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1

The Ides of March

Rome was on the alert. Gaius Julius Caesar, who had been appointed dictator for life at the end of the previous year, was planning to set out in a few days’ time to wage war on the Parthians, who had been threatening the Roman province of Syria since the crushing defeat of Marcus Licinius Crassus at Carrhae in the year 53 BC. It was clear that this would be a difficult venture, comparable in its extent to the Gallic War, the campaign of several years in which Caesar had conquered those parts of Gaul that still remained free and subjected them to Roman rule. No one knew whether Caesar’s aim this time was simply to exact revenge for the defeat of Crassus or whether he wanted to acquire more territory. The only certainty was that he would be absent from Rome for some time.

The dictator had called a meeting of the Senate for the Ides of March, to be held in the Curia of Pompey, an assembly hall built by Pompey the Great adjoining the theatre that also bore his name. Caesar shrugged off warnings of an assassination attempt, just as he dismissed the idea of surrounding himself with a bodyguard, trusting that his policy of reconciliation with the representatives of the old aristocracy and his own political position, so far uncontested in public, would stand him in good stead. He had dismissed his Spanish guards from his service some time earlier. It is possible that, at the height of his power and in view of his age and his failing health, he felt a certain indifference to the future. In fact we are told that he said, at this time, that his well-being was of importance primarily to the state; he had gained power and fame in abundance long before, and if anything were to happen to him now, then unrest and civil wars far worse than any seen before would threaten Rome.

Caesar could not, therefore, be dissuaded from attending the scheduled Senate meeting. As soon as he was seated in his gilded chair of office, the conspirators surrounded him on the pretext of supporting a petition presented by one of their number. Then, at an agreed signal, they stabbed him. Struck by many dagger thrusts, Caesar resisted only briefly and then fell to the ground at the foot of the statue of Pompey, his old adversary in the struggle for power and influence in the state. The assassins had agreed that every one of them must stab him, so that they would all be equally complicit in their violent act, but in their fury and agitation they had delivered their blows so indiscriminately that of all the twenty-three wounds (or, according to another account, thirty-five) a doctor later established that only one was mortal. After the deed was done Marcus Brutus raised his bloodstained dagger in the air, called out the name of Cicero and congratulated him on Rome’s return to freedom.

Now that the tyrant had been eliminated, the assassins thought that the republican order he had toppled would come into its own again. But the conspirators’ cries of liberty rang unheard through the Senate as its members scattered, horrified by the murder. Only two senators, the praetors Lucius Marcius Censorinus and Gaius Calvisius Sabinus, had tried to stand by the dictator, but the conspirators had pushed them out of the way. The people of Rome themselves were dismayed by the assassination and incapable of any political reaction. Shops and businesses closed, some of those eager for news ran to the Forum, many others barricaded themselves into their houses, and only a few spoke of freedom.

The conspirators were a very mixed bunch. Hardly any of them could claim never to have served the dictator; many, including their leaders, had even held high rank in the army and the administration, and still did at the time of Caesar’s assassination. Even if they kept at a certain distance from the new regime, they were what would be called fellow travellers today. The real, uncompromising opponents of Caesar had taken up arms to defend the old order, had perished in its cause or were now wandering around the vast empire in search of a centre of resistance somewhere. Many of the conspirators, including Marcus Brutus and Cassius, had originally fought on the side of the Senate and Pompey against the dictator, but after being defeated had sought pardon and political promotion, which were generously granted. Not a few of the assassins belonged to the dictator’s intimate circle, including several experienced generals (legates) and others who were personally very close to him. It is not always easy to discern a clear motive for these men’s participation in the plot. In fact there has been no discussion of the motives behind the murder in general, either in antiquity or today; it seemed unnecessary, since few have doubted that at least the great majority of the conspirators were motivated by the idea of restoring the old order of the state, which they associated with political freedom. Whether they had fought with Caesar in the civil war or had opposed him and been pardoned after the defeat of Pompey, they might approve, or at least tolerate, his securing of his exceptional position by violent means, but they were not ready to go along with the increasingly obvious transformation of the old aristocratic order into a monarchy.

The uncompromising traditionalists numbered among them not only Brutus and Cassius, but also some conspirators who had not yet held high office in the state, for instance Publius Servilius Casca and Lucius Pontius Aquila, who as tribune of the people in the year 45 had been the only man in the college of tribunes to show the dictator his republican sympathies. Personal motives may have played a part for some of the conspirators; Servius Sulpicius Galba, for instance, must surely have joined their ranks not least because he had been passed over for promotion by Caesar. All the conspirators, however, whether ‘republicans’ or opportunists, had lived for years under the dictator’s rule or even worked in his administration, so there was a great gulf dividing them from those who had remained steadfast in opposing him by armed force. It was only natural that after the Ides of March such men expected the conspirators to explain their readiness to be reconciled with the tyrant, or even work for him. At first, many who had been associated with the dictator for so long might not have fully understood the political consequences of the civil war waged by Caesar in 49, allegedly solely to retrieve his personal political status, although later, once their general had risen to the position of a monarch, they withdrew their allegiance. They incurred the hostility of Caesar’s supporters, who were bound to regard participation in the plot by those who had been his colleagues, generals and even friends as treachery.

Only a few of the circle of assassins could consider themselves members of the old aristocracy, the nobilitas, which had guided the state in past centuries and built the Roman empire, but those few were the men who mattered. They included Gaius Cassius Longinus, who was regarded as the instigator of the conspiracy and was the most logical thinker in the group, a man of uncompromising principles who urged action. He had followed Pompey in the civil war, was pardoned by Caesar after the defeat of the Pompeians at Pharsalos and had been appointed praetor for the year 44, thus becoming a holder of one of the highest offices of the state. A considerably more illustrious name was borne by the Bruti, descendants of one of the two first consuls of the republic, Lucius Junius Brutus, who according to tradition had driven out the last tyrannical king, Tarquinius Superbus, in 509 and transferred government of the state to the heads of the noble families of Rome. His name was linked to the very idea of liberty. It meant first and foremost the freedom of the nobility, since, although the people took part in many political decisions, the members of the influential old families who sat in the Senate in fact controlled the state.

