergual «dates> on the reverse dies of the
coins, the older the portrait of the king on the corresponding obverse dies is
made to appear.”’ I would add that when monograms and letters (designating the
mint master?) on the reverse fields of this king’s coins recur, they do so (on the
whole) over a short span of exergual «dates’, not at random throughout the
series.” Finally, StMoNETTA has argued that «n no case whatever do we find
numeral letters higher than are compatible with the possible length of the reign
as recorded historically>.”! This is true, as far as we know. It must be remembered,
however, that much of the <historical record> for the Cappadocian kings consists
of inferences drawn from these exergual «dates>: we have few non-numismatic an-
chors from which to deduce even the approximate length of an individual king’s

reign.52

48 The work of StMONETTA and M@RKHOLM, when taken as a whole, leaves us with the fol-
lowing series: Ariarathes IV: 5, 11, 28-33 (S[1MONETTA]); no numerals (M[@RKHOLM]).
Ariarathes V: 1-5, 12, 20 (S.); 5, 28-33 (M.). Ariarathes VI: 1, 3-4, 6, 10-15 (S.); 14, 6, 10, 12—
15 (M.). Ariarathes VII: 1-2, 7-12, 16 (both S. and M.). Ariarathes IX: 2, 4-5, 12-13, 15 (S.);
1-5, 12-13, 15 (M.). Ariarathes VIII: no coins (S.); 1-2 (M.). Ariobarzanes I: 1-3, 5-6, 11, 13~
16, 18, 21-32 (S., with <11> added by M.). Ariobarzanes II: 7-8 (S.). Ariobarzanes III (letters
oscillate between exergue and field): 9 and 11 (S.). Ariarathes X (letters in field): 4-6 (S.). Ar-
chelaus (letters in field): 20, 22, 39-42, 49 (S.).

9 SimoNETTA, Remarks on Some Cappadocian Problems, NC 1964, 86, showing coins
with exergual «dates> 2, 13 and 30; G. TaYLOR, The Coin Portraits of Ariobarzanes I, NCirc
76.12, 1968, 372-373, adducing coins marked with exergual «dates> 2, 5, 13, 15, 28 and 31; A
Find of Cappadocian Silver, Berytus 20, 1971, 45 (with 43 Figure 3), for a coin marked with
the exergual «date> 32; S. BenpaLL, A Coin of Year I of Ariobarzanes I of Cappadocia, NCirc.
76.11, 1968, 337.

59 The coin of <year 1> shares a monogram with the coins of <year 28> (see S.BENDALL
NCirc. 76.11, 1968, 337). Nevertheless, the respective portrait styles on the obverse of these
two issues make it clear that we are indeed dealing with coins decades apart; the identical
monograms may belong to two different moneyers, perhaps father and son.

>1 NC 1964, 86.

>2 Tt is instructive to look at how little is known of the terminal dates of the reigns in which
coins with exergual letters were issued. Ariarathes IV came to the Cappadocian throne ca. 220
(Pol. 4.2.8; Justin 29.1.4). He was succeeded by his son Ariarathes V (probably) in early 163
(Pol. 31.3.1 with F. W. WaLsank, Commentary on Polybius IIT, Oxford 1979, 4681.), who met
his death helping the Romans against the pretender Aristonicus (Justin 37.1.2), probably in
131 or 130. His widow Nysa then controlled Cappadocian affairs for a while — we do not
know for how long. Justin tells us that <Laodice> (= Nysa) murdered the five eldest of her six
sons (37.1.4), presumably so as to have the youngest possible successor take the Cappadocian
throne as Ariarathes VI, thereby ensuring a long regency for herself. Her proper name is given
by a joint coin issue of <Queen Nysa and her son Ariarathes Epiphanes> (SimoNgTTA, Coins
of the Cappadocian Kings 29), the existence of which casts doubt on Justin’s story that she
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The matter of the exergual letters will have to remain sub iudice at least until the
corpus of Cappadocian coins is completely reexamined, taking into consideration
die-links, hoard evidence and the like — a mammoth undertaking, for which we may
have to wait a very long time indeed, now that Professor M@RKHOLM is no longer
with us. I have no solution of my own to the problem of the exergual letters, but
only a tentative suggestion as to a possible line of approach. As the material now
stands, the coins of Ariarathes V (as identified by MerkHOLM, Whose views I ac-
cept here) and Ariarathes VI do not seem to contain regnal dates. In view of some
of the puzzling die-links present in their coinage, I do not think that in the present
time we can go much further than calling the exergual letters on the issues of these
kings <serial numbers>. M@grRkHOLM also has denied that the coinage of Ariarathes
VII contains regnal dates. M@rkHOLM assembled a compact sequence of coins with
similar monograms which seems to demonstrate that at one Cappadocian mint, the
same moneyer or moneyers who put out coins marked <6> under Ariarathes VI sim-
ply continued the series under Ariarathes VII with <7>, <8 and <9.”

On the other hand, MorkHOLM fully accepted as regnal dates the exergual letters
on the coins of Ariarathes VIII and Mithridates’ son Ariarathes IX (whose coinage
he studied in two major papers), and to my knowledge has not questioned this
standard interpretation of the coins of Ariobarzanes I. It is unfortunate that M@Rrx-
HOLM never put forward a positive argument regarding why we should regard the
successively lettered reverse dies of these kings as denoting regnal dates. This essen-

planned to murder her sixth and last son as well (37.1.5). We cannot calculate how long Nysa
was regent or how long this Ariarathes VI was reckoned to have ruled; since he was murdered
at the instigation of Mithridates VI (acc. by 116/115), his successor, Ariarathes VII, can have
come to the throne anytime after ca. 115 (Justin 38.1.1). We have almost no firm dates for the
next half century: see below in text on the Delian inscription of Ariarathes VII (102/101), the
presumed death-date of Ariarathes IX, and the abdication of Ariobarzanes I. Ariobarzanes 11
received his father’s kingdom by 62 at the very latest (see discussion below in text), and died
and was succeeded by his son Ariobarzanes III sometime before September 51 (Cic. ad Fam.
15.2.5). When Ariobarzanes III was killed in 42 (App. BC 4.63.272 Dio 47.33.1 and 4), his
brother Ariarathes X ruled Cappadocia until (probably but not certainly) 36, when he was
replaced by Antony’s own appointment Sisines, who took the name Archelaus (Dio 49.32.3;
but note App. BC 5.7.31, who places the incident in 41; for discussion and other sources, see
D.Mac1g, Roman Rule in Asia Minor II, Princeton 1950, 1286 n.26). After the death of
Archelaus in A.D. 17 (Tac. Ann.2.42.4{; Suet. Tib. 37.4; Dio 57.17.3{.), Cappadocia was an-
nexed as a Roman provincia. It will be noted that in none of the above cases can we calculate
the exact length of reign with absolute certainty; but occasionally we can get within one or
two years.
> In The Coinages of Ariarathes VI and Ariarathes V1I of Cappadocia, SNR 57, 1978, 151,
MgrxkHOLM argued: <the sequence of numbers must denote different issues, but not on an an-
nual basis. The three numbers 7 to 9 may well have covered practically the whole reign of
* Ariarathes VIL> This last point need not be believed. See 148-151 for his full exposition of this
series.
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tially subjective approach was understandably criticized by SiMoNEeTTA 2s metho-
dologically unsound.”*

On the basis of our present evidence, it is probably best to refrain from ascribing
the practice of dating coins by regnal years to the Ariarathids. The last member of
this line was Ariarathes VIII; the series of coins attributed to him by M@rrkHOLM
(with «dates> 1 and 2) is too short to help us decide one way or the other. Yet after
Mithridates snuffed out this dynasty, regnal dates may have been introduced to the
Cappadocian royal coinage. It is hard to think that the powers behind Mithridates’
son Ariarathes IX were responsible for this innovation, since this child was touted
as a genuine Ariarathid (Justin 38.2.5). Ariobarzanes I — the one Cappadocian
monarch whose coins indubitably show a long, coherent and near-continuous
series — is surely our best candidate. It is significant that Ariobarzanes did not take
for himself either of the names hereditary in the last dynasty (Ariarathes and
Ariaramnes), or any of its epithets, adopting only the novel ®thopducios.” In
setting out the forms of his new dynasty, Ariobarzanes also may have taken an
independent line from the Ariarathids by using the exergue of his reverse dies to
signify, for the first time, regnal dates. In this we may conjecture that he set a prece-
dent for all the kings who subsequently were to rule Cappadocia down through Ar-
chelaus.

I F2. The Cappadocian regnal year

As far as I can tell, the question of how the Cappadocians counted their regnal
years — obviously important if we are going to use their coins to determine the chro-
nology of Sulla’s Cilician command — has never been discussed. Since there is no di-
rect evidence, it may be worth looking at some comparative material to get an idea
of the various possibilities.

A regnal year is naturally counted from a king’s date of accession.” The Achae-
menid state administration kept its modes of annual chronological reckoning sim-
ple by assimilating their kings’ regnal years to the religious year (normally, the two
would hardly ever coincide), taking over a centuries-old Babylonian practice. The
Babylonian (and Persian) New Year’s Day, 1 Nisanu, fell around the time of the ver-
nal equinox; chroniclers would consider the irst year> of a king’s reign to com-
mence with his first 1 Nisanu on the throne. When there was an interval between a

>* See (. g.) MorkHOLM, NC 1964, 21; StMONETTA, NC 1967, 8.

35 For Ariobarzanes’ cognomen see, beside his coins, two inscriptions of his son Ariobar-
zanes IT (IG 1I? 3426 and 3427 = OGIS 354 and 355). Of course, the grandson of Ariobarzanes
I revived memories of the former Cappadocian dynasty by assuming the throne name
Ariarathes X.

% Tt should be stated at the outset that a king’s <accession date> can be a highly subjective
concept, and need not agree with actual history: antedating can occur. See E. J. BICKERMAN,
Chronology of the Ancient World, rev. ed. London 1980, 90.
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king’s accession and New Year’s Day, this period was reckoned as the <accession
year> (called the <beginning of the reign»).”’

The Egyptians, in the period of Achaemenid domination, had their own system
of counting the regnal years of the Persian kings. Under the Twenty-sixth dynasty
(664-525) the regnal year had been correlated to the religious year, which began on
1 Thoth, then roughly December/January. The interval between a pharaoh’s acces-
sion and the next (Egyptian) New Year’s Day was reckoned as his first regnal year;
the next full religious year after the accession of a sovereign was counted as his se-
cond year.”® This method of counting (from 1 Thoth) was retained for reckoning
Achaemenid regnal years, with one concession, so it seems. R. A. PARKER showed
that if a new Persian king came to the throne between 1 Nisanu and 1 Thoth, the
Egyptians did not count this period as <Year One> but adopted the principle of the
<accession year.”” This system however is probably irrelevant for our inquiry: the
Cappadocians had no connection with Egypt at all, and are unlikely ever to have
heard of it.

The Macedonians and Macedonian kingdoms in Asia and Egypt counted their
regnal years only from accession date.®® The Seleucids (who made a cumulative
count of their regnal years, the Seleucid <era>) anchored their entire dating system
on the triumphal reentry of Seleucus into Babylon — which conveniently was made
to fall on 1 Dios (roughly October) 312, approximately the autumnal equinox. The
Babylonians adapted this expedient to their own calendar, and regarded Seleucus’

%7 See BrckgrMaN, Cambridge History of Iran ITI 2, Cambridge 1983, 780, citing a Persian
document of 464; cf. M. A. DanpaMAEV — V. G. Lukonin, The Culture and Social Institutions
of Ancient Iran, Cambridge 1989, 291, who add the testimony of fifth century Aramaic papy-
ri. BickermaN, Chronology of the Ancient World 90; Cambridge History of Iran ITI 2 7801f.,
has proposed that the Achaemenid court itself may have counted the regnal year from the day
of accession to the return of the same day-date, with no regard for the religious calendar.
BrckerMaN’s hypothesis, for which there is no basis in the actual documents, is based solely
on his interpretation of the dating formula in Tissaphernes” treaty with the Spartans found in
Thuc.8.58.1. The most obvious reading of this formula (and of Thucydides’ manner of
presentation) fits in very well with the Perso-Babylonian system, as ANDREWES and DOVER
recognize (Historical Commentary on Thucydides V, Oxford 1981, 138, citing R. A. PARKER
— W.H. DuBBERSTEIN, Babylonian Chronology 626 B. C—A.D. 75, Providence, RI 1956, 33;
see also Historical Commentary on Thucydides V 1471.). Since we find the Babylonian
system in all the Persian administrative documents that we have, even as far as Elephantine
(BickerMAN, Chronology of the Ancient World 24 ff.), why should a different method of
reckoning be used in Tissaphernes’ satrapy in Asia Minor, and that should be the system used
at the Achaemenid court?

% A. GARDINER, Regnal Years and the Civil Calendar in Pharaonic Egypt, JEA 31, 1945,
11-28.

39 See PARKER, Persian and Egyptian Chronology, AJSL 58, 1941, 298-301, arguing from
the evidence of Aramaic papyri which contain both Perso-Babylonian and Egyptian dates.

%0 On the Macedonians, see BICKERMAN, Berytus 8, 1944, 73f.; on Egypt, see A. E. SAMUEL,
Ptolemaic Chronology, Munich 1962, passim, esp. 12 and 20.
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accession date> as 1 Nisanu 311, correlating it with their New Year’s Day.*’ With
the coming of the Macedonians, the age-old expedient of the «accession year> accor-
dingly disappears from Babylonian records, and the part of the regnal year remain-
ing after the death of the previous ruler is counted as <year 1> of his successor.”’

We see that regnal years had been counted in various ways by the time of the
emergence of Cappadocia as an independent kingdom ca. 305. The Cappadocian
kings essentially had three models from which to choose. The regnal year could be
counted in the Macedonian fashion, from date of accession, so that it was comple-
tely distinct from the religious year. Alternately, the regnal year could be correlated
with the religious calendar, with the first part of a king’s reign (to the next New
Year’s Day) counting as an <accession year> (the old Perso-Babylonian system). A
third option was the <modified> Perso-Babylonian system, in which «year 1> com-
menced with accession and <year 2> started on the next 1 Nisanu.

It would seem at first glance that the Cappadocians would retain (or revive) the
Achaemenid system. Their rulers (until A.D. 17) claimed Persian origins (Diod.
31.19) and had Persian names (including Ariobarzanes); they assiduously cultivated
the Old Persian religion;** and (later) we find that a Cappadocian calendar shows
Zoroastrian month-names.” But we know that at least one Cappadocian town (Ha-
nisa) in the second or first century B. C. used the Macedonian calendar.*” We really
cannot tell how the Cappadocian kings reckoned their regnal dates — especially now
that we see that the traditional view of much of their coinage is now sub iudice. One
thing however is certain: their regnal years will rarely have even approximately co-
incided with Roman consular years, as many discussions of the problems of Cappa-
docian coinage seem to imply!

¢l 1 Dios was not the Macedonian (New Year’s Day> at this time: BickermaN, Berytus 8,
1944, 73 n.2. See D. SeLLwooD, NCirc 76, 1968, 1551., for the influence of the Seleucid system
on the Parthian Empire. The Arsacids continued the Seleucid numbering of years by equating
<Year One> of their era with the Seleucid year 65 (= Babylonian 247/6; Greek 248/7).

62 PARKER — DUBBERSTEIN, Babylonian Chronology 19 n.4. It may be relevant to note that
this is how the provincial era of Asia was counted in Roman times, with <Year 1> correspond-
ing to the period following the death of Attalus III in spring/summer 133 through Julian 23
September 133, and «Year 2> (and each subsequent year) starting from Julian 24 September, the
Ephesian New Year’s Day. See G.R.StumpF, Numismatische Studien zur Chronologie der
romischen Statthalter in Kleinasien (122 v. Chr.—163 n. Chr.), Saarbriicken 1991, 8, with 7 n. 4.

