
		
			[image: image]

		

	
		
			[image: image]

		

	
		
			Table of Contents

			Title Page

			Copyright Page

			TACITUS

			EDITOR’S NOTE - Moses Hadas

			A NOTE ON THE TRANSLATION

			CHRONOLOGY

			FAMILY CONNECTIONS OF THE JULIO-CLAUDIAN EMPERORS

			INTRODUCTION - Shelby Foote

			THE ANNALS

			BOOK I - A.D. 14 — 15

			BOOK II - A.D. 16 — 19

			BOOK III - A.D. 20 — 22

			BOOK IV - A.D. 23 — 28

			BOOK V - A.D. 29 — 31

			BOOK VI - A.D. 32 — 37

			BOOK XI - A.D. 47 — 48

			BOOK XII - A.D. 48 — 54

			BOOK XIII - A.D. 54 — 58

			BOOK XIV - A.D. 59 — 62

			BOOK XV - A.D. 62 — 65

			BOOK XVI - A.D. 65 — 66

			THE HISTORIES

			BOOK I - JANUARY — MARCH, A.D. 69

			BOOK II - MARCH — AUGUST, A.D. 69

			BOOK III - SEPTEMBER — DECEMBER, A.D. 69

			BOOK IV - JANUARY — NOVEMBER, A.D. 70

			BOOK V - A.D. 70

			NOTES

			BIBLIOGRAPHY

			GLOSSARY OF PLACE NAMES

			THE MODERN LIBRARY EDITORIAL BOARD

		

	
		
			TACITUS

			Cornelius Tacitus, widely regarded as Rome’s greatest historian, was born circa 55 A.D. in, most probably, Narbonese Gaul or Cisalpine Gaul. The details of the rest of his life are similarly obscure, and the few details we know for certain are inferred from his writings, particularly his correspondence with his friend Pliny the Younger, the politician and famous epistolary writer. His literary style and reputation as an orator point to an excellent education, and it is safe to assume, given his advantageous marriage, his successful public career, and his aristocratic indifference to the affairs of the lower orders, that his family was wealthy and well connected, if not necessarily noble.

			Tacitus came to Rome around 75 A.D. to begin his public career, and in 78 A.D. he married the daughter of Gnaeus Julius Agricola, who served as governor of Britannia from 77 to 84. Her name is not known. It is certain that Tacitus served as praetor in 88 A.D. and that he had by that time been enrolled as a member of the quindecimviri sacris faciundis,one of Rome’s most august priestly colleges, whose primary function was the caretaking of the Sibylline oracles. From 89 to 93 A.D., Tacitus was absent from Rome, presumably serving in some official capacity in the provinces, and while he was away, his father-in-law died. There is no further information about Tacitus’s political career until he achieved the highest political office, in 97 A.D., when he was elected suffect consul.

			Despite Tacitus’s claim to being a writer “without anger or zeal,” it is clear that a childhood begun during Nero’s reign of terror and a public career whose apex was achieved under Domitian’s tyranny greatly informed his writing. The climate in Rome under Domitian was hostile to publishing works in any way critical of the empire, and it was not until after Domitian’s death, in 96 A.D., under the enlightened rule of Nerva and Trajan, that Tacitus began his literary career. Looking back on the reigns of despotic and oppressive emperors while “enjoying the rare happiness of times when we may think what we please, and express what we think,” Tacitus brought forth the twin themes of republican virtue and imperial corruption that he was to visit throughout his writing.

			Tacitus published his first two important works in 98 A.D. One was the Agricola, a panegyric to his recently deceased father-in-law. Though the biography concerns itself primarily with a governorship that proved Agricola one of the most capable generals and administrators of his time, it also contains pointed criticism of Domitian’s reign as an era “blind and hostile to goodness.” The Agricola was followed immediately by another short work, the Germania, a monograph describing the history of the Germans and the different customs of various German tribes. Though the bulk of the Germania is ethnographic, there are frequent comparisons between German and Roman culture, in many cases idealizing the Germans as a contrast to the failures of Rome.

			Tacitus’s greatest works are his histories of the Roman Empire, published in reverse chronological order, neither of which survives intact. The Histories, published around 109 A.D., began with the reign of Galba, in 69 A.D., and concluded with the death of Domitian, in 96 A.D. Of the original fourteen books, only Books I–IV survive complete, along with the beginning of Book V, ending the narrative in 70 A.D., the second year of Vespasian’s reign. The second history, the Annals, published around 116 A.D., is without question the culmination of Tacitus’s genius as a writer and historian. It is in the Annals that his utterly unique writing style, characterized by compressed, direct sentences, powerful innuendo, and austere diction, achieves its greatest expression. The Annals began with the death of Augustus, in 14 A.D., and concluded in 68 A.D., the year of Nero’s suicide. Of the original eighteen volumes only Books I–IV and XI–XV remain intact. Along with scattered fragments of other books, they chronicle parts of the reigns of Tiberius, Claudius, and Nero. In both of his histories, Tacitus shows himself to be a harsh critic of tyrannical rulers and a corrupt empire by repeatedly revisiting republican virtue and the great achievements of the republic, in contrast to the decay and degeneration of the empire.

			Though Tacitus held no office that we know of between his consulship and the publication of the Histories, a span of nearly twelve years, his political career was crowned in 112 A.D. by an appointment to the proconsular governorship of Asia, the most coveted of the senatorial provinces.

			Though Tacitus tells us in the first chapter of the Histories that, if his life proved long enough, he intended to chronicle the more peaceful reigns of Nerva and Trajan, he was never afforded the opportunity, and his death can be dated to no later than 117 A.D.
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			EDITOR’S NOTE

			Moses Hadas

			The apparent insensitivity of the Romans to their greatest historian is an exasperating accident of our faulty tradition or a melancholy commentary upon their civilization. Until the end of the fourth century when Ammianus Marcellinus, an Antiochene Greek, undertook to write a continuation of Tacitus’ histories no writer other than his own friend Pliny makes mention of him. It is true that the Emperor Tacitus (275–276 A.D.) is reported, not improbably though the authority is dubious, to have ordered that ten copies of his putative ancestor’s works be made annually and that these be deposited in various libraries. In any case the story would indicate that Tacitus had fallen into oblivion; and it is in fact only through a single mutilated manuscript that Tacitus’ greatest work has survived the Middle Ages.