One of the Bruti, Marcus Junius Brutus, was related through his mother Servilia to Marcus Porcius Cato, the man who had been at the heart of the old nobility’s resistance to Caesar in the civil war and had taken his own life in Utica when he found himself in a hopeless position after the defeat at Thapsus in 46 BC. As Servilia’s half-brother, Cato was an uncle of Marcus Brutus, who after Cato’s suicide married his only daughter Porcia in the year 45. In his youth Brutus had had himself adopted by the old noble family of the Servilii Caepiones, but because of his famous ancestor Lucius Junius Brutus he had kept his old surname of Brutus; his adoptive father seems to have been his mother’s brother. Before his real father could embark on an official career, he had been executed by Pompey in 77 as the supporter of a consul who had tried to carry out a coup against the Senate. As a result Brutus felt deep hostility to Pompey and suspended it after the outbreak of the civil war solely for the sake of opposing Caesar. Caesar pardoned Brutus too, and in 47/45 BC, as he still had no particular career, appointed him to the governorship (proconsulate) of what was then the most important Roman province, Gallia Cisalpina (Upper Italy). This was a particular mark of favour, since it would normally have been essential for the man holding that post to have been a consul or at least a praetor already. After his governorship he, like Cassius, was appointed praetor for the year 44. Caesar valued him above all as a man of letters, for Brutus was one of the outstanding intellectuals of his time; hence also his close relationship with Cicero, who found his ideas stimulating and dedicated a number of writings to him. After the disaster of Pharsalos, which sealed the fate of the old order, Brutus was bold enough to write a eulogy of his uncle, Caesar’s great adversary, which he entitled ‘Cato’ and in which he also studied the old republic, which had been the bone of contention. Caesar did not ban this work but responded with an ‘Anti-Cato’ of his own.

The other Brutus, Decimus Junius Brutus Albinus, came from a noble family very active in the last years of the republic; both his father and his grandfather had been consuls. He himself, at the age of only twenty-three, joined Caesar when the Gallic War began and became an outstanding commander, distinguishing himself both in Gaul and during the civil war at the siege of Massilia (Marseille), particularly at sea. Later he became governor of the newly conquered parts of Gaul (Gallia Comata) and finally praetor. Personally he was very close to Caesar, much closer than Marcus Brutus or any of the other conspirators. Caesar even named him substitute heir in his will should his main designated heir refuse the inheritance or die suddenly. Gaius Trebonius was another of the conspirators who had made his name in Caesar’s service. As tribune of the people he had worked in the year 55 for the three powerful figures of Caesar, Pompey and Crassus, without gaining much of a political profile for himself; but he then proved his worth as a general in Gaul and in the civil war and in 48 was appointed to the most distinguished of the praetorships, the office known as praetor urbanus, praetor of the city, where he was responsible for trials arising from disputes between citizens. After acting as governor for southern Spain (Hispania Ulterior), he was the first member of his family to be appointed consul, in this case for the last months of the year 45 as a replacement for Caesar, who retired from the consulate early. Servius Sulpicius Galba, the scion of an old noble family, had also been a general under Caesar. As early as the year 54, before the outbreak of the civil war, he became praetor, and he fought in the first two years of the Gallic War as Caesar’s second in command, although without much success. Since Caesar did not promote him to any very high office, and at the age of fifty-one he was among the older commanders, one of his reasons for joining the conspirators was disappointment.

We do not know exactly when the conspiracy took shape. The idea of eliminating the dictator emerged gradually within a small circle of men, assuming concrete form only the year before the assassination itself. In all, about sixty people were involved. Cicero was not among them, for good reasons. His age – Cicero was already over sixty at the time – will have been immaterial, but the conspirators feared his political unreliability. Members of the ruling families accused him, particularly in the last decade before the outbreak of the civil war, of vacillating between the political camps – Pompey and Caesar on one side and the hard core of defenders of the old order, known as the optimates, the ‘best men’, on the other – out of personal inclination, weakness or even the desire for personal profit. Some may have seen him as an opportunist, and it is a fact that Cicero quite often had to defend himself against such accusations, both publicly and in his private correspondence. An important motive for his friendship with powerful men will have been a wish not to see them excluded from the political game played within the old leadership class, but to see that game further prolonged. Cicero had also repeatedly advised making peace with Caesar before the outbreak of the civil war and during its first months, well knowing that the state itself would be severely damaged by conflict, even if the traditionalists won it. He was thus equally suspect to the radical proponents of war and Caesar’s adherents: he had placed himself between all their camps. Hence the paradoxical situation that Cicero, who was certainly no Caesarian and could even be said to symbolize the old republic in his writings on the theory of statesmanship, had no access to the circle of the conspirators. However, no one doubted his republican leanings: when Marcus Brutus called out the name of Cicero to the Senate just after the assassination, as if it were a key to what had happened, all who heard it recognized it as a synonym for liberty. Mark Antony himself could later say that Cicero had known about the conspiracy and was even behind it and he did not trust him. But Cicero knew nothing of the plot to murder Caesar until he saw the assassination carried out at the Senate meeting of 15 March.

At the time of his conflict with Caesar’s political heirs, Octavian and Antony, Brutus had coins minted with the reverse side showing the freedman’s cap, the pileus, between two daggers as the symbol of a man released from slavery into freedom, with the legend ‘To the Ides of March’ below it. With the design of this coin, Brutus claimed that the assassination had been committed for the sake of freedom, and just as the tyrant Caesar had been killed on the Ides of March, the same fate was to meet all who considered themselves his political heirs. Brutus had, after all, called on the name of freedom directly after the assassination. The deed had been tyrannicide. Its justification arose from the distaste then felt throughout the political systems of the Graeco-Roman world for autocratic rule founded on no legal or moral order. History offered plenty of examples of this unpleasant form of government, and Greek thinkers had used philosophical arguments to underpin the abhorrence felt for it. Tyrannicide was a favourite subject for declamations in the schools of rhetoric, the most commonly cited example being that of the friends Harmodios and Aristogeiton, who had killed Hipparchos, one of the tyrants of Athens, in 514 and lost their own lives in so doing. They were regarded as the liberators of their city, for their act had helped the Athenians to a system of government based on political equality, a democracy. Every educated Greek and Roman could conjure up a mental image of the statue of the two of them holding their swords.