63 See Strabo 12.2.3 and 15.3.15 with L. Rapista, Cambridge History of Iran III 1 106 ff.

4 See F.K. GinzeL, RE 10,2 s.v. <Kappadokischer Kalender> col. 1917; J. DucHEsNE-GuIL-
LEMIN, La religion de I'Iran ancien, Paris 1962, 120-125. The neighboring Armenians also
used a Zoroastrian calendar, as did the Parthian language documents of the Arsacids. See
BrckermaN, ArOr 35, 1967, 197-207; id. in Cambridge History of Iran III 2 786.

85 See L.RoBERT, Noms indigénes dans I’Asie Mineure gréco-romaine I 458 (Hanisa de-
cree, line 2).
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I F3. The interpretation of <gaps> in the coin issues of Ariarathes IX and Ariobarza-

nes I
According to SIMONETTA, we have coins of Ariarathes IX numbered 2, 4, 5, 12,

13 and 15. M@rKHOLM accepts these, but his reattribution of coins traditionally as-

cribed to Ariarathes V to Ariarathes IX produces in addition another series num-

bered 1-3. For his Rome-backed rival, Ariobarzanes I, we have coins numbered 1~
3,5,6,11,13-16, 18, and 21-32. Below I shall offer a tentative reconstruction of the
struggles between these two figures in the 90s; here I must anticipate my argument

a little. It would seem that Ariobarzanes was expelled from Cappadocia on three se-

parate occasions after his accession:

1) In 91 or 90 by two generals of the Armenian king Tigranes, Bagoas and Mithraas,
only to be restored soon afterwards in 90 thanks to a special commission headed
by M’. Aquillius (cos. 101). This is described most fully in App. Mithr. 10.33ff.
(for discussion and date see below).

2) In 89, immediately before Mithridates met and defeated the Roman pro coss. for
Asia and Cilicia and the Bithynian king Nicomedes IV in the field (App. Mithr.
15.50). Ariobarzanes was not to regain his kingdom until after the Peace of Dar-
danus (probably to be dated to autumn 85)° and the death of C. Flavius Fimbria
(?late 85 — cf. Per. 83), when Sulla ordered his legatus C.Scribonius Curio to re-
store the king to his throne (Mithr. 60.249; Gran. Lic. 35.78 Criniti).

3) In 67, when Mithridates and Tigranes invaded Cappadocia (Cic. Imp. Pomp. 12;
cf. 5 regnum Ariobarzanis . . . totum esse in hostium potestate; see also Plut. Luc.
35.51f.; Dio 36.17.1). Pompey restored him to full control of Cappadocia in late
66 or soon afterwards (Mithr. 105.495), at the same time greatly increasing his
dominions.®” There is no good evidence for additional expulsions.*®

% Macrie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor 11 1110 n.58.

%7 See MaGIE, Roman Rule in Asia Minor I 375 with 11 1238-1239 nn. 44-47.

68 SiMONETTA, Coins of the Cappadocian Kings 39, counts three additional expulsions: <he
was overcome by Tigranes and Gordios in 93 and restored by Sullain 92. . . in 82 he was ob-
liged to flee again, but [L. Licinius] Murena restored him in 81. Mithridates sent him away in
74, then Lucullus put him back on the throne.» We shall see below that the first of these expul-
sions is pure fiction, as BADIAN argued long ago. There is also no good evidence for expulsions
in 82 or 74. Appian tells us that in 83 Mithridates was still holding part of Cappadocian terri-
tory, contrary to the terms of the Peace of Dardanus (Mithr. 64.267); Ariobarzanes was not
out of Cappadocia, but merely in control of less of his kingdom than he was entitled to. In 81
a «reconciliation> was orchestrated between Ariobarzanes and Mithridates by L. Licinius Mu-
rena (Mithr. 66.279-280). But Mithridates still did not cede the disputed Cappadocian territo-
ry, until his intransigence led to a warning from Sulla ca. 80 (Mithr. 67.283). Once Sulla was
dead we are told that the Senate lost interest in Cappadocian affairs; so much so that in 78
Tigranes was able to conduct a mass deportation of Cappadocians to people his capital of
Tigranocerta (Mithr. 67.284-285; Strabo 12.2.9). Our sources do not mention that Ariobarza-
- nes had to be driven out of power for Tigranes to achieve this — more likely, he was forced to
watch helplessly. Ariobarzanes was certainly on the throne in 74 (Schol. Gronov. Stangl 316
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As for Ariarathes IX, he can have sat on the throne of Cappadocia for a few years
prior to the accession of Ariobarzanes I (we cannot tell how long from the non-nu-
mismatic evidence), and then during the time of Ariobarzanes’ first and second ex-
pulsions (i.e. 91-90 and 89-85). If we assume that their coin issues contain regnal
dates, despite these oscillations in power, Ariarathes IX and Ariobarzanes I each
wished to represent his own reign as unbroken. Years which must have been spent
out of power are still counted as belonging to one’s regnal era.

SIMONETTA, following REINACH, attempted to reconstruct the vicissitudes of
these kings by fitting the two series together, taking the optimistic view that gaps in
their coinage correspond to real absences from the throne. Even if we do have the
regnal dates of Ariarathes IX and Ariobarzanes I, the truth is that these would-be
kings appear to have continued to mint coins even when not actually in total con-
trol of the Cappadocian kingdom. M@rkHOLM has suggested that Ariarathes IX
and his first rival, Ariarathes VIII, were concurrently using, between them, three
different royal mints in their struggles of the early 90s.”” What is more, in spite of
the terms of the Peace of Dardanus, Mithridates did not completely withdraw from
Cappadocian territory until ca. 80 (Mithr. 67.283). It would have been most provo-
cative for Mithridates to continue to prop up the pretensions of his son Ariarathes
IX during this period, but we cannot wholly exclude it.

Ariobarzanes I can now be shown to have a series of reverse dies extending un-
broken from <regnal year> 21 through «wegnal year 32. One then would not suspect
from the numismatic evidence that Ariobarzanes had been driven from the throne
in 67 (a year which must be covered by this series) by Mithridates and Tigranes, and
was restored by Pompey only after the final defeat of the Armenian king, i.e. no
earlier than late 66. It is interesting that multiple issues are known for all the coins
bearing «wegnal years> 27-32, and the coins apparently dated by SiMONETTA t0 67
(this scholar’s «regnal year> 29) are some of Ariobarzanes’ most common.”

It would have been quite impossible for Ariobarzanes (or any one in his position)
to mint coins when not in the country. No regime in exile, without any territory of
its own, could produce its own money: who would have accepted it? On the as-
sumption that we have regnal dates, the king must have had control of at least parts
of his country in any «egnal year> for which there are coins, even if the — very de-

lines 151f.), and probably retained at least some of his territory after Mithridates invaded Cap-
padocia in 73 (App. Mithr. 91.414). Ariobarzanes was able to help L. Licinius Lucullus in 71
(Mactg, Roman Rule in Asia Minor II 1212 n.29) and 69 (Memnon 56.1), for which aid he
was rewarded with Tomisa in 69 (Strabo 12.2.1). The observation of ReiNacH and SIMONET-
TA, that <this king spent his life in being driven away from the throne and restored to it, is a
bit of an overstatement.

% NAC 4, 1975, 109-138; cf. Essays Robinson 255-257 for an earlier view (two mints). In
SNR 57, 1978, 144-163, MorKHOLM postulates four royal mints in Cappadocia, all working
concurrently during the reigns of these kings.

7% SIMONETTA, Coins of the Cappadocian Kings 39; cf. TAYLOR, Berytus 20, 1971, 441.



Sulla’s Career in the Nineties 127

fective — literary sources do not happen to specify this. Obviously, the amount of an
issue known to us is irrelevant to how much he controlled. After all, it was the times
when the king was off the throne that he must have most needed money, for an
army.

Nor can gaps in the series of «regnal years> be taken as an indication that a king
was outside Cappadocia. For Ariobarzanes I, there is a single variety of issue
known for «regnal years> 1, 3,5, 6, 11, 18, 21 and 26; the first and last of these years
is each represented by only two coins.”" This should make us extremely wary of re-
constructions of Cappadocian expulsions and restorations based on an argumen-
tum ex silentio nummorum. What is more, new coin issues for Ariobarzanes I show
up on a regular basis. REmNacH did not know examples of eight «regnal years> now
attested (1, 2, 5, 6, 11, 18, 23, 26);* it must be stressed that five of these eight (1, 5,
11, 18, 26) have turned up in publications only since 1961. The absence of coinage
does not prove anything, as it may be due to chance; it only allows for the possi-
bility that the king was in exile.

I F4. Chronological anchors for the reign of Ariarathes [X

SiMONETTA’s (and our) starting point in dating the coinage of Ariarathes IX is a
dedication at Delos of Delian magisterial year 102/101 (ca. Jan.-Feb. 102 to Jan.—
Feb. 101) honoring his direct predecessor, Ariarathes VIL”> The quinguennium of
unbroken issues suggested by the early coinage of Ariarathes IX can begin no ear-
lier than that date. St(MONETTA then went on to establish the lower terminus for this
man’s coinage on the basis of the old view that the son of Mithridates whose throne
name was <Ariarathes> is one and the same as Mithridates’ son Arcathias, whose
death-date is known to fall ca. 87. Since Ariarathes IX is known to have issued coins
bearing «regnal dates> (at least) as high as 15, SIMONETTA posited 101 as the begin-
ning of this pretender’s reign.

The equation of Arcathias and Ariarathes IX is impossible. Plutarch (Sulla 11.2)
states that, at the time Sulla was crossing from Italy to Greece, Aplopé-
ING ... Opdxnv kol Maxedoviov el oTpot® LEYOA® Tpocayduevog; Plutarch
does not say that he was a king. In contrast to this brief notice, Appian mentions
both the king Ariarathes and Arcathias several times in the Mithridatica. In 88, Ar-
cathias is found fighting against Nicomedes III in Paphlagonia, in charge of a con-
tingent from Armenia Minor, not Cappadocia (17.63, 18.64 and 68). Later, Appian
reports that at an advanced stage of Sulla’s siege of Athens (late 87/early 86), Arca-
thias invaded Macedonia, easily expelled the small Roman garrison, and organized
the territory for Mithridates, only to die near Mt. Tisaion in Thessaly, while heading

7! SiMONETTA, Coins of the Cappadocian Kings 40-41; TAYLOR, Berytus 20, 1971, 44f.

72 On the other hand, ReinacH, in Trois royaumes de I’ Asie Mineure 591., claimed to have
- known of a 33rd and a 34th <regnal year> on the coins of Ariobarzanes I.

73 OGIS 1 353, with incorrect date = Inscriptions de Délos 1576 (correct date).
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south to meet Sulla (Mithr. 35.137; cf. 41.156). This second notice of Appian is quite
different from Plut. Sulla 11.2, and these passages must in fact refer to two different
campaigns. We should remember that Mithridates had no shortage of children.
There is no telling which of his sons was given the throne name <Ariarathes>; in any
case, it was not Arcathias.”* In any event, Pompey later was supposed to have
uncovered in Mithridates’ private papers the item that the Pontic king had poisoned
his son Ariarathes (Plut. Pom. 37.1). This does not sound like an appropriate end
for Arcathias, who, at the time of his death in Thessaly, had just wrenched Macedo-
nia from the Romans and was pressing toward an engagement with Sulla; his father
at the time was in Asia Minor. One possible interpretation of the evidence: the in-
cursion of <Ariarathes> was ultimately unsuccessful, perhaps because of the presence
of the Roman commander C.Sentius (and his capable legatus Q. Braetius Sura?) in
Macedonia; the later attack on Macedonia by Arcathias (against C. Sentius’ succes-
sor?) successful.” Whatever the case, Appian’s report of Arcathias” death does not
provide a terminus for the coinage of Ariarathes IX.”

SIMONETTA argues that Ariarathes IX was able to issue coins in (consular years?)
101-97 and 90-87 (based on the existence of «regnal years> 2, 4, 5,12, 13 and 15). Al-
though a legitimate member of the Cappadocian royal line, Ariarathes VII, was cer-
tainly alive and ruling in the Delian year Jan.~Feb. 102/Jan.—Feb. 101, it is entirely
possible that Ariarathes IX regarded <Year One> of his reign to commence with
some date in 101/100. The truth, however, is that we have no idea exactly when
Ariarathes started or stopped issuing his coins; we cannot even be sure whether
these coins contain regnal dates. All we can say for certain is that it was after the ex-
pulsion of Ariarathes VII (on which see below). The reign of Ariobarzanes I, to
whom we shall now turn, does not provide a usable terminus. If Ariarathes IX,
supported by Mithridates, still remained in control of some Cappadocian territory,
he may have gone on issuing coins, claiming to be the legitimate king.

1 F5. The date of the abdication of Ariobarzanes I

The lower terminus for the coinage of Ariobarzanes I (which should contain
regnal dates) can at least be conjectured. Ariobarzanes I stepped down from his
throne in the presence of Pompey, sc. during his eastern command of 66-62 (Val.
Max. 5.7 ext. 2; cf. App. Mithr. 105.496). Since a «regnal year> as high as 32 is known,

7% Leaving aside Arcathias (and Ariarathes), Appian offers us the names of nine sons (Arta-
phernes, Cyrus, Darius, Machares, Mithridates, Oxathres, Pharnaces, Xerxes and Xiphares)
and five daughters (Cleopatra, Eupatra, Mithradatis, Nysa and Orsabaris). See RE Supp. 15,
1978, 400.

7> Bap1aN has suggested that P. Gabinius relieved C.Sentius in his long Macedonian com-
mand (Studies 74-82; cf. MRR 111 98).

76 See the further objections of Macik, Roman Rule in Asia Minor II 1105 n.41, especially
regarding the alleged <Amphipolis> monogram on a tetradrachm of Ariarathes IX; SHERWIN-
Wrrte, CQ 27, 1977, 181 with n. 43.
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it would seem that Ariobarzanes must have been appointed king in Cappadocia by
94/3 at the latest. The coins of his son and successor, Ariobarzanes II, do not help
in fixing a date.”” SIMONETTA places the accession of this king in 96 and his abdica-
tion in 63, without arguing his case. In fact, we positively can rule out 63, when
Pompey was busy in Syria and Judaea, as the year of abdication.

The scene painted by Valerius Maximus — Ariobarzanes unexpectedly and dra-
matically handing over his kingdom to his unwilling son, with Pompey looking on
— must have taken place in Cappadocia. This can have been at Pompey’s first re-in-
stallation of Ariobarzanes in 66/5 (App. Mithr. 105.496 — that is, if he did it in per-
son), or some time after (but not 63). Pompey in spring of 64 should have passed
through parts of central and southwestern Cappadocia on his way from Amisus to
Syria (Plut. Pomp. 39.1; Florus 1.40.29). To get to the Cilician Gates, which af-
forded virtually the only practical route into Syria, he would have had to go past the
two major Cappadocian cities, Mazaca (soon <Caesareia>) and Tyana, either of
which was a possible seat of Ariobarzanes at this time.”* On this march Pompey
seems to have proceeded at a leisurely pace (cf. Plut. Pomp. 39.1): his quaestor
M. Aemilius Scaurus had been in Syria since late 66. A natural and easy route from
Pontus to Syria would be Amisus-Amaseia-Zela-Sebasteia and then along the
Halys river southwestward to Mazaca; his army then would pass west of Mt. Ar-
gaeus and proceed to Tyana, and thence through the Gates.”” Pompey will not have
attempted to traverse the Taurus range before late April, when the passes would be
relatively free of snow (cf. Cic. ad Att. 5.21.14, with Roman 1 June 50 = Julian 21
April).*®

77 For Ariobarzanes II, who was dead by November 51 (see n. 52 above), we possess issues
bearing only <regnal years> 7 and 8. The terminal points for his reign (which may have been
anywhere from eight to fifteen years long!) cannot be independently established. See Simo-
NETTA, The Coins of the Cappadocian Kings 43; SHERWIN-WHITE, CQ 27, 1977, 180 with
n.40. For Ariobarzanes I see also n.72 above.

78 Strabo 12.2.9 attests to the Cappadocian kings’ preference for Mazaca; for the better-for-
tified Tyana, see Strabo 12.2.7 and MaGIE, Roman Rule in Asia Minor IT 1352.