			The Younger Pliny was associated with Tacitus in important legal pleading and has left us eleven letters addressed to him. These and a single inscription from Asia Minor are the only evidence for Tacitus’ life and works we possess outside those works themselves. We know neither the place nor the date of his birth, though it has been suggested that he came from the North of Italy, and Pliny, who was born in 62 A.D., addresses him as somewhat his senior. This combined with the calculation of the probable age at which he held certain offices would give 55 A.D. or somewhat later for Tacitus’ birth year. The best manuscript gives his name as Publius Cornelius Tacitus, but we cannot be sure of his given name, for other manuscripts give it as Gaius Cornelius Tacitus. The decidedly aristocratic bias in his works and the fashionable rhetorical education of which he speaks in his Dialogue on Oratory would suggest that his family possessed means and position; his marriage to the daughter of Agricola, governor of Britain, in 78 would point in the same direction. When Agricola died in 93 Tacitus tells us he had been absent from Rome for four years; the natural assumption is that he was engaged in some form of provincial administration, perhaps in Germany. This would suit what he tells us at the beginning of his Histories: “I would not deny that my elevation was begun by Vespasian, augmented by Titus, and still further advanced by Domitian.” From Pliny again we learn that Tacitus as consul under Nerva in 97 pronounced the funeral oration for Verginius Rufus, one of the most admirable characters of his day. Three years later, in association with Pliny, Tacitus won an important case for the Africans against their oppressive governor, Marius Priscus. The inscription mentioned above indicates that Tacitus was governor of Asia Minor under Trajan, probably in 112. The latest event alluded to in Tacitus’ extant writings is a reference in the second book of the Annals to the extension of the Empire to the Persian Gulf. This took place in 116, and Tacitus may have died at any subsequent date that will allow time for the completion of the remaining books of the Annals.

			Of his works the oldest is probably the Dialogue on Oratory.1 The authenticity of this treatise has been doubted from time to time, chiefly on the ground of its stylistic divergence from the other writings. Its neo-Ciceronian style, markedly unlike that of his other works, has led some to date it not long after the dramatic date of the Dialogue, which is 75 A.D. But at the beginning of the Dialogue Tacitus states that he is reporting a conversation he overheard as a young man, and at the beginning of the Agricola, written in 98, he deprecates his inexperience in writing; and these considerations have led some scholars to move the date far forward. No other Latin dialogue (and we have many, from Cicero and Seneca) approaches Tacitus’ in dramatic verisimilitude, and it would seem reasonable to suppose that even after Tacitus had developed his own unique style he could still represent older rhetoricians in a medium appropriate to them.

			This golden booklet, as it has been styled since the Renascence, deals with much of perennial interest: with vocational and humanistic education, with dilettantism and scholarship, with philosophy as a guide in life, with the loss of individual responsibility as the price of good government. The subject of the inquiry is the change in oratory since Cicero’s day. The change in educational ideals and in the conditions of life are mentioned as contributory causes; but the factor which overshadows all others is the change in political life. Only the Republic could make oratory vital, for only in the Republic did oratory serve a necessary function in the body politic.

			The Agricola, written in 98, is a laudatory biography of the author’s father-in-law, who had had a successful military and administrative career in Britain and had then fallen under the displeasure of Domitian. The early chapters tell of Agricola’s career to his appointment as governor, and then give an account of Britain and its relations to Rome. The two strands are then combined, until Agricola’s recall by the Emperor Domitian. Much is made of Agricola’s exemplary conduct while he was the object of the Emperor’s jealousy. The biography continues with an account of its hero’s last illness and death, and closes with an address to the survivors. This epilogue is one of the finest passages in Latin and one of the best condolences in any literature. It is true that the life is eulogy rather than history, and that the eulogy might be applicable not to its subject alone but to any virtuous Roman. But for us, as for Tacitus’ first readers, it is important to know that a good Roman could live through Domitian’s Terror without becoming either an accessory to the Emperor’s crimes or his compliant tool, “that great men can exist even under evil rulers” ( posse etiam sub malis principibus magnos viros esse).

			The fullest form of the title of the Germania, also written in 98, is On the Origin, Geography, Institutions, and Tribes of the Germans, and this indicates the book’s character. It is a geographic and ethnologic treatise, artistic in form and scientific by contemporary standards. It has become a sort of ethnologic Bible for the Germans, and is studied in modern Germany more than any other ancient book. The early chapters deal with the public and private usages of the Germans in general, and then we have a more or less systematic account of the various tribes, with individual characteristics and other information given incidentally. The twenty-odd pages of this treatise constitute the most exhaustive and valuable work of its character preserved to us from antiquity. More than six hundred items of information are recorded, of a credibility, to be sure, varying with that of Tacitus’ sources. The sources were undoubtedly the best available, and included eye-witness accounts as well as written material, and Tacitus was a conscientious workman; but it is as absurd to credit Tacitus with the ideals of nineteenth-century scholarship as it is to despise the work as uninformed journalism. The latter was the view of the great Mommsen, and is certainly as wide of the mark as is Gibbon’s praise of the work as the result of “accurate observation and diligent inquiries.”

			It is a temptation to which many have succumbed to look upon the Germania as a sort of Utopia, a conscious idealization of a primitive and unspoiled people calculated to chasten and reform the decadent Romans. This view is justified in the degree that a strong moralizing strain runs through all Tacitus’ work. It has been wittily remarked that no one in Tacitus is good except Agricola and the Germans. But the fact is that too many unlovely traits are reported of the Germans along with the idealization to justify making moral improvement the main end of the book.

			We come now to the specifically historical works. Of these we know there were thirty books, and it is now generally assumed that there were twelve of the Histories and eighteen of the Annals. Mention should be made of the alternative theory current until recently which gave the  Histories and the Annals fourteen and sixteen books respectively. The Histories covered the period from 69, the year of the four Emperors, to the death of Domitian in 96. Only the first four books and a fragment of the fifth have been preserved. The extant portion includes the melodramatic events of 69 and most of 70. The work was written and published during the reign of Trajan; more precise dating is impossible. The only title given in the manuscript of Tacitus’ greatest work is From the Death of Deified Augustus, but the customary Annals is justified on other grounds. This work covered the period from the death of Augustus in 14 A.D. to that of Nero in 68. The extant portion includes the first four books, a fragment of the fifth, most of the sixth (the first part is missing), and books eleven to sixteen, with the beginning of the eleventh and the end of the sixteenth missing. These extant books cover the reign of Tiberius (14–37), the latter seven years of Claudius (47–54), and the first twelve years of Nero (54–66). We have noted above that a passage in the second book indicates that it was written about 116. The Annals and Histories together covered the period from 14 to 96. In Annals III.24 Tacitus promises a work on the reign of Augustus if life should permit, and in  Histories I.1 he reserves for his old age a study of the reigns of Nerva and Trajan. It may be significant of Tacitus’ interests that the eighty-two years which his history covers included the frightful half of the period he proposed to deal with (and for this half it is, indeed, our best source), and that he did not find time for the happy reigns at either end of the span; the usual assumption is, of course, that Tacitus did not live to complete these projected works.