To members of the ruling aristocracy of Rome, the nobility, anyone who tried to set himself up as their master was a tyrant. In the terminology of political conflict, anyone even suspected of planning anything of the kind was branded an autocrat, a king or indeed a tyrant, no matter exactly how far his intentions went – and as far as we know, hardly any member of the nobility before Caesar seriously thought of striving for sole rule. When Brutus struck that rhetorical note, he could count on being generally understood. And for the sake of the purity of the idea, he had persuaded his fellow conspirators that only the tyrant should be killed, and not any of his followers such as Mark Antony and Marcus Aemilius Lepidus. Cassius disagreed but was unable to carry his point. So what exactly did ‘freedom’ mean to Marcus Brutus and the other conspirators at the time? Did they have in mind the same freedom for which the nobility had fought at the time of the Gracchi and in the decades before the last civil war?

In the last decades of the republic, the freedom (libertas) for the sake of which the dictator had been murdered related largely to the nobility, the group of ruling families. Ordinary Romans were indeed included in the process of political decision through the assemblies of the people, but since only the Roman magistracy, whose members as a rule were nobles, had the right to petition for laws to be passed, the people of Rome remained subject to whatever laws the nobility imposed on them through the magistrates, and whatever candidates for office were presented for election. And even the extremely limited participation of the common people in the formulation of political objectives was in great danger, for since the right to Roman citizenship had been extended to all Rome’s Italian allies in the years 91–89 BC, the citizenship area now covered all Italy, but few men living at any distance from Rome could travel to the assemblies held there. Consequently those who voted in the assembly of the people were increasingly only those citizens who actually lived in Rome, the people of the city themselves (plebs urbana). The sometimes anarchic conditions in the last decades before the civil war meant that the people of the city were also increasingly dependent on individual politicians who gained their support through bribery or by exerting physical pressure. The great majority of citizens who lived in central and southern Italy might hear of what went on in Rome but took little part in events there. Yet as a mainly rural population, they felt more strongly bound to the old tradition of the state and to the aristocratic families than many, even most of the progressive, urban Romans who were open to new ideas and hoped to gain material advantage by them. If individual aristocrats, robbed of the plebeians as a pliable legislative instrument, turned longing eyes on Italy, where the people of the country towns and villages were still the same and appeared to look kindly on the ruling aristocracy, that did not do them much good, for the great majority of Romans could not be included in the old order. Rome was a city state and retained that character; all the state institutions as well as the ruling social class were concentrated in the capital. Any change would have been accompanied by the abolition of the city-state regime, and no one had yet seriously entertained such a notion.

Whereas the people took part in political decision-making only through those citizens who lived in Rome itself, the nobility functioned as a social group until the last decades of the republic. Since time immemorial the same families had filled posts in the magistracy, generally after discussion between themselves, and above all they held the highest offices. It was very rare for a man outside this circle to rise to the highest office of all, the consulate, and thus gain access to the governing elite. A ‘new man’ (homo novus) founded the nobility of his whole family when he attained such success, but he did so usually only with the help of those who were already noble, and even then only for very specific political reasons. Cicero was a ‘new man’ of this sort, but throughout his life he had to fight for recognition by the old-established nobility of his newly won status. He often felt that he had been slighted, and such experiences nourished his sense of his own inequality of birth.

From their own point of view, the old families had every reason to be proud of their nobility. Their forebears had been active in the state for centuries, sometimes since the beginnings of the republic itself over 400 years earlier; they had defended the city and extended its territory, finally subduing all Italy and making it a federal system, then reaching further out and bringing large parts of the Mediterranean region under Roman rule. The nobles were masters of the world and when they travelled the areas governed by Rome as holders of office, or simply as senators, the inhabitants of the provinces greeted them like kings. The Cornelians and Fabians, Claudians and Aemilians, the Fulvians and Sempronians, Licinians and Domitians could look back on many famous members of their clans, the gentes or extended families. The wax masks of such men were carried at every funeral of an important family member, so that they were ever-present in all minds. The pride and reputation of this society, however, were not founded on its origins alone, but were always linked to achievements on behalf of the state. Only the noble holding office who later entered the Senate took part in decision-making, and when a man called on the names of his ancestors he was always referring to their deeds as consuls, praetors and provincial governors. Cicero had good reason to praise his own achievements to the point of tedium: he had no noble ancestors whose deeds might vouch for him, but must rely on himself.

Brutus and his fellow conspirators were closely connected to this society, to the Senate as the assembly of the nobility and to senators who were close to them, men who had held only minor offices in the magistracy but in political life closed ranks with individual noble families for the sake of their own protection and promotion. However, where were the leaders of government when the dictator who had raised himself to rule over them all fell? There were few noblemen sitting in the Senate meeting when the murder was committed; the representation there of the very highest class had shrunk considerably. That class consisted of former consuls (consulars), and it had a crucial influence on all decisions as the group with the greatest achievements to its credit. In practice it was the consulars who controlled the ‘council of the world’, as Cicero calls the Senate. Only a handful of them, however, including Cicero himself, actually witnessed the murder.

At this time the nobility was only a relatively small group. The episodes of civil war and civil unrest that had periodically plagued the republic since the tribunate of Tiberius Sempronius Gracchus in 133 BC had taken its toll on the nobility. Lucius Cornelius Sulla, who saved the supremacy of the Senate once again, had made the murder of all political opponents into a sort of political mission. At that time, when Caesar and Cicero were young, he published lists of the names of his enemies (proscribere) with a view to allowing anyone to eliminate them violently. The systematic removal of opponents by proscription made the nature of the political crisis in the republic glaringly obvious. World domination, with its material and political opportunities, had long ago begun thinning out the nobility as a self-contained society defined by its political intentions and ethical stance. The disintegration of the ruling group went on apace. Sulla’s attempt to restore the old conditions had been only a delaying tactic, for the internal dissolution of the nobility was added to their physical attrition. After some decades of peace, Caesar’s civil war against the Senate left new gaps in its ranks. Who was still left? And was the little group of survivors in the Senate capable of exerting control over the nobles in office who, as consuls, praetors and governors (proconsuls and propraetors, men who had been consul or praetor and still held the power of those offices), administered the many provinces of the empire. For centuries it had been the political task of the nobility to supervise the powerful magistrates who were sent as executives to hold office outside Rome and Italy for a year like kings, and sometimes commanded great armies. How many noblemen were in the Senate at home now? How many were holding office in the empire?