79 For Imperial milestones found along these important routes, see the maps in
D. H.FreNcH, Roman Roads and Milestones of Asia Minor, Oxford 1988, Fasc. 2.2, 528-531
(Tyana region); 532-533 (for Mazaca); 548-549 (Pontus routes); 550-551 (Sebasteia region).
See also MacIig, Roman Rule in Asia Minor IT 1078-1080 for the old Pontic trade-route from
Amisus to Sebasteia; J. G. C. ANDERSON, JHS 17, 1897, 29-30 (still worth consulting) for the
routes from Sebasteia to Tyana; Macig, Roman Rule 11 1152-1154 and M. H. BaLLANCE, AS
14, 1964, 142-145 for roads leading south from Tyana. This march may have been the occasion
when Pompey restored Mazaca (App. Mithr. 115.562; cf. MaGiE, Roman Rule II 1232) and
dounded> some — perhaps all — of the eight Cappadocian cities (including Mazaca?) he claimed
to have established (App. Mithr. 117.576). After passing through the Cilician Gates, Pompey
may have delayed his entry into Syria proper until he had reduced Antiochus I of Commage-
ne (Mithr. 106.497) and established friendly relations with Osroene (Plut. Crass. 21.2; Dio
40.20.1); cf. R. SEAGER, Pompey, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1979, 50.

80 See R.P. HARPER, AS 20, 1970, 153 with n. 6.
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Pompey must have passed through Cappadocia again in early (i.e. spring) 62
when, hearing of Mithridates’ death, he rushed from Syria back to Amisus to com-
plete his organization of Pontus (Plut. Pomp. 42.1 oy tég év pécw diekerdov
érapylogc; cf. Dio 37.20.1). Since he was in a hurry, Pompey perhaps took a more
difficult, direct route than in 64, e. g. from the Gates to Podandos and then north-
east (avoiding Tyana) to Mazaca and from there to Sebasteia and eventually Amisus.
At this point Pompey can have had little time for Ariobarzanes. The last possible
occasion for Pompey to have witnessed Ariobarzanes’ abdication is spring/summer
62. After issuing donatives to his troops at Amisus, Pompey proceeded to Ephesus,
where the army embarked for the sea voyage home (App. Mithr. 116.565-566). It
seems that when the Roman army left Amisus, it could have travelled along the
southern coast of the Pontus and Propontis (a difficult route), or taken a route to
Ionia through north-central Anatolia (e.g. via Tavium-Ancyra-Dorylaeum-Apa-
mea-Laodicea-Ephesus).®' That Pompey swung through Cappadocia (a significant
detour) does not make any sense, unless he had a very specific reason to go there
(and we may remember that the abdication of Ariobarzanes was a surprise to al-
most everyone). After settling affairs in the Pontus region, Pompey made personal
literary pilgrimages to see Theophanes in Mytilene and Posidonius in Rhodes.®
These visits — north and south of Ephesus — should have been before he sailed with
his army to Italy.* Pompey evidently felt he had finished his real business in the
east: a long final march from Amisus to Ephesus via Cappadocia can surely be dis-
missed!

An earlier date, then, for Ariobarzanes’ abdication appears to be the most likely
solution, the best possibilities being 66/5, 65/4 or early 64/3 (i.e. spring 64). If
Ariobarzanes abdicated in 66/65, i.e. just after he was restored to the throne by the
Romans, it is difficult to see how he could count as high as 32 regnal years® — that
is, unless he antedated his accession to the date of his election in Cappadocia (which
surely was no earlier than consular year 97) and got out a coin issue before being
driven from Cappadocia by Gordius. But the existence of a coin from <year 11>,
which cannot have been minted before Ariobarzanes’ restoration by C. Scribonius
Curio in 85/84, virtually rules out the possibility that Ariobarzanes counted 97/96
as his <year 1.

In sum, our knowledge of the coins of Ariarathes IX and Ariobarzanes I is still
far from the stage where we can use them as a reliable independent check on the

81 See D. WinrIELD, The Northern Routes across Anatolia, AS 27, 1977, 151~166, esp. 157
(on the lack of a good road along the southern Euxine coast).

82 Mytilene — Pomp. 42.4; cf. also Vell. Pat. 2.18.1; Rhodes — Posidonius ap. Cic. Tusc. 2.61;
Strabo 11.1.6; Plin. NH 7.112; Plut. Pomp. 42.5. Pompey also stopped at Athens en route to
Brundisium (Plut. Pomp. 42.5).

8 Thus J.van OorecHEM, Pompée le Grand, Brussels 1954, 268f. Pompey arrived at
Brundisium in December 62.

8% See n.48 above for'a list of the regnal years known from Ariobarzanes’ coins.
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scattered literary evidence for Cappadocian affairs in the 90s and 80s. Of these two
kings, only the issues of Ariobarzanes I offer enough material for speculation as to
their arrangement. I would like to offer the following (tentative) reconstruction.
Ariobarzanes’ <year 1> should be equated with 95/94. This seems necessary from the
most probable abdication dates discussed above (65/4 or 64/3), coupled with the
comparatively recent discovery of a coin of «year 11> (which should be no earlier
than 85/84). The king in fact may have attained the throne sometime in 96/95, and
counted the period (perhaps quite short) until 1 Nisanu 95/94 as an <accession year,
sentimentally reviving the old Perso-Babylonian system. The alternative is that he
did indeed come to power only in 95/94. Ariobarzanes’ <year 2> started either on 1
Nisanu 94/93, or on the first anniversary of his accession-date, in the Macedonian
way: given the choice, I would consider the former option the more probable for a
Cappadocian king.

Ariobarzanes was able to issue coins in (probably) each of the years 95/94
(«year 1b) through the tumultuous 90/89 (a single issue bears <year 6), bar perhaps
92/91: but given the comparative rarity of these early issues, a <year 4> may well turn
up some day. After his restoration in 85/84, Ariobarzanes was able to maintain a
near-continuous series of annual issues. The only years which are missing from our
record down to «<year 32> (64/63, according to this count) are 84/83, 79/78, 77/76
and 76/75. Again, any of these gaps can be due simply to luck; it is of course not
unthinkable that in one or more of these cases Ariobarzanes’ difficulties with his
neighbors did prevent him from putting out a coin issue. It is also possible that new
issues — at least, in sufficient quantities for us to have evidence of them — might not
be needed in every peaceful year, since Cappadocia was at this time probably far
from a fully monetized economy. Coins taken in by the Treasury may have been re-
circulated, rather than melted down, depending on royal policy. We need not postu-
late additional expulsions and restorations!

H. B. MAaTTINGLY has pointed out that drachms from Ariobarzanes’ reign down
to the 31st <year (which I count as 65/4) were found in a hoard from Sophene, a dis-
trict added to Cappadocia by Pompey in (probably) 65 (App. Mithr. 105.496).%
This discovery assures us that we are at least on the right track. MaTTINGLY may
well be right when he goes on to suggest that the story of Ariobarzanes’ abdication
found in Valerius Maximus took place in spring 64, when Pompey was en route
from Pontus to Syria. If so, Ariobarzanes stepped down not too far into his <year

8 MarTiNnGLY, Chiron 9, 1979, 166. For the hoard (exclusively Cappadocian, with 47
drachms of Ariobarzanes I and one drachm of Ariarathes IX), discovered in 1969, see THOMP-
sON — M@rRKHOLM — KrRaaY, An Inventory of Greek Coin Hoards, New York 1973, no. 1741.
T. FRANKFORT, La Sophene et Rome, Latomus 22, 1963, 1861, earlier had doubted Appian’s
report that Pompey had ever ceded Sophene to Ariobarzanes. Her arguments are consider-
ably weakened by this find; the hoard shows that the Cappadocian coinage of Ariobarzanes
was legal tender in Sophene at some point in the mid 60s.
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32>, which I would suggest is not unlikely to have begun on 1 Nisanu (= Julian 2
April) 64.%

II. Competing Interpretations of Sulla’s Career in the Nineties

More than thirty years ago E. Bapian challenged the date of 93-92 for Sulla’s prae-
torship and promagistracy.®” This date had been traditional well before REmnacH,
whose Essai sur la numismatique des rois de Cappadoce (RN 1886) and Mithridate
Eupator (1890) gave it added authority by squaring it with the Cappadocian numis-
matic evidence as he interpreted it — differently in these two different works, as it
turned out.*®

Bapian argued that Passage A (esp. 800g £0wtov 8o Tiig oTporteiog eddvg Ent THV
100 dMuov npdv) practically required a date of 97 for Sulla’s praetorship: he
sought the office suo anno (i.e. 99 for 98) and was rebuffed, only to win it for the
next year. As pro cos. in Cilicia, he was ordered by the Senate to install Ariobarzanes
on the Cappadocian throne. Ariobarzanes must have been outside Cappadocia at
the time of this order, to judge from the language of Passages C (xooyoryeiv) and E
(reductus). Sulla succeeded in overcoming Gordius and a joint force of Cappa-
docians and Armenians (Passage C), which enabled Ariobarzanes to take the
throne. Bapian emphasized that an expulsion of Ariobarzanes engineered by Mi-
thridates and Tigranes of Armenia, which led to Ariobarzanes’ flight to Rome and
his restoration by M’. Aquillius, must be dated after Sulla’s action.

Bapian’s readjustment of Sulla’s praetorship to an earlier date spares us the dif-
ficulty of this patrician waiting for no apparent reason five years after he had
reached the qualifying age to become a candidate for this mid-level office, allowing
Rome to forget his glory won in war — and this in spite of Plutarch’s (in fact, prob-
ably Sulla’s) statement to the contrary. This is quite hard to believe for such an am-
bitious man, still on his way up.

Against BAp1AN, SHERWIN-WHITE in a 1977 article (Ariobarzanes, Mithridates
and Sulla) suggested (so it seems) that Sulla was praetor in 95 and that his interven-
tion in Cappadocia should be placed in 94.*” SHERWIN-WHITE later revised this

8 For the synchronism, see the chart in PARKER — DUBBERSTEIN, Babylonian Chronology
44, If REINACH’s report of coins dating to Ariobarzanes’ 33rd and 34th years is ever substan-
tiated, we of course will have to modify these tentative conclusions.

87 Sulla’s Cilician Command, Athenaeum 37, 1959, 279ff. = Studies 157-178.

88 See BapIAN, Studies 176 n.53.

% CQ 27, 1977, 173-183; cf. Roman Involvement in Anatolia, JRS 67, 1977, 62-75. He is
followed in this by B.C.McGing, The Foreign Policy of Mithridates Eupator King of Pon-
tus, Leiden 1986, 78 with n.45. The uncharacteristically careless arguments of G. V.SUMNER
for a praetorship in 95 (Sulla’s Career in the Nineties, Athenaeum 56, 1978, 395-396) are
amply refuted by BRoucHTON in MRR III 74.
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opinion, and put forward the idea of a praetorship in 93 or 92, with the activities of
his promagistracy all falling in 92 or 91.”

SHERWIN-WHITE, like BADIAN, holds that the alliance of Tigranes and Mithrida-
tes came after the accession of Ariobarzanes (the sequence is in fact suggested by
Justin’s account). But in his version, <Tigranes intervened in Cappadocia in support
of Gordius, who claimed the kingship as the nominee of a rival group of the Cap-
padocian nobility, and Ariobarzanes fled to Rome some three years after his instal-
lation.> It was then that Sulla was sent to intervene in Cappadocia. In SHERWIN-
WHITE’s first version, this was 94; in his final version of events, <this takes place in
ca. 92, the date given by Velleius (2.15.3) and supported by the regnal years of the
Cappadocian coinage.> A second expulsion, that of Bagoas and Mithraas, followed
ca. 91, which led to the mission of M’. Aquillius.

The views of SHERWIN-WHITE rest largely on an imperfect knowledge of the
early coinage of Ariobarzanes I (of the early «egnal years> of Ariobarzanes, he
knew of coins bearing only 2 and 3), a misinterpretation of Velleius 2.15.3 (discus-
sed above), and some unconvincing interpretations of the force of xotdyewv and re-
ducere in Passages C, D and E, a matter which I shall discuss below. By refusing to
give Sulla a role in any of the events in Cappadocia until at least 94, SHERWIN-
WHITE also was compelled to ignore the explicit testimony of Plutarch Sulla 5.1
(Passage A), that Sulla sought to win the praetorship immediately (e09¢) following
his successes in the Cimbric Wars, while his military reputation was still fresh. Says
SHERWIN-WHITE: <t is the way of Plutarch to sharpen his narrative by the intensifi-
cation of chronological connections. In the present passage he is interested in stres-
sing the check caused by the unexpected defeat of Sulla at the polls, on which he
elaborates. Even on Bapian’s chronology the dmmediately> has little force, since
under the rules of the Lex Annalis, of which Plutarch is unaware, Sulla must wait
two years after the victories of 101 before standing for the praetorship at the elec-
tions of 99, although the war was over many weeks before the elections of 101, at
which Marius himself was able to be a candidate: nothing prevented Sulla from
standing for the aedileship then or in 100, if he was in a hurry for office, securing it
— and pressing on. The adverb is more likely to reflect Plutarch’s own stylistic pur-
pose than to be copied unthinkingly from his source. Even if derivative, it is as like-
ly to stand for the dilatory mox as for the pressing statim.»’!

For a start, SHERwWIN-WHITE is wrong about ed®0¢ in Plut. Sulla 5.1. Of the 15
other occurrences of this adverb in the Sulla, virtually all unequivocally mean statim
in their context.”” SHERWIN-WHITE is most unconvincing when he points to two pas-

% Roman Foreign Policy in the East 108 ff.

1 CQ 27, 1977, 178. All of SHERWIN-WHITE’s arguments regarding ed90g which are
discussed below are to be found here.

%2 Sulla 7.4; 8.4; 9.3; 9.5 bis; 11.5; 14.7; 20.2; 28.2; 29.4; 31.3; 35.5. Only at 20.5 (the short
course of the river Melas in Boeotia, which ed90¢ disappears into marshes) must the adverb
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sages where €000g is used to describe a process which allegedly was lengthier than
the Sulla would have us believe. In 10.4, we are told that L. Cornelius Cinna, cos. 87,
on entering office ed0VG tried to upset the established order by putting a tribune up
to prosecuting Sulla, who ignored the charge and sailed east: <hardly likely, with an
army and a sea voyage, in January> (SHERWIN- WHITE). But €000 refers only to Cin-
na’s turning on Sulla, which can very well be immediately after January 1. Plutarch
most emphatically does not say that Sulla then sailed £090¢ to escape the court (the
Greek simply does notadmitit).” In 12.1, Sulla on arriving in Greece is said 000¢ to
have taken possession of the towns which sent friendly embassies to him, of which
Athens was not one. SHERWIN-WHITE attempts to use Appian (Mithr. 30.116-117) as
acheck on Plutarch, to show that <the procedure was decidedly more protracted>. But
Appian’s account is merely more full than Sulla 12.1. It does not contradict Plutarch’s
implication that securing the pro-Roman cities was a quick and easy matter (as we
would expect). From the nature of things, the word e090¢ can mean only that the
process started at once and did not take that long.

We see that the regular meaning of €000 in Plutarch’s Sulla is the same as Latin
statim. How then to explain its use in Sulla 5.1, which for BApian must cover (as
SHERWIN-WHITE points out) a period of roughly two years, from the end of the
Cimbric war to the praetorian elections for 98? The answer must be that Sulla an-
nounced his intention to seek the office as early as (say) late 100, which is statim
under any reasonable definition.