			An account of Tacitus’ career must be meagre, but fuller knowledge would, after all, be useful only insofar as it might contribute to a fuller understanding of his work; and here we are not so badly off, for his books show vividly what manner of man he was. No other ancient author has so impregnated his works with his own personality. It is easy enough to see what Tacitus thought of the world in which he lived, what his convictions and his prejudices were. The illustration and enforcement of certain convictions seem to him to be, in fact, the prime purpose in the writing of history. “This I regard as history’s highest function,” he writes (Annals III.65), “to let no worthy action be uncommemorated, and to hold out the reprobation of posterity as a terror to evil words and deeds.” His moralizing intent is made even clearer in another passage (Annals IV.33): “There must be good in carefully noting and recording this period, for it is but few who have the foresight to distinguish right from wrong or what is sound from what is hurtful, while most men learn wisdom from the fortunes of others. Still, though this is instructive, it gives very little pleasure.”

			But no desire to give pleasure will persuade Tacitus to lower the dignity of his work. At several points he expresses regret that his incidents are so mean and his personalities so petty compared with the grander events and figures of the Republic, and he refuses to compromise what dignity his theme possesses by spicing his account with what is merely titivating. “I should think it unbecoming the dignity of the task which I have undertaken,” he writes (Histories II.50), “to collect fabulous marvels, and to amuse with fiction the tastes of my readers.” A form such entertainment might take is glanced at in Annals XIII.31: One might fill volumes “with the praise of the foundations and timber work on which the emperor piled the immense amphitheatre in the Field of Mars. But we have learnt that it suits the dignity of the Roman people to reserve history for great achievements, and to leave such details to the city’s daily register.”

			It is the moralizing intent which explains and is served by Tacitus’ interest in people. Broad principles, large movements, even great achievements move him not for their own sake but because they tell us about the people who were responsible for them. “Tacite a introduit l’homme dans l’histoire,” writes a French critic, “c’est l’homme, c’est l’humanité qu’il raconte en racontant Rome et les Romains.” And not humanity in general but individual humans. Always Tacitus strives to penetrate into the thoughts and motives of the actors in his drama. It is Tacitus’ skill in delineating characters, particularly intense and theatrical Roman characters, that is apt to strike the reader as his outstanding achievement. Macaulay has put the case well: “In the delineation of character Tacitus is unrivalled among historians and has very few superiors among dramatists and novelists. By the delineation of character we do not mean the practice of drawing up epigrammatic catalogues of good and bad qualities, and appending them to the names of eminent men. No writer, indeed, has done this more skilfully than Tacitus; but this is not his peculiar glory. All the persons who occupy a large space in his works have an individuality of character which seems to pervade all their words and actions. We know them as if we had lived with them.”

			“Very few superiors among dramatists and novelists.” One recalls Aristotle’s distinction between the poet (which would include the dramatist and novelist) and the historian, and his insistence that the poet is the more philosophical because his picture carries the conviction of general validity and is universally true (Poetics 1451b). Aristotle’s historian, on the other hand, however accurate his transcription of particular events, remains only the reporter of particular events, which may in fact be freakish occurrences of highly improbable possibilities. The philosopher prefers probable impossibilities. Here a comparison with Tacitus’ greatest Greek and greatest Latin predecessor is illuminating. Thucydides is interested in the actual and probable behavior not of individual men but of men in general, living in society. He does tell us a good deal about such men as Pericles, Alcibiades, Nicias, it is true, but the details he gives are such as the reader must possess in order to understand the course of the Peloponnesian War, which is Thucydides’ main concern. For details of Pericles’ relations with Aspasia or Alcibiades’ lisp we must go to Plutarch, who is so far indifferent to political considerations that he represents the Peloponnesian War as having been started by Pericles in order to cover a scandal arising out of a private quarrel. Livy tells us much about the great Romans of the Republic, but his object, like that of Augustus in lining his Forum with their statues, was to create a gallery of heroes for the patriotic devotion of his contemporaries. All or almost all are idealized. In the period of the Second Punic War, for example, Fabius Cunctator, Marcellus, and Scipio Africanus are practically beatified, and the reverses of that war are blamed upon two scapegoats, Flaminius and Varro. We could guess, and modern historians have demonstrated, that the one group are not the saints they are pictured and the other not the villains. Tacitus’ characters, unlike Thucydides’, are there for their own sake, but they are there to be understood, not merely to be praised or condemned. And if Tacitus’ bias goes far in the direction of pessimism we need but to look about us, alas, to be convinced that he is nearer the truth than is his contemporary Plutarch, who lived not in Rome but in a provincial Greek town, and who chose the men whose lives he wished to examine.

			Something like this must have been in Gibbon’s mind when he said of Tacitus that he was the “first of historians who applied the science of philosophy to the study of facts.” For in philosophy in the ordinary sense Tacitus does not appear to advantage. It is in fact impossible to extract a philosophy from his writings. His Weltanschauung has been criticized as immature and full of irreconcilable contradictions. Following the tradition of Polybius he explains events by natural causes, and when natural causes fail he invokes accident or Fortune. But Tacitus refers events to transcendent causes also; he speaks of the gods, their grace and their wrath. He speaks of Inexorable Fate and Absolute Necessity, and then of chance, which makes a jest of prosperity and doubles the tragedy of suffering. It may be only a rhetorical striving for a point that results in such odd combinations of the immanent and transcendent in explaining events: Varus succumbs to destiny and the strength of Arminius (Annals I.55); a famine is averted by the grace of God and a mild Winter (Annals XII.43). The fact of the matter is that Tacitus is no more a closet philosopher than a research historian. He is a practical man, really less confused in relating life to theory than such Stoics as Seneca and even the Younger Cato; he is interested in events and not in speculation. It may be significant that he practically avoids the word philosophia and uses the homelier Latin term sapientia instead. Those expressions in his works which may be combined to prove his philosophic naïveté are part of a cultured vocabulary, and show only that Tacitus was neither a misologist nor interested in creating a neat and necessarily impracticable system.

			Two other characteristics of Tacitus’ work which are likely to distress the modern historian may be mentioned. One is the attribution to his characters of speeches which they cannot have delivered (an inscription discovered at Lyons in 1528 gives part of an actual speech of Claudius which Tacitus reports only in brief outline but quite differently in Annals XI.24), and the other is the manifest inaccuracy of his battle accounts. As for the speeches, they had become a fixture in history since Thucydides, and as in Thucydides they are frequently the most convenient way of setting forth a situation or a point of view. A discourse dramatically suited to events is more effective than exposition, and if effectiveness and intelligibility are desiderata, why reproduce a speech which is less effective and intelligible than one the writer can supply? Ancient historians are always more artists than scientists and could regard only as a fetish the sanctity we attach to inverted commas. Such a fictive speech as the British chieftain is made to deliver in the  Agricola, for example, almost certainly sets forth the grounds for native opposition much better than any native could set them forth.