When the tyrant fell under the blows of his assassins, and Brutus, bloodstained dagger in hand, called on the name of Cicero, the idea was to remind the Senate of its past glories. There were good reasons, however, why no one responded. Instead, they all scattered: the few nobles among them could not revive the Senate, which Caesar had turned into a body of senators willing to do as he wished, and they did not even try to. The nobility was a spent force, incapable of action. Those nobles who were left had mainly attached themselves to powerful men, most recently Caesar. There were few noblemen among the conspirators, and not one of them had been consul at a time when the office must be gained by dint of the candidate’s own powers. Those of them who had in fact held high office – like the two Bruti and Cassius, who had been praetors, and Trebonius, who had been consul – had owed their positions to the dictator. Only Servius Sulpicius Galba had been praetor before the outbreak of the civil war, but it seems that he himself had joined the conspirators for extremely self-interested reasons, which is probably why, even among them, he played no outstanding part.

The republic, in effect the nobility, did not spring to life again after the murder. It had been the conspirators’ fatal error to believe that with the death of the tyrant whom they hated government of the kind once in force would spontaneously enter into its own again, and liberty, removed from the clutches of the dictator who stole it, would be back in the right hands. As it soon turned out, however, Caesar was not the only robber. Others came on the scene after him. But however many stepped on to the political stage, there was no reaction from the nobility. The conspirators remained a self-contained group. Formally, they had indeed restored the old order, but the old political powers were no longer in place. What kind of state structure did contemporary Romans now face? Had the aristocracy no more say in public affairs? If not, the only alternative was a purely military dictatorship such as the state was supposed to have left behind on the Ides of March.

In fact the outlines of the government destroyed by Caesar did at first seem to reappear after the Ides of March. In the political vacuum left by the assassination of the dictator, the Senate gathered when summoned by the consul, as it had of old, the praetors dispensed justice, and the people’s assembly met by order of the tribunes of the people and the consuls, although these measures were neither controlled nor supervised by any central authority. The dictatorship was gone, that was clear; it was equally clear to all Roman citizens that the important offices of state were still held by men of high social prestige, even if the old aristocrats among them were now in the minority. The inherent flaw here was not immediately obvious; it was true that the nobility was being replaced mainly by men who had risen under Caesar, but their military achievements in his service meant that they could not be denied the recognition and respect paid for centuries to men of the old nobility. In future, however, the vital question was who would take over control of the machinery of state from the aristocracy. They had held in their hands the entire administration of both the Roman state itself and the regions of the vast empire ruled by Rome. The experience of centuries was concentrated in them, and they had carried out administrative business with the aid of members of their own families, and in particular of freedmen and slaves. Those concerned about government under the new order must seek people able to fill such posts. The future of the state, whatever it was like, could not dispense with a class of eminent men.

The question of the future aristocracy was not yet on the agenda directly after the Ides of March, particularly as several members of the old nobility held the highest offices and were at the centre of political activity. More important and pressing, at this point, was another problem, and it chiefly confronted those who intended to take up the dictator’s political inheritance. These men, who had supported Caesar and had almost all held public office, had to consider what political aims to pursue now that he was dead, and how to address their own past, when they had served him as their master. The conspirators were of course spared such considerations. What they had done formed the background for all they would now do; they did have an idea of the political future, however idealistic or Utopian it might be. But what did their adversaries, the dictator’s former supporters, think of the dictatorship? It had been legally rescinded for ever soon after the assassination; Mark Antony himself had petitioned for its abolition. But what did that mean? The question would have to be answered some time. Just now the political manoeuvring and military operations with which the Caesarians tried to assert their claims among themselves and against the conspirators were to the fore. But sooner or later a solution for the future must be found on the basis of what was known of the character of Caesar’s rule and what he had set aside. So exactly what had his rule been like, and to what had it put an end?

The removal of the tyrant by no means consigned the form his rule had taken to the past. Caesar had been the first monarch of Rome, and although at first it might look as if Rome were now returning to the political conditions of the time before him, the future was to belong to the monarchy. How, then, did Caesar’s monarchy relate to the rule of those monarchs who, since the time of Augustus, have been known as emperors, and who held that title for half a millennium, and in the east even a millennium and a half? The imperial empire as set up by Augustus was a durable institution that weathered many storms. What made it so strong, and why did Caesar’s own rule fail? I shall try to answer the first question later. Here we must understand Caesar’s monarchy as a form of rule that Augustus, architect of the imperial Roman empire, found in place and had to confront.

Caesar had not regarded sole rule as one of his political aims before the civil war broke out. As a member of a distinguished family with the ambition to emulate the best of his own rank, he sought to vie with his peers to acquire an office with extraordinary powers of military command. In this he resembled Sulla, Pompey and Crassus. He intended his political and social influence within society, the quality called dignitas by the Romans, to outshine that of all others: he wanted to be the most powerful man in Rome. After successfully gaining that extraordinary command, he conquered those parts of the Celtic lands that were still free and presented himself to the Roman public as the most capable and indeed the best military commander of his time. By the time he had held power over all the north-western provinces of the empire for ten years, those who were of equal rank with him began to fear for the equilibrium of the ruling group. Caesar seemed to be displacing them, threatening the normal aristocratic equality. They asked him to step down, but he refused, reckoning that, as a private citizen, he would inevitably fall victim to enemies who hated and envied him. As he saw it, therefore, he had to make war on the Senate as a man who had declared war on all his equals and who was opposed by the state as represented by the Senate. He tried to justify himself to the Roman public by suggesting that his dignitas had been at stake in this quarrel and he would not and could not surrender it at any price. Since dignitas was a political value recognized by all the Romans, something for which every member of the nobility strove and that was respected by every Roman, even the simplest members of society, most of them undoubtedly understood Caesar’s attitude. None the less, they were unable and unwilling to allow him to give his own dignitas an absolute value above that of all other noblemen.

Caesar appears to have accepted the situation in which he was thus placed, as all his subsequent actions show. When he crossed the Rubicon dividing his Upper Italian province from Italy itself, he left the traditional state behind him for ever. He had become sole ruler, and that was what he now wanted. His sole present concern was to place his rule on a firm footing. Caesar initially used a conciliatory policy to win over as many of the nobility as possible to his side, but he was only partially successful. Some of them immediately realized that the clementia Caesaris, the clemency of Caesar, whereby he pardoned many men who in themselves were guilty, was already an instrument of the new monarchy. Mercy overruled the law; but mercy, a royal quality, is granted by the ruler. Yet although Caesar could not by any means win all the nobility over, he did not need to concern himself about the part that remained hostile to him. Many members of the old nobility had died in the civil war, others had committed suicide, others again had retired into private life. The nobility had been disintegrating for a hundred years, a process that had worn down the group and severely reduced its numbers. Caesar obviously did not feel threatened from that quarter.