SHERWIN-WHITE asks why Sulla did not try for the curule aedileship instead.
<The war was over many weeks before the elections of 101, at which Marius himself
was able to be a candidate: nothing prevented Sulla from standing for the aedileship
then or in 100, if he was in a hurry for office, securing it — and pressing on.,”* There
are several good reasons why Sulla did not seek an aedileship in the year 101 for 100.

carry the force of mox. See immediately below in text on 10.4 and 12.1. At 11.5 we are told
that, in 87, when L. Lucullus ordered the legatus A.Braetius Sura to leave Boeotia and return
to his superior officer, C. Sentius, he did so €000G. SHERWIN-WHITE is in error when he denies
that the adverb can mean statim here, since in App. Mithr. 29.114 —115, <[Braetius] withdraws
without haste because reinforcements reach Archelaus>. But, as Appian makes clear, this inci-
dent took place before Sulla (and Lucullus) even arrived in Greece (Mithr. 30.116). According
to Appian, when Archelaus’ reinforcements arrived, Braetius withdrew to the Peiraeus, until
he was forced to leave that place also. Appian does not have the item (undoubtedly authentic)
of Lucullus’ later meeting with Braetius, whom he found tarrying in Boeotia (i. e. after being
driven out of the Peiraeus), a completely different matter altogether. As far as I can tell, there
is no use of edvg in the Sulla comparable to its occurrence in Tim. 1.2 (a summary narrative),
where it indeed must cover a period of four years (cited by SHERWIN-WHITE).

9 Tt is worth quoting the passage in full: Topaiafodv & v dpymv eddVC Enexeiper T
KOOEOT®TOL KVely, Kol Slknv énl tov TOAAOY TopeckeDOoE Kol KOTNYOPElV EmésTnoev
Ovepyiviov, éva Tdv nUbpyov, OV Ekelvog Lo T6) Stkootnpim xolpety E0oog énl Mudpddimy
ariipe. .

* CQ27,1977,178.
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For a start, he may not have been eligible. Patricians held the curule aedileship (the
only one for which Sulla could stand) in odd-numbered years, plebeians in even-
numbered years down to at least 161-160, and perhaps for some time beyond. The
system of alternation evidently was abandoned by 91;” but it is entirely possible it
was still in effect ca. 100.” Even if he were eligible, he would not have enough time
to canvass adequately for the office. SHERWIN-WHITE’s comparison of Sulla with
Marius — who campaigned as cos. V and a recent triumphator — will not do.” The
battle of Vercellae took place on 30 July 101 (Plut. Mar. 26.4); Sulla would not be
back in the city before September. To have a chance at the office, his military glory
first would have to become known. This he would have to do himself: he could not
count on Q. Catulus and C. Marius to propagate it! If Sulla stood in 101, without a
proper canvass, and was (per miraculum) elected, he could be praetor only in 97
under the lex Villia Annalis, which appears to have stipulated a compulsory bien-
nium between the curule aedileship and praetorship.” If 98 was <his> year for the
praetorship (as seems likely), he would not want to be aedile in any case. Still less
when it came time for the aedilician elections for 99 (which in fact he may have had
to wait for as a patrician). Sulla, who was now only one year under the qualifying
age for the praetorship, would have seen little sense in incurring the expense of an
aedileship, which once held would put off his praetorship for another two years
(i.e. if aedile 99, he could stand only for the praetorship of 96). As matters turned
out, it appears that he waited and suffered a defeat in the praetorian comitia for 98,
though winning the office on his second try, for 97.

Sulla’s personal deliberations of late 101 and 100 would not make for interesting
reading. In his Memoirs, he surely passed over this lag period and introduced his
first substantial public action after the war, his bid for the praetorship, with a per-
functory €09vg, which clearly means ust as soon as possible> — not a time to be
measured by days or months.

Plutarch tells us that Sulla had a ready explanation for his initial repulsa at the

%5 SUMNER, Orators 10 n. 3 (with the guess that the alternation probably had stopped by the
Gracchan period).

% The curule aediles of 99 seem to have been both patrician. C. Claudius Pulcher definitely
held the office in that year (Plin. NH 8.19); and L. Valerius Flaccus, the consul of 86, was
prosecuted while curule aedile by the tr. pl. C. Appuleius Decianus, whose tribunate almost
certainly belongs to 99 (Cic. Flacc. 77; cf. Schol. Bob. 95 and 105 StancL). For the date of
C. Appuleius Decianus, see Bap1an, Chiron 14, 1984, 130-133.

7 Though C.Marius had a competitor for the consulship of 100, (Q. Caecilius) Metellus
(Numidicus), the tradition of his elaborate canvass for the office — which we can trace to the
political memoirs of his enemy P. Rutilius Rufus — is surely exaggerated (Plut. Mar. 28.5; cf. 1-
2; cf. Per. 69).

98 On this biennium in the period 179-81, see A.E.AsTiN, The Lex Annalis before Sulla,
Brussels 1958, 7-14. R. DEVELIN, who doubts AsTiN’s hypothesis, is not able however to pro-
duce any counterexamples (Patterns in Office Holding, 366 B.C.-49 B.C., Brussels 1979,
86 ff.).
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praetorian elections, which he recounted in his autobiography: v & odtiov toig
Oxholg dvativnot. gnoi yop adtovg TV Ttpog Boxyov €180t @iiov, kod Tpocde-
YXOUEVOLG, £l PO TG oTpartyiog dryopovopoin, kuvnyéolo Aopunpd kol AlBukdv
Iplov &ydvog, ETépoug Amodel&on oTpaTnyoUs MG AdTOV BYOPOVOUETV BVOLYKOLGOV-
tog (Sulla 5.1).

This was pure rationalization, as Plutarch realized. But Sulla’s argument is inter-
esting. He complained that the People deprived him of the praetorship to force him
into the aedileship, sc. of the next year — as it happens, an odd-numbered (i.e.
patrician) year. Sulla probably argued in his Commentarii that he confounded pop-
ular expectations by running for the praetorship for 97, winning it, and then as
praetor urbanus giving Rome its eagerly awaited wild beast hunts (we pick up that
last item in Pliny).

BaDIAN’s interpretation of €000¢ in Passage A may be taken as certain. ARTHUR
KEAVENEY succeeded in demonstrating that SHERWIN-WHITE’s criticisms were off
the mark in several other particulars: his arguments for Sulla as pr. 97, which rein-
force those of Bap1an, need not be repeated here.”

Yet even BADIAN’s explanation, which makes by far the most sense of the evi-
dence, still leaves an unexplained gap. Why do we not hear of Sulla and his ambi-
tions in Rome between ca. 95, the date BADIAN tentatively assigned for the Censo-
rinus affair (Passages G and I), and his explosion of activity in 91?

Keaveney'® has attempted to give a solution to the problem by offering us the
following scenario: {Censorinus] simply by bringing the prosecution ... had
achieved what he set out to do. Sulla was now thoroughly discredited. The taint of
incompetence and corruption clung fast to him and we hear of no bid for the
consulship on the part of the man who had achieved so much in Asia ... For the
next four years Sulla vanishes from our sight and we hear nothing of him. We can
only speculate that he was busy in those years restoring his shattered reputation. If
that is really what he was about then he may fairly be said to have succeeded for,
when he re-emerges into view, he does so in a most impressive manner [i.e. the
affair of the Bocchus statue-group].

This hypothesis — that Sulla was badly hurt by the prosecution and had no chance
of election for several years — is rather implausible. Keaveney fully accepts Fir-
micus Maternus, who (as we have seen) is not worth accepting.

In order to explain the apparent hiatus in Sulla’s activities, P.F. CagNiarT'®

9 See especially Keaveney, LEC 48, 1980, 154-155 on Mithridates’ early mood of non-
compliance with Rome (against SHERWIN-WHITE, CQ 27, 1977, 175-177); and 155 on the
background to Sulla’s armed intervention in Cappadocia (against SHERWIN-WHITE op. cit.
175).

190 Sulla: the Last Republican, London and Canberra 1982, 45.

191 1. Cornelius Sulla in the Nineties: a Reassessment, Latomus 50, 1991, 285-303. The
quotations which follow are from pp.297, 301 and 303.
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recently has gone so far as to argue that Sulla had no political ambitions beyond the
praetorship until the circumstances of the Social War allowed him to walk right into
the consulship for 88. On returning to Rome from his successful eastern commis-
sion, Sulla decided (according to CAGNIART) to retire from politics! Why? Sulla
was not a prominent political figure and played no significant role in Roman poli-
tics in the nineties. Our sources associate him with no important political events of
the decade . .. Sulla had given up the idea of gaining the consulship and ... the
Social War, and only the Social War, gave him the opportunity to seek election for
the supreme magistracy . . . Sulla had good reasons to consider the praetorship the
crowning achievement of his public career.>

This interpretation, which smacks of desperation, does not require extensive re-
futation. CAGNIART is asking us to ignore the explicit evidence of Passage H, the
Bocchus affair of 91."% We are told (inter alia) that Bocchus dedicated the group 1
SOAMQ xopriopevos. CAGNIART must disregard this statement in order for his main
point to appear plausible, that Sulla was virtually a political nonentity in the latter
half of the 90s. This is wrong. Bocchus must have had good reason to be so eager to
ingratiate himself with Sulla in late 91, before the Social War had broken out. In fact,
Passage H shows Sulla as a violently ambitious politician with a faction at hand to
back him when it came to actual fighting with Marius’ supporters (this incident is
discussed below in Section V).

The explanation for the apparent gap in Sulla’s career must lie elsewhere. No
study to my knowledge has attempted to ascertain the length of time L. Cornelius
Sulla held his command in Cilicia ex praetura. We of course have no direct evidence
on this. But a survey of contemporary Roman attitudes toward administration of
the provinciae and a reexamination of the eastern background to Sulla’s Cilician
command suggests that he may have stayed in Anatolia for a longer period of time
than recent discussions have allowed.

111, Roman Administrative Attitudes and Necessities in the Nineties

The decision to add the two new provinciae of Macedonia/Achaea and Africa in 146
and not to increase the number of praetors in effect marked a new system of provin-
cial administration. With six praetors and eight regular praetorian provinciae the Se-
nate had to resort to routine (though at least limited) prorogation in order to meet
Rome’s basic administrative requirements. Such had been the system of the lex Bae-
bia of 181, in effect down to (probably) 175. In 146, for the first time since the repeal
of this law, prorogation was now necessarily part of the actual administrative sys-

192 CAGNIART, op cit. 293295, argues: Bocchus had certainly not set golden statues on the
Capitol to insult Marius . . . [he] had nothing to gain from being involved in Roman domestic
quarrels . . . they were set up by the king for his own benefit . . . it is improper and misleading
to attribute to Sulla a leading role in this affair.>
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tem. Henceforth it remained so: there was no turning back. The Senate’s uneasiness
about creating new praetorships surely stemmed from domestic considerations. An
increase in the number of praetors would mean an unacceptable amount of compe-
tition for the top regular office in the state, the consulship. But the Romans then
went on to add even more praetorian provinciae in the next fifty-odd years, though
keeping the number of praetors at six. Serious administrative pressures may have
started after 129 (the addition of the provincia of Asia) and intensified (gradually)
after 123. In this latter year, the extortion law of C. Sempronius Gracchus brought
the number of praetorian provinciae to ten. There were three city jurisdictions (#r-
bana, inter peregrinos, and repetundarum), seven overseas provinciae (Sicily, Sardi-
nia, the two Spains, Macedonia/Achaea, Africa and Asia), but only six praetors. Ac-
cordingly, soon after the Gracchan law, we find city praetors having to proceed to
overseas provincial commands ex praetura.'® Once Cilicia, Gallia Transalpina and
more standing courts were established as provinciae, the traditional 1:1 correlation
between praetors and regular praetorian provinciae, removed in 146, shifted to
approximately a 1:2 correlation.

By the late 90s there were a dozen or more potential regular praetorian provinciae,
three or more of which - the urban and peregrine jurisdictions and the various crimi-
nal courts — ideally should have been allotted anew to praetors separately in the sor-
tition each and every year.'” How then did the system work? On paper, each year

193 See n. 2 above. In a short review of H. KLorr’s Prorogation und auflerordentliche Impe-
rien 326-81 v.Chr., Gnomon 51, 1979, 792-794, BapiaN presented the general sketch of the
development of the promagistracy followed above in the text, stressing (for the first time, it
seems) the importance of the Senate’s non-decision of 146 and the effect of the creation of
further provinciae.

1% Tt was contra morem maiorum for a praetor to be prorogued in the urban or peregrine
jurisdiction, or to be placed in the other city praetorship. City praetors, when prorogued,
served in a provincia dissociated from that of the magistracy. This convention lasted through
the Republic, as far as we can tell: one would like to know, however, in the case of Q. Marcius
Rex, pr. urb. 144 and prorogued into the next year to complete work on the water supply of
Rome, what was the exact provincia of his promagistracy (Front. Aq. 1.7, cited in n. 32 above).
The same principle of annual allotment seems to have been extended to the provincia repetun-
darum and (later) to the other statutory courts. It is hard to imagine that a praetor would be
prorogued to serve in the city for a second year in charge of a politically important court such
as the standing guaestio repetundarum: cf. the case of C.Verres, who, upon learning of the
election and allotment of M. Caecilius Metellus as praetor repetundis for 69, attempted to pro-
long his trial into that year (Verr. 1.21; 26; 301.). As it happens, there is no evidence (in our ad-
mittedly defective record) that a praetor (or later, an aedile or ex-aedile as index guaestionis)
actually was extended into a second year to supervise a court in the Republic (pace
A.H.M.]Jongs, The Criminal Courts of the Roman Republic and Principate, Oxford 1972,
581.). We can be confident that it simply was not done. The handling of the praetorian urban
and peregrine provinciae will have served as a powerful negative precedent in this, as will the
political realities of the day. (On one occasion we do find praetorian continuatio in the provin-
cia urbana [a different matter] in special circumstances, duly noted by Livy: Q. Fulvius Flac-
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(say) two praetors could be sent to an overseas provincia (maybe only one or even
none by 91!) and four (five, or six — respectively) would be available for overseas pro-
vinces ex praetura (from the city). On this system, a territorial provincia ideally
should have received a new commander (at the least) every year. In addition, traditio-
nally praetorian provinciae could on occasion be declared consular, which (to speak
in purely administrative terms) would free some space in the praetorian sortition.
Nevertheless, any gains resulting from a provincia being declared consular easily
could be offset by any number of unforeseen circumstances. A praetor might refuse
— or be debarred from — a provincial command. A praetorian commander might die
en route to his provincia or once he had arrived, necessitating the provincia to be en-
trusted to another holder of imperium. A special praetorian provincia might have to
be declared, thereby diverting a praetor from a traditional provincia. All these acci-
dents and chance happenings are amply attested for the Livian period (218-166).'®
Even the extremely lacunose record of the years 146-81 reveals examples of some of
these administrative mishaps.'® It is obvious that the more of these mishaps, the
longer praetors would have to be detained in their overseas commands.
Unfortunately, the patchy evidence of the mid-to-late second century does not
allow us to divine which particular provinciae were subject to long praetorian com-
mands. The fact that praetorian commanders dispatched to the Spains, Macedonia,
Asia and Cilicia were sent out with enhanced imperium complicates matters further.
It is of course impossible to tell in those cases from the title pro cos. whether an in-
dividual was in the actual year of his magistracy, or whether he had been prorogued
(any number of times!). Though there are only a few cases in the second half of the
second century (and beginning of the first) where we know the approximate length

cus, pr. urb. 215 and refectus for 214, received the urban jurisdiction for a second year extra
ordinem — Liv. 24.9.4-5).

1% Refusal to take a praetorian provincia: M. Cornelius Scipio Maluginensis, P. Licinius
Crassus and M. Popillius Laenas in 176 (Liv. 41.15.6-10). (We do not know what they then did
in their year of office.) Debarred from taking an overseas praetorian provincia: Q. Fabius Pic-
tor in 189 (Liv. 37.51.1-6). Commander dies en route to provincia: L.Baebius Dives in 189
(Liv. 37.57.1-2); N.Fabius Buteo in 173 (Liv. 42.4.2). Praetor dies in provincia: L. Postumius
Albinus in 216 (Liv. 23.24.6-13).