			As for the battle description which follows this speech, it seems to have been lifted almost bodily from Sallust’s description of a battle which had been fought in Africa two centuries before. Mommsen called Tacitus the most unmilitary of historians (which is unfair to Livy), and even Gibbon says his military history is more remarkable for elegance than perspicuity. When Tacitus describes a battle we are made to feel at least that strenuous and significant action took place; as for details, he follows the practice of the later historians generally, who seem to have resorted to commonplace books for such embellishments. All the naval battles in the later historians, for example, bear so pronounced a family resemblance that one is almost forced to the conclusion that Dio Cassius and the others resorted to the same file, under the folder marked “Sea Battles.” Indeed, contemporary criticism would condemn a writer who refused to borrow from his predecessor as eccentric, and was prepared to tolerate a much larger volume of borrowing than can be charged to Tacitus.

			If descriptions of battles are mere rhetoric, if speeches are fanciful, if motives are ascribed to characters when it cannot be known what their motives were, one may well ask how trustworthy the resultant history is. A modern historian guilty of such faults would surely lose all credit. But in the Roman concept the historian was never thought of as a researcher but primarily as a literary man, and his function not as the propagation of sound learning so much as the inculcation of salutary doctrine. The most highly regarded historian in Tacitus’ day was Livy, who had lived a century earlier, and Livy’s attitude to fact was much more cavalier than Tacitus’. Livy’s professed aim was edification; he wished to make his degenerate contemporaries aware of the grand achievements and majestic personalities of their past, to the end that they might glory in the name of Rome and justify the responsibility of their noble heritage. Tacitus’ program is not very different. He recognizes, to be sure, that the glory of the remote past is gone forever, but he is profoundly concerned that the degradation of the immediate past shall not be repeated. With allowance made for rhetorical embellishment customary in his day, and within the limits of distortion which his own views of morality and politics make inevitable, Tacitus never consciously sacrifices historical truth. He consulted good sources, memoirs, biographies, and official records, and he frequently implies that he had more than one source before him. He requested information of those in position to know, as we learn from a reply of Pliny to such a request. He exercises critical judgment in questioning the value of a biased account (Annals XIII.20). Both knowledge and impartiality are recognized as prerequisites for the historian’s task in the first chapter of the Histories. “The truthfulness of history,” he writes, “was impaired in many ways; at first, through men’s ignorance of public affairs, which were now wholly strange to them, then, through their passion for flattery, or, on the other hand, their hatred of their masters.” Similarly at the beginning of the Annals he insists that he is writing “without either bitterness or partiality.”

			For an authoritative opinion on the historical validity of Tacitus’ writings we can do no better than turn to the sober Cambridge Ancient  History (10.872, 1934): “Though he occasionally appears to group events more with a view to literary effect than to strict sequence in time, it would be difficult to produce an instance when he has deliberately misstated or falsified facts, and easy to cite passages when he carefully rejects and passes over versions and rumours which suit his book better, but which he eschews. His portrait of the slow degeneration of Tiberius or Claudius is severe, but with his preconceptions, and on the evidence before him he could not write otherwise: he depicted Tiberius as he does because the evidence before him all pointed that way. Modern research tends ultimately not so much to prove Tacitus false or malignant, but rather to illustrate and stress aspects of the history of the Empire in which Tacitus was not interested. Thus it comes about that the facts he reports are usually accurate enough and rarely refuted by modern discoveries, but his interpretation must often be challenged. . . . The trend of present-day scholarship is towards the recognition of his integrity and essential greatness.” It is hard to imagine how bare and distorted our picture of Tacitus’ period would be without Tacitus; all that has been written upon it since is either a dim reflection of his insight or a lifeless extract from his writings.

			But Tacitus could see only through his own lenses, which were strongly colored, and it is a testimonial to his effectiveness that he has infected the world’s view of the period with which he deals with the same tint. Tacitus was an aristocrat with a nostalgic admiration for the Republic and contempt for a populace and a nobility alike corrupted by slavery. Domitian’s terror had touched his own circle and his own family. His is not history written by a white-smocked laboratory technician. His emotions are not relegated to such times as he may remove the smock and step out of his workroom. That is why he paints Tiberius too black and Germanicus too white, that is why he can carry his readers in the torrent of his own convictions.

			Those critics who complain that Tacitus’ philosophy cannot be reduced to a neat system are unhappy also because he does not provide a revolutionary program for restoring the Republic he so admired. He may be regarded as pusillanimous or prudential, according to the reader’s disposition. A speech put into the mouth of Eprius Marcellus may fairly be cited for Tacitus’ own point of view (Histories IV.8): “I do not forget the times in which I have been born, or the form of government which our fathers and grandfathers established. I may regard with admiration an earlier period, but I acquiesce in the present, and, while I pray for good emperors, I can endure whomsoever we may have.” Tyranny is galling, but the objections to it are not social or humanitarian. Indeed, Tacitus’ attitude to the lower classes of society is very wide of the democratic (or Stoic) ideal. Slaves cannot be credited with normal human sensibilities, the blood of gladiators is characterized as worthless, and foreigners are regularly the object of distrust and loathing. When he reports that four thousand freedmen infected with Egyptian and Jewish “superstitions” were expelled to Sardinia he adds that the loss would be slight if they succumbed to the unhealthy climate of that island (Annals II.85). From the point of view of general security and comfort, it is the excess of these commodities rather than their lack which distresses Tacitus. He puts a good case for oppressed provincials, but it is inefficient and greedy administration he objects to rather than the principle of empire. He rejoices in the Empire, in fact, and justifies it on the ground of the white man’s burden. He realizes that empire is no longer possible without an emperor, and only desires that the emperor be virtuous. Caesarism’s vice is not physical or economic oppression but spiritual degradation. The elimination of the power of the aristocracy is for Tacitus the source of corruption in society, of cringing nobles and upstart freedmen, of degradation at home and humiliation abroad. It would have been interesting to see how Tacitus would have treated the Caesarism of the “good” emperors whose history he promised but never wrote. Perhaps lack of time was not the only reason they were never written.

			If Tacitus is artist as well as historian it remains to glance at some of his artistic devices. The masterly characterizations of which we have spoken are achieved with remarkable economy of detail. He never indulges, as Suetonius does, in scandalous gossip for its own sake. His sketches are rendered in bold strokes, his effects are obtained by the use of light and shadow which bring out the essentials. If this technique results in theatricality it is but the characteristic of the age. The grand Romans all stalk about on a stage, like the lurid figures in Seneca’s tragedies; their grandeur and their intensity are always on parade, they are always conscious of their public and their public’s expectations. Is it natural for an old woman confronted by the assassins her son has sent to point to her womb and say “Strike here”? Theatrical to the highest degree and to the highest degree effective are such sequences (and they are many in number) as those which tell of Messalina’s mock marriage in the eleventh book of the Annals, or of the events leading to Nero’s murder of his mother in the fourteenth. Their effect is stunning, as theatre if not as life; no ancient dramatist approaches the decor and the direction.