So, having initially gained power at the point of his soldiers’ swords, how did he set about ruling?

The state from which Caesar’s rule distanced itself is known to us as the republic. The word derives from the Latin res publica, ‘the public matter’. The res publica, then, the republic, merely means the affairs of state. The Romans had lived under such a government for 450 years, and in itself it needed no further description. Only when Caesar created a different kind of state, a monarchy, was the old order sometimes additionally described as ‘free’ (libera) in order to convey the fact that the nobility ruled it, and ordinary Romans – within certain limits – had a voice in government through the assembly of the people. Caesar introduced the change from the republic to rule by a single man on three levels that all impinge on each other.

First, he wanted to destroy the most important republican institutions. Here his most striking act was to abolish the consulate, which as the supreme official authority had carried out the decisions of the Senate and thus of the ruling nobility for centuries. Caesar himself had been consul four times between 49 and 44, which in itself was a break with tradition, for a man was normally barred from being consul again until ten years had passed. Even worse was the fact that in the year 45 he initially held it alone, without a colleague, only to resign suddenly in October and appoint two other men consuls for the rest of the year. It was unprecedented for someone in perfect health to give up the consulate; hitherto there had been by-elections only if a consul died during his term of office. By overturning the official order, Caesar was demonstrating that the office of consul was not as important to the administration of the state as it had been, and that it no longer represented supreme office but had been more or less downgraded to an honorary position, bestowed by the ruler on those men who had distinguished themselves by their loyalty and devotion to him. But he did not stop at that. When one of these two substitute consuls, Quintus Fabius Maximus, died suddenly around midday on 31 December 45, the last day of his term of office, Caesar swiftly appointed Gaius Caninius Rebilus consul in his place for the last few hours of the year. Rebilus, sad to say, thus became famous because no one ever ate breakfast during his consulate, and there were many similar jokes at his expense in circulation. When the leading figures of Roman society solemnly performed the usual custom of accompanying the newly elected consul to his home Cicero, who was among the escort as one of the most distinguished senators, remarked caustically that they had better hurry in case the consulate of Caninius ended before they reached his house. This by-election showed a cynical disdain for the essence of republican authority. The formal observation of the proprieties, which in this case were comically inappropriate to the result of the election, represented a deliberate and intentional degradation of the highest office of the republic.

The Senate had been at the very heart of the republic, and comprised all the men who had formerly held high office (the magistrates). The senators were arranged in order of rank according to the offices they had held, and they decided all affairs of state. From time immemorial the nobility, more particularly those among them who had held consular office, had tipped the scale in decision-making. The Senate was thus Caesar’s real opponent when he went to war with the republic, and it was the Senate above all, forming as it did the administrative centre of the state and uniting all political power in itself, that he must deprive of its independence. His demolition work was facilitated by the fact that the Senate had not been unaffected by the republic’s 100 years of crisis. The highest and most influential class in Rome consisted of only a few men. The former consuls who sat in the Senate at the time could be counted on the fingers of one hand, and many of those supported the dictator.

Weakened as the Senate was, however, it still had to be made incapable of carrying out its task of governing the state. Caesar achieved this aim by greatly increasing the number of senators. The existing prerequisite for senators – to have held office as a magistrate as a precursor to entering the Senate – was retained in principle, but Caesar increased the number of magistracies, which meant that the incumbents naturally owed their office to him, and thus, as the number of senators grew, so did the number of Caesar’s own supporters in the Senate. In addition, through his dictatorial authority Caesar appointed many senators who had never held any office at all. Cicero remarked sarcastically that it was easier to become a councillor in Rome than in Pompeii. The Senate, which had never before had more than 600 members, soon increased its numbers to 900.

However, it was not only the number of senators that made the Senate an organization incapable of working on its own and compliant to the will of the ruler; another contributory factor was its new social composition. The humble origins of many of the new senators caused particular offence. Several men from the middle and lower ranks of army officers, including centurions, and even sons of freedmen, were admitted to the Senate, along with many Romans from the western provinces, drawn from the ranks of Italians or men from formerly non-Roman families, for instance in Spain. It is easy to understand the harsh criticism of this development by Cicero and other influential politicians, as well as the mockery and derision that they turned on the young senators, who were quite often ill at ease in these unfamiliar surroundings. But ultimately these senators who would never before have met the essential minimum conditions of family or fortune were not the telling factor; the real cause of the Senate’s demise lay in the loss of individual influence. Nine hundred senators had to be controlled, and the numbers of men from southern and northern Italy, from the Adriatic coast and Etruria, were now equal to those of their colleagues from Latium, Campania and the Sabine country, from which most senators had previously come. By comparison with what it had once been, the new Senate, as no one could fail to see, had declined into a mere tool of Caesar and in future would be the instrument of whoever presided over it. For how could motions be discussed and different opinions put forward in such a huge assembly? No debate worthy of the name could be held any more. From here on, everything put before the Senate had already been decided by the man who had convened it; the activity of the senators could consist only of giving their blessing to the will of its head. Caesar was anxious to expand the Senate in order to dissolve the structures that had evolved in the old governing class. The new assembly that would take over affairs of state under the dictator was to have no independent reason for existence but must depend on the grace and favour of its ruler.

The third institution beside the magistracy and the Senate, the assembly of the people, had carried almost no political weight in the decades before the civil war. It did epitomize the idea of participation by the Roman people (populus Romanus) in political decision-making, but apart from representing this and offering a guarantee of the continuing public nature of politics, it had little actual function. All the same, the dictator did not leave even this institution unscathed. He was concerned not so much with legislation as with election to the magistracy. He could pass laws himself by virtue of his dictatorial powers; the results of elections, on the other hand, could not be decreed. However, elections to the upper ranks of the magistracy were extremely significant politically, for they were linked to tenure of the highest offices in the administration and entry to the Senate. Even in the republic, therefore, and in so far as their results had not already been negotiated in advance in the houses of the noble families, they had sometimes led to ferocious competition between the nobles. What significance Caesar attached to elections is shown by the fact that so far as he could he presided over them himself, since then he could control the voting process. By the time the Parthian War was imminent he had also chosen most of the magistrates, in particular the consuls, for the next few years in advance. Of course, a permanent presidency as well as the advance selection of magistrates contravened all the rules of the republican age, when the ruling group had repeatedly secured and determined its influence in the state through those elections. In a process probably comprising several stages – the records are not perfectly clear here – Caesar finally obtained the right to make a binding recommendation (commendatio) for half of all the higher magistrates apart from the consuls; that is to say, all the praetors and curule aediles. It is hard to imagine that the assembly of the people voted to any effect in elections of this kind, for the results were already decided, and it had thus been downgraded to the status of an authority that had nothing to do but acclaim elected candidates.