1% Exclusion from provincial command: a praetor of the mid or late second century, Cn.
Cornelius Scipio, allegedly was prevented by the Senate from setting out to his allotted pro-
vinda of Hispania> (Val. Max. 6.3.3 b). Death in provincia: Sex. Pompeius, pr. ca. 120 in Mace-
donia (SIG’ 700 — 120/119); L. Calpurnius Piso, pr. in Spain ca. 113 (Verr. 2.4.56); C.Fabius
Hadrianus, pro pr. in Africa in 82 (Cic. Verr. 2.1.70, etc.); cf. P. Tuventius Thalna, p7. 149, killed
in Macedonia (Per. and Oxy. Per. 50; Zon. 9.28.5; Eutrop. 4.13; Oros. 4.22.9). Special provin-
ciae: the special command of L. Opimius (pr. 125), who destroyed Fregellae; the command of
L. Licinius Lucullus, against a slave rising in 104 (Diod. 36.2.2-6); the special commands pro
coss. reported by Appian, BC 1.38.172 for 91, one of which was held by the p~. Q.Servilius
(Diod. 37.13.2; Per. 72; BC 1.38.171, 173, etc.); the commands in the Social War of L. Postu-
" mius, pr. 90 (Per. 73; cf. BC 1.42.185) and C. Cosconius, pr. 89 (Per. 75; BC 1.52.227).



140 T. Corey Brennan

of an overseas praetorian command, it appears that a three-year tenure was entirely
possible. Such is the term attested for M. Cosconius, pr. ca. 135 — before the period
when one would expect these effects — and M. Antonius, p7. ca. 102.'7

There is somewhat more evidence on the length of consular commands. A combi-
nation of the consular fasti and triumphal faszz at first glance seems to show that com-
mands of two or more years are common in this period. But we must allow for the fact
that the lower date, posited by the fasti triumphales, may notactually represent a full
year in a provincia (the exact date on which an individual triumphed is preserved in
only half the entries). Many of the apparent two-year commands may in fact involve
only one extra year in the provincia (plus <automatic> prorogation until one’s succes-
sor should arrive, which must be excluded in this reckoning). <Automatic> proroga-
tion would keep a consul in his provincia until a month or so after the feriae Latinae
of the next year, so one would not be back in Rome until May at the earliest, perhaps

later (depending in large part on where the provincia was).'”

197 The praetor M. Cosconius was in Macedonia by 135 (Per. 56), and remained in the pro-
vincia at least until the time of the revolt of Aristonicus, which began in 133 (see IGRP IV
134) a command of at least three years. Q.Servilius Caepio, cos. 106, celebrated a triumph
from Hispania Ulterior in 107: he must have been praetor by 109 (there is no telling how long
L. Cornelius Dolabella, a practor who triumphed pro cos. from Hispania Ulterior in 98, was
in the provincia). T. Albucius celebrated his unofficial «triumphs as pro pr. in (probably) 106
(Cic. Prov. Cons. 15); he thus either had received his province ex praetura, or had spent (at
least) two years in Sardinia. M. Antonius was pro cos. in Cilicia to combat the pirates from 102
to his triumph in 100. (For the title, see CIL I* 2662 [= ILLRP 342]; Cic. de Or. 1.82; for the
date, see Per. 68; Obsequens 44; and Cic. Rab. Perd. 21 with MRR III 19.) T. Didius held a
command as praetor in 101 (he was cos. 98) and 100 (Delphi B 28; Cnidus IV 9-10); he trium-
phed from Macedonia (Pis. 61), in 100 or 99. But two-year commands may be due to mere
technical reasons: see text immediately below.

198 Below I have listed some long consular commands in the late second and early first cen-

turies. I have listed only those commands where a two-year tenure (at least) in a provincia is
certain from dates of triumphs. References can be found in MRR.
Asia: M. Aquillius, cos. 129, prorogued into 126, triumph. 11 November, imperium for three
and one half years. Macedonia: M. Minucius Rufus, cos. 110 and pro cos. into 106, triumph. 1
August, imperium for four and one half years. Sardinia: L. Aurelius Orestes, cos. 126 and pro
cos. through 122, triumph. 8 December, almost five years of imperium. M. Caecilius Metellus,
cos. 115 and pro cos. into 111, triumph. 15 July, four and one half years of imperium. The
Spains: T. Didius, cos. 98 and pro cos. into 93, triumph. 10 June, five years. P. Licinius Crassus,
cos. 97 and pro cos. into 93, triumph. 12 June, four years.

In the war against Jugurtha, Q. Caecilius Metellus Numidicus, cos. 109, was pro cos. into
106 (at least three years of imperium), while C.Marius (cos. 107) was prorogued into 105
(three years of imperium, and then election as cos. I1 for 104). Nine additional consuls from
this period appear to have had two-year commands, but it should be remembered that if we
do not know the actual calendar date of a triumph (e. g. for Gaul, M. Fulvius Flaccus, cos. 125,
triumph. 123; C.Sextius Calvinus, cos. 124, triumph. 122; Cn.Domitius Ahenobarbus, cos.
122, triumph. 120, etc.), a triumph two years after a consulship may mean only one year’s pro-
rogation in the provincia (cf. e.g. C. Caecilius Metellus Caprarius, cos. 113 and triumph. 15
July 111 from Macedonia).
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There are however a number of certain four- and five-year consular commands in
our record. These longer consular tenures were of course affected by the shortage
of commanders to cover all the provinciae. Few (if any) of these men will have
wanted another consul or praetor to replace them before they had achieved the
requisites for a triumph. Nevertheless, it is difficult to believe that it took L. Aure-
lius Orestes (cos. 126) five years to meet the requirements for a triumph in his pro-
vincia of Sardinia (he triumphed in December 122). His quaestor, C. Gracchus,
thought that a biennium in Sardinia was quite enough for himself. He left the pro-
vincia in 124 without the permission of the Senate. We do not know whether he
received Orestes’ permission: it is not stated either way in Plutarch, our only
account. When Gracchus was asked to defend his conduct before the censors, in his
argument he seems to have attempted to cloud the real issue (inter alia) by appeal-
ing to a principle of annual succession for quaestors.'” Plutarch (surely using
C. Gracchus as his source) reports that he argued éotpatebodon pév yop €on do-
Sexa £tn, TOV GAAOV SEKC GTPOTEVOUEVOV €V GVAYKOLG, TOUEVOV 88 T® oTpO-
TNY® TOPOUELEVIKEVOL TPLETLOLY, TOD VOOV HET EVIoVTOV énaverdelv §186vtog (C.
Gracch. 2.9). C. Gracchus seems to have complained that he had been treated un-
fairly because of who he was. From this statement, we must take it that quaestors,
unlike their commanders, were not normally expected to stay on so long — they had
to get on with their careers.'®

It is difficult to ascertain from our most fragmentary record in what circumstan-
ces the principle of annual succession was employed by the Senate in the second
half of the second century. Practical sense would suggest that unsuccessful consuls
and praetors received a successor as soon as possible in a non-city provincia and that
successful commanders were retained, except in the case of certain very high profile
wars (where there would be a great deal of pressure from the consuls of the year for
the veteran commanders to be recalled). This «practical> policy seems to find confir-
mation in the actual record, but it must be stressed that we simply do not have

enough information to draw any valid conclusions regarding annual succession.'"!

19 Sources collected in Marcovati, Oratorum Romanorum Fragmenta® (ORE*), Turin
1976, 180-182. On this incident, see Bap1an, AJPh 104, 1983, 160 ff. We may dismiss the no-
tion (found in Plutarch, and probably based on C. Gracchus’ own argument) that L. Aurelius
Orestes had been prorogued in order to keep C. Gracchus away from Rome. Orestes received
two additional prorogations after Gracchus had quitted the provincia.

10 Cf. the quaestors who served under C. Verres in Sicily (MRR II 110 and 117), apparent-
ly in annual succession.

" Note for example in the war against Aristonicus the series P. Licinius Crassus Mucianus,
cos. 131; M. Perperna, cos. 130 (sent before Crassus’ death — Eutropius 4.20); and M”. Aquil-
lius, cos. 129. In Macedonia C. Porcius Cato, cos. 114, who suffered an overwhelming defeat at
the hands of the Scordisci, was succeeded by C. Caecilius Metellus Caprarius, cos. 113. In the
war against Tugurtha, note the series C.Calpurnius Bestia, cos. 111; Sp. Postumius Albinus,
cos. 110 (left late in year); Q. Caecilius Metellus Numidicus, cos. 109 (who was prorogued into
106 by the Senate) and then C.Marius (cos. 107), prorogued into 105. In the Cimbric wars,
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It should be noted that even in the administrative crunch which resulted from the
ever-growing number of provincae, a new governor was probably sent to Asia
(roughly) every year. Even in the 90s, when there was tremendous pressure on the
administrative system, Q. Mucius Scaevola (cos. 95) stayed in Asia (by his own de-
cision) only nine months (Cic. ad Att. 5.17.5), his legatus P. Rutilius Rufus adminis-
tering the provincia for the rest of the year (and perhaps a bit beyond)."? In addi-
tion, the fasti of the Asian governors of the period 94-89 (the only years previous
to the Civil War for which a plausible reconstruction can be offered) suggest that a
principle of (on the whole) annual succession was indeed maintained.'”

Asia was a special case, the wealthiest provincia in Roman possession (cf. e. g. Cic.
leg. Man. 14). The opportunities for self-enrichment by its governors were tremen-
dous, and accordingly the Senate may have aimed at limiting extended tenures in
Asia as much as possible. For the same reason, Sicily had been placed in the sorti-
tion every year in the period 200-166, a practice which very well may have contin-
ued down through the period for which our information is defective. It is difficult
to tell, since our sources are largely silent on the administration of Sicily down to 91
except for the exceptional times of slave revolts.

In the mid-90s there is evidence for two extraordinarily long commands. T.Di-
dius (cos. 98) and P. Licinius Crassus (cos. 97) triumphed over the Celtiberians and
Lusitani respectively in June 93. The years 96-94 are, incidentally, the only years in
the period 132-81 in which we can be sure two holders of imperium were simul-

L. Cassius Longinus, cos. 107 (killed); Q. Servilius Caepio, cos. 106; Cn. Mallius Maximus, cos.
105 (disaster); and then C. Marius, consul in each of the years 104-101. Yet occasionally un-
successful commanders were prorogued: see the discussion in N.ROSENSTEIN, Imperatores
Victi: Military Defeat and Aristocratic Competition in the Middle and Late Republic, Berke-
ley and Los Angeles 1990, 32-33.

2 On balance, Q. Mucius Scaevola probably held his command in Asia as praetor (or ex
praetura) in the early 90s rather than after his consulship (B. A. MarsHALL, Athenaeum 54,
1976, 117-130).

"3 The fasti for the early 90s is unknown, apart from (perhaps) Q.Mucius Scaevola (see
n.112 above) and (surely) C. Valerius Flaccus (see n.2 above). SUMNER, GRBS 19, 1978, 147—
153, esp. 150, suggested that the three otpomyot of I.Priene 121 lines 21-23 — C. Labeo,
L.Piso and M. Hypsaeus — were consecutive governors of Asia in either 101-98 or 98-95.
G.R.StumpF recently has identified the first of these men as C. Atinius C.f. Labeo Macerio,
the . pl. ca. 130, who (as a praetorian commander) issued a cistophoric coin at Ephesus dated
<Year 13> of the provincial era of Asia (24 September 122 to 23 September 121). STuMPF also
has suggested that <L.Piso> is L.Calpurnius Piso Caesoninus, the future cos. 112, and that
<M. Hypsaeus> is an otherwise unknown son of M. Plautius Hypsaeus, cos. 125, and thus prae-
tor ca. 100 (see MRR III 27-28, and now StumpE, Numismatische Studien zur Chronologie
der romischen Statthalter in Kleinasien 122 v. Chr.—163 n. Chr., 6 —12). SUMNER’s roster for the
years 95-88 may be tentatively accepted: 95 and/or 94 — L. Valerius Flaccus (Cic. Flacc. 56 —
61); 93 — ?L. Gellius (Cic. Leg. 1.53; Cilicia is also a possibility); 92 and 91 — C. Tulius Caesar
(Inscr. Ttal. XII1 3 75; L. Priene 111 15-22); ?90 — L. Lucilius (I. Priene 111 lines 135-136; 147—
148); 89 and 88 — C. Cassius (MRR II 34 and 42).
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taneously in the Iberian peninsula.'™* The fact that T. Didius spent four or five years
in the provincia may in part be due to his military abilities. But the fact that P. Lici-
nius Crassus (as far as we know, not a famous military man) at the same time had a
long tenure in Ulterior further substantiates our sketch of the problem the Romans
had in finding suitable commanders to staff all the provinciae by the time of the 90s.

After the evident success of these two consuls, it may have been felt that one
commander could hold both of the Spains.'”® In 92 (or soon after) the two Spains
were surely combined into one provincia. C. Valerius Flaccus, the consul of 93, left
for Spain soon after his year of office (App. Iber. 100.436), yet only returned to
Rome in 81 (or 80). He seems to have exercised imperium not only in the two
Spanish provinces but in Gaul as well (not necessarily at the same time!).!*® It also
seems that Q. Sertorius in 83 and then C. Annius in 82 or 81 were sent out as sole
commanders for the whole provincia.""

We would not suspect the length of these Spanish commands were it not for the
triumphal fasti: there may well have been more examples of extended commands. It
is significant that in 91 no replacement was sent for C.Sentius (pr. #rb. 94 and then
commander in Macedonia ex praetura) when he was defeated in Thrace, in his third
year of imperium (serious enough to be picked up by Per. 70 — 92). It is certainly
possible that «t was Sentius himself who wished to stay on and avenge the defeat he
had suffered>.'"® But the important thing is that the Senate now allowed an unsuc-
cessful commander to stay in his provinca — other options might not have been
available.

I have marshalled this evidence to emphasize that it is unlikely that Sulla was re-
placed after a single year as pro cos. for Cilicia. Though Cilicia was not devoid of

% But there are huge gaps in our record: we know very little about Spain in these years. Cf.
the recent emergence of the previously unknown L. Caesius, hailed in 104 as imperator as a
(praetorian) commander in Spain (R. Lo6PEZ MELERO et al., El bronce de Alcdntara. Una dedi-
tio del 104 a. C., Gerién 2, 1984, 265 ff.). For all we know, he may have triumphed.

5 P Cornelius Scipio Nasica, a praetorian commander, is reported by Obsequens 51 to be
in Spain in 94. The date needs some explaining. It may have been envisaged that T. Didius and
P. Crassus would return to Rome in 94, but the military situation in the Spains did not permit
their scheduled succession — especially if only one commander was now to hold <Hispania.

16 Flaccus was hailed as zmperator in Gaul in 83 (Cic. Quinct. 24 and 28) and triumphed
from Celtiberia (where he is attested at Contrebia in 87 — CIL I* 2951 a line 14) and Gaul on
his return. J.S. RicHARDSON, Hispaniae: Spain and the Development of Roman Imperialism,
218-82 B.C., Cambridge 1986, 159 n.14, states that Flaccus was in Citerior (App. Iber.
100.436-7), so [the praetorian commander P. Cornelius Scipio] Nasica must have been in Ul-
terior>. But Appian reports only that C. Flaccus fought in Celtiberia (i.e. Hispania Citerior);
it is wrong to infer from this notice alone that each of the two Spanish provinciae received its
own commander. C. Flaccus may have succeeded P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica, who had arrived
in 94 (see n. 115 above).

117 See Bapian, Studies 88-96.

118 Bapian, Studies 74.
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wealth (cf. Cic. Verr. 2.1.38, 95 ff.), it was not in the same class of prosperity as Sicily
and adjacent Asia. At this stage, Cilicia (unlike Sicily and Asia) was first and fore-
most a military provincia, where any commander could expect constant fighting
against the pirates. For this provincia, annual succession was neither necessary (it
was not rich enough) nor desirable (at least when a competent commander was
there) nor — at this stage in Roman administrative history — convenient. Hence we
find e.g. M. Antonius, pr. ca. 102, prorogued there into a third year.