			Such scenes are not the only things in Tacitus which suggest the dramatist’s art. Using identical materials different authors achieve the most diverse effects by selecting and grouping their details. In Tacitus the details chosen are frequently such as will produce horror; then occasionally amusing episodes or instances of ordinary humanity are inserted, very like the relaxing interludes with which Shakespeare relieves and points up tragic tension. After the storm and stress of the Piso conspiracy at the end of  Annals XV, for example, we have the hoax of Dido’s buried treasure at the beginning of Book XVI. Ostensibly the annalistic form is followed, but the apparently chronological order conceals a subtle art of arrangement. Traditional and obvious connections are disregarded, and fresh and illuminating associations are substituted. Again the criterion is not political clarification but dramatic effectiveness.

			Effective scenes are one requirement of the dramatic art, another is effective lines. In Seneca characters exchange single-line tags for pages, each compact and pointed, each eminently quotable. No paragraph in Tacitus is without its pregnant epigram embodying some acute observation or comment. Here the English reader is put at a serious disadvantage, for only rarely does the sharp point carry over in translation. Of one of the best known, solitudinem faciunt pacem appellant, only half the effectiveness is lost, for the translation requires only double the number of Latin words, “They make a wilderness and call it peace.” It is to be expected that the loss in effectiveness is usually greater. In the case of the concise epigrams at least explanation is possible, but for Tacitus’ style as a whole description to one who has not read the Latin is as difficult as describing peppermint to a man who has never tasted it. The style is unique and unmistakable. The ordinary word, the ordinary construction, the ordinary arrangement are studiously avoided. The balance, the parallelism, the flow characteristic of Cicero or Livy are eschewed. The only rule is that Tacitus will say a thing differently than you expected and more concisely. The effect is frequently that of sombre and full-toned organ music played staccato. By modern standards of style Tacitus is labored, even precious; but Latin style, and particularly the Latin style of the Silver Age, must be judged by a different standard, for it never attempted to approximate the spoken language. Yet in his straining to avoid the commonplace in diction Tacitus goes far even for Silver Latin. He not only avoids “brothels” by saying ( Histories II.93) inhonesta dictu, “places unseemly to mention,”2 but he calls spades “implements for digging earth and cutting turf ” (Annals I.65). For death fifty different circumlocutions have been counted in Tacitus.

			Tacitus had to wait until the Italian Renascence for proper appreciation. From the fifth century to the fifteenth he is mentioned not more than two or three times. Early in the latter century Niccolo Niccoli was in possession of the manuscript which is our sole authority for the Histories and the second half of the Annals, and Poggio was working hard to obtain the minor works; in 1455 Enoch of Ascoli brought them from Germany in a manuscript which is apparently the father of all our existing manuscripts of these works. In 1509 the manuscript which is our sole source for the first part of the  Annals was discovered at Cor-bey. Immediately all writers on political subjects began to quarry from Tacitus. Machiavelli, as might be expected, quotes him, in the Discoursesand the Florentine History, and Montaigne (3.8) remarks how applicable Tacitus is to his own France. French interest in Tacitus was very marked. He was translated several times and very frequently echoed. D’Aubigné, for example, says of Henry IV,  “digne du royaume s’il n’eût point régné,” a version, at the usual rate of expansion, of imperii capax nisi imperasset. Tacitus figures large in French political disputations. Saumaise considers him a champion of absolutism, and is warmly refuted by John Milton. Montesquieu had a high regard for Tacitus and consciously strove to model himself after the man of whom he wrote: “Tacitus abridged everything because he saw everything.” Voltaire finds him a republican, and Desmoulins in the Vieux Cordelier discourses on despotism from a text in Tacitus. Napoleon complains of Tacitus’ vilification of the emperors and offers to correct “inaccuracies” in his work.

			Dramatists and novelists have found Tacitus a no less fruitful source. Corneille has an Otho, Racine a Britannicus, Ben Jonson a Sejanus,Alfieri an Octavia, and Chénier a Tiberius; there are a dozen plays on Nero. Sinkiewicz’ Quo Vadis and such contemporary novelists as Feuchtwanger in his Josephus stories and Robert Graves in his Claudius series have long sections which are but adaptations of Tacitus. Contemporary history also, aside from contemporary literature, shows increasingly long sections which are but adaptations of Tacitus, and Tacitus has a profounder claim on the attention of the modern reader than the mere satisfaction of antiquarian curiosity. Tacitus always helped men understand themselves and their history, but not for a hundred years have his lessons been as pertinent as they are today. Along with his great Greek model Thucydides, Tacitus provides an agreeable channel whereby the best historical insight and experience of the ancient world are made available for our own enlightenment.

			M. H.

		

	
		
			A NOTE ON THE TRANSLATION

			Tacitus is the most difficult of the ancient prose authors to translate, and yet none has been rendered into modern languages more frequently. By 1837 there were 393 versions of the whole or part of his works into Italian, French, German, and English, and there have been hundreds more since, into every civilized tongue. But it is not embarras de richesse which makes a choice for fresh presentation to a wide audience difficult: considerations of accuracy, dignity, consistency, and completeness render one or another of the available versions undesirable. That in which Tacitus is most familiar to English readers is Arthur Murphy’s, first published in 1793; Murphy’s wordiness alone, aside from other faults, should disqualify him. For the 118 Latin words in the first chapter of the Annals he requires over 300 English words. Church and Brodribb bring the number down to 196, and in so doing are much more faithful to their original. Their version, in the judgment of the present editor, is the best available in English for the whole of Tacitus. Alterations in the text of Tacitus have been so slight despite the assiduity of text-critics, and Church and Brodribb’s own taste and scholarship so sound that it has been thought best to print their version as it left their hands. The arrangement of the works in this volume follows what seems to be a logical order; adherence to the order of composition would result only in profitless confusion. Latin place names and coinage may bother the reader. For the former a Glossary with modern equivalents is provided at the end of the volume; for the latter a very rough approximation is a penny for the as, twenty cents for the denarius, and five cents for the sestertius, which is the most common denomination.

			There are a number of annotated editions of the works of Tacitus whose introductions and commentaries will be found useful even by the student with no Latin. The standard editions of the various works in English are those of Furneaux, Gudeman, Spooner, and Anderson. The fullest modern account of the period involved is to be found in the tenth and eleventh volumes of the Cambridge Ancient History (1934 and 1936). Of various works of criticism Gaston Boissier’s Tacitus (English translation, 1906) may be specially recommended.

			M. H.
Columbia University
January, 1942

			 

		

	
		
			CHRONOLOGY

			Names of ruling emperors are printed in capitals; items of literary interest, including events in the career of Tacitus, in italics.