A hundred paths lead from Caesar the dictator to the Roman emperors. If there is much in the history of those emperors that began under Caesar, it is because of the way he used the republic to further his own monarchy. He did not rescind the norms of public law, but transformed them into a set of rules that made monarchical power visible without depriving it of a republican background. The monarchy made its garment, so to speak, out of republican cloth. To that extent, Caesar had already given the Roman empire of the future its shape. What remained of the Caesarian state when Augustus took it over, however, was in many ways not its outer, institutional form, and often not the legal details either; the imperial empire of Augustus went its own way. However, the idea of monarchical power as the legal power continued. For however much Caesar bent the old state rules to construct the form of his new monarchical state, he still related it to the law of the old republic, at least to the public law, which alone was concerned here.

In this process of the appropriation of legal forms by the monarch, however, the internal structure of the law was altered. In the hands of the ruler, as he remodelled it, the law became deformed and was to retain that shape for centuries in the imperial empire. A particularly clear illustration is provided in the way Caesar dealt with the tribunate of the people. At the time of what is known as the ‘struggle between the orders’, the tribunate had been the protection and refuge of the rising plebeians against the old patricians, and after the end of that struggle, when the orders of society were reconciled, it was conformed as a full office of state with full authority. From then on, it had many ways of taking a hand in public business, and thus, when the quarrel was resumed under the Gracchi, it once again became a focus of internal confrontation. The dictator, as a patrician, could not hold an office which from the beginning of its history had been tailored to the needs of the plebeians. In addition, a man might hold only a single office, and as dictator Caesar was already a magistrate. But since he did not want to give up the opportunities offered by the tribunate of the people, he sought and found a way to get control of it all the same: he divided the office itself (tribunus plebis) from the power of the office (tribunicia potestas), claiming only the latter for himself. This hair-splitting gave him the authority linked with the office of tribune of the people, while he could still observe the ban on his taking that office itself. The dictator also divided the office from its sacred nature – the tribune of the people was sacrosanctus and inviolable – and assigned that ‘sanctity’ separately to himself, thus obtaining the religious aspect that had protected the tribune of the people from attack by patrician magistrates during the ‘struggle between the orders’. Caesar dealt with many other institutions in the same way. As one example, we may look at the dictator’s mandatory electoral arrangements, which did away with the chief electoral officer’s right to present candidates for office, leaving the dictator’s official power the only rule in force. Sooner or later, the nonsensical isolation of the separate powers of office was bound to distort and ultimately destroy the office itself. In republican times bending the public law in such a way would have been unthinkable. The institutions and legal rules of the constitution as it had developed historically had indeed undergone much change in their sense and significance, but there had been no tension between past and present law in the minds of the people, so the traditional order had always been seen as a coherent whole. It was all the easier to regard Caesar’s manoeuvring as an expression of contempt for the public law of the republic, or even a desire to do away with it.

In fact the dictator appeared to his critics, more particularly the conspirators, as a figure who despised and intended to destroy the republic, that is to say the state itself, and who thus symbolized a bad form of government, a tyranny. On the other hand, if we look back at his measures from the viewpoint of what was to be the monarchical future, we have to admit that in his approach to republican law, problematic as his methods may have been, he did in a certain way respect it. Its internal logic, however, was certainly changed, for it would now relate to the monarchs and not to the aristocratic society that had set it up and developed it as its instrument of rule over the centuries. Public law had been in the hands of the nobility, who had maintained it, changing and expanding it to preserve their rule. The collective nobility had thus also been its guarantor; without one, no law could be valid either then or now. When Caesar’s dictatorship eliminated the political relevance of the old society, the public law of the republic lost its guarantors. If he did not wish to rule thereafter solely through his supreme command of the army, that is to say by force of autocratic omnipotence, but wanted to disguise his powers behind the legal system of the defunct republic, he did so to give his rule some kind of due form, implying that it also had its limits, and to connect it to the centuries-old experience of the republic. He was showing that he did not intend to abandon the basis of tradition. At the same time, however, it was clear that from now on the law related to him alone: the dictator had become both its point of reference and its guarantor. His critics might object that everything was done in line with his will, and he was indifferent to the law, since it was his to use as he wished and could be bent accordingly; he is reported to have remarked that the state (res publica) in itself meant nothing but was a mere concept without physical shape and form. If Caesar really did say this, it must have been an irate reaction to criticism of his approach to the public law of the republic. However, his actions showed that the old law did indeed matter to him, although where the change in his point of reference was concerned his critics were right. The precarious character of the new, monarchical law, apparently subject only to its master’s will, must have made them especially anxious. The sense that the new order was temporary and insecure sometimes troubled even Caesar’s supporters, particularly because in the few months that he spent in Rome between the outbreak of civil war and his assassination – in all less than a year and a half; his longest stay there from September 45 BC to the Ides of March was about six months – the dictator’s reforms advanced at a frenetic pace, and the torrent of new regulations was hardly likely to convey a sense of durability and legal security. In spite of all his efforts to give his rule some kind of structure, then, Caesar seems in retrospect more a destroyer of the old than a builder of something new.

Caesar was awarded many honours, some of them new. They were either pressed upon him or were his own idea. At first moderate in number and nature, they proliferated ever further after the battle of Thapsus, when the republican party was finally beaten, and after the defeat of the last major resistance to him at Munda they went beyond all the bounds of tradition and decency. The aim of all these honours was glorification of the dictator’s person verging on worship, although his actual divinity was not directly postulated. We need not regard this as the empty expression of servility; the dictator’s own guiding hand can frequently be seen in the apparently chaotic shower of honours. As he put his own ideas into practice, and accepted or rejected the suggestions of others, he was crafting an aura of sanctity for himself. Much of this emerges in the subsequent imperial period and can to a great extent be seen as fundamental to the empire itself.