Sulla may have stayed in Cilicia until 93, or perhaps a bit beyond. The next
known possible commander in Cilicia is C. Sentius’ praetorian colleague, L. Gellius.
Gellius, peregrine praetor in 94, set out ex praetura for an eastern provincia (Cic.
Leg. 1.53), which must be Asia or Cilicia (Sentius was in Macedonia). L. Gellius was
back in Italy by 89 (ILLRP 515) and thus (no doubt) before the start of the Social
War: he would not have been able to receive a successor during the period of heavy
fighting in Italy.""” The next known certain commander in Cilicia after Sulla is
Q. Oppius, who must have been in the provincia by 89.”” In view of the Roman
military and administrative crisis, there is no telling when Q. Oppius in fact arrived
in the East. He may have been sent to succeed L. Gellius, or (if we count Gellius
out) even Sulla.

IV. A Tentative Reconstruction of the Evidence

Despite the difficulties of the evidence, I believe a coherent story can be told of the
Cappadocian dynastic struggles of the 90s.

In or after 102/101,”" but no later than 98,'** a large force under Mithridates VI
of Pontus entered the Cappadocian kingdom of Ariarathes VII Philometor.
Ariarathes VI, eldest of the two sons of Ariarathes VI and Mithridates’ sister Lao-
dice, had been on the throne since (perhaps) ca. 115. Ariarathes VII’s accession was

19 For a full study of the effects of the Social and Civil wars on Rome’s administration of
her territorial provinciae, see Bapian, Notes on Provincial Governors from the Social War
down to Sulla’s Victory, PACA 1, 1958, 1-18 = Studies 71-104.

120 See MRR II 42 with J.REyNoLDS, Aphrodisias and Rome 12-16 and 18-20.

121 The dedication at Delos in honor of Ariarathes VII dated to 102/101 (Inscriptions de
Délos no. 1576) provides a terminus post quem for this attack.

122 Mithridates’ incursion should be no later than 98/97, since C. Marius was able to find
Mithridates in Cappadocia at the time when the ex-consul made his eastern pilgrimage to Pes-
sinus. This journey was spurred by the passage of the tribunician lex Calidia of 99, which
restored Marius’ enemy Q. Caecilius Metellus Numidicus from exile (Plut. Mar. 31.1-2; for
the law, MRR I 5 with 6 n.4). Marius was back in Rome to serve as a character witness for his
old consular colleague, M’. Aquillius, cos. 101, pro cos. Sicily 100-99 (Cic. de Or. 2.196), in an
extortion trial. Aquillius’ trial for repetundae cannot be absolutely dated, but it must follow
the return of Numidicus to Rome (Per. 69 and 70 with Bapian, Chiron 14, 1984, 142). 97 is
not a good guess (ALEXANDER, Trials in the Late Roman Republic 44), since it cannot be dur-
ing the censorship of M. Antonius. On these events, see BADIAN, op. cit. 133-145.
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made possible by the assassination of his father Ariarathes VI by one Gordius, a
Cappadocian noble and satellite of Mithridates. This murder occasioned a scramble
for control of the kingdom. Nicomedes III of Bithynia invaded Cappadocia; Mi-
thridates sent in his own force, ostensibly in support of his sister Laodice. Yet Lao-
dice had her own plans: the royal widow, in defiance of Mithridates, married
Nicomedes. The two, however, failed to retain control of Cappadocia. Mithridates
drove out Nicomedes’ Bithynian troops and installed Ariarathes VII as a puppet
king (Justin 38.1.1-5).

In the next decade and a half, Ariarathes VII evidently began to show too much
independence. We are told by Justin that Mithridates’ pretext for his attack on
Ariarathes VII was the restoration of Gordius, who had fled to the Pontic king after
the murder. His real motivation, however, was the removal of the Cappadocian king
himself (Justin 38.1.6-7, with drastic telescoping of chronology). Though
Ariarathes VII gathered a large force to defend himself, the Pontic and Cappadocian
forces never came to blows. Mithridates treacherously killed the king in a pre-battle
conference, and imposed on Cappadocia his own eight year-old son, styled
<Ariarathes (IX) Eusebes>, with Gordius as regent (Justin 38.1.8-10; Memnon 22.1).

There soon was resistance to Mithridates’ schemes. An anti-Pontic faction called
back the younger brother of Philometor, Ariarathes VIII, from the Roman provin-
cia of Asia, where he had been living. M@rkHOLMs interpretation of the numisma-
tic evidence suggests that this development took place in less than a year after the
accession of Ariarathes IX, and that Ariarathes VIII was able to hold out long
enough to mint two coin issues (dated with «egnal years> 1 and 2) before his even-
tual defeat and expulsion at the hands of Mithridates.'” He later died of an illness
(Justin 38.2.1-2); the genuine Ariarathid line had come to an end.

The famous interview between C.Marius and Mithridates, should be placed
somewhere in this sequence of events (Plut. Mar. 31.1-3). This meeting apparently
took place in Cappadocia, but Galatia is also a possibility (cf. Justin 37.4.6 for Mi-
thridates’ control of that area). Where it took place in fact hardly matters: the im-
portant thing is that C. Marius thought he would find Mithridates in Cappadocia.

Plutarch, our only source on Marius’ mission, attempts to explain his motives:
AAme yop tovg Bootheic cuvtapdEog koi Mudptddany éntdotov dvto mohepunoely
AVOOTN GO KO TTpOE VYOG, EDVVE & DTOV T)YEU®Y 0UpeDCEGTOL KO VEWV UEV THV
oMY IpLépuPov, sxvimv 8¢ IovTik@v kod TAoHToL BactAtko®d tOV oikov EumAfoeLy.
310 kod M1IpL8GTov Aot YPNCOUEVOD VEPATELQ KOl TUUT] TPOG 0DTOV 0V KOUOUELg
08¢ dreiog, 6AN elmav, i peilov, @ Pootied, telpd duvacdor Poucimv, i molel
GLOTNT] TO TPOCTACOOUEVOV, EEERANEEY 0LDTOV, MG VTG LEV TTOAAGKLG, TIolppToLag d¢
T0Te TPAOTOV GKoVGOVTO ‘Popoixiig (Mar. 31.4-5).

This passage falls into two halves. The first part (fAmie . . . épminoewv) obviously
paints a rather uncomplimentary picture of Marius: secret motivations; meddle-

12 Essays Robinson (esp. 2551.).
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someness; hopes for a command, a triumph and personal gain from distant dynastic
quarrels. The phrases are conveniently vague, suggesting little actual knowledge un-
derlying them; moreover, the statement that Mithridates was already expected to
make war (sc. against Rome) is absurd. The second half of the passage (816 xod Mt~
9p1ddrov, kTA.) is not at all anti-Marian. Marius’ words to Mithridates (an impres-
sive-sounding warning, which appears genuine) suggest that he wanted the king to
obey Rome (Mithridates would hardly, at this point, think himself stronger than
Rome). So much for the hypothesis that Marius had gone east to stir up trouble.'**
The dark motives are only in the tendentious first half of Plutarch’s statement
(based on the memoirs of Rutilius Rufus or Sulla?).

What prompted this warning? C. Marius may have confronted Mithridates at one
of three times: soon after the murder of Ariarathes VII and before the installation of
Ariarathes IX,'® or at the time when Mithridates intervened on behalf of Ariarathes
IX against Ariarathes VIII, or after the suppression of Ariarathes VIII, when Ni-
comedes III feared that his kingdom of Bithynia would be the next object of Mi-
thridates’ aggression (Justin 38.2.3). The last of these possibilities seems to make the
most sense. It would appear from Plutarch that Marius must have heard something
major was afoot in Anatolia to make it one of the reasons for his journey east. The
<kings> of Mar. 3.2 could very well be Mithridates and Nicomedes; Marius was
voicing the Senate’s opinion, that the Pontic king should leave Rome’s ally alone.
When Mithridates backed down, C. Marius was rewarded for his signal service to
the Roman state by being elected to an augurate in absentia.'*®

C.Marius already may have forged some connection with the Bithynian king.
Nicomedes from early in his reign had taken a keen interest in Roman politics, and
(if we believe the testimony of C. Gracchus) was willing to bankroll those in Rome
who would look after his interests (Gracchus ap. Gellius NA 11.10 = ORF* 1871.;
cf. perhaps Gran. Lic. 35.86 Criniti). This may explain why he was allowed to hold
Paphlagonia, which he had divided with Mithridates (ca. 104?), by a rather transpa-
rent ruse (Justin 37.4.3—4; 7-9). We cannot say for certain that C. Marius ever had
come to an arrangement with Nicomedes, but it is not unlikely. It is interesting that
in 104, when Marius (then cos. IT) was looking for auxiliaries to aid Rome against
the Cimbri, it was Nicomedes to whom he turned (Diod. 36.3.1-2).'"”” Nicomedes,

12# For such an interpretation of Marius’ trip to Cappadocia, see T.]. Luck, Marius and the
Mithridatic Command, Historia 19, 1970, 161-191, esp. 162-168. If we reject the reading of
Plut. Mar. 31.2 as a deliberate provocation of Mithridates, Luce’s hypothesis that <Marius’ trip
to Asia was prompted chiefly by a desire to secure a command in the East> (op. cit. 168) has
little to recommend it. See also the remarks of BAp1aN, Roman Imperialism in the Late Repu-
blic, Oxford 1968, 32, and McGING, Foreign Policy 76, who criticize the «inister> interpreta-
tion of this passage.

12 For the interpretation, see BAD1AN, Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic 32.

126 For the augurate, see Cic. ad. Brut. 1.5.3; Inscr. Ttal. XIII 3 17.

127 Early in 103 we find a Bithynian contingent serving not against the Cimbri, but against
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for his part, would not have been displeased with the abuse Mithridates’ envoys
received in Rome at the hands of the 7. p/. L. Appuleius Saturninus (Diod. 36.15.1—
3, either 103 or 100). Saturninus would not have deliberately provoked the senato-
rial establishment with this act if he could not count on the consul Marius for sup-
port. We see then that C. Marius and Nicomedes III were hardly strangers when the
ex-consul headed east in 98. M@RKHOLMs interpretation of the Cappadocian coins
of Ariarathes IX and Ariarathes VIII would make 99/98 the date of Mithridates’
suppression of Ariarathes VIII. This is perfectly compatible with the above recon-
struction of Marius’ journey to Cappadocia.

Nicomedes must have been encouraged by the visit of so powerful a patron as
Marius to central Anatolia. He and his queen Laodice now chose to renew their
quarrel with Mithridates over Cappadocia, which they had not controlled for more
than a decade and a half. A spurious <third son> of Ariarathes VI was produced, and
was sent with Laodice to Rome to gain recognition by the Roman Senate. Not to be
outdone, Mithridates countered by dispatching Gordius to Rome (Justin 38.2.3-5).
Gordius soon stretched all the bounds of credibility by asserting that Ariarathes IX
(now no more than ten or eleven years old) was in fact the son of Ariarathes V gui
bello Aristonici auxilia Romanis ferens cecidisset, 1.e. ca. 130! There was a revulsion
of feeling in Rome. The Senate moved to recognize neither the Bithynian nor the
Pontic nominees to the Cappadocian throne. Mithridates was ordered to leave Cap-
padocia (surely with his son, Ariarathes IX, in tow), Nicomedes finally was depriv-
ed of his part of Paphlagonia, and both these kingdoms were declared free (Justin
38.2.5-7; cf. Strabo 12.2.11). Following the interpretation offered above, this set-
back for Nicomedes may have been a blow to Marius’ fides and auctoritas as well.

The year 97, when L. Cornelius Sulla was pr. urb., seems the most likely date for
the Senate’s decision: after all, we must leave room for the next steps in the story
(Justin 38.2.8; 5.9 and Strabo 12.2.11, discussed above in Section I E) which prompt
Sulla’s mission in 96 as pro cos. to Cappadocia. Justin and Strabo, when taken
together, tell of a rather full sequence of events. After the Senate’s declaration, a
Cappadocian embassy came to Rome to beg off the gift of freedom; the Senate com-
plied with this request, and allowed the Cappadocians to elect their own king. Al-
though at this point Mithridates may have withdrawn — or claimed to have with-
drawn — <Ariarathes IX> (Justin 38.5.6), his satellite Gordius certainly remained in
Cappadocia (with Mithridates’ blessing) and sought to win the throne for himself
(cf. Mithridates” speech ap. Justin 38.5.9 populo Cappadocum pro libertate oblata
Gordium regem orante). The majority choice in the election (whatever form that

the rebel slaves in Sicily (Diod. 36.8.1). Despite some initial protests (on which see Bapian,
Publicans and Sinners, Oxford and Ithaca 1983, 87-89), Nicomedes apparently sent troops,
which had to be redirected to this new center of crisis (D. G. GLEw, ANSMN 32, 1987, 381.).
Itis clear from Diodorus 36.3.1-2 that this slave revolt had erupted in 104 after Marius’ initial
request to Nicomedes.



148 T. Corey Brennan

took) seems to have been the Cappadocian noble Ariobarzanes (Strabo 12.2.11); at
any rate, he is the one who was confirmed as king by the Roman Senate (Justin
38.2.8). Gordius contested this decision, and Ariobarzanes had to flee the country
(if he was not already in exile) and be forcibly installed by Sulla (see below).

Appian, Mithr. 10.31, can be pressed into service to supply the next phase of Cap-
padocian affairs: “Popodot 8 odtov [sc. Mithridates] éxotiivon Kamnodoxiog éxéden-
cov AproBapfovn [«stand out of the way for Ariobarzanes>, misleadingly translated
in the Loeb <restore Cappadocia to Ariobarzanes’], xatoguydovit te &g adbtovg
[?Cilicia; ?Asia] kot 86&ovtt Gpa Ywnolotépe tod Mudpiddtov npodg v Kommor-
Sok@v GpyMv, N Kol T0 péyedog thg Gpy NG T0D MdpLd&Tov TOAATIG 0VON G DYOPDE-
vou Te Kol €6 TAéova Soupobvieg Gpovds. O 8¢ toDTo pev fiveyke . . . [The story of
Mithridates’ intervention in Bithynian affairs after the death of Nicomedes III, and
a second expulsion of Ariobarzanes by two Armenian generals, follows this notice.]

The situation of this passage is not difficult to divine. Ariobarzanes had been ex-
pelled from Cappadocia, and had fled (surely) to a Roman provincia (we need not
imagine that he reached Rome itself). Mithridates was interfering — perhaps even in
person — in Cappadocia (note ékotijvon) so that Ariobarzanes could not return. The
Senate (‘Popodot, as often in Appian) had to order Mithridates not to interfere in the
matter: this was now the second Roman command to the Pontic king to let Cappa-
docia be. Mithridates complied (6 8 toUt0 . . . fjveyke) in that he gave no open aid
to Gordius when the Roman pro cos. Sulla arrived in Cappadocia with Ariobarza-
nes. For a full treatment of this episode we must turn to Plutarch Sulla 5.3 (= Pas-
sage C), drawing (as we have seen) on Sulla’s autobiography.

Appian corroborates this general picture in Mithr. 57.231 (= Passage F), from a
speech put in the mouth of Sulla addressed to Mithridates, at their Dardanus con-
ference in 84 (Mithr. 56.228-58.240). Sulla is attempting to refute Mithridates’ com-
plaint, that he had been treated unfairly by the Romans. Our passage seems to rest
on a good source. Appian knows that Sulla received Cilicia as a promagistrate (cf.
also BC 1.77.350 with de vir. ill. 75.4): Plutarch, though following Sulla, has simply
eig v Komrodokiav drnoctérietor. Appian also implies that Sulla received a SC to
restore Ariobarzanes (03¢ ‘Pouciov yneioopuévev), a necessary detail (Cappadocia
was outside his proper provincia) not found elsewhere. It is safe to say then that
Mithridates himself did not interfere at this stage.'” For what it is worth, the bald

128 Frontinus Strat. 1.5.18 may be relevant here. Frontinus reports idem [sc. Sulla] adversus
Archelanm praefectum Mithridatis in Cappadocia, iniguitate locorum et multitudine hostinm
pressus, fecit pacis mentionem interpositogue tempore etiam indutiarum et per haec avocata in-
tentione adversarium evasit. It is possible that Mithridates’ general Archelaus was in Cappa-
docia at this time, nominally serving under Gordius, and that (as Frontinus says) it did not
come to an actual battle (the multitudo hostium may be Frontinus’ own exaggeration — unless
Sulla, in his account, was proud of his cleverness). The (less satisfactory) alternative is to as-
sume that Frontinus has made a mistake in the location, and to refer the passage to Sulla’s later
command against Mithridates, following his consulship of 88.
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statement by the Periocha of Livy 70 (= Passage E) also suggests that Ariobarzanes
had to be brought in from elsewhere (in regnum . . . reductus est).