			14 Death of AUGUSTUS and succession of TIBERIUS. Agrippa Postumus executed. Powers of comitia transferred to Senate. Military mutinies in Pannonia and Germany.

			15 Campaign against Arminius.

			16 Germanicus advances to the Elbe but is recalled, and the attempt to extend the Roman frontier is abandoned.

			17 Triumph of Germanicus, who goes to the East. Rising of Tacfarinas in Africa. Cappadocia and Commagene annexed. Death of Ovid and Livy. 

			19 Germanicus in Egypt; dies in Syria.

			20 Piso, charged with treason and with death of Germanicus, commits suicide.

			23 Sejanus concentrates Praetorians in camp at city walls.

			26 Sejanus quarrels with Agrippina. TIBERIUS leaves Rome to settle at Capri. Pontius Pilate procurator of Judaea.

			33 Financial crisis. Drusus, son of Germanicus, executed. Death of the elder Agrippina.

			37 TIBERIUS dies, succeeded by GAIUS (CALIGULA). Birth of Nero.

			41 GAIUS murdered, CLAUDIUS made emperor. Seneca exiled.

			43 Successful expedition to Britain.

			48 Death of Messalina and her paramour.

			49 CLAUDIUS marries Agrippina. Seneca recalled to become tutor to Domitius (Nero); central period of his literary activity.

			50 CLAUDIUS adopts Domitius (hereafter Nero).

			54 CLAUDIUS poisoned. NERO succeeds.

			55 Birth of Tacitus.

			59 Murder of Agrippina.

			61 Uprising under Boadicea in Britain; suppressed by Paullinus, and Boadicea commits suicide.

			62 Octavia divorced and murdered; NERO marries Poppaea.

			64 Great fire at Rome.

			65 Conspiracy of Piso, for which, among others, Seneca and Lucan  suffer death.

			66 Many executions, including that of Petronius.

			68 NERO killed, GALBA succeeds.

			69 OTHO, VITELLIUS, VESPASIAN successively made emperor.

			70 Titus takes Jerusalem. Uprising in Gaul and Germany under Civilis.  Quintilian fills one of professorships instituted by Vespasian.

			75 Tacitus studies under Aper and Secundus.

			78 Tacitus marries Agricola’s daughter; Agricola to Britain.

			79 Death of VESPASIAN, accession of TITUS. Destruction of Pompeii. Death of Pliny the Elder.

			81 Death of TITUS, accession of DOMITIAN.

			85 Agricola recalled. Many executions.

			88 Tacitus praetor. Plutarch in Rome about this time.

			89–93 Tacitus absent from Rome, probably as Propraetor of province (Belgium?). Death of Valerius Flaccus.

			96 Murder of DOMITIAN; NERVA elected by Senate. Death of Statius.

			98 Death of NERVA, accession of TRAJAN. Tacitus consul. Publication of Agricola and Germania.

			100 Younger Pliny consul. Tacitus prosecutes M. Priscus.

			101 Death of Silius and Martial.

			102 Tacitus’s Dialogus composed about this time.

			112 Tacitus Proconsul of Asia. Histories completed some time before.

			113 Death of Younger Pliny.

			116 Publication of Tacitus’s Annals, and of first book of Juvenal. 

			117 Death of TRAJAN, accession of HADRIAN.

		

	
		
			FAMILY CONNECTIONS OF THE JULIO-CLAUDIAN EMPERORS
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			INTRODUCTION

			Shelby Foote

			Cornelius Tacitus, the greatest Roman historian, was born soon after 55 A.D. in Cisalpine Gaul (northern Italy or the south of France) and died not long before 120. His first historical composition was published in 98, when he was just past forty, thus affording him a writing life of about two decades—long enough, as events developed, for him to earn the fame now granted him throughout the literate world. Thomas Jefferson, for example, considered his works “as pre-eminent specimens of logic, taste, and that sententious brevity which, using not a word to spare, leaves not a moment for inattention to the hearer,” then capped this climactic praise, in advice to his granddaughter on the reading she should undertake, with the blurb to end all blurbs: “Tacitus I consider the first writer in the world without a single exception. His book is a compound of history and morality of which we have no other example.”

			Such an assessment was a long time coming. From the fifth through the fifteenth century he was scantly mentioned and his work was scarcely known. He evidently had, for his upbringing, the advantages due a privileged family, including a superior education. He married young and well, in 78, the daughter of the Roman governor of Britain. A member of the five-hundred-man Senate a decade later, soon after he reached the required age, he served as consul under Nerva in 97, as governor of Asia Minor under Trajan in 112, and perhaps held the same office under Hadrian after 116.

			As for his authorial career, it began with three comparatively brief but already maturely written trial flights: the Agricola in 98, a panegyric on his distinguished father-in-law, dead five years by then; the  Germania,published in tandem that same year, an ethnographic and political study of the tribes beyond the Rhine; and the Dialogue on Oratory in 102, composed in a foregone style that caused many commentators to identify it as juvenilia. Then came the two works, included here, on which his lofty reputation rests. The Histories cover Rome and its provinces from 69 to 96, Galba to the death of Domitian, and the Annals back-tracked to 14–68, Tiberius through Nero. Both survive, as luck would have it—roughly one-third of the former and half of the latter—in truncated and mutilated copies found, well into the Renaissance, in Italian monasteries at Hersfeld and Monte Cassino, fortunately some four hundred years before American artillery did its level best to destroy the latter place.

			The thousand-year delay before he was widely read, either in his native tongue or in translation, was due in part to his unchurchly disregard for Jews and Christians, which provoked the authorities’ controlling wrath throughout the Middle Ages, and in part to the rarity of biographical information, so severe that even today we do not know whether the first of his three names was Publius or Gaius (one of two rare sources gives one, the other gives the other) and even toward the end of that long obscurity he is referred to vaguely, by a sixth-century writer, as “a certain Cornelius.” What survives is the work—the writing—and that eventually overcame the proscription, at least in regard to his outlook and his nature, which is reflected vividly in nearly every line he wrote.

			Edward Gibbon, whose debt to him in the Decline and Fall was overriding, pronounced the dictum that “the style of an author should be the image of his mind,” and added that “this was never demonstrated more clearly than by Tacitus.” He is there, in his work, for whoever reads him. Clifford Moore, who wrestled his way through an admirable modern translation—“a tempting but impossible task,” he called it—has accounted for this defining attraction: “He is the most individualistic, the most psychological of ancient historians, and in writing his history of the early empire he has endeavored to write the history of the human soul.” Ronald Mellors, the latest and best of recent commentators, extends this with a caution preceding the praise: “We must judge him by the ancient criteria of historical art rather than by the anachronistic criteria of modern historical science. To do less would be to wrench him from his context. His aim, as with all great historians, is not merely to record the past but to recreate it for the reader.”