Some of these honours had particularly far-reaching consequences and referred to specifically Roman ideas. The assumption of the title imperator as part of Caesar’s name was of central importance; he jettisoned his praenomen of Gaius and thereafter called himself Imperator Julius Caesar. Initially, any Roman official holding a military command that allowed him to give orders in the field had been able to call himself imperator. Under the late republic, however, the title was mainly employed in a narrower sense, as an honorific for a victorious commander who had been hailed as imperator by his soldiers on the battlefield and could thus claim a triumph in Rome. When Caesar joined the title to his name (nomen), he was firmly identifying himself as an individual with the quality indicated by the term imperator and was now the very personification of the victorious military commander. The title gave him the aura of a divinely gifted, charismatic and invincible army leader, and since invincibility was really an attribute of the gods, it showed him in a sacral light. This was emphasized by a privilege that allowed him to wear – at first on special occasions, but later all the time – the purple sequin-embroidered toga and laurel wreath of a man who had won a triumph. Finally, special games, the Victoria Caesaris, were held in his honour.

The title of ‘father of the fatherland’, parens (pater) patriae, which Caesar received shortly before his death, also originated in old Roman ideas. Its holder was to be seen as the caring patron and protector who, like the father of a family (pater familias) presiding over his household staff and clients, watched over all the citizens of Rome and the state as a whole. He was the pater patriae.

It is impossible to overlook the sacral character of many of these honours. To the Roman way of thinking, Caesar as triumphator, a leader who had been awarded a triumph, incarnated the highest of the gods, as his outer appearance and clothes indicated. He stood beside Jupiter, and his face, when painted with red lead, was regarded as a depiction of one of the divine statues that in ancient times had been made of terracotta. Many statues of Caesar standing in public places and temples reinforced the impression that he was unique and elect. Statues in honour of living Romans had quite often been erected in the preceding decades, but never in such numbers or placed in such prominent positions as the statues of Caesar. When an ivory statue of him was set up in the temple of the Capitoline Jupiter, it finally became clear to everyone that, besides simply honouring Caesar, such figures symbolized his proximity to the gods. On certain occasions, beginning with the games of 45 BC in honour of the Victoria Caesaris, this statue and other divine figures were carried in procession on the sacred chariot known as the tensa, which was really for gods alone. Another statue of Caesar, this time in bronze, stood in the temple of Quirinus, an ancient Roman war god, and if the wording (which has come down to us only via an ancient Greek source) has been accurately reported, it abandoned all restraint with its inscription ‘To the Invincible Deity’. Especially provocative was the statue of Caesar placed on the Capitol among the statues of the kings of Rome and the first consul Lucius Brutus, although, as it stood next to Brutus, it could be taken to signify the saving of the citizens of Rome from distress and danger.

If we see a carefully manipulated policy in all this, then the last step in the deliberate deification of his person was the dictator’s decision to build a temple for himself and his clemency, which was personified as the clementia Caesaris, and to appoint a special priest of the cult, a flamen Julius. Mark Antony had been chosen for the post of priest. The cult does not seem to have been up and running at the time of Caesar’s murder; perhaps he himself had intended it to be introduced immediately after his death and not before. But merely planning such a thing went beyond anything previously thought possible. In antiquity, of course, the distance between the divine and the human was not so great that divinity, in some form or other, seemed beyond human reach. The Greek myths in particular revered human beings who were close to the sphere of the gods or even dwelt in it. Since the fourth century, historical figures had been raised to the rank of deities who were worshipped in line with their supernatural status, and since the time of Alexander so had the kings of Hellenistic realms. Many Roman governors, who in a way were following in the footsteps of the former Greek kings, also received divine honours, for instance in Asia or Bithynia. But worship of this kind was Greek rather than Roman, and it was considerably more difficult for Romans to understand giving a man divine honours or actually deifying him.

The religion of ancient Rome was essentially a nature religion; the relationship of man to the powers of nature was one of preventive magic, taboos and rituals of atonement, rather than any idea of personal closeness. Although the Romans did distinguish between a number of gods, a deity’s personal character derived from his or her specific field of action, and such a divine aura was known as the numen. No path led from this imaginative world to any identification of man and god. However, acceptance of Greek religious thought gradually changed the Roman view of the divine, and the personal characters of deities took on a more distinct outline. Myths were even adapted to manufacture divine origins, especially in the houses of such great families as the Julians and Antonians. So if Caesar intended to raise his own person to divine or near-divine status, he was thinking like the Greeks. However, he was not aiming at any clear, generally evident goal, and a policy of religious glorification so foreign to the Romans would certainly have repelled or baffled them. Only the large number of tentative moves of an obviously exploratory nature gradually showed that Caesar’s aim was to clothe outright military dictatorship in a religious form. The change in the name of the fifth month of the year – the Romans counted their months from 1 March, which had once been the New Year – from Quintilis to Julius also shows that he was thinking along Greek lines; such ideas were traditional in the Greek East. Did he intend create a Hellenistic-style Roman monarchy, including the deification of his person, on the model of Alexander the Great? Alexander had pursued just such a policy in the last years of his life, although Caesar did not take him as a point of reference in other respects.

Augustus and his successors at the head of the Roman state aspired to legitimize their rule by the religious glorification of their persons and achieved that aim. They went about it very cautiously, particularly with respect to the circles to which they appealed in any given case. Augustus was well aware that a policy of religious legitimization too vigorously pursued could alienate the Romans; he therefore proceeded with care and forethought, and proved to be a master of the art of getting other people to involve themselves in his political aims and put his own ideas into practice. By comparison, Caesar seems to have been more insistent, but his precise intentions remain unclear, not least because his brief five years of rule, which were largely spent campaigning against his opponents at home, left him no time to give final form to his political ideas. However, the obstacle deciding the matter was not just lack of time but also the lack of readiness among the Romans to accept or even contemplate a monarchical state at this point, and that fact stood in the way of any open discussion.

What was rule over the Romans to be like anyway? They had acknowledged no ruler of the political constitution since the expulsion of the last king 450 years before. What could it be like? Few of the distinguished men of Rome, or indeed the leading figures in the countless Italian towns and cities, could even imagine such a thing. But if the old state was gone for ever, what form of sole rule was acceptable? Through his victory in the civil war, Caesar had become ruler by means of brute military force. If he wanted to establish his power on a formal basis, whether legal, religious or simply charismatic, he needed the consent of his ‘subjects’. Without the assent of those he ruled he would remain what he was: a military potentate. His various tentative initiatives, in particular the honours given to him, show that Caesar was looking for a monarchical regime that the Romans would find acceptable. But for the very reason that he had to conceal his intentions we do not know what direction his mind was taking. Perhaps he attempted various methods, and we can no longer distinguish between them because the records are fragmentary. The sources present no homogeneous picture, partly because much of what they describe as his own will consists of insinuations made by his opponents.