Some scholars have insisted on the basis of the wording of these passages that
Ariobarzanes had enjoyed a period of rule before his expulsion. For example,
R.D.SurLivan argues (following SHERWIN-WHITE), <the verbs reducere and xoz-
dyewv when used of a king hardly suggest anything other than a return to rule.'?’
This view is totally baseless. In Plutarch (necessarily our principal source for this
episode) the verb xatdyelv can mean simply to bring a person from one place to
another,"”® and is often used specifically of restoring exiles,"" as generally in Greek
of all periods. Significantly, Plutarch twice uses xotdyerv when speaking of bringing
someone into a place and establishing him for the first time as ruler."”” It will be
noted that the language of one of these passages, Eumenes 3.2, is very close to the
disputed parts of the Cappadocian narrative in the Sulla. This confirms that the
phrase AproBoplavny ... dnédeile Booiréa in Sulla 5.3 should carry its expected
meaning of <name> or <appoint as king>.'” Appian in the Mithridatica (which gives
us Passage F) also uses kotéryery in the context of establishing a new king."** Finally,
it is pointless to press the Latin of the Periocha on this point: we cannot tell from
this what language the Livian original used to describe this event. But in any case,
as Bapian long ago pointed out, reducere (= xoméryev) implies only return from
exile.

SULLIVAN is not convincing when he states that <a commission to restore merely
to his country and not to his throne a man previously elected king by his fellow no-
bles and prevented from ruling by a foreign prince would be an unlikely creation
indeed.»"”> SULLIVAN’s <and not to his throne> is a gratuitous and misleading distor-

129 SyLLvan, ANRW II 7.2, 1980, 1131 n.27; see also SHERWIN-WHITE, CQ 27, 1977, 175
with n. 12.

% Them. 17.1; Per. 28.2; Cim. 1.1.

31 Pel. 26.4; Sull. 6.12; Pomp. 49.3; Alex. 10.5; 53.1.

132 Pyrrh. 3.3; Glaucias, the king of the Illyrians, after rearing Pyrrhus, yevopevov dvokai-
Seka 1OV KoToyorymv €lg TV “Hrewpov et duvéuemg Booihéa katéotnoev; Eum. 3.2: after
Alexander’s death, when it was decided by the Macedonians that Eumenes receive the
dominion then belonging to the Cappadocian king Ariarathes I, &8e1 Agovvartov xod
Avtiyovov xelpt peyon tov Evpévn kortdyovtog dmodeion T xdpog catpamny.

133 L] s.v. rodetxvout 11 1. Surrivan, ANRW II 7.2, 1980, 1131 n.27, is very much off
base here: <The word dnédei&e reveals the purpose of Sulla when he AproBopléavny . . . dréder-
&e Baoréa. It was precisely to demonstrate forcefully to the dissidents within Cappadocia
and to the powerful enemies of Ariobarzanes (Mithridates and perhaps already Tigranes) out-
side it that Rome considered Ariobarzanes now the rightful ruler of the country and could be
expected to react strongly to further interference with his sovereignty.»

13* See Mithr. 4.12, where the verb is used in a passage describing Pergamene aid in bringing
Nicomedes (II Epiphanes) from Italy back to Bithynia, where he was to be set up as king in
place of his father Prusias.

1 ANRW I17.2, 1980, 1131 n.27.
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tion of BADI1AN’s basic argument, that the commission was to restore Ariobarzanes
to his country and set him up as king. Sulla was in fact charged with a most im-
portant mission. Mithridates flagrantly had ignored the Senate’s order to give up his
claim on Cappadocia. The Pontic king and his tool Gordius were preventing
Ariobarzanes, the choice of the Cappadocians who was duly approved by the
Senate, from taking his throne or even re-entering what was supposed to be his
kingdom. Moreover, Mithridates had built up a powerful state in northwest Anato-
lia, and his influence had to be checked. Luckily for Sulla, the auctoritas of the
Roman Senate seems temporarily to have cowed Mithridates from taking direct
action. There was some fighting, however. Sulla succeeded in overcoming Gordius
and a joint force of Cappadocians and Armenians (Plut.; cf. Frontinus Strat. 1.5.18
for Archelaus’ possible involvement). With the expulsion of Gordius from Cappa-
docia (probably still in 96, if we can trust Obsequens 50, discussed above in Section
I D), Sulla enabled Ariobarzanes finally to claim his kingdom.

Who were these Armenians who had aided Gordius against Sulla? Their presence
in the field may indicate that Mithridates had by now contracted an alliance of some
sort with Tigranes, who should have just come to the Armenian throne.”® Tigranes
may have been prompted by Mithridates to give covert aid to Gordius, so that the
Pontic monarch could claim he had no hand in the matter."”” It is equally possible
that Tigranes may have been fishing in troubled waters for himself, seeking to profit
by Mithridates’” temporary discomfiture.”*® We are told that Tigranes, once estab-
lished, embarked on an aggressive program of expansion, starting with Sophene to
the south (Strabo 11.14.15)."%" Sophene shared a common frontier with Cappadocia,
and afforded easy access to Cappadocia by the Euphrates crossing at Tomisa (Stra-
bo 12.2.1)."* Bapian may well be right that the Armenians mentioned by Sulla ap.
Plutarch (Sulla 5.3) were an advance party of the army of Tigranes that annexed So-
phene, and who had now crossed the Euphrates. Tigranes must have moved on So-
phene before Sulla based himself in eastern Cappadocia (Sulla 5.4): that would make

136 A passage in Plutarch, though somewhat rhetorical, does suggest a date ca. 96. Luc. 21.6
describes the reaction of Tigranes to a speech of the Roman legatus Ap. Claudius Pulcher,
which should be placed in late 71 or early 70 (MRR II 125): paviig oxed0v éAevdépag Gxovov-
Tou SLd méve kol elkooty ETdv. Tooabt. Yop EBociievoe, palhov 8¢ DRpioey. Previous to his ac-
cession, Tigranes had been a hostage among the Parthians. For some reason, perhaps the death
of Tigranes’ father Artavasdes, the Parthians allowed the prince to return to his paternum reg-
num, and were compensated with «seventy valleys> of Armenia (Justin 38.3.1; Strabo
11.14.15). The alliance Tigranes made with Mithridates was later strengthened when the Ar-
menian king married Mithridates’ daughter Cleopatra (Justin 38.3.2; Mithr. 13.44 and 15.54).

137 Cf. Mithridates” complaint (in a speech set ca. 89) that tamen nihilo minus inputari [the
Romans] sibs, si gua Gordins aut Tigranes faciat (Justin 38.5.8).

138 This is suggested by R. L. MaNaseryan, VDI 1985, no. 174 109-118.

139 See TH. FRANKFORT, Latomus 22, 1963, 185 n. 2 for full sources on Tigranes’ conquest of
Sophene.

140 SHERWIN- WHITE, CQ 27,1977, 174.
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matters more difficult for the Armenian king.'*' The important thing is that Sulla
did not meet Tigranes in the field at the time he T'6pdiov pev éENiacev, Aprofop-
Lavny 8¢ dmédeile Baociréo (Sulla 5.3). If Sulla had met him, his name would have
been mentioned in this passage of Plutarch, which is surely taken from Sulla’s Me-
moirs.'*” For what it is worth, Justin suggests that Tigranes had not been openly
hostile toward Rome until a few years later (38.3.2).

We next see Sulla in eastern Cappadocia at the Euphrates River, which marked
the frontier with Sophene. Sulla probably had posted himself at the Euphrates to
guard against further meddling by the Armenians. This is where Sulla met the
Parthian legates of Arsaces who sought the driendship and alliance> of the Roman
people, an event which he surely narrated in his Commentarii.'*’ A. KEAVENEY may
be on the right track when he suggests <the Parthians wanted to divine Sulla’s atti-
tude toward their protégé Tigranes, who was now establishing himself on the
throne of Armenia.»'* But it was in any case natural for Arsaces to attempt to find
out what these newcomers to the Near East wanted, and for his legates to try to gain
an assurance that the Romans had not come to attack Parthia. (They may even have
welcomed a counterbalance to Mithridates.) The exact circumstances of this meet-
ing do not directly concern us here. What is significant is that Sulla lingered long
enough in eastern Cappadocia for this encounter to take place. The Senate appa-
rently had given Sulla the general order Muopidéitny émoyeiv (Plut. Sulla 5.3; cf.
App. Mithr. 10.31 for Rome’s suspicion of Pontic power). Sulla’s presence in the
area in fact may have been positively required until Ariobarzanes could firmly es-
tablish himself in Cappadocia: note that his coin issues probably start only in 95/94
(Section I F 5), suggesting that the new regime took some time to set up. Sulla (and
the Senate) also had to be reasonably certain that Mithridates, Gordius and Tigranes
would acquiesce in this state of affairs.

Then there was the matter of Sulla’s proper provincia of Cilicia: he had not done
anything there yet, as far as we know. Cilicia was a new provincia, and Sulla was
probably only the second or third Roman commander sent there. It would be a
wonder if the administration of the provincia required no further organization at
this stage. And though the quarrels over the Cappadocian throne were of pressing
importance, the perennial pirate problem in Cilicia — the reason the provincia was
established in the first place — could not be simply ignored.

141 Bapran, Studies 168 with n. 49.

192 Bapian, Studies 167.

3 With Passage D (= Plut. Sulla 5.4), see also Per. 70 Parthorum legati, a rege Arsace missi,
venerunt ad Syllam, ut amicitiam populi Romani petevent, ad euwm primum omninm Ro-
manorum legati Parthorum wvenissent. Velletus Paterculus (2.24.3) 1s confused (discussed
above n.31). Florus (1.46.4) suggests that the Parthians received their request: in 54, a Parthian
king sent a messenger to M. Licinius Crassus who percussorum cum Pompeio foederum

Sullague meminisset.
4 Roman Treaties with Parthia, circa 95 — circa 64 B.C., AJPh 102, 1981, 196.
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There may have been time to see to all of these matters. If Sulla was at all typical
of Roman provincial commanders of this general period, he could not reasonably
expect a successor to be sent out for three or four years. Considering the ratio of
consuls and praetors to the number of provinciae that needed to be filled at this
time, it would be quite remarkable if Sulla could simply sail back to Rome once
Gordius was ejected and Ariobarzanes installed. Ariobarzanes’ coinage shows the
near-continuous series of «regnal years> 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6: as we have seen, the gap is
very likely to be fortuitous. Although any specific interpretation of the Cappa-
docian numismatic evidence of this period is most hazardous (one wishes that Si-
MONETTA had taken the trouble to tell us how big these extant issues are, in terms of
dies), I will venture to say that this series may show that the Roman appointee re-
ceived a temporary respite from troubles. The fact that the sources have almost
nothing to report of Sulla’s activities in Rome from his term as pr. #7b. in 97 down
to 91, may point toward a long and successful stay for the Roman commander in the
east, which meant in turn security for Ariobarzanes.

The death of Nicomedes III of Bithynia (Justin 38.3.4) at some point before 91
led to a new phase of instability in Anatolia."*® This king had two sons, one by his
queen Aristonica (the future Nicomedes IV), and another, Socrates, by a Cyzicene
concubine. Mithridates championed the cause of the illegitimate Socrates, to whom
he gave the ameliorative tag «Chrestus> before sending him off to Rome to contest
the Bithynian throne. As might be expected, the Senate, at a date no later than Sep-
tember 91, chose to recognize Nicomedes IV.'*

Nicomedes IV remained on the throne long enough to marry twice (in very quick
succession) and beget two children (Gran. Lic. 35.87-90 Criniti) before facing some
serious trouble. When Mithridates’ covert attempts at destabilizing the Bithynian
kingdom did not succeed (cf. Mithr. 57.232), he finally sent Socrates with an army
to displace Nicomedes, and the king fled to Rome. This attack apparently was coor-
dinated with an invasion of Cappadocia by two generals of Tigranes, Mithraas and
Bagoas, who replaced Ariobarzanes with Ariarathes IX: ... mv Budovav dpynv 6
Tokpdrng €g oOTOV TEPLEcTOoEY. T0D & onTod XpOvov Midpdog kol Borydog
AproBoplavny Tovée tov 1RO Popoiwv Kotnyuévov &g v Konnodokiov ExPoiov-
TeG, ApLapodny kamyoyov €g adtv. ‘Pouciot 8¢ Nikoundnv opod kot AploBop-
Lavnv éroviiyov é¢ v oikeila éxdrtepov . . . (Mithr. 10.32-11.33).

This chronology is also found in Justin’s rather compressed account (38.3.3—4):
primo ... adventu Tigranis Ariobarzanes sublatis rebus suis Romam contendit,

%5 T am inclined to agree with ReiNnacH, who tentatively dates the death of Nicomedes to
ca. 94; we must allow a few years for the two marriages, and the birth of the two children, of
Nicomedes IV before his expulsion ca. 90 (Mithridate Eupator 112 n.2).

146 Memnon 22.5; Gran. Lic. 35.86-94 Criniti; Mithr. 10.32. Justin 38.5.10 may show that
Mithridates claimed that it was Nicomedes who was illegitimate (saltatricis filio); Cic. de Or.
3.229 provides the terminus ante quem for the Senate’s recognition of this king.



Sulla’s Career in the Nineties 153

atque ita per Tigranem rursus Cappadocia iuris esse Mithridatis coepit. eodem tem-
pore mortuo Nicomede etiam filins eius, et ipse Nicomedes, regno a Mithridate pelli-
tur, qui cum supplex Romam venisset, decernitur in senatu, ut uterque in regnum
restituantur.

Mithridates, who obviously was behind all this, may have been taking advantage
of Rome’s troubles with its Ttalian allies. A date of 91 or 90 is fully consonant with
the rest of the story, which need only be told in outline.'

An embassy was sent by the Senate to reinstate the two monarchs, headed by Ma-
rius’ old consular colleague M’. Aquillius (cos. 101) and including (apparently)
T.Manlius Mancinus (who as 17 pl. 107 had supported Marius” bid for the Numi-
dian command, and was now surely a senior praetorian, to judge from his presence
on this legatio)."*® The praetor who held Asia as his provincia, C.Cassius, was to
provide military support for the venture; the pro cos. in Cilicia, Q. Oppius, could
also play a role if necessary (cf. Mithr. 17.60). Nicomedes (and one would expect
Ariobarzanes) was to bankroll the operation (cf. Mithr. 11.36).

Mithridates was ordered to cooperate by withdrawing Socrates and (surely) his
son Ariarathes IX.'* Appian is quite insistent that he did not put up with this, and
that M’. Aquillius and C. Cassius achieved their aims only after they had recruited a
large force of auxiliaries (Mithr. 11.35; 57.233-234)."° The date of the restoration
would seem from the Periocha to belong to late 90."' In response, Mithridates
made elaborate preparations for war on land and sea, and in particular attempted to
create a wide network of alliances with peoples as diverse as the Cimbri, Thracians,

147 Cf. Mithr. 58.235 (Sulla to Mithridates) 8te yoip v Ttokiow dprotopévny fUGV Rodd-
vov, TNV Goyoriov THvde NUdY GLAGEDG énédovu pev Aprofaplév ko Nucoundet xoi Fodd-
tong kod TTopAoyovig, Enédov 8¢ Actq T Nuetépe xwple. But this may in fact refer to a sub-
sequent expulsion of the kings in 89, discussed below.

148 Mithr. 11.33; Justin 38.3.4 has M’. Aguilius et Mallins + Malthinus legati. For the tr. pl.
Mancinus, see Sall. B] 73.7 with MRR 1II 39.

19 Mithr. 11.34; cf. Justin 38.5.8 (speech of Mithridates) non regem Bithyniae Chreston, in
quem senatus arma decreverat, a se in gratiam illorum occisum? This statement is a bit difficult
to reconcile with the evidence of Appian, who stresses that Mithridates became most unco-
operative at this stage (see immediately below in text).