			Such admiration began a long way back, from the dawn of the recovery and revival during the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth centuries, respectively; Boccaccio may have had a hand in uncovering at least one of the sequestered transcriptions, Machiavelli was accused of using Tacitus as his connection with the devil, and Montaigne, who referred to him often in his essays, said of him in one of the latest, “I know of no other author who introduces into a register of public events so much consideration of private behavior and inclinations. . . . This is rather a judgment of history than a recital of it; there are more precepts than stories. It is not a book to read, it is a book to study and absorb.” One hundred years later, French dramatists Corneille (Otho) and Racine (Britannicus) borrowed plots from his Histories, the latter declaring outright that Tacitus was “the greatest painter of antiquity,” and remarking further: “I was so imbued with the reading of that excellent historian that there is almost no brilliant stroke in my tragedy for which he did not provide the idea.” Thomas Macaulay, another two centuries on, was in agreement. “In the delineation of character,” he wrote, “Tacitus is unrivaled among historians and has very few superiors among dramatists and novelists. . . . All the persons who occupy a large space in his works have an individuality of character which seems to pervade all their words and actions. We know them as if we had lived with them.”

			Keeping pace with all this praise, his influence on readers and writers has been extensive down the years. In the first half of the seventeenth century there were more editions of Tacitus, in Latin as well as in most of the European languages, than of any other Greek or Roman historian. Moreover, the effect of his masterful handling of dramatic narrative and trenchant discourse is evident in volume after volume, from Gibbon and Macaulay through Carlyle and Michelet to Burckhardt, Parkman, and Henry Adams. Commentaries and studies in depth continue to abound. During one forty-year mid-twentieth-century stretch, some 1,250 of these are listed in library reference works, and this interest has not declined—particularly when the gloom that pervades his two main works matches the grim ordeals that followed those he limned so starkly in his day. In our own recent past, Stalin and Hitler, with their expanded methods of mass slaughter and deception, might have stepped right out of the pages of Tacitus. Imagine too, on the near side of the Atlantic, what this Roman of nearly two thousand years ago would make today of the Kennedy-Johnson-Nixon span, the Ford-Carter lull, the dissimilar twinship of Reagan and Clinton, and the prospect of Bush II.

			In the course of his attempt to exercise or assuage his gall, Tacitus covered eighty-two years of Roman history. Half of this span he lived through, and he held high offices during the second half of that, which afforded him an inside view of what was going on at the upper levels, including the execution and forced suicide of fellow senators and the recurrent fear that he might join that luckless throng, along with the subsequent shame that he had collaborated enough to be among the survivors. Gibbon’s definition of the empire, start to finish—“I am sure that there never before existed such a nation, and I hope for the happiness of mankind there never will again”—and his description of a half dozen early emperors who shared in its rise and presaged its fall (“the dark unrelenting Tiberius, the furious Caligula, the stupid Claudius, the profligate and cruel Nero, the beastly Vitellius, and the timid inhuman Domitian”) was based mainly on the work of Tacitus, who saw them in that light—or, rather, darkness. He confessed his talent for survival on the first page of his first historical composition: “I would not deny that my elevation was begun by Vespasian, augmented by Titus, and still further advanced by Domitian.” This was a good deal short of a full apology, though he did resolve, by way of compensation, to speak of what he saw or heard or read “without partiality and without malice.” That promise was by no means kept. John Jackson, who knew the outcome intimately, line by line, from his translation of the Annals, called what followed “an amazing chronicle of an amazing era, brilliant, unfair, and unforgettable.” His fellow translator Clifford Moore, quoted earlier, was more specific, saying of Tacitus: “He writes with grim feeling because he is impassioned by his own experiences and knows what a tyrant is. His terse and epigrammatic style, unparalled before or since, and the manner in which his personality pervades his work have made his fame secure.”

			He set to work in an orderly fashion. Though there are differences of opinion as to the distribution of the reported thirty sections (called books, with the subsections called chapters), he seems to have followed the example of Virgil by arranging them both in hexads, two for the Histories and three for the Annals. Of the former, Books I–IV survive, along with about one-third of V, while the latter also contains Books I–IV, a few pages of V, and most of VI, then skips forward to XI–XVI, lacking the start of the first of these six books and the end of the last. Apparently, each of these works took about a decade to compose; the Histories were published in 109, the Annals sometime before 120, depending on the unknown year of his death.

			In any case, whatever the distribution, he had clearly found a subject fit to his hand and a way with words that would carry him through the twenty years afforded him to explore it. Silver Latin, unconcerned with the rhythms of speech and the balancing of rhetorical effects, had replaced the grammatical precepts of Cicero and the “milky richness” of Livy. Between these two, chronologically, according to another critic-translator, Michael Grant, was Sallust, whose “vivid but careful abruptness” and “mask of austere impartiality” bolstered and sharpened Tacitus’s long-held appreciation of Thucydides. What he learned from him and others, in school and later, he made his own, with special attention to fashioning the inherent but mostly invented speeches by historical characters who took their cues from Seneca. He delivered his own speeches, as well—directly to the reader—so that, at work, he resembles a playwright and a theatrical critic, simultaneously composing and reviewing the drama as it unfolds.

			With him, as with other writers, present or long gone, what it all comes down to is style, which includes not only technical skill but also frame of mind and point of view. Moses Hadas, in his overall study of Roman literature, expressed his admiration for Tacitus in this regard: “The style is unique and unmistakable. The ordinary word, the ordinary construction, the ordinary arrangement are studiously avoided. . . . The only rule is that Tacitus will say a thing differently than you expected and more concisely. The effect is frequently that of sombre and full-toned organ music played staccato.” Peter Gay went still further in his assessment, likening the work to “a glacier concealing a volcano,” and Will Durant waxed downright eloquent in the summation of his view:

			If, despite our surprise in finding a sermon and a drama where we had looked for history, we must nevertheless rank Tacitus among the greatest of historians, it is because the power of his art redeems the limitations of his view. Above all he sees intensely, sometimes deeply, always vividly. The portraits he draws stand out more clearly, stride the stage more livingly than any others in historical literature.

			He then preceded his ultimate praise with a warning:

			Sometimes the condensation is extreme to the point of affectation or obscurity; every second word then requires a sentence to translate it; verbs and conjunctions are disdained as crutches for crippled minds. . . . In a long work such a style, unrelieved with passages of a more even tenor, becomes an exhausting excitement to the reader, who nevertheless returns to it with mounting fascination. This martial brusqueness, more economical of words than of men, this scorn of the props of syntax, this passion of feeling and clearness of visualization, this tang of a novel vocabulary and murderous pungency of unhackneyed phrase, gives to the writing of Tacitus a swiftness, color, and force which no ancient author has equaled. The color is dark, the mood is gloomy, the sarcasm stings, and the tone of the whole is that of a Dante without tenderness. But the cumulative effect is overwhelming. Along this black river of relentless exposure we are carried, despite our reservations and objections, by a narrative at once dignified and turbulent, stately and impetuous.