Modern scholars differ widely on the question of the form that Caesar wanted his regime to take. Some believe that he wished to be king (rex) and was thus aiming for kingship (regnum) on the Greek or Roman model. But that is very unlikely, because to all Romans, particularly the upper classes to whom Caesar had turned as potential aides in administering affairs of state, kingship meant tyranny. By assuming the title of king, Caesar would have shown himself a tyrant without gaining any support at all from the Romans for the idea of a monarchy. On the contrary, as a ruler with the title of king, whether or not he had kingship of the Greek or ancient Roman type in mind, he would have represented the quintessence of illegitimacy, deeply offending all Romans. And there can be no doubt that Caesar retained his ability to reason to the last; he was no Caligula, whose character could be deformed by the pressure of power. Caesar’s desire to be king was therefore probably an invention of his enemies. For centuries, such accusations were among the tools used by those opposed to any member of the nobility who looked like breaking away from the group. Such a maverick character might be described as a tyrant, master (dominus) or king, and his influence was equated with royal rule. That was naturally the line taken by Caesar’s opponents, especially Cicero, although he once, more accurately, called Caesar’s rule ‘power of the royal kind’, meaning power exceeding dictatorship.

Caesar had obviously chosen another way. The only form of sole rule that could ever be considered within the old order was dictatorship. Introduced during the republican period as ‘temporary rule’ to deal with a situation of extreme emergency, it was limited to a certain period, generally six months. Rome also resorted to it in certain political crises, for instance in the choice of consuls if those holding the consulship had both fallen in fighting or were absent. A generation earlier, Lucius Cornelius Sulla had even used dictatorship to reform the state as a whole, and he held the office for three years. When he thought his task was completed, he had resigned this extraordinary dictatorship, introduced for a specific purpose, and retired into private life, true to the republican principle that all offices were only temporary.

During his first period in Rome after his return, Caesar had held a short-term elected dictatorship, getting himself declared dictator for a year after the battle of Pharsalos. This year of office was clearly a case of emergency dictatorship. It was not especially conspicuous in itself because of the civil war. Caesar liked to consider that he was fighting it to save the citizens of Rome, and there was no suggestion that he had any intention of making this emergency dictatorship into a monarchy. Even when Caesar assumed dictatorship for ten years after the final defeat of the ‘republicans’ at Thapsus in the year 46 BC, the announcement of a time limit could be seen as reassuring, and perhaps some even hoped that the dictatorship would come to an end before the ten years were up. Even the yearly renewal of the dictatorship had a republican ring to it, as all offices were traditionally held for one year only. At the end of the year 45, however, before the ten-year period ran out, Caesar had the dictatorship made permanent (dictator perpetuus or perpetuo), meaning for his lifetime. He took up his new office in the middle of February 44. This was unusual, and likely to attract the attention of all his contemporaries, who would suspect some particular intention behind such an extraordinary move. The step seems to have been taken to underline his monarchical position. Well knowing that the soldiers would recognize him as permanent dictator if need be, Caesar was still disguising his special political role with a Roman title. In appointing himself dictator for life, he might have hoped that the Parthian campaign, which called for the concentration of all the forces of the state, would help him to win wider backing. And as the ten-year dictatorship period would have covered the Parthian War, Caesar might have intended the change to draw the line under his efforts to create a monarchical form that, after the various attempts at religious glorification of his person, would return to the sober Roman principle of a magistracy. It is reasonable to assume that, since the sometimes shocking proliferation of honours heaped on him had made for much bad feeling in Rome, Caesar was led to see that he had to stop at being dictator. With the dictatorship, he was declaring that what had arisen in a state of republican emergency was now a permanent solution. It is true that a situation of permanent national emergency cannot be seen as a form of rule or simply a form of government, and equally certainly it is not a political idea deserving of the name; it is no less than a declaration of political bankruptcy. Caesar had failed in his attempt to give his de facto rule a form acceptable to Roman society. Until the leading group had agreed to the idea, no Roman monarch could hope for recognition. So Caesar was taking refuge by going off to the Parthian War, and then, in their own way, the events of the Ides of March solved the problem that he himself had found insoluble.

The dictator had written the final version of his will in September of the year 45. It was not the will of a monarch, because there was not yet any institutionalized monarchy in Rome. Caesar had drawn it up as a private person. But since, as a private person, he was not just a member of the nobility but also the most powerful man of his time, appointed to the office of dictator, of course his will had political implications. In it Caesar made his great-nephew Gaius Octavius, his sister Julia’s grandson and the son of Gaius Octavius and Atia, heir to three-quarters of his property, while his two nephews (or great-nephews) Quintus Pedius and Lucius Pinarius, the sons (or grandsons) of another sister called Julia, inherited one-eighth each. If they were to decline the inheritance or predecease him, then Decimus Junius Brutus and Mark Antony were named as substitute heirs. Caesar left his garden on the opposite bank of the Tiber to the people of Rome, and the sum of 300 sesterces (= 75 denarii) to every citizen. This was about one-third of a soldier’s annual pay. If a son should be born to him posthumously, he named several persons as guardians. At the end of the will he adopted Gaius Octavius into his family and gave him his name. The position in the will of his decision to adopt the young man, who was then eighteen, shows that it was made late in the day. In addition, since we know from a reliable source that he did not inform Octavius himself of it, it could be concluded that at the time when he drew it up he still hoped for a son of his own.

In its form, the adoption of Gaius Octavius was unusual. Normal adoption in Roman law was of minors, and occurred when both parties concerned were alive; Octavius, however, was adopted by will, that is to say by virtue of someone’s death, and as a man who had attained his majority (a man ‘of his own law’, sui iuris). This, as well as the unique expression stating that Octavius was to be adopted ‘into the family and name’ of Caesar, as our main extant source cites the text of the will (not itself preserved verbatim), raises the question of what it meant to the testator. Did he aim to equate it with testamentary adoption by a living person, making Octavius his son, or did he simply want to transfer his name to him? In the latter case, how did the transfer of a name differ from adoption? Modern scholars also ask whether an adoption such as Caesar’s
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