150 Particularly explicit is Mithr. 57.233-234 (Sulla speaking to Mithridates regarding Ario-
barzanes): ékBoiav & avdyknyv énédnkog toig nopodor ‘Popaiwv (?C. Cassius) xotéyety od-
TOV, KO KOTOYOLEVOV KWAV®V GV TOV TOAEUOV EERWOG, EWWOKMG UEV 0UT® PO TOAAOD, KTA.

30 Per. 74 A. Plotius legatus Umbros, L. Porcius Cato praetor Etruscos, cum ntergue populus
defecisset, proelio vicerunt. Nicomedes in Bithyniae, Ariobarzanes in Cappadociae regnum re-
ducti sunt. Cn. Pompeius cos. Marsos acie vicit. In the Periocha summary, M. Aquillius’ resto-
ration of Nicomedes and Ariobarzanes is placed after the outbreak and first campaigns of the
Social War. In the sentence immediately preceding this notice L.Porcius (Cato), cos. 89, is
termed praetor, i.e. pro pr. or pr. pro cos. But the restoration is mentioned before Cn. Pompeins
cos. Marsos acie vicit (i. e. 89) and before a domestic event of January 89, the murder of the pr.
urb. A. Sempronius Asellio (on the date of Asellio’s death, see Bapian, Historia 18, 1969,
475££.).
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Scythians and Samartians (Justin 38.2.5; Mithr. 13.44; 15.53-16.55; 57.234). Mithri-
dates’ principal ally in the war against the Romans, however, was to be Tigranes of
Armenia. He was also counting on Arsaces of Parthia for support (Mithr. 15.54).

M’. Aquillius and C. Cassius did not stop, however, with the restoration of the
kings of Bithynia and Cappadocia. Appian (Mithr. 11.35) tells of a quite discredita-
ble — but entirely believable — action of the part of these Romans: e000¢ 1€ dvénet-
Bov Guew [sc. Nicomedes and Ariobarzanes], yettovag dvtag Midpidatov, TV yijv
™V Mudpiddrtov katorrpéyxely kol g morepov épedilely, ag ‘Popoiov ontoig ToAe-
HOTOL GUULLAYT COVTOV.

Nicomedes IV eventually was persuaded to invade Mithridates’ territory. Appian
supplies Nicomedes” motivation: he was badly in need of money to pay off his sub-
stantial debts to the Romans who had restored him. Nicomedes met no resistance in
his search for booty, since Mithridates gladly welcomed the pretext for war (Mithr.
11.37). Mithridates nonetheless sent an envoy to launch a formal complaint with the
Roman envoys in Anatolia. When his remonstrations fell on deaf ears (Mithr. 14.48—
49), he openly sent a force to Cappadocia with Ariarathes IX which succeeded in
driving Ariobarzanes off the throne (Mithr. 15.50). The Romans M’. Aquillius,
C. Cassius and now Q. Oppius, without consulting the Senate, resolved on restoring
Ariobarzanes by force (Mithr. 17.59-61). The result was that Nicomedes was driven
from Bithynia and the Romans were severely defeated in the field. M. Aquillius and
Q. Oppius were captured and ridiculed, and Aquillius was put to death (Memnon
22.6-8, with misleading chronology; Mithr. 17.64-21.82;Justin 38.3.8 with 4.4). By 89,
what was to be the First Mithridatic War had finally broken out in earnest. Ario-
barzanes was notto be able to return to Cappadociafor atleast another three years.

V. A New Solution

It is unfortunate that we cannot ascertain the length of time L. Cornelius Sulla (pr.
urb. 97) held his command in Cilicia ex praetura. But it should be quite clear by
now that we cannot assume that Sulla simply headed home once Ariobarzanes was
in place. Neither the political situation in Anatolia nor the over-strained Roman ad-
ministrative system of the nineties would allow it.

Sulla’s prosecution for extortion is of course undatable. BADIAN has made an
only tentative case for late 95 (with Censorinus’ abandonment of his case in 94), but
there is nothing to rule out any of the years 94 through 92."* That last year — 92 —
was hardly blessed by concordia. Marius is said by one source (Dio fr. 97.3) to have
had a hand in the prosecution in that year of P. Rutilius Rufus, which was obviously
political in motivation. The conflict over the statue group however can be firmly
placed in late 91 from Plutarch.

152 The political situation of 91 virtually eliminates that year as a possibility for Censorinus
dropping his case: Bapian, Studies 170 with 177 n. 67.
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These two incidents, Censorinus’ prosecution and the fight over the dedication,
may in fact be related. (It will be noted that Plutarch has the one episode directly
follow the other in Sulla 5.6 — 6.2.) Sulla’s encouragement and vigorous support of
Bocchus in his (successful) attempt to get senatorial permission for his dedication'”
may in part have been motivated by a desire to retaliate against Marius, who had
earlier surely backed Censorinus.

I would like to suggest for Sulla the possibility of an extended command in Ci-
licia (96 through 93 or even into early 92), with a return to Rome in 92, followed im-
mediately by Censorinus’ prosecution. On this hypothesis, not too long after Sulla
left his command and returned to Rome, Tigranes of Armenia, on Mithridates’ ur-
ging, drove Ariobarzanes from Cappadocia (Justin 38.2-3; App. Mithr. 10.33); this
was in 91 or 90. Sulla’s presence in the east, despite his rag-tag army (Plut. Sulla 5.3),
may have served as somewhat of a deterrent to Mithridates and Tigranes. It is note-
worthy that Ariobarzanes was able to remain on the throne of Cappadocia so long
in the 90s, when the forces of Mithridates and Tigranes were virtually unchecked.

Sulla, as pr. 97, was eligible to run for the consulship starting in 95 (for 94).
Yet, though we have seen that Sulla sought the praetorship suo anno, we do
not hear of him trying for the consulship until 89 (for 88). What is the explana-
tion?

First, the competition. Of the patricians who made it to the consulship in the lat-
ter half of the 90s — C. Valerius Flaccus, C. Claudius Pulcher, Sex. Iulius Caesar and
his relative L. Iulius Caesar (coss. 93, 92, 91 and 90 respectively) — three, and possi-
bly all four, could show (unlike Sulla) a consular father or grandfather."** Now, we
have seen that Sulla would have had (indeed needed) at least two years in the east:
96 and 95. If we postulate a promagistracy of two years, he returned some time in
94. Since he would have to wait for a successor to arrive, he may have come to Rome
too late for the elections (say, autumn 94 — which would not give him enough time
to canvass), or at any rate not early enough to be an effective candidate against
C.Valerius Flaccus, who had powerful relatives to help him. If Sulla returned too
late, the comitia of 93 (for 92) would be his first real chance — but in that year
C. Claudius Pulcher was unbeatable by any standards (see Cic. Brutus 166). 92 was
the first year we can plausibly assume Sulla could try for. But somewhere along the
way, Censorinus’ prosecution (which actually got started) delayed him further,
hurting his chances against Sex. Caesar for the consulship of 91.

153 For the necessity of the Senate’s permission, see Bap1an, Foreign Clientelae (26470
B.C.), Oxford 1958, 231 n.4; id. in: Lucius Sulla: The Deadly Reformer 10-12.

15% See now Bapian, The Consuls, 179-149 BC, Chiron 20, 1990, 389. Sex. Iulius Caesar
(cos. 91) 1s the one uncertain case: he may have been a grandson of the cos. 157 Sex. Iulius
Caesar (thus SUMNER’s stemma of the Caesares in Phoenix 25, 1971, 264), or perhaps of the pr.
166 L.Iulius. But he would be commended by his relatives, perhaps even by C.Marius (cf.
Babian, Studies 38, 51).
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Analternative (and no less plausible) explanation s that Sulla’sdelay in reaching the
consulship was occasioned in part by his long term in the east. When Sulla did return
in (say)late 93 or early 92, he may have planned to use his military successesin Cappa-
dociaand Cilicia for an immediate consular bid, just as he had tried to capitalize on his
exploits against the Cimbri for a corresponding purpose in 99. Yet once Censorinus
(backed by Marius) launched his malicious prosecution, Sulla had to giveup hishopes
of a consulship for 91 (his first real chance). The damage which was inflicted on Sulla
in this trial was temporary, but strategically timed by his enemies. Censorinus in fact
may have dropped his case sua sponte as soon as the consular comitia had passed, or
was bribed to drop it by Sulla himself to prevent any more harm being done.

The Censorinus affair was important in that it robbed Sulla of the momentum
gained in his Cilician command (however long that was). By autumn 91 the political
atmosphere in Rome and in Italy had changed drastically, and it is quite possible
that Sulla’s arrangements in the east had begun to fall apart, with Ariobarzanes now
in danger of losing his throne — if he had not already lost it. If this was indeed the
case, it would do little good for Sulla to campaign for the consulship of 90 on the
basis of his Cappadocian achievements! Sulla instead used a different tactic. He
attacked Marius in such a way that he could later be said to be ék 100 Tpog éxeivov
[sc. Marius] ad€avopevog @BOVOL TV Suvort@v Kol TAG TPOG EKETVOV SLopopaig
Spynv moArteiog notovpevog (Plut. Mar. 32.2). Sulla attempted to throw himself into
prominence by putting Bocchus up to dedicating his statue group, in one stroke
avenging himself on Marius as well as reminding the Roman People who really was
responsible for the surrender of Jugurtha (now 13 years past). All this was done
with the purpose of reaching the consulship. But Sulla’s plan backfired. As Passage
H tells us, once the statues were set up on the Capitol —surely with the Senate’s per-
mission — factional strife (of unexpected severity) developed over this issue between
Marius, Sulla, and their partisans,”® which was checked only by the outbreak of the
Social War. This alarming incident, played out on the eve of one of Rome’s greatest
crises, will not have won Sulla any new friends among the senatorial establishment.
Now that a war had arrived, Sulla evidently decided to bide his time and repair his
reputation by service in the field. He did not attempt to lead Rome as consul against
the Italians in 90 or 89. Sulla probably knew he would not have been able to win
election for either of those years had he tried.

Plutarch says the Social War 8cov ZUAQ mpocédnke 80ENg kol duvipeng
10600T0V Gpeihe Mapiov (Marius 33.1). Apart from Plutarch’s biased testimony
(perhaps drawing on Sulla himself), we have abundant proof that Sulla did well for
himself in this war. The Senate seems to have made wide use of available praetorii as

155 Tn Passage G only Sulla is credited with having any backing (to® Maptov Bopudvpov-
UEVOL KO KOOOPELY L eELpOoTVTOG [sc. the statues], £tépwv 8¢ dpvvey T VALY . . .), but this
may be only because Plutarch is following Sulla’s own account of this incident. Marius surely
had his own support.
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well as consulares against the Italians (Cic. Font. 43), appointing (I would suggest)
Sulla, Marius and some others as legati pro praetore throughout their tenure, with
imperium officially conferred.””® Whatever Sulla’s exact status, in 90 it seems that (to
his credit) he was able to operate in the same theater as C. Marius without serious
conflict;"” little else of real importance is recorded for him in this year."*® In his sec-

156 T hope to make the full case for this suggestion — which would provide a precedent for
the lex Gabinia of 67, which granted similar legati to Pompey — in a future work. C. Marius
may have received a special grant of consular imperium (surely enhanced from praetorian im-
perium) in 90, after the consul P.Rutilius Lupus had met his death in the field. Q. Servilius
Caepio, according to Periocha 73, had aequatum . .. cum C. Mario . . . imperium. This must
mean a raising of praetorian to consular imperium. If Caepio had no imperium, it could hardly
be aequatum to that of Marius (cf. Liv. 22.26.7 and 29.2, the raising of the imperium of the
mag. eq. M. Minucius Rufus to equal that of the dictator Q. Fabius Maximus in 217). C. Mar-
ius is not reported to have seen any action in 89, perhaps because of political intrigue. Plut.
Mar. 33.3, which speaks of Marius’ failing health, need not be believed: at the beginning of 88
he thought himself (and was thought by others) capable of taking on Mithridates, and then
later in that year went through quite a lot in his flight. L. Cornelius Sulla may also have had
imperium in 90. Eutropius (5.3.2) says of the Social War guadriennio (292-89) cum gravi
tamen calamitate, hoc bellum tractum est. quinto demum anno finem accepit per L. Cornelium
Sullam consulem, cum antea in eodem bello ipse multa strenue, sed praetor egisset. It is very
likely that Sulla was made pro pr. (i.e. a privatus cum imperio) at some point in 90 (as e.g.
Marius was, and probably others). At any rate, Sulla must have held imperium in 89, since
A.Postumius Albinus (probably to be identified with the cos. 99) is said to have served as his
legatus (MRR 1I 37).

157" According to Appian (BC 1.46.201-202) Sulla assisted C. Marius in his victory over the
Marsians in 90; the Livian Periocha 73 and Orosius 5.18.5 give Marius the sole credit. Only
Appian gives notice of Marius’ and Sulla’s joint action against the Marsi, in which these
Roman commanders slew 6000 of the enemy <and captured even more>. Per. 73 and Orosius
(who also give 6000 Marsian dead and add 7000 prisoners) present Marius as acting alone. But
Orosius goes on to state that Sulla was then sent with twenty-four cohorts to Aesernia. Does
he mean that Sulla was sent by Marius, and did Orosius’ source feature Sulla as involved in the
action against the Marsi? The whole episode is most interesting, particularly since any team-
work on the part of Marius and Sulla would be unexpected after the quarrel over the Bocchus
statue group in 91. CaraBi, MAL 8 III 5, 1950, 275, regards the inclusion of Sulla’s name in
Appian’s narration of this episode as an error. Gassa (on BC 1.51.201) admits the possibility,
but makes the most unconvincing suggestion that <Valerius Messalla> (cf. BC 1.40.179) is in
fact meant. But the Periochae and Orosius hardly count as good testimony. Omission, in a
later source, is no argument as to presence or absence in the presumed source. Surely, in an
emergency, Roman inimici could cooperate against a dangerous enemy of Rome (and it will be
noted that Orosius has Sulla being sent away, apparently once the need for cooperation had
passed). There is a plausible explanation. Sisenna fr.60 PETER (from Book 3, and therefore
from his history of the Social War) may describe the vine-grove in which Appian tells us the
decisive engagement took place. Livy (who may have picked up the story from Sisenna) is
likely to have served as the common source for later accounts of the action against the Marsi;
we may conjecture that Sulla’s name was omitted from the Marsic battle by whatever Livian
epitome is the basis of the Periochae and Orosius, but was retained by Appian.

138 Sources in MRR 11 29.
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ond year of action however Sulla was able to demonstrate his true military bril-
liance. After he had captured Stabiae and Pompeii, and had achieved conspicuous
successes against the Hirpini and Samnites,"” Sulla quantis . . . raro quisquam alins
ante consulatum rebus gestis ad petitionem consulatus Romam est profectus (Per. 75).
The wait had paid off: Sulla was made consul for 88.

The reconstruction offered here explains how a poorly informed author such as
Velleius Paterculus could say that for 91 L. Sulla anno ante praetura functus
(2.15.3), or present the following outline of Sulla’s career: hic natus familia nobili . . .
cum familiae eius claritudo intermissa esset, din ita se gessit, ut nullam petendi con-
sulatum cogitationem habere videretur: deinde post praeturam inlustratus bello Ita-
lico et ante in Gallia legione sub Mario, gua eminentissimos duces hostium fuderat,
ex successu animum sumpsit petensque consulatum paene omnium civium suffragiis
factus est; sed ewm honorem undequinquagesimo aetatis suae anno adsecutus est
(2.17.2-3).

Velleius (or his source) clearly is rationalizing how Sulla can have come so late to
the consulship, without any real knowledge of his career. Now that we have recon-
sidered the facts of Sulla’s early activities in their political and administrative con-
text, and reopened the question of the eastern background to his Cilician command,
it is hoped that finally we can douse the spirit of Velleius which has lingered for so
long in the traditional account of Sulla’s career in the 90s.
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