			Not that there haven’t been lapses during the growth of all these recommendations, which reached one of its peaks during and just after the French Revolution, when, as Henry Adams was to say, “no sand blast of science had yet skinned off the epidermis of history.” The skinning began soon afterward, mainly by German scholars who questioned the Roman’s deployment of unknown sources, among other grievous lacks. He had no apparent interest in economics, art, religion, or ordinary people in ordinary homes; he was derivative and literary, oratorical and scornful; in his numerous judgments, praise was rare, blame abundant, often when neither was justified by anything more than questionable opinion. All this led up to the early-twentieth-century statement by the Irish academician J. B. Bury that history is “a science, no less and no more.” Tacitus clearly thought it was both less and more, and said so in the Annals: “This I regard as history’s highest function, to let no worthy action be uncommunicated, and to hold out the reprobation of posterity as a terror to evil words and deeds.” Ronald Martin, who quotes Bury with disapproval, agrees with the subject of his book-length study: “To history Tacitus brought both passion and aloofness. Because of this his style is both gripping and austere.”

			Events that followed Bury’s 1903 pronouncement—two world wars, the Depression that came between them, and the misadventures that followed, including Korea, Vietnam, and AIDS—brought Tacitus back to center stage as an observer of a civilization gone awry. What is more, the work of poets and especially novelists—Stendhal and Flaubert, George Eliot and Dostoyevsky, Proust and Joyce, Kafka and Faulkner—opened minds to the underlying complexities of Tacitus and the characters in the world they inhabit. William Appleman Williams, a freewheeling mid-twentieth-century American academic whose conviction that “history is a way of learning,” stated still another reason for examining what has gone before, even if it was nearly two millenniums ago:

			The historical experience is not one of studying in the present and looking back. Rather it is one of going back into the past and returning to the present with a wider and more intense consciousness of the restrictions of our former outlook. We return with a broader awareness of the alternatives open to us and a sharper perceptiveness with which to make our choices. In this manner it is possible to loosen the dead hand of the past and transform it into a living tool for the present and the future.

			Nowhere is this better demonstrated than in Tacitus closely read, not just for the facts, which are scant and sometimes doubtful, but for contemplating the nature of man and of what raw power can bring down on the head of a leader, and on those around and under him as well.

			SHELBY FOOTE is a novelist, historian, and playwright. His works of fiction include Love in a Dry Season, Shiloh, and September, September. He also authored The Civil War, a landmark three-volume work that firmly established him as one of the greatest historians of the twentieth century. His numerous awards include three Guggenheim fellowships, a Ford Foundation grant, and the Dos Passos Prize for Literature. A member of the American Academy of Arts and Letters, the Society of American Historians, and the Fellowship of Southern Writers, he is also a member of the Modern Library’s Editorial Board. He lives in Memphis.

		

	
		
			THE ANNALS

		

	
		
			BOOK I

			A.D. 14 — 15

			Rome at the beginning was ruled by kings. Freedom and the consulship were established by Lucius Brutus. Dictatorships were held for a temporary crisis. The power of the decemvirs did not last beyond two years, nor was the consular jurisdiction of the military tribunes of long duration. The despotisms of Cinna and Sulla were brief; the rule of Pompeius and of Crassus soon yielded before Cæsar; the arms of Lepidus and Antonius before Augustus; who, when the world was wearied by civil strife, subjected it to empire under the title of “Prince.”1 But the successes and reverses of the old Roman people have been recorded by famous historians; and fine intellects were not wanting to describe the times of Augustus, till growing sycophancy scared them away. The histories of Tiberius, Caius, Claudius, and Nero, while they were in power, were falsified through terror, and after their death were written under the irritation of a recent hatred. Hence my purpose is to relate a few facts about Augustus—more particularly his last acts, then the reign of Tiberius, and all which follows, without either bitterness or partiality, from any motives to which I am far removed.

			When after the destruction of Brutus and Cassius there was no longer any army of the Commonwealth, when Pompeius was crushed in Sicily, and when, with Lepidus pushed aside and Antonius slain, even the Julian faction had only Cæsar left to lead it, then, dropping the title of triumvir, and giving out that he was a consul, and was satisfied with a tribune’s authority for the protection of the people, Augustus won over the soldiers with gifts, the populace with cheap corn, and all men with the sweets of repose, and so grew greater by degrees, while he concentrated in himself the functions of the Senate, the magistrates, and the laws. He was wholly unopposed, for the boldest spirits had fallen in battle, or in the proscription, while the remaining nobles, the readier they were to be slaves, were raised the higher by wealth and promotion, so that, aggrandised by revolution, they preferred the safety of the present to the dangerous past. Nor did the provinces dislike that condition of affairs, for they distrusted the government of the Senate and the people, because of the rivalries between the leading men and the rapacity of the officials, while the protection of the laws was unavailing, as they were continually deranged by violence, intrigue, and finally by corruption.

			Augustus meanwhile, as supports to his despotism, raised to the pontificate and curule ædileship Claudius Marcellus, his sister’s son, while a mere stripling, and Marcus Agrippa, of humble birth, a good soldier, and one who had shared his victory, to two consecutive consulships, and as Marcellus soon afterwards died, he also accepted him as his son-in-law. Tiberius Nero and Claudius Drusus, his stepsons, he honoured with imperial titles, although his own family was as yet undiminished. For he had admitted the children of Agrippa, Caius and Lucius, into the house of the Cæsars; and before they had yet laid aside the dress of boyhood he had most fervently desired, with an outward show of reluctance, that they should be entitled “princes of the youth,” and be consuls-elect. When Agrippa died, and Lucius Cæsar as he was on his way to our armies in Spain, and Caius while returning from Armenia, still suffering from a wound, were prematurely cut off by destiny, or by their stepmother Livia’s treachery, Drusus too having long been dead, Nero remained alone of the stepsons, and in him everything tended to centre. He was adopted as a son, as a colleague in empire and a partner in the tribunitian power, and paraded through all the armies, no longer through his mother’s secret intrigues, but at her open suggestion. For she had gained such a hold on the aged Augustus that he drove out as an exile into the island of Planasia, his only grandson, Agrippa Postumus, who, though devoid of worthy qualities, and having only the brute courage of physical strength, had not been convicted of any gross offence. And yet Augustus had appointed Germanicus, Drusus’s offspring, to the command of eight legions on the Rhine, and required Tiberius to adopt him, although Tiberius had a son, now a young man, in his house; but he did it that he might have several safeguards to rest on. He had no war at
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